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  Agenda
   

 
 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 
 

Anderson Room, City Hall 
6911 No. 3 Road 

Wednesday, October 17, 2012 
4:00 p.m. 

 
 
Pg. # ITEM  
 
  

MINUTES 
 
PWT-5  Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works & 

Transportation Committee held on Wednesday, September 19, 2012. 

 

 
  

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE 
 
  Wednesday, November 21, 2012, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 

Room 

 

  PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
 
 1. TRAFFIC BYLAW AMENDMENT TO REFLECT REVISED FORMAT 

OF ANNUAL PARADES 
(File Ref. No. 10-6450-19-03) (REDMS No. 3654348) 

PWT-13  See Page PWT-13 for full report  
  Designated Speaker:  Victor Wei
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  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 8955 (Attachment 1) 
be introduced and given first, second and third reading to ensure 
conformance with the changes approved in December 2011 to the format of 
the annual Steveston Santa Claus Parade. 

 

 
 2. REQUEST FOR PILOT INITIATIVE TO PROVIDE SPECIAL PUBLIC 

ACCESS TO STAFF WASHROOMS IN THE RICHMOND-
BRIGHOUSE CANADA LINE STATION 
(File Ref. No. 01-0154-00) (REDMS No. 3654479 v.2) 

PWT-17  See Page PWT-17 for full report  
  Designated Speaker:  Victor Wei

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That Richmond City Council send a letter to TransLink advising of its 
support for the implementation of the pilot initiative proposed by the 
Richmond Seniors Network. 

 

 

  COMMUNITY SERVICES DEPARTMENT 
 
 3. UPDATE ON THE ENHANCED PESTICIDE MANAGEMENT 

PROGRAM 
(File Ref. No. 10-6125-04-01) (REDMS No. 3656638 v. 5) 

PWT-23  See Page PWT-23 for full report  
  Designated Speaker:  Lesley Douglas

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That the staff report dated September 25, 2012 titled Update on the 
Enhanced Pesticide Management Program from the Interim Director, 
Sustainability and District Energy be received for information. 
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  ENGINEERING & PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 
 
 4. SANITARY DUMP STATION 

(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01) (REDMS No. 3666898) 

PWT-29  See Page PWT-29 for full report  
  Designated Speaker:  Tom Stewart

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  That: 

  (1) an Expression of Interest for Sanitary Dump Station service within 
the City of Richmond be issued; and 

  (2) staff report back with recommendations based on the results of the 
Expression of Interest to Council for consideration. 

 

 
 5. STEVESTON HARBOUR LONG TERM DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT 

UPDATE 2012 
(File Ref. No. 06-2345-00) (REDMS No. 3666736) 

PWT-33  See Page PWT-33 for full report  
  Designated Speakers:  Mike Redpath & John Irving

  STAFF RECOMMENDATION 

  (1) That no greater than $2.0M in funding from utility provisions be 
approved as the City’s proportionate share for the dredging of the 
Steveston Channel, which will only be expended upon the approval 
and commitment by senior governments of matching grants; and 

  (2) That Council forward a letter to the Richmond MLAs, MPs, Port 
Metro Vancouver, Small Craft Harbors and the Steveston Harbour 
Authority seeking financial support for the future dredging of the 
Local Area channel in Steveston Harbour.  
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 6. MANAGER’S REPORT 

 
  

ADJOURNMENT 

 



Date: 

Place: 

Present: 

Absent 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works & Transportation Committee 

Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

Anderson Room 
Richmond City Hall 

Councillor Linda Barnes, Chair 
Councillor Chak Au 
Councillor Linda McPhail 
Councillor Harold Steves 

Councillor Derek Dang 

Minutes 

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

3655548 

MINUTES 

It was moved and seconded 
Tlrat tlte minutes of tire meeting of tire Public Works & Transportation 
Committee Iteld Oil Wednesday, July 18, 2012, be atlopted as circulated. 

