City of Richmond Report to Committee

To: Public Works & Transportation Committee Date: June 29, 2007

From: Victor Wei, P. Eng. File: 10-6455-01/2007-Vol 01
Director, Transportation

Re: STEVESTON VILLAGE PARKING IMPROVEMENTS — DRAFT
RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff Recommendation

1. That the proposed drafi recommendations for parking improvements in the Steveston
Village area, as described in the attached report, be endorsed.

I~

That stafl canry out pubiic consultation on the above drafi rccommendations and report
back on the outcome along with the implementation and funding strategy for the
IMpProvements.

“—”r_t,:@%\

Victor Wel, P. Eng.
Director, Transportation

(4131)
Al 3
: FOR ORIGINATING DEPARTMENT USE ONLY
RouTeD To: CONCURRENCE | CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER
ENGINEEring .........coovoovoeeeeeeeeeeeee Y Ef{N ] | /;7?‘5/ e o A
Community Bylaws ................................ YEBNO 4
Fire ReSCUe ..., YEND |
R.CMP. oo yeENO | /
" Culture and Heritage......................oe YENO
L Policy Planning ... YENDO
I Economic Development ........................... YENO ¢
i .
. REVIEWED BY TAG YES NO I REVIEWED BY CAQ ‘%S/P NO
, : . -3 . _—
oo GV L
/4‘

22T

30




[}
(

June 29, 2007 - File: 6455-01

Staff Report
QOrigin

At the March 22, 2006 meeting of the Public Works and Transportation Committee, staff
presented a report that summarized the findings of the Steveston Parking Study and identified a
number of potential parking improvement options for the Steveston Viltage area. The following
resolutions were carried with respect to that report:

(1) That the various parking improvement options identified from the Steveston Parking
Study, (as described in the report dated February 21, 2000, from the Aciing Director,
Transportation), be considered in the development of the upcoming Steveston Village
Conservation Strategy and Implementation Program.

2) That staff report on the recommended parking-related improvement options for the
Steveston Village area upon conipletion of the Steveston Village Conservation
Strategy and Implementation Program in early 2007,

This report presents the results of a public open house held in Steveston in July 2006 to solicit
feedback on a number of parking improvement ideas for the Steveston Village area and provides
a list of draft recommendations based on the results of the open house and staff’s analysis.

Analysis
1. Steveston Parking Improvement Ideas Open House — July 28-29, 20006

A public open house was held at the Steveston Community Centre on July 28-29. 2006 to jointly
solicit feedback on the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy (i.e., identify what is valued and
how best 1o preserve 1t) as well as parking improvement ideas (sce Attachment 1 for the parking
mnprovement display boards). A total of 138 people atlended the joint open house and 88
parking questionnaires (see Attachment 2) were retimed. Based on the 88 feedback formns:

» 606 of the respondents (75%) were residents of Steveston;

+ 50 (57%)were landowners in Steveston;

o 17 (17%) were residents of Richmond outside of the Steveston area:
« seven (8%) were employees in Steveston; and

« six (7%) were business owners tn Steveston.

2. Open House Feedback Results and Draft Recommendations

The number and percentage of total responses to the questionnaire are summanzed below
followed by the proposed draft recommendation and its rationale. Additional written comments
by respondents are shown in Attachment 3.
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| support the following planned public parking improvemenis over the next 3 years:
* designate parking spaces in laneways:
» convert on-street bus layover areas to on-street parking spaces upon establishment

; Idea 1a of off-street transit exchange; and
i « provide new off-street public parking as part of the final development of the tmperial |
: Landing site (east of No. 1 Road and bounded by Bayview Street). -
Sirongl Disagree/Strongl UnsurefDon’t . !
Agree//fglr{ee Neutral %isagree Y Know No Response l
! 52 7 20 ! 3 6 |
i (59%) (8%]) . (22%) : {3%) {7%) |

Draft Recommendation 1: Undertake the identified planned parking improvements

Relatively strong support is indicated for the planned parking improvements. Per Section 12.3(i)
of the City’s current Traffic Control and Regulation Bylaw 5870, parking in lanes is not
permitied except for commercial vehicles engaged in loading or unloading of materials or where
parking is designated by sign or road markings. Richmond Fire-Rescue prefers no parking in
laneways but, if parking is permitted, requires that the parking and loading spaces be clearly
designated to ensure unobstructed access by all emergency service providers as well as adequate
space for the deployment of their equipment. Staff are continuing to work with TransLink to
identify an appropriate site for an off-street bus exchange in the Steveston area and have already
secured the provision of new off-street public parking as part of the final development of the
Imperial Landing site.

Do you think more public parking is required within the next 3 years than what is

Idea 1b
currently planned? |
Strongly Disagree/Strongly | Unsure/Don't ‘
Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree Know ; MNoResponse |
: 36 20 22 1 ; 10 ;
% {41%) (23%) {25%) (1%) | {10%) |

Draft Recommendation 2: Undertake selected parking improvements (see Preliminary
Recommendation 9)

As the feedback results do not demonstrate that there is a strong demand for additional parking in
the short-term, staff propose to undertake selected parking improvements as funding allows (i.e.,
via the Steveston Off-Street Parking Reserve Fund and/or new revenue sources) and as
development opportmnties arise. A potential public parking improvement is identified in
Preliminary Recommendation 9.

Do you support the City seeking long-term leases of sites for public parking and the

Idea 2a construction of pedestrian links between these parking sites and the Village waterfront? |
Strongly ! Disagree/Strongly [ Unsure/Don’t ! .
Agree/Agree | Neutral __Disagree | Know_ | NoResponse
5 66 2 1 11 5 0 : 9
| (75%) (2%) | (13%) | (0%) | (10%).

Draft Recommendation 3: Continue discussion with the Steveston Harbour Authority
(SHA) to secure shared use and/or long-term lease of the existing public parking area on
Chatham Street as part of development of the site. Initiate discussion with the Gulf of
Georgia Cannery regarding the long-term shared public use of its parking lot. Upgrade
pedestrian links between major public facilities and the waterfront where required.
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Very strong support is indicated for the more efficient use of existing public parking facilitics
before providing addittonal public parking. Both of the identified sites are within walking
distance of the Village core and tmproved pedestrian amenities would enthance wayfinding and
the overall streetscape.

Do you supporl the establishment of designated employee parking within a portion of

Idea 2b these public parking lots?
Strongly Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't :
Agree/Agree Neutral . Disagree Know No Response |
57 , 11 12 . 1 ! 7 |
{65%) { {13%) | {(14%) [ (1%) ? (8%) |

Draft Recommendation 4: Work with Steveston Village business owners and employers to
promote and encourage the use of the existing designated long-term public parking lot at
the east end of Chatham Street for employee parking.

There is strong support for encouraging employees to park outside the Village core m order 1o
free up public parking spaces for visitors. Unlike the SHA site on Chatham Street between 4"
and 6" Avenues, the public parking lot at the east end of Chatham Street is owned and controlled
by the City and thus its availability in the long-term 1s more secure. The site is within walking
distance of the Village core and has adequate capacity. This lot can also be considered for pay
permit parking by all-day users.

i idea 3a Do you support the use of sireets and laneways for commercial loading instead of within
new privale developments?
Strongly Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't
Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree Know No Response
38 19 15 5 11
{43%) (22%) (17%) {(6%) (13%)

Draft Recommendation 5: For small-scale developments within the Steveston Village core,

examine the feasibility of on-street loading provisions as part of the development review
(i.e., where loading cannot be accommodated oun-site, allow loading to occur in the laneway
(first preference) or the street (second preference)).

Unlike other parts of the city, Steveston Village has predominantly smaller sized lots that can
make the accommodation of on-site loading and parking requirements difficult. Staff propose
that an excmiption for on-site loading be examined on a case-by-case basis for small-scale
developments as part of the City’s review of its existing Zoning and Development Bylaw.
Loading activities could be accommodated in the existing laneways (first choice, as they already
serve this function), or a commercial loading zone could be designated on-street (second choice,
as this could require the removal of public parking spaces).

i Idea 3b Do you support the need for & tour bus parking zone within the Village core? i
i Strongly Disagree/Sirongly Unsure/Don't :
: Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree Know No Response !

58 6 18 0 6 i
| (66%) {7%]) (20%) (0%) (7%) |
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Do you support the procPosed tocation for a tour bus parking zone within the Village

f Idea 3¢ core? (Wesl side of 37 Avenue between Mancton Street and Bayview Sireel)
| [ Di I ' ;
| Strongly Neutral | D|sag|fee18trongly . Unsure/Don't No Response
| AgreelAgree 1 Disagree Know
49 8 ! 25 ; 0 6
{56%) {9%) } (28%) i {0%) | {(7%) j

Draft Recommendation 6: Establish a tour bus loading zone for pick up and drop off only
within the Village core with the staging area to be outside the Village core.

Written and verbal comments from open house participants indicated support for a tour bus
loading zone in the Steveston Village core for temporary pick up and drop off only and a
preference that longer term tour bus parking be acconumodated outside the Village core. Tour
bus parking could be accommodated within the existing long-term public parking lots or on
Chatham Street.

| Idea 4a Do you support the conversion of any of.the proposed street seclions to one-way?
Strangly T Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don’t
Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree i Know No Response
! 39 12 30 i 3 4 |
| (44%) (14%) (34%) J (3%) : (5%)
T ldea 4b If so, which street sections should be converled?
Bayview St ‘ 1st Ave | 3rd Ave ! fMoncton St

\ INo. 1 Rd to] 1st Ave lo | Znd Ave to Baywiaw [oiBaywew o No. i Rdto) ist Ave io 2na Ave to-
i 1stAve 2nd Ave I 3rd Ave : Moncton | honcton istAve | 2nd Ave  3rd Ave

EISupportthecomn—:»rsuonof 33 34 31 Pog7 ! 36 20 ‘ 2% 1 26

;:geafgmv'\;%Sst;igrffc“ons (38%) | (35%) @ (35%) & (42%)  (41%) @ (33%) (30%) (30%)

| | support the conversion of !
} the following street seclions 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 ]
!

f
. to a one-way system but in (3%) {3%) (3%) (3%) } (3%

) (3%) (3%) (3%)
. the reverse direction. J | i
%No response 02 04 54 . 48 1 49 56 | 59 | 59 l
; P . (59%) | (61%) | (B81%) | (55%) | (66%) | (64%) | (67%) ! (67%) |

Draft Recommendation 7: Retain the existing street patterns at this time.

