City of Maple Ridge

COUNCIL WORKSHOP AGENDA
March 31, 2020
11:00 a.m.
Blaney Room, 1st Floor, City Hall

The purpose of the Council Workshop is to review and discuss policies and other items of interest to Council.
Although resolutions may be passed at this meeting, the intent is to make a consensus decision to send an
item to Council for debate and vote or refer the item back to staff for more information or clarification. The

meeting is live streamed and recorded by the City of Maple Ridge.

REMINDER: March 31, 2020 Council Meeting 7:00 p.m. Council Chamber

21

3.1

4.1

APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

Minutes of the March 10, 2020 Council Workshop Meeting

PRESENTATIONS AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCIL
Delegation: Metro 2050 (12-15 Mins)

Metro Vancouver Regional Planning staff to present on Metro 2050.

UNFINISHED AND NEW BUSINESS

2020 Community Emergency Preparedness Fund EOC & Training Application

Staff report dated March 31, 2020 recommending that staff be authorized to submit
an application to the Union of British Columbia Municipalities 2020 Community
Emergency Preparedness Fund Emergency Operations Centre and Training Program
for funding toward "Fire Hall #4 EOC Equipment" project.
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4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

Housing Needs Report: Proposed Scope of Work

Staff report dated March 31, 2020 recommending that the proposed scope of work
for the City of Maple Ridge Housing Needs Assessment be endorsed.

Town Centre Visioning Process

Staff report dated March 31, 2020 recommending that the Town Centre Visioning
Public Engagement Process be endorsed.

Integrated Stormwater Management Plans - South Alouette River and Kanaka
Creek Watersheds

Staff report dated March 31, 2020 recommending that the South Alouette River and
Kanaka Creek Integrated Stormwater Management Plan be endorsed and that staff
be directed to bring forward the recommendations of the ISMP as part of future

Business Plans for consideration. [|jnk to full version of the ISMP Note: this pdf is a very

large file (115MB)

Maple Ridge Tree Permit Survey Update

Staff report dated March 31, 2020 recommending that staff prepare amendments to
the Tree Bylaw and process.

Employment Lands: Update on Yennadon Lands Process

Staff report dated March 31, 2020 providing an update on the Yennadon Lands
Redesignation process including the proposed community engagement process and
next steps.

Update - Review of Purchasing Policy 5.45

Staff report to be distributed under separate cover.

CORRESPONDENCE - Nil

UPCOMING EVENTS - Nil

BRIEFING ON OTHER ITEMS OF INTEREST / QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL


https://www.mapleridge.ca/DocumentCenter/View/24585/Item-44--2020-03-31-WS-South-Alouette-Kanaka-Creek-ISMP
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7. MATTERS DEEMED EXPEDIENT

8. NOTICE OF CLOSED COUNCIL MEETING - Nil

9. ADJOURNMENT

APPROVED BY: CB\\
DATE: 200502 p
APPROVED BY: CHECKED BY:

DATE: DATE:




City of Maple Ridge
COUNCIL WORKSHOP MINUTES
March 10, 2020
The Minutes of the City Council Workshop held on March 10, 2020 at 11:02 a.m. in the Blaney

Room at City Hall, 11995 Haney Place, Maple Ridge, British Columbia for the purpose of
transacting regular City business.

PRESENT Appointed Staff

Elected Officials A. Horsman, Chief Administrative Officer

Mayor M. Morden D. Boag, General Manager Parks, Recreation & Culture
Councillor J. Dueck C. Carter, General Manager Planning & Development Services

Councillor K. Duncan ¢, Crabtree, General Manager Corporate Services
Councillor C. Meadus g Nichols, Deputy Corporate Officer
Councillor G. Robson**  p_pollock, General Manager Engineering Services
Councillor R. Svendsen 1, Thompson, Chief Financial Officer
Councillor A. Yousef*
Other staff
F. Armstrong, Manager, Corporate Communications
K. Baird, Tourism Coordinator
S. Cote-Rolvink, Chief Building Official
C. Cowles, Manager of Community Social Safety Initiatives,
Licences & Bylaws
W. Dupley, Director Economic Development
M. Orsetti, Director Bylaw and Licensing Services

Note: These Minutes are posted on the City Web Site at www.mapleridge.ca

*Councillor Yousef attended via GoToMeeting.

**Councillor Robson was absent at the start of the meeting.

1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA

R/2020-083
It was moved and seconded

That the agenda of the March 10, 2020 Council Workshop Meeting be approved as
circulated.

CARRIED

2.1
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2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

2.1  Minutes of the February 25, 2020 Council Workshop Meeting

R/2020-084
It was moved and seconded
That the Council Workshop minutes of February 25, 2020 be adopted.

CARRIED

3. PRESENTATIONS AT THE REQUEST OF COUNCIL
3.1 Community Social Safety Initiative

The CAO provided a brief introduction. The Acting General Manager of Corporate
Administration spoke to the beginning slides of the presentation, and introduced the
staff and consultants who would be speaking to various parts of the presentation.

Councillor Robson entered the meeting at 11:14 am during the presentation by Ms. Crabtree.

Councillor Meadus and Mayor Morden left the meeting at 12:32 p.m.

4, UNFINISHED AND NEW BUSINESS
4.1 GLOW Maple Ridge Strategies and Recommendations

Staff report dated March 10, 2020 recommending that the growth of Glow Maple Ridge
be supported at an annual amount of $35,000, funded through Accumulated Surplus,
for each of the next two years, 2020 and 2021; and, that the next Financial Plan Bylaw
amendment include this funding.

The Director of Economic Development provided a brief introduction. The Tourism
Coordinator provided a presentation and responded to questions from Council.

Councillor Meadus reentered the meeting at 12:35 p.m. during Ms. Bairds’ introduction.

Mayor Morden reentered the meeting at 12:36 p.m. during the staff presentation.

MAIN MOTION

R/2020-085

It was moved and seconded
That the growth of GLOW Maple Ridge be supported at an annual amount of $35,000,
funded through Accumulated Surplus, for each of the next two years, 2020 and 2021,
and,
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That the next Financial Plan Bylaw amendment include this funding.

R/2020-086

It was moved and seconded
That the foregoing motion be amended by adding the text “up to” before the text
“$35,000".

CARRIED

MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED

R/2020-087

It was moved and seconded
That the growth of GLOW Maple Ridge be supported at an annual amount of up to
$35,000, funded through Accumulated Surplus, for each of the next two years, 2020
and 2021; and,

That the next Financial Plan Bylaw amendment include this funding.

CARRIED

4.2  Mayor and Council Recognition Program Recommendations

Staff report dated March 10, 2020 recommending that staff be directed to expand the
Parks Gift Program to include a “Mayor and Council Honour” component to celebrate
the accomplishments of citizens on both undesignated amenities, such as benches
and other park furnishings, in existing civic sites and proposed new assets as part of
upgrades or new construction of public amenities in the community.

The Manager of Corporate Communications spoke to the staff report and responded
to questions from Council.

R/2020-088

It was moved and seconded
That staff be directed to expand the Parks Gift Program to include a “Mayor and Council
Honour” component to celebrate the accomplishments of citizens on both
undesignated amenities, such as benches and other park furnishings, in existing civic
sites and proposed new assets as part of upgrades or new construction of public
amenities in the community.

CARRIED

R/2020-089
It was moved and seconded
That the meeting be recessed for 30 minutes.
CARRIED
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At 1:07 p.m. the Mayor announced that the recess had ended and called the meeting to order.

The agenda was re-ordered to deal with Items 4.6 and 4.5 before item 4.3.

4.3  Council Training, Conferences and Association Building - Policy No. 3.07

(4.6)
Staff report dated March 10, 2020 recommending that a revised Council Training,
Conferences and Association Building - Policy No. 3.07 be brought back to Council for
consideration.

The Chief Financial Officer spoke to the staff report and responded to questions from
Council.

R/2020-090
It was moved and seconded
That an amended Council Training, Conferences and Association Building — Policy
3.07 be brought back to Council for consideration.
CARRIED

Councillor Svendsen and Councillor Robson left the meeting at 2:15 p.m.

4.4  City of Maple Ridge Visual Identity
(4.5)
Staff report dated March 10, 2020 providing the following three options for Council
consideration:
A. Continue the roll out of the single leaf visual identifier across City assets as
needed; or,
B. Apply the 2006 visual identity (as displayed on this report) across all City assets;
or,
C. Prepare a scoping report in order to engage an outside consultant to complete
a full brand review that would include the City's vision and mission statements,
key brand messages and visual identity.

The Manager of Corporate Communications provided a presentation on the timeline
and background of the City’s visual identity program.

Councillor Svendsen and Councillor Robson reentered the meeting at 2:20 p.m. during the
staff presentation.

Councillor Duncan left the meeting at 2:35 p.m. and did not return to the meeting.
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R/2020-091
It was moved and seconded
That staff prepare a report on the appearance of the final logo to be used by the
City of Maple Ridge, which is to be digitally scalable and consistent throughout the
organization in the fullness of time.
CARRIED

Councillor Robson left the meeting at 3:06 p.m. and did not return to the meeting.

45 Proposed New Sign Bylaw No. 7630-2020

(4.3)
Staff report dated March 10, 2020 recommending that the attachment to the March
10, 2020 report titled “Proposed New Sign Bylaw No. 7630-2020" be forwarded to the
March 31, 2020 Council Meeting.

The General Manager of Planning and Development Services provided a brief
introduction. The Chief Building Officer provided a presentation and responded to
questions from Council.

R/2020-092

It was moved and seconded
That the attachment to the March 10, 2020 report titled “Proposed New Sign Bylaw
No. 7630-2020” be forwarded to the March 31, 2020 Council Meeting.

CARRIED

4.6 Maple Ridge Bylaw Notice Enforcement Bylaw No. 7626-2020

(4.4)
Staff report dated March 10, 2020 recommending that the attachment to the March
10, 2020 report titled “Maple Ridge Bylaw Notice Enforcement Bylaw No. 7626-2020"
be forwarded to the March 31, 2020 Council Meeting.

The Director of Bylaw and Licensing Services provided a presentation and responded
to questions from Council.

R/2020-093

It was moved and seconded
That the attachment to the March 10, 2020 report titled “Maple Ridge Bylaw Notice
Enforcement Bylaw No. 7626-2020” be forwarded to the March 31, 2020 Council
Meeting.

CARRIED
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5. CORRESPONDENCE - Nil

5.1 UPCOMING EVENTS

Events were provided in the agenda package for Council and public.

6 BRIEFING ON OTHER ITEMS OF INTEREST / QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL

7. MATTERS DEEMED EXPEDIENT

8. NOTICE OF CLOSED COUNCIL MEETING

R/2020-094

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting will be closed to the public pursuant to Sections 90 (1) and 90 (2) of
the Community Charteras the subject matter being considered relates to the following;:

Section 90(1)(a)

Section 90(1)(e)

Section 90(1)(k)

personal information about an identifiable individual who holds or is
being considered for a position as an officer, employee or agent of
the municipality or another position appointed by the municipality;

the acquisition, disposition or expropriation of land or
improvements, if the council considers that disclosure might
reasonably be expected to harm the interests of the municipality;

negotiations and related discussions respecting the proposed
provision of a municipal service that are at their preliminary stages
and that, in the view of the council, could reasonably be expected to
harm the interests of the municipality if they were held in public;

Any other matter that may be brought before the Council that meets the requirements
for a meeting closed to the public pursuant to Sections 90 (1) and 90 (2) of the
Community Charter or Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy Act.

CARRIED
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9. ADJOURNMENT - 4:16 p.m.

Certified Correct

S. Nichols, Corporate Officer

M. Morden, Mayor



City of Maple Ridge

maplenage.ca
TO: His Worship Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: March 31, 2020
and Members of Council FILE NO: 05-1855-20
FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Workshop
SUBJECT: 2020 Community Emergency Preparedness Fund - EOC & Training Application
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Province of BC supports the purchase of equipment and supplies t0 maintain or improve
Emergency Operations Centres (EOC) and to enhance EOC capacity through the UBC Community
Emergency Preparedness Funds.

RECOMMENDATION:

That staff be authorized to submit an application to the Union of British Columbia Municipalities 2020
Community Emergency Preparedness Fund - Emergency Operations Centre and Training Program for
funding in the amount of $16,912.00 toward ‘Fire Hall #4 - EOC Equipment’ project.

DISCUSSION:

a) Background Context:

The Community Emergency Preparedness Fund (CEPF) is a suite of funding programs intended to
enhance the resiliency of local governments and their residents in responding to emergencies. Funding
is provided by the Province of BC and is administered by UBCM.

Emergency Operations Centre

The goal for the City of Maple Ridge grant application is to increase redundancy in the communications
system for the City of Maple Ridge s EOC. The grant is intended to strengthen links between the EOC
and responders through the provision of new equipment for Fire Hall #4, which will be the community’s
secondary EOC centre. Grant funding will also support training initiatives related to the new equipment.
The requested funding is $16,912.00

b) Desired Outcome(s):

That Council approve the Community Emergency Fund - EOC application.

c) Strategic Alignment:

The project that will be completed with grant funding will support building a safe and resilient
community.

4.1
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d) Interdepartmental Implications:

The radio and communications equipment will be located at the Secondary EOC Centre at Fire Hall #4.
This is a shared resource with Maple Ridge Fire Rescue. The Information Technology department will
support the project by providing staff and volunteer training.

e) Business Plan/Financial Implications:

The grant amount will cover the full cost of proposed project activities.

CONCLUSIONS:

The City’s EOC needs to build in redundancy in order to deal with potential large scale disasters. The

funding required for technology upgrades can be offset by the successful application of a UBCM grant.
int application.

id Emergency Program

Chief Financial Officer

s uvon my. wedStina Crabtree,
Genearal Manadar Cnrnnrata Qanvjces

Con ﬂ
Chief Administrative Office
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MAPLE RIDGE

British Columbia

mapleridge.ca City of Maple Ridge

TO: His Worship Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: March 31, 2020
and Members of Council FILE NO:

FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Workshop

SUBJECT: Housing Needs Assessment: Proposed Scope of Work

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Provincial requirement for local governments to produce a Housing Needs Assessment took effect
April 16, 2019. All local governments must collect data, analyze trends and present reports that
describe current and anticipated housing needs in their communities by April 2022 and every 5 years
after. These Housing Needs Reports are intended to strengthen the ability of local governments to
understand what kinds of housing are most needed in their communities, and help inform local plans,
policies and development decisions.

To assist local governments with the new requirements, the provincial government is providing
funding, administered by the Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM). Funding has been approved for the
City of Maple Ridge to complete a Housing Needs Report in the amount of $50,000. As a condition of
the funding, all project activities must be completed within one year and no later than January 9, 2021.

The primary objectives of the Housing Needs Assessment is to prepare a report that will assess the
local housing market conditions; identify the current and emerging housing needs within the City of
Maple Ridge; compare housing supply with housing demand to determine the ability to meet future
needs; identify short, medium and long-term actions to meet the housing needs across the housing
continuum in Maple Ridge; and meet the provincial requirements for Housing Needs Reports.

The intent of this report is to obtain Council input and endorsement of the Housing Needs Assessment
preliminary scope of work.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the proposed scope of work for the City of Maple Ridge Housing Needs Assessment be
endorsed.

1.0 BACKGROUND:

1.1. Housing Needs Assessment Program Overview

The Provincial requirement for local governments to produce a Housing Needs Assessment took effect
April 16, 2019. All local governments must collect data, analyze trends and present reports that
describe current and anticipated housing needs in their communities by April 2022 and every 5 years
after. A Housing Needs Reportis intended to strengthen the ability of local governments to understand
what kinds of housing are most needed in their communities, and help inform local plans, policies and
development decisions. Housing needs reports are required to contain the following, based on an
analysis of the information collected:

4.2
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e Statements about key areas of local need, including affordable housing, rental housing, special
needs housing, seniors housing, family housing, and shelters and housing for people at risk of
homelessness;

e The number of housing units required to meet current and anticipated housing needs for at
least the next five years, by housing type. Housing ‘type’ is defined as dwelling size (number of
bedrooms); and

e The number and percentage of households in core housing need and extreme core housing
need.