CARRIED 

NEXT COMMITIEE MEETING DATE 

Wednesday, October 17, 20 12, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson 
Room 

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 

1. PROVISION OF RESERVED ON-STREET PARKING SPACES FOR 
CAR-SHARE VEmCLES 
(File Ref. No. 10-6455-(0) (REDMS No. 3611 395 vA) 

1. 

PWT - 5



Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

In reply to queries from Committee, Donna Chan, Manager, Transportation 
Planning. advised that (i) the proposed on-street parking spaces are not 
located within an existing pay parking zone; (ii) as developments occur along 
the Canada Line, staff anticipate opportunities to provide additional spaces on 
private sites; and (iii) currently. Car2Go has two vehicles stationed in the 
Richmond Kwantlen Polytechnic University campus parking lot. 

The Chair indicated that additional infonnation related to car-share companies 
and how they operate would be valuable information. 

It was moved and seconded 
(1) That the provision of reserved on-street parking spaces for the 

exclusive use of car-share vehicles, as olltlilled ill fire staff report 
dated August 24, 2012, from the Director, Transportation, be 
endorsed; 

(2) Thai Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Ame/ldme/ll Bylaw No. 8944 
(Attachment 2), be introduced and given first, second alld third 
reading; and 

(3) That Notice of Bylaw Violatioll Dispute Adjudication No. 8122, 
Amendment Bylaw No. 8949 (Attachment 3), be introduced alld give" 
first, second and third reading. 

CARRIED 

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT 

2. PARTNERSHIP WITH FORTISBC TO UTILIZE AND PROMOTE 
RENEWABLE NATURAL GAS FROM THE LULU ISLAND WASTE 
TREATMENT PLANT 
(File Ref. No. 10-6600-10·01) (REDMS No. 3495055 v.14) 

Cecilia Achiam, Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy, provided 
backgroWld infonnation and clari fied a typo on Page 5 of the staff report, 
noting that the net additional cost to the City in 20 14 would be $32,857. 

Ms. Achiam stated that in 2013, the purchase of 360 GJ of renewable natural 
gas from FortisBC would symbolically represent approximately ten percent of 
the natural gas consumption of City Hall and South Arm Community Centre. 
This would be the equivalent to three cars off the road and 13,160 lbs of waste 
diverted from landfills. In 20 14, these figures rise to 72 cars off the road and 
305,000 Ib, of waste diverted from the landfills. 

2. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Achiam advised that staff anticipate 
bringing forward a pilot incentive program by Spring 2013, including any 
financial implications and external funding opportunities to encourage 
community utility users to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by shifting up to 
ten percent of their natural gas consumption. Also, she stated that it is 
anticipated that this service be available for all users. 

Siraz Dalmir, Community Energy Solutions Manager, FortisBC, provided 
background information and stated that thi s initiative will allow FortisBC to 
expand its supply of natural gas, thereby lowering the price of it. In reply to a 
query from Committee, Mr. Dalmir stated that renewable natural gas is made 
up of the same elements as is found in natural gas. 

h was moved and seconded 
(1) That a letter he sent, Oil behalf 0/ Council, to the British Columbia 

Utilities Commission (BCUC) indicating that the City 0/ Richmond: 

(a) Supports the FortisBC application to COli vert biogas from the 
Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment Plant to renewable natural 
gas; and 

(b) Will purchase up to 360 GJ of renewable natural gas, which 
represents approximately 10% ($1,870) 0/ the annual natural 
gas consumption 0/ City Hall and South Arm Commullity 
Centre,/rom FortisBC in 2013; 

(2) That the City commit to purchasing 10% 0/ the City's allnual 
corporate natural gas consumption 0/ all City /acilities under the 
corporate energy management program as renewable natural gas 
produced at Lulu Island Wastewater Treatment Plam (Lulu RNG) 
when it comes 011 stream with (III opt out clause with 90 days 1I0tice at 
the sole discretion o/the Cityj ami 

(3) That staff develop and report to Council on a pilot incentive program, 
including any financial implication and extemal funding 
opportunities, to encourage community utility users (i.e. property and 
business owners) to reduce GHG emissions by shifting up to 10% 0/ 
their natural gas consumption to the Lulu RNG. 

