City of
Richmond Minutes

Parks, Recreation and Cultural Services Committee

Date: Tuesday, March 26, 2024

Place: Council Chambers
Richmond City Hall

Present: Councillor Chak Au, Chair

Councillor Michael Cllr. Wolfe, Vice-Chair
Councillor Laura Cllr. Gillanders
Councillor Andy Cllr. Hobbs

Councillor Bill Cllr. McNulty

Also Present: Councillor Carol Day
Councillor Kash Heed

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

MINUTES

It was moved and seconded
That the minutes of the meeting of the Parks, Recreation and Cultural
Services Committee held on February 27, 2024, be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

DELEGATIONS

1. With the aid of a PowerPoint presentation (copy on-file, City Clerk’s Office)
Jane Fernyhough and Andrew Wade, representing the Richmond Arts
Coalition (RAC), presented their annual report and spoke on 2023 activities
and promotional opportunities for community artists.

Discussion ensued with regard to (i) working with the City on sharing artist
calls and other artist works, (i) expanding opportunities to include ethnic art
in the community, and (iii) establishing RAC office space in the Richmond
Cultural Centre Annex.
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It was moved and seconded
That the Richmond Arts Coalition annual report presentation be received
for information.

CARRIED

COMMUNITY SERVICES DIVISION

ARTS SERVICES YEAR IN REVIEW 2023

(File Ref. No. 11-7375-01) (REDMS No. 7569237)

Arts Services staff presented a video summary of 2023 arts activities (copy
on-file, City Clerk’s Office). Staff advised that the video will be available on
the City’s website.

Discussion ensued with regard to various arts initiatives including the Art
Truck and improving accessibility to community arts programs.

It was moved and seconded

(1) That the Arts Services Year in Review 2023 as presented in the staff
report titled, “Arts Services Year in Review 2023”, dated February 2,
2024, from the Director, Arts, Culture and Heritage Services, be
received for information; and

(2) That the Arts Services Year in Review 2023 be circulated to
Community Partners and Funders for their information.

CARRIED

NO. 3 ROAD BARK PARK PROPOSED ENHANCEMENTS
(File Ref. No. 06-2345-20-N3RP1) (REDMS No. 7583151)

Staff provided a slideshow presentation as a brief overview of the No. 3 Road
Bark Park (“Bark Park™) proposed enhancements for site users.

Staff reported insight gained through discussions at the public open houses
and written comments submitted, noting:

. safety related concerns for many users of the site;

=  several that frequent Bark Park regularly like the way it is now with
minimal changes;

*  dog owners appreciate the opportunity to walk their dogs off-leash on
the looped trail;

*  many like to walk their dogs off-leash along the dike trail because it is a
unique experience allowing dogs to run freely and have access to the
river, while others have safety concerns about the free access to the
water and would appreciate some control measures limiting access;
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=  the cycling trail is a recreational and major regional commuter route
used by people cycling the dike trail system and connecting to and from
the George Massey tunnel shuttle for cyclists;

=  some dog owners would like to see separate small dog areas;

= there are concerns among dog owners and pedestrians about the speed of
cyclists through the area, as well as electrical micro mobility devices
such as e-scooters and e-bikes; and

. similarly, there are concerns among pedestrians and cyclists about
walking/cycling through the dog off-leash areas as well.

After consideration of the comments received during the public engagement
period, staff has proposed a number of safety enhancements that take into
account the values and concerns of all site users. The following highlights 4
main points of these safety enhancements:

(1)  includes the preservation of the entire site and a portion of the dike trail
as a dog off-leash area;

(2) maintains a looped pathway that is 2m wide where people can walk
with their dog off-leash near the river front;

(3) a speed rail fence along the north side of the multi-use dike trail to
provide separation between the off-leash dog area and multi-use trail
without impacting the dike crest; and

(4) introduction of a 4m wide multi-use trail along the south edge of the
dike for cyclists, pedestrians, rollers and dogs on-leash that is
consistent with the rest of the dike trail, as well as provide a
continuation of the existing dike trail system to the west and east of the
Bark Park, and

these proposed enhancements also include new directional and adequate
signage that includes reminders for e-scooters noting they are not permitted
on the unpaved trails.