The intent of the Housing Needs Report is to provide an easily-comparable snapshot of housing needs
in each jurisdiction. It provides space for local governments to identify other housing issues or needs
that are not captured elsewhere.

Once complete, the Province requires that the Housing Needs Report must be received at a public
Council meeting and made publicly accessible on the City’s website. The Housing Needs Report must
be completed by April 2022 and every 5 years after.

1.2. Work Completed To Date

On September 10, 2019, staff were directed to submit a grant application to UBCM to undertake a
Housing Needs Assessment, in consultation with community residents, stakeholders and neighbouring
First Nations.

In November 2019, staff submitted the City’s Housing Needs Reports Grant Application request to
UBCM, with letters of support from BC Housing, Maple Ridge - Pitt Meadows - Katzie Community
Network and the Ridge Meadows Seniors Society. Funding results were announced in early 2020.

2.0 DISCUSSION:
2.1 UBCM Funding Opportunity

The City of Maple Ridge was a successful recipient of funding under the 2019 Housing Needs Reports
program. The Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing, through UBCM, has approved funding for the
City of Maple Ridge Housing Needs Assessment Report in the amount of $50,000. As a condition of
the funding, all project activities must be completed within one year and no later than January 9, 2021.

Costs of eligible activities that can be covered by the UBCM funding include:

s the development of a new or updated housing needs report (as required by the Local
Government Act) including project management, data collection, research specific to the
development of housing needs reports, and community engagement;

e publication of housing needs reports (editing, proofing, graphic design); and

e presentation of housing needs reports to Council.

Costs for consultants, administration, public information and training and capacity building
opportunities specific to developing housing needs reports for local government staff are also eligible.

in order to complete the Provincial funding requirements by the deadline, staff envision the need for
external consulting support that will add to our existing capacity. As such, staff will prepare a Request
for Proposals that sets out the proposed scope of work and invites proposals from qualified firms.

2411433 Page 2 of 5




2.2 Proposed Housing Needs Assessment Scope of Work

The proposed Housing Needs Assessment scope of work is to be framed by provincial regulation and
build on pastand present housing related studies developed in the City as well as the Metro Vancouver
region. The primary objectives of the Housing Needs Assessment is to prepare a report that will:

e Assess the local housing market conditions;

e ldentify the current and emerging housing needs within the City of Maple Ridge;

e Compare housing supply with housing demand to determine the ability to meet future needs;

e |dentify short, medium and long-term actions to meet the housing needs across the housing
continuum in Maple Ridge; and

e Meet the provincial requirements for Housing Needs Reports.

Itis expected that the findings of the housing needs assessment report will be built on housing-related
information from both quantitative and qualitative sources. As local governments are required to
collect and report information on previous as well as current years, data will be sourced from Statistics
Canada, BC Stats, CMHC as well as other relevant sources.

Blurb

Consultation with residents and community stakeholders will be an integral part of the planning
process to obtain public input in identifying the top housing issues in Maple Ridge and potential
solutions to overcome housing challenges. The community consultation process will be designed to
incorporate various engaging and interactive consultation activities to reach community stakeholders
and residents and will include:

e Engagement with Neighbouring Local Governments: The project will take a sub-regional
perspective and will include consultation and engagement with the City of Pitt Meadows and
the District of Mission. This will help to ensure that the final report reflects the specific needs
and pressures of communities North of the Fraser. Going forward, there may be opportunities
to collaborate on the collection and reporting of key measures and indicators at a sub-regional
level.

e First Nations and local Indigenous organizations: Indigenous communities and organizations
that are part of the North Fraser sub-region will be consulted as part of the overall outreach
and engagement process including consideration of their specific needs both on and off
reserve.

e The Non-profit or For-profit Development Sector: It is anticipated that at least one (1) workshop
will be held with builders, developers and designers through the City's Development Liaison
Committee, which includes representatives from UDI and the Homebuilders Association
Vancouver (HAVAN). Industry partners, including the Condominium Homeowners Association,
will also be invited to participate in a questionnaire and on-line survey.

¢ Non-profit service providers, health authorities, and/or post-secondary institutions: The City of
Maple Ridge has two (2) key Advisory Committees - the Social Planning Advisory Committee
(SPAC) and the Municipal Advisory Committee on Accessibility and Inclusiveness (MACAI). Both
committees include broad-based community representation from across related community-
based agencies and service providers, as well as other key community partners and
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stakeholders. It is the intention to share the updated housing needs information with members
of these Committees to help guide and inform their work.

e Vulnerable populations: In addition to the analysis of key social, economic, and demographic
data, the successful proponent will work with the City's Social Planning and Advisory
Committee and the City's Municipal Advisory Committee on Accessibility to identify specific
vulnerable or 'at risk' groups who should be consulted. We will seek to engage these different
groups through the development of a series of focus groups or workshops designed to gain a
better understanding of existing and emerging housing needs.

e Other: The City will also work to invite feedback from the general public through the design and
delivery of an on-line survey. An additional outcome of this work will be the refinement of the
City's on-line presence as it relates to existing and emerging housing needs in Maple Ridge
and will also provide easy access to information on the various housing initiatives underway in
the City. The goal will be to provide an accurate and meaningful picture of current and
anticipated housing needs in order to provide a better understanding of housing needs and
gaps within the City of Maple Ridge.

The consultation program will commence following the completion of the Request for Proposal process
and is anticipated to take place in fall 2020.

3.0 Strategic Alignment:

As part of the City of Maple Ridge Strategic Plan 2019 - 2022, under its Growth theme, the
implementation of strategic plans related to local infrastructure and the economy is identified as a key
priority of Council.

4.0 Policy Implications:

The City’s Official Community Plan and Housing Action Plan (HAP) establishes as a key goal the creation
of community capacity to innovate and improve access and opportunity for affordable housing and
housing choice in Maple Ridge.

5.0 Interdepartmental Implications:

The Planning and Parks, Recreation & Culture Departments continue to collaborate on research and
policy matters to help foster greater affordable housing in Maple Ridge. Other interdepartmental
efforts to create greater housing choice and offer more affordable, rental, and special needs housing
options are ongoing.

6.0 Financial Implications:

UBCM has approved funding for the Housing Needs Assessment Report. The City will receive a partial
payment (50%) in early 2020 and the remaining payment (50%) following a satisfactory final report
and financial summary submitted to UBCM. The Housing Needs Assessment is currently a part of the
2020 Workplan.
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CONCLUSION:

Housing Needs Reports are intended to strengthen the ability of local governments to understand what
kinds of housing are most needed in their communities, and help inform local plans, policies and
development decisions. This report outlines a Housing Needs Assessment Scope of Work that meets
the provincial requirement for Council consideration and endorsement.

Q %&Q(‘/é(wbo/k,

Prepared by: Amanda Grochowich, MCIP, RPP
Planner 2

G, R %A‘ o

Reviewed by: Charles R. Goddar
Director of Planning

ik, 2ol

Apprﬁﬂéa'by: Christine Carte?/M.PL, MCIP, RPP
GM Planning and Development

Concurrence. .. ........ar
Chief Administrative Officer

2411433 Page 5 of 5



mapleridge.ca

City of Maple Ridge

TO: His Worship Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: March 31, 2020
and Members of Council FILE NO:

FROM: Chief Administrative Officer ATTN: Workshop

SUBJECT: Town Centre Visioning Public Engagement Process

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Town Centre Area Plan (TCAP) was adopted in 2008 with a vision for creating more density, mixed-
uses, and green space, while creating a pedestrian-oriented environment. With this Plan in place, the
Town Centre of Maple Ridge has been experiencing a significant amount of redevelopment and change
over the past five to ten years. Maple Ridge Council has recognized this growth and change and wants
to ensure that the evolution of the Town Centre is positive and leads to greater vibrancy within this
core part of the community.

At the September 10, 2019 Workshop, the key features of the TCAP were presented to Council, along
with examples of recent development that has proceeded under the Plan. During this Workshop,
Council discussed some of the known challenges and opportunities that have both helped and
hindered in making the Town Centre an inviting place for all age groups. Through the discussion there
was acknowledgment that the Plan remains relevant in supporting Council’'s aims for this area.
However, Council indicated that a visioning process would be timely as a 2020 project. The Planning
Department was tasked with undertaking a public process for Town Centre Visioning in the City’'s 2020
Business Plan. The bylaw to confirm the 2020 Business Plan was adopted at the January 14, 2020
Council meeting. It is not anticipated that the visioning process will lead to significant changes to the
Town Centre Area Plan, however, although there is potential that the process may result in identifying
where minor changes would and improvements may result.

A project that is proceeding concurrently with the Town Centre Visioning process is the Community
Social Safety Initiative (CSSI). The current focus of the CSSI is to undertake actions that will create
positive change within the Town Centre. It is hoped that the aligned timing of the CSSI and the Town
Centre Visioning process is synergistic and will help generate greater awareness, understanding and
engagement. While each of these projects is approaching the Town Centre from a slightly different
angle, both are aimed at creating a downtown that is safe, vibrant and welcoming for everyone.

This report outlines the Town Centre Visioning engagement process and the time anticipated for
undertaking and completing this work.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the Town Centre Visioning Public Engagement Process be endorsed.

4.3
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1.0 BACKGROUND:

An extensive public consultation process for the TCAP commenced in 2003 and included several public
workshops and a design charrette. The process was led by Smart Growth on the Ground, which was a
collaborative of various agencies that included the Real Estate Foundation, Federation of Canadian
Municipalities, Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, the Province of BC, and the Government of
Canada, with a mandate to facilitate the creation of compact and environmentally-friendly urban
neighbourhoods. Through the public consultation process, the following 8 guiding principles were
developed for the plan:

Each neighbourhood is complete;

Options to our cars exist;

Work in harmony with natural systems;

Buildings & infrastructure are greener & smarter;
Housing serves many needs;

Jobs are close to home;

The centre is distinctive & vibrant; and

Everyone has a voice.

PN REONE

A Town Centre Concept Plan was developed from all input received and was endorsed by Council in
2005. Once the Concept Plan was endorsed, development applications were able to proceed based
on the concept land use designations. The Concept Plan also provided the guide from which Area Plan
policies were formed. The Town Centre Area Plan (TCAP) was adopted into the Official Community Plan
(OCP) in 2008. See Schedule 1 land use plan in Appendix A and the following link to the complete

TCAP maps and policies (Section 10.4) https://www.mapleridge.ca/316/Official-Community-Plan

The Area Plan policies are supported by Development Permit (DP) Guidelines that were also adopted
into the OCP in 2008. These Guidelines provide guidance for the form and character of new
development and also encourage green features be incorporated wherever possible (such as rain
gardens, green roofs, green walks, and greenway routes). See link to DP Guidelines (Section 8.11)

https://www.mapleridge.ca/DocumentCenter/View/2420/08 OCP-Chapter-8?bidld=

A technical parking study undertaken in 2008 found that reduced parking standards in the areas
Central Business District (see link above for CBD map in Figure 2 of Section 10.4) would be appropriate
based on the mix of proposed land uses and intensification of development. This change has been
reflected in the City's Parking Bylaw. Additionally, Zoning Bylaw amendments were implemented upon
adoption of the Area Plan that support specific policies of the Town Centre, such as a 3 storey minimum
building height for multi-family and commercial uses and a maximum building height in the Port Haney
area. The TCAP continues to be updated as planning approaches evolve, with one recent example
being the incorporation of the new triplex, fourplex and courtyard forms into policies within the Area
Plan.

Since the Area Plan was adopted, the following implementation initiatives have been undertaken to
support and encourage growth:

e The Town Centre Investment Incentives Program (ran from 2011 to 2016) - this program kick
started multi-family and mixed-use development within the Town Centre.

e Capital investment has been undertaken a few times in engineering and street improvements
along 224t and Lougheed Highway. The initial project included an upgrade of Memorial Park
along 224t Street.

e Review of the Town Centre commercial areas through the Commercial/Industrial Strategy -
which confirmed we are on the right track with land use and policies.
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e New park development - acquisition of park lands has occurred since plan adoption and to
date we have a new Nokai Park and the Intergenerational Garden, both are just north of the
Central Business District.

e Density-bonus provision for affordable housing (2019).

When the Area Plan was being developed, the neighbourhood was home to over 8,000 people. Since
2005, almost 4,000 new residents have moved to the Town Centre. Today, the population is getting
close to 12,000 people with approximately 6,500 dwelling units. When the Town Centre reaches build-
out capacity, it is expected to have approximately:

22,000 residents;

70 to 100 persons per hectare;
11,065 units;

Close to 1 job for every dwelling unit.

@ @ ®

Over the past five years, over 67 development projects have been approved and over 64 are currently
under application and anticipated for completion within the next two to three years (see Appendix B).
Approximately 12 are in the pre-application stage.

An overview of the TCAP and some examples of new development under the Plan was presented at
the September 10, 2019 Council Workshop. During the meeting, Council indicated an interest in
undertaking a visioning process for the Town Centre, which could provide a vision refresh by identifying
opportunities for creating greater vibrancy and potential updates for the Plan. The Planning
Department included a Town Centre Visioning process in the 2020 Business Plan and the Business
Plan bylaw was adopted at the January 14, 2020 Council meeting.

2.0 DISCUSSION:

Engaging the public through the Town Centre Visioning process will involve a series of stakeholder
workshops and one pop-up broad engagement event at the Haney Farmer’s Market. Dialogue Planning
& Urban Design will be contracted to lead the public engagement component of the process.

2.1 Public Engagement Process

The intent behind the public engagement process is to ensure a broad public engagement opportunity,
along with a series of workshops focused on stakeholders within the Town Centre. The following
engagement events are proposed for the Town Centre Visioning process:

1. A Scoop for Your Scoop: This broad engagement pop-up activity will be scheduled for a
Saturday afternoon Haney Farmer’s Market, where a colourful ice cream cart and display
boards will invite attendees at the market to share their “scoop” on the future of the Town
Centre in exchange for a scoop of ice cream.

2. Community Questionnaire: An online questionnaire will be made available for those who are
not able to participate in the above “Scoop” event or the stakeholder workshops discussed
below. The questionnaire is intended to reach as many members of the community as possible
for input. Paper versions of the questionnaire will also be available at the “Scoop” event and
at the City Hall reception and front counter.
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3. Series of Stakeholder Workshops:

a. WalkShop: This event aims to engage a range of stakeholders, including local
residents, seniors, children, youth, event/festival organizers, culture/arts community,
and others. Participants will be asked to take photos and videos while walking through
a designated route in the Town Centre. The walk will be followed by a workshop,
wherein the participants’ observations will be shared and discussed. The outcomes of
this workshop will be to understand what currently excites people about the Town
Centre, what they see as the challenges, and to identify their big picture aspirations for
the future.

b. Business Community: Because businesses have specific needs and concerns, a
business focused workshop will be undertaken. This workshop will likely be held as a
breakfast event that includes a short presentation, an interactive mapping exercise,
and a final interactive exercise that asks for input on what they would change, from a
cultural and economic perspective, to make the Town Centre more successful.

The input received from the public engagement process will be compiled into an outcomes report and
presented to Council. The outcomes report will test the findings from the engagement process and
determine if these are in alignment with the existing TCAP policies and identify where there are
opportunities for improvement. Additionally, this process is intended to help define “what does success
mean?” in the ongoing implementation of the Town Centre Area Plan and lead to identifying indicators
for measuring success.

Once the outcomes report is received by Council, recommendations for next steps in the process will
also be presented for Council’s consideration. This would potentially involve drafting policy changes to
the TCAP and presenting to the community for their feedback through an open house event.

