REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING — AGENDA

Agenda for the Regular Council Meeting scheduled for A

VILLAGE OF

Tuesday, May 1, 2018 at 7:00 p.m. in Council Chambers at ANMOUR E
Village Hall, 2697 Sunnyside Road, Anmore, BC
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2.

3.

4.

page 1
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page 2
page 7

6.

7.
page 9

Call to Order

Approval of the Agenda

Recommendation: That the Agenda be approved as circulated.

Public Input

Note: The public is permitted to provide comments to Council on any item shown on this
meeting agenda. A two-minute time limit applies to speakers.

Delegations
(a) Sasamat Volunteer Fire Department

Adoption of Minutes

(a) Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on April 17, 2018

Recommendation: That the Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on
April 17, 2018 be adopted as circulated.

(b) Minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on April 19, 2018

Recommendation: That the Minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on
April 19, 2018 be adopted as circulated.

Business Arising from Minutes

Consent Agenda

Note: Any Council member who wants to remove an item for further discussion may do
so at this time.

Recommendation: That the Consent Agenda be adopted.
(a) School District No. 43 (Coquitlam) Board of Education — Notice of Motion

Recommendation: That the letter dated April 11, 2018 from Kerri Palmer Isaak,
Board Chair, be received.
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(b) Metro Vancouver — Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use
Designation Amendment Request Regional Growth Strategy Amendment
Bylaw No. 1263 - Hazelmere
Recommendation: That the letter dated April 13, 2018 from Metro Vancouver
regarding Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use
Designation Amendment Request Regional Growth Strategy
Amendment Bylaw No. 1263 — Hazelmere, having already been
reviewed by Village staff, be received with no additional
comments.

(c) Metro Vancouver — Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

That the letter dated April 18, 2018 from Metro Vancouver
regarding Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results be received.

Recommendation:
(d) City of Pitt Meadows — 2018 LMLGA Resolution: Disqualification from
Holding Elected Office

That the letter dated April 18, 2018 from Metro Vancouver
regarding Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results be received.

Recommendation:

Items Removed from the Consent Agenda

Legislative Reports

(a) Anmore Tax Rates Bylaw No. 577-2018

Recommendation: That Anmore Tax Rates Bylaw No. 577-2018 be read a first,

second and third time.
(b) Anmore Drinking Water Conservation Plan Bylaw No. 579-2018
Report dated April 26, 2018 from the Manager of Corporate Services is attached.

Unfinished Business

New Business

(a) Public Safety Committee Recommendations
Memorandum dated April 24, 2018 from the Manager of Corporate Services is attached.
(b) Policy No. 59 — Comprehensive Development Economic Assessment

Report dated April 26, 2018 from the Manager of Development Services is attached.



Regular Council Meeting Agenda —May 1, 2018 Page 3

12.

13.

14,

15.

page 271

16.

17.

Mayor’s Report

Councillors Reports

Chief Administrative Officer’s Report

Information Items

(@) Committees, Commissions and Boards — Minutes
- Public Safety Committee Meeting Minutes of February 5, 2018
(b) General Correspondence

Public Question Period

Note: The public is permitted to ask guestions of Council regarding any item pertaining
to Village business. A two-minute time limit applies to speakers.

Adjournment
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Delegation to Council Request Form
Contact Information
Namie of preseriter Jay Sharpe, Fire Chief
Name of organization: Sasamat Volunteer Fire Department
Mailing Address: 2690 East Road, Anmore, BC V3H 5G9
Phone Number: 604-469-0349
Eri A ass jay.sharpe@anmore.com
Presentation Information

May 1, 2018

Preferred meeting date at which you wish to appear (if known):

Number of person(s) expected to attend: 1

Reason(s) for presentation:

X To provide information - at the invitation of the Village, with regard to Wildfire Community
0 To request funding  Preparedness Day (May 5, 2018)

0 To request letter of support
[0 Other

Resources:
[0 Projector and Screen (bring own laptop)
00 Other

Please submit the completed form and related presentation materials to the
Manager of Corporate Services by 12:00 p.m. on the Thursday prior to the Council
Meeting via email to christine.milloy@anmore.com or delivered to village hall.

For questions regarding this process, please phone Christine Milloy at 604-469-9877.

2697 Sunnyside Road
Anmore, BC V3H 5G9
anmore.com






REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING - MINUTES ¥

VILLAGE OF

Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on Tuesday, April 17, 2018

in Council Chambers at Village Hall, 2697 Sunnyside Road, Anmore, BC ANMORE
ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT ELECTED OFFICIALS ABSENT
Mayor John McEwen Councillor Paul Weverink

Councillor Ryan Froese
Councillor Ann-Marie Thiele
Councillor Kim Trowbridge

OTHERS PRESENT

Juli Halliwell, Chief Administrative Officer
Christine Baird, Manager of Corporate Services
Jason Smith, Manager of Development Services
1. Call to Order

Mayor McEwen called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

2. Approval of the Agenda

It was MOVED and SECONDED:
R74/2018 “THAT THE AGENDA BE APPROVED AS CIRCULATED.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

3. Public Input

Charles Christie, Sunnyside Road, spoke to item 11(b) that Council is part of the
problem with the Anmore Green Estates sewer problem and you have to putin a
permanent fix.

Charles Christie, Sunnyside Road, spoke to item 5(a) regarding allocated roadwork for
Uplands is money wasted until building construction has been completed on that road.

Coleen Hackinen, Elementary Road, spoke to item 9(a) that she believes that any
member of Council may be in a conflict of interest as stated under section 101 of the
Community Charter and she recommended that Council obtain a legal opinion in this
regard.

Doug Richardson, East Road, presented comments regarding item 9(a) with concerns
about community input. Nothing changed after the public information session.
Council/staff don't want to hear feedback. He feels that the public is being rejected.
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4,

Delegations
Nil

Adoption of Minutes

(a) Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held on April 3, 2018
It was MOVED and SECONDED:

R75/2018 “THAT THE MINUTES OF THE REGULAR COUNCIL MEETING
HELD ON APRIL 3, 2018 BE ADOPTED AS AMENDED.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
Council requested that, under item 12, fourth bullet, the second instance of “beautiful”
be replaced with “vibrant”, and the text “in the spit and with funds diversification for
parks, industry, and housing” be replaced with “and the split of the lands is going to be
1/3 parks, 1/3 industry and 1/3 housing”.

Business Arising from Minutes

(a) [tem 11(b) VoA - Roadworks — Capital Projects
It was MOVED and SECONDED:
R76/2018 “TO DIRECT STAFF AND OUR TRAFFIC ENGINEER TO
CONSIDER POSSIBLE IMPROVEMENTS ON SUNNYSIDE
ROAD BETWEEN LUDLOW LANE AND THE GATES TO THE

RIFLE RANGES, AND TO RECOMMEND HOW TO IMPROVE
SAFETY ON THAT STRETCH OF ROAD.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Consent Agenda

Nil

ltems Removed from the Consent Agenda

Nil
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9.

10.

11.

Legislative Reports

(a) Official Community Plan Amendment Bylaw No. 576-2018
It was MOVED and SECONDED:

R77/2018 “THAT VILLAGE OF ANMORE OFFICIAL COMMUNITY
AMENDMENT BYLAW NO. 576-2018 BE READ A FIRST TIME;
AND THAT A COPY OF THE BYLAW BE PROVIDED TO
NEIGHBOURING MUNICIPALITIES AND TO THE SCHOOL
DISTRICT FOR COMMENTS."”

CARRIED
Councillor Thiele opposed

Unfinished Business

Nil

New Business

(a) Upper Spirit Park Redevelopment Construction — Award of Contract
ft was MOVED and SECONDED:
R78/2018 “THAT THE UPPER SPIRIT PARK REDEVELOPMENT AWARD
OF CONTRACT THAT WAS PRESENTED ON TABLE BE
TABLED.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
[t was MOVED and SECONDED:
R79/2018 “THAT A SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING BE HELD ON APRIL 19,
2018 AT 5:00 PM FOR REVIEW OF THE SPIRIT PARK
ENHANCEMENT PROJECT.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

(b) Letter to Ministry of Environment — Anmore Green Estates Pollution
Abatement Order

It was MOVED and SECONDED:
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12,

13.

14.

R80/2018 “THAT COUNCIL ENDORSE THE LETTER DATED APRIL 11,
2018 FROM THE CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER TO THE
MINISTRY OF ENVIRONMENT REGARDING ANMORE GREEN
ESTATES POLLUTION ABATEMENT ORDER.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

(c) TD Park People Grants

Juli Halliwell reported that the Village had submitted a proposal for a $2,000 grant
offered to municipalities for use towards municipal events. The Village received a
response that the application was unsuccessful, with reasoning that there was high
demand for the opportunity.

Mayor’s Report

Nil

Councillors Reports

Councillor Trowbridge reported that:
e Anmore will be represented at the May Day parade in Port Coquitlam, and he was
requested to supply two vehicles for use in the parade.

Councillor Thiele reported that:
e She wants her reasons for voting in opposition to the OCP bylaw amendment to be
recorded in the minutes.

As Council agreed to allow this, Councillor Thiele's reasons for voting in opposition

to the vote were noted as follows:

- She does not support 0.5 acre development.

- The Village wants to be financially sustainable, wants people to be able to age in
place, wants to be environmentally friendly, wants to maintain a semi-rural
atmosphere and to offer affordable housing. However, she does not see the
move to 0.5 acre zoning as addressing long-term problems in a sustainable way.

- She sees the bylaw amendment for infill development as being in direct conflict
with the OCP.

Chief Administrative Officer’'s Report

Juli Halliwell reported that:
e The semi-annual water utility bills were sent by mail this week; they are due May 15.
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15.

16.

17.

Information ltems

(a) Committees, Commissions and Boards — Minutes
Nil
(b) General Correspondence

- Letter dated March 16, 2018 from The Corporation of the District of Peachland
regarding Cannabis Sales Revenue Sharing

Public Question Period

Coleen Hackinen, Elementary Road, presented concern regarding work scheduled for
Spirit Park as the grass won't be established for the date of the fire department’s event.

Doug Richardson, East Road, presented comments that projects due to be complete
without drawings or budget will fail, and asked Council if they are willing to waste
$150,000 to $200,000 for a project without a proper plan.

Charles Christie, Sunnyside Road, asked if the 9% is the mill rate; to which Council
replied that it is not. He also presented comments that cars today are not built to
withstand potholes so it is best to fill them in as fast as you can to save money.

Adjournment
[t was MOVED and SECONDED:

R81/2018 “TO ADJOURN.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

The meeting adjourned at 8:36 p.m.

Certified Correct: Approved by:

Christine Baird John McEwen
Manager of Corporate Services Mayor







SPECIAL COUNCIL MEETING - MINUTES '

Minutes of the Special Council Meeting held on Thursday, April 19, 2018 vilr&oE0E
in Council Chambers at Village Hall, 2697 Sunnyside Road, Anmore, BC ANMORE
ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT ELECTED OFFICIALS ABSENT

Mayor John McEwen Councillor Paul Weverink

Councillor Ryan Froese
Councillor Ann-Marie Thiele
Councillor Kim Trowbridge

OTHERS PRESENT
Juli Halliwell, Chief Administrative Officer

1 Call to Order
Mayor McEwen called the meeting to order at 5:08 p.m.

2 Approval of the Agenda

It was MOVED and SECONDED:
R82/2018 “THAT THE AGENDA BE APPROVED AS CIRCULATED."”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
< Public Input
Nil
4, New Business
(a) Upper Spirit Park Redevelopment Construction — Award of Contract

It was MOVED and SECONDED:

R83/2018 “THAT THE MATTER OF UPPER SPIRIT PARK
REDEVELOPMENT CONSTRUCTION — AWARD OF
CONTRACT BE LIFTED FROM THE TABLE.”
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

It was MOVED and SECONDED:
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R84/2018

“THAT COUNCIL APPROVE THE AWARD OF PROJECT T17-
01 SPIRIT PARK ENHANCEMENTS TO WESTERN
WATERSHED DESIGNS INC. FOR A TOTAL CONTRACT PRICE
OF $329,825.08, INCLUSIVE OF GST.”

MOTION DEFEATED

It was MOVED and SECONDED:

R85/2018

“THAT COUNCIL AUTHORIZE THE RELOCATION OF THE
ELECTRICAL POLE ONTO VILLAGE PROPERTY;
INSTALLATION OF IRRIGATION AND ELECTRICAL
CONDUIT; INSTALLATION OF FOUR ADDITIONAL
ELECTRICAL OUTLETS; RELOCATION OF THE TRACTOR;
AND REPLACEMENT OF THE SEPTIC SYSTEM LID, TO A
MAXIMUM AMOUNT OF TWENTY THOUSAND DOLLARS
(520,000) TO BE FUNDED FROM THE PARKS RESERVE;
AND THAT COUNCIL DIRECT STAFF TO FORWARD THE
LANDSCAPE DESIGN TO A FUTURE REGULAR COUNCIL
MEETING FOR CONSIDERATION BY COUNCIL, TO
TENDER THE WORK.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

5. Public Question Period

Nil

6. Adjournment

[t was MOVED and SECONDED:

R86/2018

“TO ADJOURN.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

The meeting adjourned at 5:33 p.m.

Certified Correct:

Approved by:

Christine Baird

John McEwen

Manager of Corporate Services Mayor
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O DISTRICT

Learning for a Lilelime

BOARD OF
EDUCATION

CHAIR:

Kerri Palmer Isaak

VICE-CHAIR:
Michael Thomas

TRUSTEES:
Carol Cahoon
Chuck Denison
Barb Hobson

Lisa Park

Judy Shirra
Diane Sowden
Keith Watkins

550 Poirier Street, Coquitlam, BC Canada V3J 6A7 e Phone: 604-939-9201 o Fax: 604-939-6758
April 11, 2018
City of Coquitlam Mayor & Council City of Port Coquitlam Mayor & Council
Via email: mayor council@coquitlam.ca Via email: citycouncil@portcoquitlam.ca
City of Port Moody Mayor & Council Village of Anmore Mayor & Council
Via email: council@portmoody.ca Via email: village.hall@anmore.com
Village of Belcarra Mayor & Council The Honourable Mike Farnworth
Via email: belcarra@belcarra.ca MLA, Port Coquitlam

Via email: mike.farnworth.mla@leg be.ca

Mr. Rick Glumac Ms. Joan Isaacs

N!LA' PO_" Moody-Coquitlam MLA, Coquitlam-Burke Mountain
Via email: rick.glumac.mla@leg.be.ca i 2

Via email: joan.isaacs.mla@leg.be.ca
The Honourable Selina Robinson
MLA, Coquitlam-Maillardville

Via email: selina.robinson.mla@leg.bc.ca

Dear Mayors, Councillors and MLAs:

As Chair of the Board of Education of School District No. 43 (Coquitlam), | would like to express
my apologies for any confusion caused by the notice of motion that you may have received by
email last night from Trustee Park. The Board was provided a copy last night and has not
reviewed or discussed it. We will be adding Trustee Park’s motion on an upcoming regular
public agenda. At that meeting, provided the motion is seconded, the Board will then discuss
the motion. |look forward to the comments and feedback from the Board at that time.

The Board is aware that Mayor Clay's office has already reached out to schedule a collaborative
meeting between the Board and our municipalities and | understand our staff have been
working on organizing a date. The Board is proud of the strong and respectful relationships
with our municipal partners and all elected officials. We look forward to many opportunities to
work together to serve our community.

Yours truly,
SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 43 (COQUITLAM) BOARD OF EDUCATION

N
R, RECEIVED

Kerri Palmer Isaak

Chair, Board of Education APR 17 2018
cc: Board of Education VILLAGE OF
Patricia Gartland, Superintendent of Schools ANMORE

Chris Nicolls, Secretary-Treasurer/CFO

Serving the communities of Anmore, Belcarra, Coquitlam, Port Coquitlam and Port Moody
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@ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Office of the Chair
Tel. 604-432-6215 Fax 604-451-6614

— File: CR-12-01
APR 13 2018 RECEIVED Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
. APR 19 2018
Mayor John McEwen and Council
Village of Anmore VILLAGE oF
2697 Sunnyside Road, RR1 ANMORE A

Anmore, BC V3H 5G9
VIA EMAIL: john.mcewen@anmore.com

Dear Mayor McEwen and Council:

Re: Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use Designation Amendment Request
Regional Growth Strategy Amendment Bylaw No. 1263 — Hazelmere

The City of Surrey has submitted a request to Metro Vancouver to amend Metro 2040 by changing
the regional land use designation from Rural to General Urban and to extend the Urban Containment
Boundary for a 24-hectare site in the Hazelmere Valley area of Surrey, to permit the development of
a 145 |ot urban residential development.

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) adopted the following resolution:

That the MVRD Board:

a) initiate the Metro 2040 minor amendment process in response to the City of
Surrey's request, to amend the regional land use designation for the Hazelmere
site;

b) give first and second reading to Metro Vancouver Regional District Regional
Growth Strategy Amendment Bylaw No. 1263, 2018;

c) direct staff to notify affected local governments as per Metro Vancouver 2040:
Shaping our Future, section 6.4.2; and

d) direct staff to set a public hearing date.

This letter provides notification to affected local governments and other agencies of the proposed
amendment to Metro 2040.

This is a Type 2 minor amendment to Metro 2040, which requires an affirmative 2/3 weighted vote
of the MVRD Board at each reading of the amending bylaw, and that a regional public hearing be
held. For more information on regional growth strategy amendment procedures, please see Metro
2040 Sections 6.3 and 6.4.

24515518

4730 Kingsway, Burnaby, BC, Canada V5H 0Cé6 | 604-432-6200 | metrovancouver.org 10

Metro Vancouver Regional District | Greater Vancouver Water District | Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District | Metro Vancouver Housing Corporation




Mayor McEwen and Council, Village of Anmore

Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use Designation Amendment Request Regional Growth Strategy
Amendment Bylaw No. 1263 - Hazelmere

Page 2 of 2

A Metro Vancouver staff report providing background information and an assessment of the
proposed amendment regarding consistency with Metro 2040 is enclosed.

Following the comment period, the MVRD Board will review all comments received, then hold a
pubiic hearing, and at a subsequent meeting consider third reading and final adoption of the
amendment bylaw.

You are invited to provide written comments on this proposed amendment to Mefrg 2040. Please
provide your comments in the form of a Council resolution by May 17, 2018.

if you have any questions with respect to the proposed amendment, please contact Terry Hoff, Senior
Regional Planner, Parks Planning and Environment by phone at 604-436-6703 or by email at

Terry.Hoff@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/PN/NC/th

Encl:  Report dated January 10, 2018, titled “Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use
Designation Amendment Request from the City of Surrey — Hazelmere” (Doc #24197124)

24915518
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To: Regional Planning Committee

From: Terry Hoff, Senior Regional Planner, Parks, Planning and Environment Department
Date: January 10, 2018 Meeting Date: February 2, 2018
Subject: Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use Designation Amendment

Request from the City of Surrey - Hazelmere

RECOMMENDATION
That the MVRD Board decline the City of Surrey’s requested amendment to Metro 2040 for the
Hazelmere site and not proceed with a Regional Growth Strategy Amendment Bylaw.

PURPOSE

To provide the MVRD Board with the opportunity to consider the City of Surrey’s request to amend
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040) to accommodate a development proposal
for the Hazelmere site.

BACKGROUND

On October 23, 2017 the City of Surrey submitted a request to Metro Vancouver to amend the
Metro 2040 land use designation map to accommodate a development proposal known as
Hazelmere. Surrey Council passed 1% and 2™ reading of Official Community Plan amendment bylaw
N0.19344 for the land use redesignation on July 24, 2017. Also on July 24, 2017, Surrey Council passed
a resolution R17-2258 to submit a regional land use redesignation amendment request to Metro
Vancouver, pending 3™ reading, (Attachment 1). Subsequently, on September 11, 2017, Surrey
Council held a local public hearing and gave third reading to Official Community Plan amendment
bylaw No. 19344. A Surrey Council decision on final adoption of Official Community Plan amendment
bylaw No.19344 will be scheduled following a MVRD Board decision on the requested Metro 2040
amendment.

In consideration of the proposed Metro 2040 amendment, the MVRD Board may choose to deny the
request, or to proceed with initiation of the amendment and a Metro 2040 amendment bylaw. This
proposed amendment is a Type 2 minor amendment to Metro 2040, requiring an affirmative 2/3
weighted vote of the MVRD Board at each reading and a regional public hearing.

PROPOSED METRO 2040 LAND USE DESIGNATION AMENDMENT

The requested Metro 2040 amendment is to create a 23.7 hectare (58.6 acre) non-contiguous
extension of the Metro 2040 Urban Containment Boundary, and to redesignate the component lands
from Metro 2040 Rural to General Urban. The proposed amendment would allow for the
development of a 145 lot urban single family residential subdivision, averaging % acre lot size, and
would facilitate the extension of the GVS&DD Fraser Sewerage Area to service the residential
development.

24197124

12



Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use Designation Amendment Request from the City of Surrey — Hazelmere
Regional Planning Committee Regular Meeting Date: February 2, 2018
Page 2 of 12

As shown in Figure 1, the Hazelmere site currently has a Rural regional land use designation, as agreed
to between the City of Surrey and Metro Vancouver in approving Metro 2040 in 2011 and their
subsequent Regional Context Statement. The site is located between 180 Street and 184 Street,
extending from the international boundary (0 Avenue) and abutting the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR) to the north and west.

The site is located at the western end of an area with a Rural regional land use designation, which is
about 300 hectares in size. The majority of the Rural lands are subdivided for Rural Residential
development (average 2 hectare / 5 acre estate lots adjacent to the subject site), and there are about
40 hectares of remaining large parcels with pending development applications.

Hazelmere Site Context

Parcel Size 23.7 ha (58.6 ac)
Metro 2040 Designation Rural

Surrey OCP Designation Agricultural
Municipal Zoning A-1 - Agricultural
Agricultural Land Reserve Status Not in the ALR

Proposed Metro 2040 Designation General Urban
Proposed Residential Development 145 single family lots; average lot size approx. 1/4 acre
Sewerage Area Outside the GVS&DD Fraser Sewerage Are

Metro 2040 Designations
[ urhan Containment Boundary
I Agricutirst
= General Urtian
- -il" 0 indugtriat
| lw 110 Mixed Employment
Al ~ Fural

I conswrvation & Recreation

B avenue

]
Haralmere
Gall Coure




Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use Designation Amendment Request from the City of Surrey — Hazelmere
Regional Planning Committee Regular Meeting Date: February 2, 2018
Page 3 of 12

Metro 2040 Rural
i Agricultural Land Reserve
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|
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Surrey Staff Reports, Assessment and Recommendations
The proposed development has been submitted to Surrey Council on 3 occasions: in July 2015, June
2016 and July 2017.




Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use Designation Amendment Request from the City of Surrey — Hazelmere

Regional Planning Committee Regular Meeting Date: February 2, 2018
Page 4 of 12

In July 2015, on the initial submission, Surrey staff recommended that:

The proposed development not be supported; and
The proposed development be referred back to the applicant to consider major revisions to
the proposal that are consistent with the policies of the Official Community Plan (OCP) and
the "Rural” designation of Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and the Urban
Containment Boundary.
The Surrey staff report at that time noted that:
The proposed development is a large departure from existing City plans and policies, as
described further in the report. There is no planning or servicing framework in place to guide
development in this portion of the Hazelmere Valley;
The proposed development has significant servicing and transportation challenges; and
If the proposal is modified to be consistent with the policies of the OCP and the "Rural”
designation of Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and the Urban
Containment Boundary, there is some merit for considering support.

The application was referred back to staff to work with the applicant to consider major revisions as
the proposal was not in keeping with the Regional Growth Strategy and in ltS current state did not fit
within the vision for the area.

In June 2016, the application was considered by Surrey Council a second time. The applicant proposed
a number of improvements and requested that the revised proposal be reconsidered by Council. The
applicant did not wish to pursue a proposal consistent with the policies of the OCP and the "Rural"
designation of Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy and the Urban Containment Boundary.

Surrey staff again recommended that the proposed development not be supported. The staff report
at that time stated that, ‘

...hotwithstanding the various improvements proposed by the applicant, the proposed
development is a significant departure from existing City plans and policies. There is no
Neighbourhood Concept Plan (NCP) or planning or servicing framework in place to guide
development in this portion of the Hazelmere valiey. Further, the proposed development
has significant servicing and transportation challenges, and would not result in contiguous
or planned growth following the provisions outlined in the City’s OCP.

Surrey Councii referred the project back to staff to work with the applicant to:

review the site in terms of future residential development and the feasibility of the proposed
septic field and existing soil quality and ascertain whether or not a sewer system could be
supported;

provide completion of the Hazelmere Golf Course Community in terms of estate lots that are
viable for the next 50 years with the aim of completing the Golf Course community while
maintaining habitat restoration and agricultural uses. Further, it was noted that if the area to
the east toward 0 Avenue should be considered for residential development in the future, a
full Neighbourhood Concept Plan (NCP) would be expected, but the process would not be
initiated at that time;

15



Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future Land Use Designation Amendment Request from the City of Surrey — Hazelmere
Regional Pianhing Committee Regular Meeting Date: February 2, 2018
Page 5 of 12

¢ provide detailed information in terms of the available capacity to provide services to the area
that would he "stand alone"; and

e ensure that the project be an extension to complete the build out of the Hazelmere Golf
course.

In July 2017, the application was considered by Surrey Council for a third time. At that time, Surrey
staff recommended that the OCP amendment bylaw proceed.

Along with a number of procedural and siting conditions needing to be resolved before final adoption
of the bylaw amendment, including approval of a Metro 2040 amendment and approved connection
to regional sewerage services, the application received 1% and 2™ readings on July 24, 2017, and
subsequently proceeded through Public Hearing and 3™ reading on September 11, 2017.

In response to previously stated issues, the reconsideration of the proposed development included
the following:

e It was proposed that a connection to the city/regional sewer system be constructed
specifically as “stand alone” (specified pipe size) designed solely to accommodate the
proposed urban residential development;

® A number of habitat restoration and agricultural enhancements;

e The downstream drainage capacity determined to be sufficient for the proposal; and

e A condition of approval of the Agricultural Land Commission for:

o non-farm use to permit stormwater run-off into the proposed habitat ponds located
in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) downstream from the development site; and

o the subdivision to create a 4.6 hectare (11.3 acre) lot within the ALR, comprising
riparian area and habitat ponds, to be conveyed to the City for conservation purposes.

A Surrey Council resclution and notification requesting the Metro 2040 land use designation
amendment was received by Metro Vancouver on October 23, 2017.

REGIONAL PLANNING ASSESSMENT OF THE PROPOSED METRO 2040 AMENDMENT

Metro 2040 is an agreement among member jurisdictions to pursue a set of goals and strategies for
future land use and development in the Metro Vancouver region. Regional context statements,
housed in the local municipal OCPs, reinforce this collaborative partnership and commitment to
growth management in all areas of the region. These agreements are incorporated into associated
regional land use, infrastructure and transportation plans and investments.

Metro Vancouver represents the member jurisdictions as the steward responsible for evaluating
regional growth issues with regard to these shared objectives. Metro 2040 goals, strategies and
actions, provide the framework for assessing proposed amendments. The regional planning
assessment addresses the direct impact of the proposed amendment on Metro 2040, as well as likely
implications affecting future implementation.

The regional assessment is concerned with the impacts of changing land use and related activity,
rather than the specific merits of site design or quality of development, or any potential contributions
offered as consideration with approval of the amendment. As well, while the assessment considers
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the scale of land use impact, the scale of impact must be considered related to precedent and
potential cumulative effect of such amendments. As such, while one specific amendment may not
undermine Metro 2040 on its own, the precedent for numerous similar amendments may impact
Metro 2040.

This application primarily affects Metro 2040 Goal 1 urban contamment provisions, with related
implications for each of the five Metro 2040 goals and strategies. i

Goal 1 - Create a Compact Urban Area

The commitment to a compact region and urban containment are fundamental tenets of Metro 2040
and the Surrey OCP and Regional Context Statement. Through the collaborative process of preparing
Metro 2040, member jurisdictions established the Urban Containment Boundary (UCB) to coordinate
regional and local pfans and to define the extent of future urban growth and infrastructure footprint.

In terms of Strategy 1.1 - Contain urban development within the Urban Containment Boundary, the
UCB was established to create a stable, long-term, regionally defined area for urban development
that would result in compact development patterns that support the efficient use of land and
transportation networks, and that reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Committing to a compact urban
area recognizes that sprawling urban development is unsustainable as it consumes natural
landscapes and requires costly and inefficient transportation systems and utility infrastructure.

Requests for small fine-tuning adjustments to the UCB are anticipated through the life of Metro 2040;
however, lands with a regional Rural, Agricultural or Conservation and Recreation land use
designation are not intended as lands reserved for future urban growth.

The proposed amendment would create a 23.7 hectare non-contiguous urban residential area
beyond the existing UCB, with at least 145 units and about 450 residents - a significant departure
from the intent of Metro 2040’s urban containment provisions.

The proposed development would also require the provision of regional sewerage services to the
site. The developer is proposing a pump and forcemain system, with a pump station to be located
near 2 Avenue and 184 Street and a forcemain running some 10 kilometres (6.2 miles) north along
184 Street to a proposed connection to the GVS&DD main near 52 Avenue and 184 Street. The
forcemain is expected to measure 150 millimetres (6 inches) in diameter, designed to accommodate
only the flow generated from the development. Odour issues will need to be addressed at a number
of locations along the length of this system.

Assessment. The proposed amendment would ‘leapfrog’ the UCB and spread new urban residential
development into the Rural area. The proposed amendment, if approved, would also signal that the
UCB is not stable, and may trigger speculation that such proposed amendments are viable, thereby
undermining the integrity and success of this key tenet of Metro 2040. Further, if the amendment is
approved, a 10 kilometre sewer line would extend through the agricultural areas to connect the
subject site to the GVS&DD main, which would be detrimental to the agricultural areas and encourage
additional demand for sewerage connections in the vicinity.
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Land Development Capacity for Urban Residential Growth within the Urban Containment Boundary
When the UCB was established through coordination among municipalities and their respective OCPs,
it included a substantial allocation of lands planned for future urban development (Figure 4).
Currently, the region includes about 7,500 gross hectares, or 10% of the designated regional urban
land base, for future urban development. Surrey has the largest share of these remaining lands.

An analysis of regional growth patterns over the past 20 years shows that about 20% of Metro
Vancouver’s urban development has been through expansion of the urban land base, within
comprehensively planned neighbourhoods. With the trend toward increasing urban growth densities
and land use efficiencies, the remaining urban lands allocated for future new urban residential
development within the UCB have been determined to be sufficient to accommodate about 20% of
Metro Vancouver’s urban residential development into the 2030s. The rest of our growth (i.e. 80%)
has occurred, and is expected to continue to occur, through redevelopment and intensification.

Surrey has been a regional leader in preparing comprehensive neighbourhood plans to guide orderly
development within the remaining defined urban growth areas. These areas have identified
municipal and regional land uses, and infrastructure and transportation plans as the designated areas
for future growth and investment.

The designated urban land base within the UCB has the capacity, both through the creation of new
urban neighbourhoods and intensification of the existing developed areas, to accommodate all of the
projected residential growth in the regional growth strategy and Surrey OCP to the year 2041.

Assessment. Planned land use policies for urban containment and regional / subregional growth
patterns indicate that there is no limit on urban growth capacity to justify extending urban growth

beyond the UCB at this time.

Figure 4. Remaining Lands for Urban Development within the Urban Containment Boundary
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Metro 2040 Strategy 1.3 Protect designated Rural areas from urban development is intended to
recognize and maintain the land use and character of established rural areas, and to limit land
speculation that may disrupt those areas. Lands with a Rural regional land use designation were
identified as generally non-contiguous to the established / planned urban area, often surrounded by
the ALR, outside of regional utility service areas. The Rural lands are not intended as urban reserve
lands for future growth.

Assessment. The proposed amendment would insert a significant urban residential development,
associated infrastructure and traffic adjacent to established rural residential lands, and potentially
trigger development speculation on other rural sites in the Hazelmere area as well as other rural sites
in the region. '

Goal 2 - Support a Sustainable Economy

Consideration of this amendment relates to Metro 2040 Strategy 2.3 Protect the supply of Agricultural
land and promote agricultural viability with an emphasis on food production. This strategy states that
it is Metro Vancouver’s role to support the agricultural viability of existing agricultural areas by
limiting urban development impacts and pressures on these areas. Specifically, as stated in Metro
2040 Section 2.3.3, working with “the Agricultural Land Commission to ensure the management of
farmlands is in concert with groundwater resources, and minimize conflicts among agricultural,
recreation and conservation, and urban activities”. The application from the City of Surrey includes a
condition of approval from the ALC for non-farm use to permit stormwater run-off on adjacent ALR
lands and that this area would then be subdivided and conveyed to the City for conservation
purposes. The City of Surrey has not at the time of writing this report made an application to the ALC
for this purpose.

Assessment. The proposed amendment would facilitate the introduction of significant urban
residential development and associated traffic adjacent to existing agricultural areas, which would
likely affect current and future farming activity and potentially triggering land use speculation on
proximate agricultural properties. Although the applicant has committed to mitigation measures
related to land use impacts on adjacent agricultural lands, the impacts of urban development and
related activity are very likely to affect the agricultural character and viability of the adjacent ALR
lands.

Goal 3 - Protect the Environment and Respond to Climate Change Impacts
Metro 2040 includes strategies that focus on preparing for, and mitigating risks from, climate change
impacts and associated regional natural hazards as well as on protecting the environment. The
proposed amendment relates to Strategy 3.2 Protect and enhance natural features and their
connectivity and Strategy 3.3 Encourage land use and transportation infrastructure that reduce
energy consumption and greenhouse gas emissions, and improve air quality.

The proposed land use amendment will have an impact on downslope stormwater drainage and
habitat largely within the agricultural (ALR) areas. The applicant has proposed stormwater mitigation
measures to relocate and consolidate watercourses, maintain riparian areas and construct habitat
ponds located in the ALR down slope from the development site. The development would require
ALC approval for non-farm use of lands, as well as Ministry of Environment approval, for stormwater
mitigations measures.
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Assessment. Given that the proposed stormwater runoff mitigation measures will require ALC and
Ministry of Environment approval, it would be prudent for Metro Vancouver to ensure there is hoth
ALC and MOE support in place prior to considering an approval of the proposed amendment.

With little chance of viable transit service to this area, residents’ access to employment, commercial
or amenity locations, the proposed amendment would create a car dependent urban area with about
200 new vehicles and related greenhouse gas emission implications.

Goal 4 - Develop Complete Communities

Under this goal, the proposed amendment relates primarily to Strategy 4.2 Develop healthy and
complete communities with access to a range of services and amenities. The intention of this policy
direction is to support compact, mixed use, transit, cycling and walking oriented communities. The
corollary of this strategy is to inhibit the creation of stand-alone, remote (non-contiguous) urban
residential developments that are not proximate to daily amenities and services, and/or are car
dependent with no viable access to public transit. Surrey has been a regional leader in creating
comprehensively planned complete neighbourhoods. The proposed amendment would be a
significant departure from the city’s established practice.

Assessment. The proposed amendment would be a significant departure from the city’s established
practice of comprehensively planned complete neighbourhoods. Approval of the current amendment
may trigger similar isolated residential development proposals that will serve to undermine the
complete community concept of Metro 2040.

Goal 5 - Support Sustainable Transportation Choices
Under this goal, the proposed amendment relates to Strategy 5.1 Coordinate land use and
transportation to encourage transit, multiple-occupancy vehicles, cycling and walking.

Land use influences travel patterns. Accessible and sustainable transportation choices are supported
by urban containment strategies to limit expanding road and vehicle traffic, air emissions and energy
consumption. The proposed development of 145 additional households (about 450 people) would
likely add 200 or more vehicle trips to the road network within that rural area and to the associated
commuter routes in South Fraser subregion. Given the location, transit access would not be viable.
Access to day-to-day services and facilities in the urban areas would likely be exclusively by car.

Assessment. The proposed amendment conflicts with regional goals by adding vehicle traffic (200
vehicles) and emissions from this remote, non-contiguous rural location, and requiring additional
investments in road and other suppoerting infrastructure.

Summary

Metro 2040 represents an agreement among member jurisdictions to pursue a set of goals and
strategies to guide future land use and development in the Metro Vancouver region. The proposed
amendment challenges the most fundamental elements of Metro 2040 — containing urban sprawl,
focusing urban growth to support complete communities, and efficient transportation and
infrastructure investments. In addition, approval would set a clear precedent regarding the
permeability of the urban containment boundary, and likely trigger additional land development
speculation in the Rural areas of southeastern Surrey and other similar areas of the region.
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Metro 2040 Amendment Process

The proposed amendment is a Type 2 minor amendment to the regional growth strategy, which
requires an amendment bylaw that receives an affirmative two-thirds weighted vote by the Metro
Vancouver Board at each reading including adoption, and a regional public hearing. Metro 2040 lays
out the process for processing such an amendment. A draft staff report on the proposed amendment
was reviewed by the Regional Planning Advisory Committee on November 17, 2017 as required by
Regional Growth Strategy Procedures Bylaw No. 1148. The Regional Planning Advisory Committee
received the then draft staff report for information. The application is now coming before the
Regional Planning Committee and MVRD Board for consideration of initiation. If initiated, staff will
prepare an amendment bylaw for Board consideration. As per Metro 2040, the Board can then
consider, 1st and 2nd reading of the amendment bylaw, and notification to affected local
governments. If the Board approves these resolutions, staff anticipates a 45 day notification period,
and will return to the Committee and Board with the results of the comment period and if
appropriate, a request to delegate the regional public hearing and to direct staff to set the public
hearing date. At that time, Surrey would also be requested to submit a consequential amendment to
its Regional Context Statement.

Staff have received a number of comments on the proposed amendments from members of the
public (Attachment 2).

ALTERNATIVES
1. That the MVRD Board decline the City of Surrey’s requested amendment to Metro 2040 for the
Hazelmere site and not proceed with a Regional Growth Strategy Amendment Bylaw.

2. That the MVRD Board initiate the Metro 2040 minor amendment process and direct staff to
prepare a bylaw to amend Metro 2040, in response to the City of Surrey’s request, to amend the
regional land use designation for the Hazelmere site from Rural to General Urban and to extend
the Urban Containment Boundary.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

If Board chooses Alternative 1, and declines the request, the City of Surrey may potentially challenge
the decision and engage a dispute resolution process with related costs. If the Board chooses
Alternative 2, staff will prepare an amendment bylaw for Board consideration regarding the City of
Surrey’s request to amend the regional land use designation for the Hazelmere site from Rural to
General Urban and to extend the Urban Containment Boundary. Surrey will also be requested to
submit a consequential amendment to its Regional Context Statement.

SUMMARY / CONCLUSION

On October 23, 2017 the City of Surrey submitted a request to Metro Vancouver to amend the Metro
2040 land use designation map to accommodate a development proposai known as Hazelmere. The
City proposes to create a 23.7 hectare (58.6 acre) non-contiguous expansion of the Metro 2040 UCB,
and redesignate the component lands from Metro 2040 Rural to General Urban. The proposed
amendment would allow for the development of a 145 lot urban single family residential subdivision,
averaging % acre lot size, and extend the GVS&DD Fraser Sewerage Area to service the residential
development into lands with a Rural regional land use designation.
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In previous submissions of this development proposal as an OCP amendment to Surrey Council (i.e.
in 2015 and 2016}, Surrey planning staff recommended that application not proceed under the
rationale that it is an isolated urban development in a rural area not previously anticipated for urban
development, and inconsistent with both the City’s and Metro Vancouver’s plans and policies.
However, the proposed amendment proceeded in its third submission to Surrey Council in 2017,
along with a number of proposed siting mitigations and community amenity considerations.

Metro 2040 is an agreement among member jurisdictions to pursue a set of goals and strategies for
future land use and development in the Metro Vancouver region. Metro Vancouver represents the
member jurisdictions as the steward responsible for evaluating regional growth issues with regard to
these shared objectives. This proposed amendment primarily and fundamentally impacts Metro 2040
Goal 1 urban containment provisions, with related implications for other Metro 2040 goals and
strategies.

The proposed amendment would leapfrog the UCB and create a new island of urban residential
development within existing rural areas and adjacent to agricultural lands in the ALR. The UCB was
established through agreement among member municipalities to create a stable, long-term,
regionally defined area to contain sprawling urban development. Existing land use plans for urban
residential growth within the UCB adequately provide urban development capacity to meet growth
demand. As such, the amendment would contribute to sprawling urban growth and has not been
justified through land capacity constraints.

Extending urban residential development, associated infrastructure and traffic (about 200 vehicles)
into the established rural residential and agricultural lands would:

e potentially affect current and future character of proximate rural residential areas, and
trigger development speculation on other rural sites in the Hazelmere area as well as other
similar rural sites in the region;

s potentially affect current and future farming activity and trigger land use speculation on
proximate agricultural properties;

¢ require a 10 kilometre sewer line to extend through nearby agricultural (ALR} areas to connect
to the GVS&DD main at 54 Avenue. Constructing sewerage access may be detrimental to
agricultural areas and encourage additional demand for sewerage connections in the vicinity;
and

e result in downslope stormwater drainage impacts likely to affect the agricultural character
and viability of the adjacent ALR lands. The proposed siting mitigation measures for drainage
and land use interface do not justify the fundamental urban containment policy impact. The
proposed drainage and watercourse mitigation measures will require ALC and Ministry of
Environment review and approval, and it would be prudent for Metro Vancouver to ensure
both ALC and Ministry of Environment support if the Board chooses to consider any approval
of the proposed amendment.

The proposed amendment is a significant departure from the city’s Official Community Plan and their
leadership and established practice of comprehensively planned complete neighbourhoods. The
proposed amendment, if approved, would signal that the UCB is not a stable element of Metro 2040,
and that the fundamental Metro 2040 urban containment goals and strategies are not viable. The
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proposed amendment challenges the most fundamental elements of Metro 2040. Staff recommend
that the MVRD Board decline the proposed Metro 2040 amendment.

Attachments (Orbit Doc #24240255)
1. City of Surrey resolution requesting amendment to Metro 2040.
2. Correspondence received from members of the public regarding the proposed amendment.
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the future lives here.

October 23, 2017

File Nos.: 7914-0213-00
3900-20-18020 (OCP)

Metro Vancouver Board

c/o Chris Plagnol, Corporate Officer
4330 Kingsway

Burnaby, BC

V5H 4G8

Dear Mr. Plagnol,

RE:  City of Surrey Regional Growth Strategy Amendment Application for land located
at 18115/18147/18253 - 0 Avenue (Development Application No. 7914-0213-00)

The City of Surrey is processing a development application in southeast Surrey to permit the
subdivision of land to create 145 single family lots, several park lots, a detention pond and a
remainder Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) lot. The overall development site comprises 52.2
hectares with approximately 28.5 hectares of land in the ALR and 21.3 hectares of non-ALR
land. This 21.3 hectare non-ALR portion of the site is the focus of the subject Regional Growth
Strategy (RGS) amendment application.

At the Regular Council - Land Use meeting held on July 24, 2017, Surrey City Council passed a
resolution (Attachment “A”) to refer Development Application No. 7914-0213-00 to Metro
Vancouver for consideration to amend the Regional Growth Strategy Regional Land Use
Designations, Urban Containment Boundary and GVS&DD Fraser Sewerage Area upon the
application receiving Third Reading. This resolution was passed after reviewing the July 24,
2017 Planning Report (Attachment “B") detailing the extent of development and the subsequent
Surrey Official Community Plan (OCP) and Metro Vancouver RGS amendments that would be
required prior to any final development approvals being granted. Application No. 7914-0213-
00 subsequently received Third Reading from City Council at its Regular Council - Public
Hearing meeting on September 11, 2017 (Attachment “C") and thus application is now being
made to Metro Vancouver for the above proposed amendments.

Prior to the July 24, 2017 resolution from Surrey City Council to refer Application No. 7914-
0213-00 to Metro Vancouver, City Council received two previous Planning Reports, which are
attached for reference. Attachment “D” contains the Planning Report presented to Council on
July 27, 2015 and Attachment “E” contains the Planning Report presented to Council on June
27, 2016.

City of Surrey staff has discussed the proposed Regional Growth Strategy amendments with
Metro Vancouver staff and it was confirmed that, in order for the Surrey OCP amendment to be
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finalized to permit the proposed development, the Regional Growth Strategy amendments
would need Metro Vancouver Board approval.

