City of Richmond Report to Committee

To: Public Works & Transportation Committee Date: August 31, 2009

From: Victor Wei, P. Eng. File: 10-6455-01/2009-Vol 01
Director, Transportation

Re: STEVESTON VILLAGE TRAFFIC AND PARKING IMPROVEMENTS -

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff Recommendation

That the proposed traffic and parking improvements in the Steveston Village area, as described
in the attached report, be endorsed with direction to staff to:

(a) pursue implementation of the short-term and long-term recommendations; and
(b) submit the capital projects identified in the medium-term recommendations for Council’s

further consideration as part of the City’s capital and operating budget approval processes
starting with the 2011 programs.

Victor Wei, P. Eng.
Director, Transportation
(604-276-4131)
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Staff -Report
Origin

In co-ordination with the Stevesion Village Conservation Strategy, City staff developed a number
of parking improvement ideas for the Steveston Village' area that were presented at a public
open house in Steveston for feedback. These parking improvement ideas were subsequently
refined to a list of draft recommendations that were presented at a second public open house in
Steveston in June 2009. This report presents the results of the second public open house and
proposes the final recommendations based on the results of both open houses and staff’s
analysis.

Analysis

1. Public Consultation re Steveston Traffic and Parking Draft Recommendations

A public open house was held at the Steveston Community Centre on June 11, 2009 to solicit
feedback on the draft recommendations for traffic and parking improvement ideas (see
Attachment 1 for the display boards). A total of 117 people signed in (estimated attendance was
130 people) and 114 comment forms (see Attachment 2) were returned. Of the attendees, 88%
were residents of Steveston. A further six comment forms were received subsequently by mail
or facsimile and 36 comment forms were received on-line’ for a total of 156 completed comment
forms. :

2. Feedback Results and Proposed Final Recommendations

The proposed final recommendation is shown below along with the number and percentage of
total responses to the questionnaire and the rationale for the final recommendation. Additional
‘written comments as provided by some of the respondents are shown in Attachment 3.

Final Recommendation 1: Undertake the planned public parking improvements to.
- designaie parking spaces in laneways, and
~ convert on-street bus layover areas to on-street parking spaces
upon establishment of an off-street transit exchange.

. , Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don’t Know/
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagres No Response
106 19 21 10
(68%) (12%) {13%) (6%)

Relatively strong support is indicated for the planned parking improvements. Per Section
12.3(i) of the City’s Traffic Bylaw 5870, parking in lanes is permitted where designated
by sign or road markings. Staff will work with emergency services personnel regarding
the designation of parking spaces, including Richmond Fire-Rescue, to ensure

' Bounded by Chatham St, 7" Avenue, Bayview St, and Nc;. I Road.
* The open house material and comment form were available on the City’s website from June 18" to July 29", 2009.
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unobstructed access by all emergency service providers as well as adequate space for the
deployment of their equipment. Staff would continue to work with TransLink to identify
an appropriate site for an off-street bus exchange in the Steveston area.

Final Recommendation 2: Undertake the following actions.

o seek formal shared use and/or long-term lease of the existing public parking areas on
Chatham Street administered by the Stevesion Harbour Authority and the Gulf of
Georgia Cannery, |

o upgrade pedestrian links between major public parking facilities and the waierfront
where required, and

o 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.

Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't Know/
Strongly Agrge/Agree Neutral Disagree No Response
115 16 17 8
{74%) {10%) (11%) {5%)

Good support is indicated for the more efficient use of existing public parking facilitics
before providing additional public parking. All of the identified sites are within walking
distance of the Village core and improved pedestrian amenities would enhance
wayfinding and the overall streetscape (Attachment 1 — Board 3). Staff would engage
business owners and employers through local organizations such as the Steveston Rotary
Club and the Steveston Community Society.

- Final Recommendation 3: Exempt smaller non-residential developments of up to 500 m’ from
off-street loading requirements provided on-street loading is available nearby.

' T Dlsagreeléfrongly Uﬁsure/Don t Know/
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree No Response
92 25 24 ' 15
(69%) {16%) _ (15%) {10%)

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. Per
amendments to the Zoning & Development Bylaw in 2008, smaller non-residential
developments of up to 500 m* are now exempted from off-street loading requirements
provided that on-street loading is available nearby.
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Final Recommendation 4: Establish a tour bus loading zone for pick up and drop off only within
the Village core with the staging area fo be ouiside the Village core.

~ Draft
~“Recommendation:d:. - Mo
Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don’t Know/
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree No Response
112 16 24 4
(72%) (10%) {15%) (3%)

The results indicate support for a tour bus loading zone in the Steveston Village core for
temporary pick up and drop off only. The proposed location on the west side of 3 Ave
between Moncton Street and Bayview Street is adjacent to public washrooms and the
seasonally operated Tourism Richmond visitor centre (Attachment 1 —Board 4). Tour
bus parking could be accommodated within the existing long-term public parking lots or
on Chatham Street.

Final Recommendation 5: Implement the following traffic improvements.
o install traffic signals and construct a raised intersection at No. 1 Road and Moncton
Street; and

o establish a 30 km/h speed limit in the Village core including Moncton Stree! in front of
the Steveston Communily Cenlre.

— Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don’t Know/
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree : No Response
115 7 30 4
(74%) (4%) (19%) (%)

The feedback results indicate strong support for signalizing the No. 1 Road and Moncton
Street intersection. As the introduction of new traffic signals may result higher operating
speeds and thus the potential for more severe traffic crashes, complementary traffic
calming measures are also recommended at this gateway location. A raised intersection
would mitigate vehicles entering the Village at higher speeds, particularly if motorists are
trying to “make the light” as it changes from amber to red. Similarly, a lower maximum
speed within the Village core as well as on Moncton St fronting Steveston Park would
maintain slower speeds in areas with high pedestrian volumes and facilitate the sharing of
roadway space between motorists and cyclists,

Final Recommendation 6: Do not construct angle parking on the north side of Bayview Street at
this time.

Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don’t Know/
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree No Response
76 25 52 3
(49%) (16%) (34%) - (2%)
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The feedback results indicate mixed support for the creation of additional parking along
Bayview Street. Per feedback comments, the loss of green space, the introduction of pay
parking and opposition to measures that encourage more vehicles to enter the Village
were the primary factors accounting for the relatively low support. As development
occurs in the area, staff would review conditions as needed.

Final Recommendation 7: City staff to support any interest for establishing a Steveston Business
Improvement Area (BIA) by local business and property owners.

N Dmagree/Stroneg T U‘.ri‘su'ré/bo'n't Know!
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree No Response
73 42 19 22
{47%) {27%) {12%) . (14%)

The feedback results indicate relatively low support for the establishment of a Steveston
BIA, as the majority of questionnaires were completed by residents who are not business
and/or property owners. As past efforts to establish a BIA have had little support among
Steveston business owners, should local business stakeholders at their initiative be
interested in creating a BIA, City economic development staff could suppmt a process to
assess the potential for and benefits of a Steveston BIA.

Final Recommendation 8: Do not pursue construction of a parkade at this time. Continue fo
monitor major developments in the Steveston Village area for potential City-private partnership
opportunities to facilitate the construction of a joint development(s) that incorporates public
parking and may be located outside the Village core.-

Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't Know/
~ Strongly Agree/Agiee Neutral Disagree No Response
72 28 41 . 15
(46%) (18%) _ (26%) {10%)

Relatively low support for a parkade is indicated. Staff would continue to track future
major 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. For example, future redevelopment of the SHA lot on
Chatham St may present an opportunity to include the provision of public parking within
a portion of the site. Any associated City cost for this potential joint venture could be
funded from the Steveston Off-Street Parking Reserve Fund.

3. Consultation with Staleholders

Staff discussed the draft recommendations with members of the Richmond Parking Advisory
Committee and the Richmond Heritage Commission, the latter which participated in the
development of the Steveston Village Conservation Strategy. Members provided the following
summarized comments pertinent to the proposed final recommendations.
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o Richmond Parking Advisory Commitiee: consider synchronization of the proposed traffic
signal at No. | Road and Moncton Street with the existing traffic signal at No. | Road and
Chatham Street as well as possibly varying the signal timing to reflect seasonal and daily
changes in traffic volumes. Securing the SHA gravel lot on Chatham Street for public
parking is key. As part of this action, consider better signage to direct users to the lot as well
as paving the lot and marking individual stalls.

Staff Commenis: staft would seek to optimize the operation of a traffic signal at No. | Road
and Moncton Street, including possible synchronization and timing variation. Staff have had
discussions with SHA staff regarding the potential long-term lease of the SHA site on
Chatham St, which are on-going. Staff anticipate a report to be brought forward on a
proposed lease agreement in 2010. Staff agree that paving and marking stalls within the
SHA gravel lot on Chatham Street would improve the efficiency of its use; the Steveston
Off-Street Parking Reserve Fund would be a potential source of funding for this
improvement.

» Richmond Heritage Commission: prefer that existing conditions and uses in the laneways be
maintained and suggest instead the use of a traffic controller at the intersection of No. 1 Road and
Moncton Street, particularly if the individual is presented as a welcoming ambassador for the area.

