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b s ,. [ TO: MAYOR& EACH |
i Date: Ocx |3, b3 i COUNCILLOR |
S Sk I’l"eer?'fjfira.;,u”j Cermmitte ¢ |FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFICE|

From: "Robert Kiesman" <kiesman(@)gmx.com~>

To: "Carol Day" <carol(@carolday.net>, "McPhail,Linda" <LMcPhail@richmond.ca>, "Bill
MecNulty" <billmenulty@shaw.ca>, "kjohnson@richmond.ca" <kjohnson@richmond.ca>,
"Loo,Alexa" <ALoo@richmond.ca>

Ce: "Jaime DaCosta" <jaime(@stevestonharbour.com>

Subject: Fw: Fwd: Planning Committee Agenda - Proposed Steveston Area Plan Changes

Good afternoon,

We have read the staff report and wish to confirm that the SHA's position is as set out in our letter
that is attached to the report.

My main disappointment is that City staff failed to include any reference (other than as set out in our
letter) to the legitimate point about what an important role the Chatham lot serves for the wider
community, as-is (parking for special events, use for July ist parade, weekend events, parking for
movie industry, etc). If this property were to be repurposed, the negative ramifications would not be
limited to the SHA.

It has been the SHA's position that there is no place for a Translink bus loop on this property for over
15 years (long before I was on the SHA board). I have discussed this matter with Harold Steves this
weekend, and I understand that he agrees with the SHA's position.

I would be happy to discuss this matter with you, if you wish for any clarification or follow-up.

Cheers,
Robert Kiesman

Schedule 1 to the Minutes of the
Planning Committee meeting of
Richmond City Council held on
Tuesday, October 17, 2017.
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ATTACHMENT 5

August 22, 2017

STEVESTON HARBOUR AUTHORITY

12740 Trites Road, Richmond, B.C. V7E 3R8 604-272-5539 Fax 604-271-6142

Terry Crowe, Manager, Policy Planning
City of Richmond
TCrowe@richmond,ca

Dear Mr. Crowe,

RE: STEVESTON AREA PLAN (“SAP”)

Further to our meeting on July 26, 2017, the fol\owlng are Steveston Harbour Authority’s
(SHA) comments regardmg the SAP. ,

Density, Height, Exterior Finishes & Rooﬁop Struotures '

The SHA has no issues with the changes proposed by Crty staff We do appreorate the Crty S
efforts in clarifying the rules with respect to height. , ‘

Rrven‘ront Walkway

Wh||e we generally do not oppose the proposal to complete the rlverfront wa!kway spanning
from Britannia Heritage Shipyards all the way to 3™ Avenue, we do have two concerns with

the proposed drawings as they currently stand:

1, The proposed walkway around the Blue Canoe/Catch building would come too close
to our public fish sales float, restricting berthage access to the entire northeast side of -
the dock. This float is extremely busy during certain parts of the year and losing area

- for moorage Is not acceptable to us, particularly- after having spent millions of dollars
on the new floats ih the past iwo years .

2. SHA is conoerned with the walkway connecting drrecﬂy to the sales ﬂoat as it -
increases liability. for DFO with the increased public access. It also may be detrimental
to the fishermen trying to make a living by selling their catch as increased foot traffic
may deter potential customers from purchasmg seafood on the float, WhICh is the
primary purpose of the float,

As such, we cannot support the Walkway in 1ts current proposed form but we do !ook forward
to reviewing a revrsed drawing, as discussed at our meeting.

Chatham Street Parklnq Lot

We have several issues with the proposed use.of the Chatham Street parklng lot as a bus
loop for Translink's operations:
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1, This lot currently - generates stgnifioant revenue for the SHA that is used to fund ’
dredging of the Cannery Channel, building mamtenanoe and other capital projects in
“the harbour. ‘

2, The fot is important to the community of Steveston as the space is used to support
community events, - : _

3., SHA has medium-term plans to develop the lot and surroundIng area. to support the
commercial fishing industry, : .

The SHA is not interested in a bus loop on any of our properties and we have reiterated this |
conclusion to Translink multiple times over the past several years.

