City of Richmond Report to Committee

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

From: " Victor Wei, P, Eng. File:  10-8455- 01/2009-Vo|01
* Director, Transportatlon
.Re: STEVESTON VILLAGE TRAFFIC AND PARKING IMPROVEMENTS -

PROPOSED RECOMMENDATIONS

Staff Recommendation

That the proposed traffic and palkmg 1mp10vements in the Steveston Village area, as descubed
in the attached report, be endoxsed with direction to staff to:

(a) pu1 sue lmplementahon of the shoﬂ term and long-team 1ec0mmendat10ns and

(b) submlt the capml projects identified in the medium-term 1ecommendatlons for Counc:l 5
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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August 31, 2009 , -2 File: 6455-01

Staff Report
Origin

In.co-ordination with the Steveston 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 récommendations that were presented at a second public open house in
Steveston in Jurie 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. BRI - - :

Analysis
‘1. Public Consultation re Steveston Traffic and Parking Draft Recommendations

A public open house was held at the Stevestoh Community Centre on June 11, 2009 to solicit
feedback on the draft recommendations for traffic and packing 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 cominent
" forms, _ ' : : ' o

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:

‘ ~ designate parking spaces in laneways; and 7

- convert on-sireet bus layover areas to on-street parking spaces
upon establishment of an off-street transit exchange.

. ' . ' ‘ Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't Know/
Strongly Agree!Ag.ree. Neutral : Disagree No Response
106 19 21 ' 10
(68%) ' (12%) I ~ {13%) B {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 No. 1 Road. ,
* The open house material and comment form were available on the Cily’s website from June 18" to July 29", 2009,
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August 31, 2009 3. File: 6455-01

. 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
s seek formal shared use and/or long-term lease of the existing public parking areas on
Chatham Street administered by the Steveston Harbour 4 uthority and the Gulf of
Georgia Cannery; ' _ : : S
* upgrade pedesirian links between major public parking fucilities and the waterfront
where required; and S .
*  work with Steveston Village husiness 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 parfing.

N A L] Unsure/Don't Know/
Strongly Agree/Agree - Disagree No Response
118 e 16 o 17 ‘ - 8
(74%) ' (10%) (11%}) _(5%) .

Good suppent is indicated for the more efficient use of existing public parking facilities |
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 Rotaty

Club and the Steveston Community Society.

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

PR R Disagree/Strongly - |- Unsure/Don't Know/
Strongly AgreelAgree _Neutral_ L Disagree . 1 "No Response
.92 .l . 25 ‘ : 24 _ BEEET
(59%) 1 (16%) _ (18%} . | - (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 towr bus loadmg zone for pick up and drop off only within
the V:l!age core with the stagmg airea lo be outs lde the Village core.

> e | #D.is.agreeIStrongly "1 Unsure/Don’t Know/
StronglyAgreelAgree Neutral _ Disagree No. Response :
112 o .18 ‘ .24 ,
-~ (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, . T :

Final Recommendanon 5: Implement the followmg traﬁ‘ e zmprovement.s
» install traffic signals and constryct a raised intersection at No. 1 Road and Monclan
. Street; and.
e establisha 3 0 km/h s‘peed limit in the Village core mcludmg Monctan Streel in front of
the Steveston Community Centre.

S ' )DlsagreelStrongly UnsureIDon’t Knowl

Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral ‘ Disagree . No Response
115 7 30 4
(?4%) _ 7 (4%) . _{19%) ' (3%

The feedback results indicate strong support for signalizing the No. 1 Ro‘Id and Moncton :
Stleet 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 ol Moncton St fronting Steveston Park would

- maintain slower speeds in areas with high pedestrian volumes and facnhtalc the sharing of

' 1oadway space between motousts and cychsts

Finel Recommemlanon 6 Do not construct cmgle par kmg on the north side of Baywew Street af
this time. ‘

o T DlsagreeIStrongly ] UnsurelDon.t Knowl
Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree No Response
76 25 82 - 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 fecdback 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 suppbrl any interest for establishing a Steveston Business
- Improvement Area (BI4) by local busiriess and properly owners.

-ei Qm U ﬁ: i H AN ) SR TR S L .
‘ _ _ . Disagree/Strongly Unsure/Don't Know/
_ Strongly Agree!agree Neutral | Disagiee . No Resporise
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 ownets, 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 support a process to
assess the potential for and benefits of g Steveston BIA, : '

Final Recommendadtion 8: Do not pursue construction of a parkade at this time. Continue to- .
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. " '

BLO 1) s it
| ‘ - : Disagres/Strongly Unsure/Don't Know/
- Strongly Agree/Agree Neutral Disagree No Response
72 .28 | 41 . 18
_(46%) i (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 fice 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 Patking Reserve Fund,

'3, Consultation with Stakeholders
Staff diécUssed 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 Stevésion Village Conservation Strategy. Members provided the following
) - sumimarized comments pertinent to the proposed final recommendations.
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* Richmond Parking Advisory Committee: consider synchronization of the proposed traffic

signal'at No. 1 Road and Moncton Street with the existing traffic signal at No. 1 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 dire
as paving the lot-and marking individual stalls.

ct users to the lot as well

Staff Comments: staff would seek to optimize the operation of a traffic signal at No. 1 Road
and Moncton Street, including possible synchronization and timing variation. Staff have had
discussions with SHA staff regarding the potential long-term iease 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 Sireet 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 Conunission: prefer that existing conditions and uses in the laneways be
maintained and suggest instead the vse 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: vecognizing 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. | 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, I:mblpx-fl'eil,tation Strategy ‘

Table | beld\ﬁ'_éummarizes 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 co

proposed corresponding action is identified.

Table 1: Suh‘tmary of Pro

posed Improvemenis & Actions

$hizs

ntrol. Based on this information, the

dd i

5" | Establish 30 ki/h speed limit Meg'lgg‘ 1 SOt 1 $1,000 | Undertake within 1 year
g | Slgnalize and raise intersection | Medium to | Medium- $500.000 Undertake subject to
of No. 1 Rd & Moncton St High Term ' | future Capital Program
2 | Negotiate fong-term leases Megii;ri? t? M$g#nm~ " Unknown - | Undertake discussions
o | Improve pedestrian links where | Medium to | Medium- | $250.000 Undertake subject to
required ' o _Higﬂ Term _ ' future Capital Program _
4 | Eslablish tour bus loading zone Medium ?.2?2] $1,000 | Undertake within 1 year
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Formalize parking in laneways Medium ?2?:] $30,000 | Undertake within 1 year.
Convert bus layover areas upohn o S _ T T _ ,

1 | establishment of off-street bus Medium lf%':'% 1 $1,000 %%?gﬁ?ﬁf subject to

. exchange : - - - sLink | :

. | Use of laneways & streets for ‘Medium to | - Shorl- o i 4 :

3 loading zones T Low Term | #1000 | Undertake within 1 year |
Support int in Stevestc ' - Short- . _ )