Considered through public engagement, staff further noted the existence of a
Riparian Management Area (RMA) to the north side of the site which is why
further interventions within that zone were not considered; not impossible, but
would be required to undergo a long period of permitting which may not be
granted, therefore other options were presented through public engagement
that can be implemented in a more timely manner.

In response to queries from the Committee, staff noted (i) the existing trail
pre-existed the RMA and is grandfathered, (ii) the RMA stems from the entire
north side to the centre of the pathway and restricts any further adjustments,
enhancements or modifications, (iii) there would be implications for any
proposed intervention to the site that does not directly contribute to the
environment and ecological values of the areas and, going forward with any
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proposed changes would be a significant process (approximately 18 months),
(iv) with respect to any opportunities to disturb the division where the trail
comes up to the dike, anytime there is a major/minor intervention into the dike
crest, structurally speaking, a permitting process with the Province is required,
in the meantime, to lessen the conflict at that access point, staff has put down
some temporary barriers to slow down cyclists, (v) safety measures outlined
in the report should mitigate and solve safety issues at Bark Park, (vi) one of
the key elements noted through staff research for dog parks in the region, is
physical separation, which is proposed while at the same time balancing the
needs for the majority of the area being a dog off-leash area that dogs can do
free runs, while preserving areas and segregating it for cyclists for multi-use
(dogs on the multi-use path will have to be on leash in that area), (vii) the 4m
wide proposed multi-use trail and benches are consistent with the majority of
the rest of the dike trail; west of Bark Park is a very similar width and has
amenities along it as well, (viii) the 3 options that were presented as part of
the public engagement process were also presented to HUB through the
Richmond Active Transportation Committee, and (ix) HUB were also given
the opportunity to attend the public open houses and complete the survey;
through the 3 options in the public engagement process, HUB supported
Option A, with the recommended enhancements closely followed with some
modifications from additional input received from dog owners.

Discussion ensued with respect to the reporting of any serious incidents that
took place at Bark Park. Staff noted (i) information was received through the
public consultation engagement process of some instances that happened at
Bark Park but no specific reports were received through any process (RCMP,
Bylaws or City’s customer services system) for any incident directly
registered for Bark Park, (ii) when calling 9-1-1, the caller is asked “police,
fire, ambulance” and if an ambulance is required, it will be captured with
Emergency Health Services, not necessarily with the police unless they are
required to attend, in which case the RCMP will create an incident report,
(iii) with respect to the enforcement of the Animal Control and Dog Licensing
Bylaw, the City contracts the BCSPCA for incidences with dogs (contact
information for BCSPCA to investigate, available on the City’s website) and
(iv) incidents relating to cyclist/human interactions, fall within the jurisdiction
of the RCMP.

A brief discussion ensued with respect to the lands surrounding the park and it
was suggested that staff and Council visit the park to better understand the
complexity of the proposals in the report.
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Judith Hutson, Richmond resident, spoke to her submission (attached
Schedule 1), noting safety issues in regards to Bark Park and the Option 6.0
recommendation outlined in her submission. Ms. Hutson further noted the
majority of cyclists that go through the park comply with the 15 km/h speed
requirement, however some cyclists, cycling groups and e-bikes travel
quickly, utilizing the area as a commuter route.

David Tanner, #24 7733 Heather St., spoke to safety concerns noting unless
the trail is significantly widened, there will still be the issue of high speed
cyclists and e-bikes going across north end of Bark Park.

Nick Gagne, Richmond resident, spoke to the need for safe community spaces
without injury to dogs or cyclists, noting (i) making this exclusively a dog
park could avoid most conflicts, (ii) the avenue for reporting incidents should
be addressed, (iii) signage noting the space is a dog park only, and (iv) the
City needs more dog off-leash areas for larger dogs.