If the Regional Growth Strategy amendments are successful, a subsequent Surrey Official
Community Plan Regional Context Statement amendment application will need to be
submitted to Metro Vancouver to ensure consistency with the Regional Growth Strategy.

The City of Surrey requests that the Metro Vancouver Board amend the Regional Growth
Strategy to adjust all the properties illustrated in Attachment “F” from Rural to General Urban,
to adjust the Urban Containment Boundary illustrated in Attachment “G” and to adjust the
GVS&DD Fraser Sewerage Area illustrated in Attachment "H".

Should Metro Vancouver staff require any additional information regarding this matter, please
contact Keith Broersma, the project planner, at 604-591-4766 or at kbroersma@surrey.ca.

Attachment “A" - July 24, 2017 Surrey Council Resolution Supporting Application to Metro
Vancouver

Attachment “B" - Surrey Development Application Planning Report dated July 24, 2017

Attachment "C" - September 11, 2017 Surrey Council Resolution Granting Third Reading to
the Application

Attachment “D" - Surrey Development Application Planning Report dated July 27, 2015

Attachment “E" - Surrey Development Application Planning Report dated June 27, 2016

Attachment “F" -~ Regional Growth Strategy Land Use Designation Adjustments

Attachment “G" -~ Urban Containment Boundary Adjustments

Attachment “H" - GVS&DD Fraser Sewerage Area Boundary Adjustments

Cc Heather McNell, Acting Director, Regional Planning, Metro Vancouver
Keith Broersma, Planner, City of Surrey
Carla Stewart, Senior Planner, City of Surrey
Sam Lau, Manager, Land Development, City of Surrey
Samantha Ward, Project Engineer, City of Surrey
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RESIDENTIAL/INSTITUTIONAL

SOUTH SURREY

4

7914-0213-00
18147 - 0 Avenue; 18253 - 0 Avenue; 18115 - 0 Avenue

Maggie Koka, Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd.

Lapierre Holdings Ltd., Hazelmere Golf & Tennis Club

OCP Amendment from Agricultural to Suburban

Rezoning from A-1to RQ, from A-1 to CPG, and from CPG to A1
Development Permit / ALR inclusion, Non-Farm Use, and Subdivision
to allow subdivision into approximately 145 single family lots.

The General Manager, Planning & Development was recommending approval of
the recommendations outlined in his report.

Council noted positive aspects of the application, including the provision of land
into the Agricultural Land Reserve, and the ability to provide additional water to
local creeks. Council requested that prior to the public hearing, staff clarify where
the servicing for the site would be located, and indicate that the intent of the
servicing would be to serve the local community adjacent to the golf course.

Concerns were expressed for the proposal, noting that there are issues with respect
to infrastructure and school capacity in the area. It was also noted that the
proposal is not supporting the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy.

It was Moved by Councillor Gill
Seconded by Councillor Hayne
That:

1, A Bylaw be introduced to amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) by
redesignating the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the subject
site from Agricultural to Suburban and a date be set for Public Hearing.

2. Council determine the opportunities for consultation with persons,
organizations and authorities that are considered to be affected by the
proposed amendment to the Official Community Plan, as described in the
Report, to be appropriate to meet the requirement of Section 475 of the
Local Government Act.

3. A Bylaw be introduced to rezone:

¢ the portion of the site shown as Block B in Appendix II from
"General Agriculture Zone (A-1)" to "Golf Course Zone (CPG)";

s the portion of the site shown as Block C in Appendix I[ from
"Golf Course Zone (CPG)" to "General Agriculture Zone {A-1)"; and

hiclerks\councilizegular courcd] land use\minutes\zorpimin relu za17 o 24.docx
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s the portion of the site shown as Block E in Appendix I and the
properties at 18147 and 18253 — o Avenue from "General Agriculture
Zone {A-1)" to "Quarter Acre Residential Zone (RQ)";

and a date be set for Public Hearing,

4. Council authorize staff to refer the application to Metro Vancouver for
consideration of the following upon the application receiving Third Reading:

e to amend the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS)
designation for the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the
site from Rural to General Urban;

« to amend the Urban Containment Boundary to include the non-ALR
portion of the site; and

» toinclude the non-ALR portion of the subject site within the Greater
Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District’s (GVS&DD) Fraser
Sewerage Area.

5. Council authorize staff to refer the application to the Agricultural Land
Commission (ALC) for consideration of the following upon the application
receiving Third Reading:

* inclusion of a 1.6 hectare (3.9 acre) portion of the property at
18115-0 Avenue into the ALR;

e non-farm use to permit stormwater runoff into the proposed habitat
ponds in the ALR; and

o subdivision to create a 4.6 hectare (11.3 acre) lot within the ALR,
comprised of riparian area and habitat ponds, for conveying to the City

for conservation purposes,

6. Council authorize staff to draft Development Permit No. 7914-0213-00 for
Hazard Lands (steep slopes), Farm Protection and for Sensitive Ecosystems.

7. Council instruct staff to resolve the following issues prior to final adoption:

(a) ensure that all engineering requirements and issues including
restrictive covenants, dedications, and rights-of-way where necessary,
are addressed to the satisfaction of the General Manager, Engineering;

(b) submission of a subdivision layout to the satisfaction of the
Approving Officer;

(c) approval from Metro Vancouver:

hi\clerks\council\regular councit land useminutes\zorAmin relu 2017 o7 34.doex Page 19
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(d)
(e)

(i)

()

(k)

(m)

» to amend the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS)
designation for the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
portion of the site from Rural to General Urban;

¢ to amend the Urban Containment Boundary to include the
non-ALR portion of the site; and

» to include the non-ALR portion of the subject site within the
Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District’s (GVS&DD)
Fraser Sewerage Area.

approval from the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC);

approval from the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource
Operations under the Water Sustainability Act;

the properties at 18147 and 18253 - o Avenue be remediated to the
satisfaction of the Ministry of Environment;

submission of a finalized tree survey and a statement regarding tree
preservation to the satisfaction of the City Landscape Architect;

submission of a park development plan, cost estimate for park
works, and securities for the proposed onsite park works to the
specifications and satisfaction of the Parks Recreation & Culture
Department;

provision of a community benefit to satisfy the OCP Amendment
policy for OCP Amendment applications;

demolition of existing buildings and structures to the satisfaction of
the Planning and Development Department;

submission of a finalized lot grading plan which addresses staff
concerns regarding the height and Iocation of the currently
proposed retaining walls, to the satisfaction of the General
Manager, Planning & Development Department;

registration of a Section 219 No-build Restrictive Covenant on the
proposed lots which contain retaining walls to ensure that the
retaining walls are installed with a Building Permit and are
completed prior to any Building Permits being issued for single
family dwelling construction;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant and easement on the
proposed lots which contain retaining walls to protect a 4 metre (13 ft.)
wide access corridor for the purposes of retaining wall maintenance
and also a minimum 2.0-metre (7 ft.) wide access corridor along side
yard lot lines to provide access to the rear of the lot;

hivclerks\councilyregular council land use\minutes\acizAmin relu 2m7 07 24.doox Page 20
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(n)

(0)

(P

(r)

(s)

(t)

{u)

RES.R17-2258

It was

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to ensure retaining
walls are constructed, repaired, maintained and replaced in accordance
with the geotechnical report, retaining wall plans and the retaining
maintenance report at the sole cost of the future land owners;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to restrict the
placement of fill upon the lands according to the approved lot
grading plan and otherwise adhere to the approved lot grading
plan, and to require that the foundations of any buildings, houses
or other structures have foundations engineered in accordance with
the approved geotechnical report;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant for the purposes
of tree preservation on the proposed lots containing retained trees;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant on proposed
Lots 51-54 and 89-94 to ensure that a minimum 30-metre (g8-ft.)
building setback from the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)
boundary is provided;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant on proposed lots
within 200 metres {660 sq.ft.) of the ALR boundary advising future
homeowners of the potential farm operations on the adjacent
agricultural lands;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to ensure the
various restrictions required in the provided raptor nest
protection/mitigation plan are followed for the existing red-tailed
hawk nest, bald eagle nest and great horned owl nest on the site and
the barn owl nest on the property to the west at 17951 — 0 Avenue;

registration of an appropriate Building Scheme to the satisfaction of
the General Manager, Planning & Development Department;

submnission of a hydrological report, to the satisfaction of City staff,
demonstrating how pre-development flows into the proposed City park
land adjacent to the ALR will be maintained post-development; and

completion of a P-15 agreement.
Carried
With Councillor Villeneuve opposed.

Moved by Councillor Gill
Seconded by Councillor Hayne
That "Surrey Official Community Plan Bylaw,

2013, No. 18020, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19344" pass its first reading.

RES.R17-2259 Carried
With Councillor Villeneuve opposed.
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RES.Rr7-2260

RES.R17-2261

RES.R17-2262

RES.R17-2263

RES. Ri7-2264

The said Bylaw was then read for the second time.

[t was Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Hayne

That "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000,
Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19345" pass its second reading.

Carried
With Councillor Villeneuve opposed.

It was then Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Hayne

That the Public Hearing on "Surrey Official
Community Plan Bylaw, 2013, No. 18020, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19344" be
held at the City Hall on September 1, 2017, at 7:00 p.m.

Carried

With Councillor Villeneuve opposed.

It was Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Hayne

That "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000,
Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19345" pass its first reading,

Carried

With Councillor Villeneuve opposed.

The said Bylaw was then read for the second time.

It was : Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Hayne

That "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000,
Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19345" pass its second reading,

Carried

With Councillor Villeneuve opposed.

It was then Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Hayne

That the Public Hearing on "Surrey Zoning
Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19345" be held at the City
Hall on September 11, 2017, at 7:00 p.m.

Carried
With Councillor Villeneuve opposed.

D. LAND USE CONTRACT TERMINATION

F. CORRESPONDENCE

G. NOTICE OF MOTION
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Attachment "B"”

City of Surrey
ADDITIONAL PLANNING COMMENTS
112 AVE File: 7914-0213-00
i 104 AVE
88 AVE Planning Report Date: July 24, 2017
- 88 AVE
80 AVE PROPOSAL:
T 72AVE ¢ Partial OCP Amendment from Agricultural to
£ e4 AVE Suburban
58 AVE * Rezoning from A-1 to RQ, from A-1 to CPG, and
. from CPG to A1
Ty 8 AVE Development Permit
1§ 40AVE ¢ ALR inclusion, Non-Farm Use, and Subdivision
32 AVE to allow subdivision into approximately 145 single
24 AVE family lots.
18 AVE LOCATION: 1815, 18147 and 18253 - 0 Avenue
8AVE OWNER: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.
0 AVE Hazelmere Golf & Tennis Club
ZONING: A-z and CPG
OCP DESIGNATION:  Agricultural
3
£ A-1
A-1
CRG

0Ava

U.S.A. @

MAP 147
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RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

-

By-law Introduction and set date for Public Hearing for:

o Official Community Plan {OCP) Amendment; and
o Rezoning.

Approval to draft Development Permit.

Refer the application to Metro Vancouver upon receiving Third Reading:

C

to amend the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) designation for the
non-Agricultural Land Reserve {ALR) portion of the site from Rural to General Urban ;

to amend the Urban Containment Boundary to include the non-ALR portion of the
site; and

to include the non-ALR portion of the subject site within the Greater Vancouver
Sewerage and Drainage District’s (GVS&DD) Fraser Sewerage Area.

Refer the application to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) upon receiving Third
Reading for consideration of:

o inclusion of a 1.6 hectare (3.9 acre) portion of the property at 18115 - o Avenue into the
ALR; :
o non-farm use to allow stormwater runoff into the proposed habitat ponds in the ALR;
and
o asubdivision to create a greenspace lot within the ALR for the purposes of conveying
to the City for conservation purposes.
DEVIATION FROM PLANS, POLICIES OR REGULATIONS

The proposal is a departure from existing City of Surrey policies and plans and Metro
Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS).

RATIONALE OF RECOMMENDATION

O

At the June 27, 2016 Regular Council - Land Use meeting, Council considered the proposed
Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment from Agricultural to Suburban for the non-
Agricultural Reserve (ALR) portion of the site and referred the project back to staff to work
with the applicant to:

review the site in terms of future residential development and the feasibility of the
proposed septic field and existing soil quality and ascertain whether or not a sewer
system can indeed be supported;
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© provide completion of the Hazelmere Golf Course Community in terms of estate lots
that are viable for the next 50 years with the aim of completing the Golf Course
community while maintaining habitat restoration and agricultural uses. Further it was
noted that if the area to the east toward o Avenue should be considered for residential
development in the future, a full Neighbourhoed Concept Plan (NCP) would be
expected, but the process would not be initiated at this time;

O provide detailed information in terms of the available capacity to provide services to
this area that would be "stand alone"; and

o ensure that this project is an extension to complete the build out of the Hazelmere
Golf course,

* Since the June 27, 2016 Regular Council ~ Land Use meeting, staff have worked with the
applicant to resolve the issues that were noted in addition to other site planning
considerations. A sewer system to support the proposed development can be established,
habitat restoration and agricultural enhancements are proposed, downstream drainage
capacity is sufficient for the proposal, and the proposed servicing is being designed solely to
accommodate the subject development. The proposal is now being presented for Council’s
consideration and by-law introduction.
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RECOMMENDATION

The Planning & Development Department recommends that:

1.

a By-law be introduced to amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) by redesignating the
non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR)} portion of the subject site from Agricultural to
Suburban and a date be set for Public Hearing.

Council determine the opportunities for consultation with persons, organizations and
authorities that are considered to be affected by the proposed amendment to the Official

Community Plan, as described in the Report, to be appropriate to meet the requirement of
Section 475 of the Local Government Act.

a By-law be introduced to rezone:

¢ the portion of the site shown as Block B in Appendix II from "General Agriculture Zone
(A-1)" to "Golf Course Zone (CPG)";

« the portion of the site shown as Block C in Appendix II from "Golf Course Zone (CPG)"
to "General Agriculture Zone (A-1)"; and

» the portion of the site shown as Block E in Appendix Il and the properties at 18147 and
18253 — 0 Avenue from ""General Agriculture Zone (A-1)" to "Quarter Acre Residential
Zone (RQ)";

and a date be set for Public Hearing.

Council authorize staff to refer the application to Metro Vancouver for consideration of
the following upon the application receiving Third Reading:

e to amend the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) designation for the
non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the site from Rural to General Urban;

» to amend the Urban Containment Boundary to include the non-ALR portion of the
site; and

¢ to include the non-ALR portion of the subject site within the Greater Vancouver
Sewerage and Drainage District’s (GVS&DD) Fraser Sewerage Area,

Council authorize staff to refer the application to the Agricultural Land Commission
(ALQ) for consideration of the following upon the application receiving Third Reading:

« inclusion of a 1.6 hectare (3.9 acre) portion of the property at 1815 - 0 Avenue into the
ALR;

¢ non-farm use to permit stormwater runoff into the proposed habitat ponds in the
ALR; and

e subdivision to create a 4.6 hectare (1.3 acre) lot within the ALR, comprised of riparian
area and habitat ponds, for conveying to the City for conservation purposes.

34




Staff Report to Council Additional Planning Comments

File:  7914-0213-00 Page 5

6. Council authorize staff to draft Development Permit No. 7914-0213-00 for Hazard Lands
(steep slopes), Farm Protection and for Sensitive Ecosystems.

7. Council instruct staff to resolve the following issues prior to final adoption:

(a)

(b)
(e}

(d)
(e)

()

(i)

()

(k)

ensure that all engineering requirements and issues including restrictive
covenants, dedications, and rights-of-way where necessary, are addressed to the
satisfaction of the General Manager, Engineering;

submission of a subdivision layout to the satisfaction of the Approving Officer;

approval from Metro Vancouver:

¢ to amend the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) designation
for the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the site from Rural to

General Urban;

» to amend the Urban Containment Boundary to include the non-ALR portion of
the site; and

» to include the non-ALR portion of the subject site within the Greater
Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District’s (GVS&DD) Fraser Sewerage Area.

approval from the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC);

approval from the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations
under the Water Sustainability Act;

the properties at 18147 and 18253 — 0 Avenue be remediated to the satisfaction of
the Ministry of Environment;

submission of a finalized tree survey and a statement regarding tree preservation
to the satisfaction of the City Landscape Architect;

submission of a park development plan, cost estimate for park works, and
securities for the proposed onsite park works to the specifications and satisfaction
of the Parks Recreation & Culture Department;

provision of a community benefit to satisfy the OCP Amendment policy for OCP
Amendment applications;

demolition of existing buildings and structures to the satisfaction of the Planning
and Development Department;

submission of a finalized lot grading plan which addresses staff concerns regarding

the height and location of the currently proposed retaining walls, to the
satisfaction of the General Manager, Planning & Development Department;
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ity

(m)

(n)

(0)

{p)

(r)

(s)

()

(w)

(v)

registration of a Section 219 No-build Restrictive Covenant on the proposed lots
which contain retaining walls to ensure that the retaining wails are installed with a
Building Permit and are completed prior to any Building Permits being issued for
single family dwelling construction;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant and easement on the proposed
lots which contain retaining walls to protect a 4-metre (13 ft.) wide access corridor
for the purposes of retaining wall maintenance and also a minimum 2.o0-metre

{7 ft.) wide access corridor along side yard lot lines to provide access to the rear of
the lot;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to ensure retaining walls are
constructed, repaired, maintained and replaced in accordance with the
geotechnical report, retaining wall plans and the retaining maintenance report at
the sole cost of the future land owners;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to restrict the placement of fill
upon the lands according to the approved lot grading plan and otherwise adhere to
the approved lot grading plan, and to require that the foundations of any
buildings, houses or other structures have foundations engineered in accordance
with the approved geotechnical report;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant for the purposes of tree
preservation on the proposed lots containing retained trees;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant on proposed Lots 51-54 and 89-94
to ensure that a minimum 3o0-metre (g8-f.) building setback from the Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR) boundary is provided;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant on proposed lots within 200
metres (660 sq.ft.) of the ALR boundary advising future homeowners of the
potential farm operations on the adjacent agricultural lands;

registration of a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to ensure the various restrictions
required in the provided raptor nest protection/mitigation plan are followed for
the existing red-tailed hawk nest, bald eagle nest and great horned owl nest on the
site and the barn owl nest on the property to the west at 17951 - o Avenue;

registration of an appropriate Building Scheme to the satisfaction of the General
Manager, Planning & Development Department;

submission of a hydrological report, to the satisfaction of City staff, demonstrating
how pre-development flows into the proposed City park land adjacent to the ALR

will be maintained post-development; and

completion of a P-15 agreement.
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REFERRALS

Engineering:

School District:

Parks, Recreation &
Culture;

Ministry of Environment:

Should Council grant Third Reading and Metro Vancouver support
this project, it will be subject to the completion of Engineering
servicing requirements as outlined in Appendix IiI.

Projected number of students from this develbpment:

73 Elementary students at Hall's Prairie Elementary School
36 Secondary students at Earl Marriott School

(Appendix IV)

To serve the Douglas and Hazelmere areas growing demand, the
School District, as part of their 2017/2018 Capital plan submission
to the Ministry of Education, have requested to build a new school
with a 80K/525 capacity school, to supplement the existing Hall's
Prairie catchment. This new school is to be located within the
Douglas Neighbourhood Concept Plan. The Ministry supported
the School District, in March 2017, with an approval to prepare a
feasibility report to determine scope of project, schedule and
construction budget. After the report is completed, the School
District will submit the feasibility report to the Ministry to
approve design and construction funding. Once design and
construction funding is approved, the project will take 3 years to
design and build the school.

This new school is to provide additional new school spaces needed
in the comrunity as the existing smaller rural Hall’s Prairie
Elementary is undersized and cannot meet future growing in-
catchment demand.

Key outstanding issues requiring resolution prior to final adoption
include resolving the proposed interface with parkland,
development of park concept plans and the collection of securities
for proposed works in parkland to the satisfaction of the Parks,
Recreation & Culture Department.

The properties 18147 and 18253 - 0 Avenue were identified in the
Soil Contamination Questionnaire as having the Schedule 2 Uses of
"septic tank pumpage or disposal" and "petroleum or natural gas
product or produced water storage in above ground or
underground tanks”. The applicant’s Site Profile will be referred to
the Ministry of Environment and the properties must be
remediated to the satisfaction of the Ministry of Environment
before the project is considered for final adoption of the rezoning
by-law.
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Ministry of Forests, Lands
and Natural Resource
Operations (MFLNRO):

Agricultural and Food
Security Advisory
Committee (AFSAC):

Metro Vancouver:

BC Hydro:

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Existing Land Use:

The applicant is required to obtain Water Sustainability Act
approval from MFLNRO for the proposed riparian works, as a
condition of Final Reading. If Water Sustainability Act approval is
not granted, some revisions to the proposal may be required. The
applicant has acknowledged this risk.

At its May 5, 2016 meeting, AFSAC recommended that the
application be supported based on the revised proposal and
improvements for agricultural productivity. The AFSAC members
indicated concerns about septic leakage into the low-lying ALR
portion of the site and prefer to see a City sanitary system in the
proposed development as opposed to a septic system.

The applicant is proposing to amend the site’s Regional Growth
Strategy (RGS) designation from Agricultural to General Urban.
The applicant is also proposing to amend the Metro Vancouver
Urban Containment Boundary and to include the non-ALR portion
of the site into the Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage
District’s (GVS&DD) Fraser Sewerage Area. Approval for inclusion
in the GVS&DD Fraser Sewerage Area is required from Metro
Vancouver to extend services to this area. These amendments to
the RGS would require a two-thirds weighted vote and a regional
public hearing.

No concerns.

18115 — 0 Avenue is vacant farmland that is partially located within ALR.

The property has 2 golf course holes on it at the northern portion of
property. A small portion of the property is encumbered by a BC Hydro
right-of-way. 18147 and 18253 - o Avenue are rural acreages that are
located outside of the ALR.

Adjacent Area:

Direction Existing Use OCP Designation | Existing Zone
North: Golf course and Agricultural CPG and A+
agricultural acreages,
within the Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR).
East (Across 184 Street): | Agricultural acreages. Agricultural A~
West: Agricultural acreage Agricultural A~
within the ALR.
South (Across o Avenue): | United States of nfa nfa
America,
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TIFICATION FOR PLAN AMENDMENT

Background

@

At the June 27, 2016 Regular Council - Land Use meeting, Council considered the proposed
Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment from Agricultural to Suburban for the
non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the site and referred the project back to staff
to work with the applicant to:

o review the site in terms of future residential development and the feasibility of the
proposed septic field and existing soil quality and ascertain whether or not a sewer
system can indeed be supported;

o provide completion of the Hazelmere Golf Course Community in terms of estate lots
that are viable for the next 50 years with the aim of completing the Golf Course
community while maintaining habitat restoration and agricultural uses. Further it was
noted that if the area to the east toward o Avenue should be considered for residential
development in the future, a full Neighbourhood Concept Plan (NCP) would be
expected, but the process would not be initiated at this time;

o provide detailed information in terms of the available capacity to provide services to
this area that would be "stand alone"; and

o ensure that this project is an extension to complete the build out of the Hazelmere
Golf course.

Since the June 27, 2016 Regular Council - Land Use meeting, staff have worked with the
applicant to resolve the issues that were noted in addition to other site planning
considerations. A sewer system to support the proposed development can be established,
habitat restoration and agricultural enhancements are proposed, downstream drainage
capacity is sufficient for the proposal, and the proposed servicing is being designed solely to
accommodate the subject development. The proposal is now being presented for Council’s
consideration and by-law introduction.

In support of the proposed Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment, the applicant is
proposing a Community Benefit in accordance with the provision identified in the OCP. The
applicant has agreed to a contribution in the amount of s2.5 million, or approximately $17,000
per lot, which will be used to assist in park development in the South Surrey area. This is
discussed in detail later in this report.

The applicant is also propasing to provide improvements to the proposed park land within the
development at no cost to the City, and is also proposing improvements to the soil capability
on lands located within the ALR, improved storm water management to reduce potential
flooding of the agricultural low lands and also riparian habitat improvements in support of
the proposed OCP amendment.
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Qfficial Community Plan Amendment

» 'The applicant is proposing to amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) from Agricultural to
Suburban for the lands located outside of the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). The ALR
portion of the site is proposed to remain designated as Agriculture.

¢ The OCP amendment is necessary to permit the proposed single family development on the
non-ALR portion of the site, which is 23.7 hectares (58.6 acres) in area. The applicant is
proposing to dedicate 1.22 hectares (3.0t acres) of parkland, which is 5% of the non-ALR
portion of the site, and to convey and additional 3.51 hectares (8.67 acres) of open
space/riparian area, which is a further 15% of the non-ALR portion of the site. In total, the
applicant is proposing to convey approximately 20% of the non-ALR portion of the site, or
4.73 hectares {11.69 acres), to the City at no cost as park land and open space/riparian area.

Proposed Community Benefits Assaciated with the Official Community Plan P) Amendment

¢ The applicant is proposing to provide a $2.5 million contribution, or approximately $17,000 per
lot as a community benefit, in accordance with provisions identified in the OCP. The
contribution will be used to assist in park development in the South Surrey area. For
examnple, these funds could be used towards the construction costs of the Garden House, and
associated amenities, in The Glades Garden Park, which is located nearby in the Douglas
community at 457 - 172 Street. The $2.5 million contribution will be indexed to inflation and
is payable prior to final adoption.

« The applicant has agreed to provide improvements to the proposed park land within the
development, including grading, drainage, hard surface pathway, landscape and design
services as part of a community benefit associated with the proposed OCP amendment.

¢+ Inaddition, the applicant is proposing to convey to the City at no cost a 4.7 hectare (1.7 acre)
open space/riparian protection parcel within the ALR. This parcel contains existing Class A
watercourses in a natural state and also a proposed riparian enhancement habitat area.

¢ Lastly, the applicant is proposing improvements to the soil capability on lands located within
the ALR, improved storm water management practices to reduce potential flooding of the
agricultural low lands and also riparian habitat improvements, in support of the proposed
OCP amendment.

Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Sgrategy (RGS) Amendment

« The subject site is designated Rural in Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and
is located outside of the Urban Containment Boundary (Appendix IX). The Rural designation
permits low density residential development that does not require the provision of urban
services such as sewer or transif.

e The proposed development requires the provision of sewer servicing and thus the applicant is
proposing the following:

o to amend the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) designation for the
non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the site from Rural to General Urban;
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o toamend the Urban Containment Boundary to include the non-ALR portion of the
site; and

o to include the non-ALR portion of the subject site within the Greater Vancouver
Sewerage and Drainage District’s (GVS&DD) Fraser Sewerage Area.

» These propased amendments to Metro Vancouver’s RGS are to be referred directly from the
affected municipal government and require an affirmative two-thirds weighted vote of the
Metro Vancouver Board and a regional public hearing. This step would occur subsequent to
Council holding a Public Hearing and granting Third Reading to the proposed development.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION PRQCESS FOR OCP AMENDME

Pursuant to Section 475 of the Local Government Act, it was determined that it was necessary to
consult specifically with Metro Vancouver with respect to the proposed OCP amendment. No
other agencies and organizations are considered to be affected by the proposed OCP Amendment
that requires specific consultation.

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS
Site Context

» The subject site consists of 3 properties (18115, 18147 and 18253 - 0 Avenue) located along
o Avenue near 184 Street in the Hazelmere Valley, with a combined area of 52.2 hectares
(128.9 acres). The property at 1815 - o Avenue is located partially within the Agricultural
Land Reserve (ALR} and contains 2 holes of the Hazelmere golf course. The property is split-
zoned "General Agriculture Zone {A-1)" and "Golf Course Zone (CPG)" and is designated
Agricultural in the Official Community Plan (OCP). The property is split-designated
Agricultural and Rural in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS). The applicant
is proposing to develop the southern portion of the property, which is located outside of the
ALR (Appendix ITi).

* The properties at 18147 and 18253 - 0 Avenue are zoned A-1. These two properties are not in
the ALR and are designated Agricultural in the OCP and Rural in Metro Vancouver's RGS.

 The parcel is bordered on the north by the Hazelmere golf course and a separate agricultural
acreage property. The site is bordered by agricultural acreages to the east (across 184 Street)
and west. The site is bordered on the south {(across o Avenue) with the United States.

® The portion of the site that is to be developed is located on a north-facing slope with
moderately steep grades, with a high elevation of 70 metres (230 feet) above sea level along o
Avenue and a low elevation of 21 metres (69 feet) at the north portion of the site. The site is
mostly cleared, although some forest clusters remain on the site. There are a number of Class
B watercourses on the portion of the site that is to be developed. In addition, there is a
red-tailed hawk nest, a bald eagle nest and a great horned owl nest on the subject site (3 nests
in total) and a barn owl nest orni the property to the west (17951 - o Avenue).
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Proposed Development

s The applicant is proposing:
o OCP and RGS amendments as described above;
o torezone portions of the site as follows:

= the portion of the site shown as Block B in Appendix 1l from "General
Agriculture Zone (A-1)" to "Golf Course Zone (CPG)";

= the portion of the site shown as Block C in Appendix II from "Golf Course Zone
(CPG)" to "General Agriculture Zone (A-1)"; and

» the portion of the site shown as Block E in Appendix Il and the properties at
18147 and 18253 — o Avenue from ""General Agriculture Zone (A-1)" to "Quarter
Acre Residential Zone (RQ)".

o aDevelopment Permit for Hazard Lands (steep slopes), Farm Protection and for
Sensitive Ecosystems;

o an Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) application for inclusion of a 1.6 hectare
(3.9 acre) portion of the property at 18115 -~ o Avenue under the BC Hydro power
lines, a non-farm use to permit stormwater runoff into the proposed habitat ponds
in the ALR, and subdivision to create a green space lot within the ALR for
conveying to the City for conservation purposes; and

o subdivision into 145 single family lots, several park lots, a detention pond lot, and a
remainder lot in the ALR.

ALR Portion of Site

s The gross site area is 52.2 hectares (128.9 acres), with approximately 55% (28.5 hectares/
=70.4 acres) of the site located within the ALR. The applicant is proposing to align the zoning
on this portion of the site to follow the boundaries of the golf course. To facilitate this, a
portion of the site is proposed to be rezoned from the CPG Zone to A-1 Zone and a separate
portion of the site is proposed to be rezoned from the A-1Zone to the CPG Zone. The impact
of this is a net increase in the amount of land zoned A-1and a decrease in the amount of land
zoned CPG.

¢ The applicant is proposing to include a 1.6 hectare (3.9 acre) portion of the property at
1815 - o Avenue under the BC Hydro power lines. This portion of the property is located at
the southwest corner of 18115 - o Avenue, and would provide access to the farming parcel from
o Avenue,

« To improve the agricultural productivity of the ALR portion of the site, the applicant is
proposing a number of improvements, including: (1) the installation of a drain tile system to
improve drainage; (2) the installation of an irrigation system; and (3) improving the soil
structure and fertility by adding compost and introducing perennial forage grasses and cereals
which can improve the condition and fertility of the soil. The applicant’s agricultural
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consultant states that "based upon implementation of the land improvements described above
and after 2 to 3 years of production of forage grasses and cereals, the fertility and tilth should
increase to a point where the land would be ready to produce a wide range of field crops,
including berries and vegetables."

* To improve storm water management and riparian habitat on the site, the applicant is
proposing to relocate and consolidate various watercourses, and also construct habitat ponds.
These ponds are also to handle the stormwater from the development portion of the site,
which will be collected in an on-site detention pond on a portion of the site that is located
outside of the ALR. The upland non-ALR portion of the site currently drains into the ALR.
The improved storm water management will direct uncontrolled flows and reduce potential
flooding of lowland agricultural areas. The riparian and natural areas are proposed to be
conveyed to the City for riparian conservation purposes. Appendix VIII shows the locations of
the proposed improvements to the portion of the site located within the ALR.

» Upon Council granting Third Reading to the rezoning and OCP amendment by-laws, the
application will be referred to the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) for consideration of
the following:

o inclusion of a 1.6 hectare (3.9 acre) portion of the property at 1815 - o Avenue into the
ALR;

o non-farm use to permit stormwater runoff into the proposed habitat ponds in the
ALR; and

o subdivision to create a 4.6 hectare (1.3 acre) lot within the ALR, comprised of riparian
area and habitat ponds, for conveying to the City for conservation purposes.

Non-ALR Portion of Site - Density

e The non-ALR portion of the site proposed for residential development is approximately
21.3 hectares (52.6 acres), with a developable area of 20.7 hectares (511 acres) (excludes the
areas within 5 metres (16 ft.) of top-of-bank of identified watercourses). The applicant is
proposing to create 145 single family lots which provides a gross unit density of 7.0 units per
hectare (uph)/ 2.8 units per acre (upa), which complies with the density permitted under the
Official Community Plan {(OCP) Suburban designation where sufficient parkland and/or a
community benefit are provided.

» The OCP currently indicates that for areas within 200 metres {660 ft.) of the Agricultural Land
Reserve (ALR) boundary, the density should not exceed 5 units per hectare (2 upa). The
applicant is proposing 76 lots within 200 metres (660 ft.) of the ALR boundary. The
developable area within 200 metres (660 ft.) of the ALR boundary is 13.3 hectares (32.8 acres),
which provides a gross unit density of 5.7 uph, which exceeds the maximum density of up to 5
units per hectare (2 units per acre) within 200 metres (660 ft.) of the ALR permitted in the
Suburban designation.

= However, Council has approved in principle (By-law No. 18833, associated with Development
Application No. 7914-0365-00, is at Third Reading) an OCP Amendment to amend the
Suburban designation in order to permit the allowable density within and beyond 200 metres
(656 ft.) of the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) to be averaged over a development site.
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The subject application will utilize this approach with density to be averaged over the entire
site which equates to a unit density of 7.0 units per hectare (2.8 upa) based on the gross site
area, which is less than the maximum density of 10 units per hectare (4 upa) permitted in the
Suburban designation.

Staff note that should the subject application be supported by Council, Metro Vancouver and
the ALC and the application be ready for finalizing in advance of Development Application
No. 7914-0365-00, then the OCP Amendment associated with Development Application No.
7914-0365-00 will be completed as part of the subject application.

Quarter Acre Residential Zone (RQ)

The applicant is proposing to utilize the newly proposed "Quarter Acre Residential Zone
(RQ)", which is being introduced on July 24, 2017 [at the Regular Council - Land Use meeting]
(Appendix VII}. The RQ Zone allows for a density of 10 units per hectare (uph)/4 units per
acre (upa), which is consistent with the densities permitted in much of the Suburban
designated areas of the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposed zone also allows for
flexibility in the minimum lot size to encourage the retention of publicly-accessible open
space and natural area protection.

The proposed RQ Zone allows a range of minimum lot sizes from 930 square metres

{10,000 sq.ft.) with a 5% dedication of open space for parks purposes, to 775 square metres
{8,300 sq.ft.) where at least 15% of the development site is set aside as public open space, to
700 square metres (7,500 sq.ft.) for 50% of the lots where at least 30% of the development site
is set aside as open space. The applicant is providing 22% of the non-ALR portion of the site
to the City at no cost as park land and open space/riparian area, which allows them to propose
lots with a minimum lot size of 775 square metres (8,300 sq.ft.). The applicant is proposing a
minimum lot size of 8co square metres (8,610 sq.ft.).

The propaosed lots range in width from 20 metres (66 ft.) to 32.5 metres (107 ft.), in depth from
315 metres (103 ft.) to 43.8 metres (144 ft.), and in area from 800 square metres (8,610 sq. ft.)
to 1,032 square metres (11,110 sq. ft.), which meets the minimum lot width, depth and area
requirements of the RQ Zone.

Building Design Guidelines & Lot Grading

The applicant has retained Michael Tynan of Tynan Consulting Ltd. as the Design Consultant,
In an effort to minimize the visual impact of the proposed hillside development, staff will
work with the Design Consultant to further refine the Building Scheme to that end. Proposed
design requirements that address viewscapes on the hillside may include:

o specifying dark or earth toned roof and exterior cladding colours so that homes blend
into the surrounding hillside, rather than stand out in contrast;

o reducing and breaking up the massing of the north face of the proposed homes by
including mid-story roofs;
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o providing additional building articulation by requiring that there are ne north side
building faces exceeding a height of 1.5 stores that are unbroken by a roof line in order
to limit the effect of the homes to those viewing the site from the north; and

o floor offsets are required to ensure the massing design steps up the hill and gabled
projections are not permitted at the upper floor at any proposed rear side of rear
sloping lots,

o A preliminary lot grading plan has been prepared by Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd. The
applicant is proposing a significant amount of cut and fill on the development portion of the
site. Significant retaining walls are proposed between private lots and also between private
lots and the proposed large City park lot on the north side of the development area. Staff have
indicated concern with the height of some of the proposed retaining walls (approximately 4-

6 metres/13-20 ft.).

o The applicant advises the retaining walls are necessary to accommodate the proposed house
form as they feel a muiti-story transition is not appropriate for this project. A multi-story
transition (i.e. over two of the three levels in a house) would help reduce the height of
retaining walls, as is commonly done along such places where slopes are very steep, as in the
ocean bluff area of South Surrey. The applicant is proposing to transition grades through one
level (the basement) only. The applicant advises that the road grades have been designed to
the maximum allowable slope in an effort to get the road elevations as low as possible relative
to the existing grades. The lower the road elevations are, the lower the retaining walls can be.
The applicant also indicated that they would continue to explore options to reduce the height
of the retaining walls through the detailed design process.

o The applicant is proposing a 1.5-metre (5-ft.) wide separation from the proposed City park lot
in the northern portion of the site to the base of the retaining walls that are proposed at the
rear of the proposed lots that back onto the proposed City park lot. The applicant advises that
any maintenance to the retaining walls can be carried out from on top of the retaining wails
(i.e. private property), and not from the bottom of the retaining walls (i.e. City property).

o Staff have recently encountered issues in the construction of retaining walls in close proximity
to City park land, and do not support the 1.5-metre (5-f.) wide separation proposed by the
applicant. Given the substantial size of the retaining walls and the City's previous
experiences, staff are seeking a minimum 4-metre (13-ft.) wide separation to provide an
opportunity to allow for maintenance from the base of the retaining wall, and to ensure that
construction does not encroach into park land. Furthermore, staff are not convinced that the
suggested retaining wall works can be completed and maintained from the top of the
retaining wall.

o Should the project obtain the necessary approvals from Metro Vancouver, more work is
required prior to final adoption to resolve staff concerns around the proposed lot grading, and
the height and location of retaining walls. Staff will work with the applicant on measures to
address the noted concerns, including the use of more grade transitioning through building
design.

¢ The applicant is required to submit a hydrological report to the satisfaction of City staff, prior
to final adoption, to demonstrate how pre-development flows into the proposed City park
land adjacent to the ALR will be maintained post-development.
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¢ Various restrictive covenants and easements are proposed to be registered as a condition of
final adoption, including:

Q

a Section 219 No-build Restrictive Covenant on the proposed lots which contain
retaining walls to ensure that the retaining walls are installed with a Building Permit
and are completed prior to any Building Permits being issued for single family
dwelling construction;

a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant and easement on the proposed lots which contain
retaining walls to protect a 4-metre (13 ft.) wide access corridor for the purposes of
retaining wall maintenance and also a minimuin 2.0-metre (7 ft.) wide access corridor
along side yard lot lines to provide access to the rear of the lot;

a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to ensure retaining walls are constructed, repaired,
maintained and replaced in accordance with the geotechnical report, retaining wall
plans and the retaining maintenance report at the sole cost of the future land owners;
and

a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to restrict the placement of fill upon the lands
according to the approved lot grading plan and otherwise adhere to the approved lot
grading plan, and to require that the foundations of any buildings, houses or other
structures have foundations engineered in accordance with the approved geotechnical
report.

» The applicant proposes in-ground basements on all lots. The feasibility of in-ground
basements will be confirmed once the City’s Engineering Department has reviewed and
accepted the applicant’s final engineering drawings.

Raptor Protection

» The non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the site contains a red-tailed hawk nest
and a great horned owl nest. Both nests are within the proposed riparian/open space lot. The
ALR portion of the site contains a bald eagle nest. The property to the west (17951 - 0 Avenue
contains a barn owl nest. The nest and proposed buffer locations are shown in Appendix 11.

« The applicant has provided a raptor nest protection/mitigation plan. The provincial
Guidelines for Raptor Conservation during Urban and Rural Land Development (2013)
recommends a minimum no-disturbance buffer of 100 metres (330 ft.) from active nest
locations and an additional "quiet” buffer of a further 100 metres (330 ft.) during the breeding

s€asorn.

¢ The applicant is proposing:

o

to assess the breeding status of the barn owl, great horned owl, bald eagle and red-
tailed hawk prior to commencement of works within the 200 metre (660 ft.) buffer
zone to determine monitoring requirements;

no land-clearing should oceur within 200 metres of the great horned owl nest between
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January and early September, unless a report by a qualified biologist advises that the
nest is not active;

¢ no house construction should occur on the three proposed lots (Lots 55-57) nearest
the great horned owl nest between January and April, inclusive, unless a report by a
qualified biologist advises that the nest is not active. This is the period when birds
may be most likely to abandon a nest site, and also occurs before deciduous trees are
in full-leaf condition; and

o two alternate nest sites should be identified within the wooded portion of the property
near the existing nest, and be prepared by installing nest platforms during the fall

$eason.

* The applicant is required to register a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant on the impacted lots to
ensure the various restrictions required in the raptor nest protection/mitigation plan are
followed, as a condition of final adoption.

Development Permit for Farming Protection

* The Official Community Plan (OCP) requires that all development sites adjacent to land
within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) obtain a Development Permit for farming
protection and conform to specific guidelines, prior to subdivision of the site. The
Development Permit is required to reduce agricultural-urban conflicts through increased
setbacks and vegetated buffering.

¢ The Farming Protection DP guidelines are specified in the OCP. These guidelines are listed in
the table below, together with an explanation on how the subject application complies:

Farming DP Guideline Requirements Current Proposal
Protection
DP Guidelines
Restrictive A restrictive covenant is required to | The applicant has agreed to
Covenant: inform future owners of farm register the restrictive covenant on
practices in the area that may the proposed lots within 200
produce noise, odour and dust. metres (660 ft.) of the ALR
boundary,
Building Setback: | Minimum 30-metre (98-ft.) setback | The applicant will register a
from the ALR border to the buildings. | restrictive covenant on lots near
the ALR to ensure buildings are
set back a minimum of 30 metres
(98 ft.) from the ALR boundary.
Landscape Buffer: | Minimum vegetated landscape buffer | The applicant is conveying a 20-
with a 20-metre (66-fi.) width, to be | metre (66-ft.) wide buffer area to
conveyed to the City, the City. This area will contain
landscaping and also a Parks
pathway.

* The applicant’s proposal complies with the OCP’s Farming Protection DP guidelines.
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Hazard Land Development Permit (St lope

¢« A Development Permit (DP) for Hazard Lands is required under the OCP due to the steep
slopes on the development portion of the site. In order to address this requirement, the
applicant has submitted a Development Feasibility Study.

¢ The geotechnical report, prepared by Geopacific Consultants and dated July 13, zo7, indicates
"that the site meets accepted slope stability requirements for development”.

¢ Staffhave confirmed that the content of the geotechnical report addresses the OCP Hazard
Land DP guidelines. The geotechnical engineer is required to review and accept the final
building designs for the proposed single family dwellings. As a condition of final adoption,
the applicant will be required to register a Section 219 Restrictive Covenant to ensure that
future house construction is in accordance with the recommendations identified in the
geotechnical report.

¢  Upon approval of the documents associated with the Development Feasibility Study, the
documents will be included in the finalized Hazard Land Development Permit.

e At Building Permit stage, the Building Division will require Letters of Assurance from a
geotechnical engineer to ensure that the building plans comply with the recommendations in
the approved geotechnical report.

Sensitive Ecosystem Development Permit

¢  On September 12, 2016, Council adopted amendments to the OCP to create a new Sensitive
Ecosystern Development Permit Area, The subject site is located within the Sensitive
Ecosystem Development Permit Area.

« The QCP is used to identify the specific types of ecosystems that are intended to be protected
including Class A, A/Q, or B streams, and the Zoning By-law (Part 7A Streamside Protection)
is used to identify the specific protection areas that are required to be established for
Streamside Setback Areas.