7 a1 ffp itany interest in Steveston Low 'Tetr,rr; N/A | Support as required

_ Monitor developments for : Short. o e

8 | opportunities to provide . - Low Term N/A On-going monitoring
additiohal public parking ; C : -
Do not provide angle parking on- Short- | ° N D T

6 north side of Bayview St Low Term N/A None at this time

Note: Short-Term = within 1 year/ Medium-Term = withih-2-5 years / Long-Terrri = beyond 5 years

Short-Term Recommendations (within one year .
- The following physical improvements could be undertaken within the next year, as funds are
available within éxisting budgets: R S '

»  ostablish 30 km/h speed limit and touy bus loading zone;
. » formalize parking in laneways; and. I - ‘
+ 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 Recommendation 6 does not
require any actions at this time. '

- Medium-Term Recommendations (within 2 to 5 cars _ :
The following infrastructure improvements could be undertaken within two to five years
provided that funds are atlocated for these enhancements within future Capital Programs, which
are subject to further Council approval: ' -

+ signalize and raise the intersection of No. | Rosd and Moncton Street; and
¢ improve pedestrian 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 Guif 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 years)

The timing of the conversion of bys layover areas upon establishment of an off-street bys
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 iImpact

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 tofal 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, statf would seek Council’s approval of funding for these improvements as part of
future capital budget approval processes beginning in 2011, S

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 réconunendations 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 fiiture capital and operating budget
apptoval 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. ‘

(O
Joan Caravan

‘Transportation Planner
- (604-276-4035) .

JC:lcc
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Attachment 1

: Pat'kit“l :iil”'i 5’té\f§$f0ﬁ Vilia & - ”-aﬁliﬂ'tmanr%
Open Hogseth,arwa 2009 ge y/m :

What Improvements Are Being Examined?
*  Maximize efficiency of public parking for all users,
* lclentify the need for ary aclditional public parking.
v lmprove public safety and traffic chreulation..
* Funding stratagins to imprave public parking.’

Past Public Feedback o |
* Anapen house was held July 2006 to presant anumbser of parking irleas.
* Atotal of 135 people attended the open houss and of thase, 88 fillec) 0 3 comment
form. S ‘ C
v Qver 78% of attencees were rssiclents of Steveston,

e

June 2009 Open House . | ,
*  Draft rscomimendations for parking Imprevsimants were claveloped based on the results
of the July 2004 Gpen House questionnaires, : I -
v These draft recormmenglations ware endorsect by City Council for further pulslic
constiltation. - B : .

The next several boards detal: o e
+ Thediaft tecommendation basecl cinthe responses receivad In July_zmg‘.‘-‘;'« -

*  The regpionses teceivec! in-July 2006 via the qusstionnaires; ancl -~
.t The estimatad) cost of implementation and potential funding souress.

PApeTEE——
I
revwra

: - ; - Your opintons are important to us, o 2
Continued comimunity fescllback is.an important component when consldoring -
. changes to public parking in Steveston Village.

-) - Plwase fill out the cuusstionnalre as you view the clisplay boards, -

' We'd Like Yaur .C'C;mmentsfon‘*:the Draft Recommendations |

[—

2671388
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

e

‘Parking in Steveston Village < /o

f Open Holse - June 2009 | i

Draft Recommendation 1: S
Undertake Planned Parking Improvements
*  Designate parking in laneways
»  Convert existing on-streat bus layovers to new parking spaces with future off- stnaet bus
sxchange .
*  Provicls offstiset public parking off Bayview Strest aast of No, 1 Ruﬂd as part of new
development

' Egtimmd Costs

' (.,mwvslon of Lamwayu 56, 000.330,000: .
» Corversion of Bus Layoviar Areas: $1, o0
- Off-Stlwt Bus Exclanges wepons!blhty of TramLink

_ Potanrt!a! Fuuding Snurcas

K Uty% f‘apltal Plugmm

Results of 2006 Op@n Houge Feedback

Ro You Suppoit the Plamned Inprovements? - Do You Think FMore Publlc Parking Is
| : ' - ‘ Recuired In Nex! 3 Yeara?

B Steongly
Agreeldgree

BHoutrst

UDIsagreelStronyly -
" Disagres .

'I:lDon 't Knowfo
Response

Buzenon hatham
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‘Parking in Steveston Village
Open MHouse - June 2009 ;

7 Richinond

Draft Recommendation 2; SR
Leasing of Parking Shes & Pedastrian Connections -
* Sesklease of existing public parking area on Chatham Street from
Steveston Harbour Authority. '
* Seck shared public use of Gull of Georgia Cannery parking lot,
*  Upgrade padestitan links bstwosn major public parking faciitiss andl the-
- watarfront where vequirecl. o :

¢+ Encourage use of existing long-term public parking lot at east anel of
Chatham Strast for smployse parking. :

Patentia) Funding Sou
Tk il

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

De You Support Leuses of Parking Sites & Do You Support ihe Establishment of

Canstruction of Padestitan CLinke? ' Designated Emplayee Parking? -
0% . %

v
Agroviagres
Bl A

LDitagrsaibirongly
Tasgres  F
) Elpenl Frewige
T Redponge




Attachment 1 Cont'd

P afkiﬂg in | Steveﬁtﬂn Vi" age -Mﬁt‘.hmm%d |

- Open House - June 2009

Draft Recommendation 3:
Commercial Loading Zones

v Forsmll-scale developments within Steveston Village core, examine the feasilsility
of shavscl on-strest loacding provisions as part of the develapiment review,

Estimated Costs -~ Pntanlial.FundlngSauFues '
* N Loadiiig Signe: 4300 pi ]

Results of 2006 Open’_Hpu‘éé -Féadb_aclc

Do You ',Supponl Use of _Streeié & Lanes for
Commerelal Loading?

‘2 Strongly AgreelAgree

@ Neutral - )

N DisayreelSlrongly Kisagres
Di0on't Knowils Response




Attachment 1 Cont’d

Parkm in Staves.ton Vll!age ;M@mmq

'_{Dp@n House Juno 2009

Draft Recommenda’tlon 4;
Tour Bus Loading Zone

¢ Establish a tour bus loacling zons for pick up and drop off only within the V‘llage core wlth
the staging aroa to e outsiche the Village care,

Estimated Coste ' Potential Funding Sources

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback_

Do vou Support Need for Tour Bus parkaw Do You Support Proposed Locatlon
in Village Cure'z o . ' ) for Tour Bus Parking?

i

- !
-. .muial . . i
I uuuaqumtmww nuaom ’

I

- '; nonﬂwmwlwnuponu P

Teur Byt loaiing zone
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"Tr:aff;c in Stevastcm V:[Iage % Fmond

Gpen House -~ June 200%

Draft Recommendaﬂon 5:
No. 1 Road and Moncton Street Intersection Imprcwementg

v Signalize No. 1 Read and Mancton Strest
v Mew pavemsnt treaiments Including a ralsed intersection
’ 30km s|:ieo.r:} livmit thmughout the \flllaga, enre

Results of 2006 Open House Feedbdck

Bo You Support Signalization of
Mo, 1 Roadi & Moncton St?

lﬂ S|r0ngly Pgre w‘Pgrea

ﬂ Neu1ral

! m Disagreeiﬁirongly Disagree
1 Dot KquNo Respanse |

Exustmg Intersection

The existing <lesign Intersection features 4-way stop signs and an overhsac] flashing lecl iught
The City has recalved requests for iImprovements ta the intersection to recluce the uncer tamty of
- motorists antl |aec|95t| ians.as to whh has the |ight-of-wa)r ' : .