The public consultation process was initially anticipated to commence in early May and run through
June 2020, however, due to the recent restrictions placed on public gatherings, the start date of this
process has yet to be determined.

2.2 Town Centre Branding and Public Engagement Notifications

Planning will work with the Communications Department on creating a Town Centre Visioning brand
and webpage for sharing information with the public. This will also likely include a Kick-off video that
can be posted on YouTube. Broad community advertising of the process will include:

e Newspaper advertisements;

e Posters in high community traffic areas, such as the Leisure Centre, the ACT, City Hall, library,
Seniors’ Centre, Greg Moore Youth Centre, and distributed to Committees of Council; and

e The City’s FaceBook page and on twitter.

Invites to the workshops will be targeted to specific stakeholder groups, as discussed above, with
emails and/or letters addressed to each invitee. )
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2.3 Interdepartmental Collaboration

Renewing the Vision for the Town Centre will involve several City departments in supporting and
participating in the public engagement process. Additionally, the Town Centre Visioning process is
anticipated to provide opportunities for combining and supporting synergies with the work that is
underway on the Community Social Safety Initiative, in which many City departments are already
engaged. An initial interdepartmental meeting for the Town Centre Visioning process has already
occurred with the following departments and further meetings to obtain input and expertise are also
anticipated:

Economic Development;

Engineering;

Development and Environmental Planning;
Culture & Recreation;

Fire;

Bylaws;

Parks; and

Communications.

® &€ © e ® © @ e

It is anticipated that staff from each of these departments will be involved in participating in at least
one, but likely more, of the stakeholder workshops and also provide input into the preparation of the
community questionnaire.

3.0  STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT

The Town Centre Visioning process is intended to engage broad participation within the community in
identifying and sharing their aspirations for the Town Centre’s future. This project objective, along with
discussions that will take place regarding safety, vibrancy, inclusivity, and encouraging an ongoing
community dialogue align with the following goals of Council’s Strategic Plan:

Community Safety;

Growth;

Community Pride & Spirit; and

Natural Environment (Green Infrastructure).

® @ © o

4.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The Town Centre Visioning process is included in the City’s 2020 Financial Plan and the bylaw to enact
this plan was adopted at the January 14, 2020 Council meeting.
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CONCLUSION:

The Town Centre Area Plan was adopted in 2008 and established a vision for creating a pedestrian-
oriented, compact, and high-density downtown for the community. While the goals of this remain
relevant today, a refresh is timely. Through this process, the community will be invited to revisit and
refine the original vision to ensure that as the Town Centre continues to grow, it is growing in the right
direction. Commencement of this project is coinciding with some positive work currently underway in
the Town Centre on the Community Social Safety Initiative (CSS1) and it is anticipated that synergies
between these two projects will help support awareness and engagement in both.

Prepared b ARM., MCIP, RPP
Manager of Community Planning

Approved by:

Concurrence.
Chief Administrative Officer
The following appendices are attached hereto:

Appendix A:  Town Centre Area Plan - Schedule 1
Appendix B:  Town Centre Development Activity - past 5 years
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| CITY OF MAPLE RIDGE

mapleridge.ca
TO: His Worship Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: March 31, 2020
and Members of Council FILE NO: 11-5255-20-061
FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Workshop
SUBJECT: Integrated Stormwater Management Plan - South Alouette River and Kanaka Creek
Watersheds
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

The Province has encouraged the effective management of municipal watersheds by mandating that
local governments in the Metro Vancouver Region develop Integrated Stormwater Management Plans
(ISMPs). Accordingly, the City has retained engineering consultants Urban Systems Ltd. and Kerr Wood
Leidal Associates Ltd. to develop ISMPs for watersheds that include 90% of the City’s urban area. The
Urban Systems Ltd. ISMP for the South Alouette River and Kanaka Creek watersheds is now complete,
and the Executive Summary is attached (a link to the main report is provided on the Council Agenda).
The Kerr Wood Leidal ISMP is scheduled for completion later this year.

The South Alouette River and Kanaka Creek ISMP provides an overview of watershed health and
drainage system performance. The study refers to stream flow information, biological monitoring data,
land use maps and aerial photo imagery in assessing the health of local streams. Hydrological and
hydraulic computer models were developed to review the performance of the City's drainage systems,
with consideration of future climate change. The ISMP assesses City policies and practices related to
the management of rainwater from the Official Community Plan level down to the development site
level, identifying successes and various opportunities for improvement. Various stakeholders were
consulted during the development of the ISMP including the City’s Environmental Advisory Committee,
which carried a motion to support the recommendations of the ISMP in November 2019.

The ISMP provides recommendations for various actions and initiatives including encouraging
implementation of Green Infrastructure, improving the City’s rainwater management design criteria,
implementing infrastructure capacity upgrades, monitoring stream health and erosion, and monitoring
key performance indicators. By implementing the recommendations of the ISMP, the City can build
upon its role as a responsible land steward while promoting the development of safe and liveable
neighbourhoods.

RECOMMENDATION:

That the South Alouette River and Kanaka Creek Integrated Stormwater Management Plan be
endorsed; and

That staff be directed to bring forward the recommendations of the ISMP as part of future Business
Plans for consideration.

4.4
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DISCUSSION:

a)

b)

c)

d)

Background Context:

Historical development in Metro Vancouver municipalities including Maple Ridge focused
mainly on the safe conveyance of runoff from major rainstorms. This one-dimensional
approach to managing rainfall has resulted in the degradation of watershed health. More
recently, the science of rainwater management has advanced.

For over a decade, Maple Ridge has implemented the modern 3-tier system that maintains
watershed health by managing the entire spectrum of rainfall from minor to major events.
Critically, the City has also maintained watershed health by protecting environmentally
sensitive areas and applying streamside protection regulations that allocate forested buffer
zones adjacent streams. These efforts have proved quite successful, however challenges to
achieving peak watershed health and drainage system performance persist. As such, the ISMP
is a useful tool for assessing the current state of watershed health and drainage performance,
identifying challenges and recommending actions for the future maintenance or for
improvement of watershed health and drainage. A link to the ISMP is provided on the Council
Agenda and the Executive Summary report is attached.

The ISMP provides recommendations for various actions and initiatives to maintain or improve
watershed health including: encouraging the implementation of Green Infrastructure to offset
development impacts, particularly in the Town Centre Area; adding flexibility and other
improvements to City’s rainwater management design criteria; coordinating infrastructure
capacity upgrades with asset management initiatives; monitoring stream health and erosion;
and monitoring of key performance indicators and adaptive management. By advancing these
and the other recommendations of the ISMP, the City can build upon its role as a responsible
land steward while promoting the development of safe and liveable neighbourhoods.

Desired Outcome:

The intent of this report is to provide Council with the Executive Summary of the South Alouette
River and Kanaka Creek Integrated Stormwater Management Plan as well as access to the
main report; to seek endorsement of the Plan, and to recommend that staff advance the
recommendations of the Plan in future Business Plans for Council’s review.

Strategic Alignment:
The development of ISMPs is listed as a key action in Natural Environment Highlights section
of the City of Maple Ridge Strategic Plan for 2019-2022.

Citizen/Customer Implications:
Citizens can benefit from the ISMP as the document recommends studies and actions for the
enhancement of watershed health and drainage system performance in Maple Ridge.

Interdepartmental Implications:

Internal stakeholders from the Engineering, Operations, Parks, Planning, and Building
Departments collaborate on drainage infrastructure and watershed health, and will continue
to collaborate in implementing the recommendations of the ISMP.

Doc#2416275 Page 2 of 3



f) Business Plan/Financial Implications:
The City's existing 5 year Capital Plan allocates funding annually for drainage infrastructure
replacements and capacity upgrades. The ISMP identifies targets for utilization of this funding
for the enhancement of watershed health and drainage system performance.

CONCLUSION:

Following Provincial mandate, the City retained Urban Systems Ltd. to develop an Integrated
Stormwater Management Plan (ISMP) for the South Alouette River and Kanaka Creek watersheds. The
ISMP provides an overview of watershed health and drainage system performance while reviewing the
effectiveness of the City’'s existing policies and practices. The ISMP offers a number of
recommendations the City can implement to enhance the health of these watersheds.

It is recommended that Council endorse the ISMP and direct staff to bring forth the ISMP’s
recommended plans and budgets for consideration as part of future Business Plans.

Prepared by

Reviewed b

Approved by: David PollOCK, PENg.

Concurrence. .. .._._..._..
Chief Administrative Officer

Attachments:
(A) Executive Summary - South Alouette River and Kanaka Creek Integrated Stormwater
Management Plan
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mapleridge.ca City of Maple Ridge

TO: Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: March 31, 2020
and Members of Council FILE NO:
FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Workshop

SUBJECT: Maple Ridge Tree Permit Survey Update

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:
At the April 2, 2019 Council Workshop, Council directed:

“That staff prepare a draft questionnaire for Council’s review, followed by an email and mail-out
survey to permit applicants;

That survey responses be provided to Council to determine whether changes to the Tree Bylaw
are warranted; and,

That staff keep the costs relative to this process as low as possible.”

On October 8, 2019 Council reviewed and endorsed the Tree Bylaw survey questions and the process
that was recommended in the staff report titled “Update on Maple Ridge Tree Bylaw Survey and
Process”.

Council emphasized that the purpose of the survey and review was not to create any significant
changes to the current Tree Protection and Management Bylaw (Tree Bylaw), rather it was to determine
whether there was an opportunity to improve efficiencies with the current tree permit process.

The 2020 Tree Bylaw Survey was forwarded via both email and mail out to all tree permit applicants,
tree experts, and development consultants who were involved in a tree permit application over the
past two and a half years. Survey stakeholders were given six weeks to submit their comments.

Out of approximately 1500 tree permit applications over the past two and a half years, 70 survey
responses and written comments were provided to the City of Maple Ridge in addition to approximately
a dozen verbal and written comments by applicants as well as from some tree permit complainants.
A copy of the Tree Bylaw Survey is attached in Appendix A. The survey results and summary of the
written comments are found in Appendix B. The original written responses are found in Appendix C.

This report provides an updated summary of survey results, including written feedback and comments
received on the 2020 Tree Bylaw Survey. It also includes recommendations for improvements to the
tree permit process and Tree Bylaw.

RECOMMENDATION:

That staff be directed to prepare Amendments to the Tree Bylaw and process as identified in the

Recommendations for Consideration of the report entitled “Maple Ridge Tree Permit Survey

Update”, dated March 31, 2020. 4 5
[ ]
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BACKGROUND:

As mentioned previously in this report, at the April 2, 2019 and October 8, 2019 Council Workshops,
Council directed that survey responses be provided to Council to determine whether changes to the
Tree Bylaw and/or process were warranted.

Previous to this 2020 Tree Bylaw survey, three other Tree Bylaw update reports had been prepared for
Council to determine whether efficiencies or changes were required to the Tree Bylaw or Tree Permit
process. The first feedback was provided about five years ago on June 07 2015 through a Community
Questionnaire on the Tree Bylaw. The second report was prepared and received by Council on
November 14, 2017 along with some proposed Tree Bylaw amendments. The Tree Bylaw was revised
and updated on December 12, 2017 to help address any concerns or updates required. The third
Tree Bylaw update report was received by Council April 2, 2019.

It was at this last meeting, that Council directed staff to carry out the most recent Tree Bylaw Survey.
In order to address concerns raised by Tree Permit applicants, Council directed that input from all tree
permit applicants and stakeholders be undertaken to determine whether additional updates were
required.

The tree bylaw survey process included input from the following stakeholders:

e Tree experts that work in the community;

e Development consultants involved with the tree permit process through development
applications;

e Land owners and the general public involved with a tree permit over the past two and half
years in addition to comments received and recorded over the past two and half years from
phone conversations, front counter inquiries, emails and from ongoing tree permit application
site visits; and

e Tree permit applicants utilizing the City’s website and front counter comments.

DISCUSSION:

Council noted at the April 2, 2019 Workshop that some elements of the tree permit process might
need to be potentially updated to help improve efficiencies and effectiveness of the Tree Bylaw.

The purpose of the current Tree Bylaw Survey is to hear back from permit applicants and tree permit
stakeholders to identify current strengths and challenges associated with the process.

Tree Bylaw Consultation Results

Overall, there was a good response to the survey with a total of 72 survey forms that were completed
and returned to the City. In addition, there were approximately 20 tree permit application comments
that were submitted over the past two and a half years.

The approved Tree Bylaw Survey questions are found in Appendix A. The Tree Survey results and
written comments are found in Appendix B. This includes a breakdown of written comments into
stakeholder groups including land owners, tree experts, and development applicants.  In general
there were some common themes and feedback from all of the stakeholder groups as well as some
unique perspectives within each of the stakeholder categories. More detailed breakdown of common
and unique feedback based on stakeholder groups can be found in Appendix B.

There were some general themes with respect to likes and dislikes which this report has included
below for Council’s consideration. The following is an interpretation of feedback by staff based on the
total numbers of repeated comments received and communications over the past two and half years:

2419016 Page 2 of 5



1. Efficiency of the Tree Bylaw Process

Overall, the majority of the feedback about overall efficiencies of the Tree Bylaw process was generally
positive. Fourty six percent either strongly agreed or agreed that the process was efficient. Twenty
seven percent were neutral on this question. Combined together, both positive and neutral responses
related to efficiency of the process totaled 73%. Twenty seven (27%) percent of the respondents did
not think the tree permit process was efficient.

The majority of the positive support came largely from non development tree permit applicants
whereby 32/56 responses either agreed or strongly agreed that the process was efficient. In the
general written feedback, the most common written feedback was about how ‘helpful and friendly’ City
Tree Permit staff were helping applicants through the permit process and how ‘straight forward’ the
permit process was.

Some residents and tree experts were hoping the City could eventually go to an online tree permit
process. From an efficiency perspective, there was some criticism from a couple of the respondents
about how long it took to carry out an appeal process for permits that were denied and the cost of the
additional arborist reports to satisfy the permit process requirements.

2. 0ngoing Pride in Natural Environment but some flexibility required.

There continues to be lots of pride about the natural environment and various benefits trees provides
to the community, neighborhoods, and land owners as a whole. Reason why people moved here.
Important for future generations to enjoy and inherit natural landscapes current generations have.
Forest cover and trees are important for natural beauty but also for recreation, shade, air quality,
habitat for wildlife, local flooding and drainage management, privacy, property values, etc. Also
important to ensure the Tree Bylaw continues to allow land owners to manage routine maintenance
and choose how many trees and which type of trees are appropriate for private lots.

3. Right Tree Right Place.

Larger or significant size trees within smaller urban lots may not be suitable or appropriate for
retention/protection especially if minimum useable yard space or within falling distance of residential
structures. Urban areas likely need better guidance on tree replacement options.

4. Retention or Protection of Trees.

Permit process still mimics more of a tree cutting bylaw rather than a tree protection bylaw. Explore
more effective ways of retaining larger trees especially large clusters of trees on development lands,
within urban areas, and rural lands where possible. Consider better incentives for land owners and
developers, improve standards and requirements for long term survival of protected trees. Provide
more stringent retention requirements for rural lands where cumulative tree clearing still appears to
be taking place.

5. Reduce Permit Time and Fees for Tree Permit Applicants

Some urban non-development tree permit applicants requested opportunity for doing an on line tree
permit process and fee payment. Also for non development urban lots, consider smaller permit fees
for first 3 permit size trees in urban areas since rural area residents get first 10 trees cut for free.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION:

Although the majority of the survey respondents noted that the permit process was largely efficient
and straight forward in their opinion, if Council is looking for some changes to the permit process that
can help with efficiencies identified in the Tree Bylaw Survey, there are some options below that might
help achieve this.
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Some options may require additional resources that can be addressed through the business planning
process but most options can be handled through inter-departmental assistance.

The following options are recommended for Council’s consideration as follows:
Support Additional Public Outreach.