Karen Yamada, 57 9111 No. 5 Road, spoke to the impact of witnessing a dog
being hit by a cyclist speeding past and the resulting affect on her and her son,
noting that adding barriers and effective signage to make cyclists dismount in
the area would increase safety at Bark Park, as many cyclists don’t appear to
be aware that the area is a dog off-leash park.

Julie Roberts, 5851 Goldeneye Place, spoke to an incident with her small dog
at Bark Park noting additional signage and barriers would increase safety
along the pathways.

Sandra Polsky, 23160 Dyke Road, shared concerns about safety noting that
the south pathway should be for pedestrians only.

Mark Smith, Richmond resident, expressed his concerns on the safety at Bark
Park, noting that the majority of cyclists are respectful, however Bark Park is
a destination park and most cyclists are riding through the park only. He
further noted that more adequate signage is needed.

Further to comments and concerns expressed by the delegations, staff noted
(i) there are some temporary traffic calming measures in place and are waiting
for some additional structures to arrive for installation, and (ii) will look to
providing further signage enhancements and locations.

Discussion ensued noting that Bark Park is unique, as it is formally a dog off-
leash park with additional uses going through it, and that after the public
engagement process, it seems that Options A, B, C and Additional Options 1,
2,3,4, 5, and 6 do not address the values and concerns of the site user groups.
It was further noted that there is no call for tree removal or paved trail as part
of the recommended motion, but rather environmental enhancement and
habitat compensation works.

As a result of the discussion, the following referral motion was introduced:
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It was moved and seconded

That the staff report titled “No. 3 Road Bark Park Proposed
Enhancements”, dated March 4, 2024, from the Director, Parks Services, be
referred back to staff for the following:

(1)

2

6

)

parking lot/west entry improvements, which may include but not
limited to: slowing and directing cyclists off the southern dike raised
portion with permanent bike barriers, enhanced blackberry control,
enhanced fencing and a gravel trail on the northern most side where
cars park;

staff analysis with costed budget impacts for two additional options:

(a) with an exclusive bike route on the northern-most side of the
existing tree line (where it is grass then sloping to the
ditch/fence), and

(b)  with a widening of the existing lower/future “middle” trail with
a chain-link or other appropriate fence separation with bike
only traffic on the northern half of the trail, and all other
modes to the south;

staff be directed to immediately put appropriate barriers, then install
wooden barriers that prevent cyclists from using the southern dike
raised portion from both entry ends of the Bark Park; and

staff be directed to prioritize the two new requested options so that a
Committee decision can come in May, design can occur this
spring/summer, and work can occur in the summer/fall.

The question on the referral motion was not called as further discussion
ensued noting:

A barrier with a large visible sign is needed immediately, which should
make it near impossible for cyclists to continue on their speed. The
challenge will be moving cyclists to the northern side of the parking lot
to continue on to their exclusive route through Bark Park.

Wooden barriers, narrow enough to prevent bicycles from getting
through but wide enough to walk through, is ideal. Cyclists could
dismount and lock their bikes in the parking lot bike lock area.

Council would benefit from going to the site and having staff highlight
where these markings are especially the 15m RMA boundary, and the
implications (if any) of a wider trail/barrier for the grandfathered trail.

It would be ideal to have a trail on the north side all the way over to
Garden City.

Slowing down cyclists through the area should be addressed
immediately and then analyze the resulting effects.
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. Consideration of a multi-use pathway instead of an exclusive bike
route.
. Achieving voluntary compliance is the goal.

In response to comments from the Committee, staff proposed (i) immediate
measures to address concerns such as signage and additional barricades as
highlighted both on the central trail as well as restricting access to the
southern trail, and (ii) follow up on-site with Committee/Council to discuss
referral items, the RMA, and direction/options going forward.

Staff further noted that DCC’s typically fund projects that are directly
related to new growth and will flag recommended improvements for
review with Finance.

The question on the referral motion was then called and it was CARRIED.

MANAGER’S REPORT

(i)  Poppy Memorial Street Signage

A brief discussion ensued in regards to adding a poppy to the Francis Road
street sign. Staff noted they will undergo steps required.