The feedback results do not indicate strong support for converting selected two-way streets to
one-way streets. The existing road patterms function well and establishing more one-way streets
could impact the exposure and access to businesses on those streets and lead to more vehicle
circujation within the Village. Indeed, several cities are converting one-way strects back to two-
way streets (e.g., Vancouver within its downtown core).

Idea 4¢ Do you support the signalization of Ihe No. 1 Road and Monclon Street inl‘(;rs_éa@?" -
1 T B | Y T
Strongly 1 Neutral . Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don’t No Response
Agree/Agree 1 ; Disagree Know
49 1 5 . 26 : 1 , 7
; {56%) ! (6%) {30%) i {1%) | {8%)
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" Idea 4d Do you support the suggested intersection treatments? if so, which ones?
| Patterned/textured Artistic treatment in Raised ‘
: ' ; . . . Cther
. surface for crosswalk - centre of intersection . _Intersection o
| ilniz?speocrltictyr;etrfgg?n‘f:a?}?s at 39 | 27 i 26 i /
q g i 0 ! a
this location. {44%) | {31%) {30%) (8%} .
No response 49 ! 61 62 a1 |
ponse. (56%) | (69%) (70%) 92%) |

Draft Recommendation 8: Retain the existing traffic control at the No. 1 Road and
Moncton Street intersection at this time. Investigate the use of a traffic control person to
direct vehicle and pedestrian traffic at this location during peak periods only (i.e., summer
weekends). Do not introduce any intersection treatments at this time.

The feedback results do not indicate overwhelmingly strong support for signalizing the No. 1
Road and Moncton Street intersection and even less support for any intersection treatments.
Staff’s analysis indicates that the current level of traffic control, stop signs, is appropriate given
existing traffic volumes and thus signalization is not warranted at this time. Based on past tra{fic
engineering expertence, the introduction of new traffic signals would generally result in more
severe traffic accidents mainly due to higher operating speeds. However, during periodic busy
times such as weekends during the summer, congested conditions can arise due (o heavy
pedestrian and vehicle volumes. Staff therefore propose that a traffic control person be assigned
lo direct traffic at the intersection during the typically busier times of 11:00 am to 5:00 pm on
Saturdays, Sundays and statutory holidays for the summer months of June through September.
Staff estimate the annual operating costs for a traffic control person at $30,000-545,000
performed either by a specially designated RCMP officer or a certified traffic controller.

Idea 5 Do you support the creation of approximately 47 on-street angle parking spaces on the
north side of Bayview Street between No. 1 Road and 3" Avenue?
Strongly Neutral Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don’t No Response
Agree/Agree Disagree Know
47 9 23 0 9
{53%) (10%) (26%) {0%) {(10%)

Draft Recommendation 9: Construct angle parking on the north side of Bayview Street

when sufficient funds are available in the Steveston Off-Street Parking Reserve Fund.

The feedback results indicate modest support for the creation of the additional parking along
Bayview Street. As of December 31, 2006 the balance of the Fund is $162.,000 while the
construction cost 1s estimated at $365,000. The rate of accumulation of the Fund would be
significantly accelerated if, as recommended by the Steveston Parking Study, the current cash-in-
lieu parking space rate of $10,500 (set in 1989) is raised to around $25,000 — $30.000 to reflect
today’s property and construction costs. Staff propose that the rate be raised as part of a number
of housekeeping amendments to the City’s Zoning and Development Bylaw by year’s end.

Idea 6a Do you support the implementation of pay parking in the Village core? i
Strongly | Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't ;
Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree Know No Response ,
15 6 62 0 5 i

(17%) (7%) (70%) (0%) (6%) |
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Idea 6b If so, do you think it should be in effect during busy times only?
Strongly Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't
Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree Know No Response
17 i2 46 1 12
{19%) (14%) (52%) {1%) (14%)

Draft Recommendation 10: Do not establish pay parking at existing public on-street and
off-street parking sites at this time. Establish pay parking for any new additional public
parking spaces owned or leased by the City.

Strong opposition (o the introduction of pay parking 1s indicated. Per written comments,
Steveston area residents feel that the imposition of pay parking would penalize them tor
shopping locally and lead to their choosing to shop at a nearby mall with frec parkimg which. in
turn, would negatively impact Steveston businesses. Notwithstanding, staff propose that pay
parking be established for any new additional public parking, including the new spaces to be
created on Bayview Street, in order to encourage parking space turmover, enable more efficient
parking enforcement, and offset the costs of providing the public parking. At such time,
consideration could be given to establishing pay parking on a seasonal basis only, such as during
the peak summer periods.

Idea 7 Do you support the establishment of a Steveston Business Improvement Area?
Strongly Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't
Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree Know No Response
53 9 13 3 10
{60%) (10%) (15%) (3%) {(11%) |

Draft Recommendation 11: City staff to explore the potential for establishing a Steveston
Business Improvement Area (BEA) with local business and property owners.

The feedback results indicate good support for the establishment of a Steveston BIA, however,
the majority of questionnaires were completed by residents who are not business and/or property
owners. Working with the Economic Development Division, discussions with local business
stakeholders would need to be initiated to assess the potential for and benefits of a Steveston
BIA. Some of the funding could be used for parking improvements and heritage restoration.
(Note: The scope of BIA functions are expected to considerably exceed these two arcas).

Idea 8a Do you support a new parkade in the long-term (beyond 5 years from now)? o
Strongly i Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't |
AgreefAgree Neutral Disagree Know No Response
40 9 17 5 11
{(45%) {(10%) {19%) {6%) {13%)
Idea 8b If so, what is your preferred location?
Steveston City Lot at City Lot H .
Community | Moncton St & between g‘;:ﬁ;ﬁ %T Other |
Centre Easthope St | walkway & river i
| prefer the following 13 16 8 32 2
location for the parkade. {15%) (18%) {9%) (36%) (2%)
No response 75 72 80 56 86
P ‘ {85%) {82%) {91%) (64%) (98%) |
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Draft Recommendation 12: Continue to monitor developments in the Steveston Village
area for potential City-private partnership opportunities, including the SHA site on
Chatham Street, to facilitate the construction of a joint development that incorporates
public parking and is located outside the Village core,

Relatively low support for a parkade i1s indicated and of those who indicated a preferred location.
the SHA site recorded the highest number of responses. As there 1s no overwhelming preference
for a site, staff would continue to track developments in the area for potential City-private
partnership opportunities to create additional public parking outside the Village core, which
would divert vehicle traffic from the pedestrian areas and free up existing off-street parking sites
within the Village core for higher uses.

3. Consultation with Stakeholders

Staff presented a draft version of this report to the Richmond Heritage Commission, which is
participating in the Steveston Village Conservation Program, and the Richmond Parking
Advisory Committee, which provides input and advice to the City on parking-related issues.

3.1 Richmond Heritage Commission

Staff discussed the draft recommendations with members at a meeting of the Commission held
February 22, 2007. Committee members provided the following comments on specific
recomimendations.

o Parking in Laneways: prefer that existing conditions and uses in the lancways be mamntained.

o Signalization of No. I Rd/Moncion St Intersection: strongly support the recommendation for a
raffic controller, particularly if the individual is presented as a welcoming ambassador for the area.

»  One-Way Sireets: consider converting 1* Avenue between Moncton St and Bayview St from
two-way to one-way northbound as it is currently one-way nortiibound between Moncton St
and Chatham St and would complement 2" Avenue, which is currently one-way southbound
between Chatham St and Bayview St.

o Angle Parking on Bayview Street: do not support angle parking and prefer that any new parking be
provided in selected parallel parking bays along the north side of the street so as to preserve the
majority of the existing grassed boulevard and the pedestrian-friendliness of the sireet engendered
by the building set-backs and sunny exposure.

Recognizing that designating formal parking spaces in laneways is needed to address existing
traffic and safety concerns, staff will carefully assess each lane in order to maximize the
retention of its heritage characteristics and minimize the loss of informal parking spaces. With
respect (o the suggestions regarding more one-way streets and no angle parking on Bavvien
Street, public feedback from the {irst open house did not indicate support for the conversion ot
existing two-way sireets to one-way and did indicate support for angle parking on Bayview
Street, which is reflected 1n the draft recommendations. Staff will consider the Commission’s
comments along with the second round public feedback results when developing the final
recommendations for Council approval.
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32 Richmond Parking Advisory Committee

Staff discussed the draft recomimendations with members at a meeting of the Committee held
January 30, 2007. Comnuttee members indicated support for the draft recommendations and
agreed that they should be presented to the public for feedback at an open house. Specific
comments are summarized below.,

o Signalization of No. I Rd/Moncton St Intersection: agree that signalization is not warranted but
pedestrian flows need to be better managed. Support the recommendation for a traffic controller, as
Steveston is a unique heritage area that draws many tounsts.

o Angle Parking on Bayview St consider restricting any new angle parking to selected parallel
parking bays rather than provide parking along the entire street so as to preserve some of the
existing grassed boulevard. Angle parking is considered consistent with the Village charactenstics
as angle parking already exists in the Village (e.g., on Second Avenue). The additional spaces
would be an increase of almost 25% in public parking supply within the south area of the Village.

»  Pay Parking: agree that pay parking should apply to any new angle parking on Bayview St. [tis
feasible to segiment the market — people will be willing to pay in order to park close to the
waterfront. Consider using “smart” cards that could assign a different parking taviff for Steveston
residents (versus visitors) and allow variable pricing based on time of day, day of weck, etc. The
data would also provide demographic information on users and indicate the willingness of local
residents to pay for parking.

»  Business Improvement Area: smaller towns in Washington / State (Leavenworth, La Conner) have
implemented BIAs, which have helped to revitalize them and draw significant levels of tourism.
Consider establishing BIAs in the City Centre so Steveston is not singled out as having to pay its
own way. Suggest contacting the Steveston Community Society and the Steveston Rotary Club
when imtiaiing discussions regarding a possible Steveston BLA as these groups have good
representation from local businesses.

The proposed draft recommendations were developed with consideration to the pubhc feedback
received at the July 2006 open house. Staff will consider the Committee’s comments along with
the second round of public feedback results when developing the final recommendations for
Counclil approval.

4. Next Steps

Staff propose that the draft recommendations identified in this report be presented to the public
for feedback as part of a joint open house that will also present the draft conservation strategy of
the Steveston Village Conservation Program, which is planned for Fall 2007. Upon compilation
of the feedback on the draft recommendations, staff will bring forward a set of final parking
recommendations, along with the associated implementation and funding strategy, for Council’s
consideration.