‘ :EYE I.EVF.L"J’!EW OF THE EXISTING INTER@ﬂCTlON
ltﬂt:-k‘lrb 5!JU'H\\'EJT FROM THE NORTHEAST r"(.“RNEN
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Attachmeht 1 Cont’d

'_' Traff;c in Steveston Viﬂa

" '_Dpc:en Housc::- June 2009

Draft Recommendation 5 .
- No. 1 Road and Moncton Street
~ Intersection Improvements

* Mew traffic signals o recluce uncertainty l:»:'t'{vean il
matorists ancl Pprelostrians mqandlnc L.
right-of-way '

’ DISI;IJLII‘N]E' Jpeechng throu ah lhé |l1tw°9ﬂtion
with tiaffic calming measures including a raisad
Wtersaction and pavemeant reatments ¢

v Intocluetion of 30km/r speed (fmit in the Villaga

)

i CROSSWANS [ llP.Asrlm

';ﬁumnmmolFxlursnumlccm‘mr L xﬂm&kﬂ,&ﬁﬁm&g&%b?ﬁﬁ, . nﬁ“b’ﬁé‘# rmm‘t f“&ﬂ L? rENEm_

- BAEIENT 'lﬂCHU&iM‘ 3 o ADTED LY ID'ZUITHEC{'TNI!IN!SHSRI‘IG“

BIRD"S: EYE VIEWOF THE HECOMM ENDEDINFEN::ECTION DESIGN :
) : [IMPING SOP.ITHNEH‘ FRISN ABCVE NORTHEAST ¢QRNER) o

. “Pros . ., - L Cons
¢ Clality of nght-af-wayI'arnu.norlsvs an.l |:n=u.lwdans e C‘qprtalcostsafammxllmtalﬂsﬂﬂom .
* Imanweu.[v«ehicle an.l 1x~lﬁn’|anﬂom <lurtngy l;usypenocls s Wahiclé anel predosteian n:ialny&;dmfng nm-husypeih.xli fas
omqmm-Jtnnmusquo) . .
v Detsr s|é&dingjatgatwayemyIMDVHIR;Je ‘ : . 'Requlmmentform;maablenrfoMmmt . .
|+ Decreased trsval spsecti in the Wilajps oo . r Mr:rllﬂcwwsmayi»pemahml anmons:st&mwhh*}\ilage
. ‘ - SR T nmosrilereawl Stave;tonﬂllayseCannsowmtchsu-atew
s Il)‘q:hr-:f\'écltlnlvemla_;}:essll:nlﬂty-ofIntelseclbn R - :

l:atlmatadc tﬂ B Potontial Funding Sourcas

< New:Stgnmal & Intdiasesiohy
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Attachment 1 Cont'd

‘_Parking in Sfevestan V;EIaga .;%;;ﬁ;m

o Open House June VAV

Draft Recommendatlon b
On-Street Angle Parking on North Side of Bayview Street

s Convertnoith sicle. of Bayview Strast batwsen No. 1 Roal and 3rdl Avenue te w;ate
approximately 32 new on-stroet anglg parking goaces. :
' lntroriuce pay parking for theae new m:klng stalls only. -

' E’stimatadf"asts : e Patanila! Fu

Results of 2006 'Ofaen' House Feedback

Do You Support Creatlon of Parking Spaces on Nnrfh Do You Support Imptementation of Pay .-

. iﬂ% " Side of Ba_pvleu st? P _ ] - Patking in wlage Coae?

's drongly Agraciagtos ‘
lNéuint a )
iunllmnemhmglyblnamn . T

I 1 Don't {aowiNo Respinse
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

Parking in Steveston Village s/ Riimond

| Open House - June 2009

Draft Recommendation 7:
Steveston Business Improvement Area (BIA) , | |
* City staff to axplore the potential for establishing 2 Steveston Business Improvement Arga
with local business and propeity owners, : '

Estimatocd Revenuss
Depranids o
¢ are of declginated apea amt number of prspanties whhin the Jize; and

+ et of detzimirmg the eitrilution, vuhis comnanly assassovrt gniirats
(remantage) or fruitage ifiess) surm per Iinser fost frontage).

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

Do You Support Estalblishmeant ofa steves-tdh BIAY
14% L ' o

2 Strongly Aureamcjr'ep
& Neutral

0 Dlangrée.fstrongiy Disagree

£1Don't KnowrNo Response
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Attachment 1 Cont’d

-Pérkihg in Steveston Village _%mm

- Open House - Juna 2009

Draft Recommendation 8;
Pursue New Parkade

*  Cantinue ts monitor developmants Ii_ithe Steveston Village area to facilitatw the
constiiction of a joint development thatinconerates pulslic parking and is locatod
otitsicle the Village core, . -

Results of 2006 Open House Feedback

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

Strongly AgreefAgree
“m Meutral '

| 2 Disagreesstrongly Disagree
26% ;

L Don't KnowNo Response

PWT - 97



Attachment 1 Cont’d

| Parking in Steveston Village ../
Opan House - June 2009 2

Preliminary Estimated Costs

Uncléltakln? ALL of the draft tesomnsndations presented hare would cost around $1.1 million In
capital funcls, Potential revenue of $300,000 per year wauld be gensrates! by the Introduction of
pay [parking for the new 32 stalls on Bayview Street. '

T
Pay Paking Revenus fiom 32 5800, 000¢yr
rew stalle on Bayvlew Strest

$1,000
Long-Twnin Linass of Parking Sites. " TED .
Pedastrian Links , ' s2s0.000 il Rakesl PUREI iR
Tour Bus Paking/Loacding $300 1 » Steveston Off-Streat Parking Raserve Fund '

X oy + Pay Paiking
M. 1 Rel-Monctea Stlnprovernents $500,000 | Sravnston BIA Revenuss

Angle Paiking on Bayview St . $300,000 | » City Capital Prograrn
b {{ * Other Speactal Funaling and Gram hittatives

ol

Next Steps _
1. Campile and analyze feedback from this Open House.”
© 2. Report back to Council 6n the final recommencled parking improvements in Fall 2009.

' Thank You for Your Input!
Please clrop your completed questionnaire in the box provided at the
' Open House, -
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~ Attachment 2

| Steveston Traffic & Prking Draft Recommendations

Open House Feedback Form June 2009

' DJaﬂ Rscamnwm[dﬁon 1. Imlnpod ﬂm plannad puhi!c parklnﬂ ampravements [anrd 2}

Strongly . ‘ Strangly © Uneure f
Alg_zie- Alg:?%’e Haviral Dwagree . Disagree Don'Lknow
Camments: '

Draft Recommeandation 2 | supjmrt the reasina of ;Jarkmg sites &the ungtaﬁa of pacleatﬂaﬂ iinﬁs where requbred.