(ii) Iona Beach

It was noted that Metro Vancouver Board has launched a pilot program at
Iona Beach that will allow controlled alcohol in the park this summer.
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ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (6:32 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Parks,
Recreation and  Cultural  Services
Committee of the Council of the City of
Richmond held on Tuesday, March 26,

2024.
Councillor Chak Au Lorraine Anderson
Chair Legislative Services Associate
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Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the
Parks, Recreation & Cultural
Services Committee meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Tuesday, March 26, 2024.

BARK PARK RICHMOND
SAFETY ISSUES

Review of the City of Richmond Response, March 2024

Judith A. Hutson, MHSA
Richmond Citizen
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1.0 Current state

Bark Park is an off-leash dog park that is owned and operated by the City of Richmond.

For more than 4 years there have been major issues with cyclists who use this multi-use path in the

off-leash dog park. This has created a significant safety issue for all users of the park: people (adults

and children), dogs, and cyclists.

There has been a change in the type of cyclists who use this multi-use trail.

o}

O
[©]
O

There has been a significant increase in the number of powerful e-bikes.

There has been an increase in the number of powerful cyclists who race through the park.
There has been an increase in the number of cycling groups who race through the park.
There are other powerful machines that use the park including motorized unicycles, e-
scooters, and even motor bikes.

There are a large number of cyclists/other motorized machines who consistently break the bylaw

requirements. Bylaw No. 8771 sets a maximum speed of 15km/hour, cyclists/ e-scooters are directed
to slow down and yield to pedestrians and dogs. At Bark Park, as per the City’s requirement, cyclists
are not permitted on the waterside trail and are directed to dismount.

o

Speed is a major issue on all three of the multi-use paths in Bark Park (waterside path, north
path, and the narrow path the runs alongside the Crown Packaging site).

Slowing down and yielding to pedestrians and dogs is a major safety issue on all three of the
multi-use paths.

Cyclists routinely cycle on the waterside path even though bikes are not allowed on this path.

Staff at the City of Richmond have been formally advised of this significant and escalating safety
issue and, to date, have not effectively managed this issue.

O

o}

O

The safety issues with the cyclists exploded during the dyke remediation (2022). Formal
communications and meetings were held with City Richmond staff to ensure that they fully
understood the scope of the safety issues and the need to immediately address these
concerns.

There has been ongoing formal communication with City of Richmond staff about the
increasing safety issues and the need to immediately address these safety issues.

A citizen led petition regarding the ongoing safety issues at Bark Park was tabled with
Richmond City Council in 2023.

Citizens identified these ongoing and escalating safety issues during City of Richmond led
consultation meetings.

Staff at the City of Richmond have been formally advised that the safety issues at Bark Park increase

in scope and intensity in the spring and summer.

o

There is a demonstrated need to fully resolve this known safety issue as soon as possible.
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2.0 Safety issues at Bark Park

‘\}\‘

Y

Cyclists who refuse to comply with the bylaws are a major safety issue
= Speed is a major safety issue.

= Not slowing down and yielding to pedestrians is a major safety issue.

= Cycling on the waterside path where bikes are banned is a safety issue.

The change in the volume, types of bikes, and types of cyclists
= There has been a significant increase in the number of unsafe cyclists who ride through the park.
= The change in the type of bikes that ride through Bark Park has contributed to the safety issue.
o Thisincludes a significant increase in the number of heavy, powerful e-bikes that have the
capacity to travel up to 50 kph.
= The increase in the number of large cycling groups that ride through the park.
o These groups most often exceed the posted speed.
o Ride in a tight formation.
o Do not yield to pedestrians or dogs.
o These groups create an extremely unsafe event when they ride the narrow path that runs
alongside Crown Packaging.

The narrow path that runs alongside Crown Packaging is not a safe multiuse path

for pedestrians, dogs, and cyclists.

= The path is approximately 1.5 meters wide.

= |t is bordered by ditches and a fence. Consequently, there is no place to safely escape an
aggressive, fast-moving cyclist/group of cyclists.

» There are a large number of safety concerns about this path.

= There are a large number of safety incidents including near misses that occur on this narrow path.