Financial Impact

None at this time. Staff attendance at the planned open house may result in overtime costs Lo the
City, which can be absorbed in the divisional operating budget provided the current service level
Is maintained.
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Conclusion

Staff held a joint open house in July 2006 to present the Steveston Viltage Conservation Program as
well as proposed parking improvement options for the Steveston Village area. Upon analysis and
review of the feedback, staff have developed a number of draft recommendations and propose that
these recommendations be presented to the public at a joint open house with the Steveston Village
Conservation Program planned for Fall 2007.

™ —
W/ N
‘a‘(g,m(_%ﬁ,v\_

Joan Caravan
Transportation Planner
(4035)
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Why Are We Examining Parking?

o Dnegaing concern af the comniunity
o Recomrnendation of Steveston Advisory Task Fore on
Parking (2002).

o Steveston continuss to be a [:u:-|:.l.1|ar tounst dastingtion

with high seasonal parking demand.

+  bdaximize use of limited parking spaces i the Villags
CORE.

o Inprove public safety andd encourage sltematiye
tranortaticn mcdss dealkineg, Spclineg, transitl.

Recent Public Parking Improvements

o Fall 20653 stall markings of pulzhe parking acljustad to

add ror gpaces.

PR

]

intar 2004 2-hour ima lirmit cat to ansurs turnevarn

« Anter 2003 dentificatian of 2 all day public parking

/
areas and new overhaad dirscticnal sigrage.

o Sprng 2004 apening of Bayas Strest cannsction sast
af Mo 1 Road with accass 1o + 38 an-strast parking

EE

Planned Public Parking
Improvements
¢ Pew off-strest Lus exchangs in Stevsston area,

+*

EOrer @xisting an-strest bius layovar arsas to on-
stiest parking spaces

setimatecdt gain of 1824 spacss on Chatham Stand
Moncton Stjsast of Mo 1 Reb

+  Final develapment of lmpearial Landling may incluchs 3
iy of £ 28 off-strgat pubilic parking spacss within
vaaberfront area =ast of Moo 1 Roacd and bounced Ly
Bayviwn Ltrowt

¢ Adcress pubilic safety concarns of parking s lanse i
Iy muambiny) spades.

L]

would result in £ 25 marked parking spacss and
baading anezs
Sond vahicles curranthy usa laneways far parking
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Attachment I Cont’d

Parkmg in Stevest_on Vlllag'e

RICHMD

Open House J y2006 ﬂlflﬂmwrr

Steveston Village Parking Study (May 2005)

o Purpose develop a 10eyvearito 2014) parking strateoy for the Staveston Villagse amea.
o Stusdy arsa beunchec by Chatham Stigst, No. 1 Roadl, Bayvisw Strast, and Tth Avenue

LB M e

Parking Study Findings

¢ Thene ars 1,375 parking spaces in the Villags arsa.

Curtens pinnber CF Parking S e
) Putic
Anca Privata {Off-5treat) Tostal
On-5trest Off-Stroet Total .
Muath 152 ] 182 242 44
Seepth 142 74 217 290 &7
Village Conz 325 74 399 652 1,051
West o3 144 L2 72 324
Tatal 413 238 451 724 1378

o Crvorall parking supply i adequats for current nasds kut the distribution of spaces is nat
aptirmal.
»  South and Morth Areas operating at average of 34 99% capacity on veaakands
¢ Exvees capacity inWest Arsa, which had am aearage parking usags rats -,f 4:%
«  Tinwe restriction of 2 hours for pubfic paking ts adsquate.
¢ FO80% of vehicles park farless than 1 hour in Marth and South

Arzas,
o Parking demand is seasonal and s typically mar acuts on vieskends
anel <harineg springssurnmer (May to Septembmer.

Farking Study Suggestions

+  Addditional 5O spanes required I 2014 in Morth and Sauth arsas anly,
lasedd o historical 1% annual traffic griveth rate.

o Steveston Off-Strest Parking Reserve Fund is inaceguats te support significant paiking
NJereyervents.
+  urrent “cashndise” payrnent of $10500 par space (st in 1989 should e rasaed to

325,000 or space to It—-ﬂ—* Lt L—a}“ propeity and canstruction <osts.

o The current (July 2006y balancs in this Fund s 141,103

Tz hsar r{-'—-'g s':;-;nl B

+
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g in Steveston Vlllage: . ﬁxcﬁhn

{'Open House—JuIy 2006 e e s.mrrnmmr.'“-

What Parking Issues Need to be Addressed?
¢ Maximize vse of axisting prarking for comers, resicants, visitors, and smpdoysas
¢ Duasighats zones for tour bus parking and coramsraal loading.
o Impreve public safety and traffic circutation within the Village.
«  Detarming the location and wming of any additional poblic paking to nsst future dsmand.
¢ Maximize existing |allic parking via better management bafore adding nav puldic parking
Capaciy.
¢ Limiting the supphly of acddtional paking could redduce private vahicle travel and ancourage
greater use of sustainabols transportation modes (cycling, walking, ranst) thersky mitiggating
traffic . o th anct conigestion.
«  Funding strategpes to suppart pablic paking improvements,

Suggested ldeas

The City has developed a vanety of ileas to address thass parking 1ssies in Stavaston i ath the
shizrt-tzrm aned lang-tern,

We am sacking feedback fram you on these ideas, which are explaingc in detail on the next sevaral

bands, Thesa ideas couldl I irnplenantas] mdl-,nJuaN:,- or i combaination «ith each other

Shotrt-Term (Within 3 Year<)

Klea 1 Cumsnt Planned Imprsverments

lddea 20 Long-tern Leases of Paking Lats & Peclsstrian
Conns s

bhos 4 M‘|~ t\n“ '.'-m\- Streets & Signalize Mo, 1 Road 7
Moncton Straet Intersection

oz & Angle Paking on Noith Side of Bayvie s Strast

blea & Pay Parkingg in Steveston Yillags Arsa

Ichaa 7 Staveston Business IMprovemant Arca

Lang-Term [B-:%\mm:i 3 Years)

lcfoz 5 Pursue Mew Parkacle

We'd like Your Feedback

TN GRS are impertant twous. Sommunity feedback
impartant compansnt vhen Considenng changes to
pubdic parking in Steveston Villane.

Pleasa fill aut the guestionaire as youl viee tha boands.

ndave ath i b ol by
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arkmg in Steveston‘Vlllage' "'iRI.;;HM\ND

Op Hq"‘se- uIyZOOcS U U acmrmmm-

ldea 1: Undertake Planned

Improvements

Moo further expansion of ch-strest or off-dreet pubilic parking

Eevond current plannecdhimprovemsnts svar the next 3 years

Manned Actions

o Addlrzss public safety concerns of parkiveg in fane rays by
desiomating spaces.

o onvert exsting on-strast bus layover areas to cn-strest 3
fratking spaces upon ectablis himant of off-ctreet trarsit Sidhg £t 1t et and 3 oo 21
exchangs for pullic buses.

s Provide off-strest public paking within vatsrfront area wast of No. 1 Read and bounded by
Baywiew Street Final as part of final developnient of Imperial Landing.

wsémé;%gm

Pros ' Cons
v HMetgainof £ 47 parking spaces o Dossnot coeate any rew parking goaces in Villge
*  Masimizes uze of mxizting underutilived porking lotz, which are core.
within & §- 10 minute wolkirg Jetarce of Stevestan's main »  Loszof perking in laneways.
waterfront ares. My red et [cog-term parking demand in illags
¢ Improved safety in lanesays. care.
¢ Improeed sightlines at drive wsys curmntly ebstrocted by padied

bu:{-:.
«  Encourages sustainable ransportatiza meod=s iwalking. oycling,
transith and mitigates teaflic growth and congestion.

" Estimated Costs -

N Potentlal Funding Sources ™
v Conversion of Laneways: $25070832020

»  Stevezton Off.Street Parking Rezenve Fund
s Cconverzion of Bus Layower Areaz 51,000 v Mew Pay Parking Revenues
¢ Off-Street Bus Exchange: responsibifity of Tranelink v City% Mirer Capital Program
Question

ea 1o Do you suppaort the planns paking improvements?
[ea b Dooyou think mare pubslic pakmg is reguired within tha nest 3 years than what 15
currently plannsd?

o

Sfawsatan i);'i}’\i i 2':;§:}; R P e
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Parking in Steve.é.ton Vlllage"- 'ﬁmn”

Dpen House July2006 T et meywey

Idea 2: Leases of Parking Sites &

Pedestrian Connections

Megatiate long-tann leases of existing off-strest parking

sites for pulzlic use and provids improva pecsatran

CONNSClions ke tvieen these sites and the Village cors.

Suggested Actions

o Senure hong-tenn leases of selacted propeitiss for
pulslic parking that arg withon watking clistance of Village rvedpatiy 1o Jq“ o s

JANl} =8 stwatizhts 'k o

Zonstric tinviting, sl -marked pecestrian finks

I’:stn' 211 thase existing uncleratilized parking lots in E%Q 5&,
Wiast area and Villags veatarfront.

«  Establish designated long-tanm amployes parking in
vrcherutilized parking ks 1o fron v gpaces indillags
<o for visitors,

< Negotiate shared pulslic uss of private parking sitas
autside of |m;u!dr ugingss hours.

SHA € H.tHam stzakhg bt

LELSLE J Ly ‘:l

Pros Cons

¢ il aegetistiors succmzsful, would secure additicnal puble »  Doesnot prowide any new parking capacity within the
parking spaces. village cere.

¢+ Mces afficiznt uze of scisting facilities.

+  Impeesd pedestrisn amenitiez would snhance oversll Yillao=
sirmeboiape.

Potential Funding Sources’

+  Long-term Laasex to be negotisted s Stecsston Off-Street Parking Reserve Fund
v Pedestrian Links: 3250000 s New Pay Parking Revenues
Questions

o angd the
e vaatarfronts

ldea 2a Do you supys
constiuction of pedes tnan links betesen theos paking si

Idea Zb Dooyou suppart the establishiment of decianated araployse paking within a potion of
thase pulslic parking lots?

art the City sesking leng-tarm keasas of sites for pulzlic
it=s and the

Stevecton Pavkmg bnprovemesnt fdsas
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

--P}arrkln in 'Steveston- Vlllage' | m&;ﬁﬁhﬁ

Open House July 2006 T eter ey e

Idea 3: Commercial Loading Zones
& Tour Bus Parking
Destynate on-strest or lanevway comnienial leading zonss

ancd ansn-street tour bus -ad«m-:;; 2o within the Village
(RN

Suggested Adctions

*  Now on-street of langway commeraal loading zonss
astablished as redevelopment cocurs with option of
paying cash-in-liew instead of providing on-site loading.

+  Canvvert sxisting on-strest parking spaces to craats
parking zons for tour buses only.