CARRIED 

3. 
PWT - 7



Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

3. FOOD SCRAPS/ORGANICS RECYCLING PROGRAM EXPANSION 
(File Ref. No. 10-6370-10-05) (REDMS No. 3596009 v.S) 

Suzanne Bycraft, Manager, Fleet & Environmental Programs, provided 
background information and an overview of the proposed program. She 
indicated that staff are seeking approval to refer the proposed Food 
Scraps/Organics Recycling Program Expansion for consideration as part of the 
2013 utility and capital budget processes. Also, Ms. Bycraft commented on 
various upcoming issues related to costs associated with solid waste such as 
increased tipping fees. 

With the aid of props, Ms. Bycrafi displayed the various sizes of bins that 
would he available to users of the proposed program expansion. 

In reply to queries from Committee, Ms. Bycraft advised that (i) contractors 
of the proposed large item pickup program would properly dispose of items 
such as mattresses; and (ii) residents who wish to opt out of the proposed 
program would not receive any financial credit due to pricing implications. 

Discussion ensued regarding Green Carts and Ms. Bycraft indicated that it is 
anticipated that garbage cans with green waste labels (Green Carts) be phased 
out over time. Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, Engineering & Public 
Works, advised that food scraps/organics paper bag disposal will remain in 
perpetuity. 

In reply to a query from Committee, Ms. Bycraft stated that staff have an 
overall communication strategy with numerous tactics to promote the 
proposed program expansion should it successfully go through the 2013 utility 
and capital budget processes. Also, she commented on potential options for 
food scraps and organics collection services for residents in multi-family 
dwellings and commercial businesses, and noted that this matter would be 
subject to a future staff report. 

Discussion ensued regarding the financial aspect of the proposed expansion 
program and Ms. Bycraft stated that there would be increased costs due to the 
nature of the carts requiring the contractor to utilize additional trucks and 
personnel. She commented that funding for the capital cost is proposed from 
the sanitation and recycling provision, therefore there would be no direct 
financial impact reflected in the rates charged to resident for sanitation and 
recycling services. 

It was moved and seconded 
That: 

(1) the lIew and enhanced recycling program service levels, effective 
June, 2013, outlined ill Option 2 o/the sta//report /rom Ihe Director, 
Public Works Operations be referred for cOllsideration as part 0/ the 
2013 utility aud capital budget processes to: 

4. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

(a) add a new level of service for food scraps and organics 
collection services using City-provided wheeled carts for all 
multi-family fownhome residellts currently receiving the City's 
blue box collectioll services; 

(b) provide wheeled carts to all residellts ;11 single-family 
households for the storage and weekly collectioll of food scraps 
and organic materialsj 

(e) provide kitcl,en cOlltainers for the temporary storage of food 
scraps/organics to all resit/ellts ill sillgle-/amily and (own/lOme 
ullits who currently receive lite City's blue box collectioll 
services; 

(2) a large item pickup program, limited to four items per household per 
year, as outlined ill Option 20) of the staff report/rom the Manager, 
Fleet and Environmental Programs, be considered as part o/the 2013 
utility budget process for implementation ill June, 2013 for all single­
family and townhome residents ill conjunction with the proposed 
expandedfood scraps/organics recycling program; and 

(3) staff review and report Oil potential options for food scraps alld 
organics collectiOlI services for residents in multi:family dwellings 
and commercial businesses. 

CARRIED 

4. MANAGER'S REPORT 

(i) Water Services Division Broe/lure 

Tom Stewart, Director, Public Works, distributed copies of a brochure titled 
Water Services Division Program, Initiatives and Water Quality (copy on file, 
City Clerk's Office), and stated that the brochure would be distributed to 
various community centres, schools, and libraries. Also, Mr. Stewart stated 
that the brochure would be translated in an effort to reach as many residents 
as possible. 

Discussion ensued and it was suggested that staff work with the City'S 
Intercultural Advisory Committee and the Richmond Health Department in an 
effort to further expand the communication of this brochure. 