Verbal abuse and threats
= When citizens interact with cyclists to ask them to abide by the requirements identified in the
bylaw, the interactions are often very aggressive.
o Cyclists shout and swear at citizens.
o Cyclists have threatened to harm citizens.
o Cyclists have threatened to kill dogs.
o Cyclists have responded by aggressively riding their bikes towards citizens and dogs.

Dogs have been injured by cyclists
= Dogs have been hit by cyclists.
o To date no dog has died but dogs have required medical treatment. The most recent
incident (March, 2024) involved a large group of cyclists, a small dog who was hit by
the cyclist, and an aggressive interaction with a citizen.
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> People have been injured
=  There have been a number of physical interactions where citizens have been harmed by cyclists.
= The injuries sustained by a few citizens have been so significant that they were transported to
hospital in an ambulance. The most recent incident (March,2024) involved a cyclist on an e-bike
hitting a dog. The cyclist was taken to Richmond Hospital by ambulance.
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3.0 Failure to manage the known safety issues at Bark Park

Once a safety issue is identified it should immediately be assessed, risks mitigated, and the safety issue

should be promptly and effectively managed. This is a universally accepted best practice. This has not
happened.

» The safety issues were not immediately assessed or addressed.
= These issues were identified to the Parks Department as significant safety issues in 2022.

» The Parks Department failed to address the known safety concerns during the
park “upgrade” following the dyke remediation.

= This was a significant failure. All of these known safety issues could have been addressed at this
time.

= “Site user group representatives and the general public were consulted throughout the 2012 -
2023 site improvement process.” This statement is not accurate. The City did not initiate any
consultation/ engagement about the upgrade. This was a major issue, and this has been raised
multiple times with the City.

» The Parks Department did not take the time to study and understand the safety
issues.

In order to effectively resolve an issue, you must understand the issue.
There should have been a detailed assessment of the current state. This assessment should have
included a thorough evaluation of identified concerns.
= Bikes
= What type of bikes access Bark Park?
= What type of e-bikes access the park?
e How powerful are they?
e How heavy are they?
= What other motorized units access the park (e.g., motorized unicycles, etc.)?
= Has there been a change in the mix of bikes that use the park?
= How often do large cycling groups access the park?
= What is their speed?
= Do they ride single file?

= Use of the waterside path (where cyclists are banned)
= How often do cyclists use this path?
= Why do they use this path?
= |sitanissue with signage?
= |sitan issue with the City bike path information?
= s it because they just want to?
=  What happens when they are asked to use the designated path?
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= What type of bikes use this path?
= Has the mix of bikes changed over the past 4 years?
»  Has the volume of cyclists changed over the past 4 years?
» Has there been an increase in large cycling groups that use this path?
= Do large cycling groups move through the park single file or in tight groups?
= Does this create a safety issue?
= What are the busy times for cyclists on this path?
= What % of cyclists exceed the posted speed limit?
= How fast are they going?
= What type of bikes exceed the speed limit?
=  Why are they exceeding the posted speed limit?
= Do these cyclists give way to pedestrians and dogs?
= |s the gravel on the path a safety issue for people and/or cyclists?
= Have there been safety incidents/concerns? And if so, what happened?
= Where safety incidents/ concerns were identified, were interviews conducted?
And what were the findings? ‘