Steveston Harbour Infrastructure - Heritage Resources

Upon consultation with the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Small Craft Harbours . .
(SCH) we have several additional oonoerne that were not discussed at the meeting' :

1. SHAS No. 1 Road pier, public frsh sales ﬂoat and 31 Avenue ﬂoats have been all been
included in your maps as "heritage resources” (page 3 of your PowerPoint presehtatton) ‘
As discussed at the meeting, hone of SHA’s infrastructure should be identiffed as heritage

properties as it may impede the operation of the commercial fishing harbour, As you are

aware the SHA exists solely to, provrde safety, security and service to. the commerolal‘
fishing fleet,

2, The City-is propostng future development on the waterfront (page 14 & 15 of the
PowerPolint) which clearly include properties owned by SCH and managed by SHA. SHA
in no way supports this objective as all property managed by the SHA will be used.to
support industry. ' o

Please note that we have raised all of these Issues with DFO and they are aware of these
matters,

If you have any queshons please feel free to oontaot me at 604-272-5539 or via emall at
alme@stevestonharbour com,

Yours truly,

Mo lng

Jalme Da Costa, General Manager
Steveston Harbour Authority

“CC: Robert Kiesman, Board Chairman
Tina Atva, Senijor Planning Coordinator
Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation P[anmng
Sonali Hingorani, Transportation Engineer
Helen Cain, Heritage Planner
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ON TABLE ITEM

Date:_Oct 1%, 201 % [ TO: MAYOR & EACH
Meeting: [/ asning Covumittee COUNCILLOR

Item: 4 |FROM: CITY CLERK'S OFFICE

"To Preserve and Present the History of Canada's West Coast
Fishing Industry”

October 13,2017

City of Richmond
6911 No. 3 Road

. Richmond BC
VoY 2C1

By Hand

Attention: Helen Cain
Planner 2, Policy Planning

Dear Ms. Cain:

Re: Steveston Area Plan Update
Design and Heritage Policies Survey

Enclosed is the above noted survey with responses from the Gulf of Georgia
Cannery Society Board of Directors. We were asked by the Steveston 20/20
Group to submit a single response reflecting choices of our entire group.

Regards,
PHOTOCOPIE
Ralph Turner 0T 17 o
~ Director '
& DISTRIBUTED
Working Together with

Parks Canada

12138 FOURTH AVENUE, RICHMOND, BRITISH COLUMBIA, CANADA WE 331 TEL: (604) 664-9203 FAX:
(604) 664-9008 www.qulfofaeorgiacannery.org
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City of Steveston Area Plan Update

: Design and Heritage Policles Surve
S Rlchmond 6911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC VBY 2c‘1,

Introduction

The City of Richmond is seeking comments from the community on options for changes to design and heritage polices in
the Steveston Area Plan. For more information on key issues, existing palicies, and options please view the Open House
Boards on the website to answer the survey and add comments www.letstalkrichmond.ca/svapupdate2017/documents).

We thank you for taking the time to fill out this survey. Your input will be included in results that staff will report back to
Council in October 2017, and will inform: staff review of preferred options as well as the Council decision on changes fo the
Steveston Area Plan.

Please send your survey to Helen Cain. Planner 2, Policy Planning through:
Email; communityplanning@richmond.ca

Fax: 604 276 4052

Mail or drop off: City of Richmond, 6911. No.3 Road, Richmond, BC

For more informatjon, please contact Helen Cain at 604-276-4183 or communityplanning@richmond.ca.

Land Use Density and Building Heights in the Village Core

Please refer to Open House Board #3 for more information on the issues and illustrations.

1. The current density allowed on Moncton Street is a maximum of 1.2 floor area ratio (FAR), and the
maximum building height is 2 storeys or 9 m. However, 1 in 3 buildings may be up to a maximum of 3
storeys and 12 m.

Which option do you support?

3 1. No change in the maximum density and maximum height as described above.

Staff Recommendation

‘/D 2. Reduce maximum density from 1.6 FAR to 1.2 FAR, and require all buildings to have a maximum height
of 2 storeys and 8 m.

Comments: Keep building heights as low as possible so as not to create “canyons” where people feel small in
relation to buildings

2. The cumrent density allowed on Bayview Street (north side) is a maximum of 1.6 floor area ratio (FAR), and
the maximum building height is 3 storeys, or 12 m, over parkade structure.
Which option do you support?

O 1.no change in the maximum density and maximum height as described above.

Staff Recommendation
3 2. A reduction in density and height as follows:

Maximum density of 1.2 FAR

North side lot depth, up to 2 storeys over parkade (appears 3 storeys).

South side lot depth, up to 2 storeys over parkade (appears 2 storeys).

Comments: We don't support either option and think the maximum height of buildings on both north and south



Design Guidelines for Exterior Cladding and Window Treatments
Please refer to Open House Boards #4 and #5 for more information on the issues and illustrations.