Staff Comments: recognizing that designating formal parking spaces in laneways is needed to
address existing traffic and safety concerns, staff would carefully assess each lane in order to
maximize the retention of its heritage characteristics and minimize the loss of informal
parking spaces. Staff did explore the potential of using a traffic controller at the intersection of
No. 1 Road and Moncton Street during busy periods (e.g., summer weekends). As Richmond
RCMP advised of insufficient resources for this position and noted that sporadic traffic control
would not fully alleviate the issues, staff concluded that a traffic signal with traffic calming
measures would be operationally more efficient over the long-term.

4. Implementation Strategy

Table 1 below summarizes the proposed recommended improvements based on the level of
public support and the estimated timing of implementation, the latter which is derived from the
estimated cost and if this cost could be accommodated within existing budgets, and whether or

“not the project would be wholly within the City’s control. Based on this information, the
proposed corresponding action is identified.

Table 1: Summary of Proposed Improvemenfs & Actions

Medium to Short-

5 Establish 30 km/h speed limit High Term $1,000 Undertake within 1 year,

Signalize and raise intersection Medium to | Medium- Undertake subject to

5 of No. 1 Rd & Moncton St High Term $500,000 future Capital Program
. Medium to | Medium- . .
2 Negotiate long-term leases High - Term Unknown - |- Undertake discussions
5 Improve pedestrian links where Medium to | Medium- $250,000 Undertake subject to
required High Term ' future Capital Program
4 Establish tour bus foading zone Medium ?.Z?;i’ $1,000 Undertake within 1 year
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1 Formalize parking in laneways Medium $30,000 | Undertake within 1 year
Convert bus layover areas upon ' ;

1 establishment of off-street bus Medium $1,000 Undertake subject to

_ TransLink

exchange

3 Use .of laneways & streets for Medium to $1.000 Undertake within 1 year
loading zones L.ow

7 glu’é)port any interest in Steveston Low N/A Support as required
Monitor developments for

8 oppertunities to provide Low N/A On-going monitoring
additional public parking
Do not provide angle parking on Short- ' S

6 neith side of Bayview St Low Term NIA None at this time

Note: Short-Term = within 1 year / Medium-Term = within 2-5 years / Long-Term = heyond 5 years

Short-Term Recommendations (within one year)
The following physical improvements could be undertaken within the next year, as funds are
available within existing budgets:

« establish 30 km/h speed limit and tour bus loading zone,
» formalize parking in laneways; and
« establish loading zones in lanes or on streets as required via the development review process.

Recommendations 7 and 8 involve staff providing support or monitoring. as required and thus
would be undertaken as part of existing responsibilities while Recomimendation 6 does not
require any actions at this time.

Medium-Term Recommendations {within 2 to S years)

The following infrastructure improvements could be undertaken within two to five years
provided that funds are allocated for these enhancements within future Capltal Programs, which
are subject to further Council approval:

» signalize and raise the intersection of No. 1 Road and Moncton Street; and
¢ improve pedestllan links between public parking sites and the Steveston Village core where
required.

Given Council approval of the recommendations, staff would initiate the design process for

No. 1 Road and Moncton St and present the proposed concept to Council for approval prior to
submission of the project to the Capital Program process. Staff would also undertake discussions
with SHA and the Gulf of Georgia Cannery regarding the potential of long-term leases for the
use of parking lots administered by these agencies and report back for Council’s approval on any
resultant proposed agreements.

Long-Term Recommendations (beyond 5 vears)

The timing of the conversion of bus layover areas upon establishment of an off-street bus
exchange is uncertain as the project is within TransLink’s control and subject to TransLink’s
capital program process. Staff would continue to work with TransLink on this matter.
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Financial Impact

Staff propose that the recommended improvements to signalize and raise the intersection of
No. | Road and Moncton Street, as well as improved pedestrian links between public parking
sites and the Steveston Village core at a total estimated cost of $750,000 be funded from future
City capital programs, subject to available funding, Currently, it is anticipated, however, that
these improvements would not be considered as candidate projects until 2011 as the current
Roads DCC funding projection for 2010 is not sufficient to fully fund these improvements.
Accordingly, staff would seck Council’s approval of funding for these 1mp10vements as part of
future capital budget approval processes beginning in 2011.

With respect to the potential of long-term leases of the parking lots on Chatham Street, the

Steveston Off-Street Parking Reserve Fund is an appropriate funding source for any associated

lease costs.- As of June 30, 2009, the balance of the Fund was $248,366. Staff would report back
- to Council for approval on any proposed agreement pertaining to this initiative.

Conclusion

Staff held an open house in June 2009 to present draft recommendations for traffic and parking
improvements in the Steveston Village area. Upon analysis and review of the feedback, staff have
developed a number of final recommendations for endorsement subject to Council’s further
consideration of the associated costs as part of the City’s future capital and operating budget
approval processes. The recommended improvements would play a key role in enhancing public

. safety, parking efficiency, traffic circulation, and would also support the objectives of the recently
approved Steveston Village Conservation Program.

&’%W
Joan Caravan
Transportation Planner

(604-276-4035)

JC:lce
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Attachment 1

What Improvements Are Being Examined?
v Maximize sfficiency of pulslic parking for all usars.
+  lclantify the nead for amy additional publiz parking.
v Improve public safety and traffic creutation..
s Funding strategies to improve public parking.

Past Public Feedback
+ Ap open house was held July 2006 to present a number of parking ideas.
v Atotal of 128 people attended the open heuss anc of these, 88 filled in a comment
form. '
+ Onver 75% of attendees were residents of Steveston.

June 2009 Open House

+  Draft recommenclations far parking improvements wers developed based on the results
of the July 2004 Spen House questicnnaires,

» These draft recommendations were endorsed by City Council for further pulslic
consultation,

The next several boards detail:
+  The draft recommendation based on the responses received in July 2004
+  The responses received inJuly 2004 via the questionnaires; and
* The estimated cost of |m;.alenmntat|wn and potential funding sources,

s s hed a1

We ol Like Your Comments on the Draft Remmm&nda‘tmm

Your aEinions are impeortant to us.
Continuad community fesdback is an important compansnt when cansiclering
changes to pubhic parking in Steveston Village
F'|r:v g flll ot tlw ¢_|Lir:~ timnnaire as you vicw the cIFpTlc:y farels.
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Draft Recommendation 1;
Undertake Planned Parking Improvements

+ Designate parking in laneways

v Convert existing on-strest bus layovers to new parking spaces with future off-street bus
axchange

v Provide offstiset pulslic parking off Bayview Street east of No. 1 Road as part of new
development :

; Cc;w;sersiv;’l;u uf I.ﬁr;es\;ws: $25,000:330.000 N Sté?éé.t-ﬁﬁéﬁ:étrgé{F‘arh‘_|1«;:_;‘:'Eéb§e;_m's-'=l-7ft_1n'ii"
s Corwersion of Bus Layover Areas, §1,800 * City's Capital Progiram
o Off-Street Bus Exchangs: regpansibility of Trarslink

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

D Your Suppoit the Plamed Inprovements? Oia You Think Keore Public Parking is
Reguired in MNext 3 Years?

B Strongly
Agreelfgree

BHeutral
%
CiisagreesStronyly
: Bisagres

8% " C2an't Knowile
Response

Bugason i hatham 5t
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Draft Recommendation 2:
Leasing of Parking Sites & Pedestrian Connections
¢ Sesklease of existing public parking area on Chatham Strest from
Stevestan Harliour Autharity '
v Seek shared public use of Gulf of Georgia Cannery parking lot.
*  Upgrads pedestrian links betwesn major public parking facilities and the
watafrant-ahere required,
+  Encourage use of existing long-termm public parking lot at ast end of
Chatham Street for employees parking.

+ LongpTarm Linsss: to b negotiats
& linijprove Pecestivain Eifdss 250,006

Results of 2006 Open House Feedbaclk

Da You Support Leases of Parking Sifes & Do ¥ou Support the Establishment of
Construction of Pedestrian Links? Designated Employee Parking?

fromgly
AQrasisgres

i
|
| BiRrelyal
H
E

[gcogronidirongly ¢
P DEagres

I on't Kmow e
Fagpons e

i

Gulf of aorgia Carewry parking ket
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Draft Recommendation 3:
Commercial Loading Zones

v For small-scale developments within Steveston Village core, examine the feasibility
of shared on-street: loachng provisions as part of the development review.

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

Do You Support Lise of Streets & Lanes for
Commercial Loading?

1 Strengly Agreeifigree

B Nzutral

{1 Cisagree/Strongly Disagres
1 Don't Knowils Response

22%

Streat v loazirg zone
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Draft Recommencdlation 4:
Tour Bus Loading Zone

+ Estallish a tour bus loacling zons for pick up and drop off only within the Village core with
the staging area te be autsice the Village core.