Wide multi — use path (3 Road to the Crown Packaging fence)
»  What type of bikes use this path?
= Has the mix of bikes changed over the past 4 years?
= Has the volume of cyclists changed over the past 4 years?
= Has there been an increase in large cycling groups that use this path?
= Do large cycling groups move through the path single file or in tight groups?
= Does this create a safety issue?
= What are the busy times for cyclists on this path?
= Season (e.g., summer, spring, etc. )
= Day
= Times
s What % of cyclists exceed the posted speed limit?
= How fast are they going?
= What type of bikes exceed the speed limit?
=  Why are they exceeding the posted speed limit?
= Do these cyclists give way to pedestrians and dogs?
= |s the gravel on the path a safety issue for people and/or cyclists?
= Have there been safety incidents/concerns? And if so, what happened?
»  Where safety incidents/ concerns were identified, were interviews conducted?
e Did the incident involve an injury (dog and/or human)?
e Was an ambulance/ veterinary care required?
e Was speed a factor?
e What was done to prevent this from happening again?
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Thin multi-use path (1.5-meter-wide path that runs between Crown Packaging/ farmers field to
Garden City Road). NOTE: The Parks Department incorrectly identified this narrow multi-use path
as an area without conflict.
= What type of bikes use this path?
= Has the mix of bikes changed over the past 4 years?
= Has the volume of cyclists changed over the past 4 years?
= Has there been an increase in large cycling groups that use this path?
= Do large cycling groups move through this path in a single file or in tight groups?
= What is the impact of a cycling group using this path?
=  How big of a safety concern is this, given the narrow width of the path?
=  What are the busy times for cyclists on this path?
= Season (e.g., summer, spring, etc.)
= Day
"  Times
= What % of cyclists exceed the posted speed limit?
= How fast are they going?
»  What type of bikes exceed the speed limit?
=  Why are they exceeding the posted speed limit?
» How do pedestrians avoid colliding with the cyclists on this narrow path?
= Do these cyclists give way to pedestrians and dogs?
= Have there been safety incidents/concerns? And if so, what happened?
*  Where safety incidents/ concerns were identified, were interviews conducted?
e Did the incident involve an injury (dog and/or human)?
e Was an ambulance/ veterinary care required?
e Was speed a factor?
e What was done to prevent this from happening again?

= Parking lot (3 Road entrance)
= Are there safety issues with cyclists in the parking lot?
= |s the gravel on the path a safety issue for people and/or cyclists?
= Have there been safety incidents/concerns? And if so, what happened?
e Where safety incidents/ concerns were identified, were interviews
conducted?
o Did the incident involve an injury (dog and/or human)?
o Was an ambulance/ veterinary care required?
o Was speed a factor?
o What was done to prevent this from happening again?
Are there other safety issues at Bark Park that need to be addressed?
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Overall assessment of the severity of the known safety issues
= What are the major known issues?
s What is the relative severity of each of the known issues?

Liability exposure — City of Richmond
= What is the liability exposure for the City of Richmond if these known safety issues are
not addressed?

Management of the known safety issues
=  From a safety and injury prevention perspective, what actions need to be taken to
effectively manage these known issues?

» The Parks Department does not understand the full scope of the safety issues at
Bark Park.

Without knowing what the full scope of the issue is, it is almost impossible to know what needs to

be done to fully address the issue.

A glaring example of this is their assessment that the “areas of conflict” does not include the 1.5-
meter-wide path that runs alongside the Crown Packaging site. This path, by design, is unsafe for
a multi-use trail that includes cyclists, there are a large number of conflicts/ safety issues that
occur on this path, and addressing the known safety issues on this narrow path has to be
addressed.

There is no information about the speed infractions at Bark Park.

There is no information about the change in the types of cyclists.

No information about key findings about the significant safety events that have occurred at the
park.

No information about what days/ times are considered to be the most unsafe at the park.

» The Parks Department has not done anything to manage the safety issues.

Other than the recent (March, 2024) installation of temporary barriers, staff at the City of
Richmond have not done anything concrete at Bark Park to manage the known, and escalating,
safety issues.

These temporary barriers have not addressed the known safety issues at Bark Park.

> Known safety issues are not best managed by a public engagement activity.

The City of Richmond Parks Department launched a consultation process in the fall of 2023.
This approach failed to effectively manage these known safety issues.
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4.0 Parks Department No. 3 Road Park Safety Enhancement
Project

» The public engagement strategy was fundamentally flawed.