(ii) David Suzuki Foundation National Campaign 

Ms. Achiam spoke of an upcoming national campaign by the David Suzuki 
Foundation focused on getting families to get in touch with nature and 
commented on the various weekly themes of the campaign. 

5. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

(iii) Electric Vehicle Charging Statiolls 

The Chair referenced a memorandum dated September 12, 2012 titled Electric 
Vehicle Charging Stations (copy on file, City Clerk' s Office). Mr. Gonzalez 
confirmed that the City will be receiving $40,000 in funding from the 
Province's Community Charging lnfrastructure Fund for ten charging 
stations. 

Discussion ensued and suggestions were made in relation to launching the 
first installation of an electric vehicle charging station. 

(iv) Correspondence 

The Chair commented on correspondence received in relation to access to 
washroom facilities at Canada Line stations. Victor Wei, Director, 
Transportation, stated that staff anticipate bringing a report forward to an 
upcoming Public Works and Transportation Committee meeting regarding 
this matter. The Chair requested that staff also provide an update on the 
Brighouse bus mall. 

The Chair commented on water meters and issues related to hot water tanks. 
Mr. Stewart stated that he was not aware of any such concerns; however he 
advised that he would examine the matter. 

(v) Miscellaneous Matters 

Discussion ensued regarding the following matters: 

• parking permits in laneways in Steveston Village; 

• reconfiguration of parallel parking stalls in an effort to maximize space; 
and 

• parking plans for the Branscombe House. 

Discussion further ensued and the Chair requested that staff provide Council 
with a memorandum regarding the Branscombe House. 

Also, discussion took place regarding the City's aging infrastructure. As 
result of the discussion, the fo llowing referral was made: 

It was moved and seconded 
That sta//report back on the City's aging infrastructure. 

CARRIED 

ADJOURNMENT 

It was moved and seconded 
That the meeting adjouTIl (5:00 p.m.). 

CARRIED 

6. 
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Public Works & Transportation Committee 
Wednesday, September 19, 2012 

Councillor Linda Barnes 
Chair 

Certified a true and correct copy of the 
Minutes of the meeting of the Public 
Works & Transportation Committee of the 
Council of the City of Richmond held on 
Wednesday, September 19, 20 12. 

Hanieh Berg 
Committee Clerk 

7. 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

Report to Committee 

Date: September 17, 2012 

File: 10-6450-19-03/2012-
Vol 01 

Re: TRAFFIC BYLAW AMENDMENT TO REFLECT REVISED FORMAT OF ANNUAL 
PARADES 

Staff Recommendation 

That Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 8955 (Attachment I) be introduced and 
given first, second and third reading to ensure conformance with the changes approved in 
December 2011 to the format of the arumal Stcvcston Santa Claus Parade. 

2' < 

Victor Wei, P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 
(604-276-413 1) 

At!. 1 

ROUTED To: 

Community Bylaws ........ 
Law ...... ....... .. .. ... ... ...... 

REVIEWED BY SMT 
SUBCOMMITTEE 

... -

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

C ONCURRENCE CONCURR~~F~~~NAGER 
................. . .. ... ........... . I>Y' 
......... ...... . ................. I>V" j/ / 

INITIALS: REVIEWED BY CAO '&3 t% 

PWT - 13



September 17,2012 -2- File: 1 0-6450-19-03/2012-Vol 01 

Staff Report 

Origin 

At the December 19,20 11 regular Counci l meeting, Counci l approved an appl ication from the 
Rotary Club of Steveston to conduct its annual Steveston Santa Claus parade on a different day 
and using a different route than ilie previous year's approved format. That report stated that staff 
would bring forward an amendment to Traffic Bylaw No. 5870 to conform to the revised parade 
cri teria; this report presents the proposed bylaw amendment. 

Analysis 

Section 7.2 of Traffic Bylaw No. 5870 gives authority to the Director of Transportation to 
approve the three annual parades listed in Schedule N of the bylaw (i.e. , Stevcston Salmon 
Festival parade, Remembrance Day parade and Steveston Santa Claus parade) unless there is a 
change in the parade format from that approved by Council for the previous year. Thus, annual 
Council approval of the Steveston Santa Claus parade will not be required provided that the 
format oftbe parade does not change from that approved by Council in December 2011. 