. P:Iérw F’alk!l‘igblgl‘\s’, $300 par site -

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

Do You Support Need for Tour Bus Parking Bl You Support Proposed Location
in Village Core? . for Tour Bus Parking?

i £l sfongly Agrasisgros
| BXrutral
| Dhagrastdirengly leagren |

e ot Knowile Responss

Toor Bus loackig zone
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Attachment | Cont’d

Dratt Recommendation 5:
No. 1 Road and Moncton Street Intersection mprovements

v Signalize No. 1 Read and Mancton Strest
v Mew pavement treatments including a raisec| intersection
v 30km speed limit throughout the Village care

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

b You Suppoert Signalization of
Mo, 1 Roack & Mongton St7

B Strangly Arresifgres

£ Neuwral

(1) Disagres!Sirongly Disagree
1 1 Dot KnowMo Respanse

Existing Intersection

The existing design imtersection features 4-way stop signs and an everhead flashing red light.
The City has received requests for improvements to the intersection to recuce the uncertainty of
motarists and pedestrians as to who has the right-ofaway.

EXE-LEVEL VIEW OF THE EXIATIMNG IMTERSECTIEON
(LOGRING SCUTHNEST FROUM THE MORTHESST CORMER:
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Draft Recommendation 5;
No. 1T Road and Morncton Street
Intersection Improvements

*  Mew traffic signals to reduce uncertainty between |
matarists and peclestrians regarding :
rigl‘lt-of-maj,r

v Discourage speecling throwgh the intersection
with traffic calming measures including a raised
wtersection anc pavement treatments

v Intrecluction of 30kmvhr speed limitin the Yillage
oG

Wkrevh xeig

| CROBTRALES DIINEATER BY CCHRASTHG FAIL ROURAPHATH T ehr |
-z _ n:.;mun.awmuﬂmas VHIERSES 10 HEW UNIT CGHERETE PAEHENT |
_J;’:"ﬁ&r{mumsxwwu UHIVC CHERETE i .x.:ﬁ sm'm TR1S; (OLIARS DOF GATES SUDPCI L TOCENTHE GF TIE INBRSECTICH |

BIRDS-EYE VIEW OF THE RECOMMENDED IPITERSECTION DESIGN
LOCRING STUTHWEST FROK ARIVE MNIRTHEAST CORMER)

Fros Cons
«  Clarity of right-of-eay for maotonsts and pedegiians ¢ Capital costs of appnoximately $800,000

+ Irrprisvect vehicle anck pedsemian flows dunig Dugy padocls  « Mahlele and pedestrian delays during rendwusy pedecs s
: oorrpranet to status quo}

v Detar speaching at gatewsy sty It Villags » Requiremient for Incraased anforcemernt

+  Decreased travel gpeesdls in the Wllags oo v Maxlificatons may ke parcialyecd as meansistantwith Yllbge
atosphen avl Stovestor Wilage Conservatich Strategy

s hirgrcoessl untversal acs essilality of ltersectian
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Draft Recommendation 6:
On-Street Angle Parking on North Side of Bayview Street
+  Convert north sicle of Bayview Strest batwaen Mo, 1 Roacl ane 3rd Avenue to creats
afsproximately 32 new an-street angle parking spaces.
v Intrecuce pay parking for these new parking stalls only

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

Do You Support Creation of Parking $paces on North Do Yoau Suppert Implementation of Pay
Sidle of Bayview St7 Parking in Village Core?
0% 6%

L

| e Btrongly dgeaniagres
é 1 Newiral
in Dieagreal3irongly Dlaaggea

; 11 bowt Knowitio Reaponse

Go%
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Draft Recommendation 7:
Steveston Business Improvement Area (BIA)
v City staff to explors the potential for establishing a Steveston Business Improvement Arsa
with local business and property owners.

Estimated Revenuss
Creqrensls o
+ gze of destgnated] anks ol numb=ar of properties within the arze; and

+ methos] of detamimig the oantilutlon, wiihchis coimmiondy assessment miflrats
frencantage) wr frentags kel sum per linear foot frontage).

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

Bo You Support Establishment of a Steveston BIAY
14%

e

Strongly Agree/Agree
& Meittrat

1 Disagree!Strongly Disagres

3 Don't Knowo Responge
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Draft Recommendation 8:
Pursue New Parkade
+  Cantinug t monitor davelopmeants in the Stevestan Village area to facilitats the
construction of a joint develapment that ncerperates public parking and is located
outside the Village core. '

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

Do You Support New Parkade in the Long-
Term (bayond 5 years)?

Strongly Agree/Agree
B Neutral

{1 Disagree/Strongly Disagres

£ Don't Know/No Response

0%
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Preliminary Estimated Costs
Indertaking ALL of the draft reeommenclations presented here would eost around $1.1 million in
capital funcls, Potential revenue of $300,000 per year wauld ke gensrated] by the introduction of

pay parking for the new 32 stalls on Bayview Straet.

Crwrpssrsian of Lanes F25,000-425 006G | Pay Parking Revenue from 32 300, 000 r
Ciarveersian of Bus Layover Areas $1,000 new stalls o Bayview Strast

Long-Tenm Leasss of Parking Sites TED

Pecdestrian Links $250,030 ‘

Tour Bus Parkirng/Loading 1300 | » Steveston Off-Straet Parking Rescove Funct

Y ——— s Fay Parking

Ma. 1 Rel-Mancton St impuvemments $500,000 v Steveston BlA Revenes

Angle Padking on Bayview 5t $300,000 | « City Capital Program
sl 3! L R T R i » Gthar Special Funzlivg and Grant hnitiatizes

Canpile and analyze feedback from this Opern Hatse.
Report back to Council on the final recommencdad parking improverments in Fall 2009,

Next Steps
:
Thank You for Your Input!

Please drop your completed questionnaire in the box provided at the
Open House.
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Attachment 2

‘Steveston Traffic & Parking Draft Recommendations

June 2009
Open House Feedback Form
Dyaft Recommesncation 1 | support the planned public parking improvenents. [Board 2}
Strongly Strongly Unsure
Agees Byree Hauiral Dwagres Theagree Son'l know

[] ] [ [] []

Camunents:

Draft Recommendation 2 Isupport the leasing of parking sites & the upgrade of pedestrian links where required.
{Board 3}
Strongly . _ -  Birongly Unsuiee |
Agree Agres Meuiteal Unagree  Diagree Dant know
Commenis:
Draft Recommendation 3 1 support the use of streets and laneways for conmercial loading inatead of within new
private developments. (Board 4)
Srpagly Strorgty Unsurs |
Agres Agree Meutrsl Disaipes Dizagree Jon't khow
Cammsms:
Draft Recommeandation 4 1 stipport the proposed iecai'im‘i.{é_s,ﬂte tour-bus loading zone within the Steveston
Village core. (Board ) o e
Strongly ' Shrongly Unsuse f
Haree Agree Hayteal Jwagree Disagree Dart know
Cammenig:

P N

Ric-ynean
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Attachment 2 Coni’d

d Steveston Traffic & Parking Draft Recommendations June 2009

Open House Feedhack Form

Draft Revommendation § | support the imprevenents to the No. 1 Road and Moncton Street intersection {traffic
signals and traffic calming) and a 30km/h apeed limit in the Villsge core. (Boards 6 & 7)

Srrengly Strongly Unsurs /
Agrze Fgrae Nayieal heagres igayree Dun't khow

[ [ L [ ] ]

Conmenis:

Dyaft Recommendation § { support new anghe pay parking on the north side of Bayview 5t between No. 1 Road &
3¢ Avenue. (Board §)

Stranghy Strongly Unsure /
Bagren Agree Fleutel sagres fzagres Phon't know
Commenis: '

Draft Recommendation 7 { support the estaldishment of a Steveston Business Improvement Area. [Beoard 9)
Srongy Strengly Ungire
hﬁc Aures Newtral Qéaﬁgee Disanres Cion't knaw

CaInTEES:

Draft Recommendation 8 { support  new parkade in the long-term (beyond 5 years from now). (Board 10)
Stronigly Strovugly Unsure 7
bagres Hgree Newdral Dizagree fhsagres Dot know
Cammenis:

Thank you for your input.
itva¥ e considered when making final recommendations to City Council regarding
foruee trafiic and parking inprovements in the Stevesion Village area.
Plaase dmp your completed fesdhack form in the box prowided af the open houge,
You miay alse fax 1t o G04-276-4063 or madl it by June 30, 200%
City of Richmerd Transporation Divisian, 5911 #o. 3 Road, Richmand, BC V&Y 221, &utn Joan Cavavar:
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| agree provided the laneway parking is not designated 2 hours (nobody comes to Steveston for 2 hours). |

strongly agree that these buses need to move — visibility is a nightmare, but there are no real feasible locations to
relocate them,

| agree laneways could be betier utilized, bus Iayovers must be moved to a safer location - current location is a
hazard — blocking view of oncoming traffic (2™ Ave & Chatham — south). Don't agree with public parking east of
No. 1 Rd off Bayview.

Agree, if ofi-street bus exchange can be located.

Where would off-street bus exchange be located?

Great plans — but where are the police when rules of traffic are broken?? Do | choose the car??

| would like to see the plan implemented as soon as possible. The volume of visitors has greatly increased in the
past several years.

I think laneway parking is good. _

The parking situation at Thrift store in the old church.— mayhem! Not enough explanation.

The present arrangement is a death trap. Move bus tops to other side of 2™ Ave. Try driving along 2™ Ave over
Chatham.