3.

In the design guidelines for the Village Core (including Bayview Street north side), wood is the primary material

. for exterior cladding (i.e. siding). However, the wood for exterior cladding is restricted to horizontal siding.

Historically, the wood used on buildings in Steveston Village included wood shingles, board-and-batten, and
vertical shiplap, and these materials were allowed in the "Sakamoto Guidelines" that the City used for the Village
Core before 2008.

Which option do you support?

1 1. No change to the primary material for exterior cladding (Le. horizontal wood siding only).

Staff Recommendation

‘/D 2. Expand the primary materials for exterior cladding to include wood shingles, board-and-batten and
vertical ship lap, in addition to horizontal wood siding.

Comments:

In the design guidelines for new buildings and additions, for the Village Core (including Bayview Street north
side), the primary material for exterior cladding (i.e. siding) is wood. Glass, concrete, stucco, and metal that
complements the wood siding may be used as secondary material(s) for exterior cladding.

Which option do you support?

] 1: No change to the secondary materials for exterior cladding (ie. siding).
2: No brick and no metal allowed. For facade upgrades, replace brick with similar brick.

3: No brick and no metal allowed. For facade upgrades, replace brick with similar brick or different
brick.

O
i
| 4: No brick and no metal allowed. For facade upgrades, replace brick with similar brick, different brick
or a better material.

O

5: No metal but brick is allowed if different from the Hepworth Building. For facade upgrades,
replace brick with a simifar brick or different brick.

StaffRecommendation

v L] 6: No metal but brick is allowed if different from the Hepworth Building. For facade upgrades,
replace brick with similar brick, different brick, or a belter material.

Comments:

tn the design guidelines for the Village Core and the Riverfront, window frames that are wood are
encouraged. Vinyl window assemblies are discouraged but allowable.

Which option do you support?

O 1: No change to materials for window treatments (ie. wood or vinyl is allowed).
Staff Recommendation

7 2: Windows with wood frames or metal frames are allowed. Vinyl is prohibited.

Comments: We didn't agree with either option. Allow wood only. No metal or vinyt at all.



\

Design Guidelines for Rooftop Structures

Please refer to Open House Boards #6 and #7 for more information on the issues and illustrations.

6. Solar panels, and other renewable energy infrastructure (e.g. air source heat pump), may be mounted on heritage
buildings and non-heritage buildings in Steveston Village. No changes are proposed to the guidelines for heritage
buildings. The design guidelines to manage the visibility of solar panels on non-heritage properties with a flat roof
include a requirement for the panels to be located back from the building edges. There are no design guidelines
for other renewable energy infrastructure on flat roofs, and no design guidelines for solar panels or other
renewable energy infrastructure on new or existing pitched-roof buildings.

Which option do you support?

D 1: No changes to existing design guidelines.

Staff Recommendation

\/L—_l 2: New design guidelines that require any false parapets to be slightly taller on new flat-roofed

buildings, and allow solar panels to be affixed flush to pitched roofs.

Comments: Solar panels, especially on pitched roofs should be as invisible as possible.

7. Barrier railings for rooftop living spaces, which provide safety, on new and existing buildings should blend
with the special character of the historic district. Currently there are no design guidelines for barrier railings in
the Village Core. Rooftop living spaces are not possible in the Riverfront sub-area (Bayview Street south side)
where roofs are pitched not flat.

Which option do you support?

L__l 1: No changes to existing design guidelines.

Staff Recommendation

D 2: New design guidelines for barrier railings to be simple in design, and primarily consist of glazed
panels to minimize visibility from streets and nearby rooftop patios on adjacent and surrounding
huildings.

Comments: There was no unanimous agreement because some people felt there should be no rooftop living
spaces allowed at ail. There was a lengthy discussion about the Board’'s mandate to preserve and interpret the
history of the commercial fishing industry through the cannery and how any comments from us about this area
plan should attempt to enhance and strengthen the heritage of Steveston generally to support our objectnves
Roof top living cannot be considered to be historically accurate for Steveston.

8. Managing the visibility of an access point for individual rooftop living spaces (i.e. roof decks and gardens) can be
achieved through blending the hatch or 'pop-up' stair entries (that the building code requires) with the overall
architecture of the new building or the existing building. There are currently no design guidelines for hatch (‘pop-
up') entries to individual rooftop living space.

Which option do you support?
D 1: No changes to existing design guidelines as described above.

D 2: Prohibit all hatch stair entries.