1.

Support more public education and outreach on tree bylaw & permit requirements. For
example, develop a municipal communications initiative on the importance of urban forests
and benefits associated with trees, tree canopy cover, how to maintain a tree or plant a
suitable replacement tree, how to choose a good tree professional, update handouts on the
tree permit process for different stakeholders?

Update Tree Permit Appeal Process.

2.

Change tree permit denial and appeal process to support a more timely and cost effective
response. For example, to avoid unnecessary delays waiting for available Council workshop
dates, preparation of staff reports, and mail outs to neighbours, Council could choose a more
efficient option whereby the Director of Planning could initially determine the appeal decision.
Should the Director decide to uphold the permit denial decision, the appeal could still go to
Council with a brief update.

Change Tree Permit Fees.

3.

4.
5.

Reduce resident non-development permit fee for urban areas. Reduce from $50 + $25 per
tree removed, to $50 for first 3 trees, $100 if over 3 trees.

Create an online application and payment option for the Tree Bylaw Permit process.

No permit fees for cottonwoods, alder or hemlock tree species, unless they are significant
(greater than 70 cm and healthy) or in a watercourse or steep slope protection area. A tree
permit would still be required to track removals and determine if replacements are required.

Update Protection and Replacement Guidelines.

Update replacement tree species guidelines to better fit / suit size of lot and land uses.
Create clear municipal standards, guidelines, and best practices to improve survival of
protected trees on developable portions of site, especially trees that are supposed to be
retained in exchange density bonus provisions.

Change tree protection fencing standards to include eco-friendly options of metal fencing or
other re-useable types of fencing.

Identify, Measure, and Monitor Tree Bylaw and Tree Permit Performance Results.

9. Support ongoing collaboration and efficiencies between the Parks Operations section and Tree

Bylaw Permit staff to help protect and manage municipal street trees as well as trees on
municipal lands.

10. Explore cost effective ways to identify, measure and monitor tree canopy cover (gains and

losses) across the City and various neighborhoods. This information could help the City
determine if we are meeting and managing tree canopy cover objectives. It can also help keep
track of quantitative and qualitative benefits and cost savings municipal trees are providing.
Some resources may be required through the business planning process for this.
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ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATION:

An alternative recommendation in case Council does not wish to pursue further changes to the Tree
Bylaw or Tree Permit process is as follows:

That the Tree Bylaw Survey and Consultation Update report dated March 31, 2020 be received for
information.

CONCLUSION:

Pursuant to Council direction, the 2020 Tree Bylaw survey was forwarded to all tree permit applicants,
tree experts, and development consultants who have been involved in a tree permit in the past two
and a half years. Of the approximate 1500 applications, 70 survey responses and written comments
were received.

The survey suggests that the majority of respondents felt the process was positive, however comments
were made that suggested there were some improvements that could be made to the Bylaw and
process. As a result of the review, staff have identified ten recommendations that if implemented
could result in increased efficiencies to the Bylaw and process.

[tis noted that some of the recommendations can be done fairly quickly (i.e. amendments to the Bylaw,
appeal process, fees, and guidelines), while others will require more time and can be explored or
implemented as part of future work should Council direct staff to do so (i.e. preparation of a scoping
report to discuss opportunities for identifying, measuring and monitoring tree canopy). Lastly, staff
recommend working with the Information Technology Department to establish online application and
fees.

In general, the findings of the Tree Bylaw Survey exercise show that the broader opinion of tree permit
applicants is generally very positive with respect to efficiencies based on the submissions and
feedback received. A number of minor improvements have been recommended that could be
explored or implemented as part of fyrlire work should Council direct staff to do so.

(_

Prepared by: Rod Stott
Environmental Planner 2

2. C.h(C’ Lo O

Reviewed by: oddard
Di /rof Planning

Reviewed bv: Christine Carter. M.PL. MCIP, RPP
nent Services
Concurrenc
T SR - ¢

The following appendices are attached hereto:

Appendix A - Tree Bylaw Survey

Appendix B - Summary of Survey Results and Comments by Stakeholder Group
Appendix C - Tree Bylaw Survey written comments
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4.

Tree cutting and clearing too lenient in rural area. Allowing 10 trees per year over a few years
with no permit results in larger scale clearing taking place. Not taking into consideration
potential for blow down on neighboring properties (3)

Should be zero tolerance for topping trees, cutting without permits, & poor pruning jobs. Need
stronger rules for tree professionals having ISA certification to improve practices.(2)

Other themes and comments:

>

>

Greater effort should be provided to protect these larger trees where possible, especially on
larger sites where space is available.

Removal of some edge trees can open up an area to potential hazards i.e. blow down. This
applies to developments and non-development sites. Better controls required in these
situations. Good to see effective root protection zones on development sites

Difficult to retain or replace trees on smaller denser urban lots when buildings and impervious
surfaces often take up the entire site.

Include hemlocks over 50cm DBH as part of the potential danger trees with no permit fees if
trees are within striking distance of a structure

Smaller urban lots — right tree right place so protection of significant sized trees on smaller lots
should potentially include emphasis on appropriate replacements instead.

Would like ability to submit application and credit card payment on-line

Place more responsibility on arborists and reduce site visit requirements on municipal staff.
Newly planted replacement trees in developments should have appropriate space for root
growth, long term survival, and appropriate fencing and signage around the site.

Residents with non-development applications (56):

vk W e

No complaints, easy process — 16

Helpful and flexible staff —9

Residents should be able to manage their own trees or with minimum interference - 5
Enforce on weekends; lots of unpermitted removals happen on weekends — 5

Tall trees in close proximity to homes on small lots not a good mix. -3

Other key themes and comments:

Y VY

Y

Need more education and outreach to public and professionals regarding permit process.

Like cottonwood and alder exemption, should include older hemlocks as well.

Developers should be held to higher standard to retain more trees, especially larger size clusters
of trees if they are significant in size.

New developments can remove trees too easily in rural areas on non ALR lands.

Still effectively a tree removal management bylaw not a tree protection and management
bylaw. Need better protection for trees.

Would like ability to apply and pay on line

Infringement of property rights, should not need a permit to remove trees. Money grab.

Need higher priority for damaged and hazard trees (staff note —these trees already are higher
priority, can often be removed by just sending in picture to staff)
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City should continue to encourage protection and replacement of trees. Needs to keep track of
numbers and performance for tree canopy cover.

Didn’t know about appeal process (staff note - all denials are sent a letter outlining the appeal
process)

Should not have to pay for dangerous or dead trees (staff note — all dangerous, diseased and
dead trees can be removed without a permit and fee); and

Costly with arborist report (staff note — Arborist only required if need confirmation that tree is
high risk or if tree located within protected ESA area)

Development Industry (8)

el

Tree protection permit process fairly straight forward and staff are helpful (3)

More clarity around removal in close proximity to steep slopes, parks & forest required (2)
More lenience on removals for infill lots and encourage appropriate replacements instead (2)
Inefficient for small subdivision projects to go through a tree management plan. Staff should
rely more on expert opinions with fewer checks (2)

More incentives for protection of significant sized trees and supporting space on medium and
larger size development lots in exchange for greater density. (2)

Other key themes and comments:

>

tree protection requirements not always clear nor always practical especially for retention of
significant trees around developable portions of a site.

Should not require Arborist; City should provide that service.

Tree protection fencing should include more eco-friendly options

Adds costs to development applications. Reduce the fees.

Question 5. If you are a tree professional, how does the Tree Bylaw permitting process in the City of
Maple Ridge compare to other municipalities? What are your suggestions and comments? /(5)

1.

Other cities have more restrictions around tree cutting and protection than Maple Ridge.
This is still primarily a tree removal bylaw and not a tree protection bylaw but good to see it
has tree replacement and tree canopy cover requirements.(3)

Tree canopy cover targets are a really good idea and some cities are already doing this while
other communities are starting to following suit. (3)

Rural areas should require stronger regulations to ensure lands are not being cleared over
time for speculation to make way for future development (2)

Better flexibility, tools required in urban infill areas and smaller urban lots to ensure
appropriate protection and replacement takes place. Potential for urban forest management
strategy that is being used by other cities (2); and

More standardized certification should be required for arborists and contractors to ensure
appropriate practices taking place (2)

Other key themes and comments

>

City needs a way to effectively measure, monitor, and manage how the City is doing with its
tree canopy cover over time in certain areas. Also, may want to consider an urban forest
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management strategy like other cities are doing to manage the municipal forests, urban
trees, street trees, and canopy cover targets in the future.

More incentives and stronger regulations required to retain larger clusters of trees in
developments especially where density bonus provisions have been provided. Ensure
appropriate space and mitigation is provided around these clusters for survival.

Either increase number of City arborists to properly administer, manage and enforce the tree
bylaw or place more responsibility onto the tree experts, (foresters/arborists) to manage the
sites and issues.

Comments from Tree Permit applicants and tree experts is also provided below based on feedback
from site visits and correspondence over the past five years since 2015, along with emails to staff
from permit applicants, tree experts, development consultants, and complainants regarding cutting
on neighboring properties. The bulk of this feedback is consistent with what the City heard five
years ago and in the questionnaire completed in 2015/2016.

Ongoing Stakeholder/ Applicant Feedback. Over the past few years, there has been some common
ground with respect to shared concerns and feedback on the tree permit process and tree bylaw.
Some common feedback and comments shared with staff through previous questionnaires, site
visits, and front counter discussions included the following:

Ongoing general support for the current Tree Management Bylaw with respect to protection,
replacement, and management measures especially for development related activity
because trees continue to provide important benefits to the community such as liveability,
climate change resiliency, and natural beauty.

More flexibility required for non development permit applicants in urban areas with smaller
lots to take out significant sized trees or inappropriate tree species.

New development and larger scale tree removal applications within suburban and rural areas
should be required to retain more healthy significant size trees where possible rather than
automatically reverting to replanting or cash in lieu.

Overall, there appears to be less negative impacts and more responsible tree management
practices for new development and non development permit applicants including poor tree
cutting practices by unqualified practioners. This should ultimately help the City, landowners,
and neighbors to reduce potential costs, risks and nuisance issues related to inappropriate
tree clearing and irresponsible tree cutting practices.

Need better strategy, regulations, and incentives to help with protection and/or replacement
measures to deal with ongoing impacts from tree removal that is likely going to take place
within urban infill areas. Consider rezoning requirements and urban forest management
strategies that are being used by other municipalities.

Applaud the City of Maple Ridge efforts to catch up with other municipalities in terms of how
it regulates and manages the urban forest. Tailor it to local context and unique qualities that
residents came to the City for in the first place.

There is increasing knowledge and recognition that urban forests and trees on both public
and private lands provide important benefits, services and cost savings to the local business
community, home owners, various demographic groups at risk from health concerns, and
future generations of citizens. Public interest in creating more green spaces for new area
plans, neighbourhoods, streets, and sites.
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How have you been In your opinion, isthe Overall, what are your comments or suggestions on Tree Bylaw permitting and appeal process? If you are a tree professional, how does the Tree Bylaw permitting process

compare to other municipalities? What are your suggestions and comments?

Tell us about yourself. e City of Maple Ridge

select all that apply:

involved with the Tree Tree Bylaw permitting
process efficient?

Bylaw permitting

process? Please select
EURGETET T

Tree Expert/ Professional (Forester, | Development Tree | think the bylaw is very confusing for most people who are not familiar with it, and it is too lenient in the The City of Richmond has a really good tree protection bylaw. It's linear and easy to understand, and the built

Arborist, Feller/Contractor); Permit Application; rural area. The <70 cm DBH no permit clause makes no sense and is damn near impossible to enforce. in stop work order clause is effective when it comes to enforcement and compliance for development. Surrey
also has a very strong bylaw, but | find that it's too lenient on the development community and punitive to
homeowners trying to do regular maintenance on their properties.

Tree Expert/ Professional (Forester, |2 years;Tree Neutral Stricter guidelines for when a tree can be removed. Zero tolerance for topping. Pruning guidelines in bylaw to || am a resident of maple ridge but am also a bylaw arborist in another municipality. In comparison the city |

Arborist, Professional; allow for warnings and fines to be issued when there are pruning infractions. These fines and letters would  |work for has a much stronger bylaw but with very different lot sizes and types. We have pruning and topping

Feller/Contractor);Resident; hopefully go to the tree care professional not the homeowner. Mandatory that any tree care worker in guidelines, all work must be by and ISA certified arborist, require arborist reports for all development

Maple Ridge be ISA certified. This would eliminate a lot of topping and pruning that is happening around the |regardless of lot size, type or tree size or number. Our bylaw allows us to ticket for numerous offenses. We

city. Further incentive to retain trees and large areas of native soil on large lots that are being redeveloped. |have two streams of applicants - resident and non-resident (developer). This allows us to have two different
levels of deposits. Resident applicant deposits cap at $10K where as developers have no cap. Two things |
applaud Maple Ridge for is the tree protection zone of DBH x 18 and all trees planted as part of development
sites are protected. The city | work is has small urban lots where DBH x 6 is our minimum TPZ. | also think
protecting trees that are planted as part of landscape plans for large scale developments is a great way to
regain the lost canopy cover. This is something we would personally really like to change in our city but would
need an amendment through council to do so. A tree bylaw division also needs a minimum of 3 people to
function efficiently. One person to focus solely on paperwork and file management, the other two as arborist
for inspections and permit reviews.

Tree Expert/Professional Tree Professional for Agree Overall, the permit process is straight forward but some components of the tree bylaw are less clear. Not as strong or clear as other municipalities with respect to protection especially larger trees but much
development and non Municipal staff are great at providing help and direction with permit process. Not familiar with the appeal |better than before. Staff helpful in guiding through tree permit process. Urban areas difficult to retain trees
development sites; process but in my opinion some flexibility is required for non development smaller urban lots. More on lots where new development occurring because insufficient space to protect or replace trees on sites

emphasis on protection within larger lots and replacement of appropriate tree species within smaller urban |since building footprint and surrournding impervious area take up the majority of the site. Some cities have
lots or dense urban areas. Protection of appropriate species and sized trees makes sense for non zoning requirements to ensure minimum green space on site or they provide neighborhood level green
development and development sites in urban infill areas. ~ City might want to consider more incentives for  |spaces for tree retention and planting. Tree canopy cover requirements and performance target makes
developers and property owners to retain larger clusters of healthy significant sized trees but provide more sense. If the objective is to meet minimum tree canopy cover targets in urban infill areas then the
sufficient space and protection for long term survival. Density bonus for tree retention should result in clear |City might want to consider a way to measure and monitor this.

benefits not liability for City.