Conditional on {a) where buses are moved to, as it is a hazard for driving where they are now at corner of 2™ &
Chatham; (b) support.

Much needed.

Parking in laneways is a safety issue for vehicles and pedestrians.

Good starting point.

The overall parking situation in Steveston needs to be addressed & reflect the continued growth of the area &
tourism.

Need more parking in area.

Too many people already drive around in circles looking for the perfect parking spot. More large off location lots
are the only solution to tite parking.

Someone is going to get hurt if the buses continue to park & block street visihility entering Chatham. Designate a
bus yard (loop?).

it doesn’t make sense to move the bus loop too far away frem the centre of Steveston.

Usually business owners and workers park in laneways, which is good, it keeps them off the streets for customers
and tourists to use. Will support as long as it does not become pay parking.

Layovers to be Garry Point or Railway & Moncton.

Interim buses cut out for bus parking would make visibility clearer. Later put exchange closer to Garry Point.

Too little information — where will a parkade be built? No parking in laneways, i.e., between Chatham & Moncton
and Moncton & Bayview.,

There should be no parking allowed in laneways. There other two OK in principle but details lacking.

No meters. ‘

What exactly is planned? Please specify further next time.

[ would like to see the buses moved from Chatham & 2" Ave. There will be deaths as they have already caused
serious accidents to pedestrians and cars because of sightlines.

We need to get transit buses off Chatham St and Moncton St (right by community centre parking lot).

Agree with laneway parking and off-street public parking. Strongly disagree with moving buses off the street.
This is an end of the line stop not a major exchange. Having the buses stop in the village centre encourages the
use of transit for those coming to do their shopping. Many more parking spaces will be lost by moving the buses
to SHA property on Chatham than gained. Leave buses where they are put in directional (turn right only) signs at
intersections as needed. The purpose of public transit is to bring people to the core. Re-instate the tram
Brighouse to Steveston.

Buses should not sit blocking vision. Definitely will need more parking.

Very concerned about bus exchange on Chatham — will push weekend/craft fair parking into neighbourhood, high
traffic issues (litter, petty crime, noise, etc). Laneways, etc is OK.

No pay parking!

As long as it isn't pay parking.

Improve public transit access.

Not pay parking.

it is extremely important.

More parking is definitely required due to the amount of new residents and also visitors.
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| don’t think more parking is needed, but if it is to be expanded this is the least objectionable option.
Please take into consideration the present impact of public parking in the residential streets near the business
core. Presently very disturbing to residents.

| agree with removing bus layovers on Chatham, but where do you prapose to have a bus exchange that is
conveniently located in Steveston? [t is important that we don’t discourage people from using buses to travel to
and from Steveston.

Steveston needs to have angled street parking with traffic flow "one way” through the village - Moncton, 3 Ave,
Bayview, No. 1 Rd north of Moncton.

On the provision that there is no 2-hour parking and no pay parking.

Generally yes. However the descriptions of Draft Recommendations 1 thru 5 were taken down before | had a
chance to evaluats.

Encourage fransit, one-way, angled parking.

I would like to see Steveston have a parkade or angther parking area and have Bayview and Maoncton pedestrian
only. Chatham could have parking stalls

Why wait until someone is seriously injured before this is done!!

This is long overdue and needs to be completed before there is a serious injury or fatality. This is the entrance to
Steveston and if we are keeping it as a Heritage area it should be controlled i an organized fashion.

We are strongly against the buses parking on the north side of the road at Chatham & 2nd Ave. Visibility is non-
existent when trying to go south through the intersection. The buses should be moved back at least 2 bus fengths
back from the corner in order to see oncoming traffic going west. Major accident waiting to happen.

These plans seem to depend upon use of federal property?

| agree with the first two points but disagree with the creation of a major parking facility on Bayview east of #1
Road because this will encourage vehicular traffic right into the core waterfront area south of Moncton and along
Bayview. | think we need to DISCOURAGE vehicular traffic in this area.

| have another motive for changing the current bus layover areas to parking. | have found it extremely hazardous,
with the limited visibility past the parked buses, to cross Chatham Street safely. | can see past parked cars more
easily.

| agree with most of the recommendations but | don't really see the point of the bus layover change. In order to
do that another piece of land somewhere will have to be converted which basically defeats the purpose of freeing
up land for the bus layovers. Plus, there are the extraneous costs of developing that land into a bus exchange.
Additionally | honestly don't see that strong a need for more parking since closer to Garry Point along the same
street as the bus layover area there's always tons of parking available.

Not too crazy about busses stopping over in Steveston. Too much noise and exhaust.

Laneway parking stalls should be appropriately spaced and painted.

Waste of money.

-

« & & & & & 5

First off, these two issues are completely unrelated and should not be on the same question. Aside from that,
leasing a lot is an unsafe assumption and “upgrade” of pedestrian links is vague.

No do not agree — do not agree with leasing/employee parking east end of Chatham -~ do not agree — employees
working late into the evening should not have to walk to hidden location late at night {females & safety issues).
Perhaps the Harbour Authority could be encouraged to operate public parking on its property.

Leasing cannot be relied on, i.e., may not be able to renewed — development will be done based on leased areas
but then leased areas may not be renewed at a later date. Then what?

Not sure if pedestrian links need to be upgraded.

The buses could be moved closer to the Park (Garry) and leave more room for cars.

Provided a long term plan is in place for if the lease is not renewed.

Do we need to spend so much on the links?

Mandatory along with designation of Harbour Authority parking lot, which is 80% wasted.

Where is parking for new construction at corner of One Rd & Moncton?

If they are not using it — lease it if they permit.

Essentially, these two proposals are already in place. The public already uses the G of G parking lot as a public
iot. .

Leasing means the spaces are ensured available and will not be lost to development.
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Except the leasing from SHA sounds expensive.

This should be #1. Without leases in place none of the other parking plans can come to fruition.

The parking lot near the lacrosse box and the changes to the Legion means potential car/ pedestrian conflicts in
this area. This area is a major pedestrian thoroughfare, with young kids, senior citizens and lots of pedestrians
using it as a route to walk to Steveston. If you get ride of the tram barn, turn that area into a walkway, you
remove the conflict. Get rid of the tram barn!

Buy back Onni site and make a park & parking lot.

What exactly is planned? Please specify further next time.

But | question the sum of $250,000 for “pedestrian links.”

At least this won't require more paving.

Already very crowded area; lots of noise for residents.

No pay parking with possible exception of the proposed angle parking.

Business paoaple must make the sacrifice and park away from their businesses in order to provide spaces for
customers.

This is a double-barrelled question and should be two separate questions. What does upgrade pedestrian links
mean?

Harbour parking needs surfacing, etc.

No parking on Bayview.

Would prefer encouraging more transit use - Steveston is excellently served by buses and is ideal for cycling.
{Also encourage enforcement of road rules for cyclists - no riding on sidewalks.)

Also suggest paving the parking lot on the south side of Chatham. The gravel lot is generally in poer
maintenance and gives a poor impression of the village.

- I'think this is a good idea so long as the city leases the parking site and we don't get some horrible company like

Impark in. ! feel that with their presence things will be severely commercialized and only contribute to the
degradation of the heritage aspect of Steveston, which makes it so appealing.

Good idea...

Long term provision of parking at lacrosse box should also include designated stalls for Steveston Community
Centre/Steveston Pool employees and users.

Waste of money.

Definitely - if the land being used for public parking is not leased from the Harbour Authority, it is vulnerable to
being lost (leased by someone else for another use).

Draft’ Recommendatlon

L

There are already toading zones on the street and they seem to functlon well but I thlnk the Ianeways should be
kept for parking.

Perhaps look at commercial loading during "off peak” hours — before 9am, after 6pm.

Private developments should be self sufficient, i.e., supply their own loading areas etc. Public parking areas
should be for the public.

Back street loading is necessary — use it as much as possible. Improve these roads (back alleys).

If it pulls commercial off the main street then yes | support the recomimendation but ALL commercial would have
to comply.

1 think laneway loading would be best.

Provided that they are used more on off hours and not on busy days (planning).

Provided the loading is restricted to certain non-prime hours.

Use Harbour Authority lot as well & Cannery office lot. Stupid lost space at each intersection needs to be
reclaimed where parking terminates short of end. Some stupid bureaucratic is wasting useable space.

I believe laneways only for commercial loading.

It would be helpfui to have some organized unloading in the Village. The lanes are used by illegal parking.

This is beneficial for those who live in the area.

Smaller trucks in Village.

Businesses must be able to continue to operate — commercial loading is a critical part of this.

Commercial laneways are needed for offloading. | have had more arguments and confrontation with peopie who
pull up behind commercial trucks and start honking for them to move.

At the same time, limit the size of delivery trucks. For example, the McDonalds 18-wheeler should be a 2-ton.
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Within new private ones, give them the responsibility to arrange off hour loading or built-in loading at back, at their
discretion.

Reduce size of allowable trucks into Village.

Streets & laneways belong to the people, it's public lane that you're handing over to commercial interests,

Set off-hour times for loading zones particularly Rod's Building Supply, which blocks 7% a block from Moncton &
Chatham at times.