= The materials shared at the public engagement events were poor quality and inaccurate
including a key false assumption that the “area of conflict” in the park does not include the

narrow path that runs parallel with the Crown Packaging Site.

o The poster created by the Parks Department to advertise this engagement strategy was

tone deaf.
= |t showed a cyclist on the path that bikes are not allowed to be on.
= |ncluded a dog on leash when this is an off-leash dog park.
= And included a cyclist without a helmet on.

o Documents that are shared with the public for feedback need to be accurate. There were
a number of issues with the documents shared at these sessions. For example, one of the
options is missing a path. This lack of attention to detail is problematic. These documents

should have been updated immediately to correct the errors. This was not done.

o The request to post the updated/accurate information at Bark Park to ensure that all of

the park users are aware of this engagement exercise was ignored.

= Even though the Parks Department was tasked by Richmond City Council with “examining the

safety concerns of users of the No. 3 Road Bark Park and report back, the survey did not have a

single question about the safety concerns of users. Another significant fail.

= Options for the public to consider were predetermined by the Parks Department prior to the
engagement and did not include an option many citizens wanted to be considered: eliminating

the cycling path from Bark Park.

= The options that were proposed appear to many as “bike centric” and did not consider that Bark
Park is primarily an off-leash dog park. Some stakeholders noted that the options seemed to focus
on ensuring that the bikers were looked after at the expense of all of the other park users. Of note,
stakeholders commented that taxpayers pay to license their dogs, there are no license fees for
bikers; most non-bike users are in the park for 30 — 60 minutes and most bikers are in the park for
less than 5 minutes; there are limited number of places in Richmond that dogs can be off leash.

= None of the options that were proposed in the survey addressed the known safety issues

including the significant safety issues on the narrow path that runs alongside Crown Packaging.

o Best practices would dictate that the only options that should be put forward for

consideration would resolve the safety issues. None of the options proposed by the Parks

Department resolve the known safety issues.
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» The summary report is missing fundamental information.

= The Parks Department did not provide any evidence that they had studied the safety issue at
Bark Park. This is a major failure.
o Thereis no information in the summary report about the scope of the safety issue at Bark
Park. If the scope of this issue is not fully understood, it makes it very difficult to fully
address the safety issues. This is a very significant flaw in this review.
v" The report should have included detailed findings about the identified safety
issues.
v" This should have been a major focus of this issue management strategy. It was
not.

» The summary report minimizes the Park’s Departments knowledge about the
safety issues

= The summary report states that there have not been any formal safety reports regarding cyclists,
pedestrians, and/or dogs in the last 5 years. This is not true.
o The arbitrary test set by the Parks Department is that there were no formal safety incident
reports filed with the Parks Services Customer Services System, Bylaws, or the Richmond
RCMP. This does not negate the fact that there have been and continue to be major safety
concerns.
o Detailed information about the safety issues at Bark Park have been shared with the Parks
leadership team and staff members.
v" There were 100s of contacts with the Parks Department about the safety issues
during the dyke remediation project.
v The have been 100s of contacts with the Parks Department about the safety issues
during the redesign of the Bark Park, post dyke remediation.

e The Park Department, contrary to the statement in the report, did not
engage with Bark Park users during the redesign of the park (a major
failure) and did not address the known safety issues in this redesign
(another major fail).

v Bark Park stakeholders have shared their safety concerns/incidents with Parks
staff at the public engagement events, in the comments in the survey, and in other
communications with City staff.

» The collection and analysis of the information was fundamentally flawed.

This compromises the validity of the analysis.

= The analysis of the information collected during the engagement project did not include
information about the public engagement events (e.g. number of participants, verbal feedback,
notes posted by citizens on the information boards, etc.), feedback provided directly to the Parks
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Department about the safety concerns, or a detailed analysis of the large number of written
comments provided by the survey participants.

Site User Values and Concerns
These statements are subjective, do not contain any values to substantiate them, and are not
representative of the majority of park users.

o “Many site users like the site the way it is now and want minimal change.”

= This is not representative of the feedback. There is a strong desire to have the
safety issues addressed.

o “Many people like to walk thejr dogs off-leash along the dike trail because it is a unique
experience, allowing dogs to run freely and have access to the river.”