¢ Praposed location is vest side of 3rcl Avenus b tursen
Moncton Street and Bayview Stiest,

i .
Tag-bos anclesl o Sleweslan

Pros Cons
+  Dezignated spaces {oe tour buzes sed commercisl lesding. o Lossal 2 4 onstieet parking yraces for tour bus
« Mo valuable uze of develzpment sits. parking ntne.

+  Lowof 2 2 onstieet parking spaces for cammarcial
bzading 2on=.

Potential Funding Sourcas -

v Mew Parking Sigrs: 5300 per zite . Ste'.we-:hon Cf-Straet Parking Resans Fund
«  Mew Pay Parking Revenues

Questions

felea da Do you support the use of stroets and lanesays for commenial leading instead of within
new private developmants?

Icha g 2 O you support the nesd for a tour bus parking zone «ithin the Village cone?

frhon A Do vou support the propossd location fora tour bus parking 2ene vithin the Yillage

i nln—n?



Attachnment 1 Cont'd

" RICAMOND

ldea 4: More One-Way Streets & T L
Signalize No. 1T Rd / Moncton St
oyt saled il T wrdy SUEsts th Cns rray to Creats
Priesre e -strast atkiveg s,

Sigralize & retrofitted Mo 1 Read and Bancton Street
s s tion,

- . e SFHRE sGa
Suggested Actions:

fay One-Way Street Svstem

Patential strisst sections that could be correrted to ons-way:

s Bawasw Strest - ong-riay veestbound eteracen Noo 1 Read and 3rd Avorns.

o T Avenue — ans-vay northbound b tessan Bayvvie s Street and koncton Strsst,
o 3rd Avenus - ons-way northbownd Between Bayvise: Strest and Mancton Straet.
o ponctan Strest - ansewzy sasthbound betesen 2ol Avenuz and Mo, 1 Read.

;
i ¥
i H i
- : ! : 2
sl s v Vasot
-l
R X .
. . . - - - ‘-h‘ -;\
PORSINLY ONI WAY QOPTIONS vy
-1
Sieveslon ¥ihge !
Pros Cons
o Redhaces traffic turning conflict points v Trarcition for local burinezs=s, residents snd visitces.
¢ [Depanding ca streats corverted, gain from 3o 73 onstreet ¢ Some reduced mspozure and accecs to businesces co
arbe parking cpaces. traets convertad to Gne-way.
+  Createn greater operatizas] efficiensy at potential signalized +  leereazad ciceulaticn in Yillags =ore and potential
intercectizn of Mo, 1 Roed and Morctca Street, imgact oo cammmarcia | delivery ioutes.

+  Enhanced pedectrian safety in croccwalia

: Estimated Cost Lo S potendial Funding Sourcas
e $5,000.$40,000, depending on number of zactizns of stieets Stevegion Off-Street Parking Recerve Fund
convertad. s Mew Pay Parking Rewenues

Questions
leleea 4o 0o you susoort comvarsion of any of the proposec] streat sections e ona-vay?

ea 4 f =o, wduch strest sactions should ke converted?

Stovectan Parkiong lin g oment b s
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

. Parking in Stevéston' V|||a ge leﬁ

KGpen House July 2006 T " BettermEvay ey

Idea 4: More One-Way Streets &
Signalize No. 1 Rd / Moncton St

oyt sele ted tesoway strests o

RS-y U et

s ch-strast parking spaces and signalize a raetrofittad
Nua. 1 Road and Moncton Street intersection.

Suggested Actions: (bl Mo. 1 Road &

Ploencten Street Intarsection Treatment

s Signalization of intersectian

+ Installation of decarative slements andsor traffic calning
measures to idertify it as a gateray to the illage and a
destrianizec] environment.

o [racoraties slemeants could inclucds:
+  textured andsor pattemed sufaces at the cross
« artistic treatment of intersection (=g, textuned

pravernent in the shaee of 2 salman)

¢ Traffic caliming measures could include entirs

intarcection beng raissd to sicewalk level,

Sudz ra Padmanls

Pros Cans
v Signalzation redces confuzion regarding right-ofoway +  Raized intersection dows emergency wehicles 1o
prizeities. appeaximately 25 kmsh.
v Signaleaticn combined with corrmrciza of Mioncten Street = + Moy elminats zome on-ztreet parking rear the
ane-way eastbound would elminsts potentisl foe ooterists to inte rsecticn,

antes Yillage at higher speads.
*  Paizedinterection reduces through raffi gpeeds.

. ' Estimated Costs - Potentlal Funding Sourcas
*  Signalzation: 350,000 = Stevecton Off.5treet Parking Reserve Fund

*  Decorative textured pavement: $20.000 »  New Pay Parking Revenuas

*  Rajzad Intersection: $20,000({d ccmbined with textured s Cityk Miror Capital Fregram

pavermnent traatrment)

Questions
lzhza 4 Do your support the signalization of the No. 1 Road and Moncton Strect intsrezction?
ldea dud Dpng suppont the sugaested intersaction treatments? If o, which cneisi?

wh ol Varken i PP SV ST i
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Parkmg lh Ste\-feston. VI"age e

Open House July 2006 N R RICHR%th?W

ldea 5: On-Street Angle Parking on North Side of Bayview

Street

Comaart north side of Bayvies Street te cn-strect andgle parking spacas.

Suggested Action

¢ Relenate existing curky and gutter on north side of Bayvie s Steeat and create + 47 an-strest
anghe parking spaces with strest trees betessen MNo b Road andd 3rd Avenis,

Pros Cons
*  Gains £ 47 on-strest angh parking cpac ez 2o north side of +  Reduced gracs boubsvardon nocth side of Bayriew
Bayrimw Streat. St
*  Opportunity for 2t etecaps enhancements.
¢ Ircreased padastrian prasence oo rarth sids.

_Potential Funding Sourcas

*+  £365000 . ¢ Stevezton Ofl.Street Parking Reserve Fund
*  Mew Pay Parking Revenuas

Question

- T

lchaa & Do oyour supoort the crsation

of £ 47 cn-strest angle parking
spaces an the north side of [-dw.la-u
Strest Detrsen Mo, 1 Road and 31l
Awanues?

Eaviar $toat b aking st

Slevneuion Pariing Bop ayemont frle e
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g in Steveston Vlllage - m(mg

i;_';;"L'.)p 'n‘House July2006 ST B,m,n,mww

ldea 6: Implement Pay Parking
Cenyedrt on-strest and pulblic off-street parking areas in the
Willage core te pay paking. Coneart a portion of paking
areas cutsids the /l”df:]l:' core to ronthly et paking for
wnployess.

Suggested Actions

o Ansiche Millage Core: Estallish a pay paking vate of $1 per
hour et een 9:00 am and $:00 prin the Yillage cone arsa
e by Mo 1 Rioad, Bayis» Streat, 3rd Avenus, and
Chatharn Streat,

s Cutsids /I”.:H_j-—' Coone: Establish a monthly fes of $40 for

prmit parking for emg lin*‘»-m‘

nsicler initial in I I|HITI-‘ntdtIUII of pay parking churing peak

[riccls anly (e.gp, weekands and summer).

TR Ui

P‘"

Pros Cons
v Enccurages inar sassd turmsosr of limited padiing spacss e sy impact patronage of businesses o the illages
asailable in Village core. core.
s Fublic zafety enhanzed by increened preserce of uniformed v Surrcunding residzatial neighbouihood reas may
patrolkrs. =eperience spillover of patking.

*  Revenus frem pay parking belps to offset rising City cozts,
reduce tas incraacez and fund lecal parkirg improvements.

+  Enccarages ves of transportation made=s cthess than private
wehicles.

¢ Mo afficient meare of anforcemant than ime-limit=d parkire.

Estimatad Costs . 7. " Estimated Revenues
£300,000 S year

= 5150000 / y=ar

Questions

bebea éa Do yau support the implamentation of pay parking
1y thee '(||L1|_1=.- Core?

Iebe &b i s, dooyou think it shauld b ineffect during Dusy
titrics onlby?

Earmt farling s

Stovedton Pardeng b svorment dboa
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Parkmg in S'I:eveston Vlllage | RICHI\ND .
Opanr House July 2006 L ety ey

ldea 7: Steveston Business
fmprovement Area

Crespgnats a Businass Improvanant Ares B1A) in Stevss
that ancormpasses the comrmmercizl operations in ths ara
so that spedcial designatad fundling can be callzctad and
used to enhance Stevaston Village, Local axamplas

it luche 15 BrAS i ancouat (2.0, Thinatosn, Gastown,
Keniselala) phus BlAs i Teaw vasean, #hite Rock and New
*estminster.

Sugggested Actions

+  Establish Steveston BIA

s Lewy special charge on lusinessss within the BIA with
funds B>eing used to improve and beautify the arsa,

s Improve an-strest and off-stieet pubilic parking, tres
[lantings, strest urniturs, Aowar boxes and baskets,
straet banners, and othar commarial area pulilic
armenitise through the BIA process

Pros Cons
*+  Enabbez comrmrmrcial busiresees to achiews improaements. ¢ Cemmetcial Busirmsses within Steveston may not
«  Cieates centainty of funding for improvem=nts ard is anly viablke suppect the BLA peocess.
mears to support constrrction of a major parking facility such
as a parkack.
+  Committed program foe sireetzmape enhancements.

Estimated Revenuaes -

Dep-erd: o

»  zizeof dasignated ama .:ndnumber of preperties within the ares; and

¢+ method of determning contribution, which b commonly azseszment (milliate percentage) or frontege Fieed sum porlinsar
ek frontsge).

Question
ldea 7 Do you suppont the astablishmant of 3 Steveston Business Improvemsant Arsa?

Stoveston Parlong Impyravament bdesr
i ]

o
<



Attachment 1 Cont’d

Parklng in Steveston Vlllage

Dpen House - July 2006

ldea 8: Pursue New Parkade

Pursue the location and construction of a nev parking

stiuctune within salking chstance of Village cors.

Suggested Actions

« ldsntify @ site for and construct & multi-leved parkade
with 100-150 parking stall capacity.

v Four potsntal ‘Ite,.- have baen |d~nt|f|ad

SEURIE SR TETNPTEPY SR TH

ber Ju s -

oAb ge

Pros ’ Cons

«  Weoald et borg-term porking demand for the illage ars=s, + High capitalcoct.

o Frees up existng cfl-street paking sites within Yillage core for [ o Weould nat discowrag= wehicle traffic to the aeneral
ather uses area.

»  Zentaalizes parking in et amma and diverts vehicle traHic facem o« HMozuitable site within Village com amma.

the *Allag= coe.