¢ An Ecosystem Development Plan dated June 20, 2017 was prepared by lan Whyte of
EnviroWest Consultants Inc. and found to be generally acceptable by staff. The finalized
report and recommendations will be incorporated in the Development Permit.

e The portion of the site where development is proposed and that is not located within the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) contains two Class B watercourses and a Class B roadside
ditch (along 184 Street). The top-of-bank for the two Class B watercourses was expanded to
encompass minor seepage channels that were not identified on COSMOS. The Zoning By-law
prescribes a 15-metre (49 ft.) setback for these watercourses, which the applicant has
provided. The proposal results in a net gain of habitat area through the utilization of the
flexing provision in the Zoning By-law [of approximately 1,500 square metres (16,100 sq.ft.}].

o The Class B roadside ditch along 184 Street may require removal to facilitate roadworks on 184
Street. In the event that the roadside ditch remains, the proposed lots adjacent to this Class B
roadside ditch have been sized to accommodate the 7-metre (23 ft.) setback required by the
Zoning By-law.
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The ALR portion of the site contains a number of Class B watercourses and a Class A
watercourse in the northerly portion of the site. The Class A watercourse is proposed to be
fully protected following the Zoning By-law requirements.

The applicant is proposing to eliminate and cansolidate a number of the Class B watercourses
and to construct habitat ponds on the ALR portion of the site. These ponds are also intended
to handle the stormwater from the site, which will be collected in an on-site detention pond
located on the non-ALR portion of the site. The upland non-ALR portion of the site currently
drains into the ALR. The improved storm water management will direct uncontrolled flows
and reduce the potential flooding of lowland agricultural areas. The riparian and natural
areas are proposed to be conveyed to the City for conservation purposes.

Provincial approval under the Water Sustainability Act is required to eliminate and
consolidate the Class B watercourses. This approval will be required prior to final adoption of
the associated by-laws should the application be supported by Council. The applicant has
acknowledged the risk that if Provincial approval is not granted, this may affect their proposal
and necessitate additional changes.

The Ecosystem Development Plan prepared by the applicant will be incorporated into the
Sensitive Ecosystem Development Permit. The applicant is required to enter into a P-15
agreement for the monitoring and maintenance of the replanting in the riparian areas as a
condition of final adoption.

Engineering Considerations

s As noted in Corporate Report Looz (received as information at the Regular Council - Land
Use meeting of October 24, 2016), there are no complete studies with respect to
environmental considerations, drainage, sanitary servicing, water provision or transportation
network that have been undertaken for the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) lands in
Hazelmere. The servicing impacts of the proposed development needs to be addressed in a
more comprehensive servicing strategy such as is undertaken for a Neighbourhood Concept
Plan (NCP} if the area were to be designated for suburban development.

° In recent months the applicant’s consultants have completed or initiated a number of studies
to address the servicing of the lands covered by this application similar to those undertaken
for an NCP. This work has been undertaken with support from Engineering Department staff
so as to ensure the general approaches being considered by the applicant are reasonable.
Although these studies have not been completely finalized, they do provide a framework for
future more detailed analysis and design should the project be endorsed by Council and
Metro Vancouver,

s Staff note that the site is not serviced by a sanitary sewer system and is outside of the Greater
Vancouver Sewerage & Drainage District (GVS & DD) and Metro Fraser Sewer Area and the
Metro Vancouver Urban Containment Boundary. Approval for inclusion in the GVS & DD
would be required from Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area. As noted in the
April 13, 2015 Planning Report for this project, the Douglas Neighbourhood Sanitary sewer
system does not have sufficient capacity to support the development of this area. As such, the
applicant is proposing a pump and forcemain system for their site. The pump station would
be located near 2 Avenue and 184 Street with a forcemain running from this location some 10
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kilometres (6.2 miles) north along 184 Street to a proposed connection to the GVS&DD main
near 52 Avenue and 184 Street. Currently, the forcemain is expected to measure 150
millimetres (6 inches) in diameter. It is understood that cleansing velocities may not
necessarily be achieved along the length of the force main and cleaning (or "pigging") facilities
will be required. Similarly, odour issues will need to be addressed at a number of locations
along the length of this system.

¢ Interms of drainage, a preliminary Integrated Stormwater Management Plan (ISMP) Scoping
Study has been undertaken for the Little Campbell River watershed which includes this area
of the Hazelmere Valley. The applicant’s engineer has initiated a detailed ISMP. Although
the ISMP has not yet been finalized it assumes the area would undergo a more suburban form
of development. The ISMP is addressing concerns over upland development causing drainage
impacts such as flooding in low land areas and erosion in steeper channels. The ISMP will
also include a detailed evaluation of environmental constraints and opportunities in the area.
Preliminary recommendations from include mitigation measures within the proposed
development area. These measures, although not completely finalized yet, have been
included in the project’s site plan.

o There is currently no water provision plan in place for this rural area. Current area residents
obtain water from private wells. Densification of the area to suburban land use would trigger
the need to develop a water system expansion plan for the area. City water mains currently
exist nearly 1 kilometre (0.6 miles) from the site. Although a system can be extended to this
area, significant concern with respect to water age (i.e. water quality) have been noted.
Looping of water mains to mitigate concerns would not be feasible as a second water system
connection point is well over 3 kilometres (1.9miles) away. The applicant’s preliminary
servicing concept plan proposes one water main to provide potable and fire protection service.
This would lead to a need for a rechlorination station within the area. The operational liability
and costs (approximately $500,000/year) associated with operating a chlorination station are
significant. Engineering staff have suggested to the applicant that a dual water system be
explored in an effort to avoid the need for a rechlorination station. In this approach potable
water would be conveyed through a smaller set of mains that will more easily maintain water
quality at a lower operational cost and fire flows would be conveyed in a larger set of mains
that could remain stagnant until needed. Engineering Department staff will work with the
applicant to finalize design of such a system should the project be endorsed by Council and
Metro Vancouver.

¢ [n terms of transportation, a study has been undertaken by the applicant’s engineer to
evaluate off-site servicing requirements associated with this development. Although
increased traffic volumes would be expected, off-sites works are anticipated to include, as a
minimum, ensuring adequate pavement structure and width to and from the site along 184
Street to 8 Avenue, and along o Avenue to 177A Street. These rural roads were not intended
to carry urban traffic volumes. In addition, the potential for conflict between farm vehicles
and other vehicles must also be addressed along these roads.

¢ All costs associated with extending City services to the site will be borne by the applicant.
None of these are currently included in the City’s 10-Year Servicing Plan.

s Long term operational cost implications of the proposed servicing strategies have not been
established. Should the anticipated per/capita costs associated with operating the systems
specifically installed to service this development significantly exceed those for the City as a
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whole, a Local Area Service strategy may be proposed to Council for some or all of the utility
services,

Detailed servicing requirements within the development are outlined in Appendix III.

School Considerations

To serve the Douglas and Hazelmere areas growing demand, the School District, as part of
their 2017/2018 Capital plan submission to the Ministry of Education, have requested to build
a new school with a 80K/525 capacity school, to supplement the existing Hall's Prairie
catchment. This new school is to be located within the Douglas Neighbourhood Concept
Plan. The Ministry supported the School District, in March 2017, with an approval to prepare
a feasibility report to determine scope of project, schedule and construction budget. After the
report is completed, the School District will submit the feasibility report to the Ministry to
approve design and construction funding. Once design and construction funding is approved,
the project will take 3 years to design and build the school.

This new school is to provide additional new school spaces needed in the community as the
existing sroaller rural Hall's Prairie Elementary is undersized and cannot meet future growing
in-catchment demand.

[n addition to the subject application (which was not built into the School District’s
enrolment forecast for the Hall's Prairie catchment area}, there is another active development
application (Development Application No. 7616-0118-00) in the goo-1100 block of 168 Street in
the Highway g9 Corridor Local Area Plan (LAP) which proposes approximately 400
townhouse units and is also located within the Hall’s Prairie catchment area. Council gave
Development Application No. 7916-on8-o0 preliminary direction at the Regular Council -
Land Use meeting of June 27, 2016 to bring the applicant's residential proposal back to
Council for further consideration, and it is anticipated that this project could be presented for
Council’s consideration of by-law introduction in Fall 2017. This proposed development also
was not built into the School District’s enrolment forecast for the Hall’s Prairie catchment
area,

Given the unforeseen enrolment increases posed by the subject application and also
Development Application No. 7916-0118-00, if the subject application obtains Metro
Vancouver approval, staff will then provide an update to Council on the school capacity
situation in the Douglas/Hazelmere area.

TREES

Michael Mills, ISA Certified Arborist of Michael J. Mills Consulting prepared an Arborist
Assessment for the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) development portion of the subject
site. The table helow provides a summary of the tree retention and removal by tree species:

Table 1: Summary of Tree Preservation by Tree Species:

Alder and Cottonwood Trees

Alder I 176 [ 172 [ 4
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Cottonwood 6 6 o

Deciduous Trees
(excluding Alder and Cottonwood Trees)

Black Locust 18 18
Fruiting Apple
Big Leaf Maple
Pacific Willow

Paper Birch
Pin Cherry
Mountain Ash

Fall U L0 Fe N o I ]
o|C|(C]ja |0 (0|0

Coniferous Trees

]

Western Red Cedar 22 15
Douglas-fir 2 2 0

Total (excluding Alder and
Cottonwood Trees)

74 67 7

Additional Estimated Trees
in the proposed Open Space / 519 o 519
Riparian Area

Total Replacement Trees Proposed
(excluding Boulevard Street Trees)

363

Total Retained and Replacement
Trees

370

The Arborist Assessment states that there are a total of 74 protected trees on the non-ALR
development portion of the site, excluding Alder and Cottonwood trees. One hundred eighty-
two (182) existing trees, approximately 71 % of the total trees on the site, are Alder and
Cottonwood trees. It was determined that 7 trees can be retained as part of this development
proposal, The proposed tree retention was assessed taking into consideration the location of
services, building footprints, road dedication and proposed lot grading.

Table 1 includes an additional approximate 519 protected trees that are located within the

proposed open space/riparian area. The trees within the proposed open space/riparian area

will be retained, except where removal is required due to hazardous conditions. This will be
determined at a later time, in consultation with the Parks, Recreation and Culture
Department.

A detailed planting plan prepared by a Registered Professional Biologist (R.P. Bio.) and an
associated P-15 agreement are required for the monitoring and maintenance of the proposed
trees to be planted in the conveyed riparian/ open space area.

For those trees that cannot be retained, the applicant will be required to plant treesonaito:
replacement ratio for Alder and Cottonwood trees, and a 2 to 1 replacement ratio for all other
trees. This will require a total of 312 replacernent trees on the site. The applicant is proposing
363 replacement trees, which exceeds City requirements.
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in summary, a total of 370 trees are proposed to be retained or replaced on the site.

PRE-NOTIFICATION

Pre-notification letters were sent on july 4, 2017. Since the June 27, 2016 Regular Council - Land
Use meeting staff have received g phone calls and 4 emails. Eight (8) of the callers and 2 of the
email respondents did not express any concerns with the project but rather were inquiring about
when the proposed lots would be ready to purchase or inquired to see if lands to the east of 184
Street could be subdivided in a similar fashion, and if servicing would be available for lands east of
184 Street.

The applicant held a Public Information (PIM) meeting on June 28, 2017 at the Hazelmere golf
course from 5pm to 7pm. A total of 18 individuals signed in, of which 7 submitted comment
sheets. The comment sheet and the 3 above mentioned email correspondents and 1 calfer
indicated concerns with the project, including concerns about the small lot sizes and the impact
on this rural area, precedent setting for future development east of 184 Street, riparian protection
concerns, increasing traffic, traffic safety on 8 Avenue in front of Halls Prairie Elementary School,
lack of sidewalks on 184 Street and 8 Avenue, and increased demands on emergency services and
local schools.

(Council’s resolution at the June 27, 2016 Regular Council - Land Use meeting provided
direction to "ensure that this project is only an extension to complete the build out of the
Huazelmere Golf course”. The servicing proposed for the subject site is not intended to service
additional future development for the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) lands to the east
of 184 Street.

The proposed zoning and lot sizes comply with the site’s proposed Suburban designation in
the Official Community Plan (OCP). Transportation off-sites works are anticipated to
include, as a minimum, ensuring adequate pavement structure and width to and from the
site along 184 Street to 8 Avenue, and along o Avenue to 177A Street.

The School District indicates that to serve the Douglas and Hazelmere areas growing
demand, as part of their z017/2018 Capital plan submission to the Ministry of Education,
they have requested to build a new school with a 80K/525 capacity school, to supplement
the existing Hall's Prairie catchment. This new school is to be located within the Douglas
Neighbourhood Concept Plan. The Ministry supported the School District, in March 2017,
with an approval to prepare a feasibility report to determine scope of project, schedule and
construction budget. After the report is completed, the School District will submit the
feasibility report to the Ministry to approve design and construction funding. Once design
and construction finding is approved, the project will take 3 years to design and build the
school.

This new school is to provide additional new school spaces needed in the community as the
existing smaller rural Hall’s Prairie Elementary is undersized and cannot meet future
growing in-catchment demand. )
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TAINABLE DEVELOPME BECKLIST

The applicant prepared and submitted a sustainable development checklist for the subject site on
July 17, 2017. The table below summarizes the applicable development features of the proposal based
on the seven (7) criteria listed in the Surrey Sustainable Development Checklist.

Sustainability Sustainable Development Features Summary
Criteria
1. Site Context & ¢ The subject site is designated Agricultural in the Official Community
Location Plan (OCP).
(A1-A2)
2. Density & Diversity | » The proposed lots will allow for rear yard garden space. The
(B1-B7) applicant is proposing to improve the productivity of the farmland in
the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of the site.
3. Ecology & o The applicant is proposing to use absorbent soils > 300 mm (1 ft.) in
Stewardship depth, roof downspout disconnections, on-lot infiltration trenches or
{C1-C4) sub-surface chambers, cisterns/rain barrels, vegetated swales/rain

gardens/bio-swales, and sediment control devices.
» The applicant is proposing to plant 363 replacement trees,
« The applicant is proposing to convey riparian/ open space areas to

the City.
» Composting and recycling pick-up will be available.
4. Sustainable » The applicant is proposing various pathways and sidewalks in the
Transport & site.
Mobility
(D1-Dz)
5. Accessibility & » CPTED principles will be followed in pathway design.
Safety » The applicant advises that all houses can be designed for adaptable
(E1-E3) features.
6, Green Certification | s n/a
(F1) .
7. Education & s The applicant has discussed the project with various community
Awareness groups through the planning process.
(Gr-G4) o A sustainable features document will be provided to new occupants.
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INFORMATION ATTACHED TO THIS REPORT

The following information is attached to this Report:

Appendix I. Lot Owners, Action Summary and Project Data Sheets

Appendix II. Overall Site Plan Showing ALR/Non-ALR Portions of Site, Proposed
Subdivision Layout, Raptor Nest Location Map, Zoning Block Plan

Appendix 111 Engineering Summary

Appendix IV. School District Comments

Appendix V. Summary of Tree Survey and Tree Preservation

Appendix VI. OCP Redesignation Map

Appendix V1I. Quarter Acre Residential Zone (RQ)

Appendix VIII.  Map of Proposed Enhancements to ALR Lands

Appendix IX. Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy Map

original signed by Ron Hintsche

Jean Lamontagne
General Manager
Planning and Development

KB/da



PPENDIX I

Informatjon for City Clerk

Legal Description and Owners of all lots that form part of the application:

1

(a) Agent:

Name: Maggie Koka
Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd.
Address: 12448 - 82 Avenue, Unit 201

Surrey, BC V3W 3Eg

Properties involved in the Application

(a}

(b)

(c)

(d

Civic Address: 18147 - 0 Avenue
18253 - 0 Avenue
18115 - 0 Avenue

Civic Address: 18147 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.

PID: 007-245-653

Lot 3 Section 5 Township 7 New Westminster District Plan 35804
Civic Address: 18253 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.

PID: 007-150-199

Lot 4 Section 5 Township 7 New Westminster District Plan 43858
Civic Address: 1815 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Hazelmere Golf & Tennis Club

PID: 013-221-540

Parcel "B" (Reference Plan 2664) South East Quarter Section 5 Township 7 Except Firstly:
The South 33 Feet Secondly: Part Subdivided By Plan 35804 Thirdly: Part Subdivided By
Plan 43858 Fourthly: Parts Dedicated Road on Plan BCP7629 New Westminster District

Summary of Actions for City Clerk's Office

(a)

(b)

Introduce a By-law to amend the Official Community Plan by redesignating the non-
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portion of subject site from Agricultural to Suburban and
a date be set for Public Hearing.

Introduce a By-law to rezone portions of the site and a date be set for Public Hearing.
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SUBDIVISION DATA SHEET

Proposed Zoning: RQ

Requires Project Data

Proposed

GROSS SITE AREA

52.2 hectares (128.9 acres)

Area within ALR

28.5 hectares {70.4 acres)

Area outside of ALR

23.7 hectares (58.6 acres)

Developable Area outside of ALR

20.7 hectares (51.1 acres)

NUMBER OF LOTS
Existing 3
Proposed 145 single family lots
SIZE OF LOTS

Range of lot widths (metres)

20 metres (66 ft.) to 32.5 metres (107 ft.)

Range of lot areas (square metres)

800 sq.m. (8,610 sq.ft.) to
1,032 5q.m. (11,110 8q.ft.)

DENSITY

Lots/Hectare & Lots/Acre (Gross)

7 uph (2.8 upa)

SITE COVERAGE (in % of gross site area)

Maximum Coverage of Principal &
Accessory Building

Section E. Lot Coverage of the "Single
Family Residential Zone" (RF) applies

Estimated Road, Lane & Driveway Coverage

Total Site Coverage

PARKLAND (non-ALR portion of site)

Area (square metres)

1.22 hectares (3.01 acres)

% of non-ALR portion of site 51 %
Required

PARKLAND

5% money in lieu NO
TREE SURVEY/ASSESSMENT YES
MODEL BUILDING SCHEME YES
HERITAGE SITE Retention NO
BOUNDARY HEALTH Approval - NO
DEV. VARIANCE PERMIT required

Road Length/Standards NO

Works and Services NO

Building Retention NO

Others NO
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Appendix [

7914-0213-00: Map showing proposed development portion of subject site (non-ALR)
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Hazelmare Residential Expansion
Suburban Subdivision
18115, 18147 & 18253 0 Ave, Surrey. BC

PROPOSED
SUBDIVISION PLAN
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Hazelmere Residential Expansion
Suburban Subdivision
168115, 18147 & 18253 0 Ave. Surrey, BC

RAPTOR NEST
LOCATION MAP
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SURVEY PLAN TO ACCOMPANY
CITY OF SURREY ZONING BYLAW _ _ _ _
OVER
PARCEL ‘B’ (REFERENCE PLAN 2664)
SOUTH EAST QUARTER SECTION 5 TOWNSHIP 7 EXCEPT
FIRSTLY: THE SOUTH 33 FEET
SECONDLY: PART SUBDIVIDED BY PLAN 35804
THIRDLY: PART SUBDIVIDED BY PLAN 43858
FOURTHLY: PARTS DEDICATED ROAD ON PLAN BCP7629
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(604) 597-9189 FILE 10016-03
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Appendix Ili
BESURREY INTER-OFFICE MEMO

the hsure lives here.

19 Manager, Area Planning & Development
- South Surrey Division
Planning and Development Department

FROMA: Development Services Manager, Engineering Department
HATE: July 20, 2017 PROVECT FILE: 7814-0213-00
RE: Engineering Requirements

Location: 18n5/18147/18253 - 0 Avenue

OCP AMENDMENT/ALR INCLUSION
There are no engineering requirements relative to the OCP Amendment/ ALR Inclusion beyond
those noted below.

REZONE/SUBDIVISION
Property and Right-of-Way Requirements
¢ dedicate 1.942 metres on 184 Street.
¢ dedicate 1.883 metres on o Avenue,
s dedicate 5.0m X 5.0m corner cut at the intersection of 0 Avenue and 184 Street.
¢ dedicate Gazette road on o Avenue.
provide confirmation regarding dedication of 184 Street.
provide 0.5 metre ROWSs fronting o Avenue and 184 Street,
dedicate 18.0 metre for each road within the development.
dedicate all intersection corner cuts in the development.
provide 0.5 metre ROWSs fronting all roads within the development.
provide any additional offsite ROWS required to service the development.

Works and Services

» construct north side of 0 Avenue to a through collector complete with barrier curb,
sidewalk, streetlights and street trees (meet structural and minimum width requ:rement)

e construct west side of 184 Street to a through collector complete with barrier curb,
sidewalk, streetlights and street trees (meet structural and minimum width requirement).

¢ construct all roads within the development to 18.0om local roads complete with barrier
curbs, sidewalks, streetlights and street trees.

¢ construct water, sanitary and drainage mains to service the development in accordance
with City policies and design criteria.

= provide service connections to each lot.

v complete off-site servicing works and analysis as noted below.

Significant offsite works are required to service the development. The Applicant’s
consultants have completed or initiated a number of studies to address the servicing of the
lands covered by this application similar to those undertaken for an NCP. Although these
studies have not been completely finalized, they do provide a framework for future more

NOTE: Detailed Land Development Engineering Review available on file
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detailed analysis and design should the project be endorsed by Council and Metro
Vancouver Board,

e  Thesite is not serviced by a sanitary sewer system and is outside of the Greater Vancouver
Sewerage & Drainage District (GVS & DD) and Metro Fraser Sewer Area and the Metro
Vancouver Urban Containment Boundary. Approval for inclusion in the GVS & DD would
be required from Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area. The applicant is
proposing a pump and forcemain system for their site. Cleansing velocities may not be
achieved along the length of the force main and cleaning (or “pigging") facilities will be
required. Odour issues will need to be addressed along the length of this systemn.

»  The applicant's engineer has initiated a detailed ISMP. The ISMP must address conicerns
over upland development causing drainage impacts such as flooding in low land areas and
erosion in steeper channels. The ISMP must also include a detailed evaluation of
environmental constraints and opportunities in the area. Preliminary recommendations
from the ISMP include mitigation measures within the proposed development area. These
measures, must be included in the project’s site plan and servicing works.

e There is currently no water provision plan in place for this rural area. Although a system
can be extended to this areq, significant concern with respect to water age (i.e, water quality)
have been noted. Looping of water mains to mitigate concerns would not be feasible as a
second water system connection point is well over 3 km away. At this time the Engineering
Department does not support the proposed single water main approach proposed by the
Applicant due to the operational liability and costs associated with operating the required
rechlorination station. Engineering Staff have suggested a dual water system be explored in
an effort to avoid the need for a rechlorination station. Engineering Department staff wilf
work with the applicant to finalize design of such a system should the project be endorsed by
Council and Metro Vancouver Board, Dual pressure zones must also be addressed.

= Transportation off-site works are anticipated to include, as a minimum, ensuring adequate
pavement structure and width to and from the site: along 184 5t. to 8 Ave.; and along o Ave.
to 177A St .

e  All costs associated with extending City services to the site will be borne by the applicant.
None of these are currently included in the City'’s 10-Year Servicing Plan.

*  Long Term operational cost implications of the proposed servicing strategies have not been
established. Should the anticipated per/capita costs associated with operating the systems
specifically installed to service this development significantly exceed those for the City as a
whole, a Local Area Service strategy may be proposed to Council for some or all of the utility
services,

A Servicing Agreement is required prior to Rezone/Subdivision.
DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

There are no engineering requirements relative to issuance of the Development Permit beyond
those noted above.

Rémi Dubé, P.Eng.
Development Services Manager
LR1

NOTE: Detailed Land Development Engineering Review available on file



Surrey Schools

LEADERSHIP IN LEARNING

Thursday, July 20, 2017

Planaing
THE IMPACT ON SCHOOLS
APPLICATION #: 7914 0213 00
SUMMARY
The propased 145 Single family with sulles

are estimated 1o have the following impact
on the following schoals

Projected # of students for this development:

Appendix IV

School Enrolment Projections and Planning Update:

The following tables iHustrate the enrclment projections (with ewrrent/approved minisiry

capacity) for the elementary and secondary schools serving the proposed development,

Halls Prairie Elementary is curtently over capacity and much of the student population in this area sttends
in other neighbouring schools, A new elementary school site bas been sequired in the Douples area and
funding for this new elementary schoof has received preliminary support and is in the project definition
stage which will determine size and schedule for completion. Earl Marriott Secondary is currantfy over
capacity and the school district has received capital project approval for a new 1,500 student secondary
school targeted to open in 2028). The new secondary school will be located in the Grandview ares
adjoining the City of Surrey’s Aquatic Centre and fature recreationsl facilities, As required, the school
district will continue to work with the City and Province to adjust our capital plans to accommodate

student growth,

Elementary Students: 73
Secondary Siudents: 36

September 2018 Enrolment/School Capacity

Hall's Pralrie Elemeantary

Etiralment {#/1.7): 33K+ 106
GCapacy (KM-T) 20K+ 100

Eerl Marriott Secondary

Enrokment (8-12): 1856
Naominal Capacity (8-12); 1500
Functional Capacity*{8-12}: 1820

HalP’s Prairle Elementary
450
00
350
0 e s TR
2569
st B4R
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0o
% e
014 2005 2016 2017 2018 2018 W20 M2 A D) AWM

Ear Marriott Secondary

2600
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£00
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Appendix V

Updated June 8" 2017
Proposed 145 Lot Residential Development Arborist report
0 Avenue and 184" Street, Surrey
MIM File # 1664
Table 2: Tree Preservation Summary
Surrey Project No: DP# 14-0213
Address: HAZELMERE 145 LOT SUBDIVISION 0 Avenue & 184th Street
Registered Arborist: Michael Milis, for Michael J Mills Consulting
Proteﬁted Trees Identified
{on-site and shared trees, including trees within boulevards and proposed 108
streets and lanes, but excluding trees in proposed open space or riparian
areas} 256 on-site and 52 off-site
Protected Trees to be Removed {Offsite trees not included, tbhd by city) 245
Protected Trees to be Retained
(excluding trees within proposed open space or riparian areas but including 11
park dedication & buffer strips.)
Total Replacement Trees Required:
- Alder (172) & Cottonwood (6) Trees Requiring 1 to 1 Replacement Ratio
17 = 178
8 X one{l) 312
- All other Trees Requiring 2 to 1 Replacemant Ratio
67 X two{2) = 134
Replacement Trees Proposed {Assume min 2.5 trees / lot average) 363
Replacement Trees in Deficit 0
Protected Trees to be Retained in Proposed Riparian Areas {from survey) 519
Protected Trees to be Retained in Proposed ALR Areas (estimated) 100
Trees in place after development (does not include street trees) 993

Notes:
The number of trees retained within the road allowances has not yet been determined and will be subject to
review based on the extent of road improvements required by the city along 0 Ave & 184 Street.

Some trees within the riparian area may require removal to allow for the proposed sanitary sewer line, to be
determined. '

Tree planting within the site will be subject to the size and shape of tha lot. I is assumed that a minimum of 2.5
tree per lot will be achieved. Additional trees may also be provided within the 10m landscape buffer and within
the dedicated park area along the north edge.

Page 13
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Appendix VI

KY
Quarter Acre Residential Zone
Part 15C - RS-G, Suburban Residenrial Grosy Density Zone -
Part 15C RQ
Intent

- A,

This Zone is intended for single family housing on small suburban lots, where lot size
may be reduced with substantial public open space set aside within the subdivision.

Permitted Uses

Land and structures shall be used for the following uses only, or for a combination of
such uses:

1. One single family dwelling which may contain 1 secondary suite.
2, Accessory uses including the following:

(a)  Bed and breaffast use in accordance with Section B.2, Part 4 General
Provisions, of this By-law; and

(b)  The keeping of boarders or lodgers in accordance with Section B.2, Part 4
General Provisions, of this By-law.

Lot Area

The minimum site area for subdivision shall be 0.4 hectare [1 acre], except in the case of
a remainder lof, where the lots including the remainder lot which were created by the
same plan of subdivision are zoned RQ.

Density

L. For the purpose of subdivision:

(a) In Neighbourhood Concept Plan and Infill Areas as described and outlined
on the maps attached as Schedule F attached to this By-law, the maximum
density shall not exceed 2.5 dwelling units per gross hectare [1 u.p.a.].
The maximum density may be increased to 10 dwelling units per hectare [4
u.p.a.], calculated on the basis of the entire lot, if amenities are provided in
accordance with Schedule G of this By-law.

(b)  In areas other than the ones in Sub-section D.1(a) of this Zone, the

maximum density shall not exceed 10 dwelling units per hectare [4 u.p.a.],
catculated on the basis of the entire lot.
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| Part15C RQ
2. For building construction within a lot:
(a)  the floor area ratio shall not exceed 0.32, provided that, of the resulting
‘ allowable floor area, 45 square metres [480 sq.ft.] shall be reserved for
use only as a garage or carport, and 10 square metres [105 sq.ft.] shall be
reserved for use only as accessory buildings and structures;

(b)  For the purpose of this Section and notwithstanding the definition of floor
area ratio in Part 1 Definitions of this By-law, the following must be
included in the calculation of floor area ratio:

i Covered area used for parking unless the covered parking is located
within the basement;

il The area of an accessory building in excess of 10 square metres
[108 sq.ft.);

iii. Covered outdoor space with a height of 1.8 metres [6 ft.] or greater,
except for a maximum of 10% of the maximum allowable floor
area of which 15 square metres [ 160 sq. ft.] must be reserved for a
front porch or veranda; and

iv. Floor area with extended height including staircases, garages and
covered parking, must be multiplied by 2, where the extended
height exceeds 3.7 metres [12 fi.], except for a maximum of 19
square metres [200 sq.ft.] on the lot; and

(¢)  Notwithstanding Sub-section D.2(a), where the lof is 1,500 square metres

E. Lot Coverage

[16,000 sq.ft.] in area or less, the requirements in Section D. Density of
Part 16 Single Family Residential Zone RF shall apply.

The maximum lot coverage shall be 25%, except where the Jot is 1,500 square
metres [16,000 sq.ft.] in area or less, the requirements in Section E. Lot Coverage of
Part 16 Single Family Residential Zone RF shall apply.

F. Yards and Setbacks

Buildings and structures shall be sited in accordance with the following minimum
setbacks:
Use Sethack  Front Rear Side Side Yard on

Yard Yard Yard Flanking Street
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| Part 15C RO

H.

Principal Building 7.5 m. 7.5m. 2.4 m. 3.6m.
[25ft.] [25ft] [8ft.] [12 ft.]

Accessory Buildings 18.0m. 1.8m 1.0m 7.5m

and Structures [60 1] [61t] 3] [25 ft.]

Greater Than 10
square metres [108
sq.ft.] in Size

Other Accessory ~ 180m  00m 0.0 m. 7.5 m.
Buildings and {60 ft.]. 25 ft.)
Structures

Measurements to be determined as per Part | Definitions, of this By-law.

Height of Buildings

Measurements to be determined as per Part 1 Definitions, of this By-law:

I, Principal building:

(8)  The building height shall not exceed 9.0 metres [30 ft.]; and

(b)  The building height of any portion of a principal building with a roof
slope of less than 1:4 shall not exceed 7.3 metres [24 ft.].

2. Accessory buildings and structures: The height shall not exceed 4 metres [13 fi.]
except that where the roof slope and construction materials of an accessory
building are the same as that of the principal building, the building height of the
accessory building may be increased to 5 metres [16.5 ft.]

Off-Street Parking and Loading/Unloading

1. Resident and visitor parking spaces shall be provided as stated in Part 5 Oft-
Street Parking and Loading/Unloading of this By-law.
2. Outside parking or storage of campers, boats and vehicles including cars, trucks

and house frailers ancillary to the residential use, shall be limited to:
(a) A maximum of 3 cars or trucks;

(b)  House trailer, camper or boat provided that the combined total shall not
exceed 1; and
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Part 15C

RQ

I Landscaping

() The total amount permitted under (a) and (b) shall not exceed 4.

No outside parking or storage of a house trailer or boat is permitted within the
Jront yard setback, or within the required side yards adjacent the dwelling, or
within 1 metre [3 ft.] of the side lot line, except as follows:

(a) On lots which have no vehicular access to the rear yard or where access is
not feasible through modification of landscaping or fencing or both, either
| house trailer or 1 boat may be parked in the front driveway or to the side
of the front driveway or in the side yard, but no closer than 1 metre [3 ft.]
to a side lot line nor within 1 metre [3 ft.] of the front lot line subject to the
residential parking requirements stated in Table C.1 of Part 5 Off-Street
Parking and Loading/Unloading of this By-law.

1.

All developed portions of the /ot not covered by buildings, structures or paved
areas shall be landscaped including the retention of mature trees.  This
landscaping shall be maintained.

The parking or storage of house trailers or boats shall be adequately screened by
compact evergreen trees or shrubs at least 1.8 metres [6 ft.] in height and located
between the said house trailer or boat and any point on the lot line within 7.5
metres [25 ft.] of the said house frailer or boat, in order to obscure the view from
the abutting lof or street, except:

(a) On a corner lot, this required landscape screening shall not be located in an
area bounded by the intersecting lot lines at a street corner and a straight
line joining points 9 metres [30 ft.] along the said /ot /ines from the point
of intersection of the 2 jot lines;

(b)  Where the driveway or the parking area is used for parking or storage of a
house trailer or boat, the landscape screen is not required within the said
driveway, and

(c) In the case of rear yards, this screening requirement may be provided by a
' 1.8 metre [6 ft.] high solid fence.

The open space set aside pursuant to Section K.2 of this Zone, shall be improved
with a basic level of landscaping work including brushing and seeding of the
ground, limbing of low branches on trees and providing and constructing paths for
public passage, wherever appropriate.

Special Regulations .
l :.:. .:5:_:.::. : .: ; . -
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Part 15C RO

1. A secondary suite shall:
(a) Not exceed 90 square metres [968 sq.ft.] in floor area; and

(b)  Occupy less than 40% of the habitable floor area of the building.

2. Basement access and basement wells are permitted only between the principal

building and the rear lot line and must not exceed a maximum area of 28 square
metres [300 sq. ft.], including stairs.

Subdivision

L. For the purpose of subdivision:

(a) Where amenities are not provided in accordance with Schedule G of this By-
law, the Jots created shall conform to the minimum standards prescribed in
Section K of Part 12 One-Acre Residential Zone (RA) of this By-law.

(b) Where amenities are provided in accordance with Schedule G of this By-
law, the lofs created shall conform to the minimum standards prescribed in
Section K.2 of this Zone.

2. For the purposes of subdivision:

(a) Lots created shall conform to the following minimum standards:

Lot Size Lot Width Lot Depth
930 sq. m. 24 metres 30 metres
[10,000 sq.ft.] [80 ft.] [100 it

Dimensions shall be measured in accordance with Section E.21, Part 4 General Provisions, of
this By-law.

(b) Notwithstanding Sub-section K.2.(a), where not less than 15% of the lands
subdivided are set aside as open space preserved in its natural state or retained
for park and recreational purposes, lots created shall conform to the following
minimum standards:

Lot Size Lot Width Lot Depth
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Part 15C RQ

775 sq. m, 8,300 20 metres 30 metres
sq.fi] : [80 ] [100 ft.]

Dimensions shall be measured in accordance with Section E.21, Part 4 General Provisions, of
this By-law,

(¢) Notwithstanding Sub-sections K.2.(a) and K.2.(b), where not less than 30% of
the lands subdivided are set aside as open space preserved in its natural state or
retailed for parks and recreation purposes, the minimum Jof standards set out in
Section K.2(b) may be reduced for up to 50% of the lots created to the
following minimum standards:

Lot Size Lot Width Lot Depth
700 sg. m. [7,500 20 metres 30 metres
sq.ft.] [80 ft.] [160 ft.]

Dimensions shall be measured in accordance with Section E.21, Part 4 General Provisions, of
this By-law.

3. The open space referenced in this Section shall:

(a) Contain natural features such as a stream, ravine, stands of mature trees, or
other land forms worthy of preservation, and/or contain heritage buildings or
features, and/or be dedicated as a public park; and

(b) Be accessible by the public from a highway.

4. For the purposes of calculating the amount of open space referenced in this Section to
be set aside, undevelopable areas may be included, however, this undevelopable area
shall be discounted by 50%.

L. Other Regulations
[:; R e

In addition, land use regulations including the following are applicable:

I. Prior to any use, lands must be serviced as set out in Part 2 Uses Limited, of this
By-law and in accordance with the "Surrey Subdivision and Development By-
law",

2. General provisions on use are as set out in Part 4 General Provisions, of this By-
law.

3. Additional off-street parking and loading/unloading requirements are as set out in
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Part 15C RQ
Part 5 Off-Street Parking and Loading/Unloading of this By-law.
4, Subdivisions shall be subject to the "Surrey Development Cost Charge By-law"
and the "Tree Preservation By-law".
5. Building permits shall be subject to the "Surrey Building By-law".
6. Sign regulations are as provided in Surrey Sign By-law No. 13656.
7. Special building setbacks are as set out in Part 7 Special Building Setbacks, of

this By-law.
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Appendix VIII |

Hazelmere Residential Expansion
Suburban Subdivision
18115, 18147 & 16253 0 Ave, Surrey, BC

AGRICULTURAL / HABITAT
ENHANCEMENT PLAN

-

.

[777] Preserved Natural Habitat
6.8 Ha/ 16.3 Ac (Approx.)

Reconstrusted Habitat
2.2 Ha /5.3 Ac (Approx.)

Farming Area
18.2 Ha/ 44.9 Ac (Approx.)

[’ ) ] Davalopable Area
© 7 1B.0Ha/ 44.5 Ac (Approx.)

Proposed ALR incluslon Area
1.6 Ha/ 3.9 Ac (Approx.)

faEgE  ALR Boundary

-~~~ 15m from TOB

——  Exlsting Walercourse
~—  Canstructed Watercourse

: Relpcated Watsrcourse
TN
& APLIN MARTIN (73"
. Project Hiss 14024 4
1:2000 R
2 vt alrest s b o j

74




APPENDIX [X

Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy Map

[ urban containment Boundary
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HEE industrial
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Regular Council - Public Hearing Minutes Attachment "C September 11, 2017

RES.R17-2602

RES.R17-2603

RES.R17-2604

Approved by Council: July 24, 2017

It was Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Martin

That "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000,
Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19343" pass its third reading.

Carried

With Councillor Woods opposed.

Development Variance Permit No. 7915-0425-00

14451, 14467, 14483 and 1451 ~ 64 Avenue

To reduce various setbacks, allow 2 visitor parking spaces within the minimum
front yard (south) setback and reduce the minimum setback requirement from
top-of-bank for a Class A watercourse from 30 metres (98 ft.) to 13 metres (43 ft.) at
the closest point for the townhouse development. The applicant is also proposing
reduced setbacks on the east and south sides of the commercial development.
These variances will help achieve an efficient site plan.

It was Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Martin

That Development Variance Permit
No. 7915-0425-00 be supported and that staff be authorized to bring the Permit
forward for issuance and execution by the Mayor and City Clerk in conjunction
with final adoption of the related rezoning bylaw.

Carried
With Councillor Woods opposed.

"Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19342"
7916-0156-00 — Rajinder Lally

c/o H.Y Engineering Ltd. (Lori Joyce)

RA to RH -2735 - 144 Street - to subdivide into 2 single family lots.

Approved by Council: July 24, 2017

It was Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Martin

That "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000,
Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19342" pass its third reading.

Carried

"Surrey Ofﬁcial Community Plan Bylaw, 2013, No. 18020, Amendment Bylaw, 2017,
No. 19344

7914-0213-00 ~ Hazelmere Golf and Tennis Club Ltd. and Laplerre Holdings Ltd.
c/o Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd. {Maggie Koka)

To redesignate the site at 18147, 18253 and Portion of 18115 - o0 Avenue from
Agricultural to Suburban.

Approved by Council: July 24, 2017
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It was Moved by Councillor Gill
Seconded by Councillor Hayne
That "Surrey Official Community Plan Bylaw,
2013, No. 18020, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19344 " pass its third reading.
RES.Ri7-2605 Carried
With Councillors LeFranc and Villeneuve
opposed.

"Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000, Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19345"
A-1to RQ, A-1to CPG and CPG to A1 — 18147, 18253 and Portion of 1815 — o Avenue
To subdivide into 145 single family lots, several park lots and 1 agricultural lot.

Approved by Council: July 24, 2017

It was Moved by Councillor Gill

Seconded by Councillor Martin

That "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000,
Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19345" pass its third reading.

RES.Ri7-2606 Carried 7
With Councillors LeFranc and Villeneuve
opposed.
6. "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000, Text Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19334"

3900-20-19334 — Regulatory Text Amendment

"Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000", as amended, is further amended to insert
a new single family zone Part 15C, Quarter Acre Residential Zone (RQ Zone) to
regulate the development of suburban lots at a density of 10 units per hectare.

Approved by Council: July 24, 2017
Corporate Report [tem No: 2017-Looz

It was Moved by Councillor Gill
Seconded by Councillor Martin
That "Surrey Zoning Bylaw, 1993, No. 12000,
Text Amendment Bylaw, 2017, No. 19334" pass its third reading.
RES.Ri7-2607 Carried

PERMITS - APPROVALS

7. Development Variance Permit No. 7916-0514-00
1062111 B.C. Ltd. (Director Information: Harbinder Athwal, Ravinder Basra, Amrik
Biran and Kanwaljeet Mann)
c/o Hub Engineering Inc, (Mike Kompter)
13517 Marine Drive
To reduce the lot depth to allow for the proposed subdivision into 4 single family
lots.

To vary "Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000", as amended, as follows:
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Attachment "D"

City of Surrey
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT REPORT
File: 7914-0213-00

Planning Report Date: July 27, 2015

PROPOSAL:

*»  OCP Amendment from "Agricultural” to
"Suburban”

to allow for rezoning and subdivision from 3 lots to 136
single family lots.

LOCATION: 18115, 18147 and 18253 - 0 Avenue
OWNER: Lapierre Holdings Ltd,

: Hazelmere Golf & Tennis Club
ZONING: A-1and CPG

OCP DESIGNATION:  Agricultural
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Staff Report to Council Planning & Development Report

File:  7914-0213-00 Page 2

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY
s  Staff provide two recommendations for Council’s consideration:
o The proposed development not be supported; and

o The proposed development be referred back to the applicant to consider major
revisions to the proposal that are consistent with the policies of the OCP and the
"Rural” designation of Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and Urban
Containment Boundary.

DEVIATION FROM PLANS, POLICI R REGUIATIONS

» The proposal is a significant departure from existing City of Surrey policies and plans and
Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS).

RATIONALE OF RECOMMENDATION

'« Does not comply with OCP Designation and Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy
(RGS).

s The proposed development is a large departure from existing City plans and policies, as
described further in the report. There is no NCP or planning or servicing framework in place
to guide development in this portion of the Hazelmere valley.

» The proposed development has significant servicing and transportation challenges.

» The subject site is outside of the Metro Fraser Sewer Area and the Metro Vancouver Urban
Containment Boundary. Approval for inclusion in the Metro Fraser Sewer Area would be
required from Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area. Approval from Metro
Vancouver would also be needed to redesignate the site from "Rural" to "General Urban".
These amendments to the RGS would require a two-thirds weighted vote and a regional
public hearing.

o [fthe proposal is modified to be consistent with the policies of the OCP and the "Rural”
designation of Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and the Urban
Containment Boundary, there is some merit for considering support.
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Staff Report to Couneil

File:  7914-0213-00

Planning & Development Report

Page 3

REC ENDATION

The Planning & Development Department recommends that:

(a)  The proposed development (Appendix 1) not be supported; and

(b)  The proposed development be referred back to the applicant to consider major
revisions to the proposal that are consistent with the policies of the OCP and the
"Rural” designation of Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and the
Urban Containment Boundary.

REFERRALS

Engineering:

Parks, Recreation &
Culture:

Department of Fisheries
and Qceans (DFO):

Fraser Health Authority:

Agricultural and Food
Security Advisory
Committee (AFSAC):

Metro Vancouver:

The Engineering Department has concerns with the proposal as
discussed below in this report. '

Parks has concerns with the proposal as there has been no
assessment of park provision in this area of Hazelmere if the
proposed development and subsequent similar developments are
approved.

If the proposal proceeds, the applicant will be required to
undertake a detailed Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR) assessment
to address riparian protection issues.