However, Schedule N of Traffic Bylaw No. 5870 requires amendment as it currently states that 
the annual Steveston Santa Claus parade is approved to be held on December 24th whereas the 
revised date approved by Council in December 201 1 is December 23 rd

• 

Attachment 1 contains the proposed amendment to Schedule N of Traffic Bylaw No. 5870 to 
re flect this change. For each of the annual parades, the date of the parade is no longer specified 
as only the name of the parade is required per Section 7.2 of the bylaw. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

The proposed bylaw amendment would align Schedule N of Traffic Bylaw No. 5870 with the 
Council-approved format for the 201 1 annual Steveston Santa Claus parade. 

Q~ 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 

JC:lee 
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City of 
Richmond Bylaw 8955 

Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 8955 

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows: 

I. Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, as amended, is further amended by repealing Schedule N of Bylaw 
No. 5870 and substituting the content of Schedule A attached to and fonning part of this 
bylaw. 

2. This Bylaw is cited as "Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 8955". 

FIRST READING ,~'" 
RICHMOND 

APPROVED 

SECOND READING for contenl by 
orlgln~~nll 

' .... 
THIRD READING VW 

APPROVED 
for t"'llalitv 

ADOPTED by Solicllo< 

d)..-

MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER 

"""'" 
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Bylaw No. 8955 
SCHEDULE A TO BYLAW NO. 8955 

SCHEDULE N TO BYLAW NO. 5870 

Annual Parades 

The following annual parades may be authorized by the Director of Transportation, subject to 
section 7.2: 

• The Steveston Salmon Festival Parade; 

• The Remembrance Day Parade; and 

• The Steveston Santa Claus Parade. 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Victor Wei , P. Eng. 
Director, Transportation 

Report to Committee 

Date: September 17, 2012 

File: 01 -0154-00N oI01 

Re: REQUEST FOR PILOT INITIATIVE TO PROVIDE SPECIAL PUBLIC ACCESS TO 
STAFF WASHROOMS IN THE RICHMOND-BRIG HOUSE CANADA LINE STATION 

Staff Recommendation 

That Richmond City Council send a letter to TransLink advising of its support for the 
implementation of tbe pilot initiative proposed by the Richmond Seniors Network. 

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

I 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED TO: CONCURRENCE CONCURREZ GENERAL MANAGER 

Community Social Development .. ....... ... ........ .. .. . 1iY d _ ~//A6_. 
Development Applications .... ............. .............. ... IiY r I 
REVIEWED BY SMT INITIALS; REVIEWED BY CAOI eb SUBCOMMITTEE lC 

3654479 
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September 17, 2012 - 2 - File: 01-0 154-00Nol 01 

Staff Report 

Origin 

The City has received a copy of a tetter (Attachment 1) from the Richmond Seniors Network 
(RSN) addressed to the Chief Executive Officer ofTransLink requesting implementation of a 
pilot initiative whereby seniors, people living with di sabilities and families with young children 
would be provided with special access to the staff washrooms in the Richmond-Brighouse Canada 
Line Station_ The RSN subsequently contacted stafT to request City support for the implementation 
of the pilot project This report responds to that request. 

Analysis 

t. Public Use ofStaft' Washrooms at Canada Line Stations 

This issue was first identified to City staff in May 20 11 , when members of hoth the Richmond 
Seniors Advisory Committee (RSAC) and the Richmond Centre for Disability (RCD) advised of 
the need for public washrooms at all Canada Line stations. In turn, staff requested that BC Rapid 
Transit Company Ltd (BCRTC, the operating company ofTransLink responsible for the 
SkyTrain system) consider providing public access to staff washrooms in Canada Line stations. 
BCRTC subsequently advised that staff washrooms would only be made available to the public i f 
"someone approaches an attendant with an urgent need to use a washroom" with the degree of 
urgency to be determined at the attendant's discretion. However, recent requests by a RSAC 
member to use Canada Line station washrooms have all resulted in denial by the attendants. 