Do not agree with increased no. of loading zones. But agree with sharing of existing ones. Enforce road
blockage rules due to loading namely Rod's Bldg Supply, Super Grocer, Tapanade restaurant.

The appliance store and the Building Supply store have loading zones and still block traffic on the adjacent
north/south streets.

Laneways only for commercial loading.

Seems reasonable and not too intrusive to the community.

Comimercial vehicles are now parking on the travelled roadways making unsafe for the travelling public.
Residents should allow a certain amount of commercial parking. Too much build-up in Steveston, completely
spoiling the ambiance of the Village.

Private development keeps the noise level down comparing to business and commercial loading.

Yes — these spots on private developments would be better used for parking.

My property — the loading zone is the only area for loading & unloading from lower courtyard.

The loading zones on the streets seem to currently work. However for use of laneways, earty hour morning
deliveries (e.q., before 11am) and evening deliveries (after 8pm) and no weekends (or simply, no peak hours). If
there are laneway deliveries, it will block parking and traffic flow.

During certain hours (6am to 10 am and 6pm to 10pm).

Too congested and confusing to have big trucks loading/untoading on streets and lanes. Offsite commercial
joading should be a requirement of new development. Loading/unloading times should be regulated to off-peak
hours, e.g., early morning.

Will take away from street parking. Loading zones are okay, but for use by everyone, not only commercial users.
It depends upon the width of the laneways and traffic volumes. If a delivery is being made will other traffic be able
to navigate past safely? Which laneways will be used for passenger vehicle parking and which will be used for
commercial loading? Important to distinguish the different areas with signage etc.

If you're going to implement commercial loading zones, put the time period that the sign is in effect. It doesn't
need to be a loading zone 24/7.

aft:Re ation

-

That corner is bad enough as it is — designating a drop off location for absent-minded tourists to swarm across the
street is a terrible idea — make the unloading area on Chatham St west of 3™ Ave.

Strongly disagree — poor location, not enough room to accommodate growing # of buses. Bayview should not be
used for buses at all - too dangerous & not enough room for cars & pedestrians. Should drop off outside core -
use G of G parking lot for drop off & pick up.

Seams like a reasonable idea.

Yes there should be a designated tour bus parking area.

All tour buses should unload by the Gulf of Georgia Cannery where there is room & it's near to the Cannery,
Tourist info and bathrooms. This is very important!

This is a good core location for tour bus loading. Public washrooms, etc.

| think a bus zone further back would be better. This location is at a park and washroem and would get congested
with groups waiting for pick up, And as a local, | use this area for parking often.

Good idea.

Great idea - as long as we use Bayview effectively.

Use Harbour Authority lot — not on road!!

Should be off Chatham.

Tourism in Steveston is growing continually and designated bus area is ideal. The site by the washrooms and
tourist info centre is ideal.

Much safer than the current location. Also allows one to walk into the village without the smells associated with
the buses.

Loading & drop off oniy.
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- A perfect spot for this.

Tour buses are huge. Maybe with a size restriction, and 1-minute idle time so as not to bother people and air
quality considerations.

Something should be done to accommodate all buses.

Good idea in general - this way be safer for tourists/visitors and local traffic alike.

Right in front of the visitors centre is very logical.

Very important.

Why have a huge ill-smelling vehicle drive through the Village? Park them at No. 1 Rd and Chatham.

The loading zone will require the tour buses te exit via Bayview where we don't need large buses. Have the tour
bus loading zone on 3 Ave on the east side, north of Moncton (opposite the hotel). Buses can exit on Chatham.
How many buses can be accommodated In this spot?

Where is the staging area? Not on local roads!!

This will be a great improvement.

I would like to see tour bus loading zone he located in parking lot acress from the Steveston Community Centre
not in the Village.

While the space is beside the Tourist Centre it would be better to park along Chatham street to allow the
passengers to want through the Village and not just head to Bayview Street.

Put it out on Chatham, near existing pubiic transit bus exchange, if you're going to put it anywhere... otherwise
you're preventing a lot of parking spots for cars to use.

Buses should approach from Chatham - | don't want to see buses stuck in traffic along Mencton in the core of the
village.

| agree with this measure though | am somewhat hesitant about where this 'off-site’ staging area will be exactly.

~ Has to be somewhere...

From the indicated dlagram it appears that the bus loading zone would disrupt traffic circulation, as there does not
appear to be enough lane width for other vehicles to pass. Tour buses also contain pedestrians, which typically
spill cut onto the road and could potentially cross directly in front of oncoming traffic as the bus itself creates a
blind spot. | support tour bus parking however a pullout location would be advisable.

Kesp all the bus tour loading zones down by the Cannery. Other zones by the end of Chatham St.

Having a convenient location, as proposed, for loading and unloading of tour busses would be great. They then
wouldn't be taking up multiple spaces, as they presently do, but then there should be an area for them to park
outside the village when they aren't loading or unloading.

One way would be good with angled parking down Moncton and back along Bayview.

This intersection is chaotic and unorganized with the amount of traffic on a busy day there is little room for
speeding anyways. Signalizing this intersection would provide safety for drivers and pedestrians.

| think traffic should go 1 way, west on Moncton turning south up 3" Ave and east along Bayview with angle
parking where possible.

No. 1 Rd from Moncton to Bayview should be closed to traffic or at least be one-way preferably from Bayview to
Mencton.

| would also like to see a “speed hump” ¥z a block or so back from the intersection (on each approach road: No. 1
& Moncton) to discourage motorists from spseding to "make the light.”

No. 1 & Moncton is a nightmare — the worst part of Steveston — lights and a speed limit would help — put the 30
km zone in by the community centre too.

Providing that specific measures are taken to slow the traffic. We don’t want cars passing through the
intersection on a green light at 50 km/hr.

Very reasonable recommendation given how busy it is.

Steveston Village should be for and about people not cars. It is consistent with the nature of a "village” to
negotiate entry, not speeding in. Do the 30 km/h limit.

Static traffic lights are an absolute must, for diivers as well as pedestrians. It is a very busy corner, and it will
allow cars & pedestrians to cross safely.

Also re-do pedestrian ramps for strollers & wheelchairs {i.e., all directions on each corner).

Should have been dane a long time ago.

A traffic light — very important — please before somecne — a child? — is killed, Already 4 years overdug at least,
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Red & green &/or turn arrows. Not push walk signal. No raised road for cars near No. 1 Rd & Moncton St.
All in all we need traffic lights at this intersection with posted 30 km/hr speed limits | agree to. Raised intersection
what for, why or the cost. Traffic lights #1 priority before someone gets killed,

Don't encourage more fraffic into the core. “Pedestrian priority over cars.”

Dangerous intersection for cars & pedestrians.

A traffic light must be installed! This intersection is dangerous. But disagree to raised intersection — not
necessary.

Strongly agree for traffic light but strongly disagree to raised intersection.

Just a reguiar lights type of intersection with pedestrian cross "walk” signs. No raised intersection — too
expensive,

An ali-direction red and all-direction green, as previously used in Vancouver, would be most efficient for
pedestrians. Keep intersection as is — more confusing when cars & sidewalks at same level.

A traffic light is needed! | was hit by a truck while in the crosswalk at this intersection. A regular traffic light is
sufficient & | don't see the need for a traffic calmer.

I want light, full traffic lights & 30 km/h is fine but there is no need for raised intersection. Just enforce speed limit
like every other street.

{ am not sure if raising the intersaction is necessary. Anocther suggestion for the signal traffic: why not allowing all
pedestrians to cross at some time, like in Hong Kong? Otherwise: please improve soon before someone is killed
there in an accident.

Make Moncton St one-way going west or close it to traffic for pedestrian use only, it works in Europe & Ottawa.
Two intersections in London, ON and Brisbane, AU use a diagonal crosswalk. While all pedestrian signs signal
*Don't Walk”, the vehicular traffic flows north-south, then east-west. Then all vehicle signals go red while all
pedestrian signal switch to "Walk."

Use a pedestrian scramble.

This intersection needs w regular traffic light. No fraffic calming.

A traffic light is a must. No speed bumpitraffic calmer. Time to grow up! In 2006 your survey approved 55% for a
traffic light- what have you done?

| still prefer the 4-way stop but since the City installed the light at No. 1 Rd & Chatham St, people expect that
they've already arrived at the main intersection, so | guess thera's no turning back. Start slowing people down at
Steveston Hwy & No. 1 Rd ~ they’re going 80 km/hr!

Strongly agree needs a signal and speed deterrents.

Do this first!

| would like to see consideration of a timed signal to allow only pedestrian crossing in rotation with the lights. Very
concerned about how we might lost the “Village' heritage look by raising intersection & placing City light at
entrance.

Lights needed for cars & bikes & people.

Has to be done for both vehicles and pedestrians and for safety. Nobody in Richmond knows four-way
procedure.

| can only support this if speed reduction elements (humps) are included on Moncton St west of No. 1 Rd and No.
1 Rd south of Moncton St.

Must be!! .

That intersection is scary! Must segregate people from vehicles.

Definitely traffic lights.

Traffic calming is not necessary. Crosswalk lights are needed.

These signals are required before someone gets killed or severely injured. This is the worst intersection in any
tourist area in the lower mainland. ,

It doesn't matter what it costs nor that that ‘historic/conservation' folk get themselves in a knot — move on with the
times. This will save someone’'s life and you can’t put a price on that.