If the proposal proceeds with a form of development requiring
septic fields, input from the Fraser Health Authority will be
requested. :

At its September 4, 2014 meeting, AFSAC recommended that the
application not be supported, as the lands are located in an
Agriculture designated area which is not intended for urban-type
development.

The applicant is proposing an amendment to the Regional Growth
Strategy (RGS) and to the Urban Containment Boundary. The
subject site is outside of the Metro Fraser Sewer Area and the
Metro Vancouver Urban Containment Boundary. Approval for
inclusion in the Metro Fraser Sewer Area would be required from
Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area. Approval from
Metro Vancouver would also be needed to redesignate the site from
"Rural” to "General Urban®. These amendments to the RGS would
require a two-thirds weighted vote and a regional public hearing.
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Staff Report to Council

File:  7914-0213-00

Planning & Development Report

Page 4

SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Existing Land Use:

18115 - 0 Avenue is vacant farmland (partially within ALR), with 2 golf

course holes at the northern portion of property. A small portion of the
property is encumbered by a BC Hydro right-of-way. 18147 and
18253 - 0 Avenue are rural acreages not within the ALR {Appendix I11).

Adjacent Area:
Direction Existing Use OCP/LAP Existing Zone
Designation
North and West: Golf course-and Agricultural/ CPG and A-1
agricultural Agricultural
acreage.
East (Across 184 Street): Agricultural Agricultural/ A
acreages. Suburban
Residential (5 upa)
South (Across o Avenue): United States of n/a n/a
America.

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Site Context

e The subject site consists of 3 properties (18115, 18147 and 18253 - o Avenue) located along
.0 Avenue near 184 Street in the Hazelmere Valley. The property at 1815 - o Avenue is partially
within the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), is also split-zoned “General Agriculture Zone
(A-1)" and "Golf Course Zone (CPG)", and contains 2 holes of the Hazelmere golf course. The
applicant is proposing to develop the southerly portion of the site, which is the non-ALR
portion of the property (Appendix III).

¢ The properties at 18147 and 18253 - 0 Avenue are zoned A-1. These two properties are
designated "Agricultural” in the Official Community Plan (OCP} and "Rural” in Metro
Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS).

¢ The parcel is bordered on the north by the Hazelmere golf course and an agricultural acreage.

The site is bordered by agricultural acreages to the east (across 184 Street) and west, The site
is bordered on the south (across o Avenue) by the United States.

The proposed development site is located on a north-facing slope of moderately steep grades,
with a high elevation of 70 metres (230 feet) above sea level along o Avenue and a low
elevation of 21 metres (69 feet) at the north portion of the site. The site is mostly cleared,
albeit with some significant forest clusters. There are some Class B watercourses on the
proposed development portion of the site. In addition, an owl’s nest and hawk’s nest have
been identified in the main forested area on the proposed development portion of the site.
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Staff Report to Council Planning & Development Report

File:  7914-0213-00 Page 5

Proposed Development

¢ The applicant is proposing to develop the non-ALR portion of the site. The gross site area is
52 hectares (128.5 acres), and the non-ALR portion of the site proposed for development is
23 hectares (56.8 acres).

« The applicant is proposing an OCP amendment from "Agricultural” to "Suburban” to allow for
a rezoning and subdivision from 3 lots to 136 single family lots and open riparian space of 3.1
hectares (7.8 acres). The proposed density is 5.9 uph (2.4 upa). Proposed lot sizes range from
960 sq.m. (10,300 sq.ft) to 2,324 sq.m. (25,000 sq.ft.), and the large majority of the lots are
approximately 1,000 sq.m. (10,800 sq.ft.) in size (Appendix IT). The nearest zone equivalent to
the proposal is the RH-G zone which allows 50% of the lots to be 1,120 sq.m. (12,000 sq.ft.) and
50% to be 1,300 sq.m. {14,000 sq.ft.). The proposed lots are proposed to be on City sewer, as
the minimum required lot size for a septic system is 0.8 hectares (2 acres), as per Surrey
Subdivision and Development By-law, 1686, No. 8830.

o In terms of the subject application, only the propesed OCP amendment from "Agricultural” to
"Suburban”, and not the rezoning or Development Permit for the ALR interface and Hazard
Lands, is being presented for Council’s consideration. Given the significant departure from
the City's and Metro Vancouver's plans and policies that the proposal entails, it was deemed
appropriate to consult Council on the larger land use and density issue before proceeding
further to detail development planning of the site,

Policy Considerations

« In considering the proposal to redesignate the subject site from "Agricultural” to "Suburban”
in the OCP to allow for the proposed subdivision there are a number of City and Metro
Vancouver policies that need to be considered. These are described below.

Surrey OCP (2014}

« The protection of agriculture and agricultural areas is a key objective of the City of Surrey.
Surrey’s OCP contains policies that are designed "to protect farmland as a resource for
agriculture, a source of heritage and as a reflection of a distinct landscape defining
communities”. These policies seek to enhance the viability of agriculture as a component of
the City of Surrey’s economy.

+ The subject site is designated "Agricultural” in the OCP, which is intended to support
agriculture, complementary land uses and public facilities". This designation includes lands
in the ALR as well as lands outside the ALR that are used for farming and various other
complementary uses. Introducing 1,000 sq.m. (10,800 sq.ft.) lots in this area does not support
agriculture, nor is it a complementary land use. Rather, the proposed development would
serve to destabilize the existing rural character of the area and introduce potential conflicts to
the agricultural community.

« The proposed development is also contrary to the OCP which encourages the "full and
efficient build-out of existing planned urban areas”. In addition, the OCP calls for the
prevention of "urban development as well as the extension of City services that would
encourage subdivision in rural and suburban areas, except in accordance with approved
Secondary Plans".
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* The proposed development is not envisioned in the OCP or in any secondary plan.

Surrey Agriculture Protection and Enhancement Strategy (2013)

Surrey’s Agriculture Protection and Enhancement Strategy, adopted by Council in zo13,
outlines various ways that agriculture within Surrey can be maintained and enhanced,
including:

© ‘"astable, predictable and contiguous agricultural land base to operate upon is
essential for the continued health and vitality of the agri-food sector”;

o "without viable, available, accessible agricultural land... the ability to provide fresh
food is severely limited"; and

o "protect farming and agri-food operations from adjacent urban impacts {e.g. upland
stormwater drainage, traffic, nuisance complaints, trespassing and noxious
substances)".

The proposed development would effectively introduce urban-style development into this
area of Surrey that is designated "Agricultural” and would lead to conflict between agricultural
activity and urban-style development. Residents within this proposed community would have
to travel through adjacent agricultural areas on a daily basis to get to places of employment,
commerce, schools, parks and other such destinations. Most of these trips will be made by
car, which significantly increases the potential for conflict with the agricultural community.

Metro Vancouver

The subject site is designated as "Rural” in Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS)
and is located outside of the Urban Containment Boundary. The Urban Containment
Boundary is intended to establish a stable, long-term regionally defined area for urban
development and to reinforce the protection of agricultural and rural areas, while the "Rural”
designation in the RGS is intended to protect the existing character of rural communities,
landscapes and environmental qualities.

The "Rural” designation permits low density residential development that do not require the
provision of urban services such as sewer or transit. Rural areas generally do not have access
to regional sewer services.

The proposed development would require provision of sewer servicing as the proposed lots
are smaller than the 0.8 hectare (2 acre) size required to support septic systems, and thus the
applicant’s proposal would trigger an application to Metro Vancouver to amend the Urban
Containment Boundary and to amend the RGS designation frem "Rural” to "General Urban".

Amendments to the Urban Containment Boundary and the "Rural” designation of the RGS
must corne from the affected municipal government, and require an affirmative two-thirds
weighted vote of the Metro Vancouver Board and a regional public hearing. This step would
accur subsequent to Council holding a Public Hearing and granting Third Reading to the
proposed development.
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Engineering Considerations

s No complete studies with respect to environmental considerations, drainage, sanitary
servicing, water provision or transportation network have been undertaken for the non-ALR
lands in Hazelmere. The servicing impacts of the proposed development would need to be
addressed in a more comprehensive servicing strategy such as one undertaken for an NCP if
the area were to be designated for suburban development.

+ Staff note that the site is not serviced by a sanitary sewer system and is outside of the Greater
Vancouver Sewerage & Drainage District (GVS & DD) and Metro Fraser Sewer Area and the
Metro Vancouver Urban Containment Boundary. Approval for inclusion in the GVS & DD
would be required from Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area. If the area were to
be included for sanitary sewer servicing, the system is likely to extend from the Douglas
neighbourhood. At this point in time the Douglas system has not been sized to
accommodate expansion of its catchment.

¢ In terms of drainage, a preliminary Integrated Stormwater Management Plan Scoping Study
has been undertaken for the Little Campbell River watershed which includes this area of the
Hazelmere Valley. As this area is designated to remain rural in nature no further drainage
studies have been undertaken or are being planned for the area. Should the area proceed to a
more suburban form of development, a detailed Integrated Stormwater Management Plan
(ISMP} would need to be undertaken, and concerns over upland development causing
drainage impacts such as flooding in low land areas and erosion in steeper channels would
need to be addressed. The ISMP couid also include a detailed evaluation of environmental
constraints and opportunities in the area.

¢ There is currently no water provision plan in place for this rural area. Current area residents
obtain water from private wells. Densification of the area to suburban land uses would
trigger the need to develop a water system expansion plan for the area. City water mains
currently exist anywhere from 765 yards (700 metres) to 10go yards (1000 metres) (depending
on point of connection) from the proposed site. The existing water system may need to be
upgraded as well to support expansion into this area.

» In terms of transportation, a study would be needed to determine how to manage traffic
should this area of Hazelmere be redeveloped at the proposed density. The rural roads were
not intended to carry urban traffic volumes. In addition, the potential for conflict between
farm vehicles and other vehicles would increase if this area of Hazelmere was redeveloped.

In summary, the proposed development is a considerable departure from the type of rural low
density development envisioned for this area. Any increase in density is likely to trigger
substantial infrastructure investment. A strategic review of all services in the area would be
required as part of the planning process.
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PRE-NQTIFI ION
Pre-notification letters were sent on August 22, 2014 and two development proposal signs were
installed on the subject site in December 2014. Staff received 10 phone calls and 5 letters/emails

regarding the proposal.

 Three (3) callers had general questions about the proposal and did not indicate opposition or
support for the project.

e One (1) caller and 1 letter writer was in support of the proposal, although they did mention
concerns about increased traffic in the area that would result from the proposed development.

e Six (6) callers and 4 letter/email writers, including the Little Campbell Watershed Society
(LCWS), were not in favour of the proposal and indicated various concerns, including:

o The proposed development would have negative effects on habitat and drainage
(including the Little Campbel] River);

o The current plans don't allow for this type of denser development;

o The area will lose its rural agricultural character if this development and similar
developments are approved;

¢ The pressure this will put on the rest of the area to redevelop;
o The local rural roads aren't built to handle higher volumes of traffic; and

o Development in the area is "premature”.

- PROJECT EVALUATION AND DISCUSSION

Staff is not supportive of the proposed development and recommends that the application be
referred back to the applicant to consider major revisions to the proposal that are consistent with
the policies of the OCP and the "Rural” designation of Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth
Strategy (RGS) and the Urban Containment Boundary.

° Approving the proposed development would necessitate a comprehensive land use and
servicing study far beyond the boundaries of the site, which has the potential to significantly
alter the rural and stable character of this area of Surrey.
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o The subject site is located within an area in the southeast corner of Surrey that is rural in
character. The rough boundaries of this area are o Avenue on the south, and the Surrey-
Langley border on the east. The northern boundary is a line running diagonally from the
subject site to where 12™ Avenue meets the Surrey-Langley border {Appendix VII). These
lands are outside of the ALR and are designated "Agricultural” in the OCP. The area is
characterized by large acreage properties that are 2 hectares (5 acres) in area or larger that do
not require municipal water and sewer services. Development that has occurred in this area is
in accordance with the minimum 5 acre parcel area permitted in the A-1 Zone. Of note is a
development (File No. 7910-0256-00) in the final approval stages at 442 — 188 Street which will
see the creation of a subdivision of nine 2 hectare (5 acre) sized parcels.

s The current proposal, if allowed to proceed, will significantly alter the rural character of the
area with a major impact on the overall servicing plan.

» Given the proposal’s significant departure from existing plans and policies, the servicing
constraints, the lack of a neighbourhood concept plan for this area of Hazelmere and the
required Metro Vancouver amendment process, staff can see no rationale for supporting the
proposed development.

s Should Council choose to allow the current proposal to proceed, staff recommend that the
application be referred back to staff for further study and significant public consultation. No
land use planning process has been undertaken to date nor has any public consultation other
than identified in this report been undertaken related to the current application.

INFORMATION ATTACHED TO THIS REPORT

The following information is attached to this Report:

Appeﬂdix L.
Appendix II.

Appendix IIL
Appendix IV,

Appendix V.

Appendix VI.

KB/da

Lot Owners, Action Summary and Project Data Sheets

ALR Context Map Showing Subdivision, Existing Site Showing Proposed
Development Portion, Proposed Subdivision Layout

Agricultural and Food Security Advisory Committee Minutes

OCP Redesignation Map

Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy Map

Map showing non-ALR lands in the Hazelmere Valley

original signed by Nicholas Lai
Jean Lamontagne

General Manager
Planning and Development

\\life-serveninet-data\esdelgeneratelareaprodisave\10683252026. doc

KD #/23h5 104 AM
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APPENDIX 1

Information for City Clerk

Legal Description and Owners of all lots that form part of the application:

1.

(a) Agent:

Name: Maggie Koka
Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd.
Address: #201, 12448 - 82 Avenue

Surrey, BC V3W 3Eq

Tel: 604-597-9058

Properties involved in the Application

(a)

(b)

{c)

Civic Address: 18147 - o Avenue
18253 - 0 Avenue
18115 - 0 Avenue

Civic Address: 18147 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.

PID: 007-245-653

Lot 3 Section 5 Township 7 New Westminster District Plan 35804
Civic Address: 18253 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.

PID: 007-150-199

Lot 4 Section 5 Township 7 New Westminster District Plan 43858
Civic Address: 18115 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Hazelmere Golf & Tennis Club

PID: 013-221-540

Parcel "B" (Reference Plan 2664) South East Quarter Section 5 Township 7 Except Firstly:
The South 33 Feet Secondly: Part Subdivided By Plan 35804 Thirdly: Part Subdivided By
Plan 43858 Fourthly: Parts Dedicated Road on Plan BCP7629 New Westminster District

Summary of Actions for City Clerk's Office

87



Appendix [|

7914-0213-00 Hazelmere Subdivision Area Context {with ALR shown in green)
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Agriculture and Food Security Advisory Committee - Minutes September 4, 2014

Appendix Il

e Anticipated services offered include green burials (more biodegra
coffin), columbaria (no cremation), and traditional and non-traditional
services,

* The PC Zone requires at least 3 metres (10 ft.} of screen planting along all
praperty lines.

J. Gosal joined the meeting at 9:07 a.m.

The Committee commented as follows:

*  Once the plots in the cemetery are sold out, the cemetery becomes a public
space (without a crematorium it is not an operating business).

* [nresponse to a question from the Committee regarding future city
maintenance of the Private Cemetery when sold out, it was identified that an
in perpetuity fund is put in place, that carries on to cover the costs of
maintaining the property so that the maintenance does not fall to the City.

e Ifthis site is to be developed and rezoned to a Cemetery Use, and the future
cemetery maintenance becomes part of the existing City-owned property, it
will be important to ensure it looks contiguous with the existing cemetery site,
so there is access available for any future maintenance,

it was Moved by M. Bose

Seconded by B. Stewart

That the Agriculture and Food Security
Advisory Committee recommend to the G.M. of Planning and Development that
Application No. 7913-0288-00 be supported, as the proposed cemetery use is
permitted under the existing Agricultural designation in the Official Community
Plan (OCP), and the lands are located outside of the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR); with a condition that if the site is to be rezoned, that the new cemetery
provide future opportunities for access/maintenance connections with the existing
City-owned cemetery site.

Carried

S. Van Keulen joined the meeting at ga15 a.m.

2. Proposed OCP Amendment Application (Hazelmere)
18115/18253 - 0 Avenue
File Nos.: 7914-021300; 6635-01

K. Broersma, Planner, was in attendance to provide an overview of a Proposed
OCP Amendment Application (Hazelmere). The following comments were made:

¢ The Applicant is proposing an OCP Amendment application from
"Agricultural” to "Suburban" to allow for rezoning and subdivision from three
(3} lots into 136 lots. The Applicant is not proposing any changes to the ALR
portion of the site.

» Staffis recommending to Council as a "Denial” application, as the proposed
subdivision does not fully comply with City Policy O-23 and the proposed
development does not comply with the OCP.

The Committee commented as follows:
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Agriculture and Food Security Advisory Committee - Minutes - September 4, 2014

e Concern was expressed regarding development of this kind of density in this
area. The subdivision that is proposed does not fall into the category of being
beside agriculture land.

¢ [t has been identified in the past that formalizing the edge of the ALR needs to
be discussed further with the Province as the ALR Boundary line cuts through
the middle of properties and does not follow any specific geographic reference.

+ [t was noted that for any future land use changes to occur in this area, as
proposed, there would first be a required Major Type 1 Amendment to the
Regional Growth Strategy, requiring an affirmative 50% + 1 weighted vote of
the Metro Vancouver Board and acceptance by all affected local governments.
This approval would not be supported by this Committee as there is not
benefit to Agriculture.

e Agreement was unanimous that there are significant servicing issues with this
application, and the application does not comply with the OCP policies for
Agricultural and Food Security, Land Use provisions for Density consideration
within 200 m of the ALR Boundary, and is located outside both the Urban
Containment Boundary and outside any Secondary Land Use Plan Area.

It was Moved by M. Bose

Seconded by P. Harrison _

That the Agriculture and Food Security
Advisory Committee recommend to the G.M. of Planning and Development that
Application No. 7914-0213-c0 not be supported, as the lands are located in an
Agricultural Designated area which is not intended for urban development, but for
supportive agriculture and complementary land uses and to ensure the continued
designation and use of agricultural land for agricultural purposes regardless of soil
types and capabilities and the continued use of Surrey farmland outside of the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) for agricultural purposes in accordance with the
Official Community Plan (OCP).

Carried
E. ITEMS REFERRED BY COUNCIL
F. CORRESPONDENCE
G. INFORMATION ITEMS
1. Environmental Sustainability Advisory Committee (ESAC) Update

An update from the ESAC meeting of July 23, 2014 was provided as follows:

¢ T. Capuccinello, Assistant City Solicitor and T. Uhrich, Planning, Research and
Design Manager, presented on the proposed Kinder Morgan (KM) pipeline
project. As part of minimizing negative impacts, staff is exploring an option so
that the pipeline occupies the South Fraser Perimeter Road (SFPR) Corridor,
the CN Rail Corridor and the Golden Ears Connector Corridor as much as
possible, thereby reducing intrusion into Surrey Bend Regional Park and City
Parks. Due to public safety concerns, the Province is not keen on having the
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Appendix IV
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Appendix VI

Map showing non-ALR portion of Hazelmere Valley {within yellow boundary)
{ALR is shown in green)
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Attachment "E"

12 AVE
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176 ST
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8 AVE
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City of Surrey
ADDITIONAL PLANNING COMMENTS
File: 7914-0213-00

Planning Report Date: June 27, 2016

PROPOSAL:
e OCP Amendment from Agricultural to
Suburban

to allow for rezoning and subdivision from 3 lots into
approximately 136 single family lots.

LOCATION: 18115, 18147 and 18253 - 0 Avenue
OWNER: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.

Hazelmere Golf & Tennis Club
ZONING: A-1and CPG

OCP DESIGNATION:  Agricultural

U.S.A.

MAP 147
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Staff Report to Council Additional Planning Comments

File:  7914-0213-00 Page 2

RECOMMENDATION SUMMARY

 Staff recommend that the proposed development not be supported.

DEVIATION FROM PLANS, POLICIES OR REGULATIONS

» The proposal is a significant departure from existing City of Surrey policies and plans and
Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS).

RATIONALE OF RECOMMENDATION

* Atthe July 27, 2015 Regular Council - Land Use meeting, Council considered the subject
application and passed the following motion:

o The proposed development not be supported; and

o The proposed development be referred back to the applicant to consider major
revisions to the proposal that are consistent with the policies of the OCP and the
"Rural” designation of Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and the
Urban Containment Boundary.

¢ Since the July 27, 2015 Regular Council - Land Use meeting, the applicant has conducted a
geotechnical and soils analysis, produced an agricultural enhancement plan and has had
discussions with the Little Campbell Watershed Society (LCWS). The applicant advises that
the soils on the site are not ideal for septic systems and that utilizing the City’s sanitary sewer
is a preferred option.

* The applicant is proposing a number of improvements in support of their proposal which are
discussed in this report, and has requested that their proposal be considered by Council. The
applicant does not wish to pursue a proposal that is consistent with the policies of the Official
Community Plan (OCP) and the "Rural" designation of Metra Vancouver's Regional Growth
Strategy (RGS) and the Urban Containment Boundary.

* Notwithstanding the various improvements proposed by the applicant, the proposed
development is a significant departure from existing City plans and policies, as described
further in the report, There is no Neighbourhood Concept Plan (NCP) or planning or
servicing framework in place to guide development in this portion of the Hazelmere valley.
Further, the proposed development has significant servicing and transportation challenges,
and would not result in contiguous or planned growth following the provisions outlined in the
City’s OCP.

o The subject site is located outside of the Metro Fraser Sewer Area and the Metro Vancouver
Urban Containment Boundary. Approval for inclusion in the Metro Fraser Sewer Area would
be required from Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area. Approval from Metro
Vancouver would also be needed to redesignate the site frorn "Rural" to "General Urban”.
These amendments to the RGS would require a two-thirds weighted vote and a regional
public hearing,

* Inlight of the above concerns, staff are recommending that the proposed development pot be
supported.
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RE NDATION

The Planning & Development Department recommends that the proposed development not be
supported.

However, should Council feel there is merit in supporting the proposed Official Community Plan
(OCP) amendment, Council may consider referring the application back to staff to be held
pending the initiation and completion of a comprehensive land use and servicing study for all of
the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portions of the Hazelmere Valley.

REFERRALS

Engineering: The Engineering Department has concerns with the proposal as
discussed below in this report.

Parks, Recreation & Parks has concerns with the proposal as there has been no

Culture: assessment of park provision in this area of Hazelmere if the
proposed development and subsequent similar developments are
approved.

Department of Fisheries If the proposal proceeds, the applicant will be required to

and Qceans (DFO): undertake a detailed Riparian Areas Regulation (RAR) assessment
to address riparian protection issues.

Fraser Health Authority: If the proposal proceeds with a form of development requiring

‘ septic fields, input from the Fraser Health Authority will be

requested.

Agricultural and Food At its September 4, 2014 meeting, AFSAC recommended that the

Security Advisory application not be supported, as the lands are located in an

Committee {AFSAC): Agriculture designated area which is not intended for urban-type
development.
At its May 5, 2016 meeting, AFSAC recommended that the
application be supported based on the revised proposal and
improvements for agricultural productivity. The AFSAC members
indicated concerns about septic leakage into the low-lying ALR
portion of the site and prefer to see a City sanitary system in the
proposed development as opposed to a septic system.

Metro Vancouver: The applicant is proposing an amendment to the Regional Growth

Strategy (RGS) and to the Urban Containment Boundary. The
subject site is located outside of the Metro Fraser Sewer Area and
the Metro Vancouver Urban Containment Boundary. Approval for
inclusion in the Metro Fraser Sewer Area would be required from
Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area. Approval from
Metro Vancouver would also be needed to redesignate the site from
"Rural” to "General Urban". These amendments to the RGS would
require a two-thirds weighted vote and a regional public hearing.
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SITE CHARACTERISTICS

Existing land Use: 1815 - o Avenue is vacant farmland (partially within ALR), with 2 golf
course holes at the northern portion of property. A small portion of the
property is encumbered by a BC Hydro right-of-way. 18147 and
18253 - 0 Avenue are rural acreages which are not located within the ALR.

Adjacent Area:
Direction Existing Use OCP/LAP Existing Zone
Designation
North and West: Golf course and Agricultural/ CPG and A~
agricultural Agricultural
acreage.
East {Across 184 Street): Agricultural Agricultural/ A
acreages, Suburban
Residential (5 upa)
South (Across o Avenue): United States of n/a n/a
America,

DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Background

« At the July 27, 2015 Regular Council - Land Use meeting, Council considered the subject
application and passed the following motion:

o The proposed development not be supported; and

o The proposed development be referred back to the applicant to consider major
revisions to the proposal that are consistent with the policies of the OCP and the
"Rural" designation of Metro Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and the
Urban Containment Boundary.

e The applicant has indicated that they do not wish to pursue a proposal that is consistent with
the policies of the Official Community Plan (OCP) and the "Rural” designation of Metro
Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and the Urban Containment Boundary, and have
requested that their amended proposal be forwarded for Council’s consideration.

e The policy and implementation constraints identified in the Planning Report dated
july 27, 2015 are all still valid. The subject site is designated "Agricultural” in the Official
Community Plan {OCP) and “Agricultural” and “Rural” in Metro Vancouver’s Regional Growth
Strategy (RGS). Surrey’s OCP and the Surrey Agriculture Protection and Enhancement
Strategy (2013) seek "to support agriculture, complementary land uses and public facilities".
The proposed development would serve to destabilize the existing rural character of the area
and introduce potential conflicts to the agricultural community.
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The proposed development is also contrary to the OCP policy which encourages the "full and
efficient build-out of existing planned urban areas". In addition, the OCP calls for the
prevention of "urban development as well as the extension of City services that would
encourage subdivision in rural and suburban areas, except in accordance with approved
Secondary Plans".

The proposed development portion of the subject site is designated as "Rural” in Metro
Vancouver's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) and is located outside of the Urban
Containment Boundary. The Urban Containment Boundary is intended to establish a stable,
long-term regionally defined area for urban development and to reinforce the protection of
agricultural and rural areas, while the "Rural” designation in the RGS is intended to protect
the existing character of rural communities, landscapes and environmental qualities.

Amendments to the Urban Containment Boundary and the "Rural” designation of the RGS
must come from the affected municipal government, and require an affirmative two-thirds
weighted vote of the Metro Vancouver Board and a regional public hearing. This step would
occur subsequent to Council holding a Public Hearing and the granting of Third Reading to
the associated by-laws should the proposal be supported by Council.

No complete studies with respect to environmental considerations, drainage, sanitary
servicing, water provision or transportation network have been undertaken for the non-ALR
lands in Hazelmere. The servicing impacts of the proposed development would need to be
addressed in a more comprehensive servicing strategy such as one undertaken for an NCP if
the area were to be redesignated for suburban development. In particular, the site is not
serviced by a'sanitary sewer system and is outside of the Greater Vancouver Sewerage &
Drainage District (GVS & DD) and Metro Fraser Sewer Area and the Metro Vancouver Urban
Containment Boundary. Approval for inclusion in the GVS & DD would be required from
Metro Vancouver to extend services to this area.

Proposed Development

Information Provided by the Applicant since the July 27, 2015 Regular Council - Land Use Meeting

The applicant is proposing a similar single family subdivision concept as was presented
previously in July 2015 (Appendix I[). The applicant is proposing an OCP amendment from
Agricultural to Suburban to allow for a rezoning and subdivision from 3 lots to approximately
136 single family lots. These lots are proposed to connect to City services, including the City's
sanitary sewer system.

In response to the direction that was provided at the July 27, 2015 Regular Council - Land Use
meeting, the applicant has conducted a geotechnical and soils analysis, produced an
agricultural enhancement plan and has had discussions with the Little Campbell Watershed
Society (LCWS).

The applicant's revised proposal would include improvements to the soil capability on lands
located within the ALR; riparian habitat improvements; improved storm water management
practices to reduce potential flooding of the agricultural low lands; an ALR inclusion
application to the ALC for a small portion of the site along o Avenue; and a reduction in the
area of the portion of the site zoned CPG such that more of the ALR portion of the site would
be zoned A-1 instead of CPG.
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To improve the agricultural productivity of the ALR portion of the site, the applicant’s
agricultural consultant recornmends a number of improvements, including: installing a drain
tile system to improve drainage; installation of an irrigation system, and improving the soil
structure and fertility by adding compost and introducing perennial forage grasses and cereals
which can improve the condition and fertility of the soil. In conclusion, the consultant states
that “based upon implementation of the land improvements described above and after 2 to 3
years of production of forage grasses and cereals, the fertility and tilth should increase to a
point where the land would be ready to produce a wide range of field crops, including berries
and vegetables.”

To improve storm water management and riparian habitat on the site, the applicant is
proposing to relocate and consolidate various watercourses, and also construct habitat ponds.
The improved storm water management will direct uncontrolled flows and reduce potential
flooding of lowland agricultural areas.

The applicant has provided a letter dated December g, 2015 from the LCWS in support of the
proposed development. The LCWS appreciates the applicant’s proposal to keep 6 hectares
(15 acres) of natural habitat, and to enhance the riparian areas on the site.

Based on their review of the soils on the subject site, the applicant has confirmed that the soils
are not ideal for septic systems and that connection to the City's sewer system is a preferable
option. The applicant’s geotechnical engineer indicates the following:

“the surficial soils are generally silty and do not lend themselves well to infiltration.
Therefore, we expect that septic systems consisting of sand mounds or oversized fields...
may have to be considered. For this condition there is a risk of septic effluent, in the
event of a septic system failure, flowing over time in the near surface lot grading fills, road
structure fills, and utility trenches along the sloping gradient of the site. As well, in the
event that permeable, water bearing soils are encountered (such as at our well locations),
there is potential for relatively rapid transport of septic effluent through this stratum...
[and also] that these permeable deposits do daylight sporadically on the slope. Both...
scenarios pose risks in our opinion of off-site transport of septic effluent downslope and
across property lines, and may also result in environmental concerns where effluent
reaches the ALR or the drainage ditches on site that are understood to be sub-catchments
for Kuhn Creek...”

At its May 5, 2016 meeting, AFSAC recommended that the application be supported. The
AFSAC members indicated concerns about septic leakage into the low-lying ALR portion of
the site and a preference to see a City sanitary sewer system included in the proposed
development as opposed to a septic system.
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PR T EVALUATION AND DI ION

The subject application is proposed outside of an area with an approved secondary land use
plan. The OCP encourages contiguous development within areas that have approved
Neighbourhood Concept Plans (NCPs). NCPs provide a detailed coordinated planning
framework for an area of land, including issues such as appropriate land uses, services and
circulation networks. Given the site's context, being located outside of the Metro Fraser
Sewer Area, and the Urban Containment Boundary, there are no plans currently, or in the
foreseeable future, for the Planning & Development Department to commence work on an
NCP or similar secondary land use plan for this portion of the Hazelmere Valley.

It should be noted that minimal planning context exists for this area. This application would
support “leap frog” development which is not planned or contiguous. Similarly, proceeding
with this application in advance of a land use plan for the area sets a dangerous precedent for
other landowners looking to develop their land in advance of completion of an NCP.

While the applicant has proposed several worthwhile agricultural and riparian improvements
as discussed above, these suggested improvements do not address the fundamental issues and
concerns associated with the proposed development in this area of the City.

The applicant has suggested that existing soil conditions on the site are not suitable to
provide septic systems on 0.8-hectare (2-acre) lots. Increasing the lot size to be larger than
than the minimum 0.8 hectares (2 acres) lot area required for septic may also be a possibility
on the subject site, as was the case in a nearby subdivision (File No. 79i0-0256-00) at

442 - 188 Street and 435 - 192 Street where nine 2-hectare (5-acre) parcels were created in 2015.

CONCLUSION

The proposed development is a significant departure from the City’s existing plans, policies or
practices. Given the servicing constraints posed by the development, the lack of a secondary
land use plan for this area of Hazelmere and the required Metro Vancouver amendment
process, staff recommend that the proposed development not be supported.

The proposed development would necessitate the need for a comprehensive land use and
servicing study that would extend far beyond the boundaries of the site, and which has the
potential to significantly alter the rural and stable character of this area of Surrey. The
Hazelmere Valley is currently a low density, primarily agricultural area and the provision of
City services and an increase in density would dramatically change the character of the area.

If, however, Council feel there is merit in supporting the proposed Official Community Plan
(OCP) amendment, Council may consider referring the application back to staff to be held
pending the initiation and completion of a comprehensive land use and servicing study for all
of the non-Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) portions of the Hazelmere Valley.
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INFORMATION ATTACHED TOQ THIS REPORT
The following information is attached to this Report:

Appendix . Lot Owners, Action Summary and Project Data Sheets
Appendix 1L Updated Site Plan
Appendix II. Planning Report No. 7914-0213-00, dated July 27, 2015

original signed by Ron Hintsche

Jean Lamontagne
General Manager
Planning and Development

KB/dk

chugers\dip\appdatatlocalitemnp\oa\folderdocumentdetail_getfile o.tmp
KD 8/z3/16 Bign AM
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APPENDIX |

Information for City Clerk

Legal Description and Owners of all lots that form part of the application:

1. (a) Agent: Name: Maggie Koka
Aplin & Martin Consultants Ltd.
Address: #201, 12448 - 82 Avenue
Surrey, BC VaW 3Eq
Tel: 604-597-9058
2, Properties involved in the Application
(a) Civic Address: 18147 - 0 Avenue

18253 - 0 Avenue
18115 - o Avenue

(b)  Civic Address: 18147 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.

PID: 007-245-653

Lot 3 Section 5 Township 7 New Westminster District Plan 35804
(c} Civic Address: 18253 - 0 Avenue

Owner: Lapierre Holdings Ltd.

PID: 007-150-1g9

Lot 4 Section 5 Township 7 New Westminster District Plan 43858
(d)  Civic Address: 18115 - o Avenue

Owner: Hazelmere Golf & Tennis Club

PID: 013-221-540

Parcel "B" (Reference Plan 2664) South East Quarter Section 5 Township 7 Except Firstly:
The South 33 Feet Secondly: Part Subdivided By Plan 35804 Thirdly: Part Subdivided By
Plan 43858 Fourthly: Parts Dedicated Road on Plan BCP7629 New Westminster District

3 Summary of Actions for City Clerk's Office

ciusess\dichappdatatlocalitemploa\folderdocumentdetall_getfle ormp
KD 6/23/16 Biyg AM
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Attachment "G"
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5.3
ATTACHMENT 2

m
Subject: Concerns regarding Development #14-0213

From: Myles Lamont

Sent: Friday, December 8, 2017 11:17 AM

To: Heather McNeil

Cc: Myles Lamont

Subject: Concerns regarding Development #14-0213

Hello Ms. McNeil,

lam writing regarding Development Proposal development #14-0213 which |have only just recently heard about despite being a
local resident. |live just down the street from this property and have several pretty severe apprehensions about it.

Based upon my current understanding of the precject, these are just a few of my concerns-

1) We would share the same aquifer as this property which currently barely meets our needs during the summer months.
We recently had our well tested this September and it fiows at only 2Gal/min which is the bare minimum needed to
sustain our small farm/household needs. Any additional draws onthis could very well likely lead to us having no water at
all. Our pump is nearly 200ft deep so going deeper is not likely to result in any more water and would be incredibly
expensive {o attempt.

2) lhave SEVERE concerns about more land beingtaken out of ALR in this region and being converted to residential homes.
As [am sure you are already aware, we sit on some of the most productive soil in the entire country here in the valley,
and to continue fo convert this to housing is not only a mismanagement of our finite agricultural resource, but a
disservice to future generations living in this area. Food shortages inthe Fraser Valley has already been identified as a
huge potential problem with our growing population and the advent of climate change.

a.  Within MetroVancouvers own Regional Food System Strategy it states the following:

i. "Strategy 1.1 Protect agricultural/and for food production. The metropolitan region of Vancouver s
experiencing population growth of over 30,000 new residents each year. This will mean that the pressure
to exclude landsfrom the Agricultural Land Reserve {ALR)for urban development will continue. However, g
greater threat tofarmland in Metro Vancouver may be the cumulative effect of allowing a range of
non-farming activities on agricultural/and such as construction of roads and large estate homes as well
as the lack of enforcement of restrictions limiting the dumping of fill and truck parking onfarmland.
Prime farmland is a limited resource and protecting itis essential for ensuring resiliency in regional
food system as well as its long term sustainability."

b. lwould hope that MetraVancouver wouid heed its own research conciusion on this issue and not allow future
conversion of arable land into more un-needed million dollar homes. These sorts of units will do nothing to
alleviate the current housing crisis nor be of any benefit to the local area. This is not what we need more of. We
need more small scale agricuitural farms who can produce a local, healthy and resilient crops that can provide
for our burgeoning populations. Adding more seven figure housing and taking away from arable fand only
exacerbates these two issues.

I, As pointed out by the Pacific Institute for Climate Solutions, "The ability of agriculture to adapt tofuture
climate change hinges on preservation of the land base for agricultural uses. The ALR and the role of the
ALC instrengthening agricultural production in the province are key assets that contribute to
adaptability. Thus:

1. i Ensure the ALC has the ongoing resources needed tofulfill its mandate, including its recent
commitment tore-focus on enhancing agricultural production
2. i, Integrate climate change impacts and adoptation in all decisions involving ALR fand.”
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ii. This exact point is further emphasized under Strategy 1.4- "The high cost of agricultural fond in the region
coupled with low profit margins associated with small scale farming has meantfew young people can
choosefarming as a career. This is truefor those new ta the profession and farmers migrating from other
regions. Innovative policies are needed to attract and retain new entrants intofarming. Prospects for
success can be improved with initiatives that reduce the cost of entry and provide newfarmers with the
technical knowledge and business skill required for operating a successful farm.”

iii. As one of the Goall Sample Actions, it states that MetroVancouver wiii"Work with the Agricultural Land
Commission toprotect the region’s agricuftural/and base through the Regional Growth Strategy”.

3) lwould also jike to point out that | undertake fish surveys in this area as a pro-bono measure as a smali contribution to
living in this neighborhood. This development would undoubtedly have severe potential issues on the local waterways
and hydrolegy that would in no way have any benefit to a fish population that is already experiencing conservation
issues due to the Campbell Heights development. More high density residential units will do nothing but put further
pressures on these dwindling populations and result in yet more issues for the local Semiahmoo First Nations who are
already facing a food shortage crisis from their native fishery.

4) |have beentold that sewage from this proposed development weuld have to be pipped nearly 20kms northfo Langley
to tie info a suitable utility. How on earth can this be considered a reasonable approach to dealing with effiuent and raw
sewage? Clearly ifthe infrastructure is not available to deal with this many units, there should nct be any here. This
ridiculous proposal should not even be on the table as an option.

lam rather confused why MetroVancouver wolld even consider these sorts of applications when they clearly go against all the
research its own department has undergone and published. The only reason a developer would propose such high densities is
because itthinks it can get away with it, or can get approved for something slightly less dense but ultimately having the same
effect- loss of arable land, loss of water quality, loss of the rural community, loss of fish bearing creeks, loss of wildlife habitat,
and loss of greenspace which are all reasons that people in this region have moved here for. We did not live in this area to watch
the growth of the next Newton.

lwould urge you and your colleagues to not support this proposal, if only for the reason that itflies inihe face of your own
reports on issues facing Metro Vancouver today.

Thank you,

Myles

Myles Lamont, RPBio, CWB, EP, 4ScT
Terralauna Wildlife Consuling, Inc

e Lerralinuna. oo

110

[ ]




e e P

Subject: Development in Protected lands

From: Mary and Wilf Jefferies

Sent: Thursday, December 28, 2017 2:19 PM
To: Heather McNeil

Subject: Development in Protected lands

Heather McNeil

Director of Regional Planning and Electoral Area Services,
Parks, Planning and Environment

t.604.436.6813

c. 778.991.2653 or ¢, 778.991.3441

Dear Ms. McNeil,
lam writing to express my concems regarding the proposed developed at the corner of 184th street and Zero avenue in Surrey.

|attended the meeting in Surrey for final-reading ofthis development and was surprised to find that successive council members
voiced concern after concern regarding this development yet the majority voted infavour of it. My understanding isthat the Surrey
engineering department reported that they were notinfavour of ityet the counci voted infavour of it without addressing the
engineering concerns. | myself have written to the engineering department but after initially addressing my questions they are now
not commenting. What | gleaned from the council vote isthat several of the counsellors arefriends of the owners ofthe MHazelmere
Golf club that is propesing the development and that they are concerned that. "Golfis a dying industry”, and are therefore willing to
throw the owner a lifeline by allowing them ta rezone the property and build 140 homes there. One ofthe councillors wha voted
against this development, Judy Villeneuve fs or was, a Metro Vancouver Board of Director; Metro Vancouver Climate Action
Committee; and Municipal Finance Authority (Representative) and stated that the proposed development does not conform to the
SURREY OCP that was approved LAST YEAR norto the GVRD plan for sustainable development and should be rejected and not
considered again. Basically, the plan invelves rewarding some sharp developers tothe detriment ofthe local community. Notonly was
this pootly planned development rammed through councit without an amendment to the OCP, the council refused to table the
overwhelming rejection by the local community and dismissed the results of a local survey on this plan.

itis surprising that this has been passed without the following issues being addressed:

1-Accordingto the developers, they plan to include the development of adjacent ARL zoned land that will be altered to allow retention
pooisfor accommeodating the groundwater runcfffrom the 140 houses they plan to build. This does not conformto an authorised use
ofthe ALR and wouid need your approval to designate itfor this unsanctioned use. Also how toxic is the runoff, that wouid include
substances from roads and houses and manicured lawns? Who would monitorthis does not access the river and fishery as the pianis
for the runcff to do exactly this after itjoins an irrigation ditch on the golf course and flows intothe fishery after it leaves the golf
course at its western beundary.

2- Cynically the developers have designated some of the land inthe parcel to be redesignated ALR. This is the land directly under the
high power [ines that run through the parcel that can't be used for conventional farming.

3-  The development appears to have the houses and the roads crossing and encroaching the salmon stream designated
ditches on 184th street. How can this be allowed?

4-The developer wants tc trench 184th street from Zero Avenue to Number 10 highway a distance of 11kms ( 50 blocks) and will then
install a dedicated sewer line and pump station. The creation of this line would be within 8 feet of the salmon streams on either side of
184thand have to go over/under the Niocmekl River and the Littfe Camphell river and over/under the rail lines in Cloverdale. How are
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they able to protect all these creeks and rivers from damage while they install this line? Don't the railways controf right-aways near
* their rail line?

5- -The developers plan to create a chiorination station and several pump stations along this line and pledge to maintain this for 5
years after they ram through this development. It begs the question, what entity wilt maintain it for the duration of its lifetime, and
who will pay for it and who is legally responsible if it malfunctions and destroys habitat in the Niocmekl River and the Little Campbell
River?

5-184th street is a designated "B" rated road that has open ditches/salmon streams. Do the levels of traffic anticipated by this
development preclude the access roads off 184th/salmon streams intothe development? lassume Zero is an "A" class road and
wonder why this is not proposed as the exclusive access road? '

7- This project was already rejected twice by the City of Surrey, primarily because it did not conform to the OCP and because the
engineering depariment found itto be fatally flawed. Somehow this was resurrected and passed yet the same issues that had it
rejected previously persist.

8- We are a farming community and a 140 house development remote from schools and amenities is a bizarre use for this land, given
much of it could be farmed.

9-0ne of the councillors who voted in favour, bamboozled those in attendance by stating that an elementary school was being
planned in Grandview heights already Skms from the development. However, she was referring to a new private religious elementary
school, in fact, there is NO public school being planned for this entire area and all students would have to be transported to remote
schools that, according to the Council's report tabled at this meeting, have NO room for new students.

At the end of the day, the developers want us to believe that their assumption of the 5-year horizon of risk is enough commitment on
their part that, we as a taxpayers and GVRD residence, should feel comfortable in assuming all of the downside risk associated with
this project.

They have no plan for infrastructure servicing this community: no extension of publictransportation, and no new schools, They are
connecting this remote development with an 11km pipe to the sanitary sewer system inthe GVRD in orderto allow a few well-
heeled developers to exploit the local community. This is analogous to building a sanitary pipe to service the space shuttlefor space
tourists: itsounds like a stupid idea because itis a stupid idea.

| hope you will investigate this ridiculous proposal and reject it. Please confirm you received this communication.