* Few dog owners allow/or would want their dogs to have access to the river.

o “Many dog owners, on the other hand, have safety concerns about the free access to the

river and would appreciate some control measures to limit access to it.”
= The majority of dog owners have control of their dogs, and this is not an issue for
the vast majority of dog owners.

o “There are concerns among dog-owners and pedestrians about the speed of cyclists and
electric micro mobility devices through the area.”

= There are major safety concerns. This statement minimizes these concerns. There
are also major concerns about the aggressive interactions including threats to kill
dogs and harm users. These concerns have been shared with the City of Richmond
many times and should have been included in this report.

o “The cycling trail is a recreational and major regional commuter route used by people
biking the dike trail system and connecting to/from the George Massey Tunnel shuttle for
cyclists.”

= This is not a user value or concern. And if it is a major regional commuter route,
the entire route including the path that runs next to Crown Packaging site, should
be addressed. It has not been.
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5.0 Recommendation from the Parks Department

» The proposed recommendation does not address the known safety issues.

= Does not include the path runs beside Crown Packaging site. This path is approximately 1.5 meters
wide and is not a safe multi-use path for people, dogs, and cyclists.

= Does not address the issue of cyclist compliance with the speed.

= Does not address the issue of cyclist compliance with path use.

= Does not address the safety impact of large cycling groups.

> The proposed recommendation does not provide a timely response to the
known safety issues.

= Does not provide a timely resolution to a known safety issue, as the proposal anticipates that
construction is “expected to take place in summer/fall of 2024.
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6.0 Solution that will immediately address the known safety

issues

N

dog park.

> Immediately reroute the cycle paths so that cyclists cannot access the off-leash

= The Parks Department has identified this as Option 6 — reroute the cyclists.
o Interms of safety options, it “provides the greatest degree of separation of cyclists...”

o Itis the most cost effective.

o Itis the option that fully manages the known safety issues at Bark Park.

Option 6 -Reroute the cyclists

Note: should
separated bikes
lanes along the
roadways be
pursued, the
cost and
roadway
modification
would be
significant.

Relative | Relative Cost Safety Enhancement | Comments

Site Options

Impacts

% S Provides the greatest | Also completely addresses the known

degree of separation
of cyclists from dogs

safety issues.

In terms of the relative cost, the
comment regarding the need to provide
separated bike lanes is a red herring.
This is not a requirement. And the Finn
Road route is currently used by many
bikers. It is also the preferred route for
many bikers because it is paved.

Does not provide
separation of
pedestrians and
rollers from dogs off
leash.

This is not an identified issue.
Also, a red herring.

Results in minimal
site impacts.

This is a very positive attribute and
supports an immediate resolution of a
significant known safety issue.

Retains the capacity
for people to walk
along the dike trail
with their dogs off-
leashand ona

Another positive attribute.

It will also allow safe passage for all
park users on the trail that runs
alongside the Crown Packaging site.

looped trail. This trail is well used by citizens.
Results in great The change is needed to address a
change to the significant and known safety issue. This

existing sites uses by
removing cycling all
together.

is not a great change. Bark Park, as the
name suggests, is primarily an off-leash
dog park.
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Results in cyclists
sharing lanes with
vehicles due to
limitations to widen
the roadway and add
bike lanes.

Cyclists share the roadway on the
majority of roads in Richmond. It is not
reasonable nor feasible to provide a
designated bike lane on every road in
Richmond. Cyclists currently use this
roadway (which is not that busy and
parts of the roadway have a 30KM
speed requirement).

This is another red herring.

Does not align with
Metro Vancouver’s
Transport 2050
Regional Cycling
Network plan which
identifies a cycling
connection through/
along the No. 3 Road
Bark Park as part of
the regional
greenways network.

The rerouting of the cycling path along
Finn Road will support the connection
for the regional greenways network.
This requirement can be met.

The Metro Vancouver Transport
Regional Cycling Network plan would
also not knowingly support a cycling
connection that was not safe.

Requires
approximately one
kilometer of
additional travel for
cyclists.

This is not an issue.

» Safety is not negotiable.

= The safety issues at Bark Park have been known for years, the issues are escalating, and it is
imperative that these issues be fully addressed immediately.
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