Yes! Abaut time!

A walk light se cars and people have chance to get across.

Not sure about traffic lights as in the winter we do not need them. However, as long as they are weight-sensitive
for the greater good OK. Traffic calming with narrowed lane OK. Lights need to react to bicycles.

The existing system is definitely not working. A traffic signal, magnetic traffic readers and pedestrian button
would work well. Include fraffic calmer in the intersection.
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e With pedestrlan control button please along W|th load cells.

¢ Eliminate ‘island’ concept. Use ped signals only & 4-way stop. No speed limit required. No speed bumps - this
city doesn’'t know how to use them.

+ [Exceptit may cause drivers to speed through the yellow lights causing danger.

+ The 4-way stop and free pedestrian crossing today is insane. How about a pedestrian "scramble” crossing —
timing can be adjusted as needed.

+ Traffic signals & 30 km/h speed limit OK. Forget the fraffic calming!

* Must have the raised speed humps as part of it to avoid yellow light runners.

+ 4-way flashing red makes everyone stops and look and think. Red, yellow & green will make people race to make
light — 15 years of observation. Not enough info provided.

» | think that intersection needs pedestrian lights but a big light will changes the look/feel of Steveston. Couldn’t
there be & combination of pedestrian light and 4-way stop.

s Much needed and long overdue.

»  Atraffic light at No. 1 Rd & Moncton St is badly needed for safety reasonsl!!

+« We need a pedestrian control light at No, 1 Rd & Moncton St soon or install a traffic light as at No. 1 Rd &
Chatham St.

¢ Strongly agree to traffic signal. Strongly disagree to raised intersection & reduced speead limit.

o A redigreen traffic light would really back things up along No. 1 Rd north to Chatham St. The Steveston area (No.
1 Rd from Garry St south) & Moncton St should be 30 km/h and strongly enforced.

o Would like the 30 km/h spead limit in front of whole community centre. Not certain why sidewalks are at same
grade as road - looks more dangerous. Big yes to lights!!

¢« | would like to see pedestrian traffic control — Ketchikan, Al does this when the cruise ships are in fown &
hundreds of people impede the flow of traffic. Pedestrians are stopped - traffic flows through then pedestrians
allowed to cross. Done by human traffic control officers at peak times.

This intersection has been a nightmare for years ~ it needs a major overhaul.

+ The only problem at that intersection is people. The 4-way stop for cars is fine. Putin a walk signal that only

allows people to cross any direction every 45 or 60 seconds.
This was highly overdue.
Also improve lighting af all four corners. Install lighting using the traffic signal poles to illuminate pedestrians.

* This intersection is dangerous! As a resident of Broadway St, | avoid this intersection at all costs, especially
weekends.

s Or a roundabout with pedestrian crosswalk lights.

» If we have to have cars in the core then traffic lights are an absolute necessity. It is a nightmare on the weekends
with the 4-way stop system we have right now.

+ Something has to be done with this corner and your suggestions seem to make sense.

s | agree with the decrease in speed limits and traffic calming measures. However, | believe a traffic signal system
would make the intersection less safe and would cause traffic to "back” up and cause a greater problem. A
doming effect of traffic problems would then be created at other intersections and crosswalks nearby. Moreover,
people will go through both "stale" yellow and red lights at greater speeds, which | believe, wili increase the
amount of serious injuries to both pedestrians and car passengers in the event of an accident. At least now all
cars start from a stop position so that when they enter the intersection they are going at a very slow speed.

e 1. |strongly disagree with traffic signal - costly and incompatible with village character. (Vehicles aren't the
problem at the 4-way stop - it is the pedestrians who step into traffic without paying attention or regard to rules of
the road. | speak as a pedestrian, motorist, and cyclist.) 2. | agree with 30 km speed limit in the core. 3. 1
recommend a 1-way system: westbound only on Moncton from No 1 Road and eastbound only on Bayview. This
would simplify the 4-way stop. 4. Or for weekends, designate Moncton a pedestrian zone - creating a fair similar
to the lively and popular car-free days in Vancouver. Merchants can spill their shops into the sidewalks,
entertainers and non-profits can set up on the strest, and visitors can spend their way down the street unimpeded
by cars.

s Please, it's about time! "Someone is going to be killed one of these days. Everyone loses track of who is next to
go hecause of the high valume of pedestrians, etc.

*  Surely drivers and pedestrians can manage a four way stop. Traffic signals would take away from the heritage
look.
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« | support the traffic calining strategy for the intersection and | STRONGLY SUPPORT THE 30 KM/H SPEED

LIMIT, but | do NOT support a regular traffic light for several reasons: a. the four-way stop procedure slows traffic
in this area because everyone has to stop; b. congestion at this intersection discourages people from driving into
this core area and that is a good thing; ¢. a regular traffic light causes drivers to speed up so as to get through a
'stale’ green light, and 'gunning’ it through an amber light and | think we will have collisions between vehicles and
between vehicles and pedestrians/cyclists if there is a regular traffic light installed here.

| can agree with traffic calming and speed limit reduction. However, | believe that the "cons" are right. The
present 4 way stop is the best option for the intersection. Any good driver {and responsible pedestrians) would
know the legal right-of-way. | suspect that poor drivers would use a regular traffic signal to speed up to catch the
green light, which would be mare dangerous in this relatively confined area {aithough | suppose the raised
intersection idea would help reduce this tendency).

Putting a traffic light at No. 1 Rd and Moncton would be a HUGE mistake. Even with traffic calming measures,
people would speed up when seeing a green light. The light would only help for the pedestiian’s sake. With a
traffic light, cars would be lined up a lot worse than now. This would just frustrate the drivers. At least now with
the 4 way stop, some cars are always moving, The problem right now seems to be the walkers. They go across
even when the cars are moving forcing cars to stop 1/2 way through the intersection. | am both a driver and a
pedestrian and live in the village. I'm very familiar with what both the drivers and pedestrians do. Leaving the 4
way stop with signage and education for pedestrians would be best. Don't spoil the village for the long time
residents. We have seen the changes. We know best. We do our business in the village {banking, doctors, etc.)
s0 it should be up to us to have our say - not city staff who probably don't live anywhere near Steveston.

If they do not know how to tell right of way, they should go back to driving school! Traffic is under 30KM on busy
days in any case and the cost of a traffic light is not necessary and is expensive.

Quick signals only (i.e., they're green for only § seconds) so it mimics existing 4-way stop procedure, but is less
confusing for. drivers who do not understand how the 4-way stop procedure works. With respect to pedestrians,
they MUST hit a button to indicate their intention to cross. This will put them in a priority queue for a "safe to
walk" signal for the direction they wish to travel. | think the raised intersection is a bit of a gimmick and could lead
to unnecessary expense. | give my strong support for 30km/h village core speed limit.

For the safety of pedestrians, this is crucial. It should have been done years ago, and should not be delayed for
the sake of any of the otirer proposals.

There is too much confusion amongst pedestrians, cyclists and drivers as to who is to cross when esp. in the
summer time when it is very busy. This current model is inefficient and is an accident waiting to happen. | would
hate for someone's child, sister, father or other relative to die when crossing the street at this location for council
to finally take action and make these suggested improvements.

| feel that traffic signhals are very expensive, not in line with the conservation of Steveston and there is another
pedestrian driven traffic light at the preceding intersection near the Coast Capital. | think this will cause severe
backup to have 2 lights so close together plus some very busy businesses.

Bad idea, | would like to see more of a Granville Island feel to my town. If you put lights here, no matter what you
do to the rest of the intersection, people will speed right into the village! Very bad idea. | want to see only 2 lanes
in each direction, with pedestrian peninsulas to make it easier to cross the street. The only time it would back up
traffic is on Sunny Saturday. More effort must be made to park cars off Chatham and make people walk to the

| like the fact that the existing 4-way stop forces all traffic to come to a stop at the entrance to the village. | am
concerned that traffic signals will not have this effect. | support the low speed limit but | am unsure about the
signalization of the intersection. Also the 4 way stop contributes to the village atmosphers.

Strongly agree with signalization of the intersection. Also have the following comments: Bollards permeable to
pedestrian traffic - vehicles making turning movements at the intersection will be susceptible to pedestrians -
perhaps young children stepping into crosswalks between bollard structures. Depending on size of bollards may
also create additional blind spots. Recommended- review of permeable railing to address this issue.
Recommended- pedestrian signal activation on automatic timer not push button. Similar to downtown Vancouver
as volume of pedestrians at this intersection is often quite high. 40 km/h speed limit might be more appropriate
{similar to school zones). This is aiso the speed people tend to drive when the village is busy with parked
vehicles and pedestrians.
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30km/h speed limit is a good suggestion, but a signal Wi:"(nOW actually give the right-of-way to vehicles on a green

light, which will increase speeds through the intersection and the entry into the village. 4-way stop maintains the
pedestrian feel and requires all cars to stop, slowing traffic down, and maintains slow speeds through the
intersection. | use this intersection everyday to come to and from my home. The average wait is less than 4 cars.
A few days of the year during the warmer months (i.e., Saturday during the summer) there will be delays heading
south on No 1. These delays are good - as said above, slows traffic, and gives more freedom to the pedestrian at
what can be a busy intersection a few times out of the year, The purpose of a signal is to move traffic efficiently
through an intersection, which | believe contradicts the nature of Steveston with creating more pedestrian links. |
don't think in Steveston that priorities should be place of facilitating higher volume counts of a vehicle through an
intersection. If one lives in the area and does not like it when there is bottleneck, there are many alternate routes
to take.