Regards,

Mary and Wilf Jefferies Landowners
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January 25, 2018.
Metro Vancauver

Heather McNell

Director of Regional Planning and Electoral Area Services

Parks, Planning and Environment

Re: City of Surrey Official Community Plan Amendment, Application: 7914-0213-00

All Committee Members;

My name is Keith Evans, and | reside on a 5 acre parcel situated at 556-192", Street, Surrey,
which is part of a Bareland Strata comprised of twenty, 5 acre parcels. My property is
approximately 2.6 km NorthEast of the properties which are the subject of this application.

I and my family are In total opposition to this Application as we feel it fails to meet anyofthe 5
stated goais of the Metro 2040 initiative. It is our understanding that The City of Surrey has
signed on to these goals,

We are shocked and appalled that this application has been cansidered, by Surrey, in the first
place. When you look at the Metro Vancouver Regional Growth Strategy Map, included as
Appendix IX to the application, the absurdity of the proposal stands out most graphically. The
true development portion of the subject jands Is sited on Designated Rural Land, surrounded on
the 3 sides by a combination of Designated Rural Land and Designated Agriculture Land. The
Applicant is proposing small city sized lots developed in a vacuum, regarding the surrounding
properties which are a mix of agricultural and small to large acreage hobby farms.

| would like to address the Application, now, in reference to your 5 stated goals.
Goal 1: Create a Compact Urban Area

This development does not comply with the Goal description of being a “Compact, transit
oriented development”. This development is a small isolated city development in the middle of
rural farm land with no transit, no sidewalks, no walking tralls and no bikeways linking it to any
schools, commercial shopping or onward transit options.

Goal 2: Support a Sustainable Economy

This development does not comply with the Goal description of having “The land base and
transportation systems required to nurture a strong regional economy”. This development
has no transportation systems, as noted above, and provides nothing to the regional economy
beyond the short term construction jobs to build it out, This development certainly does not
comply with the Goal description of “agricultural land is protected”. As can be clearly seen on
the map, included as Appendix V1 of the Application, an extremely large area of agriculturally
zoned land is being considered to be rezoned to suburban land. This does not result in the Goal
of protecting agricultural land.
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Goal 3: Protect the Environment and Respond to Climate Change Impacts

This development does not comply with the Goal description of providing that “A connected
network of habitats is maintained for o wide variety of wildlife and plant species”. As
residents of the area and frequent travelers along both 0 Avenue and 184*. Street, we are well
aware of the number of deer, coyotes, raccoons, possum, eagles, hawks, herons and countless
other bird species who move through these lands on a regular basis. The insertion of 145
homes, driveways and paved roads into this rural ecosystem does not comply with the Metro
2040 Vision of having “Metro Vancouver’s vital ecasystems continue to provide the essentials
of life - clean air, water and food”. The addition of the proposed 145 homes with suites (see
Appendix (V of the application), to this area will increase air pollution from the addition of up to
1,000 single vehicle movements per day. The addition of the footprint of 145 houses, with
basetments, and the paved driveways and roadways required to service those houses will create
unnatural water runoff patterns for the lands and of course the entire scope of the housing
groject will remave all that land from any future potential to provide the “essentlal of food”.

Goal 4: Develop Complete Communities

This development does not comply with the Goal description of providing that “Complete
communities are designed to support walking, cycling and transit and to foster healthy
lifestyles”. As previously noted, there is no transit, sidewalks, walking paths or bikeways which
connect this isolated project to any amenities. Unhealthy lifestyles are fostered by this
development as it forces adults and children alike into motor vehicles in order to cannect with
any services, health or educational facilities.

Goal 5: Suppart Sustainabie Transportation Cheices

This development does not comply with the Goal description of “expanding opportunities for
multiple-occupancy vehicles, transit, cycling and walking”. As previously noted, there is no
transit, there are no connecting walkways or bikeways to anywhere and there are no taxis
which can conveniently service the area.

This development does not comply with the Goal description of “encouraging active lifestyles”.
As previously noted the development encourages greater vehicle use as there are no ather safe
alternatives to access the development or outside amenities.

This development does not comply with the Goal description of “improving air quality’. The
combined effects of removing vegetation and increasing vehicle trips by up to 1,000 per day will
further decrease air quality.,

This development does not comply with the Goal description of “reducing energy use,
greenhouse gas emissions and household expenditures on transperiation”. On the contrary
all of the above will be increased by this development as single vehicle trips will increase
resulting in greater energy use and greenhouse gas emissions. Household expenditures will
necessarily increase as each home will require at least 2 cars per residential unit in the home
and fuel consumption of those cars will necessarily increase according to the distance to the
closest community amenities.
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This development does not comply with the Goal description of “The region’s road, transit, rail
and waterways networks play a vital role in serving and shaping regional development by
providing linkages among communities and reliable routes for goods movement”. This is an
isolated development, landlocked by agricultural properties on 3 sides and the Canada-United
States border on the 4, The roads within this development do not connect with any
reasonable road, transit, rall or waterways networks. One of the principle access roads to the
development, 0 Avenue, can never contribute in an efficient way to a road network as only the
Northern side of the road can be utilized to support infrastructure as the lands on the Southern
side of the road are in the United States.

My conciusion Is that this application fails to even come close to meeting any single Goal set by
Metro 2040, and certainly fails ta meet all 5 Goals. | have kept my comments brief and to the
point of addressing the 5 Goals of Metro 2040. As | know your committee will have adequate
time and resources to further review the 45 page Application and trust that your expertise and
good judgement will lead you to the same conclusions. | am not opposed to growth as mare
and more citizens desire to live in our beautiful part of the world, 1 am opposed to short term,
irrational planning which fails to take into account zll the things which the Metro 2040 Vision
stand for. Your Regional Growth Strategy Map and your 5 regional Goals, display a great
understanding of the Hazelmere Valley and | trust that you will do the right thing for the
residents, the community and the environment as you deliberate this Application.

Ta quote Winston Churchill:
"However heautiful the strategy, you should occasionally lock at the results,”

Yours truly,

/

Keith#Evans and Family
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January 25 2018

Melro Vancouver
Attn. Heather McNei

Director of Regional Planning and Electoral Area Services, Parks, Planning and
Environment.

Re: Ci'ty of Surrey Official Community Plan Amendment Application 7914-0213-00
Committee Members:

I live on a five acre parcel, 19579 5th Ave,, part of a “bare land strata” of 20 such lots
zoned agricultural and considered Hobby Farms. This cluster of single family homes is
roughly 3 km. west of the subject develapment.

My family and | are completely opposed to this application for many reasons after
reading the background material provided by the Surrey Planning Department, inciuded
engineering reports and with special knowledge of living at the present location for the
last 36 years.

In addition to the ample material provided, without too much supporting evidence to the
feasibility of this development, | can't see why this proposal has arrived at this stage.

It fails in regards to meeting the 5 goals of the “Metro 2040 Vision” which the City of
Surrey has adopted.

Because of the steep slope of the land proposed for subdivision into small urban sized
lots, access and grades will require the use of many retaining walis some, according to
the engineering report in access of 8 m. in height.

These retaining walls necessitated by massive cut and fill, will canstitute an ongoing
maintenance problem. This north facing hill side needing extensive terracing will be
evident from below and will add to the massing of the houses even with design
guidelines to mitigate this. Houses of this nature on small lats will in all probability be
“cut into “ the slope very difficult to grade the site in order to accommodate a full
basement let alone (andscape and access to parking.

Protected areas for nesting raptors will be subjected to increased light pollution from the
proposed street lights and houses during winter in particular.

I am not against development done in a sensitive manner. This appears to be a one
dirmensional vision for a very beautiful site with spectacular views. it deserves better.

Yours truly /

(
ust, retirezi;ect
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ma metrovancouver
' SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Office of the Chair
Tel. 604-432-6215 Fax 604-451-6614

File: CR-12-01
Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018
Mayor John McEwen and Council
Village of Anmore
2697 Sunnyside Road RR1 )
Anmore BC V3H 5G9 | RECERT
VIA EMAIL: john.mcewen@anmore.com ff o I-

Dear Mayor McEwen and Council: Lrmage of Anmore |
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor McEwen and Council, Village of Anmore
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Resuits
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)

24914429
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Y@ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Cffice of the Chair
Tel. 804-432-6215 Fax 604-451-6614

File: CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor Wayne Baldwin and Council |

City of White Rock

15322 Buena Vista Avenue

White Rock BC V4B 1Y6

VIA EMAIL: wbaldwin@whiterockcity.ca

Dear Mayor Baldwin and Councit:
Re:  Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Sail
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC. '

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural [and for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily an revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices,

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin,
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Mayor Baldwin and Councii, City of White Rock
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RO/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Doc #24620332)
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: Office of the Chair
Tel. 604-432-6215 Fax 604-451-6614

File; CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor John Becker and Council

City of Pitt Meadows

12007 Harris Road

Pitt Meadows BC V3Y 2B5

VIA EMAIL: jbecker@pittmeadows.bc.ca

Dear Mayor Becker and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a chalienging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040}, the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming grave! pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayar Becker and Council, City of Pitt Meadows
Agricultural Land Soil investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricuitural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Sail Investigation Resuits” {poc #24620332)
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@ZF SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Office of the Chair
Tel. 604-432-6215 Fax 604-451-6614

File: CR-12-01
Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018
Mayor Malcolm Brodie and Council
City of Richimond

6911 No. 3 Road
Richmond BC VveY 2C1
VIA EMAIL: mayorandcouncillors@richmond.ca

Dear Mayor Brodie and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve {ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agricufture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report he considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future {Metro 2040}, the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were alsc suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC, For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayer Bradie and Council, City of Richmeond
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Resuits
Page 2 0f 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/d

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Doc #24620332)
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¥ SCRVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Office of the Chair
Tel. 604-432-6215 Fax 604-451-6614

File; CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor Karl Buhr and Council

Village of Lions Bay

400 Centre Road P.0. Box 141

lions Bay BC VON 2E0

VIA EMAIL: mayor.buhr@lionsbay.ca

Dear Mayor Buhr and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver} received results from an Agricultural Land Seil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR} throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural tand for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Buhr and Council, Village of Lions Bay
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Resuits
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Resuits” {Doc #24620332)
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@ SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Office of the Chair
Tel 604-432-6215 Fox 604-451-6614

File: CR-12-01
Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018
Mayor Mike Clay and Council
City of Port Moody

100 Newport Drive P.O. Box 36
Port Moody BC V3H 3E1
VIA EMAIL: mclay@portmoody.ca

Dear Mavyor Clay and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Mefro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricuitural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future {Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Seme of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fiil on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Clay and Council, City of Port Moody
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org,

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Daoc #24620332)
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SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Office of the Chair
Tel. 604-432-6215 Fox 604-451-6614

File: CR-12-01

Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018
Mayor Derek Corrigan and Council
City of Burnaby

4949 Canada Way
Burnaby BC V5G 1M2
VIA EMAIL: mayor@burnaby.ca

Dear Mayor Corrigan and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricuitural fand.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production In the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and palicy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fiil, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Corrigan and Council, City of Burnaby
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Resuits
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RO/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Doc #24620332)
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@B  SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION

Office of the Chair
Tel 604-432-6215 Fax 604-451-6614

Fite: CR-12-01
Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18208 |
Mavyor fonathan Coté and Council
City of New Westminster
511 Royal Avenue
New Westminster BC V3L 1HS
VIA EMAIL: jcote@newwestcity.ca

Dear Mavyor Coté and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Seil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {(Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {(ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural fand. '

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural tand Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.

24914429

4730 Kingsway, Burnaby, BC, Canada V3H 0Cé | 604-432-6200 | metrovancouverorg 132

ietro Vancouver Regional District | Greater Vancouver Water District | Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District | Metro Vancouver Housing Corpoeration




Mayor Coté and Counc, City of New Westminster
Agricultural Land Soil [nvestigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RC/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agticultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Doc #24620332)
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APR 18 2018
Mayor Ralph Drew and Council
Village of Belcarra
4084 Bedwell Bay Road
Belcarra BC V3H 4P3
VIA EMAIL: rdrew@belcarra.ca

Dear Mayor Drew and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be cansidered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future {(Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home piate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitaring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fil, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. Far municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Drew and Council, Village of Belcarra
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you wili consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24520332)
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Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018 _
Mayor Jack Froese and Council
Township of Langley
20338 65 Avenue
Langley BC V2Y 3l1
VIA EMAIL: jfroese@tol.ca

Dear Mayor Froese and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver} received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Ltand Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve {ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land. ' -

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, maore
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Froese and Council, Township of Langley
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Fage 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricuitural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours fruly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/d

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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' File: CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor Linda Hepner and Council
City of Surrey

13450 - 104 Avenue

Surrey BC V3T 1V8

VIA EMAIL: mayor@surrey.ca

Dear Mayor Hepner and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Yancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land. ‘

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. in addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricuitural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Hepner and Council, City of Surrey
Agricultural Land Sail Investigation Results
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We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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. File: CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mavyor Lois Jackson and Council
City of Delta

4500 Clarence Taylor Crescent
Delta BC V4K 3t2

VIA EMAIL: mayor@delta.ca

Dear Mavyor Jackson and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve {ALR} throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
hetween municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin,
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Mayor Jackson and Council, City of Delta
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RO/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01
Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018
~Mayor John McEwen and Council
Village of Anmore
2697 Sunnyside Road RR1
Anmore BC V3H 5G9
VIA EMAIL: john.mcewen@anmaore.com

Dear Mayor McEwen and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve {ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC,

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were ailso suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight’ on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor McEwen and ouncil, Village of Anmors
Agricultural Land Soif Investigation Resuits
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. i you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver goard

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor Greg Moore and Council

City of Port Coquitlam

2580 Shaughnessy Street

Port Coquitlam BC V3C 2A8

VIA EMAIL: mooreg@portcoquitiam.ca

Dear Mayor Moore and Council:
Re:  Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver} received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve {(ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 31 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is impertant for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040}, the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what Is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reparting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fil, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin. -
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Mayor Moore and Council, City of Port Coquitlam
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee @metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor Darrell Mussatto and Council
City of North Vancouver

141 West 14th Street

North Vancouver BC V7M 1HS

VIA EMAIL: mayor@cnv.org

Dear Mayor Mussatto and Council:
Re; Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver} received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can he achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill shouid go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
arigin.

24914425

4730 Kingsway, Burnaby, BC, Canada V5H 0Cé& | 604-432-6200 | ‘metrovancouver.org 146

Metro Vancouver Regional District | Greater Vancouver Water District | Greater Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District | Mstre Yancouver Housing Corporstion




Mayor Mussatto and Council, City of Morth Vancouver
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01
Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018 ¢ ar
Mayor Nicole Read and Council
City of Maple Ridge
11995 Haney Place
Maple Ridge BC V2X 6A9
VIA EMAIL: nread@mapleridge.ca

Dear Mayor Read and Council:
Re:  Agricultural Land Soil investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR} throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metre Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural fand for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040; Shaping our Future (Metro 2040}, the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Read and Council, City of Maple Ridge
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org,

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

| GM/CM/RO/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor Gregor Robertsen and Council

City of Vancouver

453 West 12th Avenue

Vancouver BC V5Y 1v4

VIA EMAIL: gregor.robertson@vancouver.ca

Dear Mayor Robertson and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancauver} received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture reguesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future {Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting reguirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipaiities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin,
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Mayor Robertson and Council, City of Vancouver
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee @metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metra Vancouver Board

GM/CMW/RQ/td

Enci:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01
APR 18 2018 ' Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23

Mayor Ted Schaffer and Council
City of Langley

20399 Douglas Crescent

Langley BC V3A 4B3

VIA EMAIL: mayor@langleycity.ca

Dear Mayor Schaffer and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver} received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the fand use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production Is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Schaffer and Councll, City of Langley
Agricuftural Land Soil Investigation Results
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We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RG/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Dec #24620332)
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Mayor Michael Smith and Council
District of West Vancouver
750 - 17th Street
West Vancouver BC V7V 3T3
VIA EMAIL: msmith@westvancouver.ca

Dear Mayor Smith and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regufar meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be cansidered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040}, the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can he achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coardination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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iviayor Smith and Council, District of West Vancouver
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org,

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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Mavyor Richard Stewart and Council
City of Coquitlam

3000 Guildford Way

Caoquitlam BC V3B 7N2 ,
VIA EMAIL: rstewart@coquitlam.ca

Dear Mayor Stewart and Council;
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the Jand use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission {ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land. '

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to scil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production Is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future {Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Stewart and Council, City of Coquitlam
Agricultural Land Soll Investigation Results
Page 2of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Reportdated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01

Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2018

Mavyor Richard Walton and Council
District of North Vancouver
355 West Queens Road
North Vancouver BC V7N 4N5
VIA EMAIL: waltonr@dnv.org

Dear Mayor Walton and Council:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District {Metro Vancouver) receivad results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve {ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

 The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the. report titled, “Agricultural Land Soii
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a fetter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040}, the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister’s Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Mayor Walton and Council, District of North Vancouver
Agricuitural Land Soil Investigation Results
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We hope you will consider the recormendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metra Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RO/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Doc #24620332)
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File: CR-12-01
Ref: RD 2018 Mar 23
APR 18 2078
Chief Bryce Williams
Tsawwassen First Nation
1926 Tsawwassen Dr. N
Tsawwassen BC V4M 4G4
VIA EMAIL: bwilliams@tsawwassenfirstnation.com

Dear Chief Williams:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, which
assessed the land use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fili
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged fram the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into regulations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fill should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Chief Williams, Tsawwassen First Nation
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 of 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricuitural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CWM/RG/td

Enck:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” (Dac #24620332)
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Director Maria Harris
Electoral Area A
4330 Kingsway
Burnaby BC VSH 4GS8
VIA EMAIL: maria@mariaharris.ca

Dear Director Harris:
Re: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

At its March 23, 2018 regular meeting, the Board of Directors of the Metro Vancouver Regional
District (Metro Vancouver) received results from an Agricultural Land Soil [nvestigation, which
assessed the [and use outcomes of approved Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the
placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout the Metro Vancouver region. Fill
is defined as soil excavated from construction sites and is a challenging problem when inappropriately
used on agricultural land.

The Metro Vancouver Board directed staff to forward the report titled, “Agricuitural Land Soil
Investigation Results” to member jurisdictions. In addition, a letter was sent to the BC Minister of
Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations in the report be considered as part of the review
to revitalize the ALR and ALC.

Appropriate reuse or disposal of fill is important for avoiding detrimental impacts to soil-based crop
production in the ALR. Protecting agricultural land for future food production is a key strategy in
Metro Vancouver 2040; Shaping our Future (Metro 2040), the regional growth strategy.

The recommendations that emerged from the investigation asked for clarity on what is acceptable
use of fill in the ALR and focused primarily on revising the ALC Act, regulations and policy. Some of
the suggestions were to embed the home plate concept into reguiations, create an ALC bylaw, more
effective use of bonding, improve monitoring and reporting requirements and clearly define best
management practices.

There were also suggestions for better consistency in municipal bylaws, which can be achieved
through guidelines such as a Minister's Bylaw Standard for Fill, as well as improved coordination
between municipalities and the ALC. For municipalities without actively farmed land, there were
recommendations regarding establishing oversight on where fili should go, using fill for the
construction of dikes and reclaiming gravel pits, and promoting management of fill on the site of
origin.
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Director Harris, Electoral Area A
Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results
Page 2 0f 2

We hope you will consider the recommendations and share them with your staff and advisory
committees. If you require further information about the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, please
contact Theresa Duynstee, Senior Regional Planner by phone at 604-451-6024 or by email at
theresa.duynstee@metrovancouver.org.

Yours truly,

Greg Moore
Chair, Metro Vancouver Board

GM/CM/RQ/td

Encl:  Report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results” {Doc #24620332)
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SERVICES AND SOLUTIONS FOR A LIVABLE REGION Section E 3.1

To: Regional Planning Committee

From: Theresa Duynstee, Regional Planner, Parks, Planning and Environment

Date: February 26, 2018 Meeting Daté: March 9, 2018
Subject: Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results

RECOMMENDATION

That the MVRD Board:

a) send a letter to the BC Minister of Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations, as noted
in the report dated February 26, 2018 titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results”, be
considered as part of the review to revitalize the Agricultural Land Reserve and the Agricultural
Land Commission; and

b) forward the report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results”
to Metro Vancouver member local jurisdictions.

PURPOSE

This report conveys the results of the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation, a project that assessed the
land use outcomes of Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) applications for the placement of fill in the
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) throughout Metro Vancouver.

BACKGROUND

Metro Vancouver’s involvement in addressing illegal fill on agricultural [and began in December 2013
at the request of the Agricultural Advisory Committee (AAC). A regional approach was seen as
desirable to prevent the disposal of fill excavated from construction sites on agricultural land, as
concerns were raised that fill was being used inappropriately. The AAC believed that addressing the
issue at the source was the best way to prevent poor fill practices, but this is approach proved difficult
to implement. Despite municipal engagement and a proposed solution to develop a web-based
permit registry to track soil removal and deposit permits, creation of the registry proved too onerous.

In 2017, a new direction was pursued inveolving a partnership between Metro Vancouver and the
Agricultural Land Commission (ALC). The two agencies initiated a study to investigate the land use
outcomes of ALC applications for the placement of fill in the ALR. A gualified soil professional was
hired to investigate fill ALC applications in the Metro Vancouver region from 2006-2016, and to
determine how to better manage fill placement in the ALR. The results of the investigation led to 11
recommendations that describe the most important changes necessary to improve the outcomes of
the ALC application process.

FILL PLACEMENT ON AGRICULTURAL LAND ‘

Requests to place soil on ALR land require approval from the ALC or are exempted for farm
improvement as defined in the Agriculture Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation.
Landowners who want to deposit soil/fill on ALR land for non-farm purposes must submit an
Application for a Non-Farm Use to place fill under the ALC Act. The reasons given for using fill on

24620332
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agricuttural land in Metro Vancouver vary, but mostly pertain to improving poor drainage {i.e., high
water table) or addressing land capability issues that are adversely affecting crop growth. There are
also situations where fill is illegally deposited on agricultural land, without approval or beyond the
conditions defined in the ALC application process.

Scope of the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation
The purpose of the Agriculturai Land Soil Investigation was to determine if current fill practices that
are approved through the ALC application process are benefiting the long-term agricultural viability
of land in the ALR. The objectives of the investigation were to:
» evaluate the outcomes of previously approved ALC applications for soil deposition;
¢ identify the factors that contributed to the positive and negative outcomes of soil deposition
inthe ALR; and
e recommend management practices that should be required to ensure soil applications in the
ALR provide benefits to the agricultural capability of the land.

While there are several regulatory avenues for the placement of fill, this investigation only focused
on the ALC applications to place fill at volumes greater than 2,000 m? and/or covered more than 2%
of the farm parcel in the ALR. These fill applications are also subject to the bylaw provisions of the
municipal government. A total of 107 ALC applications were reviewed: 77 had received either
approval or approval with conditions. The remaining 30 files were refused by the Commission, but 8
of these were subsequently approved.

The study did not include unauthorized or illegal fill sites in the ALR that are under investigation.
There are currently over 80 fill sites in Metro Vancouver that are under compliance and enforcement
actions by the ALC. Other enforcement actions underway may be related to municipal permits in the
ALR that are below the 2,000 m? threshold or are outside the ALR.

Key Findings from the Investigation

The results of the Agricultural Land Soil Investigation are provided in a report prepared by Geoff
Hughes-Games, Soil Specialist {see Attachment). The work was carried out in three parts: compilation
of an ALC application database; evaluation of the application sites using qualitative observational
tools; and a review of ALC legislation and policies as well as selected municipal soil bylaws.

A visual rating system was developed to separate the fill applications sites into groups based on the
result of the filling activity observed through remote sensing or field surveys. Sites rated as ‘Good’
had farming activity, healthy crops and blended well into the landscape, while ‘Poor’ sites had no
farm use or extremely poor production indicators such as continued poor drainage or drought
conditions.

The investigation revealed that only 17% of the approved fill sites were ranked as Good, 22% as Fair
and 25% were Poor. Nearly 25% of the approved sites were not being used for farming. The remaining
applications were either refused or outcomes could not be determined. A comparison of the visual
rating versus ‘reason for fill’ revealed that applications indicating a desire to address drainage or
capability issues often failed to meet those objectives. Only 38% of the applications {11 out of 29
applications} claiming the reason to use fill was to improve drainage and land capability in the ALC
application process had resulted in a Good rating.
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During the investigation, numerous issues were also identified on fill sites, including:

e the over-application of fill;

e multiple sites were domed, showing no improvement in production capacity and/or were
creating impacts to adjacent land; ‘

e asmall number of sites were not being used for the future use proposed in the application;

e the fill materials used were of poor quality (i.e., high coarse fragments); and

e a significant number of the sites (41%) that had indicated drainage issues or improved
capability prior to fill placement continued to have issues after completion of the fill project.

Recommendations Arising from the Investigation

The consultant identified the following 11 recommendations as the most important changes
necessary to improve the outcomes of the ALC application process. The potential revisions relate to
legislation, policy, bonding and monitoring, as well as suggestions to improve the ALC application
process and the regional management of fill.

1, Carefully consider if, and when, the placement of fill is the appropriate way to address
drainage and irrigation issues on agricultural land. For example, instead of raising the
elevatijon of land use traditional drainage practices or growing suitable crops.

2. Fill placement as pad for farm or residential buildings is appropriate, but this approval has
been abused creating a much large footprint than necessary. Consider embedding the home
plate concept into regulatory requirements for fill.

3, Consider legistation and policy changes to prohibit the placement of fill for farm activities if it
results in the alteration of widespread floodplain elevation.

4. Improve the effective use of bonding to assist in managing the financial incentive for better
use and management of fili.

5. Prepare templates and update requirements for monitoring the progress of fill projects
including when to proceed with enforcement activities if the situation arises.

6. Strive for better consistency in wording and procedures in municipal soil bylaws or the
development of a Ministers bylaw standard for fill.

7. Strive for better coordination between municipal and ALC staff on the appropriate regulatory
tool for managing fill.

8. Create an ALC fill bylaw to clarify the regulatory procedures and administrative control over
fill applications and use in the ALR.

9, Create best management practice guidelines for the placement of fill in the ALR.

10. Consider single agency oversight to direct fill to specific uses such as the construction of dikes.

11. Promote the management of fill at the construction site where the fill originated.

Metro Vancouver Staff Assessment

Addressing fill placement on agricultural fand is a challenging problem. Farmers need to use filt in
some circumstances, but abuse of fill practices by some landowners continues to degrade soil bound
crop production in the ALR. Fortunately, some of this degraded land can still be used for farm
buildings, barns and greenhouses and is not justification for ALR exclusion.

An Advisory Committee comprised of ALC, regional, municipal and provincial staff provided guidance
and input to the consultant during the investigation. This staff input was important for defining the
critical areas of fill policy and management to address and resulted in both a comprehensive and

technically sound report.
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Staff supports the recommendations provided by the consultant in the Agricultural Land Soil
Investigation and these recommendations were alsc endorsed by the Metro Vancouver Agricultural
Advisory Committee on February 16, 2018. Not only did the investigation provide evidence that the
existing ALC application process for approving fill placement in the ALR is flawed, but it also identified
steps to be taken to improve outcomes. A stronger regulatory regime, more prescriptive
requirements, guidance on management practices, and better coordination with municipal
permitting, compliance and enforcement activities can significantly improve the current situation.
The resuits of the investigation will be particularly pertinent to Langley, Delta, Surrey, Pitt Meadows,
Richmond, Maple Ridge and Burnaby, which protect 95% of the agricultural land on hehalf of the
regional federation.

As joint leads on the project, Agricultural Land Commission staff have started to implement some of
recommendations in the report. Yet, the imperative remains to pursue a multiple agency approach
to address the inappropriate placement of fill in the ALR, and maintain the crop production capacity
of agricultural tand for the benefit of future generations.

ALTERNATIVES
1. That the MVRD Board:

a) send a letter to the BC Minister of Agriculture requesting that the 11 recommendations, as
noted in the report dated February 26, 2018 titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation
Results”, be considered as part of the review to revitalize the Agricultural Land Reserve and
the Agricultural Land Commission; and

b) forward the report dated February 26, 2018, titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation
Results” to Metro Vancouver member local jurisdictions.

2, That the MVRD Board receive for information the report dated February 26, 2018, titled
“Agricultural Land Soil Investigation Results”.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no financial implications to this report.

SUMMARY / CONCLUSION

Metro Vancouver and the Agricultural Land Commission initiated a study to investigate the land use
outcomes of ALC applications for the placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve. All fill ALC
applications in the Metro Vancouver region from 2006-2016 were reviewed and evaluated by a soil
consultant. The 11 recommendations that emerged from the investigation are considered the most
important changes that are necessary to improve the land use outcomes of the ALC application
process. A stronger regulatory regime, more prescriptive requirements, guidance on management
practices, and better coordination with municipal permitting, compliance and enforcement activities
can significantly improve the placement of fill practices in the ALR. Staff recommends Alternative 1.

Attachment: Report titled “Agricultural Land Soil Investigation” dated January 31, 2017.
{Orbit Doc 24621176)
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

INTRODUCTION

Placement of fill in the Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) is regulated to varying degrees depending on the
end use of the land. In recent years concerns have been raised on how effective fill placement has been
both within the regulatory regime and at the onsite management level. These concerns are partly fueled
by the perception that significant financial incentives (tipping fees upwards of $200 per truck) are
driving fill applications on agricultural land. The issue has generated discussions between the
Agricuitural Land Commission (ALC), Metro Vancouver Regional District (MVRD), local governments,
provincial agencies, and the agriculture industry on how to better manage fill placement such that its
use is beneficial.

The key objectives of this investigation were to evaluate the outcomes of previously approved ALC
applications for placement of fill within the MVRD; identify the factors that contributed to the positive
and negative outcomes of placement of fill in the ALR; and, recommend management practices and
policy development/legislative changes that could be adopted to ensure that placement of fill in the ALR
provides benefits to the agricultural capability of the land.

The investigation was carried out in three parts.

+ Part one was a review of a database that included information on 107 applications for the
placement of fill within MVRD that were submitted to the ALC between 2006 and 2016. The
database was comprised of information gleaned from the original applications as well as ALC
application decisions and fill project monitoring reports. As part of the review, additional
information was collected from various sources including significant use of qualitative
observations of both on line imagery and road side observations.

* Part two was an evaluation of the application sites using various qualitative observational tools.
Results of the database review were used to rank the sites for more detailed evaluation.

» Part three was a review of ALC legislation and policies as well as local government soil bylaws
within the MVRD. The review focussed on critical sections that dealt with fill and how those
sections could be strengthened.

The key guiding principle to the review of any fill placement proposal is that it must be a positive
improvement to the agricultural potential of the land. The activity must also not cause harm to the land
or to any adjacent land.

KEY FINDINGS

The initial database contained 107 files. Of those, 77 had received either approval or approval with
conditions. Another 22 files were refused by the Commission. Some of the original applications were
reconsidered (as per Section 51 of the Act) and eight of the previously refused applications were
included as approved. This meant the final database for analysis contained 99 fill applications. The initial
review of the approved sites was carried out solely as a desktop exercise to determine if further
examination, either on site or by roadside survey, was required,

169



There are many reasons why fill was required by applicants and ranged from improving capability to the
construction of buildings. The majority of the applications (68%) were to improve drainage and/or
overall capability. This situation was expected considering the wet coastal climate and abundance of low
land or flood plain soils. Of the 68%, two thirds of the applicants indicated a desire to improve drainage
or proposed a soil-bound agricultural {crop) production end use. Approximately 20% of the application
sites for placement of fill were for uses that were clearly not related to agriculture (i.e., commercial
development recreational or housing).

As a method of distinguishing the sites, a visual rating system was established. The sites were ranked as
Good, Fair or Poor, in terms of the agricultural capability of the site post fill. An additional separation
was made for sites with no farming activity. These ratings were based on several factors that ultimately
contributed to either positive or negative outcomes of the placement of fill:

e |evel of agricultural activity of the site;

e the appearance of the crop health or farm productivity (e.g., livestock);
¢ evidence of continued drainage or drought conditions;

¢ soil quality; and,

e site configuration {e.g., topography of fields after fill placement).

The results of the visual rating indicated that 17% of the fill sites were ranked as Good while 22% were
ranked as Fair with an additional 25% ranked as Poor. Nearly 25% of the approved fill sites were not
being used for farming purposes. In general, properties that were larger in size with lower fill volumes
and percentage of area covered tended to be ranked as Good, whereas sites that were ranked Poor
tended to be smaller properties with greater fill volumes or percentage of area covered.

Numerous issues were also identified on fill sites, including:

« the over application of fill {i.e., substantially above surrounding grade, abrupt sidewalls) creating
"landing pads” often for some future activity.

» multiple sites were domed, seemingly to shed water. There was evidence that this was creating
impacts to adjacent land and in several instances the crops planted in these domed sites were
not performing any hetter than surrounding unfitled lands.

e asmall, but identifiable number of sites were not being used for the future use proposed in the
application (e.g., were now vacant or in non-farm use).

e instances where it was clear that the fill materials were of poor quality {i.e., high coarse
fragments or texture/structure substandard for cropping use}.

« asignificant number of the sites (41%) that had indicated drainage issues or improved capability
prior to fill placement continued to have issues after completion of the fill project.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Fill deposition in the ALR is regulated under the Agricultural Land Commission Act (Act) and Agricultural
Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation (Regulation). This study only reviewed
applications to place fill that fell within the Allowed Use provisions of that legislation. Throughout this
investigation it became clear that the most important changes that are necessary to improve the
outcomes of the ALC application process, must consider the legislation and ALC policy in relation to the
foilowing three uses.
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1. The placement of fill on land in relation to drainage and irrigation infrastructure. There were
several examples of excessive use of fill to raise the overall elevation of land under the guise of
diking rather than using traditional on-farm drainage practices or growing suitable crops.

2. The placement of fill in relation to the "farm house" (Sec. 18 Act). Fill can be placed on 0.2 ha
and 1 m above grade without a non-farm use application. There were numerous instances
where fill pads placed on small (approximately 4 ha) parcels where almost double the allowed
size {average 0.48 ha) and well above the 1 m elevation allowed. These pads were also often set
well back (>60 m) from road frontages. The fill pad and its placement have created a larger
footprint that cannot be farmed due to slope and location of the pad. Integration of the “home
plate” concept is recommended.

3. The placement of fill in relation to "farm use” activities (activities that cannot be prohibited).
The area that can be filled must be less than 2% of the property for the allowed use uniess
specific conditions are met. Many instances were noted where fill is being applied in greater
volumes/depths than required for the foundations of farm buildings under the guise of a future
use that is not consistent with the agricultural character of the land or surrounding properties.
In addition to legislation and policy changes, a review of how consultation between the local
government building approval process and ALC staff handle applications is recommended.

In addition to these findings, two specific administrative issues were identified: to the use of bonding
and the monitoring reports.

1. The ALC’s system for collecting a financial security was not consistent either in terms of whether
a bond was requested, or the amount of the bond in relation to fill volume or parcel size, or
when the ALC released the bond upon completion of the fill project. Effective use of bonding
may assist in managing the financial incentive and promoting better use and management of fill.

2. Monitoring reports were not submitted to the ALC as per the conditions of the approvals, with
about 20% of the sites having no indication of reports on file. A standard template and
expectations for reporting on the progress of fill projects will assist in better tracking and control
of projects including when to proceed with enforcement activities if the situation arises.

The most critical changes for improving the process and success around the placement of fill in the ALR
involve four additional items;

1. Consistency in wording and procedures related to local government soil bylaws needs to be
improved, This could be assisted by the development of a minister’s bylaw standard for fill.

2. Coordination between local government and ALC staff in terms of sharing information on
applications for fill whether they fall within the ALC ‘Non-farm Use’ or ‘Notice of Intent’ streams.

3. Possible creation of a “fill bylaw’ by the ALC to clarify the regulatory procedures and
administrative control over fill applications and use in the ALR.

4. Creation of a ‘best practices for fill’ guidance document to supports the existing ALC Policy and
Criteria documents as well as the potential fill bylaw. The guidance document would provide
more in-depth information on topics such as site evaluation prior to potential fill application, fill
soil quality, and site management throughout the filling process.
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The final recommendations are around the regional management of fill. Consideration should be given
to taking the approach of highest and best use from strategic approach in the region rather than simple
site by site applications.

1.

Single agency oversight is recommended to direct fill to specific uses such as the construction of
dikes in light of impending climate change impacts on sea level and river flow. Or the use of
structural fill only for construction and backfilling of aggregate extraction sites.

Management of fill at the site development plan and construction approvals level to direct
separated materials to appropriate use and disposal sites as part of the construction approval
process. This would allow for the planned and approved use of clean topsoil for soil bound
production purposes, structural subsoils for construction, and disposal of mixed or
contaminated materials at separate and appropriate locations.
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2 PURPOSE OF THE INVESTIGATION

2.1 OBJECTIVES

The purpose of this study was to document how the current Agricultural Land Commission {ALC)
application process, which allows for the placement of fill on agricultural land, is impacting soils and
crop production on sites in the ALR.

The ALC is interested in knowing if current fill practices that are approved through the fill placement
application process are benefiting the long-term agricultural viability of land in the ALR. The results of
this study will help to guide policies related to fill deposition in the ALR. Additionally, MVRD is seeking
empirical evidence of poor fill practices to help communicate the value proposition of addressing the
use of fill on agricultural land.

MVRD, in partnership with the ALC, retained the services of a professional agrologist with expertise in
soils, reclamation, and, drainage to investigate fill practices and determine if they are improving
agricultural capability and viability of ALR lands.

The key objectives of this investigation were to:

. evaluate the outcomes of previously approved ALC applications for placement of fill by
reviewing file data and making site observations;

. identify the factors that contributed to the positive and negative outcomes of placement of
fill in the ALR; and

. provide recommendations of management practices and policy development/legislative
changes that could be adopted to ensure that placement of fill in the ALR provides benefits
to the agricultural capability of the land.

2.2 BACKGROUND

Fill deposition in the ALR is regulated under Act and the Regulation.

There are multiple regulatory pathways by which fill moves to land within the ALR as shown in Figure 1.
Some of these pathways are authorized by the ALC or a municipal government while other pathways are
the result of illegal filling activity. The primary regulatory agencies are municipal governments, which
use ‘soil removal and deposition bylaws, and the ALC, which uses provisions for the Act and Regulfation.
This project was directed to investigate only the ALC application process and how it might better align
with the municipal bylaw process.

For the most part, placement of soil in the ALR is considered a non-farm use {Act S. 20 (2)) and as such
requires an application to the ALC. if the landowner intends to use the land for a prescribed use {Act 2.
20 (4) and Regulation S. 4) they must submit a Notice of Intent (NOI) to the ALC prior to engaging in that
intended use. Uses of fill associated with a designated farm use (Regulation S. 2) and permitted uses for
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land in an ALR (Regulfation S. 3} do not require notification to the ALC. For all other uses of fill in the ALR
an ALC application is required.

An application for the placement of fill outside of the permitted uses as identified in Sections 2 and 3 of
the Regufation are typically made by landowners wishing to deposit fill on their land to improve poor
drainage (i.e., alleviate high water table issues) or change topography that adversely affects agricultural
production. Under the Regulation, landowners can submit a non-farm use application to place fill on
their property in the ALR. These applications are first reviewed by the applicable local government and
require a resolution from council prior to being forwarded to the ALC.

If an application to deposit fill is approved by the ALC, the applicant is permitted to deposit a specified
volume of fill according to the terms and conditions outlined in the ALC decision. In general, all
approved fill sites must be overseen by a qualified professional who is required to prepare an
operational plan and reclamation plan to guide work on the site, monitor all site activities, and provide
regular status updates to the ALC.

The scope of this project was to review only the portion of the pathways related to non-farm use
applications for the placement of fill requiring approval by the ALC and that were greater than 2,000 m?
and/or covered more than 2% of the parcel (circled in Figure 1),

Figure 1: Regulating Fill Deposits in the Agricultural Land Reserve

Regulating Fill Deposits in the Agricultural Land Reserve
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3 METHODOLOGY

The Agricultural Land Soil Investigation was completed in three parts: 1) a database review; 2) a site
review; and 3) a review of legislation, policy and bylaws. Over the duration of the investigation a project
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management team consisting of one staff member from each MVRD and ALC provided support to the
contractor through regular meetings and review of data and draft reports. The project was also
supported by a project Advisory Committee that included the two aforementioned organizations as well
as representatives for Jocal municipalities and the BC Ministry of Agriculture. The Advisory Committee
met initially to provide guidance on approaches, information of specific sites, and a review on the initial
breakdown of sites to be reviewed. The Advisory Committee also participated in a discussion of the
preliminary project results.

3.1 PART 1) DATABASE REVIEW

A review of a database compiled by the ALC and MVRD was conducted. The initial database included
information on over 100 soil fill deposition applications within the Metro Vancouver region that were
submitted to the ALC between 2006 and 2016 (the “study area”) and contained information gleaned
from the original applications, ALC application decisions and fill project monitoring reports. The
database included:

ALC application file number

location and applicant identification

reason for fill placement

volume of fill

fill area

decision (approved or refused)}

amount of financial security for approved fill sites
current status (i.e., active/complete)

OO0 00 000 0o

As part of the review, additional information was collected from various sources. This included current
land use of the sites (agricultural or non-agricultural), cropping and/or current site condition, comments
from monitoring reports, and visual observations.

Results of the initial database review were used to rank the sites for more detailed evaluation. The
rankings were: a) “consider an on—site inspection”; b} “review by drive-by”; or ¢} “no on-site inspection
or drive-by”. Originally the detailed evaluation was to include physical on-site inspections of between 5
and 10 sites. However, early in the project it was decided that access to individual properties would be a
challenge, so a variety of remote sensing methods were used instead of detailed soil capability
investigations.
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3.2 PART 2) SITE INVESTIGATION

An evaluation of the application sites using various qualitative observational tools was completed using
the foliowing information sources:

» satellite or other imagery:
o Google Earth Pro including Google Street View and historical imagery
o Municipal web mapping (images including recent and historical aerial photo imagery
and/or LIDAR and/or contour mapping when available), zoning, property reports
* file information: ALC/MVRD database, ALC decision files {(on-line and hard copy)
* 5oil Survey Mapping and Agriculture Capability Mapping accessed via BC Soil Information
Finder Tool for the study area
o https://www2.gov.bec.ca/gov/content/environment/air-land-water/land/soil-
information-finder
» drive-by surveys conducted on various dates between July and November 2017
s personal communication with individuals including agency/municipal staff

The qualitative observations made included a review of any on-site or off-site water management
concerns such as indications of drought or flooding and restrictions to flow of regional drainage.
Observations were made of land slope, elevation to adjacent properties and of site stability concerns
(i.e., erosion, settling or slumping) were present. Where possible, observations were made of soil
physical conditions such as apparent levels of organic matter, coarse fragments and texture. Cropping
and crop health was observed from a generalized perspective (e.g., was a crop present, was it uniform,
did it compare favourably to nearby crops, or were there obvious signs of poor growth).

3.3 PART 3) LEGISLATION, POLICY AND BYLAW REVIEW

The third component of the investigation was to complete a review of the Act and the Regulation and
current policies related to fill. in addition, local government “soit removal and soil deposit bylaws” for
municipalities within the MVRD were reviewed. The review of these regulatory materials focussed on
sections that dealt with fill, and whether those sections couid be strengthened.
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4 RESULTS OF PART 1 DATABASE REVIEW

4.1 APPLICATION STATUS AND END-USE

The final compilation of the database included 107 applications. During the review it was determined
that 77 of these applications were either initially approved or approved with conditions. Thirty (30}
applications in the database were refused upon initial application to the ALC. Under Section 51 of the
Act applicants can request reconsidered. On reconsideration by the ALC, 8 of those applications were
subsequently approved with conditions, and as such they are represented only as approved sites within
the results.

Through review of the data base and ALC files it was determined 37 of the applications were denoted as
“Approved” based on the straight forward decisions by the ALC. No additional conditions were
appended to theses approvals. An additional 40 applications were denoted as “Approved with
Conditions”. These sites had a range of additional conditions added to the approval conditions such as
fill quality, soil movement, temperature, and moisture conditions under which soil should be managed,
installation of drainage system, reclamation, irrevocable letter of credit?, phasing of the project,
additional monitoring/reporting, and the active participation of a Qualified Professional. The remaining
22 of the applications were refused by the ALC {Table 1}.