Given the general desire for the provision of public washrooms near rapid transit stations and 
BCRTC's CUITent policy, it is apparent that this issue needs to be addressed on a pennanent 
basis. As such, staff will seek the requirement of providing public washroom faci lities as part of 
TransLink's planned bus mall development at its eastern end on Buswell Street in close 
proximity- to the Richmond-Brighouse Canada Line station. TransLink and the developer of the 
recently approved mixed use commercial/residential development adjacent to the station have 
agreed to provide interim washrooms for bus operators until the ultimate public washrooms are 
functional. 

Tn the longer tenn, the provision of additional public washrooms closer to the Canada Line 
station would also be pursued when the adjacent Brighouse Square site to the south redevelops. 
In the interim, the RSN is proposing a pilot project as described in Section 2. 

2. Proposed Pilot Project 

The RSN, which includes representatives from RSAC and RCD, proposes that seniors, people 
living with disabilities and families with yo ung children be provided with access to the staff 
washrooms in the Richmond-Brighouse Canada Line Station between 7:00 am and 7:00 pm for a 
trial period of six to 12 months, after which the pi lot initiative would be assessed to determine if it 
could be made pennanent. To bolster its request, the RSN is seeking Council endorsement of and 
support for the proposal. 

Staff recognize that TransLink may incur increased operating costs to implement the pilot 
project, which may limit its feas ibility. Notwithstanding, staff are supportive or the request, as 
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September 17, 2012 - 3 - File: 01-01 54-00Nol 01 

implementation of the proposal would be considered as a good step forward to improve the 
accessibility of the Canada Line system and enhance transit service amenities for these 
passengers. 

Financial Impact 

None. 

Conclusion 

Council endorsement of and support for the pilot initiative would lend authority to the request of 
the Richmond Seniors Network, which may increase its potential fo r favourable consideration by 
TransLink. In light of the region's demographic trend of an aging population, increasing the 
availability of public washrooms would recognize the changing needs of our community and 
help ensure that the public realm remains access ible and inclusive. 

Joan Caravan 
Transportation Planner 
(604-276-4035) 
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September 12, 2012 

Mr. Ian Jarvis, CEO 
TransLink 
1600-4720 Kingsway 
Burnaby, B.C. 
V5H 4N2 

Dear Mr. Jarvis, 

Attachment 1 

Richmond Seniors Network 

COpy 

Re: Access to Washroom at Canada Line Stations 

I am writing on behalf of the Richmond Seniors Network (RSN), a community-based planning 
table comprised of seniors and representatives from agencies that serve seniors. Our 
purpose is to coordinate and address the needs of seniors in Richmond. The City of 
Richmond shares our inquiry about access to washroom at Canada line Stations. This is an 
important issue and can be very problematic for seniors. Challenges include physical 
changes related to ageing, specific health conditions and I or difficulty with mObility. 

As noted in previous correspondence with Mr. Fred Cummings, President and General 
Manager, his suggestion that TransLink patrons use the washrooms in adjoining small 
businesses. This has become a problem as these stores now have signage in their windows 
"No Public Washrooms~ . 

I understand that seniors using the Canada Une as late as July I August have been denied 
access to washrooms, as the attendants have not received current policy as to the availability 
of washrooms to seniors, disabled and young families. 

TransLink and RSN appear to be at a "no-win~ situation, therefore, perhaps a suggestion as 
to a pilot project on Canada line may be feasible. Is it possible that Richmond's Brighouse 
Station have their washrooms open with appropriate signage to the above-noted parties, say 
between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. Brighouse Station is the start and ending 

clo VoIIllltHf RkIwrIond Information s • .wc.. 
1'0·1OOG MIn ...... _ .• Rl<h........t. 8e, V6Y]15 

Te~ £OlI·ll1-tilZ (man; Rlch .. ondHnlolSnelwol"kOm-.ca 
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Attachment I Cont' d 

Richmond Seniors Network 

point of Canada Une, but most residents have at least a 30 - 40 minute walk andlor ride 
before arriving at this station, therefore an added need for availability of these washrooms. If 
TransLink could see its way to provide this public service for six - twelve months and if 
successful, then we could readdress this issue at that time. 