{Board 3}.
Strongly . - S . Sirongly " Unslira )
Agres - Agree 0 Neural ‘Disagree.. | Divagree Dot know
L] o I o O au

Commenis:

Draft Recommendation 3 1 support the use of sireets ond Eaneways for commemai luading natead of within new
privale developnients. {Board 4;

, Strengly Btrarghy Uneure /
Ageos Agton Meutl - Disagres Digagree -~ Don'tknow

Commams:

Draft Recommenclahon zi iaunmﬂ ﬂie piopm.att lor:nlinn ftﬂ! ﬁw twphas inacring mne withm ithe Steveston.
"JlHuge GOr. (anard 55 .

Bbronoly ' ' S | S Strcmg!y !‘Jnsune-!
Agree Ag‘me R ; N_auTtaI; S _"Dis.agyaa o Q:a:ag;rgs_ “Doivthnow
. " Commehnts; BRI ‘ o e .

e Hicanond
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- Steestan; Traffic & Parking Draft Recommendations

Attachment 2 Cont’d

Open House Feedback Form June 2009

:ﬂraﬁ. Recom:ﬁ-ent‘lation 5 i sﬁznpori the improvenents to the No. 1. Road and Moncion Street Intersection {traflic
slgnals amd traffic calming} and a 30kinth speed imit in the Viikigs core. (Boards 6 & )

Strongly ‘ _ : o : - Swongly Ungura /
Agreg < fAgree © Neutral Bisagree Disagree Don't know
Commens: -

Draft Recemmendation § { ss:pnéri new anple pay parking on the north side-of Bayvlew Sthebveen No. 4 Road-&
‘ ¥4 Avenue, (Board 8)

Stromgly : _ Strongly Unsure /
Agree Agree . Heufral Disagree Disagree Don't krow
Commenis: : - ‘

Draft Recommenidation 7 1support the establishment of 3 Steveston Business improvement Ares. (Boand 9)

Shongy : : o Boengly Ungure !
.*‘-.Er_—\_alﬁ .ﬁlg_:_e’e Nlisﬂral : D;‘.ﬁae B-ialj—gaiee EJQIU_'_t; know
Comments: ' ‘ _ '

Draft Rét:ommenilation B. . 1support a new parkade In the long-tern (beyond 5 years from n_evd {Board 10)

Shengly Strongly Uneure /
Horee : Agree - Newal - Uizagres Oisagree Dont khow
I I W O O ]
Comments: _ ' ) ' - ' y

AN .
Lg b -

_ , Thank you for your input. -
Al ke considered when making final recommendations to City Councit regarding
futwre traffic and parking improvements in the Steveston Village area.
Please drop your completad feedback fohn i the-box provided 31 the open houss.
You may aleo fax it to 604-276-4053 or mail it by June 30, 200910
City of Richwond, Trangportation Divisicn, 5911 No. 3 Road, Richmond, BC VY 201, Aty Joan Caravan

2947 1%
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Attachment 3

Feedback Form:
Additional Individual Comments by Some Respondents

. & * &

* o 0o @

- e o s 0 @

| agree provided the laneway parking is not designated 2 hours (nobody comss to Steveston for 2 hours). |
strongly agree that these buses nesd to move — wsiblllty is a nightmare, but there are no real feasibla locations to
relocate them.

I agree laneways could be befter 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 pubhc parking east of .
No. 1 Rd off Bayview.

Agres, if off-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??

I would like to sae the plan implemented as soon as possible. The volume of visitors has greatly increased In the
past several years.

1 think taneway 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 topa to other side of 2™ Ave. Try dnvmg 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 safely issue for vehtcles and pedestrians.

Geod 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 c¢lrcles fooking for the perfect parking spot. More large off location lots

are the only solution to the parking.

Someone is going to get hurt if the buses continue to park & block street visibility entering Chatham Designate a
bus yard {loop7). .

It doesn’t make sense 1o move the bus loop too far away from 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. Wil support as long as it doas not become pay parking.

Layovers to be Garry Point or Railway & Moncton. ' _ .

Interiim buseas cut out for bus parking would make visibility clearer. Laler put exchange closer to Garry Point,
Too little information - whers will a parkade bs built? No: parking in laneways, i.e., betwsen Chatham & Moncton
and Moncton & Bayview, :
There should ba 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.

_ I 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-streel public parking. Strongly disagree with moving buses off the street.
This is ah 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 Chatharn than gained. Leave buses where they are put in directional (turn right only) signs at
intersections as needed. The purpose of public transit s to br!ng people to the core. Re- Instate the tram
Brighouse to Steveston.

Buses should not sit blocking vision, Defintely will need more parking.

.Very concerned about bus exchange on Chatham — will push waekend/craft falr parking into neighbourhood high

fraffic issues (litter, petty cvime, noise, etc). Laneways ete is OK.
No pay parking!

As long as it Isn't pay parking.

Improve public transit access.

Not pay parking.

It is extremaly important.

More parking is definitely reqwred dug to the amount of new residents and also vlsnors
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Attachment 3 Cont'd

o - Feedback Form: :
Additional Individual Comments by Some Respondents

I 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 busiriess
core. Presently very disturbing to-residents. ‘ .

» lagree with removing bus layovers on Chatham, but where do you propose to have a bus exchange that Is
conveniently located in Steveston? It 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 yos. However the descriptions of Draft Recommendations 1 thru § were taken down before | had'a
chance to avaluats,

* - Encourage transit, one-way, angled parking. : -

* | would like to see Steveston have a parkade or another parking area and have Bayview and Monclon pedestrian
only. Chatham could have parking stalls

-Why wait until someocne Is seriously injured before this Is done!l
"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 Herltage area it should be controlied in an organized fashion.

* We are strangly against the buses parking on the north side of the road at Chatham & 2nd Ava. Visibility Is non-
axistent when trying to go south through the intersection, The buses should be.moved back at least 2 bus lengths
back from the corner in order to see oncoming traffic going west. Major aceident waiting to happen.

‘These plans seem to depend updn use of federal property? . - -

| agrea 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 vshicular 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; o -

+ 1 agree with most of the recommendations but | don't really see the point of the bus layover change. In orger to

do that another piece of land somewhere wiil have to be converled which basically defeats the purpose of fresing

up land for the bus layovers. Plus, thare 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 Polnt 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.

g

. F wéf o'ff:ulhese two issues are completsly unrelatad and shduld 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 teasingfemployee parking sast end of Chatham — do not agres - employees

working late into the evening should not have to walk to hidden location late at night (females & safety issuss).

¢ Perhaps the Harbour Authority could be encouraged to operate public parking on its property.

* Leasing cannot be relied on, i.e., may not bé able ta 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 ieave more room for cars,

* Provided a long term plan is in place for if the lease is not renewad. '

* Do we need to spend so much on the links?