Tree Expert/ Professional (Forester, | Development Tree Strongly Agree I have concerns with properties in rural areas being allowed to clear 10 trees a year under 70 cm DBH, no This tree bylaw is having the city take on a lot of the inspections and the city will want to ensure that they are

Arborist, Feller/Contractor); Permit Application;Non questions asked. A developer would use this opportunity over several years to clear the property. Even staffed appropriately. Many cities have instead chosen to put the onus on the project arborist to perform the
Development Tree homeowners will go through the process of clearing their land in anticipation that it will sell to a developer at |inspections with the city arborist only performing spot inspections to ensure compliance. Some cities require
Permit Application; higher value. These could be rare or high value trees that don't normally reach a DBH of 70 cm. project arborist to perform tree replacement inspections and follow-up inspection at project completion to

Increasing the number of replacement trees with tree DBH and the consideration for pre-existing canopy in  |ensure compliance. Many are even requiring monthly inspections by project arborist.
tree replacement count is good. Consider replacement tree numbers per lot size similar to city of Vancouver [Only requiring an arborist report after 5 trees have been removed in an urban area places a lot of liability on
as opposed to a percentage per hectare. Smaller lots will have more difficulty with replacements whereas the city. Removal of trees can open up surrounding trees to windthrow.
larger lots have more room for replacements. | would suggest that it be a requirement that the TPB be staked as it will easily be moved during construction
This appears to be a Tree Removal Bylaw and not a Tree Protection Bylaw. Maybe | glazed over it. But where |for convenience.
does it state the criteria that must be met for a tree removal to be granted. Most municipalities state that Our municipality has had developers pose as homeowners to clear land for development. | would reccomend
the tree must meet certain criteria to be granted a removal permit. Ex. conflicts with utilities, hazardous, that you ensure that this bylaw is not set up for people to take advantage of this.
deadstanding, etc. You will want to consider placing more that $600 in securities on retained trees as that will|l didn't see mention of standards for work within the CRZ of protected trees. Will an arborist need to
not have much impact with a developer. supervise this? Are structural roots protected under this bylaw?
Have a mechanism in place for if the removal of a tree is declined and they want to appeal.
Tree Expert/ Professional (Forester, |Tree Professional; Agree | like that Cottonwood and Alders are exempt from being considered a protected species, but I'd like to see  [Overall the permit application process is very good. Perhaps it's already available, but I'd like to be able to
Arborist, Feller/Contractor); Hemlock included on that list. As we know they are the most prone to complete tree failure and also one of [submit permits online. Other municipal bylaws define a hedge (more than 3 trees, less than 1.4 m apart). As
the pioneer species. we know Cedars can quickly grow to greater than 20 cm and some properties require 'topping' to mai
them. When dealing with townhouse or apartment complexes, other Municipalities may not require
permit to remove a tree that was not part of the original landscape plan or protected during construc
Often homeowners/landscape committees plant inappropriate trees in the wrong spots. Also, all tre¢ >
these complexes should be protected, even under 20 cm diameter. Finally, on these sites, the counci U
be allowed to replace trees that should not have been planted in the first place. Too many times we -U
large Red maples planted in 'finger' beds that will quickly cause damage. If these trees are replaced m
them causing damage there should be lenience with permitting cost as long as there is a comprehens Z
planting plan. | always appreciate Michelle's quick response to my questions! Everyone I've dealt wi U
been great. -
>
(@)




Resident;

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

Agree

The process was very straightforward. | have no complaints. | went to the Municipal offices and filled out a
hard copy form. Staff was very helpful in filling out the form. | was notified by email that my permit was
ready for pick up and I picked it up at the municipal offices and had the tree professional remove the tree. |
advised the arborist when the tree was removed and the process was complete.

dangerouis

Resident;

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

Neutral

Eliminate the permit fee for private residences when less than 3 trees are involved.
Have a process that allows municipal staff to take action on weekends when "illegal” tree removal is reported
to the municipality.

Set up a reporting hot line, that is manned 7 days a week.

When possible encourage or stipulate the planting of new trees ( 2 for 1) when a tree is removed.

to replant: -

Resident;

Development Tree
Permit Application;

Strongly Disagree

| think it's ridiculous. As a private property owner, it should be within my own right to remove a tree that is
both impacting public property and private property and utilities lines. | am all for keeping trees and
maintaining our cities green space. But as a homeowner that owns my property | should have the right to
remove a tree from my own yard. The city is doing a very poor job of managing it's green spaces, if the city
wants additional trees then they can plant more in public green spaces and stop forcing owners to abide by
rules that can be downright absurd, especially with regards to a property that is less than a half acre.
Smarten up Maple Ridge and get with it.

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

Disagree

The tree | removed was leaning significantly as it grew, to the point it was in danger of toppling in strong
winds.

It is a money grab to charge a fee to residents for being proactive to reduce risks of damage or injury. It is no
wonder residents shy away from being safety conscious and just leave things until injuries or damage occurs,
and just let insurance deal with the aftermath. | can see if more than one tree was being removed....

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

Strongly Disagree

In 2019 we applied for a permit to remove 7 trees from our yard. As part of our application we advised that a
certified arborist (the same one the City uses) had advised that 3 of the trees are a hazard. The City decided
to grant the permit for all the trees except those 3. We will continue to apply for a permit for these 3 trees
as they are a hazard to both our house and our neighbor’s house.

tick and clear process

Resident;

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

Nuetral

No comment as | only applied once. | have no background against which to place any opinion

N/A




Resident;

Permit Application;

Non Development Tree |Strongly Agree

{ had no problems with the process. It was quick and efficient. | had two trees which had to be dealt with.
One was an emergency removal due to winter storm damage. The other was also storm damaged but not an
emergency. The city staff were quick to respond to my enquiries and extremely helpful in explaining the
process, The web page made finding the additional info | needed simple. The current process worked for me
without difficulty.

However, | do note the process for protection of established trees can potentiaily be subverted. One
probable example is a property being redeveloped further up the street where | live. The large tree on the
corner was marked and fenced off to be protected during the construction. However, the developer cut very
deeply into the ground right at the tree fence line, even though the space was not needed on that side to fay
the foundation. The deep cut was left for over a year. Without soil support the tree did not get enough
moisture and died. The old tree has now been cut down. The new mega house has been built and still the
tree has not been replaced. I'm not sure what can be done to prevent tree removal caused by abusing the
tree so it dies, becomes a hazard and then has to be removed but would like to see something to prevent this
type of abuse. | have seen other instances in Maple Ridge of abuse of a tree in order to facilitate removal
where it would not normally occur.

Permit Application;

Non Development Tree |Agree

It went smoothly for me. I've seen many trees cut down in my neighbourhood and have wondered if the
bylaw is really helping save trees. Seems like every new building takes down all the trees on the lot, or ends
up doing that.

the ure cedar

Resident;

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

Strongly Disagree

had to wait 3 months for dangerous dead tree removal permit.and was told there were no other dangerous
later 5 trees fell on roof still dealing with roof

not tree professional but have dropped over 50 myself safely and accuratley on my property in the caribo

Resident;’

Non Development Tree

StronglyAgree

efficient process

Resident;

Non Development Tree

Professional;

Permit Application;Tree

Overall it was easy process to get permit. The replacement rules are a problem to replace huge trees on a 40
ft. Lot. I'm concerned about roots in my and my neighbors service lines, there is not a lot of room for
growth.

Non Development Tree

Resident;

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

It worked ok.

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

The permit was granted based on the tree removal companies assessment. | feel this is appropriate.
Especially if the employee issuing the permit is not an arborist. The bylaw officer did not visit the property.

Resident;

Non Development Tree
Permit Application;

Disagree

Trees should be looked at through safety first and aesthetics fast. Owners should be allowed to maintain the
minimum set trees per lot size and ALSO have a choice to take one down that is becoming too large for the
lot and replace with a new tree to maintain the greenery in the neighbourhood. There are millions of trees in
Maple Ridge and to have these large and potentially hazardous is silly. Why do you need to control our choice
for safety, more light on our property, less cleanup/ maintenance of property, storm sewer problems (leaves
and needies in lines into municipal storm). This is our City and our choice. Let us decide about our property,
not someone who is paid by us to listen but makes their own decision. This should be a helpful situation and
make a plan to satisfy everyone, not just say no.




Permit-Applicati

Development Industry
Representative (Developer,
Consultant, etc.);

Development Tree
Permit Application;

| had a limited experience, but it was a very good one. In Mar 2017, involving a pair of trees for an initial
demolition on the Burnett development site. | worked with Scott Salsbury (sewers) & Gail Szostek, both of
whom were helpful. For a sewer disconnect, because of the 8ft depth of dig, and its close proximity to drip
lines, we were required to remove a pair of tall Sitka spruce, for safety purposes. Because those trees are
near street, they would be eventually be removed as they sit on land to be dedicated for public road &
sidewalk. Despite the small permit, there were a few discretionary items, and fortunately, staff had enough
flexibility within the bylaw to be reasonable & cooperative. Firstly, there was some internal departmental
confusion on “when™ the trees should be felled, and it was resolved that it be done after disconnect, and
immediately after demolition. Secondly, two other trees, distant from the dig, but near the demolition were
also identified for eventual removal for new housing, and staff were cooperative enough to consider waiving
the requirement for temporary tree protection fencing, although out of good faith we erected the fencing.

Year & half later, in that big windstorm In Dec 2018, a tall, 2ft diam Doug Fir toppled. It was adjacent to the 2
spruces, who's stumps were left and surrounding ground undisturbed. Fortunately, it fell northward, onto the
now-vacant 11633 Burnett, where the demo'd cottage was sited. It took down our development sign and the
protective fencing, which required replacement & repair. Had it fallen towards the adjacent dwelling, where
children sleep in upper storey bedrooms, it could easily have been fatal. Large native conifers - which have
shallow roots and lack deep taps - belong in contiguous forests, not isolated in urban areas. That is
particularly hazardous in compacted & clay-based soils of Maple Ridge. The solution is replanting with 2-3
storey trees such as cherry, dogwood, magnolia, mimosas, lilacs, Jap maples, etc.

Development Industry
Representative (Developer,
Consultant, etc.);Resident;

Development Tree
Permit Application;

The fees are too high for permits. Replanting is a good idea The weed trees like poplar, alder and others
should have no regulation Also the rule should allow 3 trees per acre per year without a permit

lopment Industry

|Representative {Develop

Development Tr

Permit Applicat

Ci‘ty‘s,.'taff‘a‘rejexcé en




Development Industry Development Tree Disagree The Tree Bylaw is inefficient especially on smaller projects. As a developer we are required to obtain an
Representative (Developer, Permit Application;Non Arborist and get them to draft a report as to which trees should be retained and which should go. The City
Consultant, etc.);Resident; Development Tree Tree Staff will then respond with their own opinion on the reports and give direction as to how they want the
Permit Application; reports altered to meet their agenda (we've built projects around ornamental hedges which were forced to
be retained and covenanted; this compromises the integrity and purpose of the whole process). Thus, there
seems to be no point in hiring a Tree professional, as the City essentially takes on the liability by suggesting
revisions and protect trees not worth keeping. This makes for a very in-effiencient process because of the
back and fourth between the City and Tree Professionals. The City should trust and rely on the tree
professionals or fully take on the job themselves. In addition, the City should allow for trees to be taken
down which interfere with infill development. The purpose of the re-planting measures within the by-law are
to re-plant trees that are removed. Overall, | would like to see more reliance on the Tree professional's
reports and a softer stance on tree removal if the trees are dangerous, diseased or are affecting the ability to
develop an infill piece of property.
Development Industry Development Tree Neutral More clarity on slope areas, non by law trees.
Representative (Developer, Permit Application;
Consultant, etc.);
Development Industry Development Tree Disagree More incentives should be provided for protection on developable portion of site
Representative (Developer, Permit Application;
Consultant, etc.);
Development Industry Development Tree Disagree No comment
Representative (Developer, Permit Application;
Consultant, etc.);
Development Industry Development Tree Disagree no comment
Representative (Developer, Permit Application;
Consultant, etc.);
Resident; Non Development Tree |Strongly Disagree | was never informed of any "appeal process" regarding what was required and charged for to obtain and
Permit Application; carry out tree removal on my property. Also | don't need an arborist to tell me what is a cottonwood or alder.
| would suggest a copy of the tree bylaw be issued at the time a building permit is issued.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Disagree This is just a money grab by the city to soak residents of yet another tax.
Permit Application;
Resident; Non Development Tree |Agree seemed to work well and care seemed to be taken that tree removal was cautiously looked at.
Permit Application;Tree
Professional;
Resident; Non Development Tree |Agree | had a very positive experience with City Hall over our concerns and hope to continue that in the future.
Permit Application
Resident; Non Development Tree |Neutral The tree bylaw stipulates that if a tree is removed that it must be replaced with a local native species. In my

Permit Application;

case, | had a tree removed which posed a potential hazard to my home. We have a number of very tall firs
and cedars on and adjacent to our property, so | am not sure why this was deemed necessary. It was almost
impossible to find a native species tree in any of the local nurseries. They just don't sell them. And a tree of
the specified size would be expensive and extremely difficult to plant in our yard as 50% of the yard is on a 30
to 45 degree slope, and getting machinery to the site would be impossible.

The loss of the tree, and another one that came down in a wind storm a few years back, has benefited the
vegetation on the slope, all sorts of things are able to grow there now that some light has been let in. Before
nothing would grow, and the surface would just get muddy in the rain. Allowing vegetation to grow will help
stabilize the slope and prevent erosion. Sometimes removing a tree can be beneficial to the environment.

| am just saying that more consideration needs to be given to the nature of the site before stipulating that
even more trees need to be planted on that site if one is removed.

There should also be some protection for homeowners if a neighbor does not take responsibility for the
health of their own trees or the damage his/her trees may do to adjacent properties. | believe that, as it
stands now, if my neighbors tree falls on my house | have no legal recourse to ask for damages. Tall trees
and homes are not necessarily always a good mix.




Resident; Non Development Tree |Nuetral We had to complete this process just for topping a couple of dangerous trees and of course did the necessary
Permit Application; paperwork and steps, however wish to comment on the bylaw itself. It is quite noticeable the significant
amount of tree removal that is taking place in MR's new "development" goals. It appears fairly easy for
developers to completely clear trees just to do close quarter (ie. townhouse) developments. As a resident
trying to maintain personal property it seems unfair to have to go through the hoops just to care for existing
trees when developers can do the process and completely wipe out a grove of trees.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Strongly Agree | have two huge tree in between on middle of two house please if | need to trim down half because |
Permit Application; feeling is not safey please let me know what happened one day will fall down thanks
Resident; we had to applied to N/A | think the trees on your own property you have the right to do with it what you want.
get a tree cut down; | don't believe you need a tree permit
You did not need a permit when you came and trim some of our trees down.
| myself this the tree bylaw is way to much.
Resident; A tree fell down and Nuetral Try to protect the trees and the natural environment, and improve the efficiency of permitting to cut the
almost hit my house. ; dangerous trees.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Agree My only connection was to get permission to cut down a large alder tree that was dying & replace it with -1
Permit Application; another tree. | have no complaints about the process.
Resident; Development Tree Agree Worked well for me. Very reasonable City Environment Manager. =2
Permit Application;
Better termed as: "Resident Tax Non Development Tree |Strongly Disagree Just another layer of unnecessary City Hall bureaucracy, that pus a further burden on the Tax Payer of this -3
Payer"; Permit Application;Tree City. If the existing Planning And Building Departments where doing the job that they are "Tasked" with, this
Professional; is a totally unnecessary layer, poor management at the "Top End" of the chain of authority.
| have been trimming and pruning trees, hedges, shrubs at my house for over forty-four years with no issues
until this last year. | am a at that age where it is only wise to hire this work out. | hired an approved arborist
to do the annual pruning, he would not do the work without the City Hall Approval process. My objection to
this process, as a Tax Payer why should | be paying a field bureaucrat to come to my house to inspect and
take pictures of my trees and then assign trimming instructions for a very experienced arborist (very likely a
lot more field experience than the field bureaucrat), and return trip, all in a City vehicle, an additional
expense to the Tax Payer. Again an example of VERY POOR management at City Hall.
Driving around the City and looking at our once beautiful, wonderful farm land (240th St. as only one
example) torn apart by development is heart breaking, row housing, future slums, developers making Huge
dollars on our once wonderful committee. | would ask the question, where is City Hall's Planning
Department, where is the ALC, | guess "money talks". On the Tree subject, my point being, developers to
have that "Magic Wand" at City Hall for tree removal?$?
| understand that my approach to this "Tree Bylaw" is of a very negative view, but City Hall must understand
and respect the Tax Payers of this Committee and get the management of this ever growing bureaucracy
under control, creating this additional "Layer" makes NO sense.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Agree | have trees - Cedar variety 50% are dead 50%. The Bylaw should allow cutting down of these trees without -4
Permit Application; having to hire an arborist. | have tried to save then & have topped 2X. | have lived with these trees 43 years
but climate change - a drop in the water table, and drought are killing them. Anyone can tell they are dying.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Strongly Agree | appreciated that they give me an extension of time to plant replacement trees since the local nurseries -5
Permit Application; were low on choices of trees in early spring.
| think a 30" high tree should qualify for 1 tree instead of 1/2 tree on a city residential lot. Trees are very
important for our health & beauty & /environment.
Thank you for letting me take the tree down when the roots grew to our perimeter drain of house.
Resident; Agree | found the process | needed to navigate through worked better than | thought. We sought advice and -6
assistance from tree professionals which helped out enormously.
Resident; needed a sick and Agree For my case a bit of a waste of time. this involved a small tree and the feller insisted | get a permitto cutit  [Note: The size of the tree can not always be determined by looking on the aereal photographs at City Hall