_ Estimated Coste .~ . ‘s - Potential Funding Sourcas
¢ fdmillien (excuding land costs) . v Stewezton Businezs Improvement Arsa
»  Mew Pay Parking Revenues

Questions

fohea 3 0o you suppon a new patkade in the long-tenn (beyond S years fron nosn?
[dea 2k I 5o, what is your prefersd focation?

Exlsde avash

e s TirerwlGH . P . : e 1
" Steceaton Pavling Invpravemeent e o

cn
—=



Attachment | Cont’d

a fklng n Steveston Vl‘llage

. OpenH sé July 2006 . ) i mmnhrﬁx g

Preliminary Estimated Costs

tnaertaking ALL of the sugjasestad idsas pressntad heors
conld cost 3t least apprommataly 35 milfion

IR

" Proliminary Estimatad Costs .~ . """ 7 Potential Finding Sources .

1 Cenversicn of Lanes 325,000-335,000 | o Ste..t'icn CH.Street Parking Resenve Fund
+  Ceavermicn of Bus Layover Areas £1,000 | ¢ Pay Parking Revenues

o Lorgg-tetm Leases of Parking Sites TBD | =  Steveston BLA Revenues

o Pedectrian Links 3250000 | ¢ City Minet Capital Pragram

¢ Tour Bus Parking & Commerial loading $30% | »  Cther Special Funding Initiatives
= One\Yay Strests £5,0000 340,000

v Signalie 8 Retrcfit Now | Rd/Mencton 5t $150000

= Angle Parking on Beview St 3340000

Sub-total $771,300- $814,300

s Pursue MNaw Parkade fexcuding land) 34,000,007

Total $4,771,300-$4,814,300

Rounded $5.000,000

Next Steps

1. Zornptle and aralyze fesclback from open houss

2 In conrdination with the Steveston Villagge Consarvation Program, rsport 1o Council on the
recornmandsd parking improvernents by ths end of 2006

Thank You for Your Input!

Please drap your completed fasdback fommin the box provided at the apeen hiouss

Skavicta wls ga

I TR ER P S T S



Open SN Stoveston Parkmg Improvement Ideas
Feedback Form .

July 2006

Are you
o gresident of Steveston?

o g lanclosnrerin Steveston?

o abusiness oaner in Steveston?

o anemployes in Steveston?

+ aresident of Richmond, cutsicle the Stevestan area?

e  other

Attachment 2

What do you think?

Short-Term ldeas {(within 3 years)

ldea 1a (Board No. 4)

eupport the plammsd pullic
prarking improvements avar the
ezt 3 years.

Idea 1h (Board No. 4)

| zlicors more public parking is
recpuired in the Steveston Yillage
anza feyonad what is currsnthy
plamed within the nedt 3 years.

ldea 2a (Board No. 5)

| supzoort the City secking sharedl
uss and long-tenm leases of
sites for puablic parking and the
construction of pedestrian links
l:ztavean these parking sites andl
the ¥illage waterfrant.

e - .. X
Strongly Urenre /
[ by A e P MNeutral R !
Stronely Agres | Agea Neutia Disagize Disagres | Dean't Kne
. i .
Comments:
- ) Strangly Lhnesars ¢
Stronoly Agrae | Agmee MeLneal Disagrax T o
SAREngly Agree d = agree Disagres | Dar't Koo
! {
_ _ ! T S
Lnmrnents;
T T T T T T
) Strznal Uheirs
Strongly Agres | Aqres thautral Disanras Hrenaly L
¢ : ° D't Koy

Coparmeents:

P

Disares

i
i

City of Richmond
Travuspeartation Division

2052704

b3

LN

RICH A0 T

N T



Open House | Steveston Parkmg Improvement Ideas
Feedback Form

July 2006

ldea 2b (Board No. 5)

Fsuppart the designation of
empilayes
ot the pabliz parking lots

Idea 3a (Board No. 6)
Fsuppart the use of strests and
lane says for commarcial loading
insteacl of within nevwe privats
cevalopments.

Idea 3b (Board No. &)

suppart the need for a tour bus
prarking zone within the Steveston
Villacre core.

fcdea 3¢ (Board No. 6)

suppart the proposed location
bor the tour bus parking zone
within the Stavestan Villags <

e

Idea 4a (Board No. 7)
[ supzpeort the conwarsion of
strest secticns to a

WY Systan.

-

salactod

tddea 4b (Board No. 7)

sarking within a portion

Caamimients:

£o lﬁf‘!—:-l.nral Disagre= steanghy

Attaciment 2 Cont’d

Disagres |

| Unoune s
Dantiney

Disagp=

Dont Knsw

[ o TR }
P L . Strongly | Unsine 7
Strarugly Agrae | Fieea Matral lisagres ST
trarly Agree | A X Pisagre= Lisagre= F L. -ntl\rp -
e I e
..... I - ————
Comrents:
Copren H -
c . Stronghy Uinune /
Stronghy Ares ) Metral arjres 3 ’
sty Ad Aar - Uisagre Disaqare= | Darit Kncay
i
Comrments:
_ el sl g e
. Stronghy Urizure /
Steanghy Agras Weautral Disagre: ' .
rengly Agres Netea e Disaqrzs | Dan't Kinzay
Connments
<, B Steangly L =
| Strongly Agrae | Agres Mevrral Disagrae 3 4 s £

I o

e nts:

Bayview btraet
T Mot Raad

Tst Avenue
Bayvin St ta

2rd Avenue
T Bayutew 2twe | Z

Moncton btn:et

Moo 1 Eoad e

Psuppzit the comersion of the 5t Ave Méeicteen 5t Moncton St fst Ay
Foorllezs oo g strest sections 1o a G- 1t Avs to Ind — It Ave b 2l
WY Sy ST, Ave . A _
[C 2l Ave b 302 —2nd Ave ta s
Ay Ay
City of Richmen .
+ of Richmend e Jll“'.ll\\)

Trarspratation Division

bd

BT TN



Attachment 2 Cont'd

Open House BlETCC Parking Ifnproveﬁient Ideas
July 2006 Feedback Form

e e
¢ = ! ¥ Iy i]‘c - lll-
ldea 4c (BOdld No. 8) Strangly Agrae | Agres b Mearal Disagree SF” {1;1!3,‘ _'"'u',"'j .
] ) | Disagrew | Dant Ko
suppaont the signalizaticn of the l - ’ e ; '
Mean 1 Roacl & Mencton Streat o i |
It gt s
Idea 44 (Board No. 8) L Pattzrmsctestunsd surfacs for L Rasadntersseticn
o _ crysswalk areas U Other plagse specify
support the fallo wing intersection [T Anste treatmsent in camtrs of
traatiments at this location. | Intersectan : .

Comments:

. " I T . q \ b -c o -
I(iea 5 (BOE“ d NO. 9) Str-::rugiy AIJF-E'E‘ Ar;l'é-é- Meutral Disagr-a-s- ~?r'( r-n.J!{’ U |‘.J_I|:Lj f
. Disagres | Don't Khoaw
I SLEDIT neas ang[-;- |:-._=1|'l:;|n._:| : S ! - -.--.----W,,W,,,I,ﬂ,, ool
2 the north sidle ot Baywiea St ! :
retwean Mol 1R % 3ed Avs,

Coamrments:

Y . i} T Stranclly | L -]
Idea 6a (Board No. 10) Stongly Agree [ Agrea Hlzutral Lissgpras e "]';I'I'l'f J'W"‘H
. ) Disaggre=s l o't Kinorw
| suppeart the implenzntaticn - - *-—-———-—-i--—--——-—ww
of pay parking i the Steveston e e e
- L mrTEnts:

villacie core.

Idea 6b (Board No. 10) Carmprithe At oo | Merrtes e, Strangly D Uneure S
Stromghy Agres f;gr. 2 ? Mairtral Disanres ) Disavgii“} D K 7

| beliswe pay parking in the I I
Steveston illage core shauld ke
in ettect during lusy tmes only.

Clranirms=nts;

Ci i : N R L
it of Rlchnmn_d _3. RICTEMOND
Transpeartatien Divisizn reer devip s

[z ]
[y}



Attachment 2 Cont’d

Open SENETN Steveston Parklng Improvement Ideas
July 2006 Feedback Form

Idea 7 {Board No. 11) Strongly Avirse | Aame ’ Mevtral Disagras 'JFM':“;I!}E‘ J l_'l'_—',g'“,‘é i
. LDisagrzs | Lkt Kpow
support the astablishment of a o SRR IS R SR
Stesezston Business Improvement oo v b L
AI‘:'a NS
Long-Term ldeas (bevond 3 years)

Disagres | Don't Kieow

|

= < o T Strarrle - e .
Idea 8a (Boa rd No. 1 2) l Stronsily Agires I Aaras l Mlawtral Disagrae JFI‘. tugly I t T
suppart & new parkads in the I I |
lomeg-term dbyord S years from ;

P Cnanmasnts
LRl o

Idea 8b (Board No. 1 2] L cteveston Camnuntty Cantes perking [ Small Crafts £ Harkours gtz oo
lat . Chatham St

ity bt at hlonctan St& Eastap-= St C Cther pleass quaofy

City Lot ‘H* betes2n puldic walkeay &

Fraser River

| prefer the following location for
the parkace.

mr

Conments

Thank you for your input!
It will e consiclerad in the preparation of the Steveston Yillage Conserdation
Frogram and when making recommendclations to City Council regarding futurs farking
improvemants in the Steveston Village area.

Please drop your complated fecdback form in the bax provided at the Gpen Hooos.
You may alse fax your complated form o 4042744052 ar mail to:
City of Richmond, Transportation Division
£911 Neo 3 Road, Richmaond BC Y&Y 2C1 - Attne Joan Caravan

Due date of complete form: August 4, 2006

Cits of Richmand ol
Trarsprartation Disisicn . ki - “\ X

R Tt



Attachment 3
Feedback Form Coinmeints

Idea Ia: I support the planned public parking improvements over the next 3 vears.

To be paid with money in Steveston parking fund not by remainder of cily.

It's increasingly difficult to find parking.

Safety concerns in laneways?? Where will the buses park?

Except Bayview St waterfront. Why would vou waste waterfront area for parking?

No lights at Moncton St & No. 1 Rd.

No pay parking.

Where would you put a bus loop? Using the gravel lot on Chatham St would result in a net loss of parking
spaces. It would only translate to extra parking if there are no bus stops anywhere on Chatham St — would
everyone have to walk to the loop?

No parking on Bayview St east of No. 1 Rd.

Must develop a long term parking plan for a 5-year period,

Make people walk. No parking on Bayview St east of No. 1 Rd.

Get buses off Chatham.

Yes, I'd get involved.