The solution to this intersection is simple. Make Moncton a one way street from #1 Road to the Gulf of Georgia
Cannery (3rd St.?). This wilt eliminate the left turns northbound off of Moncton, as is the case presently for
eastbound cars. Install a left turn signal to proceed east bound on Moncton from # 1 Rd and then a right turn lane
from Moncton onto # 1Rd when travelling West on Mencton. If you just put in a set of traffic fights it will continue
to be unworkable.

To do our part to green the planet and to reclaim for pedestrians areas now dominated by cars, I'd like to see
Moncton from #1 west close to traffic. Car-free days are becoming popular and are needed to cut car use.
Unfortunately this change would take away a bit of the village character that we love. Yet safety is important and
a signal would help. However traffic calming ... well that couid be accomplished by a signalized intersection and
enforcement.

» & & e o [ ]

Will Bayview be one-way? Still parking on south side of Bayview?

This would be a plus, yet | do not suppait pay parking. Enfarcement will cast more in the lang-term.

No pay parking in Steveston! This will be only the beginning of more pay parking if approved. | support angled
parking but not paid parking.

As long as the designated parking areas remain the same & do not encroach on my development — 12440 2
Ave. (I have a registered covenant to use the easement to the sidewalk).

On Bayview between No. 1 Rd should have 3-hour limit. On weekends cars park from 7 am to 4 pm taking their
ice boxes to go charter fishing.

Consider limiting parking to 2 or a max of 3 hrs on Bayview west of No. 1 Rd. At present especially on weekends
vehicles are parked from 7 .am to 5 pm while off fishing.

Have hourly prices though — up to 3 hours. Seasonal rates as well.

| live on Bayview St & there is never any parking for friends in front our apartment to park.

Consider New Westminster's angte parking plan of backing intc the angled parking spot. Consider some one-way
streets (parts of Bayview or Moncton perhaps). Consider some pedestrian-only malls on parts of Bayview &
Moncton.

This is a disgraceful idea. No more paving of the Village. This will make the Village feel like a Wal-Mart.

We have fought against pay parking in Steveston for years note that 70% voted it down last time. This is the thin
edge of the wedge. No to pay parking!

Encourage people to walk a little.

Hate the idea of meters in Steveston. Not in public spirit.

No pay parking!

No pay parking.

Agree to extra parking but disagree with pay parking. Pay parking on Bayview will send people to communlty
centre lots, which should be for community centre and library activities.

Keep the green space.

Not at the expense of the green space.

There seems to be enough parking in Steveston. Bayview should rather be traffic calmed due to the many
pedeastrians, especially during summer.

Plus make Bayview one-way westbound. Plus make Moncton pedestrian mall (no motorized vehicles).

Also one-way on Bayview.

On the understanding existing parking will remain.
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Would you remove parking from the south side of Bayview? Should Bayview be made a one-way street from
Moncton?

Agree with angle parking but strongly disagree with pay parking. Absolutely no pay parking.

Only if it is still safe for cyclists.

Need to do this everywhere possibile. All new developments with mandatory angle plus lane angle as well. No
pay and revisit paying in 5 years.

Could cause problems as car back out onto Bayview, hut OK.

| wonder if we should have a pedestrian only zone?

| approve of pay parking but not sure about using Bayview north for parking.

Angle parking will be accident-prone.

Reversing out of parking stalls on a busy street — recipe for disaster.

[ would sooner see a sidewalk.

Would maximize the amount of parking on Bayview & might be worth considering meters.

As long as there are sufficient pedestrian walkways.

Not paid OK. If paid, | disagree as it will negatively affect businesses.

I think the angle parking is good, but not sure why it should be pay parking.

If parking lots can be utilized, it would provide additional parking without added on-street congestion.

Agree with parking stalls but strongly disagree with pay parking anywhere in Steveston.

No paid parking. Thers are other ways to deal with this problem.

| don't drive but will angle parking tend to hinder the flow of traffic?

Strongly agree for more parking but don't want pay parking.

| support angle parking along N/S Bayview but no pay parking fees. We want our visitors to stay in Steveston for
as fong as:they want and not be chased away because of pay parking.

OK for moneymaker.

No - | support angle parking wherever possible — no pay parking.

Angled parking is a great idea; pay parking would be suicids.

This does not state that this will be pay parking.

However, if fees are reasonable in 5-minute increments, I'd accept it.

No additionat parking on Bayview. No parking at all. It would be a nightmare for residents. Do not encourage
increased traffic on residential streets or in village.

If we have to have cars in Steveston core then this would be fine

Good way to pay for the improvements now and in the future,

Have you considered the back-in angle parking that New Westminster has adopted?

I think ali parking along Bayview St. in this area shoutd be eliminated and this part of Bayview should be
canverted into a pedestrianfcycling mall {(no motorized vehicles of any sort).

No pay parking for tourists/residents of Steveston. Stupid idea.

NO PAY Parking in Steveston please!

| wouid not like to see Steveston going the route of the White Rock beach area as far as pay parking is involved.
It just seems to be a big cash grab and deters people from stopping for groceries or coffee or just to look around
for a bit. :

No pay parking.

Yes, there should be a time limit for visitors to the village. Sometimas residents who need to do business here
(shop for food, banking, etc) cannot find a spot when they need to.

I would like to see discounted or free parking for hybrids and smart cars if this draft is accepted.

Not too happy with this proposal, but the revenues can pay for the other proposed improvements.

| agree that Steveston needs more parking especially in the summer time. However, | am concerned about the
implications of pay parking in this area; will there be patrols to enforce the pay parking, will this be the start of pay
parking for ail of Steveston, what will the cost be, coin operated or credit card operated, will there be different
summer and winter rates, etc. s there any chance that new parking spots can be created on the south side of
Bayview St. between No. 1 and 3rd Avenue (between Blenz coffee and the Seafood restaurants)? What about
parking in the fenced off gas station area? Is that federal property? Can the city of Richmond acquire it and
make additional parking there and extend the boardwalk? The boardwalk on the water is currently disjointed and
needs to be joined for a more pleasurable walking experience.
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While the additional parking would be helpful, part of the charm of Steveston is that you do NOT have to pay for

parking and this encourages visitors. We should NOT put in parking meters as this opens the door for more down
the road.

| disagree because | don't like the idea of pay parking in Steveston at all. | think this is ridiculous because most
tourists aren't going to think to go to this lot and just park in the pre-existing spots.

Now you're talking!!! Make it alt pay paiking in the village (lanes too), except in the lots off of Chatham. Parking
could be free if you walk in! If you want to park close, pay up!

[ support angled parking however pay parking already exists beneath already completed phase of ONNI
development (Starbucks) and is seldom used. | would support pay parking if it was removed following
reimbursement for the cost of the improvements.

People backing out create havoc and accidents. City planners should know this does not work...Period!

Make sure wheelchair accessible ones near Steveston Landing Bayview entrance. | also somewhat support pay
parking within the village core.

Free yes, pay no!

:Draft’ Recommendatlon 7:

& & & & & 5 5 & & * & =& & 9

Definitely. It should comcu:ie however with the hlstorlc preservatlon - keeplng the character of Steveston V|I|age
that people value.

I am not a business owner, so | am not sure and would want to follow what the business owners decide (whatever
is bast for them).

| have already spent over $400,000 in payments in lieu of parking. To tax me again would be double dipping. My
property alse has two frontages.

Businesses should be consulted.

It is already exiremely buisy with existing businesses.

This appeared to have some support years ago (ad for business association).

Not nesded. Seems like a revenue grab to me.

May end up 'sterilizing’ the quaint look & charm of Steveston, different stytes, etc. It could end up soulless like
Robson St

Our small merchants pay high rents — | don't think they need another level of taxation.

Small businesses already have to struggle here, this will just increase rent/lease rates again.

Use mill rate for assessments.

Not convincad of the benefits. I'm still getting over Steveston being absorbed by Richmond.

Businesses should not have to pay for everyone else’s enjoyment.

The businesses in the BIA shoutd not be forced to pay for things, which are or should be provided.

Businesses in Steveston don't get along at the best of times — trying to implement a BIA is not likely to work.
Steveston by design.

l.ooks like an additional tax on businesses that can barely break even now.

Unclear how this will benefit someone who lives in the area.

Need further info on this and what are the benefits to me as resident of Steveston.

It will be interesting to see the level of interest from the businass community. A voice representing the business
community is badly needed.

This will make Steveston a more functional and productive area to live.

As I'm not a business owner here, | do not feel | shouid be part of this.

The businesses here need all the support we can give them in order to survive, a Steveston Business
Improvement Area would certainly help.