rotten tree removed;

down. Later, the city arborist came to check the size, and city refunded my $50.00
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Resident; Non Development Tree |Strongly Disagree The tree bylaw is too restrictive., People love trees, | love trees but we/l do not want them too close to the -8
Permit Application; house or too much work or potential hazzard. If | don't want too many trees in my yard the should not be a
restriction. Thank you. The "replacement" rule of 10 trees to replace ONE is ridiculous.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Nuetral Tree-man applied on my behalf - | knew there was a bylaw but knew none of the rules. -9
Permit Application;
Resident; Non Development Tree |Nuetral | feel that if you have a tree that is dangerous or unhealthy you should not have to pay a permit fee. You -10
Permit Application; have no choice to take it down, for safety reasons.
Strata;Resident; Development Tree Strongly Agree In order to obtain a permit we had to hire an arborist to identify at risk trees. This was very expensive. One -11
Permit Application; wonders why the City arborist could not have performed this function for our "at risk" trees.
Resident; problem trees; Nuetral | don't have enough experience in the process; not enough trees taken down. -12
Resident; Strongly Disagree Had to buy a permit to take a tree down then pay hundreds $$ of dollars for replacement trees. Our -13
neighbour has a tree dropping needles, pollen buds etc all over our driveway and cars but will not buy a
permit to remove the tree!!
Resident; Non Development Tree [Agree Not clear Exemptions - all trees require permit except where exemptions apply. Then last line = up to 10 Submitted by Lorne Smith, 26728 Ferguson ave, Maple Ridge
Permit Application; permit trees/yr on rural lots if >.5 ha, trees... Why are they called 10 'permit’ trees - does this mean one still |(14)
needs permit? although it says they don't. Possibly define 'permit' trees for this statement also not clear - if
land in ALR & to be used for farming purposes is the 30% canopy cover waived? | thin trees within4 -5
meters of structures should be waived. Possibly 70 cm tree size allowance is a bit generous.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Disagree On standard sized residential lots, it was ridiculous that we were required to get permission to remove a
Permit Application; problem tree on our own land, in a well established area with plenty of existing trees around. Friends were
here from Australia (homeowners) at the time and they were astounded that a $50 permit was required and
that we had to wait for an arborists’s "permission”. When the arborist did come to survey the tree she pulled
up in her car and didn't get out. So she was just confirming we had the tree? After we planted a replacement
tree and sent in photo to verify, we never received a response. So this is just a make-work project and waste
of tax-payer dollars.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Nuetral | see this process as an erosion of homeowners’ property rights. If the “city” needs to increase the canopy
Permit Application; start with their own properties and also work with new developments. | could see a use for this process if
there was a way to ensure proper safety measures are being used to “fall” a substantial tree. In my
experience the City of Maple Ridge has been more realistic in their expectations than another City | have
worked with and Michelle was extremely good to work with and supported both the existing bylaw and the
residents’ needs/desires.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Strongly Disagree The staff and the fees made the process very difficult
Permit Application;
Resident; Non Development Tree |Strongly Disagree It should respect private property rights as being the paramount criteria in decision making process. Not applicable
Permit Application;
Resident; Non Development Tree |Strongly Disagree The city should respect private property rights.
Permit Application;
Resident; Non Development Tree |Nuetral | had second growth hemlock 65'-85' high near my house showing signs of dying. They were dangerous in my -15
Permit Application; view. | needed a permit to remove them because they were not completely dead. | live on acerage (3 acres)
half of it treed. | don't think applying your existing policy is fair for someone in my circumstance.
Resident; Non Development Tree |Agree | think it worked well for everyone involved but it was costly with an arborist. As a single lot holder | think -16!
Permit Application; going forward any single lot owner should be able to cut down any 1 tree on their lot each year with a permit
as long as it is replaced. Any size tree.
Resident; Permit for Tree N/A | paid $50 for two very rude tree "experts" to tell me what | already knew. - that the problem oak tree on my |n/a (17)

Removal (an old oak
tree);

property was considered too big to remove because of the bylaw. Their reason: the canopy was needed. But
they couldn’t tell me if the tree was sick or unsafe. I've been paying taxes in Maple Ridge for decades + my
parents paid taxes here for decades before me. And yet, when | want a high nuisance tree removed, the TREE
is more important than ME.




Tree Bylaw Survey for Permitting Process - Long Form Answer Matrix (Question 4)

Tre

| think the bylaw is very confusing for most people, and it too lenient in the rural area. The <70 cm DBH no permit clause mak

e
€S No sense

1 and is damn near impossible to enforce.
Stricter guidelines for when a tree can be removed. Zero tolerance for topping. Pruning guidelines in bylaw to allow for warnings and
fines to be issued when there are pruning infractions. These fines and letters would hopefully go to the tree care professional not the
2 |homeowner. Mandatory that any tree care worker in Maple Ridge be ISA certified. This would eliminate a lot of topping and pruning

that is happening around the city. Further incentive to retain trees and large areas of native soil on large lots that are being redeveloped.

| have concerns with properties in rural areas being allowed to clear 10 trees a year under 70 cm DBH, no questions asked. A developer
would use this opportunity over several years to clear the property. Even homeowners will go through the process of clearing their land
in anticipation that it will sell to a developer at higher value. These could be rare or high value trees that don't normally reach a DBH of
70 cm.

Increasing the number of replacement trees with tree DBH and the consideration for pre-existing canopy in tree replacement count is
good. Consider replacement tree numbers per lot size similar to city of Vancouver as opposed to a percentage per hectare. Smaller lots
will have more difficulty with replacements whereas larger lots have more room for replacements.

This appears to be a Tree Removal Bylaw and not a Tree Protection Bylaw. Maybe | glazed over it. But where does it state the criteria
that must be met for a tree removal to be granted. Most municipalities state that the tree must meet certain criteria to be granted a
removal permit. Ex. conflicts with utilities, hazardous, deadstanding, etc. You will want to consider placing more that $600 in securities
on retained trees as that will not have much impact with a developer.

Have a mechanism in place for if the removal of a tree is declined and they want to appeal.

The process was very straightforward. | have no complaints. | went to the Municipal offices and filled out a hard copy form. Staff was
very helpful in filling out the form. | was notified by email that my permit was ready for pick up and | picked it up at the municipal offices
and had the tree professional remove the tree. | advised the arborist when the tree was removed and the process was complete.

"Neutral" is the proper spelling.
You could make the process free, if the arborist agrees with the resident that the tree in question is dead, or dangerous.

Eliminate the permit fee for private residences when less than 3 trees are involved.

Have a process that allows municipal staff to take action on weekends when "illegal" tree removal is reported to the municipality.
Set up a reporting hot line, that is manned 7 days a week.

When possible encourage or stipulate the planting of new trees ( 2 for 1) when a tree is removed.

| dont know enough to comment on the overall program however all residents should be held accountable to follow the rules. My two
neighbours have removed trees without permits, one because she didn't like to clean up leaves and wanted to increase her driveway.
The other recently hacked up her tree and it's on her curb for free pickup on the city's program. | don't feel this is fair.

I think it's ridiculous. As a private property owner, it should be within my own right to remove a tree that is both impacting public
property and private property and utilities lines. | am all for keeping trees and maintaining our cities green space. But as a homeowner
that owns my property | should have the right to remove a tree from my own yard. The city is doing a very poor job of managing it's
green spaces, if the city wants additional trees then they can plant more in public green spaces and stop forcing owners to abide by rules
that can be downright absurd, especially with regards to a property that is less than a half acre. Smarten up Maple Ridge and get with it.

Many people are not aware of the bylaw and figure that it does not apply to them.

More education for resident and tree professionals that Maple Ridge has a tree bylaw. Came across professionals that would cut the
trees and if someone complains, then deal with the rules. This does not give me confidence in the professionals, when they do not
follow the guidelines.

10

The tree | removed was leaning significantly as it grew, to the point it was in danger of toppling in strong winds.

It is a money grab to charge a fee to residents for being proactive to reduce risks of damage or injury. It is no wonder residents shy away
from being safety conscious and just leave things until injuries or damage occurs, and just let insurance deal with the aftermath. | can
see if more than one tree was being removed....

11

| like that Cottonwood and Alders are exempt from being considered a protected species, but I'd like to see Hemlock included on that
list. As we know they are the most prone to complete tree failure and also one of the pioneer species.

12

In 2019 we applied for a permit to remove 7 trees from our yard. As part of our application we advised that a certified arborist (the
same one the City uses) had advised that 3 of the trees are a hazard. The City decided to grant the permit for all the trees except those
3. We will continue to apply for a permit for these 3 trees as they are a hazard to both our house and our neighbor's house.

13

quick and clear process




14

No comment as | only applied once. | have no background against which to place any opinion

15

| was unaware of an appeal process.

The permit process was ok.

We would have liked to take down the more detrimental trees in our yard.

| think home owners wanting to better the yard should be able to take more down.

16

I had no problems with the process. It was quick and efficient. | had two trees which had to be dealt with. One was an emergency
removal due to winter storm damage. The other was also storm damaged but not an emergency. The city staff were quick to respond
to my enquiries and extremely helpful in explaining the process. The web page made finding the additional info | needed simple. The
current process worked for me without difficulty.

However, | do note the process for protection of established trees can potentially be subverted. One probable example is a property
being redeveloped further up the street where | live. The large tree on the corner was marked and fenced off to be protected during the
construction. However, the developer cut very deeply into the ground right at the tree fence line, even though the space was not
needed on that side to lay the foundation. The deep cut was left for over a year. Without soil support the tree did not get enough
moisture and died. The old tree has now been cut down. The new mega house has been built and still the tree has not been replaced.
I'm not sure what can be done to prevent tree removal caused by abusing the tree so it dies, becomes a hazard and then has to be
removed but would like to see something to prevent this type of abuse. | have seen other instances in Maple Ridge of abuse of a tree in
order to facilitate removal where it would not normally occur.

17

Ability to apply or pay online.

18

It went smoothly for me. I've seen many trees cut down in my neighbourhood and have wondered if the bylaw is really helping save
trees. Seems like every new building takes down all the trees on the lot, or ends up doing that.

19

the process for removing one very mature cedar tree from my property was fair and straight forward. I'm not overly familiar with the
process related to development applications, however, observing what has occurred with small developments in our neighbourhood
and with larger developments generally, I'm concerned that restrictions appear to be insufficient and more monitoring/inspections are
required.

20

had to wait 3 months for dangerous dead tree removal permit.and was told there were no other dangerous later 5 trees fell on roof still
dealing with roof

21

very efficient process

22

Overall it was easy process to get permit. The replacement rules are a problem to replace huge trees on a 40 ft. Lot. I'm concerned
about roots in my and my neighbors service lines, there is not a lot of room for growth.

23

N/A

24

It worked ok.

25

For damaged or high risk trees the turn around time for the permit approval needs to be deemed a higher priority then others.

26

The permit was granted based on the tree removal companies assessment. | feel this is appropriate. Especially if the employee issuing
the permit is not an arborist. The bylaw officer did not visit the property.

27

Process was easy to follow and | received desired results based on the information that | provided.

28

Trees should be looked at through safety first and aesthetics last. Owners should be allowed to maintain the minimum set trees per lot
size and ALSO have a choice to take one down that is becoming too large for the lot and replace with a new tree to maintain the
greenery in the neighbourhood. There are millions of trees in Maple Ridge and to have these large and potentially hazardous is silly.
Why do you need to control our choice for safety, more light on our property, less cleanup/ maintenance of property, storm sewer
problems (leaves and needles in lines into municipal storm). This is our City and our choice. Let us decide about our property, not
someone who is paid by us to listen but makes their own decision. This should be a helpful situation and make a plan to satisfy
everyone, not just say no.




29

City staff are excellent.

The Tree Protection Bylaw is not environmentally efficient. For example, the tree protection fencing standard calls for a plastic mesh
attached to 2x4's to surround all SPEA or tree protection zones. If you consider the lifespan of plastic fencing, 99% of which ends up in
the landfill after several months of use, the plastic remains on earth for hundreds of thousands of years. If we choose not to use this
fencing, the risk for damaging trees would increase, however with proper instruction from crew managers, the trees may not necessarily
be cut down. If a few trees were accidentally cut down, they could be replanted and regrow 1000 times over before the protection
fencing would BEGIN to break down in the landfill.

When considering inefficiencies, the whole picture should be reflected on. If we are trying to save trees, why are we forced to use 2x4's
made of wood to protect trees? If we are trying to retain trees and reduce the City's carbon footprint, then why are we forced to use
petroleum based fencing?

Perhaps the tree protection fencing specifications should be changed to reflect more eco-friendly methods, for example: instead of
plastic and wood protection fencing, use reusable rented metal fencing, or rebar and flagging tape, or traffic cones, or burlap fencing?

30

N/A

31

More clarity on slope areas, non by law trees.

32

| was never informed of any "appeal process" regarding what was required and charged for to obtain and carry out tree removal on my
property. Also | don't need an arborist to tell me what is a cottonwood or alder. | would suggest a copy of the tree bylaw be issued at the
time a building permit is issued.

33

This is just a money grab by the city to soak residents of yet another tax.

34

seemed to work well and care seemed to be taken that tree removal was cautiously looked at.

35

The tree bylaw stipulates that if a tree is removed that it must be replaced with a local species. In my case, | had a tree removed which
posed a potential hazard to my home. We have a number of very tall firs and cedars on and adjacent to our property, so | am not sure
why this was deemed necessary. It was almost impossible to find a native species tree in any of the local nurseries. They just don't sell
them. And a tree of the specified size would be expensive and extremely difficult to plant in our yard as 50% of the yard is on a 30 to 45
degree slope, and getting machinery to the site would be impossible.

The loss of the tree, and another one that came down in a wind storm a few years back, has benefited the vegetation on the slope, all
sorts of things are able to grow there now that some light has been let in. Before nothing would grow, and the surface would just get
muddy in the rain. Allowing vegetation to grow will help stabilize the slope and prevent erosion. Sometimes removing a tree can be
beneficial to the environment.

| am just saying that more consideration needs to be given to the nature of the site before stipulating that even more trees need to be
planted on that site if one is removed.

There should also be some protection for homeowners if a neighbor does not take responsibility for the health of their own trees or the
damage his/her trees may do to adjacent properties. | believe that, as it stands now, if my neighbors tree falls on my house | have no
legal recourse to ask for damages. Tall trees and homes are not necessarily always a good mix.

36

The Tree Bylaw is inefficient especially on smaller projects. As a developer we are required to obtain an Arborist and get them to draft a
report as to which trees should be retained and which should go. The City Tree Staff will then respond with their own opinion on the
reports and give direction as to how they want the reports altered to meet their agenda (we've built projects around ornamental hedges
which were forced to be retained and covenanted; this compromises the integrity and purpose of the whole process). Thus, there
seems to be no point in hiring a Tree professional, as the City essentially takes on the liability by suggesting revisions and protect trees
not worth keeping. This makes for a very in-effiencient process because of the back and fourth between the City and Tree Professionals.
The City should trust and rely on the tree professionals or fully take on the job themselves. In addition, the City should allow for trees to
be taken down which interfere with infill development. The purpose of the re-planting measures within the by-law are to re-plant trees
that are removed. Overall, | would like to see more reliance on the Tree professional's reports and a softer stance on tree removal if the
trees are dangerous, diseased or are affecting the ability to develop an infill piece of property.