Removing parking from the Village core is not an improvement.

Except for 'pay parking.'

I agree with everything with the exception of using waterfront parking at Imperial Landing.

Moving bus layover area off-street will use up more parking places than is currently being used.

At minimum, it makes sense to use these low cost options, regardless of future plans.

Yes - designate lane spaces. Yes - parking on No. | Rd east waterfront. No - leave buses as s -- good
alternative to driving.

Don't designate lane parking. I do think more public parking is required in next 3 years. Cwirent bus route
serves our business well.

No parkades!

Yes to parking in lanes (allow 60 cars and keep the bylaw officers out of Steveston). Yes to parking east of
No. | Rd and Bayview. No to moving buses - we need to support people not cars. No to one-way streets.
No to stgnal at No. 1 Rd and Moncton, No to angle parking on Bayview. This should be a tram route from
Steveston Community Centre to Garry Pt Park. Yes to parking on BC Packers site outside the dyke.
However, I do not believe in Idea 6 for pay parking.

No pay parking.

Agree, with the exception of funding using pay parking. There should be no pay parking in Steveston
except perhaps i a future parkade building. Steveston is not a White Rock. Even Granville Island parking
is free on streets.

Parking on the waterfront should not happen. Do not understand what the $10,500/$25.000 cost per space
1S.

Parking should be back from riverfront.

Parts of it 'yes', parts 'no". I don’t mind walking a bit but I prefer 2 hr 'free’ parking to pay parking.

It 1s nmportant to relocate the lay-over buses from the prime parking locations and to reduce the safety
hazards for both pedestrians and drivers due to lack of visibility.

Idea 1b: I believe more public parking is required in the Steveston Village area beyvond what is

currently planned within the next 3 years.

Encourage TransLink to get the new bus loop done now! It's way too dangerous with all the buses parked
on Chatham.

Keep Steveston as a 'walking village' not a parking lot!

There is ample parking space on Chatham St if people are prepared to walk from there into the village.
Make Garry Point and Chatham St as the main place to park. In the village should be short time parking.
Yes - we are losing valuable dollars due to lack of improvement on this issue.

In the core, more parking. Not in the residential area around the core.
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I would like to sce a plan that encourage people to vark in the Chatham St between 4th and 6th Ave.
Attempt to keep the core viltage for pedestrians.

Stronger enforcement. Shorter street parking.

Possibly with more visitors coming in summer.

Parking closer to water's edge for older people wishing to stroll.

Final development of Imperial Landing should include many open plaza 7 park arcas with increased parking
1o make it a real people area for enjoyment.

For residents yes - but this should be provided by the residential buildings. Off-street bus layover would be
more dangerous with people running in and around buses. Would also use up more parking spaces than
currently used. If we are trying to protect people crossing the street, best to reinember we can't protect
people from their own stupidity no matter what you try to do.

We certainly don't need less!

Encourage cyeling, walking, transit, provide parking outside village (like west of Gult of Georgia).

Off-site parking with walking into village could be encouraged.

Put parking on BC Packers site at foot of No. 1 Rd instead. We don't have a parking problem in Steveston if
one is prepared to walk one block from Chatham to Moncton St.

Steveston's population is expanding too much.

No pay parking.

Move new parking out of sight of the North and South Area parking - plant grasses and trees.

Maximize use of current lots in West Area.

Absolutely, growth is going to be huge.

Parking is already maxed out. I often park in the gravelled lot on Chatham because there is nothing else
available.

The ongoing mcrease m visitors in Steveston will require additional parking providing existing parking is
maximized.

Parking is only a problem for 2 months of the year. Better [??] is required before spending big $5% on
parking lots.

Idea 2a: I support the City seeking shared use and long-term leases of sites for public parking and the

construction of pedestrian links between these parking sites and the Village waterfront.

Not everyone works 'business’ hours.

Contract with SHA.

The parking should be at a point where people get out of their cars and walk the whole town. This good for
the merchants.

No, not needed.

This 1s close enough to the village core to work.

Links are in place.

Long-term agreement to use federal sites on Chatham.

Uncertain where $250,000 is going? We walk there all the time. [ believe sidewalks already exist or ?
Gulf of Georgia lot could be confusing - sometimes it's needed for the Cannery - but less so when the
Cannery 15 closed.

Keep pay parking only for covered underground spaces. Above/open parking should be free.

Let's not overdo it.

Today (Saturday afternoon) the Harbour Authority parking lot on Chatham St was basicaily emipty, except
for some trucks. There was also parking available along Chatham St 1o No. I Rd.

Disagree if it is pay parking.

No pay parking.

$250.000 needs more explanation. Would the long-term leases be with the city? Who owns the land?
Who owns property to be leased? The city? Presume pedestrian links and cost estimate would be discussed
with residents, i.e., options for degrees of development.

Long-term leases to who? Lot owners, equals pay parking. Employees who pay. They would park all day
and discourage 2 hr visitors. No, no. no - short free good. Long-term pay bad.

o
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The Village is only 4 short blocks long and the proposed leased parking areas are not an unacceptable
distance from any part of the Village. We need to maximize their use. This area would be tdeal for paid
employee parking.

Yes! Asnoted, this is a 5-minute walk. Employees should be moved here to free up existing spaces.

Idea 2b: I support the designation of employee parking within a portion of the public parking lots.

Yes they should park further outside area south of Chatham and walk to work.

QOutside village core,

Car owners must be supplied a sticker for their car. Parking should be at least of couple of blocks from
business area.

Yes, as some employees need to drive here.

Again, Chatham St is a good arca.

In all day parking.

Let's get a tram to Steveston - encourage hve & work in the same area. Lels get rid of cars.

No, they will not use it,

Employers should provide parking for employees - free of charge.

I don't agree that this should be free parking - they should pay a monthly fee if there is no on-site parking
provided. Otherwise it should be considered a taxable benefit as it is for anyone who has parking provided.
Especially during peak season.

This "allotted" parking space should be limited and enforced strictly.

Yes, it's a necessity.

Along Chatham St between 4th and 6th Ave only.

See Idea 2a.

Yes, this would free up 20-30 spaces in the village core.

Idea3a: I support the use of streets and laneways for commercial loading instead of within new private

developments.

Don't understand question.

OK to use existing laneways for existing businesses, new businesses should provide off-street loading areas.
For existing businesses without parking you have to have lane or street loading zones. New or
redevelopment areas should have to provide parking.

Short-term parking.

Commercial loading at the business they are delivering to -- yes.

[ support efficiency - if this is efficient, T would support it.

I've parked in a lane for 25 years. They are safe and part of the picture of Steveston.

Limited time for commercial loading.

Lanes OK bul not streets,

Lanes all right.

Within a certain "fixed" hours —e.g.. 7am to 9 am, etc.

Makes things more difficult for businesses.

Streets should not be used for loading - only laneways.

Laneways designated area for loading zone only, not tour buses.

Trucks must be made to pull over 10 a cuwrb instead of parking smack in the middle of road. Size of vehicle
should be limited. Deliveries to be made prior to 10:00 am.

You have prime parking on streets eliminated and only used occasionally. Laneways are acceptable as they
are now used continually but don't affect many parking areas.

Idea 3b: I support the need for a tour bus parking zone within the Steveston Village core.

Tour buses can drop off & park outside the village.
Sometimes in winter buses park by Papi's on No. 1 Rd & keep the engines running. The stench is horrid.

Not in the Village core,
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¢ Weneed 2-way bus travel on Moncton St.

¢ It should not be on Bayview St

» It should not be on Bayview St.

¢ On Chatham St only,

» [ don't want tour buses in Steveston. Don't encowrage them.

» Yes -1t gets people out of cars and promotes efficiency of 7?

¢ Tour bus parking should be on the present gravel lots on Chatham - with a pick-up:/drop off zone on 3rd
Ave.

¢ Seeldea 2.

« No, it could happen on federal lands on Chatham, ask people to walk (e.g., past Cannery).

¢ The tour buses should park outside the village core.

¢ Time periods - months limited.

¢« We need to encourage tour buses in Steveston.

o Very good idea as tourists' visits will definitely grow in the near future.

s 1like the proposed lacation.

¢  On Chatham please.

» Not required year-round.

« Not too big though.

¢+ RVsalso.

+ Tour buses can drop off and park 15-20 minutes away.

« Putinlots.

*  The most natural cheice would be on the Gulf of Georgia parking lot site...and only jitney buses used.

¢ There needs to be parking for tour bus traffic but not necessarily on the street. Long-lerm leasing on the
Gulf of Georgia Cannery parking lot would be ideal.

+ Good 1dea.

Idea 3¢: I support the proposed location for the tour bus parking zone within the Steveston Village
core.

¢« No!

¢ [t could be the pick-up & drop off area.

» Tour buses should have parking away from core.

» A good location, it doesn’t interfere with specific businesses.

s To this location only.

¢  Space must be available for at least 4 buses to park.

¢  Chatham St or Garry Poimt.

e Again, the village should be tour bus free.

e Yes.

« Notin village core. Bus parking outside core.

¢ This could be drop off only. Why not put tour bus parking in proposed lease space in Idea 2. The city
wants to spend $250,000 for a link...isn't that suitable enough for tourists??

» Vehicles coming along Bayview are speeding to make the corner.

* A good location.

¢« Good - to keep flow of business from congesting all around No. T Rd.

e Or use as off-load and pick-up only.

¢ Put it in the parking lot next to the Gulf of Georgia Cannery.

« Puton lots.

¢« Woe don't need tour buses in the core. They sure as hell shouldn't get free parking.

« Ifnot above, then this would be okay.

+  See Idea 3b above.

*  Yes, in front of the Tourism booth.

Idea 4a: I support the conversion of selected street sections to a one-way system,
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Interferes with historical town character.

Village too small - too much traffic on Bayview, Too much traffic in lanes!

Agree to some. Moncton St should be one-way west as most peopte come into Steveston {from the east, i.e.
No. | Rd & Moncton S5t. Bayview St should then be one-way east; parking can still be on north side.
Moncton St, if one-way, should go westbound. Most people enter Steveston from cast anyway, Reverse the
direction of travel on Bayview St. You can still allow parking on the north side - just reverse the stalls.

An idea too long coming!

More & more seniors ride bus and need 2-way traffic on Moncion St.

Very careful thought re loss of business. Reverse directions proposed - Moncion EB & Bayview WB.

It makes sense to have one-way.

This is a great idea. Angle parking would increase parking in front of businesses. Great.

However, at some stage, Moncton St could become pedestrian only?

Yes.

Village not big enough for 1-way streets.

South section of 1st Ave only.