Very good recommendation — but we do have some very concerned & helpful citizens — we appreciate them.

| don't know what this is intended to be. It appears to be a source of revenue from businesses, but what do
businesses get in return?

Agree with Steveston BIA, but what about the residential bundings that have heen included in the proposed BIA
area? Are they going to have a pay BIA fee?

Not enough information provided. What is included in the proposal.

More cohesive and progressive approach to planning mixed use village required. More focus on tourism, and
more focus on making it easier and inviting for tourists to wander through the village: wide sidewalks, lots of
benches, fountains, etc. access to all waterfronts.
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| support our Iocal busmesses but don t want to see "mprovement" that confllcts with Steveston's village
atmosphere.

[ don't know what this would do.

The business owners should definitely have a say about the parking/loading zones, etc. It's their lives that are
affected.

It would be good to have a group that lobby for what they as business people is required for Steveston to continue
to be a viable business location, especially now with the economic down turn and so few tourists.

Should include the pending business district along the waterfront east of No. 1 Road.

| thought we already had something like this in place. I'm assuming the Steveston business owners would be
primarily involved in this group?

i don't know what this means exactly based on your pdf.

Not a business owner..

Local businesses should continue to contribute to offsite improvements, which benefit their revenues by attractmg
customers.

We're surrounded by BlAs, even Ladner has one, but not one in Richmond.

Draft Recommendation 8; Construc

*® & & & & S & »

L ] e & 2 e & o

Depends where it is.

Definitely. Not knowing if the Port Authority will continue to allow parking on their property or not makes an
uncertainty. Parking at certain times is horrible at times and if existing parking is closed, which the Poit Authority
can do at any time, would be catastrophic!

The parkade will not fit with the "look™ of Steveston. This will ruin the atmosphere and charm of the Village.
Encourage transit use — parking away from Steveston with people walking in. ,

Put the money towards a shuttle service.

If it will allow more parking.

Keep outside the core.

Can't think of anything worse. Where in the world would you put it?

Where would the parkade be built? Parkadas are ugly & would detract from Steveston Village.

Planning ahead with local new developments required to provide enough parking for customers should be
considered too!

We neead to pursue more transit, the trolley, or novel buses from Richmond Centre to Steveston.

Is this part of the OCP? The one that changes on a whim? How about decent sidewalks on our streets? Not
asphalt pathways as on Georgia from 4™ to 2™, and in other areas.

Encourage people to not bring their vehicles in the very first placel

Construct a level one with engineering to add levels later. Put it between 3 & 4™ Ave south of Chatham.
Weekend shuttie buses to core for a loonie,

There's more than enough parking in Steveston. People are too lazy to walk 300 m to gst to their store or
restaurant. But they'll do it at Richmond Centre.

And please have something done about the July 1* fiasco — i.e., temporary "resident only” parking signs.
Parkade in Richmond not Steveston. Shuttle buses on weekends to bring on foot visitors.

Agree if it is underground.

Two or 3 level parkades would improve traffic flow in that cars would not be idling waiting for spots to open up.
Depends on the location. Good location away from the water — strongly agree. A location that further adds to
core downtown traffic — strongly disagree.

If paid, no.

As long as it's not in the Village proper.

With the continued growth in Steveston tourism, we should think now about the future.

Na — should be on existing behind Tapenade or on Harbour lot extended west to existing shops.

Should be sooner.

Takes away from village ambiance. Pave Harbour Authority property and make it pay parking.

People come to Steveston for all the shops, views and other things to do. Providing parking for all the people, |
feel, will take away from the reason they all come here.

The Village wouldn't feel like a "village" anymore with a parkade structure.
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We need a parkade in this area and soon! Mare & more people are coming to Steveston to spend time here and
enjoy what “we the residents” have here.

But where are you going to put it?

Where would this be built? We let Onni get away without giving anything back to the community. A parking
structure could have been a pait of their development agreement.

Why? Can't we encourage people to get here on transit, walking, by bike? By boat?

| support a parkade outside the business area — if one is necessary.

A parkade in the Steveston core would damage the charm of the area. Outside the core, however, would
encourage people to walk by the businesses (but only if the No. 1 Rd/Moncton St intersection is improved).

Do we want that many people visiting Steveston by car?

It would be an ugly addition to the viliage and it would encourage increased traffic. Instead, a park and ride at
Steveston Highway, and encourage tourism businesses to offer pedi-cabs, little local shultle bus, (free or nominal
fee - make it electric!) bike rentals, etc. to get people out of cars.

t would rather see a pedestrian friendly village with no cars and this would give more walk-in business to the
existing establishments and make it much easier to get around.

If the traffic warrants it.

I recommend encouraging more transit/bicycle use. A parkade is a short-term solution that will leave a monclithic,
unsightly legacy.

While such a parkade would perhaps help to keep traffic out of the core area it is in conflict with the general ‘feel’
of Steveston, and it inevitably attracts unwanted activity. Also, in the long run we should be encouraging
residents and visitor alike to be less dependent on the automobile in getting toffrom Steveston and a parkade
sends the wrong message in this regard.

Parkades are stinky and ugly.

| realize that we want to attract business to Steveston, but how many people can we entertain here at a single
time and maintain it's small, quaint atmosphere without overcrowding. The Steveston core is indeed small and we
would do well to plan parking for locals and a reasonable amount of visitors. | feel that a parkade is too large a
facility and welcomes too many people at one time, to a space too small to comfortably accommodate them.

| don't see the need now and can't really look out five years as | don't see any changes coming to the area other
than an increased local population {who should he able to walk to the Village, for the most part).

As long as parkade is not on the waterfront along the boardwalk in the Imperial Landing development.

it would depend on size and location keeping in mind that we need to preserve the historic look of the Village.

I would only lend my support for a parkade in the future under the following conditions. 1.) If it had a photovoltaic
array on the roof angled south, and small vertical axis wind turbines (bird-safe and silent} at the NE & NW
corners, all of the above net-metered into the grid, with complementary electric vehicle charging via access to AC
outlets. 2.) EVs, hybrids and smart cars exempt from parkade pay parking until such a time when the majority
drive such cars.

This will be necessary in 10 years and we should designate a site for it today.

| agree that Steveston will need more parking but | am unsure if a new parkade is the answer? Shouldn't
carpooling, walking, biking etc. be encouraged instead? Perhaps have some parking for carpoolers, families, etc.
like IKEA has? This might be a step in the right direction instead.

A parkade will add to the trash and debris. Who will monitor this parkade and pay to monitor it? How will it align
with the heritage image of Steveston? Where will it be? | feel this will be any eyesore and encourage
crimeftransients.

NO MORE CARS!! Promote the bus routes to Steveston. Bike routes too. It's so easy to ride into Steveston.
Granville Ave hike route, Railway bike route. Also, tell people on Steveston Hwy to turn at Railway to go to
Steveston, not 1 Road! It's too busy!l Park early, walk in. It's not far!

It would dependant upon where and how the parkade would be built.

Don't need it.....

At lacrosse box lot.
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[‘other Comments.

It would have bee‘n 'riiéé'to glve people some tables & chairs so they could sit down and write their comments. 1
table & 6 chairs is certainly not adequats. A tot of peopla are not bothering to write any comments because of
this. Have you ever tried to write on a piece of paper while standing up?

¢« What can | do when the cars do not respect the walker & go on the road when I'm walking across it {crosswalk)??

»  Also concerned with parking & traffic increase on 2™ Ave down to Richmond St since old heritage church
changed to thrift shop. 2™ Ave traffic has hugely increased with speeders and those who don't stop. Traffic circle
woulld be great!

¢ Thank you for the opportunity to provide input!

s lwould have liked to be able to agree/disagree to each part of each recommendation. Your analysis may be
flawed if people’'s comments don't reflect their limited choices.

e Coast Mtn Bus — there should be a proper bus loop. The area of Chatham where they now wait is a traffic
nightmare especially for pedestrians. OCP — why were so many new residential units allowed to build without
new infrastructure? i.e., bus loop, traffic lights, off-street parking? 6" Ave — why is there a cement barricade on
this street? It does not seem to serve any real purpose other than divert traffic to 4" or 7" Ave. This should be
removed despite the protest of the residents whose will be subjected to additional traffic.

e Bus parking on Chatham St & No. 1 Rd should be a bus length from the intersection. Blockage on 8" Ave near
Broadway should be removed. Some buses should use 6™ Ave to take pressure off 7" Ave & 4™ Ave. Why were
750 additional housing units approved for the BC Packers land without proper plans for the additional traffic this
expansion creates?

»  Suggestion for future: a tot of bikers come into the Village — how about more bike racks throughout Steveston?
Thanks.

+ Heritage ~ parking on both sides in lane is very dangerous if you are walking. Boardwalk around Post Office is
warped — boards were shorter & didn’t warp. Slippery signs don't help if you slip and fall.

+ More green space is required for public use east of No. 1 Road to Britannia Shipyard. Also the public needs
washrooms within the same area.

Need washrooms between No. 1 Road to Shipyard. More green space for families.
BC Transit buses need to be addressed — should be able to see better at 2™ Ave & Chatham St. Also buses
turning around by driving through residential streets.

+  BC Transit on Chatham St needs to be addressed - 2™ Ave & Chatham St.
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