37

We had to complete this process just for topping a couple of dangerous trees and of course did the necessary paperwork and steps,
however wish to comment on the bylaw itself. It is quite noticeable the significant amount of tree removal that is taking place in MR's
new "development" goals. It appears fairly easy for developers to completely clear trees just to do close quarter (ie. townhouse)
developments. As a resident trying to maintain personal property it seems unfair to have to go through the hoops just to care for
existing trees when developers can do the process and completely wipe out a grove of trees.

38

I have two huge tree in between on middle of two house please if | need to trim down half because | feeling is not safey please let
me know what happened one day will fall down thanks




39

| think the trees on your own property you have the right to do with it what you want.
| don't believe you need a tree permit
You did not need a permit when you came and trim some of our trees down.

| myself this the tree bylaw is way to much.

40

Try to protect the trees and the natural environment, and improve the efficiency of permitting to cut the dangerous trees.

41

42

My only connection was to get permission to cut down a large alder tree that was dying & replace it with another tree. | have no
complaints about the process.

43

Worked well for me. Very reasonable City Environment Manager.

44

I had a limited experience, but it was a very good one. In Mar 2017, involving a pair of trees for an initial demolition on the Burnett
development site. | worked with Scott Salsbury (sewers) & Gail Szostek, both of whom were helpful. For a sewer disconnect, because of
the 8ft depth of dig, and its close proximity to drip lines, we were required to remove a pair of tall Sitka spruce, for safety purposes.
Because those trees are near street, they would be eventually be removed as they sit on land to be dedicated for public road & sidewalk.

Despite the small permit, there were a few discretionary items, and fortunately, staff had enough flexibility within the bylaw to be
reasonable & cooperative. Firstly, there was some internal departmental confusion on “when™ the trees should be felled, and it was
resolved that it be done after disconnect, and immediately after demolition.

Secondly, two other trees, distant from the dig, but near the demolition were also identified for eventual removal for new housing, and
staff were cooperative enough to consider waiving the requirement for temporary tree protection fencing, although out of good faith
we erected the fencing.

Year & half later, in that big windstorm In Dec 2018, a tall, 2ft diam Doug Fir toppled. It was adjacent to the 2 spruces, who's stumps
were left and surrounding ground undisturbed. Fortunately, it fell northward, onto the now-vacant 11633 Burnett, where the demo'd
cottage was sited. It took down our development sign and the protective fencing, which required replacement & repair. Had it fallen
towards the adjacent dwelling, where children sleep in upper storey bedroom:s, it could easily have been fatal. Large native conifers -
which have shallow roots and lack deep taps - belong in contiguous forests, not isolated in urban areas. That is particularly hazardous in
compacted & clay-based soils of Maple Ridge. The solution is replanting with 2-3 storey trees such as cherry, dogwood, magnolia,
mimosas, lilacs, Jap maples, etc.

45

Just another layer of unnecessary City Hall bureaucracy, that pus a further burden on the Tax Payer of this City. If the existing Planning
And Building Departments where doing the job that they are "Tasked" with, this is a totally unnecessary layer, poor management at the
"Top End" of the chain of authority.

| have been trimming and pruning trees, hedges, shrubs at my house for over forty-four years with no issues until this last year. 1am a at
that age where it is only wise to hire this work out. | hired an approved arborist to do the annual pruning, he would not do the work
without the City Hall Approval process. My objection to this process, as a Tax Payer why should | be paying a field bureaucrat to come to
my house to inspect and take pictures of my trees and then assign trimming instructions for a very experienced arborist (very likely a lot
more field experience than the field bureaucrat), and return trip, all in a City vehicle, an additional expense to the Tax Payer. Again an
example of VERY POOR management at City Hall.

Driving around the City and looking at our once beautiful, wonderful farm land (240th St. as only one example) torn apart by
development is heart breaking, row housing, future slums, developers making Huge dollars on our once wonderful committee. | would
ask the question, where is City Hall's Planning Department, where is the ALC, | guess "money talks". On the Tree subject, my point
being, developers to have that "Magic Wand" at City Hall for tree removal?$?

| understand that my approach to this "Tree Bylaw" is of a very negative view, but City Hall must understand and respect the Tax Payers
of this Committee and get the management of this ever growing bureaucracy under control, creating this additional "Layer" makes NO
sense.

46

| have trees - Cedar variety 50% are dead 50%. The Bylaw should allow cutting down of these trees without having to hire an arborist. |
have tried to save then & have topped 2X. | have lived with these trees 43 years but climate change - a drop in the water table, and
drought are killing them. Anyone can tell they are dying.




47

| appreciated that they give me an extension of time to plant replacement trees since the local nurseries were low on choices of trees in
early spring.

| think a 30" high tree should qualify for 1 tree instead of 1/2 tree on a city residential lot. Trees are very important for our health &
beauty & /environment.

Thank you for letting me take the tree down when the roots grew to our perimeter drain of house.

48

| found the process | needed to navigate through worked better than | thought. We sought advice and assistance from tree
professionals which helped out enormously.

49

For my case a bit of a waste of time. this involved a small tree and the feller insisted | get a permit to cut it down. Later, the city arborist
came to check the size, and city refunded my $50.00

50

The tree bylaw is too restrictive. People love trees, | love trees but we/l do not want them too close to the house or too much work or
potential hazzard. If | don't want too many trees in my yard the should not be a restriction. Thank you. The "replacement" rule of 10
trees to replace ONE is ridiculous.

51

Tree-man applied on my behalf - | knew there was a bylaw but knew none of the rules.

52

| feel that if you have a tree that is dangerous or unhealthy you should not have to pay a permit fee. You have no choice to take it down,
for safety reasons.

53

In order to obtain a permit we had to hire an arborist to identify at risk trees. This was very expensive. One wonders why the City
arborist could not have performed this function for our "at risk" trees.

54

| don't have enough experience in the process; not enough trees taken down.

55

Had to buy a permit to take a tree down then pay hundreds $$ of dollars for replacement trees. Our neighbour has a tree dropping
needles, pollen buds etc all over our driveway and cars but will not buy a permit to remove the tree!!

56

Not clear Exemptions - all trees require permit except where exemptions apply. Then last line = up to 10 permit trees/yr on rural lots if
>.5 ha, trees... Why are they called 10 'permit' trees - does this mean one still needs permit? although it says they don't. Possibly
define 'permit’ trees for this statement also not clear - if land in ALR & to be used for farming purposes is the 30% canopy cover waived?
I thin trees within 4 - 5 meters of structures should be waived. Possibly 70 cm tree size allowance is a bit generous.

57

On standard sized residential lots, it was ridiculous that we were required to get permission to remove a problem tree on our own land,
in a well established area with plenty of existing trees around. Friends were here from Australia (homeowners) at the time and they

were astounded that a $50 permit was required and that we had to wait for an arborists's "permission". When the arborist did come to
survey the tree she pulled up in her car and didn't get out. So she was just confirming we had the tree? After we planted a replacement

tree and sent in photo to verify, we never received a response. So this is just a make-work project and waste of tax-payer dollars.

58

| see this process as an erosion of homeowners’ property rights. If the “city” needs to increase the canopy start with their own
properties and also work with new developments. | could see a use for this process if there was a way to ensure proper safety measures
are being used to “fall” a substantial tree. In my experience the City of Maple Ridge has been more realistic in their expectations than
another City | have worked with and Michelle was extremely good to work with and supported both the existing bylaw and the
residents’ needs/desires.

59

The fees are too high for permits Replanting is a good idea The weed trees like poplar, alder and others should have no regulation Also
the rule area should allow 3 trees per acre per year without a permit

60

The staff and the fees made the process very difficult

61

It should respect private property rights as being the paramount criteria in decision making process.

62

The city should respect private property rights.

63

64

The main concern would be making the process too onerous and punitive for future development which only adds to the end user costs.
The city must maintain a practical approach to achieve a reasonable balance.

65

| had second growth hemlock 65'-85' high near my house showing signs of dying. They were dangerous in my view. | needed a permit to
remove them because they were not completely dead. | live on acerage (3 acres) half of it treed. | don't think applying your existing
policy is fair for someone in my circumstance.

66

I think it worked well for everyone involved but it was costly with an arborist. As a single lot holder | think going forward any single lot
owner should be able to cut down any 1 tree on their lot each year with a permit as long as it is replaced. Any size tree.

67

| paid $50 for two very rude tree "experts" to tell me what | already knew. - that the problem oak tree on my property was considered
too big to remove because of the bylaw. Their reason: the canopy was needed. But they couldn't tell me if the tree was sick or unsafe.
I've been paying taxes in Maple Ridge for decades + my parents paid taxes here for decades before me. And yet, when | want a high
nuisance tree removed, the TREE is more important than ME.
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and Members of Council FILE NO: 2016-195-CP

FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Workshop

SUBJECT: Employment Lands; Update on Yennadon Lands process

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

On June 18, 2019, staff provided a verbal update to Council on the outcomes of the June 6, 2019
Workshop with Yennadon Landowners, namely that there were strong levels of support for an
employment future - although some expressed interest only in the OCP amendment and not in
redeveloping their properties in the short term.

At the June 18, 2019 Council meeting, Council directed staff to undertake an employment land use
redesignation process and consultation strategy for the Yennadon Lands. As of the June 18, 2019
Council meeting, Council directed that any new applications, or those already in-stream that have not
reached third reading, be deferred until any potential OCP amendments are presented at Public
Hearing and given third reading, with the exception of applications that propose future employment
land uses.

This report provides an update on the Yennadon Lands Redesignation process including the proposed
community engagement process and next steps.

RECOMMENDATION:
For information only.

1.0 CONTEXT:

1.1 Background

At the May 10, 2016 Council meeting, staff were directed to initiate a process to redesignate 13
subject properties generally located at 128th Avenue and 232nd Street (hereafter referred to as the
Yennadon Lands - See area map in Appendix A) towards an employment land use designation. The
direction was in keeping with the City’'s Commercial & Industrial Strategy: 2012-2042, which could
facilitate the creation of a unique opportunity for a campus-style business park in the future.

On April 16, 2019 staff provided Council with a general update on an Employment Lands Process
underway in the City of Maple Ridge, which included a focus on the suitability of the Yennadon Lands
for future employment purposes. At that meeting, the Yennadon Lands were referred back to staff to
meet with the landowners to assess their interest for the lands.

A Landowners Workshop was held at Yennadon Elementary on June 6, 2019 from 6 - 8pm. Twelve
letters were sent out to the landowners, representing all 13 properties, inviting them to attend. At the
Workshop, 18 people attended representing 11 of the properties.

On June 18, 2019, staff provided a verbal update to Council on the outcomes of the June 6, 2019
Workshop with Yennadon Landowners, namely that there were strong levels of support for an
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employment future - although some expressed interest only in the OCP amendment and not in
redeveloping their properties in the short term.

Key questions from the property owners were related to:

e The timing of the redesignation process going forward;

e Clarity on the steps in an employment land use redesignation process;

e The criteria which will be used as the basis for making future land use decisions and evaluating
each property; and

¢ Information on the difference between an employment land use process and individual OCP /
Rezoning applications, as some interest was expressed in pursuing a shared OCP/Rezoning
application should the employment land use process not proceed.

At the June 18, 2019 Council meeting, Council directed staff to undertake an employment land use
redesignation process and consultation strategy for the Yennadon Lands (See Appendix B for a copy
of Council Workshop Resolution). As of the June 18, 2019 Council meeting, Council directed that any
new applications, or those already in-stream that have not reached third reading, be deferred until any
potential OCP amendments are presented at Public Hearing and given third reading, with the exception
of applications that propose future employment land uses.

1.2 Site Description

The Yennadon Lands are comprised of 13 properties. They range in size from 0.5 ha (1.5 acres) to 4
ha (10 acres). The total land area is 25.4 hectares (63 acres). The subject properties are located
outside of and adjacent to the City’'s Urban Area Boundary, but are largely within the Region’s Urban
Containment Boundary (see Section 5.1 for additional details).

The existing uses on the lands range from single family use to vacant underutilized lands, according
to BC Assessment data. The properties abut urban single family development on the west and south
boundaries; Agricultural Land Reserve to the east and north, and suburban single family lots on the
north side of 128 Avenue. A historic commercial node as well as Yennadon Elementary School are
located within 200-400 m of the subject properties.

Currently, the subject properties are designated Agricultural in the OCP and are zoned RS-3 (One
Family Rural Residential) and RS-2 (One Family Suburban Residential). All of the properties, except
one property located near the northeast corner of the area, are located outside the Agricultural Land
Reserve (see Section 5.2 for additional details).

2.0 DISCUSSION
2.1 Proposed Employment Land Redesignation Process

As discussed on June 18, 2019 the general steps of the Yennadon Lands Redesignation process would
be to:

1. Review suitable and sensitive employment land uses.
2. Discuss possible employment visions with the community.
3. OQutline potential land use policy and regulatory amendments
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2.2 Work-to-Date

With increasing interest in the Yennadon Lands Redesignation process, staff have been fielding
questions from interested community members, relevant professionals and landowners since fall
2019. An e-mail distribution list is established for interested community members to register, who will
receive regular updates throughout the process.

[t should be noted that Council Policy 6.30, which outlines the decision-making framework for
undertaking an area planning process, sets a limit of only undertaking one area planning process at a
time. However, in 2019 the Planning Department was able to accommodate two area planning
processes concurrently by using consulting firms. The North East Albion Area Planning process and
the Lougheed Transit Corridor Study. Work on both of these area planning processes continued into
the late fall of 2019. While the North East Albion Concept Plan was endorsed by Council on October 1,
2019, the Lougheed Transit Corridor Concept Plan is still in draft form with an update to Council
scheduled for May 12, 2020. With much of the work being completed on the North East Albion and
Lougheed Corridor concept plans, Planning staff turned their attention to the Yennadon Lands process
in early 2020.

Throughout early 2020, staff have been reviewing background information relevant to the Yennadon
Lands Redesignation process. MVH Urban Planning & Design Inc. has been engaged to assist with the
community engagement process, which will consist of two workshops, a charette, and a public open
house with complementary community questionnaire. Staff have set up an Interdepartmental Working
Group to inform this planning process and to assist the consultant with the community engagement
activities.

As of the completion date for this report, a workshop for the Interdepartmental Working Group,
scheduled for March 25t, was intended to proceed with social distancing measures put into place for
the consultant and staff. The intent of this workshop is to discuss an initial site assessment and
construct a framework that will form the preliminary concepts and background material for the
proposed community engagement events. The outcomes of the Interdepartmental Working Group will
be reported to Council at the March 31, 2020 Council Workshop.

2.3 Proposed Community Engagement Process

Following the Interdepartmental Working Group’s meeting with the consultant, the following
community engagement activities are anticipated to take place over an approximate two to three
month period:

e Workshop with Landowners
o Will further determine support for the employment lands redesignation process as
well as examine ideas, opportunities and challenges associated with the Yennadon
Lands.
o Landowners will be invited by email and/or through the post.

e  Workshop with Community Members

o Will discuss possible concerns, ideas and buffer considerations for the Yennadon
Lands. Key participants will include the members from the development and real
estate industries, local business community, adjacent landowners, as well as local
area residents and community members at large.

o Participants will be invited via regular City of Maple Ridge communication channels,
including posting material in the local newspaper, providing social media and online
announcements, as well as sending invites to Stakeholder groups, including those on
the e-mail distribution list.
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e Open House to review Concepts

o Following the two workshops, the consultant team will develop concept drawings and
supporting information necessary for a Public Open House. The intent of the Open
House will be to ensure a broad outreach and feedback loop from the various
stakeholders from their review of the Concepts.

o Community invitation will involve regular City of Maple Ridge communication
channels, including posting material in the local newspaper, providing social media
and online announcements, as well as sending invites and updates to those on the e-
mail distribution list.