The initial review of these 77 approved sites was carried out solely as a desktop exercise to determine
which applications required further examination, either on site visit or by roadside survey. The initial
separation resulted in 13 possible sites for further on-site investigation, 19 for roadside survey and the
remainder to be reviewed using available database or aerial imagery. However, as a result of challenges
related to site access, it was determined that the review would consist of intensive use of available
imagery, data base, application files and more roadside investigation for all 77 sites. For the purposes of
reviewing applications, including reason for fill, proposed volumes and end use of the site the 22 refused
sites were included as part of the database analyses.

Table 1 also reveals that there are more applications in some municipalities, namely the Township of
Langley, as compared to other municipalities. In discussions with municipal staff at the project Advisory
Committee, two specific observations were made regarding this trend. The first was the proximity of
potential fill sites in “rural” municipalities to development sites within the urban municipalities. This
distance effects the travel time for hauling fill from the source site and can influence where the soil will
be deposited. The second observation was during the study timeframe from 2006-2016, municipal soil
bylaws and bylaw enforcement in some municipalities was increased reducing poor fill practices in some
areas {i.e., Surrey and Delta).

1 Also referred to as a bond or security for conditions of approval for a fill application
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Table 1: Fill Application Status by Municipal Government

Application Status

Municipal Government Approved
Approved with Refused | Grand Total

Conditions
City of Coquitlam i, - - 1
City of Pitt Meadows 2 5 1 8
City of Richmond 2 4 2 3
City of Surrey 3 4 2 9
Corporation of Delta 2 2 - 4
District of Maple Ridge 1 - 1 2
Township of Langley 26 25 16 67
Grand Total 37 40 22 99

As part of the initial review, consideration was given to the proposed and apparent “end use” of the site.
Table 2 shows the distribution of the sites by local municipality and on the “end use” of the property.
The determination of “end use” was based on either the fill application and/or the visual evidence of the
current land use from online imagery. Note: the end use was confirmed for several sites during the

second part of this project.

Municipal Government Projects: Projects: Grand Total
“Agriculture Use” “Non-Farm Use”
(active or completed)
City of Coquitlam - 1 ik
City of Pitt Meadows 2 6 8
City of Richmond 6° 2 8
City of Surrey 8 1 9
Corporation of Delta 4 T 4
District of Maple Ridge 2 s 2
Township of Langley 53¢ 14 67
Grand Total 75 24 99

assumed to be “agricultural use”

a - final land use of 6 sites (2 in Richmond and 4 in Township of Langley) remains undetermined —

Table 2: Intended End Use of land following Application of Fill
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4.1.1 Locations of Approved Fill Sites
Figure 2 provides a visual image of the spatial distribution of the 77 fill application sites that were
approved or approved with conditions on the ALR within the study area.

4.1.2 Compliance and Enforcement on Fill sites

ALC staff reported that during the 2006 - 2016 study period, in addition to the 99 applications reviewed
in this investigation, compliance and enforcement actions were undertaken on over 80 fill sites in the
Metro Vancouver area, Distribution of these sites within the study area is identified in Figure 2. These
additional sites were not part of this review but indicate an additional significant level of fill activity
within the study area.

Compliance and Enforcement {C&E) on the approved fill sites was noted within the ALC application
database. Results of the database query indicated a small number of sites with any C&E activity. From
the results of the visual rating of the sites {discussed in detail later in this report) there was an indication
that more C&E actions could have possibly been justified. Several sites appeared to have larger volumes
of fill, poor fill quality or site management issues as well as a configuration that may cause off site
impacts (e.g., slope, or blacking of drainage).

14
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Figure 2: Spatial Distribution of Approved Fill Applications and Compliance and Enforcement Sites

4 OSTRICT) 4 e

venrwn e ke o s e ke il — Uy i il
P AP I |

Z MVRD Fill Project 2006 - 2016
i +  Applcations COOUITLAM

S| @ Complance and Enlorcement Fies \

5 Agreutural Land Resarve , %’”

k5 ! °

B Muncpaves & o~ +.
- PORT G & M S5I0H
:;'~ﬂ 0 15 3 © ] 12 COQUITLAM y hEALCHY 5 w”'".ﬂtc
Kipmaten ". [ ]
+re ®e
o
+ [ ]
NEW \ + i
- ® _ WEST iz
,'_"" = . -+ + "+ < i ]
£ - Wy ———
RICHMOND L4 [l L\
+ ® + -‘:ﬁ* P
T - <
e L
A » . 3
e + + +
.3_ ‘,'. + + @ $ +..
i r. o " URREY + & ﬂ."‘ ABRATSEORD
[ + = oty BSEY ey

+e
DELTA +
o

15
183



4.2 REASONS FOR PLACEMENT OF FILL

Based on the ALC approved placement of fill applications, a host of reasons were presented for why the
fill was required. These are represented in Table 3 below in relation to the approval status of the
application. As would be anticipated in a region of high rainfall and floodplain or fine textured soils, the
most common reason given for why fill is required was to alieviate drainage concerns (50%) or improve
the capability {20%) of the land. Approximately 28 percent of the applications with the stated goal of
improving drainage were refused. The reasons for refusal ranges from potential impacts on adjacent
land to a determination that fill was not justified when the sites were compared to similar sites. Of the
sites that indicated the fill application was to improved capability, about half had mapped agricultural
capability limitations? of soil moisture deficiency “A” or adverse topography “T” while the other half had
excess water “W” limitations. Sites with the intended goal of improving drainage were dominated by
soils with an agricultural capability limitation of “W”.

Table 3: Reasons for Fill Application

 Grand Total
on for appllcatlo BT

dramage 17
dra'nagE/ recontour >

fillingpond 1
WEHIT.I“pFOVE capablhty 5

Eandscaping
paddock

, pubhc use

reclamation. - S
7}éc6ntour R ;

improve capabihty & cifamage (R - 2
_Grand Total o } 37 22 99

2 Agriculture Capability Subclass - Limitations

Excess water {groundwater) N Salinity

| Adverse climate {excluding precipitation)

!| Shallow soil over bedrock and/or bedrock outcroppings
1 Low fertility

Erosion

] Cumulative and minor adverse conditions

Adverse topography

| Inundation (flooding by streams, etc.)
Soil moisture deficiency

21 Undesirable soil structure

%4 Stoniness
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Although somewhat expected, approximately 20% of the applications stated that the reason for fill
placement was not related to soil bound agricuitural activity. The majority of these were for building
construction, while some were agriculture related.

In the fill applications, proponents or their representatives often state the end use of the site. Table 4
provides a comparison of the observed actual use of the site versus the justification for fill given in the
application for why fill is required. On sites that had limited evidence of agricultural activity, the
proposed end use was used for this comparison. About half (51%) of the sites applying for fill placement
to improve drainage or improve capability were sites where soil bound?® agriculture activities such as
berry or vegetable production was occurring.

Table 4: Reason for Fill Application Versus Actual Use of Site

| GeneralSiteUse [ |

“recreational -
‘residential
Grand Total

‘greenhouse -
livestock oo

' composting
farm yard

Taae

'Reason for Fill

- buildings.

B L
S e
[p8)

4 ﬂréi_h'agé"f i

[

LY .
w
N

drainage / recontour

filling pond-

'improve capab;llty o S
“improve capability /[ -
“drainage: i
".l.a_n'(_iﬁ_cé.b.ii_"lg._ o o 1 [ o 1

1

1
1
1

-:'n_'a.clarhétib_ng 1 1 1
":r.'é.co'r_;'téﬁr [t : 3 1 1 1
GrandTotal i i1 f2a | a |1 |3 ozl sl lelals sl [ 3] e

4.3 ACCEPTABLE REASONS FOR FiLL
Upon review of the database, application files, and collected visual observations for the sites, it was
evident that the reasons for proposed fill applications were wide ranging. In some circumstances the

* “soil bound production” includes those fand uses that on growing crops in soil on the site. In this study that
includes cultivated land used for berry, forage, pasture, turf and vegetable production.
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reasons were not clearly related to either the inherent site capability or in line with the stated final
allowed use of the land within the ALR.

For a regulatory agency, either the ALC or a municipal government, to determine if a fill application is
legitimate, they must rely on staff knowledge, information provided in the application or contracted
expertise. To strengthen the quality and type of information provided by Qualified Professional (QP),
there should be some reliance placed on professional reports provided with applications. The following
section describes the specific aspects of an application that can be considered of acceptable reasons for
the application of fill followed by a discussion on what is not concerned acceptable.

43,1 Change in Capability

A-change in capability means to remove specific limitations. This change would include placing relatively
small volumes of fill to adjust grade in swales (i.e., “W”, “1” and possibly “T"}, additions of finer textured
materials or the removal of rock/stones to adjust texture or coarse fragment percentages (i.e., ‘A’, ‘D,
‘P’). As part of the application, evidence must be provided as to how the limitation is affecting the
intended farm use of the sites. Such evidence could be that the site has been “farmed” prior to the fill
proposal but production has not been optimized, or that on similar adjacent sites the limitation has a
negative effect. If this evidence is not provided, the proponent has not sufficiently demonstrated that
other options for management or removal of capability limitations have been attempted.

4.3.2 Change in Overall Land Configuration

A change of overall land configuration for a specific purpose can involve minor changes to the
slope/orientation of the property (to relieve a “T” limitation). A limited number of situations may arise
where topography limits the ability to configure fields or irrigation systems for efficient production. In
this situation, the site needs to be graded in one direction to capture light/heat, graded for water
management such as for cranberries or flood irrigation, or terraced for planting of vineyards/tree fruits.
Both regrading and fill may be combined to adjust a “T” limitation.

433 Construction of a Foundation Pad for Farm Use

Construction of a foundation pad for a building for a designated farm use is an acceptable reason for fill.
For example, fill would be used for a greenhouse or poultry barn (>2% parcel coverage) or livestock barn
{< 2% parcel coverage). These structures are covered within the existing legislation. In contrast, when
the majority of the surface area of a parcel is covered with fill to a depth greater than required for a
stable foundation for the farm buitding, fill sites can have the potential to cause drainage concerns to
adjoining parcels,

434 Creation of a Working Platform

Creation of a working platform for very specific aspects of a farming operation other than the main farm
building can be acceptable. For example, a livestock holding area, storage or processing structures,
access road, dike or water retention facility which allows the creation of more “utility” on site for the
agricultural operation. '

4.3.5 Unacceptable Reasons for fill

It is unacceptable to place construction overburden specifically for the purpose of disposal and not for
the purpose of improving agricultural capability or suitability. Several applications within the database
listed the reason for fill as the construction of a farm house, farm building or horse farm. In several
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cases, the fill was placed in what appears to be a “landing pad” for future non-farm use and not the
intended use indicated in the application. Many of these landing pads are more than one metre above
existing site grade, have steep side slopes on the fill pad and appear to be interfering with local
hydrology. They appeared to be disposal sites rather than improvements to agricuitural capability.
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5 RESULTS OF PART 2 SITE INVESTIGATION

A visual rating system was created to separate fill application sites into groups to report on the “results”
of the filling activity or fill project. The ratings were based on the various qualitative observations
collected on each site. These ratings categorize the project files into five broad classes. The first three
classes, Good, Fair and Poor are based on agricultural or potential agricultural use, while the remaining
two classes are generally based on either a non-agricultural use or ALC refusal of the fill application.
Table 5 provides a more detailed description on each of the ratings. Within the database and from the
collected observations, there was clear separation of the sites from the standpoint of “farmed” or “non-
farm use”. There was also clear separation of sites that showed the deposition of fill was effective or
ineffective in terms of either improving or maintaining agricultural production on the site.

Separating sites that were considered a good use, or a poor use of fill was relatively straightforward. For
the good sites there was clear indication of farming activity and healthy crops. In addition, the sites
blended well into the landscape from a topographic standpoint. The most common indicators of poor
sites were a lack of a change in use, no farm use or extremely poor production indicators such as
continued poor drainage or drought conditions demonstrated by imagery or from roadside visual
observations. Many poor rated sites had excessive amounts of fill {i.e., domed shape or steep side
slopes) or evidence of poor quality materials (i.e., visible coarse fragments).

Section 5.1 provides examples, including photos, of the site ratings (Good, Fair, Poar} while Section 5.2
provides the overall visual ratings for the study area.
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Table 5: Visual Rating Criteria for Fill Sites

no perceived quality
issues
amount matches or

agricultural activity taking place or could be
reasonably expected to take place
no visible issues with crop growth and variability of

Good appears to closely match crop cover less than prior to filling
(G) application agricultural activity not out of character with
volume/depth adjoining agricultural uses
appropriate to use and no perceived impacts to adjacent land
adjacent uses
some perceived guality land is not being actively farmed for soil bound
issues {e.g,, texture) agriculture crops
amount appears to he agricultural use may be reasonable but some
inconsistent with noticeable issues
application evidence of impacts on crop (e.g., poor growth or
Fair volume/depth not variability visible)
(F} appropriate to use and fand configuration and/or water management
adjacent uses infrastructure does, or has the potential to, impact
adjacent users (e.g., land is domed, drainages are
blocked)
some visual or file information indicating volume of
fill placed potentially greater than initially proposed
clearly identifiable quality land is definitely not heing actively farmed for soil
issues (e.g., stones) bound crops (although it may still have farming
amount greater than capability)
Poor approved in application clear evidence of negative crop impacts (i.e., drought

(P)

volume/depth excessive
in relation to adjacent
uses

or flooding) or land is simply an abandoned fill pad
fill is definitely creating negative-impacts on adjacent
users (i.e., blocked drainage, steep side slopes)
visual or file information clearly indicating volume of
fill placed greater than injtially proposed

Not farmed (X)

land is not heing used for farm use or for an allowed
non-farm use

land has been converted to commercial/industrial,
recreational/park, or strictly residential use
enforcement action underway

applications refused by ALC

Refused Note: sites originally removed and subsequently
(R) approved and/or sites where filling occurred after a
refusal are notincluded
Unknown use and condition in relation to fill proposal cannot

5]

be determined based on accessible information
proposed fill activity has not been initiated
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5.1 IMAGERY OF SELECTED SITES TO ILLUSTRATE VISUAL RATINGS

5.1.1 Example 1: Good Rating. Cropped land used for blueberries.
e Uniform crop cover, limited volume, soil fill quality like existing soils.
e First image aerial overview.
e Second image taken from road — area of view indicated by yellow arrows. Note small amount of
fill forming berm adjacent to first crop row

Figure 3: Good rating: land used for blueberries

22
190




5.1.2 Example 2: Fair Rating. Land to be cropped to blueberries.
e Firstimage is aerial overview of fill area (light coloured soil with no crop)
e Second image shows how fill is domed with abrupt breaks to adjacent field
e Third image shows significant concentration of coarse fragments within fill

Figure 4: Fair rating: land to be used for blueberries
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51.8

Example 3: Good Rating. Non-soil bound agriculture for an outdoor livestock area
First view is aerial overview
Second image is of area highlighted within the yellow arrows.

Figure 5: Good rating: non-soil bound agriculture
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5.1.4 Example 4: Fair Rating Non-soil bound agriculture (nursery/greenhouses).
e Average depth of fill proposed in the application was 0.55 m
e Depth of fill at rear of property is at least 2 m above road grade (images B & C)
e Property at upper end of watershed and land has gentle slope. Fill has potential to impede flow
from adjacent properties

Figure 6: Fair rating: non-soil bound agriculture

g S L 5'1".-'*:
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5.1.5 Example 5: Residential Not farmed X Rating for house fill pads.
e Although these fill pads were not sites within the database they are examples of an X rating
e Fillis placed as preload and is ultimately not to exceed 1 m depth and 2000 m?
e Of a range of sights surveyed using Google tools — the average area coved by these pads was
calculated at 4,800 m?
e Red boxes outline the extent of fill pads
e Second image is a roadside view of a preload pad estimated to be over 3 m depth

Figure 7: X rating: residential fill pads

26

194




5.1.6 Example 6: Poor rating (bare at time of inspection — proposed for blueberries)
e  Fill material compacted, fine textured, and litter with coarse woody material
e No topsoil salvaging was evident

Figure 8: Poor rating: proposed for blueberries
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5.2 VISUAL RATING RESULTS
Three sites that had received a refusal by the ALC were included in the visual rating results. These were
added as they were observed to have received fill; however, they had not been noted as compliance and
enforcement sites and appeared to be suitable for farm use. That meant that 56 (57%) sites were rated
for farm uses, 19 (20%) were noted as refused and 23 (23%) were rated as not used for farming

purposes.

A surprisingly low number (13%) of approved fill sites were ultimately rated as Good. An additional 18%
were ranked as Fair. This left about 37% of the sites rated as Poor (Table 6). Considering that placement
of fill was intended to improve the capability, suitability or overall function of agriculture on the site,
these results reveal that placement of fill is not necessarily improving agriculture and the continued

approval of fill placement as a mechanism for improving capability needs modification.

5.2.1 Distribution of Sites Based on Visual Rating

The tables below are comparing the visual ratings with various aspects of the applications. In Table 6 the
visual rating is compared to the approval. In this table there are no clear trends as to why sites were
ranked Good, Fair or Poor. One might expect that applications approved with conditions would be more
predominantly in the Good rating, but that did not occur, as the outcomes were distributed somewhat

equally across the Good, Fair and Poor ratings.

Table 6: Visual Rating versus Approval Status

Visual Inspection Rating
. Grand
Good Fair Poor Refused Not Farmed Unknown Total
Approval status
Approved v/ 10 12 37
Approved with conditions 11 8 10 40
Refused 19 1 22
Grand Total 13 18 20 19 23 6 99

The comparison of visual rating versus reason for fill as proposed in the original application (Table 7)

may be the only comparison that presents a trend that should raise a flag for future fill approvals. A

significant number of the sites that had indicated drainage issues or improved capability of the site as
the reason for the fill application continued to have issues after completion of the fill project. In these
instances, the reason for the poor ranking was that the sites remained in very low intensity as
abandoned or poorly utilized pasture. Visual inspection of one blueberry site indicated that there were
coarse fragments, exposed subsoil, a very rough surface and the crop was in extremely poor condition.

Of the sites that ranked as fair, over half were sites with blueberries as the crop in production or

intended crop; however, the crops were doing poorly in relation to other blueberry crops on

surrounding land or there were visual soil quality concerns.
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Table 7: Visual Rating versus Reason for Fill

Visual Inspection Rating

Good Fair Poor Refused Fal:lr:te d Unknown i:at:?

Reason for Fill

buildings 1 2 1 3 4 11
drainage 9 3 11 10 9 5 47
drainage / recontour 2 i 3
filling pond 1 1
improve capability il 9 2 5 1 1 18 |
improve capabhility / drainage 1 1 2
landscaping 2 2
paddock 1 1
parking 1 1
ponds 1 1
privacy berms 1 1
public use 1 i
reclamation 1 2 3
recontour 2 2 1 1 7
Grand Total 13 18 20 i3] 23 6 99

Comparisons were also made for operation type and municipal governments. In both cases the results
were interesting but not significant. From the standpoint of operation type, again there was an

expectation that sites with soil bound production would be more likely to rank in the Good rating due to

the apparent dependency of producers on the soil resource for crop production. This was not the case

with only 13% in the Good rating, and about 32% within each of the Fair and Poor ratings. An additional
13% were not being farmed.

Local municipalities are part of the approval and monitoring system for fill applications and have varying

levels of oversight in fill applications. When looking at ratings versus local municipality, there was no
indication that one municipality fared better than another in terms of the visual rating of sites. See

Appendix 2 for tables showing details of these comparisons.
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5.2.2 Comparison of Visual Rating to Property Size, and Fill Area, Volume and Depth-

Table 8 provides comparisons of the average, maximum, minimum and median for property size, fill
area/volume, and depth in relationship to the visual ratings. There was no significant trend although
some general characteristics of the sites should be noted.

Gocd sites
s tended to be large properties with generally smaller fill areas
e primary reason for fill was to improve drainage
e the land had mixed uses, but was primarily soil bound cropping

Fair sites
e tended to be medium size properties with generally the highest fill area percentage
s primary reason for fill was to change capability
s land had mixed uses

Poor sites
» tended to be smaller properties with less areas covered by fill
e primary reason for fill was to improve drainage
s |and had mixed uses but was mainly non-cropped

Table 8 Visual Rating compared to Property Size and Fill Amounts

Total Fill fill | Depthof | @ creent
Property ) of are
Visual Area Voiugme Area fill filled
Rating (ha) {m°) (ha) (m) (%)
average 160 38,085 3.6 1.4 22.5
max 661 | 140,000 | 145 6.1
""" min 2.0 1,400 | 0.0 0.2
median 145 24,250 1.4 0.9
] average 9.4 45,293 | 7.1 1.6 75.5
max 34.7 335,000 | 69.6 4.8
min 15 2,000 0.6 0.5
median 6.2 14,200 19 1.2
average | 6.9 28,405 . 2.3 0.9 33.3
N=20 | max 16.1 118,000 6.1 31
' min 1.8 91 0.1 0.1
""""""" median 5.5 11,500 | 2.0 0.8
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6 RECOMMENDATIONS RESULTING FROM DATABASE AND SITE REVIEWS

During the review of the application database and sites it became evident that there is a need for some
specific guidance and structure on what applications for placement of fill should contain in terms of
information. There were clear indications that there is a lack of guidance or knowledge on the part of
applicants, agents or Qualified Professionals on what is acceptable in terms of best management
practices surrounding the use of fill. Two general topic areas stood out. The first relates to the
understanding of agricultural capability versus crop suitability. The second are issues around best
management practices for fill placement and the actual management of that placement.

6.1 CAPABILITY VS SUITABILITY

As noted in Section 4.2, the justification for fill provided by most applicants often refers to the desire to
change the agricultural capability of ALR land. Although the agents or Qualified Professionals contracted
by applicants should be able to provide the clear reason for the fill application, it appears there may a
desire to change the site to be more suitable for one use rather than for a range of uses. The terms
agricultural capability and suitability are often confused in discussions around the use of agricultural
land.

The widely accepted definition of agricultural capability* addresses the range of cropping options on the
site. This capability rating is the system that laid the foundation for placing of land in the ALR. It is tied to
soil and climate and is primarily focussed on soil bound agriculture. The definition of capability does not
speak to farm buildings, roads, or other structural features that refate to the movement of equipment or
management of water. Capability also assumes that specific management practices (e.g., drainage,
irrigation, cultivation, and the application of organic matter or nutrients) may be utilized to reduce the
limitations on the range of crops that could potentially be produced on the site.

In contrast, suitability relates to the use of land for a specific crop(s). Although not developed for the
wide range of cropping systems in BC, a land suitability rating system has been developed for some
cropping systems in Canada®. The system generates a rating for specific crops based on soil-climate-
landscape potential.

The placement of fill on a site could alter the site sufficiently to change the suitability rating for a specific
crop or specific agricufture use in the case of non-soil bound agriculture. The concern arises that by
using fill, a site may be converted to one suitability, potentially reducing the range of capability {e.g.,
rocky fill used to improve drainage for a blueberry farm but limits the production of field crops).

* Land Capability Classification for Agriculture in British Columbia MOE Manual 1, 1983,
https://www.aIc.gov.bc.ca/assets/aIc/assetsllibrarw’agricuItural—capabiﬁty/ianducapabiIitymclassification_for_agriculture_in_br.m1983.pdf

Land capability classification indicates the type and extent of any soil and
¢limate parameters which affect the range of crops that can be grown and/or the
management inputs required.

®The use of the land suitability rating system to assess climate change impacts on corn production in the lower
Fraser Valiey of British Columbia, P.-Y. Gasser, C.A.S. Smith, I.A, Brierley, P.H. Schut, D. Neilsen, and E.A. Kenney,
Can. J. Soil Sci. 96: 256-269 {2016) http://www.nreresearchpress.cam/doi/pdf/10.1139/cjss-2015-0108
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6.1.1 Recommendation

Consideration should be given to include land suitability as part of the application and approval process
for placement of fill. This would allow for a more detailed assessment of the land allowing for some
consideration of the cumulative effects of multiple limitations {i.e., soil, climate, topography) and the
feasibility of a range of improvements (e.g., “normal” land management practices, placement of fill, or a
non-farm use),

The key questions that should be answered as part of an application are:

¢ what is the current suitability? and;
s what is the future suitability for a specific crop or group of crops if the land is intended to
remain in soil bound agricultural production?

These questions assume the fand will remain or become more capable of producing a range of soil-
bound agricultural uses. If the intention is to move away from soil bound production, this then becomes
a much broader paolicy discussion for the ALC.

6.2  SITE SPECIFIC APPROVAL AND MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Although there is some guidance provided in the current ALC Regulations and policy documents (Refer
to Section 7), the following highlights some of the more specific sét of recommendations for
consideration, particularly in terms of the possible development of a “best practices guide for the
placement of fill in the ALR”. Appendix 1 includes more details on each of the following.

Site conditions
Has the inherent capability and suitability of the site been fully assessed prior to consideration of
placement of fill as an option? The application should only be for improving capability.

Fill specifications

What are the characteristics of the fill materials and site in terms of texture, coarse fragment content,
contaminants, and organic matter? The proposal must fully detail these and the potential risks and
benefits related to them.

Conditions for fill approvals

Specific conditions such as topscil salvage or the appropriate additions of soil amendments such as
compost should be included in the proposal particularly as they relate to nutrient management on the
site.

Depth and Fill Volumes

How much fill is required? This may be the most challenging question, although there are some valid
reasons for setting reasonable limits on depth and volume particularly related to normal agricuitural soil
and water management.

Slope or Grade of Land

What is the slope or grade of the site and how will it be changed and why? Slope as it impacts surface
drainage is only part of the consideration for water management; however, shedding water to adjacent
lands may cause negative impacts. Slope may also impact future land use or site stability.
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Bonding or Security
A consistent approach to collection of a bond related to fill volume and property size may counteract
the perceived significant economic benefits from placement of fill.

Consistency of Plans Requirements for Placement of Fill Applications

Placement of fill proposals and site monitoring and closure reports have lacked consistency in both
content and guality. The expectation of what is required and who is qualified (e.g., a QP) needs to be
clearly specified.

Water controf

This project was focused on sites within MVRD which has a moderate oceanic climate characterised wet
winters and moderately dry summers. This means that water management, particularly as it relates to
drainage and off-site impacts must be included in any proposal. Fill applications must also include
considerations for impacts on irrigation.

6.3 OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS

The following recommendations go beyond those noted above that are site specific. At a regional level fill
generated from construction or redevelopment activities has the potential to go to broader uses. The
movement of fill material could also be controlled at a regional level to ensure a highest and best use rather
than a rapid and simple ‘disposal’.

6.3.1 Potential locations for fill deposition across the region
1. Dike construction. With the current predictions related to climate change there has been a
significant amount of discussion around the need to raise and strengthen dikes. Although all fill
materials may not be suitable far dike construction this option for fill could be a more
appropriate use than land application.

o The Fraser Basin Council is one source of information on diking needs
https.//www.retooling.ca/coastal management.htm

2. Backfilling of aggregate extraction sites. This is an option that is not being fully utilized, based
on observation and personal communication.

o Recommend use of guidance documents such as the 2004 Alberta Environment Code of
Practice Guide for Pits http://aep.alberta.ca/land/land-industrial/programs-and-
services/documents/GuideCodePracticePits-2004. pdf

3. Agency management or oversight. For either one of these options an overall single agency
approach may be required to manage the movement of fill to the sites. This could be a
provincial regulator such as the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations and
Rural Development who are responsible for dike inspection.

6.3.2 Municipal control of Fill Movement
1. Development plan and construction approvals. As part of the municipal approval processes for
redevelopment or issuance of building permits, a developer should be required to file a detailed
plan indicating how excess soil materials or fill will either be used on site, separated to prevent
contamination and the receiving end location of the removed materials. Separated topsoil and
clean organic materials could be used to benefit final reclamation of a construction site rather
than being removed off site. If they are moved off site, they could be targeted for use as topsoil
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applications on appropriate soil bound agriculture production sites. Subsoil materials should be
used for dikes, aggregate pit back fill or as subgrade on fill sites for farm buildings rather than
final grade materials on fields.
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7 PART THREE: REVIEW OF CURRENT LEGISLATION, REGULATION AND
PoLICY

There are several pieces of legislation, regulation and policy currently in use by the Agricultural Land
Commission. The ALC legislation includes the Act, and the Regulation. The following section highlights
the parts that govern fill use in the ALR.

7.1 AGRICULTURAL LAND COMMISSION ACT

Section 20 of the Act, [SBC 2002} Chapter 36 (ver. Current to Dec 6, 2017), titled, “Use of agricultural
land reserve”, pertains directly to the discussion of fill (see Appendix 3 for the text of Section 20). In
addition, the definitions of “farm use”, “fill’, “non-farm use”, and “soil” play a role in the determination
of the use of fill in the ALR.

Definitions of Note
"farm use” means an occupation or use of land for farm purposes, including farming of land, plants and animals and any other
similar activity designated as farm use by regulation, and inciudes a farm operation as defined in the Farm Practices Protection (Right
to Farm) Act;

"fiil" means any material brought on land in an agricultural land reserve other than materials exempted by regulation;
"non-farm use" means o use of land other than a farm use;

"soil” includes the entire mantle of unconsolidated material above bedrock other than minerals as defined in the Mineral Tenure Act;

7.2 AGRICULTURAL LAND RESERVE USE, SUBDIVISION AND PROCEDURE REGULATION

There are four critical sections of the Regulation which pertain directly to the discussion of fill. These are
Section 2: Activities designated as farm use, Section 3: Permitted uses for land in an agricultural land
reserve, Section 4: Notification requirements for specified farm uses, and Section 5: Notification
requirements for specified non-farm uses.

In addition, there are four other sections that pertain to the administration of applications, fees and
penalties related to the application of fill and the use of land within the ALR. These are Sections 29, 33,
33.1 and 35. {See Appendix 3 for abbreviated text of these sections).

One definition of note in the Regulation that plays a role in determining the use of fill in the ALR is the
term ‘farm’.

“farm" means an occupation or use, for farm purposes, of one or several parcels of land or tenured areas of Crown
{and;
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7.3 OPTIONS TO REVISE THE ALC ACT AND REGULATION

Both the Act and Regulation relate to fill in two separate ways “allowed use” and “non-farm use”.
During the field investigation, numerous examples were evident where applicants appear to be abusing
the intent of these uses. Observations included filling with excessive volumes, damage to lands or
potential harm to adjacent lands. This portion of the report provides some interpretation of the relevant
sections and observations made in relation to those sections.

731

Allowed Use Applications
Fill can be placed on land in relation to drainage and irrigation infrastructure (Section 3(1} of
Reg.). If the amount of fill is directly related to that infrastructure and not a widespread use to
alter floodplain elevation, it can be allowed.

o Recommend revising the Regulation as there are several examples of excessive use of fill

under the guise of diking blueberries and cranberries that have caused harm to others,
fouling of watercourses, and even the creation of unstable water storage reservoirs
above existing grade. There appears to be a few landowners who, by their use of fili,
dike their fields without dealing with traditional on-farm drainage, or grow unsuitable
crops on whatever land they can purchase regardless of the capability limitations.

Fill placed in relation to the "farm house" {Sec. 18 Act}. Fill can be placed on 0.2 haand 1 m
above grade without a non-farm use application.
o Recommend revising both the Act and Regulations or policy related to fill pads for

dwellings. As an example, an area along 40" Ave roughly between 152™ and 176™
Streets within the City of Surrey has numerous instances of these conditions being
stretched. Most of these fill pads are placed on small parcels (fess than 10 ac or 4 ha).
The average fill pad size for house + driveway+ some accessory use is almost double
{0.48 ha) the size allowed (range 0.17 to 1.23 ha) and most pads are well above the 1 m
elevation allowed {based on Lidar/contour data and visual observations). Although
several sites are still in a preload stage, most have structures in place. The fill pad and its
placement have created a larger footprint that cannot be farmed due to slope and
location of the pad. Many are set well back (>60 m) from road frontages and have a final
thickness exceeding the allowed 1.0 m. :

Fill placed in relation to "farm use" activities (activities that cannot be prohibited). The area that
can be filled must be less than 2% of the property for the allowed use unless specific conditions
(Sec. 4 Regulation (abbreviated below}) are met. This section allows for broader use of fill
subject to notification and with limited conditions for "... the construction, maintenance, and
operation of ... a greenhouse, ... on intensive livestock operation or for mushroom production, ...
an aquaculture facility, ... a composting facility for the production of Class A compost (defined by
OMRR) or from agricultural waste, ... if the area is over 2% of the parcel; and o turf farm... "

o Recommend consultation between local government building approval process and ALC

staff to consider some changes to Regulation, Bylaws, or policy. This section of the
Regulation seems to be experiencing some abuse or stretching of the need for fill. Fill is
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being applied in greater volumes/depths than required for the foundations of the
proposed operations or under the guise of a future use that is not consistent with the
agricultural character of the land or surrounding properties.

7.3.2  Non-farm Use Applications
Under Section 29 of the Regulation in relation to Sec. 20 (Use) & Sec. 21 (Subdivision) of the Act, persons
may apply for a non-farm use within the ALR.

* Applications for placement of fill occur under this section when they fall outside of the allowed
use, for example, when fill is used to do one or more of the following:
o raise the land above floodplain for buildings
o reclaim the land to a higher capability (or for aggregate extraction)
o prepare the land for a completely different agricultural use {e.g., grapesina
“wetland”or organic waste management, or “horse estates”)
o change the grade/elevation of the land, including orientation towards the sun
o improve drainage for crops - without using traditional farm drainage methods/tools
(although the cropping is a farm use, applications are made under this provision when
fill volumes are substantive)
o conduct processing of farm products
provide additional space for farm family or farm worker housing
o aesthetics - landscaping of the rural/farm estate

o

* Recommend review or changes to the interpretation of non-farm use within the ALR and what is
deemed to be an acceptable application of fill for non-farm use. Visual examination of sites
within the ALC database has indicated that many of the approved sites have issues. These
include the over application of fill creating "landing pads” or “domes”. The “landing pads” are
often substantially elevated above surrounding grade and have abrupt side slopes. The “domed”
sites seem to be designed to shed water to adjacent land; however, in several instances the
crops planted in these sites were not performing any better than surrounding unfilled lands.
There are many situations where the future use proposed in the application is not yet occurring
and the land is in non-farm use. There were also a few instances where it was clear that the fill
materials were of poor quality (i.e., high coarse fragments percentages or texture/structure is
substandard for cropping use).

There was evidence that this was creating impacts to adjacent land and in several instances the crops
planted in these domed sites were not performing any better than surrounding unfilled lands.
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7.4 ReVIEW OF ALC PoLIiciEs AND REPORT CRITERIA
Of the several policies currently approved by the ALC, five policies, and one report criterion are of
particular interest to the discussion of fill. These are:

7.4.1

742

7.4.3

Policy L-13, January 2016 — Activities Designated as A Permitted Non-Farm Use: Dikes for Flood
Control and Irrigation in the ALR. _
The policy specifically references Section 3(1) of the Regulation. Although the Regulation does
not allow for widespread or area-based filling, it does allow for flood control or irrigation
measures. Dikes can be used to prevent freshet flow and/or sea level flooding and/or impacts of
seasonal storm flows. *Flood control works in and about a stream, regardless of their nature,
are subject to the provisions of the Water Sustainability Act (WSA). Works may also be used to
capture or detain flows for irrigation purposes. *Water diversion and storage for irrigation must
be licenced under the WSA. The policy indicates the amount of fill placed or soil removed for
drainage or irrigation purposes must be justifiable to the Commission. {Note: items identified
with “*" are deemed to be “work”’ under the WSA).

Suggested clarifications:

The policy is generally acceptable but has a weakness in that it does not require the services of a
QP {PEng or PAg) with applicable water management training and expertise to
plan/design/approve the “proposed works”. The impact of these works on the subject property
and adjacent properties must be part of that consideration. The policy should also reference the
Water Sustainability Act.

Policy L-15, January 2016 — Placement of Fill or Removal of Soil: Construction of a Single-Family
Residence

The policy specifically references Section 18 of the Regulation. The policy discusses the
definition of what constitutes a single-family residence and the associated structures and works
related to that residence. It also places limits on the fill depth and land coverage by the fill pad
and driveway access.

Suggested clarifications:

The policy is reasonable but has some weaknesses. The policy states that these areas are 0.2 ha,
many are exceeding this size, are being placed beyond the 60 m suggested setback of the “home
plate”, and have a thickness of more than 1.0 m {see notes under Allowed Use Applications,
Section 7.3.1). The policy should be updated to include the “home-plate” criteria specified in the
Guide to Bylaw Development in Farming Areas (BC Ministry of Agriculture, 2015.)

https://www.alc.gov.be.ca/assets/alc/assets/library/land-use-planning/guide_for bytaw development in farming areas 2015.pdf,

Policy L-14, January 2016 — Placement of Fill or Removal of Soil: Construction of Farm Buildings

The policy specifically references Sections 1.1, 2 and 2(4} of the Regulfation. The policy discusses
the appropriate placement of fill or removal of soil to construct farm buildings where the area of
the farm building is less than 2% of the area of the parcel. It also notes that fill used to raise land
not directly associated with the building requires a non-fart use application. Where buildings
exceed 2% parcel coverage, Section 4 of the Regulation is referenced.
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Suggested clarifications:

The weakness in the policy relates to farm-use and non-farm use designations. Designation of an
activity as a farm-use {Act) implies that there are limited restrictions that can be placed on the
placement of fill or removal of soil if the land owner is carrying out a farm use. Some additional
issues that arise are: 1) how enforceable is the restriction of 2% coverage and is it only for the
building footprint for non-farm use applications?; 2) what are the reasons for the application?:
and, 3) what are the provisions in the application or approval and are the provisions enforceable
or being enforced?

7.4.4  Policy L-23 Oct. 2017 — Placement of Fill for Soil Bound Agricultural Activities
This policy relates specifically to the placement of fill for non-farm use under Section 20 of the
Act. It attempts to create a guidance template for the soil and site considerations which must be
covered in any proposals submitted to the ALC, It also provides some indication of the best
management practices that must be part of the fill placement proposal if the activity is
approved,

Key to the review of the proposed applications is that the fill placement must be a positive
improvement to the land. The activity must also not cause harm to the land or to adjacent land.

Suggested clarifications:

® Itis not clear who defines the “standard agricultural best practices”. it may be
appropriate to add more details. These should include soil management practices e.g.,
cultivation and incorporation of soil amendments, and the use of water management
tools including both drainage and irrigation practices.

s Thelimit of 0.5 m above maximum water table should be clarified to be water table in
soil, not the level of water during inundation events. This also needs clarification in
terms of remediation of adverse topography (T) and excess water (W) limitations if they
are micro topographic areas within a field that may exceed the 0.5 m depth (e.g., the
hummocky nature of the Whatcom-Scat-Nicholson {glacial marine sediments) soil
complexes found in the Township of Langley).

» Having the finished grade sloped to provide a smooth transition to adjacent landforms is
an appropriate recommendation, although there should also be a note that the property
should not shed water to adjacent land without due consideration of how that water
will be managed to prevent harm. Overall hydrology of the watershed in which the
property resides must be considered.

¢ Allowing fill placement activities to extend up to two years is inconsistent with most
local bylaws (within MVRD) which have a one-year permit term.

7.4.5  Policy P-10 Oct. 2017 — Criteria for Agricultural Capability Assessments
This policy is intended to provide information for professional agrologists submitting agricultural
capability assessment reports. It lays out the specifics of what is required in a professional report
to support agricultural capability assessments.

Suggested clarifications/additions:
* The policy fimits agriculturai capability assessments to only one professional licensing
body in British Columbia, the BC Institute of Agrologists. The work of qualified
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professionals licensed to practice under another body, such as Registered Professional
Biologists or Professional Engineers and Geoscientists, should be accepted under the
policy.

e Soil pit descriptions should also include horizon thickness and root abundance.

s Laboratory data should be used to revise fertility ratings. Since the standard soil survey
and agricultural capability references do not have threshold values for available
nutrients or “toxic elements or compounds”, the following additional references should
be added.

o BC Ministry of Agriculture. 2012. Fraser Valley Soil Nutrient Survey (specifically,
Table 4 soil nutrient risk ratings)
https://www?.gov.bc.ca/gov/content/industry/agriculture-seafood/agricultural-
fand-and-environment/soil-nutrients/nutrient-management/technical-
reports/soil-nutrient-studies

o Contaminated Sites Requlation. B.C. Reg. 375/96. (specifically, Schedules 4 and 5
Column il Agricultural soil standards)
http://www . bclaws.ca/civix/document/id/complete/statreg/375 96 07

e References in relation to ‘Anthropogenic scils’ are not included and should be added
since there is a strong likelihood that professional agrologists will encounter non-natural
soils in areas that have been under intensive agricultural production.

o Pennock, D.J., K. Watson, and P. Sanborn, 2015. Section 4. Horizon
Identification. From: D. Pennock, K. Watson, and P. Sanborn. Field Handbook for
the Soils of Western Canada. Canadian Society of Soil Science.
http://www.soilsofcanada.ca/links.php

Criteria for Technical Report Submitted by Consultants {Resource Extraction and Fill Placemenit)
These criteria have been derived ta establish consistency in the guality and format of technical
reports submitted to the ALC.

Suggested clarifications/additions:

e Section 2.4 of the document references existing drainage conditions on the land and
adjacent properties. Increasingly, changes to soil-bound production also focus on the
need for and operation of irrigation systems. Additions of fill should not adversely affect
soil capability for irrigation. Appropriate irrigation water supply is not a given for ali fand
in the ALR, so an assessment of irrigation capability and irrigation water supply should
be added as a consideration within the technical reports.

e Most references, including this technical report criteria which are used to report project
criteria and rehabilitation plans, do not specifically mention soil fertility levels or soil
amendment use. This report criteria document may not be the best reference location
but a best practices reference document should add additional information or criteria
for soil quality (e.g., hutrient fevels, OM%, pH, EC etc.)
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7.5 ByLAwS

7.5.1 Review of Municipal Soil Bylaws

Local government soil removal and soil/fill deposit bylaws are in place in the seven “rural” municipalities
within the MVRD. They were reviewed (Table 9} indicating a wide array of approaches to regulating soil
removal and fill placement. '

Table 9: Municipal Government Soif Deposit and Removal Bylaws

City of Delta Soif Depasit and Removal Bylaw 7221 (2014)

City of Richmond Soil Removal and Fill Deposit Regulation 8094 (2007}
{amended No. 9002 (2017))

City of Coquitlam Soif Removal und Deposit Regulation 1914 (1988)
(last updated No. 4715 {2017))

City of Pitt Meadows Soil Removal and Fill Deposit Regulation Bylaw 2553 (2013)
(updated No. 2710 (2015))

City of Maple Ridge Soil Removal Bylaw 6398 {2006}

currently under raview

Township of Langley Soil Deposit and Removal Bylaw 4975 (2013)
(amended No, 5120 {2015))

City of Surrey Soif Conservation and Protection Bylaw 16389 (2007)
(amended No. 17324 (2011))

While no two bylaws contain the exact same language, there are some similarities. The following topics
are found in most of the bylaws:

* Threshold volumes. These are the volumes over which permits are required. The
threshold is usually less than 100 m?,

¢ Permits, All the bylaws contained permit provisions with varying levels of detail required
to process the permit application. The details required ranged from simple application
forms to detailed qualified professional reports.

* Permit application fees. All bylaws indicated a non-refundable flat rate permit fee with
several requiring an additional fee per unit volume {e.g., $0.50/m?3).

» Detailed site management and reporting plans. All bylaw‘s required varying forms of
site design/activity plans prior to an application being accepted for review and/or in
advance of permit issuance, including documentation from appropriate professionals on
the design ‘operation and reporting of the fill or removal activities.

* Security. Not all bylaws required security and the level of security and its management
is highly variable. Most municipalities that have a provision to charge a security use a
per cubic meter rate {e.g., $5/m®) or some using a per hectare rate {e.g., $2,500/ha).
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e Regulation. Once a permit is granted regulating the activity is a key focus for all
including nuisance related issues (i.e., noise, traffic, dust, etc.) and volume reporting.