¢+ Mandatory along with designation of Harbour Authorily parking lot, which is 80% wasted.

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

+ Ifthey 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

lot. . _ C
*__Leasing means lhe spaces are enisured available and will not be lost to development.
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Feedback Form:
Addltlonal Indlwdual Comments by Some Respondents

Draft Racommendaﬂ" i

o Exceptthe leasing from SHA sounds expenswe
« - This should be #1. Without leases in place none of the other parking plans can come to frumon
» The parking lot near the lacrosse box and the changes to the Legion means potential car/ pedestrian conflicts in

‘ this area. This area is & 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 barnl

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 parklng

Business people must make the saciifice and park away from their businesses in order lo prowde spaces for

customars.

¢+ Thisis a double-barrelled question and shouid be iwo separate questions What does upgrade pedestrian 1|nks
mean?

*  Harbour parking naeds surfacing, etc,

»  No parking on Bayview.

¢ Would prefer encouraging more transit use - Steveston is exoellently served by buses and ls ideal for cycllng
(Also encourage enforcement of road rules for cyclists - ne riding on sidewalks.) |

v Also suggest paving the parklng lot on the south side of Chatham, Tho gravel lot is ganerally in poor
maintenance and gives a poor impression of the village. -

“»' Ithink 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 wil! be severely commercialized and only contribute to the
degradation of the heritage aspect of Steveston, which makes ll §0 appeallng

*  Goodidea...

* Longterm provision of parking at lacrosse box should a]so include demgnated stalls for Sleveston Communily
Centre/Steveston Pool employees and users.
Waste of money.
Definitely - if the Jand being used for public parking is hot leaséd from the Harbour Authority, it is vulnerable to
being lost (Ieased by someone else for another use).

* @ & & & »

. There are a!ready loadlng zones ¢on the strest and they seem to functlon well, but ) think the Ianaways shourd be
kept for parking.
+ * Perhaps look at commercial loading during "off peak” hours - before 9am, after 8pm.
Private developments should be self sufficlent, i.e., suppiy their own Ioadmg areas elc. Publlc parking areas
should be for the public,
» Back street loading is necessary — use it as much as possible. Improve thase roads (back alleys).
i it pulls commercial off the main straat then yes 1 support the- recommendatlon but ALL commercial would have
to comply.
I think laneway loading would bes 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 wastlng useable space.
| believe laneways only for commiercial loading.
It would be helpfut 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 he able to continue to operate - commercial loading is a ontlcaf part of this.
Commercial laneways are neaded for offloading. | have had more arguments and confrontation with psople who
pull up behind commercial trucks and start honking for them to move.

s & » &

® & & & -0

*__Atthe same time, limit the size of delivery trucks. For example, the McDonalds 18-wheeler should ba a 2-ton.
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Attachment 3 Cont'd

Feedback Form:
Addltlonal lndlvldual Comments by Some Respondents

in new pr pnvateones glve them lho responslbmty to arrange off hour Ioadmg or bullt-ln Ioadmg at' back, at thelr
discretion,
Reduce size of allowable trucks into Village.

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

Set off-hour times for loading zones particutarly Rod's Building Supply, which blocks % a block from Moncton &
Chatham at times.
Do not agree with increased no. of loading zones. But agree with sharing of existing ones. Enforca road

-blockage rules due to loading namely Rod's Bidg Supply, Super Grocer, Tapanade restaurant, :
. The appliance store and the Burldrng 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 communlty
- Commercial vehicles are now parking on the travelied roadways making unsafe for the travelling public.
Residents should allow a certain amount of commercial parking. Too much build-up in Staveston, completely

spoiling the ambiance of the V|llage.

Private development kaeps the nalse level down comparing to business and commercial ioad}ng

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, early hour mornlng
deliveries (e.g., 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 (8am to 10 am and 8pm to 10pm). -

Too congested and confusing to have big trucks loading/unloading on strests and Ianes Oifsite commerclal
loading should be a requrrement of hew development, Loadlng!unloadlng times should be regulated to off-peak
hours, 8.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 taneways and traffic volumes. If a delivery is being made will other traffic be able
to navigate past safely? Which laneways will he used for passenger vehicle parking and which will be used for
commercial loading? lmporlant to distinguish the different areas-with signage stc.

. I you're going to implement commercial loading zones, put the time periog that the sign is in effect. It doesn't

need to be a loading zone 24/7,

ii)’ -E ik ‘Pé l"'ri: I"E{I'r R ';‘p,{‘b R TR TR
el !a;-,'r‘-gl;{ i

2

L “i}- ib li’ir :

= I EAl, .Ir it

That comer 'Is bard enough as 1t is deslgnatr‘ng a drop off location for absent—mrnded tourrsts 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. Bayvrew 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.

Seems like a reasonable idea.
Yes there should be a designated tour bus parking area.

+ " Alltour buses should unload by the Guif of Georgta Cannery where there is room & It's near fo the Cannery.

*» & & » 9

Tourlst Info and bathrooms. This is very important!

This is a good core location for tour bus loadlng Public washrooms, etc.
I think a bus zone further back would be belter. This location is at a park and washroom and would get congested

with groups waiting for pick up. And as a local, | use this area for parklng often,
.Good idea.

Great idea - as long as we use Bayview effectively.
Use Harbour Authority lot - not on roadl)
Should be off Chatham,

Tourlsm In Steveston Is growing continually and deslgnated bus area is Ideal The srte by the washrooms and

tourist info centre is ideal.
Much safer than the current location. Also allows one to walk into the villags without the smells associated wlth
the buses.

Loading & drop off only.
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Attachment 3 Cont'd

Feedback Form: -
Additiona! individual Comments by Some Respondents

Draft Recommrznddtlon 4 Pr'i 0887

¢ & 2 ¢ 4

® ® & »

- A parfect spot for this.

Tour buses are huge. Maybe wrth a size restrlctlon and 1-minwe 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 tourlstsivisitors and local traffic alike.
Right in front of the visitors centre Is very logical.

Very important.

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

The loading zone will require the tour buses to 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 Monclon (opposite the hotel). Buses can exit on Chatham.
How many buses can be accommodated in this spot?

Where is the staging area? Nol on logal roads!

This will be a great improvement.

| would like to see tour bus foading zone be located in parklng lot across from the Steveston Communtly Centre
not in the Village.

While the space is beside the Tounst Centre it would be bettsr to park along Chatham street fo allow the

passengers to want through the Village and not just head to Bayview Strest.

Put it out on Chatham, near existing public 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 Moncton in the cors of the
village. '
| agree with this measure though | am somewhat hesitant about where this 'off-site’ staging area will be exacty.

¢ HMas 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
spilt out onto the road and could potentially cross directly in front of oncoming traffic as the bus itsalf creates a
blind spot. ‘| support tour bus parking however a puliout location would be advisable. _ :
Keep-all the bus tour loading zores 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, bul'then there should be an area for them te park
.outside the village when they aren't loading or unloadmg

One Way would be good wlth angled parking down Moncton end back elong Bayvlew )
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.