Results of the Open House will be folded into a Summary Report and presented to Council.
2.4 Next Steps

Next steps in the proposed engagement process will be to announce the two Workshop Dates and
open the registration process. Public notification will involve regular City of Maple Ridge
communication channels, including posting material in the local newspaper, providing social media
and online announcements, as well as sending invites and updates to those on the e-mail distribution
list. The City’s Employment-related webpages will also be kept up-to-date to keep the community
informed of the process.

This public process will commence once public gatherings are permitted. In the interim, background
work is being done to advance a plan for this area.

3.0 STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT

Implementing strategic plans related to local infrastructure and the economy, including the City's
commercial and industrial land base, is a Council priority as established under its Growth pillar of the
2019-2022 City of Maple Ridge Strategic Plan.

4.0 POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The Yennadon Lands are located outside of, and adjacent to, the City’s Urban Area Boundary (UAB).
The adjacency of the properties to the existing UAB lends itself to the possible expansion of the
Boundary at this location.

The proposed OCP land use redesignation of the Yennadon Lands to an employment future is
supported through the recommendations of the Commercial & Industrial Strategy and the existing
industrial policies in the OCP. OCP policies 6-41 and 6-42 speak to identifying additional employment
lands within the City, and sets out compatibility criteria used to determine feasibility of new
employment land. Specifically, the subject properties align with the intent of the current OCP policies
for inclusion as employment lands, as the lands are generally flat, have access to an arterial and
collector roadways, and servicing runs adjacent to the properties.

While new applications are deferred pending the area planning process, applications proposing
employment uses will be brought to Council for consideration. Application 2019-119-RZ (12791 232
Street) received first reading on July 9, 2019 for the development of a two storey commercial building
at the corner of 128t / 232nd Street. This application will be able to come before Council for
consideration of second reading, irrespective of the timeline for Yennadon Lands public consultation
process.

Application 2019-119-RZ, as well as any future employment development applications in this area,
are required to undergo a municipal rezoning process, at which time the applicant would need to
undertake more detailed studies of the area. Such studies may include, but not be limited to,
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geotechnical assessments, servicing and infrastructure studies, agricultural impact assessments,
significant tree and habitat assessments, etc.; all to ensure that any future proposed land uses do not
negatively impact existing soils, groundwater, and habitats. As well, future applicants may also be
required to obtain a development permit to regulate the form and character of new buildings.

5.0 INTERGOVERNMENTAL IMPLICATIONS
5.1 Metro Vancouver

The Regional Growth Strategy (RGS), titled “Metro Vancouver 2040: Shaping Our Future”, manages
growth by establishing growth boundaries throughout the region.

The Yennadon Lands are largely located within the Region’s Urban Containment Boundary, but are
located outside of the Region’s Fraser Sewerage Area, which delineates properties that are able to
connect to the regional sanitary system (see Appendix C for the Region’s Urban Containment
Boundary). An application by the City, to the Greater Vancouver Sewerage & Drainage District Board,
is required to achieve to achieve regional approval to include the Yennadon Lands within the Fraser
Sewerage Area for more intensive employment activities to take place at this site. This would occur as
part of the bylaw amendment process following the community consultation process.

Two properties in the northeast corner of the Yennadon Lands are currently outside of the Region’s
Urban Containment Boundary. These properties will require a land use designation change at the
Metro Vancouver level as well as an adjustment to the Urban Containment Boundary to permit
employment uses.

In the fall of 2019, the City submitted formal requests to Metro Vancouver for permission for both
properties to connect to the sanitary sewer system. One is in the preliminary stage of a rezoning
application and the other is an active farm wishing to connect to the existing sewer fronting their
property on 128 Ave due to the age and condition of their 50 year old onsite septic system

5.2 Agricultural Land Commission

In 2004, the Agricultural Land Commission permitted 12 of the 13 Yennadon Land properties to be
removed from the Agriculture Land Reserve. This was a voluntary process, so only those property
owners that chose to participate went through the exclusion process. As such, one property in the
northeast corner of the Yennadon Lands will need to go through the ALC exclusion process to permit
employment uses on that site.

6.0 INTERDEPARTMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

Community Planning staff have been working collaboratively with our Development & Environment
colleagues as well as with Engineering, Parks, Recreation & Culture, Building and Economic
Development staff, on the pursuit of employment opportunities at the Yennadon Lands. It is
anticipated that these departments will continue to be involved throughout the Yennadon Lands
Redesignation process. Additionally, staff from the Communications Department will continue to
provide support with community outreach and communication initiatives.
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7.0 FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The ongoing pursuit of employment lands, specifically with the Yennadon Lands, is included in the
Planning Department 2020 Work Program. While it is expected that much of the planning work will be
completed in-house, outside consultant resources will be required to assist with the engagement
efforts and the creation of the land use concepts. Such consultant work will be accommodated through
existing internal budgets.

CONCLUSION:

On June 18, 2019, staff provided a verbal update to Council on the outcomes of the June 6, 2019
Workshop with Yennadon Landowners. Council then directed staff to undertake an employment land
use redesignation process and consultation strategy for the Yennadon Lands. This report provides an
update on the Yennadon Lands Redesignation process, including the community engagement
activities anticipated to take place over an approximate two to three month period (i.e. Workshop with
Landowners; Workshop with Community Members; and Open House to review Concepts).

é/ /o%wfm

Prepared by: Amanda Grochowich, MCIP, RPP
Planner 2

Reviewed by: Charles R. Godda
Director of Plann

it _

Approved by: Christine Carter, M.PL, MCIP, RPP
GM, Planning & Develobment Services

Concurrence: rinuimnarl

Chief Administrative Officer
Appendix A: Map: Yennadon Lands
Appendix B: Council Workshop Resolution: June 18, 2019 (ltem 4.1)
Appendix C: Map: Regional Urban Containment Boundary for Yennadon Lands

2418525 Page 6 of 6






APPENDIX B

Appendix B
City of Maple Ridge
Council Workshop Resolution - Item 4.1 - June 18, 2019

That staff be directed to undertake an employment land use redesignation process and consultation
strategy for the Yennadon Lands, located generally at 128th Avenue and 232nd Street;

That new applications, or those already in-stream (unless reached third reading), be deferred until
any potential OCP amendments are presented at Public Hearing and given third reading, with the
exception of applications that propose future employment land uses; and

That, in respect of Section 475 of the Local Government Act, requirement for consultation during the
development or amendment of an Official Community Plan, Council must consider whether
consultation is required with specifically:

i. The Board of the Regional District in which the area covered by the plan is located, in the case
of a Municipal Official Community Plan;

ii. The Board of any Regional District that is adjacent to the area covered by the plan;
iii.  The Council of any municipality that is adjacent to the area covered by the plan;
iv.  First Nations; |

v. Boards of Education, Greater Boards and Improvements District Boards; and

vi.  The Provincial and Federal Governments and their agencies.

and in that regard it is recommended that the only additional consultation to be required in respect
of this matter beyond the early posting of the proposed Official Community Plan amendments on the
City’s website, together with an invitation to the public to comment, is the undertaking of a public
consultation process in support of an “Employment Land Use Redesignation Process: Yennadon
Lands”.






City of Maple Ridge

TO: His Worship Mayor Michael Morden MEETING DATE: Marcn 31, 2020
and Members of Council FILE NO: r -0340-50

FROM: Chief Administrative Officer MEETING: Cc cil Workshop

SUBJECT: Interim Report - Purchasing Policy 5.45

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

At the Council Workshop held on May 7, 2019, Council approved a recommendation “That the
Purchasing Policy 5.45 be revised as discussed in the staff report dated May 7, 2019 and brought
back for Council consideration”.

The purpose of this this interim report is two-fold:

1. Asaninterim measure, and to support business continuity in the near term, that Council adopt
the recommended changes to the Acquisition Dollar Amount Approval Thresholds.

2. To provide Council with an overview of recommended changes to the Purchasing Policy
specifically related to the threshold for publically advertised bids, the acquisition approval
threshold, and to provide Council an opportunity for feedback prior to staff bringing an updated
policy forward for adoption.

It recommended that thresholds for the acquisition approval amounts requiring Council authorization
be increased from $150,000 to $2.5 Million, for those procurement contracts that are within
established budgets. A quarterly procurement report will be provided to Council to ensure the process
will continue to be transparent and Council fully informed. The threshold for the Chief Administrative
Officer would be adjusted to less than $2.5 million, General Managers to $500,000 and Directors to
$75,000.

RECOMMENDATION:

That Council adopt the recommended changes to the Acquisition Dollar Amount Approval Thresholds
as an interim measure; and further

That the recommendations noted in the staff report dated March 31, 2020, titled “Interim Report -
Purchasing Policy 5.45” be approved and that staff bring forward an updated Purchasing Policy for
Council consideration.

a) Background and Discussion:

At the Council Workshop held on May 7, 2019, Council approved the recommendation “That the
Purchasing Policy 5.45 be revised as discussed in the staff report dated May 7, 2019 and brought
back for Council consideration”.
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As outlined in the May report, the process of updating the policy involved researching what other
municipalities are doing, reviewing the work of the AGLG, and meeting with key departments to
seek their input. We wanted to know what was currently working well, where the pressure points
were and if there were other areas of concern. Those meetings have been completed and the
following general themes emerged:

e Anincrease in acquisition approval thresholds is desired;

e The process to award contracts is exhaustive - requiring multiple approvals levels;

o The bidding process through to contracting is extremely lengthy, increasing costs and risk
of delay in project delivery;

e The threshold for direct awarding of consulting s.. sices contracts is too low;

e Recognition of limited department resources in Purchasing;
Additional efforts are necessary in streamlining the procurement process utilizing existing
methods such as standing offers agreements, prequalified vendors, and term renewal
options;

e Staff are appreciative of the support through the procurement process, and consistent
feedback from the Purchasing staff.

As a result of the research it was evident that a more comprehensive, modernized Purchasing
Policy would be required to achieve the desired efficiencies and alignment with best practices.

Of particular note are the recommended changes to the Purchasing Policy which are specifically
related to the threshold for publically advertised bids and the acquisition approval thresholds. Due
to the significant changes being recommended, the intent of this report is to provide Council with
an update on the process, highlight the changes being recommended by staff, and to afford
Council an opportunity for feedback prior to bringing an updated policy forward for adoption.

The following list provides a summary of the recommended changes to the Purchasing Policy
related to:

1) Thresholds for Publically Advertised Bids

The New West Partnership Trade Agreement (NWPTA), the Canadian Free Trade Agreement (CFTA)
and the Comprehensive Economic and Trade Agreement (CETA) have had a direct impact on the
City’s procurement process. Our current policy requires that a public bid process be undertaken
for all purchases over $100,000, and it is recommended that this be revised to require a public
process for purchases of goods & services of $75,000 or more and for construction of $200,000
or more. In addition, trade agreements assess the initial contract value and include optional
renewal years to assess the bid advertising threshold, whereas current Policy considers the annual
value of the contract. The policy threshold revisions for publically advertised bids will align with
the established minimum limits prescribed by NWPTA to ensure compliance and to avoid confusion
during the procurement process.

2) Consulting Services and Professional Services Contracts
Consulting and professional services contracts will be awarded on the basis of demonstrated

competence and qualifications for the type of services to be rendered. Staff are required to
evaluate proposals by pre-established criteria with the recommendation of award to the firm that
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presents the best value to the City. Under our current Policy staff are permitted, with their General
Managers approval, to direct award consulting and professional services contracts valued less
than $20,000. Following discussions with departments and research of other like sized
municipalities it is recommended that this be increased to $50,000. This will permit staff to better
meet operational needs, increase efficiencies and is consistent with other municipalities such as
the City of Abbotsford, City of New West and the City of Victoria.

3) Schedule A - Acquisition Dollar Amount Approval Threshold

The acquisition thresholds set in our current Purchasing Policy refers to the approvals required for
various dollar values of procurement. Other than in the case ¢ :mergencies, budget approval is
required before procurement begins.

Following discussions with departments, the desire for increased efficiency, timeliness and
reduction of risks within the procurement process was consistent feedback from key departments.
Increasing these thresholds will be of significant added value for the efficient delivery of
procurement projects and services.

Data compiled by the BC Municipal Purchasing Group indicates that 40% of local governments do
not require Council approval of a contract for procurement of goods, services and construction,
regardiess of the value, providing that the project and contract value is within the approved
financial plan. Those local governments are: City of Coquitlam, Township of Langley, City of New
Westminster, City of North Vancouver, District of North Vancouver, City of Port Coquitiam, City of
Port Moody, City of Victoria and District of West Vancouver. Staff view this as a best practice for
like sized municipalities, however there is a recognition that adopting this approach would be a
significant philosophical shift in practice for the City, consequently staff are not recommending we
adopt this approach at this time.

At present, the Purchasing Policy requires Council approval for the award of a procurement
contract valued at $150,000 and over, and staff recommend adopting a more conservative
approach and increase this to $2.5 million, providing the related project is included in the
approved financial plan. The approval threshold for the Chief Administrative Officer would be
adjusted to less than $2.5 million, General Managers to $500,000 and Directors to $75,000.

This closely aligns with Metro Vancouver and City of Vancouver which have set limits that range in
excess of $2 million. In order to ensure the continuation of openness and transparency,
information regarding procurement contracts valued between $150,000 and $2.5 million would
be provided to Council in a quarterly report and continue to be included in the existing Contract
and Agreements Registry. In this way, the process will continue to be transparent and Council
fully informed.

The primary advantage of this approach is that it will increase the ability of staff to deliver
procurement services in an efficient and timely manner when awarding contracts, reduce risks in
the procurement process while remaining transparent. Council will continue to rely on the
expertise of staff involved in the procurement process, together with the approval of the CAO at
the higher acquisition approval threshold, to select a vendor based on the process set out in the
solicitation document (if applicabie)/or based on market research and purchasing expertise, which
in turn will provide for Council to increase its effective governance.
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b)

c)

d)

e)

Given the emerging pandemic response, adopting the recommended increases to the approval
thresholds on an interim level will allow for further efficiencies in maintaining day to day business
during the pandemic response.

Strategic Alignment:

The objective is to ensure that the Purchasing Policy aligns with the city’s objectives and to ensur
that the delivery model presented will function effectively and efficiently, minimize risks to the City,
while ensuring transparency.

Citizen/Customer Implications:

Implementing this change will ensure that the procurement of goods, services and construction by
staff continues to provide best value for the use of public funds.

Interdepartmental Implications:

Departments will collaborate with Purchasing to assist in cataloging procurement contract data on
a quarterly basis to ensure timely reporting to Council.

Business Plan/Financial Implications:

The recommended change to the procurement approval threshold contemplated for the updated
Purchasing Policy suggests the discussion around the capital program during business planning
will need to change. The impacts of this have been discussed with the Chief Financial Officer to
ensure that the changes can be achieved.

Recommendations of award of a procurement contract that exceed approved financial plan will
continue to require Council approval prior to award.

Policy Implications:

These recommended changes will bring City practices into alignment with applicable trade

agreements and benefit from increasing efficiencies through the adoption of modernized
practices.

Alternatives:

An alternative, which staff view as a best practice for like sized municipalities, is to forego the
requirement for acquisition approval by Council for procurement that is within the approved
financial plan. Staff are not recommending this approach at this time as there is a recognition
that this alternative would be a significant philosophical shift in practice.
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CONCLUSION:

The advantage of an updated policy incorporating the recommendations outlined in this report include
effective governance, opportunities for increased efficiencies, reduction in risk while maintaining an

open and transparent procurement process.

(40

Prepared by:  Daniela Mik___, SCMP, CRM
Manager of Procurement

Approved by:  Catherine Nolan, CPA, CGA
Corporate Controller

(g

Concurrence: Christina Crabtree
Acting General Manager Corporate Services
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