What about a pedestrian zone? Maybe Sundays - no cars? Start slow in introducing this prospect.. .not all
people seem to like walking!

This 1s not the downtown area of a major city with L00K+ vehicles’hour. How about lowering the speed
limit in the whole area - no one needs to be doing 50K in Steveston viilage. A couple of signs should do it.
I am opposed to this if it paves the way for a signalized intersection at No. 1 Rd and Moncton.

This will have to be implemented as traffic grows in the near future.

Would draw people through the village and improve flow of traftic.

Would increase Bayview St traffic by lack of option when coming south on No. 1 Rd.

Detracts from the "village" feel.

No way! This s heritage??

No way Moncton can be one-way.

No need.

Moncton St cannot be one-way.

Put in the stop light at No. 1 Rd and Moncton and see if you still need the one-way proposal.

Suggest signal at No. 1 Rd and Moncton St be done first and one-way streets assessed in Phase 2.
One-way traffic will make it easier for pedestrians to cross streets and help retam the village atmosphere and
be more pedestrian-oriented rather than vehicle-oriented.

No, this will create speed in the core and much confusion.

Idea 4e: I support the signalization of the No. | Road and Moncton Street intersection.

No traffic ightst There will be too much speeding on Moncton when light tumns green.

INo street lights! Not in Steveston!

Absolutely! And also at Chatham St & No. | Rd teo.

Only with one-way Moncton St eastbound option, with raised intersection,

No - 1t will be mare dangerous.

Leave as a 4-way stop. Then everyone comes to a tull stop. If a red/green light put in - then people will
drive thru on a red light, or try o beal the red.

Every car should have to stop - leave it as it 1s.

Why not a roundabout?

Lights are answer to No. 1 Rd on Moncton. It will help to speed the traftic hold ups.

Decorative and or police-controlled.

Needed ASAP! Pedestrians cause major transport problems with uncontrolled intersection.

Too dangerous.

I fear pcople "racing" to get through while the light is green and yellow. At least now it's safe o walk
across. Lverywhere in Richmond that is signalized intersection, the walk sign is on so short a time.

No driving on Moncton - make it beautiful - have vision! 4-way system works - it's a village not a city.
It's about time!
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At present, all cars "stop" at the comer and enter 'village' streets at slow speed. When a car enters corner
with a green hight, the tendency will be to continue into the village at higher speeds than at present.

If timed, especially weekends & evenings till 9 pm. About time!!

This is a dangerous location. The problem is that there is too much for drivers to look out for.

Either that or a pedestrian light.

Long overdue.

Only if it is a pedestrian-controlled light. As it is now, every car must stop. Traffic lights cause traftic jams
and speed 'to make the light."

Again, this was supposed to be done years ago.

It will result in higher vehicle speeds in Steveston and less safety for pedestrians.

Sooner than later! ASAP!

Tratfic has grown and increased tremendously. This should be a priority before something happens.
Safer if every car at intersection must stop, not decide to run yellow light.

This is a major hazard area and congested.

Seems like a trick question - $50,000 for the treatment. A light $80,000!

Only if Moncton is one-way EB and only if pedestrian enhancements at No. | Rd.

Only if one-way designations are implemented.

Put one in there now.

Someone will be killed by a speeding car running the light and speeding down Moncton through pedesirians
a block away from the light.

What a brutal intersection, something here must change.

It's only busy on weekends and still never takes more than a few minutes to go through.

As long as there are left-turn arrows - maybe. The 4-way stop sign has worked well and could still if
everyone knew how 1t works but they don't so for safety, [ guess we need signals.

But no more one-way streets.

Do it now.

This 1s such a dangerous intersection, it needed traffic lights years ago. Does someone need to die before
something is done? -

At present, the corner is a free for all with pedestrians stepping out of tumn to the rules of the road.

Some type of signalization is required as many pedestrians cross without looking, without regard 1o moving
traffic and at busy times, traffic remains frozen. Possibly consider a 4-way pedestrian signal and vehicles
only on green.

No!! This will increase speed, having a car running a yellow light going south on No. t Road. Keep it
slow.

Idea 4d: I support the following intersection treatments at this location.

Textured concrete hard on wheelchairs and those with pain issues.

With stop sign.

They all ook great to me.

Keep plain with well marked crosswalks.

4-way stop signs are safer for pedestrians.

This would be so out of character with the heritage aspect of Steveston. Fancy roads don’t improve driving.
See ldea 4¢c comments.

Roundabout for this intersection same as Easthope & Bayview.

See Idea 4c comments. We have both a lot of walking and motor waffic. The system is needed to keep
EVETyone moving.

More public ait at intersection.

Please focus on safety for pedestrians and calming motorists.

[f it is beaunful.

Don't know.

Speed bumps on Moncton and Bayview.,

All excellent ideas - hope it happens soon!

Disagree.
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Don’t know.

Speed bumps o be putin.

This will not slow vehicles down! Looks nice but probably not worth the $$ or the loss of parking.

I do not support any of these!

Need to slow vehicles in this intersection.

Ordimary intersection - let traffic flow.

How about a roundabout? Nothing slows down wraffic better. A traffic officer for busy times.

Don't waste money decorating the intersection!

Nothing fancy - this is a village not Hollywood or White Rock! Keep it simple 10 cut costs. Left-tum
arrows, pedestrian stop and walk signs. Fund this from taxes NOT pay parking. This will hurt the
merchants.

Please keep the village as naturally charming as possible. Please don't make look modem and "decorative.”
Strongly disagree with all suggested treatments.

This would further slow action at intersection. Have one light for a pedestrian frecflow m all directions.
While giving the area a 'village atmosphere’, it would also ensure vehicles use the intersection at low speeds
for entry to the village rather than another traffic route.

Neutral.

Idea 5: 1 support new angle parking on the north side of Bayview St between No. 1 Rd and 3™ Ave.

Or perhaps parallel parking and notation of historical dyke feature.

There's enough parking close to the village. People can walk a few steps.

Along Moncton St as well.

If the street is one-way.

Keep cars off this street as a parking area. Leave it open.

This could be done only if Bayview is a 1-way going west.

Everywhere.

Keep parking away from village centre. People can walk a few blocks: 11 1s so rare to be able to be
somewhere without vehicle congestion. Let's not ruin what we have.

Yes.

Why do we need to ruin it all with cars, cars and cars, We can carry shopping to an area outside of
Moncton.

If it is 1-way traffic flow,

To keep traffic flowing, first step is no parking on Bayview / Moncton.

I would really like to see Bayview being closed to traffic. Foot traffic only.

Is the street wide enough?

Not aesthetic. More parking = more traffic. Keep cars parking in Idea 2.

Again, this would take away from the.character of the area. What's wrong with using school parking lots
and shuttie buses or better yet, more frequent reliable bus service. Granville Island still survives and there's
no increase in parking there.

With Bayview becoming one-way, does this create a contlict with cars backing out onto the primary
westbound routes through Steveston?

If one-way traffic established.

Please Icave some grass!

No - Bayview should be used as a tram roule from the Steveston Community Centre to Garry Point Park.
Great 1dea as long as there is no pay parking.

Get more parking lots in the 8-10 minute arc.

This should be discretional and not impinge on already unique landscaped areas.

While the additional parking is needed, the areas at front of the Country Mouse and Tapenade help give the
village atmosphere. Possibly consider retaining two nodules without parking and some innovative
landscaping.

No, this is unnecessary and will be ugly. It will make Bayview into a big parking lot.

Idea 6a: I support the implementation of pay parking in the Steveston Village core.
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Steveston must show I'T will pay for its parking improvements.

Not good for residents!

Let's not be like downtown Vancouver & White Rock. Limited parking like 1 hour/2 hour zone would
discourage employees from using the free space to park all day.

We are taxed enough!

Takes away from small village feeling and is not tourism friendly, nor 'locals' friendly.

We want to keep people inn Steveston. not chase them away:.

Absolutely not!!

This would affect the local businesses and "turn oft™ the tourist from visiting the village.

Paid parking will kill it for the merchants.

No.

Walch the parking migrate to the residential areas if you do this.

[ live here - I spend my money here and support local business. How dare you even think of it. Rip off -
money grab.

Board 2 states that 70-80% of vehicles park for less than | hour. Why does Board 10 say that pay parking
will increase turnover? Quick twnover is happening now. Why diminish people's enjoyment of Steveston
with pay parking when it is not needed?

This will deter / hinder development of tourism.

Visitor parking only, not streel parking.

Should also have lesser increments - $0.25 for 15 min. Businesses could opt to lease parking spaces for
their customers.

However, if signalization or other intersection upgrades, then I strongly agree. 1'd hope the pay parking on
Chatham might be paved?

There's no reason why parking should be free in high demand areas.

We could limit them to within an hour of "free parking” and have them strictly enforeed.

Limut to 9:00 am to 6:00 pm, this will encourage drivers to park free outside village.

Attraction of the village 15 free access - especially for tourists and the elderly.

Don't want pay parking on streets.

Why should vehicle storage be free?

No.

All of our parking problems would be solved. People who are prepared to walk won't have to pay but keep
transit buses out of the SHA Chatham St parking lot.

No pay parking.

Some things should still be free.

Oppose all pay parking 1deas. Takes away from small town feel. Seems like a penalty or tax on residents
and visitors.

No pay parking.

Since I'do most of my shopping in Steveston, I do not support pay parking. This would add considerable
costs to my shopping and [ may have to consider going elsewhere. One doesn't pay to shop at the major
malls or places like Seafair. | support small business and hate mall stores and always shop at Steveston. [
live too far away to walk, also need close by parking for the heavy shopping.

It would reduce my visits, why make all good things cost money?

No pay parking. Short-term free parking will increase turnover. Pay will increase length of stay, exclude
low income people, etc.

Provided the long-term lot on Chatham & 4th Ave is protected with a long-term lease. The existing 'free
use' by the city could chsappear next year,

In high profile areas like Bayview and Moncton, sure.

Idea 6b: I believe pay parking in the Steveston Village core should be in effect during busy times onty.

All summer. busy weekend times otherwise. When tourist demand occurs.
No pay parking.
Please no pay parking. We pay enough!
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No pay parking.

We want to make Steveston a welcoming area lo come to.

See above.

Just make people walk. There is plenty of parking on Chatham and Garry Point.

No - other cities don't.

Don't do it at all.

Weekends 7 holidays only.

Not at all.

Will discourage tourists.

Busy times only.

Or business hours.

My suggestion to this is simtlar to Idea 6a.

Busy periods of the day drive our sales. This could huit us all.

Don't want pay parking on street.

Why encourage pollution?

Pay parking takes away from the welcoming village feel - please not!