I think traffic should go 1 way, west on Moncton turning south up 3" Ave and east along Bayvlew with engle
parking where possible,

No. 1 Rd from Moncton to Bayview should be closed {o traﬁlc or at least be ohe-way preferably from- Bayvrew to
Moncton.

| would also like to see a "speed hump” ¥ a block or $0 back from the intersaction (on each approach road No. 1
& Moncton) to discourage motorists from speeding fo "make the light.”

No. 1 & Moncton Is a nightmare - the worst part of Steveslon ~lights and a speed fimit would haelp ~ put the 30
kmr zone in by the community centre too.

Providing that specific measures are taken to slow the traff' ic. We don't want cars peseing 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 pagple not cars, It is consistent with the nature ofa “vrllege to
negotiate entry, not speeding in. Do the 30 km/h limit.

Static traffic lights are an absolute must, for drivers as wall as pedestrlans It 18 a very busy corner, and it will
allow cars & pedestrians lo ¢ross safely,

Also re-do pedestrian ramps for sirollers & wheelcharrs (i.e., all directions on each corner).

Should have been done a long time ago. :
A traffic light ~ very important — please before someone ~a child? — is killed. Already 4 years overdue at least.
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: Feedback Form; o
- Additional Individual Comments by Some Respondents
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Red & green &for turn arrows. Not push walk sig raised road for cars near No. 1 Rd & Moncton St.
All in all we nesd traffic lights at this intersection with posted 30 km/hr spsed limits | agree to. Raisad intersection
what for, why or the cost. Traffic lights #1 priority before somecne gets killed. '

Don't encourage more traffic 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. o ' o

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

“ An all-direction red and all-direction green, as previously used In Vancouver, would be most efficlent for
pedestrians. Keep intersection as is ~ more confusing when cars & sidewalks at same level. _ -

A traffic light is needad! | was hil by a truck while in the crosswalk at this intersaction. 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 ralsed Intersection, Just enforce. spead lImit

- like every other street, . _

I am not sure If raising the intersection is necessary. Another suggestion for the signal traffic: why not allowing all

' padestrians 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 gaing west or close it to traffic for pedestrian use only, it works in Europe & Oltawa.
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 sast-west. Then ail vehicle signals go-red while ali

padestrian signal switch to "Walk
Use a pedestrian scramble,
_Th?s intersection needs u regular traffic light. No traffic calming. - ’ ' :
A traffic light is a must. No speed bumpftraffic calmer, Time to grow Upl In 2068 your survey approved 55% for a
Araffic light- what have you done? I - -
| stilt prefer the 4-way stop but since the Cily installed the light at No. 1 Rd & Chatham St, people expect thal
they've already arrived at the main intersection, sa | guess there’s no turning back. Start slowing people down at
, Steveston Hwy & No. 1 Rd ~ they're going 80 km/hr! : s :
“Strongly agree needs a signal and speed deterrents.”
‘Do this firsti ' : ‘ , ,
I'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. : E ‘ :
Lights needed for cars & bikes & people. . _ ' C _ S
-Has lo be done for both vehicies and pedestrians and for safety. Nobody In Richmond knows four-way
‘procedure. ‘ L ; r
'l can only support this if speed reduction elements {humps) are included on Mongton St west of No. 1 Rd and No.
-1 Rd south of Moncton St, ’ '
‘Must bel! " _ : )
‘That intersection is scaryl Must segrégate people from vehicles.
Definitely traffic lights. S ,
Traffic calming is rot necessary. . Crosswalk lights are neaded. _ o )
These signals are required before someone gets killed or sevarely injured. This is the worst intersection in any’
tourist area in the lower mainland, ‘ T .. s '
It doesn’t matler what It costs nor that that ‘historic/conservation' folk getthemselves in a kot — move on with the
times. This will save someone’s life and you can't put a price on that. ' :
Yes| About timel : : : .
A walk light se cars and people have chance to get across. ' : -
Not sure about traffic lighls 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 traffic calmer in the intersection. .

o ' PWT - 106



Attachment 3 Cont'd

Feedback Form:
Additional indlvidual Comments by Some Respondents

*  This wasg highly overdue.

With pedestrian control button please along with load cells.
Eliminate ‘igland’ concept Use psd signals only & 4—way stop. No speed limit required. No speed bumps - thls
clty doesn't know how to use them.,
* Except it may cause drivers o 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 traffic calming!
Must have the raised speed humps as parl 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 ta 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. Couldnt
there be a combination of pedesirian light and 4-way stop.-
Much needed and long overdus.
A traffic light at No. 1 Rd & Moncton St is badly needed for sefely reasons!!
We need a pedestrian control llght at No. 1 Rd & Moncton St sogn .or install a traffic light as at No. 1 Rd &
Chatham St.
‘Strongly agree o traffic signal. Stlrongly disagree to raised intersection & reduced spesd limit.
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 kmth and strongly enforced.
" Would like the 30 kin/h speed limit in front of whole community centre. . Not certain why sidewalks are at same
.grade as road - looks more dangerous, Big yes to lightsil.
1 woulld like to see pedestrian (raffic control — Ketchikan, AL does this when lhe criise shlps are'in town &
hundreds of paople impede the flow of traffic. Padestrlans are stopped - traffic flows through then pedesirlans
" allowed to cross. Done by human tralfic control officers al peak times.
This infersection has been a nightmars for years ~ it needs a major overhaul.
The only problem al 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. . .

Also improve fighting at all four corners. Install lighting using the traffic signal poles to iluminate pedesirians
This Intersection is dangerous! As a resident of Broadway St, I avold this intersection at all costs, especially
waakends. ,

Or a roundabout with pedestrian crosswalk lights,
. If we have to have cars in the core then Iraffic lights are an absolute necesslty Itis a nightmars onthe 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.

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

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 traftic 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. |
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 simitar
to the lively and popular car-free days in Vancouver. Merchants can spill thelr shops into the sidewalks, :
entertainers and non-profits can set up on the strest, and visitors can spend their way down the’ sireel unimpeded
by cars.

Please, it's about time! 'Someone is going to be killed one of these days Everyone loses track of who is nexi to
¢o because of the high volume of pedestrians, slc.

Surely drivers and pedestrians can manage a four way stop. Trafflc signals would take away from the heritage
Iook '

4
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Draft Regommendatio

K& ATy ALY wax

» | support the traffic caliming strategy for the intersection and | STRONGLY SUPPORT THE 30 KM/H SPEED
LIMIT, but | do NOT suppont a reguiar 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 s0 as to get through a
'stale’ green light, and ‘gunning’ It through an amber light and | think we will have coliisions betwesen vehicles and
“between vehicles and pedesltrians/cyclists if there is a regutar traffic light installed here.