+ Offences and penalties. Penalties relating to permit conditions are included in all but
the penalty level was quite variable, from as low as $2,000 up to full costs.

¢ Insurance. A requirement for General Liability Insurance is common.

Recommendations for Municipal Soil Byfaws:

As either a best practice or as a “Ministers Standard”, a bylaw template should be developed
such that there are standard sections and equivalent requirements for the removal of soif and/
the placement of soil/fill. Section 551 of the Local Government Act provides authority to the
Minister of Agriculture to establish agriculturat standards for local governments as they prepare
bylaws that affect agriculture. Although not a bylaw standard, the Ministry of Agriculture
information sheet “Guidelines for Farm Practices involving Fill” was prepared as an attempt to
provide some guidance for the appropriate use of fill. However, it did not provide guidance on
how fill should be regulated by a local or provincial government.

In addition to a bylaw standard, coordination between the ALC and local governments is
required. During discussions with the Advisory Committee it became clear that there is a need
to coordinate a process on how fill applications should be reviewed, shared and approved. This
approach should include fill applications that require a NOI as well as those reguiring a non-farm
use application. One reason for this is that a decision to allow a fill project could be overturned
within 60 days by the Commission chair. If a local government were to issue a permit within that
60-day period, the project may have proceeded to a substantial degree making regulatory action
and reclamation a challenge. A second reason is that uses of fill covered under a NOI may
require building permits as well as soil/fill permits from the municipal government.

7.5.2 ALC Bylaw Authority
The ALC has the legisiative authority under Section 9 of the Act (see below) to create other regulatory
tools beyond'the current use of policies.

ALC ACT

Operation of the commission

9 The commission may pass resolutions and bylaws it considers necessary or advisuble for the management and conduct of its
affairs, the exercise of its powers and the performance of its duties and functions.

Recommendations for an ALC Bylaw:
Although the specific wording is the realm of legislation drafters, the following are the
recommended topic areas that should be included in an ALC fili placement bylaw.

e Clear definitions of what constitutes acceptable fill materials, particularly in relation to
quality.

* Provision of genéral best management practices or linkages to best management
practice guidance requirements for fill site design, operation, and closure such that
there js limited risk to the land, adjacent land, and future use.

¢ Clear definition of farm activities that could benefit from the appropriate use of fill
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Linkages with other legislation such as Water Sustainability Act as to how filling impacts
water and works in and about a stream. This should include impacts on wetland,
drainage, water storage, and construction of flood protection or irrigation structures.
Linkages to legislation such as Species at Risk Act {s) and how filling activity could harm
or benefit habitat for threatened or endangered species.

Addition of specific requirements for contents of application and reporting, including
plans on how the site will be operated, managed and “closed”.

Inclusion of application and permit fees, financial security (bonds), and insurance as
mandatory requirements of for a fill project.

Clear definition of the roles and requirements of the applicant, agent, QP, local
government, and ALC in how an application is handled.
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APPENDIX 1 DRAFT CONCEPTS FOR A “BEST PRACTICES GUIDE FOR THE
PLACEMENT OF FILL IN THE ALR”

Site conditions

o What was the inherent capability? The application should only be for improving
capabitity.

o s the current or intended activity soil-bound?

o What was the inherent utility for the intended purpose? Is the intended purpose
appropriate?

o Is or was the site farmed? _

o Isthere topsoil/organics worth salvaging?

o Can the site be graded rather than filled?

o Arestandard {normal} soil management practices such as drainage, irrigation, and
cultivation in place or capable of being put in place to reduce or eliminate the need for
fill?

Fill specifications
o Texture:

= fill materials should not be not more than two textural classes different than
existing soil;

= fill material should be well sorted, falling within one or two textural classes; and,

= fill material should be less than 40% clay and less than 80% sand, unless a very
specific reclamation plan details sound academic reasons far being outside
these conditions.

o Coarse fragment (CF) and organic matter percentage (0M%) of fill should be
appropriate to end use without limiting capability and future soil-bound use.

o Coarse fragments should be less than 10% of total volume (CF being greater than 7.5
cm). If the site was stone free, then the fill must be stone free as rock picking has limited
practicality and success.

o Organic materials deposited as amendments with the fill project need to meet OMRR
Class A compost standards (or class B if accompanied by an approved “land application
plan”) and not be used as a fill {i.e., mixed into existing site or added to mineral fill soil
or applied as a muich/top-dress for a specific cropping plan).

o Foreign matter and contaminant levels should meet or exceed Agriculture Limits in
specified Schedules of the Contaminated Sites Regulation (i.e., metals/organic
compounds) or OMRR for organic amendments {e.g., less than 1% foreign matter).

o Woody materials (large woody debris (LWD) in water or coarse woody debris (CWD) on

land) should not be acceptable unless specific “hiadiversity” habitat features are being
incorporated/required for the site (i.e., conditions of approval by environmental
regulators if wetlands or watercourses are being impacted). This must be part of the
application plan.
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Conditions for fill approvals

o Topseil salvage: Approvals must contain requirements for topsoil salvage. The best
management guide would provide details on how this could be achieved and guidance
for appropriate use of the salvaged topsoil,

o Additions of appropriate soil amendments: Conditions of approval fill applications and
best practices should require the appropriate use of soil amendments such as compost
during or after filling activity for soil bound cropping to improve soil quality, tilth, and
nutrient levels.

Depth and Fill Volumes

o For fields, the depth of fill should not be more than 0.5-meter on average over the
entire cropped area. This also assumes topsoil salvage or incorporation of topsoil like
materials at the soil surface as part of the depth calculation. The plan must include
drainage works for fill that is placed in wet areas. Plans should also include evidence of
considerations for irrigation water supply if fill will remove potential for subsurface
irrigation or is designed to improve capability for soil-bound agriculture operations that
require irrigation.

Table 10: Query Results - Fill Depth and Volumes for Approved Applications

Slope or Grade of Land
o Lland should not be sloped to shed water to any adjacent properties without the
addition of a water management system (i.e., ditches and subsurface drains).
o Doming an existing site which results in more land consumed by ditches and
“unfarmable” slopes {>5% grade} is not acceptable.
o Creation of “landing platforms” {fill pads with steep side slopes) should not be allowed
in any proposal.

Consistency of Plans Requirements for Placement of Fill Applications
All applications under "non-farm use" and many under the wider scope of "allowed use
provisions" come into the ALC accompanied by a report from a Qualified Professional (QP).
The conditions of the application approval then require some form of monitoring and
reporting of the project by the QP. From detailed review of a selection of files there appears
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to have been many inconsistencies and issues to the policy and procedures for accepting
and reviewing reports. The lack of consistent and proper monitoring has likely been the
result of ALC staffing fevels and expertise, the provisions of the Act and Regulation, and the
qualifications/integrity of the QPs.

0

Plans must be completed by a Qualified Professional (QP). “QP” does not simply imply a
designation, it requires a level of knowledge, training, experience, and
reliability/integrity.

The criteria for a QP to complete an agricultural capability assessment could be mirrored
to provide similar requirements for a QP completing plans for the application of fill.
These plans need to go beyond the scope of the simple application of the fill to include
impacts on issues such as local hydrology.

Who reviews the plans? If the QP completing the plan is qualified, then there should be
limited concern about who is reviewing the plan as long as all the necessary elements
are covered. However, the local government and/or ALC should retain an individual
{employed or contracted) to provide a third-party review.

Who oversees activities on site and who reports on those activities? The conditions of
the approval should specify who should monitor a site and how often it should be done.
It should also include the level and frequency of reporting.

Approving agencies must review and follow through with actions if site plans and
monitoring are not followed.

Bonding or Security

C

With tipping fees paid to ‘dump’ fill reported to be from $100 to $200 per truck load (12
-14 m?), there appears to be significant financial incentive to receive fill materials.
Example:
= Tipping fee paid = $42,000. Assume 0.50 m spread over 1 ha @ 12 m*/load =
416 loads X $100 per load
= Cost to remove this volume could be upwards of $25,000. This would be based

on easy removal using a bucket loader, a fleet of trucks and a short haul under

ideal operating conditions. No restoration costs are included.
Most local governments have soil deposit bylaws which require some form of security
above and beyond the permit fees collected.
Security at a focal government level is primarily based on volumetric formulas ranging
from $0.5 to $5.0 per m. Some use a per hectare rate. Several do not have an upper
limit on the bond. Note that bonding rates are under review by at least two
municipalities to increase the per cubic meter rates.
The system of bonding, based on the information gleaned from the database and ALC
files, has not been managed in a consistent fashion. It has not been tied to either fill
volume or property size. The requirement for or release of the bonds has not been
handled in a similar fashion for all files. Bonds have not increased based on an increase
in volume nor have they been tied to property size. In some cases, no bonds were
coltected, in other cases bonds were released before the final closure of the file.
The ALC should follow a system of bonding that is similar to that of the permitting
municipality. The bond could be collected in conjunction with the permitting the
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municipality, where the bond is collected, on a per unit basis. The unit should be $/m?
with a minimum amount specified.

o The figures below provided a comparison of bond amount ($’s) to both fill volume (m?)
and property size (ha) based on information collected in the database and ALC Decision
files.

Figure 9: Database Query Results Bonds Vs Fill Volume or Property Size

Bond Amount ($) Vs Fill Volume (m?)
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Water controf
o Has a full hydrological assessment been completed (or is it required?). The following are
situations when an assessment should be required:
= The proposal is to create dikes to protect against freshet, winter storm or sea
level rise flooding.
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The applicant is intending to fill wetlands or raise low areas over more than 25%
of the property. This will likely adversely impact flood mitigation or wildiife
habitat.

Fill will be blocking or diverting flow to or from adjacent properties. The impacts
on adjacent or downstream lands must be reviewed.

The proposal is to create wetlands or other water holding features to capture
rather than discharge water. This would include the creation of Irrigation or
storm water management reservoirs.
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APPENDIX 2 ADDITIONAL VISUAL RATING TABLES

Additional Comparisons of Visual Ratings to Operation Type (Table 9) and Municipal Government (Table

10).

Table 11: Visual Rating Versus Operation Type

Operation type

Visual Inspection Rating

Good

Fair

Poor

Refused

Not
farmed

Unknown

Grand
Total

aquaculture

berries

23

commercial

composting

farm yard

forage

12

gravel pit

PN PP W w

greenhouse

industrial

=

livestock

[y
[S]

mixed

nursery

pasture

N S

recreational

residential

=

turf

vacant

vegetables

Wi W N[O W

Grand Total

13

18

20

19

23

[{o]
w

Table 12: Visual Rating Versus Municipal Government

Municipal Government

Visual Inspection Rating

Good

Fair

Poor

Refused

Not Farmed

Unknown

Grand
Total

‘ City of Coquitlam

City of Pitt Meadows

City of Richmond

City of Surrey

[T R T T e

Corporation of Delta

District of Maple Ridge

N WO |00 |00

Township of Langley

12

16

13

14

Grand Total

13

18

20

19

23

29
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APPENDIX 3 ALCACT AND REGULATIONS

Agricuftural Land Commission Act
Section 20 is a key section of the Act, [SBC 2002] Chapter 36 (ver. Current to Dec. 6, 2017} which
pertains directly to the discussion of fill.

Relevant Section of Act
Use of agricultural fand reserve

20

{1) A persen must not use agricultural land for a non-farm use unless permitted under this Act.
{2) For the purposes of subsection (1), except as provided in the reguiations, the removal of soil and the placement of fill are
non-farm uses.
{3) An owner of agricultural land or a person with a right of entry to agricultural land granted by any of the following may
apply to the commission for permission for a non-farm use of agricultural land:
{a) the Surface Rights Board, or its predecessor, the Mediation and Arbitration Board, under the Petroleumn and Natural
Gas Act, the Mining Right of Way Act or section 18 of the Mineral Tenure Act;
(b} [Repeaied 2010-9-1.]
{c) any other authority under an enactment.
{4) A person who intends to use agricuftural fand for a prescribed use that involves soil removal or placement of fill must give
notice of that intention to the commission in the prescribed form ot least 60 days before engaging in the intended use.
{5) In response to g notice under subsection (4) or if a person engages in a use specified in subsection (4] without giving the
required notice, the chief executive officer, by written order, may
{a} if the owner of the fond agrees to restrictions on the use, specify terms and conditions for the conduct of that use of the
agricultural fand, or
(b} order that an application to the commission under subsection (3} Is required for permission to engage in the use and
may include as a term In the order that the person cease or nat engage in the use until the applicotion is determined.
{6) If the chief executive officer does not respond to a notice under subsection (4) within 30 days by making an order under
subsection {5}, the owner of the land may engage in the intended use.

Agricultural Land Reserve Use, Subdivision and Procedure Regulation

There are four critical sections of the Regulation which pertain directly to the discussion of fill. These are
Section 2: Activities designated as farm use, Section 3: Permitted uses for land in an agricultural land
reserve, Section 4: Notification requirements for specified farm uses, and Section 5: Notification
requirements for specified non-farm uses. There are four other sections of note that pertain to the
administration of applications, fees and penalties. These are Sections 29, 33, 33.1 and 35.

Relevant Sections of Regulation

Part 2 — Permitted Uses
Activities designated as farm use

2

(1.1) The activities designated under this section as farm uses for the purposes of the Act must not be protiibited
(a) by any iocal government bylaw except a bylaw ..., or
{b) by o faw of the applicable treaty first nation government, ...
{2) The following activities are designated as farm use for the purposes of the Act:
(a) farm retall sdles ...
(c) storing, packing, preparing or processing farm products, ...
{d) land deveiopment works including clearing, fevelling, draining, berming, irrigating and construction of reservoirs and
ancilfary works if the works are required for farm use of that farm; ...
(i) the storage and application of fertilizers, mulches, and scil conditioners;
(i) the application of soil amendments collected, stored, and handled in complionce with the Agricultural Waste Cantrol
Regulation, B.C. Reg. 131/92; ..
{k) the production, storage, and application of compost from agricuttural wastes produced on the farm for farm purposes
in compliance with the Agricuftural Waste Control Regilation, B.C. Reg. 131/92;
{1} the application of compast and biosolids produced and applied in compliance with the Grganic Matter Recycling
Regulation, B.C. Reg. 18/2002;
{m) the production, storage and application of Ciass A compost in compliance with the Organic Matter Recycling.
Reguiation, B.C. Reg. 18/2003, if ail the compost produced is used on the farm; ...
{o) the construction, maintenance and operation of farm bufldings including, but not fimited to, any of the following:
(I} @ greenhouse;
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(it) a farm building or structure for use in an intensive livestock operation or for mushroom production;
{iii) an aquaculture facility; ...
(2.1) A winery or cidery, and ancillary uses, are designated as farm uses ...
(2.3) A brewery, distiflery or meadery, and ancillary uses, are designated os farm uses ...
(3} Any activity designated as farm use includes the construction, mointenance, and operation of a bulfding, structure,
driveway, ancillary service or utifity necessary for that farm use.
{4) Unless permitted under the Water Sustainabifity Act or the Environmental Management Act, any use designated under any
of subsections (2} to {2.3) includes soil removal or placement of fill necessary for that use as long as it does not
{o) cause danger on or to adjacent land, strictures or rights of way, or
{b) foul, obstruct or impede the flow of any waterway.
{5) The remaval of soil or plucement of fill os part of a use designated under any of subsections (2) to (2.3) must be considered
to be a designated farm use and does not require notification except under section 4

Permitted uses for land in an agricultural land reserve
3 (1) The following non-farm uses are permitted in an agricuituraf fand reserve unfess otherwise prohibited by a local
government bylaw or, for lands located i an agricultural fand reserve that are treaty settfement lands, by a law of the
applicable treaty first nation government: ...
(kI aggregate extroction, if the total volume of materials removed from the parcel is less than 500 m® and if
{i} any previous extraction from the parcel is rehabilitated in accordance with subsection (3) before a further
extraction is made, and
{ii} the cultivatable surface luyer of soil is salvaged, stored on the parcel and avaliable for rehabilitation in
accordance with subparagraph li); ...
{n} construction and malntenance, for the purpase of drainage or irrigation or to combat the threat of fiooding, of
(i) dikes and refated pumphaouses, and
(i) anciflary works including access roads and facilities; ...
(3) If a use is permitted under subsection (1) (k] it is @ condition of the use thot once the extraction of aggregate is complete,
the disturbed area must be rehabifitated in accordance with good agricultural practice.
{4) The following non-farm uses are permitted in an agricuftural land reserve and must not be prohibited by a local government
bylaw or, for lands located in an ogricultural land reserve that are treaty settlement lands, by a law of the applicable treaty
first nation government; ...
{i) surface water collection for farm use or domestic use, water well drillings, connection of water fines, access to water
well sites and required rights of way or easements; ...,
(5) Any permitted use specified in subsection (1) or {4) includes the construction, maintenance and operation of buildings,
structures, driveways, anciliary services and utilities necessary for that use.
(6} Unless permitted under the Water Sustainability Act or the Envirapmental Management Act, any use specified in subsection
(1} or {4} includes soil remaval or placement of fill necessary for that use as long as the soil removal or placement of fill does
not
(a) cause danger on or to adjocent land, structures or rights of way, or
(b} foul, obstruct or impede the flow of any waterway.

Part 3 — Soil Removal and Placement of Fill

Notification requirements for specified farm uses

4 {1} The removal of soil and placement of fill for the following farm uses are exempt from the requirement to fife an application
under section 20 of the Act if the requirements in subsections (2), (3) and (4} are met:

{a) the construction, maintenance and operation of o greenhouse on an arec of land [f the areq occupled by the
greenhouse is greater than 2% of the area of the parcel;

(b) the constructiop, maintengnce ond operation of a farm building or structure, for use in an intensive livestock operation
or for mushroom production, if the area occupied by the farm building or structure is greater than 2% of the area of
the parcef;

{c) the construction, maintenance and operation of an aquoculture facility if the area occupied by the aguaculture facility
is greater than 2% of the area of the parcel;

{d) the construction, mointenance and operation of a composting facility for the production of Class A compost as defined
in the Organic Matter Recycling Regulation, B.C. Reg, 18/2002 or compost from agricultural waste, if the areq
occupied by the facility is greater than 2% of the area of the parcel;

{e} a turf farm.

(2} An owner must notify the comimission and the applicable local government or treaty first nation government of the owner’s
intent to remove soif or place fill for the uses described in subsection (1} at least 60 days before engaging in the intended use
by filing with the commission a notice in a form acceptable ta the commission,

{3} If the chief executive officer requests additional information on the extent and method of soil removal or placement of filt
within 30 doys of receipt of the notice under subsection {2}, it must be provided by the owner of the land in the form of an
amended notice within 30 days of receipt of the request.

{4) The owner must comply with the restrictions on the use and the terms and conditions for the conduct of that use of
agriculturat fand ordered by the chief executive officer under section 20 (5) of the Act provided that the order is made within 30
days of a notice under subsection {2} or within 45 days of an amended notice under subsection (3).

{5) If the owner does not agree to the restrictions on the use or the terms and conditions ordered by the chief executive officer,
the owner may apply to the commission for permission for a non-farm use under section 20 {3) of the Act.
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Notification requirements for specified non-farm uses
5 (1) The removal of soif and placement of fiti are exempt from the requirement to file an application under section 20 of the Act

as long as the requirements in subisections (2), (3) and {4) are met and the removai or placement is for one or more of the
Jollowing uses:

{a) uggregate extraction if the total volume of material removed is more than 500 m?;

(b) peat extraction;

{c) placer works Including the exploration, develepment and production of placer minerals as defined in the Mineral

Tenure Act;

{d) the construction, maintenance, and operation of a composting facility for the production of managed organic matier.
{2) The owner must notify the commission and the applicable local government or treaty first nation government of the
owner’s intent to remave solf or place fill for the uses described in subsection (1) at least 60 days before engaging in the
intended use by filing with the commission a notice in a form acceptable to the commission.
(3} If the chief executive officer requests additional information on the extent and method of soil removal and reclamation
within 30 days of receipt of the notice under subsection (2), It must be provided in the form of an amended notice within 30
days of receipt of the request.
(4) The owner must comply with the restrictions on the use and the terms and conditions for the conduct of that use of
agricuftural fand ordered by the chief executive officer under section 20 (5) of the Act provided that order is made within 30
days of a notice under subsection (2] or within 45 days of an amended notice under subsection (3).
{5) If the owner does not agree to the restrictions on the use or the terms and conditions ordered by the chief executive officer,
the owner may apply to the commission for permission for a non-farm use under section 20 {3} of the Act.

Part 10 — Applications for Non-farm Use or Subdivision of Agricuftural Land
Application must be filed with local government or treaty first nation government
29 (1) An owner of agricuitural land who wishes to use that fand for @ non-farm use or who wishes to subdivide that land may
apply for permission under section 20 or 21 of the Act.
(2) An application under section 20 or 21 of the Act must be in a form acceptable to the commission and must be filed,
(a} if the application is one referred to in section 34 (3.1) of the Act, with the commission, or
(b} in any other case, with the applicable jocal government or treaty first nation government.
(3) Subsections (1) and (2} do not apply to applications for transportation or utility uses filed with the commission under
section 6 of this regulation.

Part 11 — General
Application fees
33 {1)in subsection (1.1}, "application" means on application made for the purpose of seeking permission under any of the
following sections of the Act:
{a) section 20 or 21, for a use or subdivision of agricultural land to which section 4 of this reguiation does not apply;
(b) sectiorr 29 or 30, for the exclusion of land from the agricuitural land reserve;
{c) section 34 (6), for applications filed directiy with the comimission.
(1.1} The prescribed application fees are as follows:
{a) 81 500, if the application is made in respect of land located entirely ar partiaily in Zone 1;
{h) 5900, if the application is made in respect of land focated entirely in Zone 2.
{2) The prescribed portion of the application fee that o local government or first natfon government may retain for the
purposes of section 35 {1} of the Act is $300 for an application
(a) for exclusion under section 29 or 30 of the Act, or
(b} for use or subdivision under section 20 or 21 of the Act.
(3) The prescribed times for the purposes of section 35 (1) (b) of the Act are at a time that occurs on or before March 31, Junie
30, September 30 and December 31 of each year.
(4) The prescribed portion of an application fee thot may be remitted by the commission to a local government or first nation
government for the purposes of section 35 (5} of the Act is 5200.

Other fees
33.1 (1) In this section, "document administration"” means the administration, processing, preparation, review, execution, filing or
registration of any of the foliowing by the comrmnission, other than in the context of an application made under the Act:
{a) a report;
(b} a survey or map;
(c) o contract or simifar legal Instrument;
(d) a record that must be approved, filed or registered under an enactment;
{e] a subdivision plan, a statutory right of way or a covenant, including related records necessary for deposit of the
subdivision plan, statutory right of way or covenant with the Registrar of Land Titles;
{f] a form of security.
(2} Iif, on approving an application made under the Act, @ term or condition described in Column 1 of the following table is
~imposed on the applicant, the applicant must pay the fee set out in Column 2 opposite the term or condition:

| item Colurnn 1 Column 2
: Term or Condition Fee (5)
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1 Document administration 150 for each record
2 Site inspection 350 for each inspection
3 The monitoring of activities carried out on land 500
surveyed as being less than 0.8 ha
4 The monitoring of activities carried out on fand 1000
surveyed as being between 0.8 ha and 4
ha
5 The monitoring of activities carried out on land | 2000

surveyed as being more than 4 ha

{3} No fee is payable under item 2 of the table In subsection (2) if item 3, 4 or 5 of the table applies.

{4) The fees set out in items 1 and 2 of the table in subsection (2) are poyable at the time the term or condition is imposed,
{5) The fees set out In iftems 3 to 5 of the table in subsection (2] are payable annually, on the date set by the person who
approves the application, for each year or part of a year that monitoring is carried out,

Penalties
{1) Before the chief executive officer levies a penalty under section 54 of the Act, the chief executive officer must cansider alf of

35

the following:

(o) any contravention of a simifar nature by the person;

b} the gravity and magnitude of the contravention;

(c} whether the contravention was deliberate, repeated or continuous;
(d} whether there was an economic benefit derived by the person from the contravention;

e) the person's cooperativeness and efforts to correct the contravention;
P P

(f) the degree to which the contravention detrimentalfy affected or impaired the agricultural capability of the land or its
suitability for farming.

{2) The penalty which the chief executive officer may levy is in the complete discretion of the chief executive officer, but must
not execeed 5100 000 for any single contravention.

{3) The maximum penalty which the chief executive officer may levy for a second or subsequent contravention fs double the

amount of the penalty levied for the first contravention.

(4) If the chief executive officer levies o penalty under section 54 of the Act against an owner of agriculturaf fond, the chief
executive officer must give the owner a notice setting out afl of the following:

{a) the nature of the contravention;

{b) the amount of the penafty;

(¢} the date by which the penalty must be paid;

(d) a description of the cwner's right to appeal the penalty.
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

Date: April 26, 2018
To: Elected Officials, LMLGA Member Municipalities
Subject: 2018 LMLGA Resolution: Disqualification from Holding Elected Office

| am writing to seek your support of the City of Pitt Meadows LMLGA resolution, page 57 of
the LMLGA Annual Report:

WHEREAS Council has no authority to seek the removal of a council member
who has been criminally convicted;

AND WHEREAS The Honourable Minister Selina Robinson, Ministry of Municipal
Affairs & Housing, has recommended that the City of Pitt Meadows advocate
through LMLGA and UBCM for appropriate changes to the governing legislation
for local government;

AND WHEREAS The Honourable Minister Selina Robinson, Ministry of Municipal
Affairs & Housing, has advised that her Ministry is prepared to work with UBCM
on the issue;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that UBCM lobby the provincial government to
make whatever legislative changes are needed to:

1. Require that an elected local government official be put on paid leave
immediately upon conviction of a serious criminal offence (to be defined by
legislation) until the expiration of the time to file an appeal or
determination of an appeal; and

2. Require that an elected local government official be disqualified from
holding office upon conviction of a serious criminal offence (to be defined
by legislation) upon the expiration of the time to file an appeal or
determination of an appeal.

Most of you are aware of the situation in Pitt Meadows where we had a Councillor convicted
of a sexual assault criminal offence. | had no tools to seek his resignation and had to fall back
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on my personal relationship with the individual to convince him to do what was right for the
community and resign. He did so within hours of my request but it was an awful situation and
one that has to be resolved through changes to Provincial legislation. It is a complicated issue
but one that we cannot ignore.

| will be at LMLGA to speak to the matter. If any member of your Council would like to
communicate with me ahead of time | would welcome the opportunity to chat.

Youf's Truly, -

JohA Becker
Mayor

RECEIVED
APR 26 2018

VILLAGE oOF
ANMOREA
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VILLAGE OF ANMORE
BYLAW NO. 577-2018

A bylaw for the levying of rates for municipal general purposes,
water utility and for regional district purposes for the fiscal year 2018

WHEREAS pursuant to the provisions of section 197 of the Community Charter, after adoption
of the five year financial plan and before May 15, a Municipality must, by bylaw, impose property
value taxes for the year;

AND WHEREAS the required bylaw establishes the tax rates for the municipal revenue proposed
to be raised in the year from property value taxes as provided in the financial plan;

AND WHEREAS the required bylaw establishes the tax rates for the amounts to be collected in
the year by the municipality to meet its taxing obligations to the regional district;

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of the Village of Anmore, in open meeting assembled,
enacts as follows:

1. This bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Anmore Tax Rates Bylaw No. 577-2018".
2. The following rates are hereby imposed and levied for the year 2018;
(@) For all lawful and general purposes of the municipality on the value of land and
improvements for general municipal purposes, rates appearing in column A of Schedule
A, attached hereto and forming a part hereof.
(b) For all lawful and general purposes of the capital asset on the value of land and
improvements for general municipal purposes rates appearing in column B of Schedule
A, attached hereto and forming a part hereof.
(c) For all lawful and general purposes of the Metro Vancouver Regional District on the
value of land and improvements taxable for regional hospital district purposes, rates

appearing in column C of Schedule A, attached hereto and forming a part hereof.

3. The minimum amount of taxation on a parcel of real property shall be one dollar ($1.00).
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Bylaw No. 577-2018

Page 2

READ a first time the day of , 2018
READ a second time the day of , 2018
READ a third time the day of , 2018
ADOPTED the day of , 2018

MAYOR

MANAGER OF CORPORATE SERVICES

Certified as a true and correct copy of “Anmore Tax Rates Bylaw No. 577-2018".

DATE MANAGER OF CORPORATE SERVICES
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PROPERTY CLASS

1. RESIDENTIAL

2. UTILITY

w

. SUPPORTIVE HOUSING

4. MAJOR INDUSTRY

ol

. LIGHT INDUSTRY

()]

. BUSINESS

7. MANAGED FOREST LAND

8. SEASONAL/RECREATIONAL

o

. FARM

VILLAGE OF ANMORE
BYLAW NO. 577-2018

SCHEDULE "A"
A B C
GENERAL CAPITAL REGIONAL
MUNICIPAL ASSET DISTRICT
per $1,000 per $1,000 per $1,000

assessed value assessed value assessed value

0.6950 0.6290 0.1757
0.6950 0.6290 0.6146
0.0000 0.0000 0.1757
0.0000 0.0000 0.56970
0.0000 0.0000 0.5970
0.6950 0.6290 0.4302
0.0000 0.0000 0.5268
0.6950 0.6290 0.1757
0.0000 0.0000 0.1757
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A VILLAGE OF ANMORE

VILLAGE OF

ANMORE REPORT TO COUNCIL

April 26, 2018
Date: b 20,

Submitted by: Christine Baird, Manager of Corporate Services
Subject: Anmore Drinking Water Conservation Plan Bylaw No. 579-2018

PURPOSE / INTRODUCTION

To present a bylaw for Council's consideration to replace the existing Anmore Water Shortage
Response Plan Bylaw with a new bylaw to ensure Village compliance with Metro Vancouver's
Drinking Water Conservation Plan (DWCP).

RECOMMENDATIONS
THAT Anmore Drinking Water Conservation Plan Bylaw No. 579-2018 be read a first, second
and third time.

As the Village of Anmore is a member of the Greater Vancouver Water District (GVWD) and is
required to adopt the updated regulations, no other options are presented.

BACKGROUND
The GVWD Board, on June 23, 2017, adopted a resolution to approve the Drinking Water
Conservation Plan and related Policy.

Over the past year, the GVWD made substantial changes to the Metro Vancouver Drinking
Water Conservation Plan in consultation with various stakeholders. The Village of Anmore, as a
partner in the GVWD, is bound to comply with the conservation plan.

DISCUSSION
The Metro Vancouver Drinking Water Conservation Plan is based on four key principles:

1. Recognize drinking water as a precious resource that must be conserved;

2. Maintain the environmental, economic vitality and health and safety of the region to the
extent possible in the face of a water shortage;

3. Optimize available water supplies and reduce water use; and

4. Minimize adverse impacts to public activity and quality of life for the region’s residents.

The proposed bylaw updates the Village's compliance with current watering schedules,

restrictions and prohibitions, which includes specified days for permitted lawn sprinkling under

the DWCP. The key change for Anmore residents is reduction of lawn sprinkling (from 3 days

to 2 days per week) under Stage 1 and 2 Restrictions. 227



Report/Recommendation to Council
Anmore Drinking Water Conservation Plan Bylaw No. 579-2018
April 26, 2018

The current penalty structure (see Part 6) is still deemed adequate, given that the Village's
priority with this bylaw is to educate the public about the importance of conscious water usage
year-round.

The proposed update to the Anmore Water Shortage Response Plan Bylaw addresses the
changes made by the GVWD and brings the Village into compliance with Metro Vancouver's
DWCP.

If Council is amenable to the changes put forward by Metro Vancouver, as reflected in the
attached bylaw, the recommended resolution is appropriate.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no financial implications to the Village for compliance with the Metro Vancouver
regulations.

COUNCIL STRATEGIC PLAN OBIJECTIVES
The updated bylaw meets the objective to keep pace with best practices for the safety,
operations and maintenance of municipal roads and services.

Attachments:
1. Anmore Drinking Water Conservation Plan Bylaw No. 579-2018
2. Metro Vancouver Drinking Water Conservation Plan

Prepared by:

Asm

Christine Baird
Manager of Corporate Services

Reviewed for Form and Content / Approved for Submission to Council:

Chief Administrative Officer's Comment/Concurrence

i i
XkﬂﬂQQHJAQX_
\ Juli Halliwell

Chief Administrative Officer
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VILLAGE OF ANMORE | Attachment1 |

BYLAW NO. 579-2018

A bylaw to regulate the consumption of water in accordance with
the Metro Vancouver Drinking Water Conservation Plan

WHEREAS, pursuant to section 8 of the Community Charter, S.B.C. 2003, c26, as amended,
Council has the authority to enact bylaws that regulate, prohibit and impose requirements in
relation to a municipal service;

AND WHEREAS, the Village has established and maintains a water distribution system, under
Anmore Works and Services Bylaw No. 242-1998, as amended, in recognition of the need to
provide an effective method of water conservation within the Village and has agreed to
cooperate with the Greater Vancouver Water District to regulate the use of water supplied by
the water distribution system;

NOW THEREFORE, the Council of the Village of Anmore, in open meeting assembled, enacts
as follows:

1 CITATION

This bylaw may be cited for all purposes as “Anmore Drinking Water Conservation Plan
Bylaw No. 579-2018".

2. DEFINITIONS AND INTERPRETATION
In this bylaw,
Automatic Shut-off Device means a device attached to a water hose that is spring-
loaded and shuts off the supply of water automatically unless hand pressure is applied
to allow the supply of water.
Commissioner means the Commissioner of the Greater Vancouver Water District.
Drip Irrigation means an irrigation system that delivers water directly to the root zone
of the plant at a low flow rate through individual emission points (emitters) using
droplets of water and excludes sprinkler irrigation systems, micro-spray systems,
misting systems, and soaker hoses.

Permit means a permit as issued under Part 5.

Person does not include a municipality, a regional district, the provincial government, or
any other body appointed or created under an enactment of British Columbia or Canada.
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Bylaw No. 579-2018
Page 2

Public Announcement means one or more notifications or public service
announcements in any combination of two or more of the following:

(a) a radio broadcast from a station that broadcasts to the Village; or
(b) the Village’s website located at the web address of www.anmore.com; or
(c) a newspaper or other publication intended for general circulation, including one

that is distributed without charge to the reader, that contains news and
advertising, and is distributed within the Village at least once per week; or

(d) a mail drop circular, distributed to households by unaddressed mail.

Restriction Stage means Stage 1 Restrictions, Stage 2 Restrictions, Stage 3
Restrictions, or Stage 4 Restrictions.

Service includes, but is not restricted to, both the supply of water delivered in any
manner to any person, company or corporation and all pipes, taps, valves, connections
and facilities used for the purpose of such supply of water.

Stage 1 Restrictions means the restrictions on water use described in sections 1.1 and
1.2 of Schedule A.

Stage 2 Restrictions means the restrictions on water use described in sections 2.1 and
2.2 of Schedule A.

Stage 3 Restrictions means the restrictions on water use described in sections 3.1 and
3.2 of Schedule A.

Stage 4 Restrictions means the restrictions on water use described in sections 4.1 and
4.2 of Schedule A.

Village means the municipality of the Village of Anmore; Village also means an
employee who has been granted authority under the Anmore Officer Designation and
Delegation of Authority Bylaw to issue permits on behalf of the municipality.

Water used as a noun means water supplied directly or indirectly by Greater Vancouver
Water District, the City of Port Moody, or the Village of Anmore, whether or not mixed
with rain water, gray water or recycled water.

Water used as a verb, and Watering, means the application or distribution of water
(used as a noun) to lands or plants, but does not include the method known as ‘drip
irrigation’.
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Bylaw No. 579-2018

Page 3

2.1

2.2

3.1

3.2

3.3

Water Restriction Announcement means a Stage 1 Announcement, Stage 2
Announcement, a Stage 3 Announcement or a Stage 4 Announcement.

The Schedules to this bylaw are integral parts of this bylaw.

The Manager of Development Services may delegate some or all of his/her powers and
duties under this bylaw.

DECLARATION AND ANNOUNCEMENT OF RESTRICTION STAGES

(a) The Commissioner may declare, in writing to the Village, that the Greater
Vancouver Water District has activated a Restriction Stage.

(b) If the Commissioner makes a declaration under subsection (a), the Restriction
Stage described in the declaration comes into force in the Village seventy-two

hours after the Commissioner or the Village makes a public announcement of the

declaration.

(c) When a Restriction Stage comes into force under this section, a Restriction
Stage that had been in force, if any, ceases to be in force.

Stage 1 Restrictions come into force on May 1st each year, without prior declaration of
the Commissioner or announcement under section 3.3.

(a) If the Commissioner declares that the Greater Vancouver Water District has
activated Stage 1 Restrictions, a public announcement by the Village or the
Commissioner is sufficient for the purposes of paragraph 3.1(b) if it contains
substantially the information set out in Schedule A.

(b) If the Commissioner declares that the Greater Vancouver Water District has
activated Stage 2 Restrictions, a public announcement by the Village or the
Commissioner is sufficient for the purposes of paragraph 3.1(b) if it contains
substantially the information set out in Schedule A.

(c) If the Commissioner declares that the Greater Vancouver Water District has
activated Stage 3 Restrictions, a public announcement by the Village or the
Commissioner is sufficient for the purposes of paragraph 3.1(b) if it contains
substantially the information set out in Schedule A.

(d)  If the Commissioner declares that the Greater Vancouver Water District has
activated Stage 4 Restrictions, a public announcement by the Village or the
Commissioner is sufficient for the purposes of paragraph 3.1(b) if it contains
substantially the information set out in Schedule A.
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Bylaw No. 579-2018

Page 4
34 (a) Stage 1 Restrictions will remain in force until October 15 of each year, unless
declared otherwise by the Commissioner.
(b) The Commissioner may make one or more declarations under this section.

4, FIRE CHIEF AUTHORITY

In any area within the Village where the fire hazard rating has been set at “extreme” for
a minimum of three consecutive days, the Sasamat Volunteer Fire Department may
issue a public announcement on behalf of the Village to identify some or all areas within
the Village as areas where the lawn sprinkling and garden watering regulations
otherwise imposed under this bylaw will be suspended for the period specified in the
notice; thereby allowing property owners and occupants to take the measures as
specified by the Fire Chief in the public announcement to reduce the fire hazard to their
property by watering their lawns and gardens. Authority is extended to the Fire Chief in
accordance with Anmore Fire Prevention Bylaw No. 281-2000.

5. PERMITS

5.1 A person who has installed a new lawn, either by placing sod or turf or by seeding, or
who has installed new landscaping on a substantial part of the outdoor portion of a
premises may apply to the Village for a permit authorizing the person to water the new
lawn and new landscaping when Stage 1 Restrictions or Stage 2 Restrictions are in
force, at times specified in the permit, at the premises described in the permit, during
the currency of the permit. A permit does not exempt the holder from Stage 3
Restrictions or Stage 4 Restrictions.

5.2 The Village, upon being satisfied that an applicant qualifies under section 5.1, shall issue
a permit to the applicant using a form similar to the form set out in Schedule B, upon
receipt of payment of a fee prescribed in the Anmore Fees and Charges Bylaw.

53 A permit issued under section 5.2 shall be affixed to a post facing the street serving the
premises, beside the principal driveway from the street to the premises.

54 A permit issued under section 5.2 shall expire and be of no force or effect 21 days after
the date of its issue, unless the person has been issued an extension under section 5.5.

55 Before or after the expiration of a permit issued under section 5.2 a person may apply
for one extension of the permit on the same terms and conditions as may be imposed
under section 5.2. Such an extension shall end on or before 42 days from the date of the
issue of the permit under section 5.2.

5.6 A person who has treated a lawn by applying nematodes that requires additional

watering outside of the allowable sprinkling restrictions may apply to the Manager of
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Development Services for a permit authorizing the person to water the affected area
when Stage 1 Restrictions or Stage 2 Restrictions are in force, at times specified in the
permit, at the premises described in the permit, during the currency of the permit. A
permit does not exempt the holder from Stage 3 Restrictions or Stage 4 Restrictions.

5.7 The Village, upon being satisfied that an applicant qualifies under section 5.6, shall issue
a permit to the applicant similar in appearance to the form set out in Schedule C.

5.8 A permit issued under section 5.6 shall be affixed to a post facing the street serving the
premises, beside the principal driveway from the street to the premises.

59 A permit issued under section 5.6 shall expire and be of no force or effect 14 days after
the date of its issue.

6. OFFENCES AND PENALTIES
6.1 Any Person who violates or contravenes any of the provisions of this bylaw, or suffers
or allows to be done any act or thing that violates or contravenes this bylaw, commits

an offence.

6.2 A prosecution under this bylaw may be commenced by:

(a) proceedings under Division 3 of Part 8 of the Community Charter; or
(b) prosecution of the offence in accordance with the Offence Act.
6.3 If a prosecution is commenced pursuant to section 6.2(a), upon conviction the offender

shall be liable to a fine of:

(a) $100 if the offence is committed when Stage 1 Restrictions are in force;
(b) $200 if the offence is committed when Stage 2 Restrictions are in force;
(c) $300 if the offence is committed when Stage 3 Restrictions are in force;
(d) $400 if the offence is committed when Stage 4 Restrictions are in force;

6.4 Subject to section 6.5, if a prosecution is commenced pursuant to section 6.2(b), upon
conviction the offender shall be liable to pay a fine:

(c) for a first conviction for an offence, of not more than $10,000 and not less than
$3,000; and
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(b) for a second or subsequent conviction for an offence, of not more than $10,000
and not less than $5,000 for each offence.

6.5 Where a prosecution is commenced against a commercial entity pursuant to section
6.2(b) for an offence committed while Stage 4 restrictions are in effect, upon conviction
that person shall be liable to pay a fine of not less than $5,000.

6.6 Section 6.4(b) applies whether or not a second or subsequent conviction is for conduct
that preceded the conduct that is the subject matter of the prosecution then before the
court.

6.7 If an offence under this bylaw continues for more than one day, separate fines each not
exceeding the maximum fine for that offence may be imposed for each day or part

thereof in respect of which the offence occurs or continues.

6.8 In a prosecution under this bylaw the onus of establishing an exemption under
subsections 1.2, 2.2, or 3.2 of Schedule A lies on the person claiming the exemption.

REPEAL

Adoption of this bylaw will repeal “Anmore Water Shortage Response Plan Bylaw No.
550-2016 " in its entirety.

READ a first time the day of ,2018
READ a second time the day of ,2018
READ a third time the day of ,2018
ADOPTED the day of , 2018

MAYOR

MANAGER OF CORPORATE SERVICES

Certified as a true and correct copy of “Anmore Drinking Water Conservation Plan Bylaw
No. 579-2018".

DATE MANAGER OF CORPORATE SERVICES
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SCHEDULE A

RESTRICTION STAGES

GENERAL RESTRICTIONS FOR ALL STAGES (1 THROUGH 4)

1)  All hoses must have an automatic shut-off device.

2)  Water must not unnecessarily run off on impermeable surfaces such as driveways, curbs,

pathways, or gutters when watering lawns and plants.

3)  Atrtificial playing turf and outdoor tracks must not be watered except for a health or safety

reason.

4)  Hoses and taps must not run unnecessarily.

5) Irrigation systems must not be faulty, leaking, or misdirected.

STAGE 1 WATER RESTRICTIONS

Stage 1 comes into effect automatically each year — on May 1 until October 15 - to prevent

drinking water wastage and ensure water users employ efficient and effective watering

practices.