Staff Recommendation

D 3: Prohibit all hatch stair entries unless they are not more than 1.83 m (6 ft.) in height, well-integrated with the
architecture and setback 1.0 m or more from all roof edges.

[ 4: Allow hatch stair entries if well-integrated with the overall architecture, and setback from all roof edges.

Comments: Since there was no agreement abaut rooftop living spaces, discussions about access to same is
irrelevant.

e o
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9. Managing the visibility of one or more access points for communal rooftop living space (i.e. roof deck and garden) can
be achieved through blending the structure for the access stairs or elevator shaft (two shafts may be required to meet
the building code) with the overall architecture or the new building or the existing building. There are no design
guidelines to reduce the visibility of access stairs or an elevator shaft for communal rooftop living spaces.

Which option do you support?

D 1: No changes to existing design guidelines as described above.
D 2: Prohibit all elevator shafts and access stairs.

Staff Recommendation

EI 3: Prohibit access points unless they are less than 2.2 m for elevator shafts, and 3.17 m for access stairs,
well-integrated with the architecture, and setback 1.0 m or more from all roof edges.

D 4: Allow structures for elevator shafts and access stairs if well-integrated with the overall architecture, and
setback from all roof edges.

Comments: See comment for #8

Design Vision for the Riverfront Precinct

Please refer to Open House Boards #8 through #11 for more information on the issues and illustrations.

10. The current density allowed on Bayview Street (south side) is a maximum of 1.6 floor area ratio (FAR), and the
maximum building height is 3 storeys, or 12 m, over parkade structure.

Which option do you support?

Staff Recommendation
D 1: No change in the maximum density and maximum height as described above.
v

2: Reduced density or reduced height.
Comments: We recommend a height restriction of 2 storeys on Bayview (see question 2) which would reduce the FAR

11. The overall design vision for Bayview Street (south side) includes "Cannery-like” pitched roofed buildings,
but flat roofs are allowable.

Which option do you support?

O 1: No changes to existing design guidelines.
Staff Recommendation
‘/D 2: Pitched roofs only to fully align with the design vision. Flat roofs are prohibited.
Comments:_
12. The overall design vision for Bayview Street (south side) includes retention of existing large lots. Which option do you
support?
Staff Recommendation

D 1: No changes to existing large lots.

v [___l 2: Through the redevelopment process, allow the subdivision of the existing farger lots into relatively small
lots.

Comments: There is an inconsistency here. When the llich building was designed, the city insisted that the facade look
like several smaller buildings so why not allow actual smalt buildings?

R T s
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13. The overall design vision for Bayview Street (south side) includes large and small buildings on existing large lots.
Which option do you support?
StaffRecommendation
v D 1. No changes (ie. a mix of large and small buildings).

= 2: Small buildings on small lots. No more new large "Cannery-like" buildings.
Comments:

rd
14. The City has the long-term objective of completion of the waterfront boardwalk, between 3 Avenue and No.1

Road, which is part of the Parks Trail System, and to complete pedestrian connections from Bayview Street to the

riverfront. The Steveston Area Plan is currently unclear on how developers will contribute to the boardwalk and
paths in the application review process.

Which option do you suppon?

£l 1: No changes (ie. no City policy on developer contributions).
Staff Recommendation

‘/D 2: Developer contributions to the waterfront boardwalk and pedestrian paths are required through
rezoning and development permit application review process.

Comments;

15. The Steveston Area Pldan does not inciude a full set of design policies and guidelines for the waterfront

boardwalk, between 3 Avenue and No 1. Road, which is part of the Parks Trail System, or new and existing
pedestrian connections, from Bayview Street to the riveriront.

Which optfon do you support?
[ 1: no change to existing design policies and guidelines.

Staff Recommendation

v D 2: New design guidelines that include, but are not limited to, a set of dimension standards for details,
such as boardwalk and path widths, setbacks to accommodate hanging signage, and surface treatments.

Comments:

On-Site Parking Requirements
Please refer to Open House Board #12 for more information on the issues and illustrations.

16. To help support the vitality and conservation of Steveston Village, existing policy allows up to 33% reduction in
on-site vehicle parking from the zoning regulations. However, there are impacts on the availability of street

parking to be taken into consideration.
Which option do you support?
O 1:no change to the policy for on-site parking requirements (ie. 33% reduction).

Staff Recommendation

D 2: Decrease the allowable parking reduction from up to 33% to up to 13% for new residential
development.

Comments; Neither of the above options. There should be absolutely no reduction of onsite parking
requirements.
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