* | can agree with traffic calmihg and speed limit reduction. However, | believe that the "cons” are right. The
present 4 way stop is the best option for the interseclion. 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 1o catch the

~green light, which would be more dangerous in this relatively confined area {although | suppose the raised
intersaction idea would help reduce this tendency). A '

+ Pulting a traffic light at No. 1 Rd and Moncton would be a HUGE mistake. Even with traffic calming measures,
people would speed up when sesing a green light. The light would only help for the pedestrian’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 aiways moving. The problem right now seems to-be the walkers. They g0 across .
even when the carg 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 spoit the village for the long time
-residents. We have seen the changes, Ws know best. We do our business in the village {banking, doctors, slc.)
-50 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 schooll Traffic is under 30KM on busy

‘days in any case and the cost of a traffic light Is not necessary and is expoensive.

" Quick signals only (l.e., they're green for only 5 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 qusue for a “safe to
walk" signal for the direction they wish to travel. | think the ralsed intersection is a bit of a gimmick and could lsad
to unnecessary expense. | give my strong support for 30kmih village core speed limit. o

¢ - 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 otiser proposals. , ' N

» There is too much confusion amongst pedsstrians, cyclists and drivers as to who Is to cross when esp. in the

~ -summertime when it is very busy. This current model is inefficient and is an accident walling to happsen. | would
hate for someone's child, sister, father or other relative to dle when crossing the sireet at this location for council
to-finally take actfon and make these suggested improvements. L '

| * 1feel that traffic signals 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. 1 think this will cause severe

. backup to have 2 lights so close together plus some very busy businesses. . .

» BadIdea, | would liks to see more of a Granville Island feel to my town." If you put lights here, no matler what you |
do to the rest of the intersection, people will speed righit into the village! Very bad idea. waint 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 1o the
docks. Don't put lights at Moncton and 1 Rditll! Bad bad bad bad idaa!l! : _ : '

+ - llike 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. 1 support the low speed limit but | am unsure about the
signalization of the intersection. Also the 4 way stop contributes to the village atmosphere.

e Strongly agree with signalization of the intersection. Also have the following comments: Bollards permaable to
pedestrian traffic - vehicles making turning movements at the intersection will be susceptible to pedestrlans -
perhaps young children steppling 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 aclivation 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 o school zones). This is also the speed people tend to drive when the village is busy with parked

._vehicles and pedsstrians. : : '
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30kmlh speed limit is a good suggestion, but a 3|gnal wﬂl now actually give the right-of-way to vehicles on a green
light, which will increase speeds through the intarsection and the anlry 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 inlersection 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 sald above slows traffic, and gives more freedom to the pedestrian al
whal can be a busy Intersection a few times outt of the year. The purpose of a signal is to move traffic efficiently
through an intersection, which | belisve conlradicts 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 Iike It when there is bottleneck there are many alternate routes
to'take.

The solution to this intersection is snmpte Make Moncton a one way strest from #1 Road to the Guif of Georgna
Cannery (3rd St.7). This will sliminate the left turns northbound off of Moncton, as is the case presently for
eastbound cars. Install a lefttum signal to proceed sast bound on Moncton from # 1 Rd and then a right turn lane
from:Moncion onto # 1Rd when travelllng West on Moncton, |f you just put in aset of traff:c lights it will oontlnue
to be unworkable, :
To do our part to green tiie planet and to reclaim for padestrians 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 ... welt that could ba accomplished by a &gnalrzed mtersecllon and
enforcement ‘ .

4 & * 2 @ -

‘ice'boxes to go charter fish:ng

- Gonsider New Westminster's angle parking plan of backing into the angled parking spot. Consider some one- way

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

This would be a plus, yet | do not support pay parking. Enforcement will cost more in the long-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 2M
Ave. (L have a registered covenant to use the easement to the sidewalk).

On Bayview belween No. 1 Rd should have 3-hour limit. On weekends cars park from 7 am to 4 pm taking their

Consider limiting parking to 2 or a max of 3 hrs on Bayview west of No 1 Rad., At prasent 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.

I live on'Bayview St & there Is never any parking for friends in front our apartment to park

streets (parts of Bayview or Monhcton perhaps). ‘Consider some pedestrian-only malls on parts of Bayview &
Moncton.

This is a dlsgraceful idea. No more ‘paving of the Villaga. This will make the Village fesl like a Wal-Mart.

We have fought against pay parking in Steveston for ysars 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 melers in Sievosion Nolin publrc spirit.

iNo pay parking!

No pay parking.

Agree to extra parking but disagree with pay parklng Pay parking on Bayview wiII send peopls to commumty
centre lots, which should be for community centre and library activities.

Keep the green space.

Not at the expense of the green space.

Thera ssems 1o be enough parking n Steveston. Baywew should rather be traffic calmed due to the many
pedestrians, especially during summer,

Plus make Bayview ons-way westhbound. Plus make Moncton pedestrian mall {no motorized vehmles).

Also ons-way on Bayview.

- On the understanding existing parking will remain.
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A it

Would you remove parking from the south side of Bayview? Should Bayview be made a one-way street from

"Monicton?

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

« - Onlyifitis still safe for cyclists,

Need to do this everywhere possible. 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, but OK, _

I wonder if we should have a pedestrian only zone? S

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

Angle parking will be accident-prones. -

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

| would sooner seea 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 anglé parking Is good, but net sure why it should be pay parking.

I 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. There are other ways {o 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.

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

QK for moneymaker, o :

No ~ I support angle parking wherever possible - no pay parking.

Angled parking Is a great idea; pay parking would be suicide.

This does not state that this will be pay parking.

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

No additional parking on Bayview, No parking at all. It would be a nightmare for residents. Do not encourage
increased fraffic on residential streets or in village. : : :

If we have 1o 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?

Ithink all parking along Bayview St. In this area should bs eliminated and this part of Bayview should be
converted into a pedestrian/cycling mali {no motorized vehicles of any sort). ' .

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

NO PAY Parking in Steveston please! . . _

I would 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 lock around
forabit. -~ = ‘ : ‘ : '

No pay parking. : C

Yes, there should be a time limit for visitors to the village. Sometimes residents who need to do business here
{shop for food, banking, etc) cannet 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 aboul the
implications of pay parking in this area: will there be patrols to enforce the pay parking, will this be tha start of pay
parking for ail of Steveston, what wilt 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 ttie south side of

‘Bayview St. between No. 1 and 3rd Avenue (belwesn 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 digjointed and

needs to be joinad for a more pleasurable walking experience. :
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While the additional parking would be helpful, part of the charm of Staveston 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. .
I disagree because | don't like the idea of pay parking in Steveston at all. 1 think this is ridiculous because most
tourists aren't going to think to go 1o this lot and just park in the pre-existing spots.

Now you're talking!!! Make it all pay parking in the village {lanes too), except in the lots off of Chatham. Parking
could be free if you walk Inl If you want to park close, pay upl

| 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 accldents. City planners should know this does not work...Periodl

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

Free yes, pay nol

L

® & © 9 & 4 & 5 & & 9 .+ @ = & 9

- | have already spent over $400,000 | in payments in lieu of parking. To tax me again would be double dlpping My

~ May end up ‘sterilizing' the quaint look & charm of Steveston, different styles, stc. It could end up soulless like

Deflnilely It should coincide however with the historic preservation — keeping the character of Steveston Village
that people valus.