User Water Use

Restriction

Watering lawns

Even-numbered civic addresses: on Wednesdays and
Saturdays from 4 am to 9 am
Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Thursdays and Sundays

from 4 am to 9 am

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

RESIDENTIAL

Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with

a City permit

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

On any day from 4 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker

hose, water container, or drip irrigation
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User Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from 1 am to
(mixed-use buildings e.g. 6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am
3 residential and commercial Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from 1 am to
|<—f should follow Non-residential 6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am
E watering times)
% Watering new lawns or lawns | Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with
g:l'l being treated for European a City permit
% Chafer Beetle
Z Watering trees, shrubs, and On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
flowers excluding edible plants | On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker
hose, water container, or drip irrigation
User Water Use Restriction

GOVERNMENTS/ SCHOOLS/PARKS

Watering lawns and grass

boulevards

Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from 1 am to
6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am
Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from 1 am to
6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with
a City permit

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker

hose, water container, or drip irrigation

Watering soil-based playing
fields

On any day from 7 pm to 9 am, except if:

- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
local government permit

- Operating under an approved City water management
plan

Watering sand-based playing
fields

On any day from 7 pm to 9 am, except if:

- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
City permit

- Operating under an approved City water management
plan

Flushing water mains

Prohibited
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STAGE 2 WATER RESTRICTIONS

Stage 2 restrictions conserve drinking water to ensure the existing supply will last until the

return of seasonal rainfall or until the water shortage situation is over. These restrictions are

designed to conserve enough drinking water to avoid or delay moving to Stage 3 as long as

possible.
User Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Even-numbered civic addresses: on Wednesdays from 4
am to 9 am
Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Thursdays from 4 am to
9am
Watering new lawns or lawns | Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with
being treated for the European | a City permit
E(' Chafer Beetle
'E Watering trees, shrubs, and On any day from 4 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
E flowers excluding edible plants | On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker
g hose, water container, or drip irrigation
Washing impermeable Prohibited except if:
surfaces - For a health or safety reason
- Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment
- Aesthetic cleaning by a commercial cleaning operation
Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
water features
User Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from 1 am to
(mixed-use buildings e.g. 6 am
residential and commercial Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from 1 am to
should follow Non-residential 6 am
3:' watering times)
E Watering new lawns or lawns | Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with
E being treated for European a City permit
E Chafer Beetle
DZ': Watering trees, shrubs, and On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
% flowers excluding edible plants | On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker
hose, water container, or drip irrigation
Watering golf courses Fairways watering anytime on any one day in a 7-day
period, except if operating under an approved City water
management plan
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Washing impermeable Prohibited except if:
surfaces - For a health or safety reason
- Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment
- Aesthetic cleaning by a commercial cleaning operation
Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
water features
User Water Use Restriction

GOVERNMENTS/ SCHOOLS/PARKS

Watering lawns and grass
boulevards

Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from 1 am to
6 am
Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from 1 am to

6 am

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with

a City permit

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker

hose, water container, or drip irrigation

Watering soil-based playing
fields

No more than 4 days in a 7-day period from 7 pm to 9 am,
except if:

- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
City permit

- Operating under an approved City water management

plan

Watering sand-based playing
fields

On any day from 7 pm to 9 am, except if:

- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
City permit

- Operating under an approved City water management

plan

Flushing water mains

Prohibited

Operating water play parks

and pools

Prohibited except water play parks with user-activated

switches

Topping up or filling aesthetic
water features

Prohibited
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STAGE 3 WATER RESTRICTIONS

Stage 3 restrictions respond to serious drought conditions, or other water shortage, and

achieve further reductions in drinking water use by implementing a lawn watering ban and

additional stricter measures.

User Water Use

Restriction

Watering lawns

Prohibited

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

City permits issued in Stages 1 or 2 remain in effect until
permit expires

No new permits issued or renewed

Watering trees, shrubs, and

flowers excluding edible plants

Prohibited if using a sprinkler or soaker hose
On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, water
container, or drip irrigation

Washing impermeable

surfaces

RESIDENTIAL

Prohibited except if:

- For a health or safety reason

- Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment by a
commercial cleaning operation

hot tubs

Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
water features
Topping up or filling pools and | Prohibited

Washing vehicles and boats

Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, license

plates, and boat engines for safety

User Water Use

Restriction

Watering lawns

(mixed-use buildings e.qg.
residential and commercial
should follow Non-residential

watering times)

Prohibited

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for European
Chafer Beetle

City permits issued in Stages 1 or 2 remain in effect until
permit expires
No new permits issued or renewed

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

NON-RESIDENTIAL

Prohibited if using a sprinkler or soaker hose
On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, water
container, or drip irrigation

Watering golf courses

Fairways watering prohibited except if operating under an
approved City water management plan

Washing impermeable
surfaces

Prohibited except if:
- For a health or safety reason
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- Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment by a
commercial cleaning operation

Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited

water features

Topping up or filling pools and | Prohibited except for pools and hot tubs with a permit to

hot tubs operate in accordance with health authorities having
jurisdiction over pool and hot tub regulation

Washing vehicles and boats Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence
plates, and boat engines for safety

Commercial vehicle washing Prohibited except if:
- A facility that installed an automatic vehicle wash system
before November 1, 2017, is operating on a basic wash and
rinse cycle only
- A facility that installed an automatic vehicle wash system
after November 1, 2017, is operating using a water
recycling system that achieves a minimum 60% water
recovery rate over the full wash cycle
A hand wash and self-service facility, is operating using
high-pressure wands or brushes that achieve a maximum
flow rate of 11.4 litres per minute

User Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns and grass Prohibited

GOVERNMENTS/ SCHOOLS/PARKS

boulevards

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

City permits issued in Stages 1 or 2 remain in effect until
permit expires

No new permits issued or renewed

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

Prohibited if using a sprinkler or soaker hose
On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker

hose, water container, or drip irrigation

Watering soil-based playing
fields

No more than 3 days in a 7-day period from 7 pm to 9 am,
except if:

- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
City permit

- Operating under an approved City water management
plan

Watering sand-based playing
fields

No more than 5 days in a 7-day period from 7 pm to 9 am,
except if:

- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
City permit

- Operating under an approved City water management
plan

<D

S
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Flushing water mains

Prohibited

Operating water play parks

and pools

Prohibited except water play parks with user-activated

switches

Topping up or filling aesthetic

water features

Prohibited

Topping up or filling pools and
hot tubs

Prohibited except for pools and hot tubs with a permit to
operate in accordance with health authorities having

jurisdiction over pool and hot tub regulation

Washing vehicles and boats

Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence

plates, and boat engines for safety
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STAGE 4 WATER RESTRICTIONS

Stage 4 is an emergency stage that limits both indoor and outdoor water uses as much as
possible to ensure an adequate supply of drinking water for human consumption, use in
firefighting and to protect the quality of drinking water within the water system for public
health.

Stage 4 is activated based on the rare occurrence of a significant emergency, such as an
earthquake, flood, wild land and interface fire, severe weather, or a prolonged regional power
outage that causes significant impacts to the water system infrastructure (e.g. damage to major

water transmission lines, pump stations, or treatment plants).

In addition to the following outdoor water restrictions, Metro Vancouver could request that
industrial water users implement voluntary reductions or reschedule production processes that

consume large amounts of water until Stage 4 is deactivated.

User Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Prohibited
Watering new lawns or lawns | All City permits issued for lawn watering are invalidated
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle
Watering trees, shrubs, and Prohibited

E(' flowers excluding edible plants

'E Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited

E water features

ﬁ Topping up or filling pools and | Prohibited
hot tubs
Washing impermeable Prohibited except if ordered by a regulatory authority
surfaces having jurisdiction for a health or safety reason
Washing vehicles and boats Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, license

plates, and boat engines for safety
User Water Use Restriction
1 | Watering lawns Prohibited
. é (mixed-use buildings e.qg.
% § residential and commercial
= E should follow Non-residential
@ | watering times)
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Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for European
Chafer Beetle

All City permits issued for lawn watering are invalidated

Watering trees, shrubs, and Prohibited
flowers excluding edible plants
Watering golf courses Prohibited

Washing impermeable

surfaces

Prohibited except if ordered by a regulatory authority
having jurisdiction for a health or safety reason

Topping up or filling aesthetic
water features

Prohibited

Topping up or filling pools and
hot tubs

Prohibited

Washing vehicles and boats

Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence

plates, and boat engines for safety

Commercial vehicle washing Prohibited
User Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns and grass Prohibited

GOVERNMENTS/ SCHOOLS/PARKS

boulevards

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

All City permits issued for lawn watering are invalidated

Watering trees, shrubs, and Prohibited
flowers excluding edible plants

Watering soil-based playing Prohibited
fields

Watering sand-based playing | Prohibited
fields

Flushing water mains Prohibited
Operating water play parks Prohibited
and pools

Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
water features

Topping up or filling pools and | Prohibited

hot tubs

Washing vehicles and boats

Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence

plates, and boat engines for safety
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SCHEDULE B
SAMPLE TEMPORARY EXEMPTION PERMIT - NEW LAWN OR LANDSCAPING

THIS PROPERTY IS TEMPORARILY EXEMPT
FROM CURRENT WATER RESTRICTIONS FOR NEW LAWN OR LANDSCAPING
In compliance with Anmore Water Shortage Response Plan Bylaw No. 550-2016

HOURS OF IRRIGATION WITH PERMIT
4:00 AM. TO 9:00 A.M. DAILY

PROPERTY OWNER

PROPERTY
ADDRESS

EXPIRY DATE

PERMIT NUMBER L2016-

APPROVED BY

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PLEASE PHONE VILLAGE STAFF AT 604-469-9877

This permit MUST BE DISPLAYED in the front yard next to the principal driveway
This permit does not exempt the holder from Stage 3 or Stage 4 Restrictions
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SCHEDULE C
SAMPLE TEMPORARY EXEMPTION PERMIT - NEMATODE TREATMENT

THIS PROPERTY IS TEMPORARILY EXEMPT
FROM CURRENT WATER RESTRICTIONS FOR
In compliance with Anmore Water Shortage Response Plan Bylaw No. 550-2016

HOURS OF IRRIGATION WITH PERMIT
4:00 AM. TO 9:00 A.M. DAILY

PROPERTY OWNER

PROPERTY
ADDRESS

EXPIRY DATE

PERMIT NUMBER N2016-

APPROVED BY

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION PLEASE PHONE VILLAGE STAFF AT 604-469-9877

This permit MUST BE DISPLAYED in the front yard next to the principal driveway
This permit does not exempt the holder from Stage 3 or Stage 4 Restrictions
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1 Overview of the Drinking Water Conservation Plan

The Greater Vancouver Water District (GVWD) was created and constituted under the provincial statute
the Greater Vancouver Water District Act, to supply drinking water to the Metro Vancouver region. The
GVWD is governed by an Administration Board (the Board) consisting of representatives from the local
government members of the GVWD. The Board appoints a Commissioner (the GVYWD Commissioner)
who provides management and oversight of the activities of the GVYWD. The GVWD operates under the
name “Metro Vancouver”.

Metro Vancouver, working together with the local government members of the GVWD, provides clean,
safe drinking water to the region’s population of 2.5 million. Metro Vancouver’s Drinking Water
Conservation Plan (DWCP) is a regional policy developed with local governments and other stakeholders
to manage the use of drinking water during periods of high demand, mostly during late spring to early
fall, and during periods of water shortages and emergencies. The DWCP helps ensure our collective
needs for drinking water are met affordably and sustainably now, and in the future.

There are two complementary documents to the DWCP. One is the Board’s Drinking Water Conservation
Policy which describes: 1) the GVWD Commissioner’s decision-making process for activating and
deactivating Stages of the DWCP; and 2) the implementation process for local governments.

The second complementary document is Metro Vancouver’s Drinking Water Management Plan, which
sets out the following three goals:

1. Provide clean, safe drinking water.
2. Ensure the sustainable use of water resources.
3. Ensure the efficient supply of water.

The water restrictions, as outlined in the DWCP, provide regional direction for meeting Goal 2 — Ensuring
the sustainable use of water resources.

The DWCP applies only to local government members of the GVWD and the use of drinking water from
the GVWD’s water system. Jurisdictions that are not local government members of the GVWD are
encouraged to follow the restrictions in the plan to help conserve drinking water and demonstrate
leadership and consistency to water users across the region. The DWCP restrictions do not apply to the
use of rain water, grey water, any forms of recycled water, or water from sources outside the GVWD
water system. If water is supplied from an alternative source other than the GVWD water system, such
users are encouraged to display signs indicating the alternative water source.

Underlying the development and implementation of the DWCP are the following four principles:

1. Recognize drinking water as a precious resource that must be conserved.
Maintain the environmental, economic vitality and health and safety of the region to the
extent possible in the face of a water shortage.

3. Optimize available water supplies and reduce water use.

4. Minimize adverse impacts to public activity and quality of life for the region’s residents.
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2 Metro Vancouver’s role in ensuring the sustainable use of water
resources

2.1 Managing the region’s drinking water responsibly

Metro Vancouver is responsible for storing, treating and delivering clean, safe drinking water through its
local governments to over 2.5 million people in the Metro Vancouver region of British Columbia.

Metro Vancouver’s water system includes three watersheds and associated dams and reservoirs,
treatment facilities, an extensive transmission system, plus the performance of related operational and
maintenance tasks to manage this infrastructure.

Metro Vancouver distributes water to local government members on a SoALE

cost recovery basis. STRATEGIC PLAN

Local governments then deliver drinking water, through their
infrastructure, directly to individual properties. All individual billing and

enforcement of water use restrictions is undertaken by each respective
DRINKING WATER

local government.
MANAGEMENT PLAN

Metro Vancouver manages the region’s water system in accordance with
Provincial regulations and Federal guidelines. In addition to meeting those
regulations and guidelines, Metro Vancouver is responsible for developing
long-range plans for managing the region’s drinking water and operating DRINKING WATER
. . . . R CONSERVATION PLAN
the water system. The system is operated in alignment with priorities
identified in Metro Vancouver’s Board Strategic Plan, under the region’s
Drinking Water Management Plan and in consideration of the principles of

sustainability through decision making that considers social, economic, and environmental values.

2.2 Water conservation in Metro Vancouver

Water conservation is a major component of Metro Vancouver’s planning to ensure the sustainable use
of water resources. Helping water users such as residents, businesses, schools, and local governments to
use only what they need helps ensure an efficient and relatively cost effective water system.

Most precipitation in Metro Vancouver occurs between November and April. Dry summer months lead
to an increase in water use, particularly for the outdoor uses described in the DWCP. Assisting water
users to develop sustainable water use habits year round makes a significant difference in lowering daily
demand and sustaining reservoir levels during dry months. Lowering demand through water
conservation practices also defers the need to invest in expanding the infrastructure, even as the
region’s population grows by approximately 35,000 residents annually.

The DWCP describes the staged restrictions related to outdoor water use that water users should follow
to:

e Prevent water from being wasted;
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e Prepare for and respond to drought and emergency conditions;

e Ensure drinking water can be delivered to all users during the summer when rainfall levels are
lowest and the demand for water is highest;

e Adapt to a changing climate;

e Support fish habitat and ecosystems;

e Minimize the costly expansion of the water system infrastructure; and

e Maintain adequate water pressure to keep the system operating safely and effectively.

More information on Metro Vancouver’s water conservation initiatives, improvements and expansion to
the delivery system, and planning for future water supply can be found at metrovancouver.org.

3 Drinking Water Conservation Plan — Stages 1 through 4

Each stage of the DWCP is designed to reduce demand for drinking water through specific water
restrictions which become more restrictive with higher stages. The following general restrictions apply
to all stages of the plan in addition to the specific water restrictions contained in each stage:

e All hoses must have an automatic shut-off device

e Water must not unnecessarily run off on impermeable surfaces such as driveways, curbs,
pathways, or gutters when watering lawns and plants

e Artificial playing turf and outdoor tracks must not be watered except for a health or safety
reason

e Hoses and taps must not run unnecessarily

e Irrigation systems must not be faulty, leaking, or misdirected

In most cases, the stages of the plan will be activated in successive order, but they can also be activated
immediately in any order.
Stage 1 reduces demand in summer months, and is automatically in effect on May 1 until October 15.

Stages 2 and 3, activated and deactivated by the GVWD Commissioner, are likely to be activated during
unusually hot and dry conditions to maximize conservation.

Stage 4, activated and deactivated by the GVWD Commissioner during an emergency to immediately
limit water use to essential needs only.

The decision to activate more restrictive stages of the DWCP is based on measured facts, reasoned
predictions, and historical patterns, with a goal of ensuring the sufficient supply of water until the
concerns that caused the more restrictive stages are over, typically in the early fall with the return of
seasonal rainfall.
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3.1 Stage 1 Water Restrictions

Stage 1 comes into effect automatically each year — on May 1 until October 15 —to prevent drinking

water wastage and ensure water users employ efficient and effective watering practices.

User | Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Even-numbered civic addresses: on Wednesdays and
Saturdays from 4 am to 9 am
Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Thursdays and Sundays
2 from4amto 9 am
E Watering new lawns or lawns Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with a
E being treated for the European local government permit
ik Chafer Beetle
o
Watering trees, shrubs, and On any day from 4 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
flowers excluding edible plants On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker hose,
water container, or drip irrigation
Watering lawns Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from
(mixed-use buildings e.g. 1 am to 6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am
residential and commercial should | 0dd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from
< follow Non-residential watering 1 am to 6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am
E times)
w
% Watering new lawns or lawns Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with a
IBIFJ being treated for European local government permit
é Chafer Beetle

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler

On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker hose,
water container, or drip irrigation

GOVERNMENTS/ SCHOOLS/PARKS

Watering lawns and grass
boulevards

Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from
1 am to 6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am
Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from
1 am to 6 am and on Fridays from 4 am to 9 am

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with a
local government permit

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler

On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker hose,
water container, or drip irrigation
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Water Use

Restriction

GOVERNMENTS/ SCHOOLS/PARKS

Watering soil-based playing fields

On any day from 7 pm to 9 am, except if:
- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
local government permit
- Operating under an approved local government water
management plan

Watering sand-based playing
fields

On any day from 7 pm to 9 am, except if:
- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
local government permit
- Operating under an approved local government water
management plan

Flushing water mains

Prohibited
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3.2 Stage 2 Water Restrictions

Stage 2 restrictions conserve drinking water to ensure the existing supply will last until the return of

seasonal rainfall or until the water shortage situation is over. These restrictions are designed to

conserve enough drinking water to avoid or delay moving to Stage 3 as long as possible.

User Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Even-numbered civic addresses: on Wednesdays from
4amto9am
Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Thursdays from
4amto9am
Watering new lawns or lawns Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with a
being treated for the European local government permit
Chafer Beetle
)
<
= Watering trees, shrubs, and On any day from 4 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
[FE) . .
% flowers excluding edible plants On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker hose,
o water container, or drip irrigation
Washing impermeable surfaces Prohibited except if:
- For a health or safety reason
- Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment
- Aesthetic cleaning by a commercial cleaning operation
Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
water features
Watering lawns (mixed-use Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from
buildings e.g. residential and lamto6am
commercial should follow Non- Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from
residential watering times) lamto6am
g‘ Watering new lawns or lawns Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with a
E . .
Z being treated for the European local government permit
o Chafer Beetle
0
°ZF Watering trees, shrubs, and On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler
% flowers excluding edible plants On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker hose,

water container, or drip irrigation

Watering golf courses

Fairways watering anytime on any one day in a 7-day period,
except if operating under an approved local government
water management plan
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User

Water Use

Restriction

NON-RESIDENTIAL

Washing impermeable surfaces

Prohibited except if:
- For a health or safety reason
- Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment
- Aesthetic cleaning by a commercial cleaning operation

Topping up or filling aesthetic
water features

Prohibited

GOVERNMENTS/SCHOOLS/PARKS

Watering lawns and grass
boulevards

Even-numbered civic addresses: on Mondays from
lamto 6am

Odd-numbered civic addresses: on Tuesdays from
lamto6am

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

Outside restricted lawn watering times if in compliance with a
local government permit

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers excluding edible plants

On any day from 1 am to 9 am if using a sprinkler

On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, soaker hose,
water container, or drip irrigation

Watering soil-based playing fields

No more than 4 days in a 7-day period from 7 pm to 9 am,
except if:
- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
local government permit
- Operating under an approved local government water
management plan

Watering sand-based playing
fields

On any day from 7 pm to 9 am, except if:
- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
local government permit
- Operating under an approved local government water
management plan

Flushing water mains

Prohibited

Operating water play parks and
pools

Prohibited except water play parks with user-activated
switches

Topping up or filling aesthetic
water features

Prohibited
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3.3 Stage 3 Water Restrictions

Stage 3 restrictions respond to serious drought conditions, or other water shortage, and achieve further

reductions in drinking water use by implementing a lawn watering ban and additional stricter measures.

User | Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Prohibited
Watering new lawns or lawns Local government permits issued in Stages 1 or 2 remain in
being treated for the European effect until permit expires
Chafer Beetle No new permits issued or renewed
Watering trees, shrubs, and Prohibited if using a sprinkler or soaker hose
flowers excluding edible plants On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, water
container, or drip irrigation
—
< .. . .
= Washing impermeable surfaces Prohibited except if:
=4
a - For a health or safety reason
bt - Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment by a
[
commercial cleaning operation
Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
water features
Topping up or filling pools and hot | Prohibited
tubs
Washing vehicles and boats Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence
plates, and boat engines for safety
Watering lawns (mixed-use Prohibited
buildings e.g. residential and
commercial should follow Non-
residential watering times)
. Watering new lawns or lawns Local government permits issued in Stages 1 or 2 remain in
E being treated for the European effect until permit expires
E Chafer Beetle No new permits issued or renewed
E Watering trees, shrubs, and Prohibited if using a sprinkler or soaker hose
CZ') flowers excluding edible plants On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, water
4

container, or drip irrigation

Watering golf courses

Fairways watering prohibited except if operating under an
approved local government water management plan

Washing impermeable surfaces

Prohibited except if:

- For a health or safety reason
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User

Water Use

Restriction

NON-RESIDENTIAL

- Preparing a surface for painting or similar treatment by a
commercial cleaning operation

Topping up or filling aesthetic
water features

Prohibited

Topping up or filling pools and hot
tubs

Prohibited except for pools and hot tubs with a permit to
operate in accordance with health authorities having
jurisdiction over pool and hot tub regulation

Washing vehicles and boats

Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence
plates, and boat engines for safety

Commercial vehicle washing

Prohibited except if:

- Afacility that installed an automatic vehicle wash system
before November 1, 2017, is operating on a basic wash
and rinse cycle only

- A facility that installed an automatic vehicle wash system
after November 1, 2017, is operating using a water
recycling system that achieves a minimum 60% water
recovery rate over the full wash cycle

- A hand wash and self-service facility, is operating using
high-pressure wands or brushes that achieve a maximum
flow rate of 11.4 litres per minute

GOVERNMENTS/SCHOOLS/PARKS

Watering lawns and grass
boulevards

Prohibited

Watering new lawns or lawns
being treated for the European
Chafer Beetle

Local government permits issued in Stages 1 or 2 remain in
effect until permit expires

No new permits issued or renewed

Watering trees, shrubs, and
flowers

Prohibited if using a sprinkler or soaker hose

On any day at any time if using a handheld hose, water
container, or drip irrigation

Watering soil-based playing fields

No more than 3 days in a 7-day period from 7 pm to 9 am
except if:
- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance with a
local government permit
- Operating under an approved local government water
management plan

Watering sand-based playing
fields

No more than 5 days in a 7-day period from 7 pm to 9 am,
except if:
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User

Water Use

Restriction

GOVERNMENTS/SCHOOLS/PARKS

- Watering newly over-seeded fields if in compliance wit
local government permit

- Operating under an approved local government water
management plan

ha

Flushing water mains

Prohibited

Operating water play parks

Prohibited except water play parks with user-activated
switches

Topping up or filling aesthetic
water features

Prohibited

Topping up or filling pools and hot
tubs

Prohibited except for pools and hot tubs with a permit to
operate in accordance with health authorities having
jurisdiction over pool and hot tub regulation

Washing vehicles and boats

Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence
plates, and boat engines for safety

10
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3.4 Stage 4 Water Restrictions

Stage 4 is an emergency stage that limits both indoor and outdoor water uses as much as possible to

ensure an adequate supply of drinking water for human consumption, use in firefighting and to protect

the quality of drinking water within the water system for public health.

Stage 4 is activated based on the rare occurrence of a significant emergency, such as an earthquake,

flood, wild land and interface fire, severe weather, or a prolonged regional power outage that causes

significant impacts to the water system infrastructure (e.g. damage to major water transmission lines,

pump stations, or treatment plants).

In addition to the following outdoor water restrictions, Metro Vancouver could request that industrial

water users implement voluntary reductions or reschedule production processes that consume large

amounts of water until Stage 4 is deactivated.

User | Water Use Restriction
Watering lawns Prohibited
Watering new lawns or lawns All local government permits issued for lawn watering are
being treated for the European invalidated
Chafer Beetle
Watering trees, shrubs, flowers and | Prohibited
- edible plants
<
= Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
[FE)
o water features
ot
o Topping up or filling pools and hot Prohibited
tubs
Washing impermeable surfaces Prohibited except if ordered by a regulatory authority having
jurisdiction for a health or safety reason
Washing vehicles and boats Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence
plates, and boat engines for safety
Watering lawns (mixed-use Prohibited
buildings e.g. residential and
= commercial should follow Non-
= residential watering times)
[FE)
o ) o .
5 Watering new lawns or lawns All local government permits issued for lawn watering are
wl
o being treated for the European invalidated
pd
(@) Chafer Beetle
p4
Watering trees, shrubs, flowers and | Prohibited

edible plants

11 259




Watering golf courses Prohibited

. Washing impermeable surfaces Prohibited except if ordered by a regulatory authority having
,<:( jurisdiction for health or safety reason
zZ
E Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
Q water features
(23 Topping up or filling pools and hot | Prohibited
< tubs
Washing vehicles and boats Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence
plates, and boat engines for safety
Commercial vehicle washing Prohibited
Watering lawns and grass Prohibited
boulevards
Watering new lawns or lawns All local government permits issued for lawn watering are
being treated for European invalidated

Chafer Beetle

Watering trees, shrubs, flowers and | Prohibited
edible plants

Watering soil-based playing fields Prohibited

Watering sand-based playing fields | Prohibited

GOVERNMENTS/SCHOOLS/PARKS

Flushing water mains Prohibited
Operating water play parks Prohibited
Topping up or filling aesthetic Prohibited
water features

Topping up or filling pools and hot Prohibited
tubs

Washing vehicles and boats Prohibited except to clean windows, lights, mirrors, licence
plates, and boat engines for safety

3.5 Stage activation

Stage 1 comes into effect automatically on May 1 until October 15 each year.
Stages 2, 3 and 4 are activated and deactivated by the GVWD Commissioner.

The following factors guide the GVWD Commissioner’s decision to activate or deactivate stages of the
DWCP:

e Available storage capacity of the Capilano and Seymour Reservoirs and alpine lakes;
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e Water allocated to Metro Vancouver by BC Hydro from the Coquitlam Reservoir;

e Hydrologic forecasting parameters including temperature, rainfall, snowpack, and snowmelt;
e Seasonal water demand trends (measured and charted daily);

e User compliance with the restrictions; and

e Water transmission system performance and ability to deliver water during periods of high
demand.

Once the GVWD Commissioner makes the decision to activate or deactivate a stage, all local
governments are alerted within 24 hours, which triggers public notification and enforcement.

The GVWD Commissioner has the authority to activate, extend or deactivate stages at any time.

3.6 Public notification

Metro Vancouver and local governments are responsible for communicating information to water users
about the restrictions in clear and plain language including:

e Providing public access to the restrictions in both a full and abbreviated version;
e Distributing communications materials;

e Promoting the annual start date of the restrictions;

e Notification of activation or deactivation of stages;

e Responding to queries; and

e Recording feedback for consideration in future reviews.

3.7 Monitoring and enforcement

Local governments incorporate the DWCP restrictions into local government bylaws, where each local
government is responsible for monitoring and enforcing the restrictions in their communities. Local
governments will ensure that their respective enforcement and penalties for violations of the water
restrictions increase with each successive stage of the DWCP to reflect the severity of the situation
requiring the activation of an advanced stage.

Local governments may use a variety of tools to promote and ensure bylaw compliance including
educational materials, using verbal and written warnings, issuing tickets and imposing fines.

3.8 Updating the Drinking Water Conservation Plan

The DWCP is reviewed periodically to reflect population growth, climate change, new technologies and
changes in water system infrastructure. Proposed changes are discussed with local governments
responsible for plan implementation and enforcement, and with stakeholders. All updates are reviewed
and approved by the Board.
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4 Exemption for local governments for health and safety reasons

Metro Vancouver encourages all local governments to follow the watering restrictions in the DWCP to
conserve water and demonstrate leadership. However, Metro Vancouver recognizes that local
governments have important decisions to make regarding protecting public health and safety, and that
certain circumstances may require the use of drinking water in a manner that is not consistent with the
DWOCP restrictions. Therefore, local governments have the authority to use water during any stage and
are exempt from the restrictions in the DWCP for activities that are necessary for the purpose of
protecting public health and safety. Examples include:

e Flushing water mains where a significant health or safety concern is identified;

e Washing down public spaces where significant health concerns are raised, or on the
recommendation of the local health authority;

e Wetting forest and park perimeters or boulevards as part of a fire prevention strategy during
extreme hot and dry weather, or on the recommendation of the local fire authority; and

e Protection of publicly funded infrastructure such as community playing fields or swimming
facilities, on the recommendation of the city manager of the local government having
jurisdiction.

5 Members of the Greater Vancouver Water District

The following are the members of the GVWD:

Village of Anmore City of Maple Ridge City of Port Moody

Village of Belcarra City of New Westminster City of Richmond

City of Burnaby City of North Vancouver City of Surrey

City of Coquitlam District of North Vancouver Tsawwassen First Nation
Corporation of Delta City of Pitt Meadows City of Vancouver

City of Langley City of Port Coquitlam District of West Vancouver

Township of Langley

The Director representing Electoral Area A on the Metro Vancouver Regional District is a member of the
GVWD Administration Board.
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6 Glossary and terms

In the DWCP:
Aesthetic cleaning — means the use of water for cleaning when it is not for a health or safety reason.

Aesthetic water feature — means a fountain, pond, or other water feature that primarily serves an
aesthetic purpose. It does not include ponds that contain fish.

Automatic shut-off device — means a device attached to a water hose that shuts off the supply of water
automatically unless hand pressure is applied to operate the device.

Automatic vehicle wash system - includes:

- Conveyor vehicle wash — a commercial vehicle washing facility where the customer’s vehicle moves
through an enclosed conveyance mechanism during the wash.

- In-bay vehicle wash — a commercial vehicle washing facility where the customer parks the vehicle
inside a bay, and the vehicle remains stationary while a spray mechanism moves over the vehicle to
cleaniit.

Basic wash and rinse cycle — means a process sequence in an automatic vehicle wash system that
consists of a single wash stage followed by a single rinse stage and no additional processes or optional
stages; typically this is the minimum level of service that a customer can select, where total water usage
is less than 200 litres per vehicle.

Board — means the Administration Board of the GVWD.

Commercial cleaning operation — means a company, partnership, or person that offers commercial
cleaning services, including pressure washing, window cleaning, and other similar building cleaning
services, to the public for a fee.

Commercial vehicle washing — means commercial vehicle washing services offered to the public for a
fee, but excludes car dealerships, fleet vehicle washing facilities, and charity car washes.

Drip Irrigation — means an irrigation system that delivers water directly to the root zone of the plant at a
low flow rate through individual emission points (emitters) using droplets of water and excludes
sprinkler irrigation systems, micro-spray systems, misting systems, and soaker hoses.

Edible plant — means a plant grown for the purpose of human consumption.

European Chafer Beetle — means an invasive insect pest whose larvae feed on the roots of grasses,
causing serious damage to lawns. The Chafer Beetle larvae can be treated naturally using nematodes,
which typically requires a moist lawn for a period of 2 to 3 weeks from the day of application.

Flushing water main — discharging water from a water main for routine maintenance such as water
quality management and measurement of firefighting flow capacity.

Golf course — means the greens, tee areas, and fairways that are designed and maintained as playing
surfaces for golf, but does not include rough areas or lawns that are not maintained as playing surfaces.

Governments/Schools/Parks — includes property zoned for local government, provincial, or federal uses
including road rights of way, and school, college, and university uses.
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GVWD - means the Greater Vancouver Water District.

GVWD Commissioner — the person that the Administration Board of the GVWD appoints as its
Commissioner.

Hand wash and self-service facility — a commercial vehicle washing facility where the facility’s staff
wash the customer’s vehicle, or the customer wash their own vehicles with spray wands and brushes.

Health and safety reason — means a precaution necessary to protect health and safety, including the
removal of contaminants, bodily fluids, slip and fall hazards, controlling pests, and suppressing and
controlling dust.

Impermeable surface — means a material added to the surface of the ground, or on the exterior of a
building or structure that is impermeable to water, including but not limited to glass, wood, concrete,
asphalt, paving stones, and other similar materials.

Lawn — means a cultivated area surrounding or adjacent to a building that is covered by grass, turf, or a
ground cover plant such as clover, including areas such as boulevards, parks, school yards and
cemeteries, but excluding golf courses, soil-based playing fields, and sand-based playing fields.

Local government — means the local government members of the GVWD.
New lawn — means a lawn that is newly established either by seeding or the laying of new sod or turf.

Non-residential — includes properties zoned for a permitted use other than a residential use, including
commercial, industrial, and institutional uses, and including a property zoned for mixed residential and
non-residential uses, but excluding governments/schools/parks.

Non-residential pool and hot tub — means a pool or hot tub permitted to be operated in accordance
with health authorities having jurisdiction over pool and hot tub regulation, including pools and hot tubs
operated by government agencies, hotels, multi-family strata corporations, and private clubs.

Odd-numbered civic address or Even-numbered civic address — means the numerical portion of the
street address of a property, and in the case of multi-unit commercial or residential complex such as
townhouses, condominiums or other strata-titled properties, means the numerical portion of the street
address that is assigned to the entire complex, and not the individual unit number.

Over-seeded — means the application of grass seed on existing turf, typically in early fall or spring and
may also include associated processes such as aeration, weeding, dethatching and fertilization, for the
purpose of mitigating against grass thinning.

Residential — means a property zoned for single-family or multi-family residential use.

Residential pool and hot tub — means a residential pool or hot tub installed for the use of the occupants
and guests of one single family dwelling or duplex and does not require a permit in accordance with
health authorities having jurisdiction over pool and hot tub regulation.

Sand-based playing field — means a playing field that is constructed with a highly permeable sand-based
root zone typically 30 to 40 centimetres deep over a drainage system with drain pipes bedded in gravel,
and is designed and maintained to be playable year-round.
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Soaker hose — means a garden hose or pipe with small holes that allow water to seep into the ground,
to the roots of plants, discharging water through the entire length of its porous surface.

Soil-based playing field — means a playing field that is covered with grass, sod or turf that is designed
and maintained to be played upon, or that is used for sporting or other community events and activities,
but does not include lawns, golf courses, or sand-based playing fields.

Vehicle — a device in, on or by which a person or item is or may be transported or drawn on a highway
or other roadway.

Water management plan — a plan proposed by the owner or operator of a golf course, soil-based
playing field, and sand-based playing field operators and approved by the local government having
jurisdiction. The plan sets out terms such as water use targets during the different stages of the DWCP,
restrictions to reduce water use, and reporting requirements for the owner or operator.

Water play park — a recreational facility that is primarily outdoors, including spray pools and wading
pools, spray parks, splash pads, and water slides.

Watering lawn — means applying water to a lawn with any device or tool including but not limited to a
sprinkler, hose, mister, or drip irrigation.

Orbit #21616303
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2

VILLAGE OF

MEMORANDUM ANMORE
To: Mayor and Councillors
From: Christine Baird, Manager of Corporate Services
Date: April 24,2018
Subject: Public Safety Committee Recommendations

Council is asked to consider the following recommendations put forward by the Public Safety
Committee at their meeting held on February 5, 2018. Those meeting minutes were adopted on
April 23, 2018, which explains the delay in bringing the information forward until now.

(@) “RECOMMEND TO COUNCIL THAT STREET LIGHTING ON THE HYDRO POSTS AT ROAD
INTERSECTIONS OFF SUNNYSIDE ROAD AND EAST ROAD BE INSTALLED AND AT
LOCATIONS CURRENTLY NOT LIT.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

(b) “RECOMMEND TO COUNCIL TO IMPLEMENT COST EFFECTIVE AND DURABLE CENTRE
LINE ROAD REFLECTORS ALONG SUNNYSIDE ROAD AND EAST ROAD, OMITTING
ROADS THAT ARE TO BE REHABILITATED IN THE NEAR FUTURE AND POSSIBLY TIE
THIS IN WITH THE COST OF A CERTAIN NUMBER OF REFLECTORS IN THE ADOPT-A-
STREET PROGRAM.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

(c) “THAT PROPOSED STREET LENGTHS FOR ADOPT-A-STREET SEGMENT BE TAILORED
TO ANMORE - FOR EXAMPLE 500 METRES OR THE LENGTH OF A REASONABLE ROAD
TO CARE FOR — AND INVESTIGATE THE COST OF SIGN INSTALLATION AND COST
OFFSETS, WITH STAFF NOT HAVING TO DO AS MUCH MAINTENANCE OF THAT
STREET AND INVESTIGATE THE OPERATING METHODS FOR ADOPT A STREET
PROGRAM."”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Memorandum to Mayor and Councillors
Public Safety Committee Recommendations
April 24,2018

If Council is amenable to the foregoing Committee recommendations, the following
recommendations are offered for consideration.

(a) Recommendation: That the Public Safety Committee recommendation of February b,
2018 to install street lighting for unlit intersections be referred to
Staff and the Engineer for review and comment.

(b) Recommendation: That the Public Safety Committee recommendation of February 5,
2018 to implement centre line road reflectors along Sunnyside
Road and East Road be referred to Staff and the Engineer for
review and comment.

(c) Recommendation: That the Public Safety Committee recommendation of February b,
2018 regarding the proposed Adopt-A-Street Program be
referred back to the Committee for members to research program
details and provide comments to Staff for review and comment.
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Council Agenda Information
X] Regular Council May 01, 2018

A VILLAGE OF ANMORE

ANMORE

REPORT TO COUNCIL

Date: April 26, 2018
Submitted by: Jason Smith, Manager of Development Services

Subject: Comprehensive Development Economic Assessment Policy

Purpose / Introduction
To introduce Council to the Comprehensive Development Economic Assessment Policy, the
rationale for it and to provide the opportunity to adopt it.

Recommended Options

That Council adopt Policy No. 59 - Comprehensive Development Economic Assessment.

Background

Recent discussions regarding the establishment of Community Amenity Contribution (CAC)
targets for infill development have also raised the question as to how rezoning applications for
comprehensive development proposals will be handled.

Discussion

A land economist was hired to provide a analytical report on CAC targets for infill development
and the report was helpful to inform Council and the community about what could be expected
with regards to CACs.

Given the positive experience, staff are recommending that a similar report be provided for each
rezoning application. This would ensure that Council and the community have the best
understanding of what impacts a rezoning might have on land values. The information could
then be used to negotiate an amenity package that is reasonable and fair to all parties.

The proposed Comprehensive Development Economic Assessment policy (Attachment 1) is
simple and lays out that a report shall be requested prior to second reading of zoning
amendment bylaw. The intent is to ensure that a report is provided to Council in advance of a
public hearing so that it can be part of the public record. It is also important that the report be
predicated on a proposal that has been vetted and not likely to change significantly.
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Report/Recommendation to Council
Comprehensive Development Economic Assessment Policy
April 26,2018

Other Options

The following options are provided for Council’s consideration:

1. That Council adopt Policy No. 59 — Comprehensive Development Economic
Assessment. [Recommended]

2. That Council request changes to the Comprehensive Development Economic
Assessment Policy.

3. That Council request more information regarding the Comprehensive Development
Economic Assessment Policy.

4. That Council receive the report for information.

Financial Implications

There are no financial implications for the Village relating to the creation of this policy. There
will be financial implications for any rezoning applicant, as they will need to cover the costs
associated with generating the report, as required in the Fees and Charges Bylaw for rezoning
applications. While the cost for each report will vary depending on the complexity of the
proposal, a cost in the $4,000 to $9,000 range could be expected at this time.

Attachment:

1. Policy No. 59 — Comprehensive Development Economic Assessment.

Prepared by:

’;/[}{;zfﬂ J ﬁ//- /
/

Jason Smith

Manager of Development Services

Reviewed for Form and Content / Approved for Submission to Council:

:&&ﬂ vsse
J

Chief Administrative Officer

Chief Administrative Officer's Comment/Concurrence
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[  Attachment1 |

COUNCIL POLICY

Comprehensive Development

i i ; 5
Policy Economic Assessment Policy No 9
b
Effective Date ,2018 Approved by
Council Resolution

Date Established , 2018 R
Date(s) Amended ’

PURPOSE :
The Village of Anmore Council wants to ensure that they and the public have the best information

available to inform decision making regarding any comprehensive development proposal.

POLICY
Therefore, prior to giving second reading to.a zoning.amendmentbylaw which grants additional

land use rights to a property owner, a report should prepared by a qualified land economist or
person who is professionally qualified in devel‘opment finance and be presented to Council. The
report must provide an analysis of the value to the applicant that will be realized should a
comprehensive plan as pro‘posed be approved by Council versus the value that could be realized

should the property:be developed to its current full potential.

AUTHORITY
The CAO, or designate, has the authority to enforce this policy.
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PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE MEETING - MINUTES A

Minutes of the Public Safety Committee Meeting held on S
Monday, February 5, 2018 in Council Chambers at ANMORE
Village Hall, 2697 Sunnyside Road, Anmore, BC

MEMBERS PRESENT MEMBERS ABSENT
Councillor Ryan Froese (Chair) Ken Juvik

Travis Karr

Glen Klassen

Babak Taghvaei

1. CALL TO ORDER

Chair Froese called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m.

2. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

It was MOVED and SECONDED:
“THAT THE AGENDA BE APPROVED AS CIRCULATED.”
CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY

Members requested a correction of the date noted on their agenda copies be corrected
to show as February 5, 2018.

3. MINUTES
(a) Minutes of the Meeting held on December 4, 2017
It was MOVED and SECONDED:
“THAT THE MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC SAFETY COMMITTEE
MEETING HELD ON DECEMBER 4, 2017 BE ADOPTED AS
CIRCULATED.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

4. BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

Nil

5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

Nil
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Public Safety Committee Meeting Minutes — February 5, 2018 Page 2

6.

NEW BUSINESS

(a) Street Lighting and Road Safety

Highlights of discussion focused on safety, including identification for crosswalks, trail

connections and pathways:

- Street lights to be placed at road intersections off East Road and Sunnyside Road,
based on understanding of safety considerations.

- Reflectors to be placed and/or embedded into and along the centre of main roads or
challenging roadways and at main intersections that are cost effective and long
Jlasting

- Consider a strategy to identify and prioritize the main roadways of initial concern,
with priority given to the roadways with curves and dips

- Possibility of timing the installation of reflectors with future roadworks

- Noticeable improvement and increase of student and pedestrian foot traffic utilizing
the flashing crosswalk located on East Road below Hummingbird Drive since
fencing was erected around the Anmore Green Estates septic field eliminating the
access

It was MOVED and SECONDED:

“RECOMMEND TO COUNCIL THAT STREET LIGHTING ON THE
HYDRO POSTS AT ROAD INTERSECTIONS OFF SUNNYSIDE
ROAD AND EAST ROAD BE INSTALLED AND AT LOCATIONS
CURRENTLY NOT LIT.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

It was MOVED and SECONDED:

“RECOMMEND TO COUNCIL TO IMPLEMENT COST EFFECTIVE
AND DURABLE CENTRE LINE ROAD REFLECTORS ALONG
SUNNYSIDE ROAD AND EAST ROAD, OMITTING ROADS
THAT ARE TO BE REHABILITATED IN THE NEAR FUTURE
AND POSSIBLY TIE THIS IN WITH THE COST OF A CERTAIN
NUMBER OF REFLECTORS IN THE ADOPT-A-STREET
PROGRAM.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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Public Safety Committee Meeting Minutes — February 5, 2018 Page 3

It was MOVED and SECONDED:

“THAT PROPOSED STREET LENGTHS FOR ADOPT-A-STREET
SEGMENT BE TAILORED TO ANMORE - FOR EXAMPLE 500
METRES OR THE LENGTH OF A REASONABLE ROAD TO
CARE FOR - AND INVESTIGATE THE COST OF SIGN
INSTALLATION AND COST OFFSETS, WITH STAFF NOT
HAVING TO DO AS MUCH MAINTENANCE OF THAT STREET
AND INVESTIGATE THE OPERATING METHODS FOR ADOPT
A STREET PROGRAM.”

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

7. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 8:05 p.m.

Certified Correct; Approved:
Christine Milloy Councillor Ryan Froese
Manager of Corporate Services Chair, Public Safety Committee
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