No.

No need, money 1s hard enough 1o make to go inte parking.

No pay parking.

This is an extra tax on people who live close to Steveston and go to shop at all the little stores. 1 go 1o many
from food to coffee to gitt places to specialty stores to sometimes restaurants and spend hundreds of dollars
al Prickly Pear. This is a very bad idea and busimess will suffer. We keep Steveston going in the "off
season." Nao pay parking.

Though I still resent pay parking. at least make the tourists pay, we already pay enough in city taxes.
What a poorly written question - [ don't support pay parking. Limited time only parking is the kev.
Consider no pay parking until 11 am or noon Mon thru Fri so Steveston residents can do their shopping
without penalty.

Idea 7: I support the establishment of a Steveston Business Improvement Area.

If the merchants want it and will pay for it.

No flower boxes. Steveston never had flower boxes. Don't try to make it "cute" like La Conner.
Steveston's charm 1s in the grit, no beautifying!

Have you ever been to Chinatown lately (one ol the examples). It is decaying, dirty & stinks -- begs the
question, where 1s the money being spent?

Where did this come from, this has nothing to do with parking. Why is this being slipped in - to beautify
Steveston with flower baskels etc is going against the heritage questionnaire. BIA is way beyond "parking.'
No parking garages.

We tried this and it failed. Do you even know there is a heritage conservation study being done by the city -
we don't want flower baskets/boxes/banners.

As long as it's in good tasle.

Yes, but funds need to put toward other things. Taxes are quite high and should already be covered.

Yet another tax! Just protect what you have.

Need to understand financial ramifications to existing small businesses.

We have 10 beautify at all costs.

Don't try to gentrify Steveston - it's an industrial, fishing community.

Think Steveston looks OK as it is.

But difficult to implement because of the fragmented nature of business professionalism in Steveston - i.¢..
too many "hobby" owners.

But a number of family-owned businesses are struggling $-wise. Why should areas of Richmond have
gardens and planting yet nothing down the main drag for Steveston.

Please - another reason why we do no want the big chains {American or other).

Good luck!
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Itis very nice the way it1s. We don’t need a shiny. phoney Steveston and a look-a-like of other places. It
has its own charm. Leave it be!

Same comments as Idea 4d.

Is there a similar situation elsewhere in Richmond and if so, where?

Assurances would have to be given that all funds are for the Steveston area only and not used for work
normally paid for by the city.

Idea 8a:  Isupport a new parkade in the long-term (beyond 5 vears from now).

Only if Steveston pay parking revenue will pay for it

Please no parkade!

Wait as long as possible.

Put the parkade outside the village area.

The area should not include the parking anywhere m Steveston Park.

But not on Moncton or on the Steveston Community park lot. July 1st needs that ground and they need
every spare fool for the future.

Where?

Let's work out ways to get to the village other than cars. Parkades, etc are car magnets.

Parkades don’t fit the environment do they?

Depending on location.

Ugly - better to have underground parking if possible or if really necessary, have a small low parking
garage.

No. This wtll urbanize the area too much. Too much hike inner city.

This will destroy the village atimosphere.

Forget it!

What about promoting public transportation, walking, biking?

This will definitely need to be decided upon seriously.

Ciy Lot H - never!

Keep revenues to pay parking. Don't penalize businesses in Steveston. Not all will be serviced by these
lots.

Waste of property. Ugly. Steveston should be a place for people and heritage elements - not cars.

No parkades!

Build it now so we don't need parallel parking on Bayview and one-way streets or $25,000 parking fees.
Perhaps on the "westside" we have a parkade now, thanks to Onni.

Maybe 1t will be necessary - all these condo and townhouse people have | or 2 cars and visitors - this may
accommodate their visitors as it is close to that Onni development. Being City lot you already own the land
at Lot H.

Are these pay? Or like the free library parkade at Brighouse? Loaded question,

Sooner rather than later.

Consideration should be given to a P3 development where the cost and operation is by the private sector.
Commercial/offices on ground level makes for an upscale development with betier security and less
loitering.

No, people and staff need to learn to park further out.

Idea 8b: T prefer the following location for the parkade.

Site 1: Not Community Centre lot until Small Crafts site already done. 3rd best choice. Site 2: 2nd best
choice. Site 3: Absolutely NOT. Site 4: yes do parking here.

No parkade on the waterfront!

Encourage more use of buses. Maybe more buses from Brighouse more often.

No parkade please!

No parkade!

Not Lot "H". This will have a lot of resistance from residents.

No parkade.
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Why would we want to use Site 1 and preclude Community Centre space for July st activities, etc. Other:
use the current parking area at NE corner of Bayview St & 1st Avenue.

Don’t support parkade. This is a heritage village.

A parkade on the community centre parking lot would preclude use of that space for community activities
like July st Salmon Festival. Other: existing gravel lot on st Ave at Bavview St.

Under no circumstances should anything be built in what you call City Lot "H". We have waited 100 vears
for walking (public) access to the riverfront. Leave it open.

Definitely NOT Steveston Community Centre or the lot across the street at Moncton & Easthope.

Do not want parkade. It any place, the SCH site. Needs to be hidden and nowhere near waterfront.

No building on the "H" lot or the Community Cenire parking. No, no to both of these ideas. Keep the
openness to the Fraser River.

Need parking for fishermen.

I 1t would be free - it's a grearidea. We could make most of the viilage pedestrian as in most European
cities now - at least the main street and practically all heritage villages. I've been in England. Germany,
Switzerland, Italy, France, Spain, Argentina, and Brazil in the last 2 years and traffic is not allowed in most
centres. We have legs!

Why are there no options presented for pedestrian plazas? Can part of Bayview not be "pedestrian” only?
Definitely not at Steveston Community Centre. Possibly City Lot H.

Village communities don't need parkades - cities do.

Other areas must be retained for community needs of growing population of Steveston.

Community centre if not more than one storey high.

No.

Nol necessary - again - this would take away from the character of Richmond. They would be absolute
eyesores.

No parking on dyke extension - City Lot H.

Certainly not City Lot H.

No parkades in residential areas please (i.e., Moncton/Easthope). Too many kids around at Community
Centre. Shouid be in Steveston business core.

No - City Lot H & City lot at Moncton/Easthope.

Encourage foot traffic through the village west to east. Too much congestion on No. 1 Rd now.

Strongly disagree of any parkade such as Lot H.

Definitely not Lot H - people will camp there!

No thanks.

Poor Steveston Community Centre planning! Should have had BC Packers property. Police station in a
portable trailer {was to have been temporary!) for 10 years now. Over-building of Steveston = more
people!! More cars!! Other choices are too far from the village. Yet if allowed on the SCH site, it would
take trom the disappearing skyline.

How about Russ Baker Way?

Not City Lot H.

Defimtely not Lot H.

No parkades!

Talking to people here no one knows that the city owns land outside the dyke at Lot H or that it was even
land.

SCH lot is a good site,

Absolutely not City Lot H. 1 think your presentation materials significantly fails to make clear what this
option is about. I only picked up on it because I had been looking for it having heard rumours about it.
City Lot H - this could work for the tourist to area who has driven and won't impact the local people who
shop/work etc in Steveston.

Hide these facilities - move them out.

None of the above.

Don't serew up Steveston Community Centre. It is a hub for families. Parking fees discourage this and
parkades are not safe for children and a hassle for wheelchairs and strollers. Don't mess up Sieveston
communities.

67



Attachment 3 Cont’d
Feedback Formi Comments

o Who owns this? The DOT, the City, or ? This 15 the most feasible site with a perfect {low through. It
would be neghgent of the eitv not to secure this land. [11s an msult to include City Lot H' Why do vou
keep trymg to cram that down our throats,

e  Site 4 15 the direction any new commercial development will locate and will ultimaiely be in the centre of
the village. Also affords an excellent opportunity to incorporate commercial/office space and include in an
innovative way, TransLink transportation centre. Use a P3 development for some innovatve thinking that is
revenue-generating and not a city operation.

Other Comments

e This open house was VERY poorly advertised!! A flyer should have gone to each business and restdence 1in
the Steveston postal code!! No-one in our sphere of influence that we spoke with had any idea this was
happening!!

+  Cash in licu of providing parking space will not work, it doesn't help the parking problem. Where are we
going to move the buses to when they are taken off Chatham St?

+ Cash-in-lieu payments don’t solve parking problems.

» The Steveston Community Centre needs to be replaced with a brand new bigger building.

« Any and all parking and traffic considerations has to maintain Steveston as a village. Re Idea 4c, did you
mean for cars only or for pedestrians only or for both? No one should answer Idea 4¢ until they do this: just
stand at the intersection at No. 1 Rd/Moncton like [ did when a traffic flagger held back the traffic once he
flagged a row of cars. They zoomed off. I walked down at lcast to 2nd Ave & Moncton and could see that
all cars mamtamed the above normal speed. No village feel more like a rat race. The 4-way stop should be
called an 8-way as pedestrians like motorists need to learn to count. To take their tums. Pedestrians
stepping out are causing a lot of the problems. Lights cannot solve the problem otherwise there wouldn't be
accidents! Consideration needs to be for the disabled. More could be walking or biking to the shops and
community centre as well as their visitors. I didn't want to go to White Rock because of the pay parking.
Any parking areas need to preserve the streetscape, waterscape and look of the village. Parking isn't the
problem it appears - it's just no one knows where to park - the signage is lousy.

¢ This parking study is in total conflict with the heritage study. One-way streets and paralle] parking are not
Steveston.

o  First. this is too much information for people 10 adequately consider and respond to 1 conjunction with the
heritage consultation at the same time. City needs to do something about the mess it made on Moncton by
building out the planters into the street lanes. This used to be a safe street to bike or rollerblade down. Not
anymore. Sinularly, there are now so many cars on Bayview St (parked) and driving, it's not safe to
rolierblade or bike with a child to get to Garry Point from Britannia once the boardwalk ends. The
boardwalk is already very congested. City should not allow developers to sell condos which don't include
parking like Onni did - they charged for the spaces so owners didn't buy and park on the streets instead,
making 1t unsafe for bicyclists and rollerblading.

»  Another point against your pay parking - the seniors and handicapped who to need to come to Steveston to
shop or eat need a place to leave their car close (o where they are going at no extra cost and are not able to
cycle or walk long distances and carry heavy trays of plants back to some central parking area.

+  Strongly suggest a Steveston planning group be established.

» The consideration of Site 3 on the waterfront for a parkade is frightening. We worked over § vears with BC
Packers and rezoning committee to open the waterfront to the public. This is what makes Steveston so
special. Leave the waterfront alone!
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