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

property alse has lwo frontages.

Businssses should be consulted,

It is already extremely bu'sy with existing businesses,

This appeared to have some support years ago {ad for business assomaﬂon)
Not needed. Seems jike a revenus grab to me.

Robson St

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

Small businesses already. have to strugg!e here, this will just increase rentease rates again

Use mill rate for assessments.

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

Businesses should not have to pay for everyone alse s enjoyment.

The businesses In the BIA should not be forced to pay for things, which are or should be provided.
Buslnesses in Steveston don't get along at the bast of times ~ trylng to imptemarit a BIA Is not likely to work.
Steveston by design.

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

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

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

It will be interesting to see the level of interest from the business communlty A voice represenllng the business
communily is badly needed.

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

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

The businesses here need all the support we can give them in oider to survwe, a Sleveston Business
mprovement Area would certainly help.

Very good recommendation - but we do have some very concerned & helpful citizens = -We appreclate them.

I 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 buildlngs that have been mc!uded 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 progresslve approach to planning mixed use village required. More focus on tourlsm and
more focus on making it easier and inviting for tourists to wander through the village: widae sidéwalks, lots of
behches, fountalns, etc. access to afl waterfronts.
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I sﬁpport our local businesses, but don't want to see "improvemeni" that confiicts with Stevestdn's village '

. primarily involved In this group?

atmosphere.

I don't know what this would do. S . .

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

It would be good to have a group that lobby for what they as business peopls Is requirad for Steveston to continue
to be a viable business location, especially now with the economic down turn and so few tourlsts.

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

1 thought we already had something like this in ptace. Im assuming the Stevesion business owners would-be

| 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 attracting
customers, - : o

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

‘DrattRecommardation sy

. ® & e @ * &

« & s o »

. Encourage transit use - parking away from Steveston with people walking in.

e ® e e e

“People come to Steveston for all the shops, views and other things to do. Providing parking for all the people, |

Depends where it is. _ _
Definitely. Not knowing if the Port Authority will continue lo 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 Port Authority
can do at any time, would be catastrophici C :

The parkade will not fit with the "look" of Steveston. This will ruin the atmosphsre and charm of the Village. _

Put the money towards a shuttie 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? Parkades are ugly & would detract from Steveston Village.

Planning ahead with local new developments required to provide-enough parking for customers should be
congidered too! . ) ) : ‘ o
We need to pursus more transit, the trolley, or novel buses from Richmond Centre fo Steveston.

Is this parl of the OCP? The one that changes on a whim? How about decent sidewalks on our streels? Net
asphalt pathways as on Georgia from 4" to 2™, and in other areas.

Encourage people to not bring theii vehicles in the very first place! :
Construct a level one with engineering to add levels later. Put it between 3 & 4™ Ave south of Ghatham.
Weekend shutlle buses to core for a loonie, . . ‘ :
There's more than enough parking in Staveston. People are too lazy to walk 300 m to get to thejr store or
restaurant. But they'll do it at Richmond Centre. g

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

Agres if It is underground. ‘ _ _
Two or'3 level parkades would improve traffic flow in-that cars would not be idling walting for spots to opehn up.
Depends on the location. Good location away from the water — strongly agree. A location that further adds to
core downlown 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 futurs. :

No — should bs on existing behind Tapenade or on Harbour lot extended west to existing shops.

Shouid be socner. ' _

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

feel, will iake away from the reason they all come here. 7
The Village wouldn't fee! like a "village” anymore with a parkade structure.
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We need a parkade In his area and soonl More & mora people ara comlng to Stevesion to spend time here ancl
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 communily A parking
structure could have been & part of their development agreament.

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

I support a parkade outside the husiness 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/Moncion St intersection Is improved).

Do we want that many people visiting Steveston by car?

it would be an ugly addition to the village and it would encourage increased traffic. Instead, a park and ride at
Steveston Highway, and encourage tourism businesses to offer pedi-cabs, litlle local shullle bus, (frée 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 trafflc warrants it.

i recommend encouraging more translvblcycle use. A parkade is a short- term soluilon that will Ieave a monglithic,
unsighily lagacy.

White such a parkade would perhaps help to keep traffic out of the core area it is in conflict with the generai fesl
of Staeveston, and it inevitably attracts unwanted activity. Also, in the long run we should be encouraging -
residents and visitor allke to be less dependant on the automobiis in getting to/from Steveston and a parkade

- sends the wrgng message in this regard. .

Parkades are stinky and ugly.

1 realize that we want to altract business to Stevaston, 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 tocals and a reasonable amount of visitors. | fesl that a parkade is too large a
facility and weicomes too many people at one time, to a space too small to comfortably accommodats them.

I 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 be able to walk to the Village, for the most part).

As long as parkade is not on the waterfront along the boardwalk in the fmperial Landing devefopment.

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

| 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 verticat axls wind turblnes (bird-safe and silent) at the NE & NwW
corners, all of the above net-metered into the grid, with complementary electric vehicle charging via accessto AC
outlets. 2.) EVs, hybrids and smart cars exempt from parkade pay parking untll such a time when the ma}ornty
drive such cars.

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

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

. A parkade will add to the trash and debris, Wha will monitor this parkade and pay to monitor it? How will it alrgn
with the heritagse image of Steveston? Where will £ be? | fesl this will be any eyesore and encourage
crime/transiants. .
NO.MORE CARS!! Promote the bus routes to Steveston. Bike routes too. It's so sasy to ride into Steveston.
Granville Ave bike route, Rallway bike roule. Also, teli paople on Steveston Hwy to turn at Railway to go to '
Steveston, not 1 Road! It's too busyll 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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Attachment 3 Cont'd

o " Feedback Form: .
Additional Individual Comments by Some Respondents

‘Qther Comments. =~

* [twould have been nice to give people some tables & chairs so they could sit down and write their comments. 1
table & 6 chairs is certainly not adequate. A iot of people are not bothering to write any comments because of
this. Have you ever triad 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 concermed with parking & traffic increase on 2™ Ave down to Richmond St since old heritage church
changed to thrift shop. 2™ Ave traffic has hugsly increased with spaeders and those who don't stop. Traffic circle
would be great| ' :

* Thank you for the opportunity to provide input!

* [would have likad to be able to agree/disagres to sach parl of each recommendation. Your analysis may be
flawed if people’s comments don't reflect their limitad choices. '

»  Coast Mtn Bus - there should be a proper bus loop. The area of Chatham where they now waitis a traffic
nightmare especlally for pedestrians. OCP — why were s0 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 slreet? It does not seem to serve any real purpose other than divert traffic to 4™ or 7" Ave. This should he
removed despite the protest of the residents whose will be subjected o additional traffic. _

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

»  Suggestion for future: a lot 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 Britannla Shipyard. Also the public neads .

~* washrooms within the same area, o ' . _ :
Need washrooms between No. 1 Road to Shipyard. More green space for families. o
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 residantial streets.

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