We, at RSN trust that our suggestion will be favourably considered by the Executive and 
Board as an altemative to the present situation. If you require RSN to meet and present to 
the Executive I Board, please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours truly, 

21-Y~~u ' ~' 
Louise Young, 
Coordinator 

AMC 
cc: Nancy Olewi\er, Chair of Translink's Board of Directors 

Peler Hill. Manager Access Transit, Translink 
Hon. MS',~ ' F'aLQ.I[, MinAster of Transportation &Infrastructure 
Hon. Ralph Sultan, Minister of Stale for Seniors 
Han. John Yap, MLA Richmond-Steveston 
Linda Reid , MLA East-Richmond 
Rob Howard, MLA Richmond Centre 
Mayor Malcolm Brodie and Richmond City Council 
Victor Wei, Director of Transportation, City of Richmond 
Richmond Seniors Advisory CommiUee 

~o VohIn_1IIcItmMd ~ ~ 
1_1000 Mk\onIll\od ., ~k""""'" K. Vi'I :us 

YIO!, 604·t71·ISlZ £ ... 1l: IIk hnlotld .... Ionfoetwo"' . ... _.u 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Cecilia Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Sustainability and District 
Energy 

Report to Committee 

Date: September 25, 2012 

File: 10-<5125-04-0112012-
Vol 01 

Re: Update on the Enhanced Pesticide Management Program 

Staff Recommendation 

That the staff report dated September 25, 2012 regarding Update on the Enhanced Pesticide 
Management Program from the Interim Director, Sustainability and District Energy be received 
for infonnation. 

Cecili Achiam, MCIP, BCSLA 
Interim Director, Susta inabi lity and District Energy 
(604-276-4122) 

Au! 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

ROUTED To: CONCURRENCE C ONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

Finance Division ~ cf' . /ec:, 
Parks Maintenance and Operations ~ Community Bylaws 

ReVIEwED BY SMT INiTIALS: ReVIEWED BY CAO ,. 
SUBCOMMITTEE /E" &0; 

3656638 

D 

PWT - 23



September 25, 20 12 -2-

Staff Report 

Origin 

The Enhanced Pesticide Management Program (EPMP) was adopted by Council on Apri l 27, 
2009 and has been brought forward to Council on an annual basis for three years. On April 23, 
2012, Council approved continuation of the program on a temporary basis until the Province 
takes action on the use of pesticides for cosmetic purposes. 

This report provides an update 'on the 20 12 EPMP highlights and the status of the Provincial 
Special Committee on Cosmetic Pesticides Report reconunendations. 

Analysis 

Since the adoption of the EPMP in 2009, the City has taken a leadership role in the: advancement 
of research and new generation pesticide products and practices (e.g. corn gluten meal and 
purchase of an Aquacide machine unit); delivery of a variety of popular and well attended natural 
gardening and lawn care workshops for the community; development of outreach programs for 
pesticide retailers and industry landscape professionals; and restrictive nature and rigorous 
application of the Pesticide Use Control (PUC) Bylaw No. 8514, (e.g. fewer Bylaw exemptions 
and voluntary non-use of cosmetic pesticides on hard surfaces). The technical expertise required 
for the continued improvement and advancement of the EPMP and related subjects (e.g. invasive 
species management and control) has grown considerably since the adoption of the Program. 

Highlights of the 2012 EPMP is provided in Attachment 1. 

Through the three years of the EPMP delivery, staff continuously reviews emerging research and 
techniques, recommending appropriate and effective products and practices speci fic to manage 
the City's landscape. These recommendations include training, monitoring programs, pilot 
projects, adoption of new products, acquisition of new machinery and ongoing data collection in 
collaboration with Parks and Engineering Operations staff. Provision of this technical expertise 
positions the City to move forward with programming and best practices that serve to reduce 
parks maintenance costs in the long term. The City has become known for its leadership role in 
this area (e.g. 1st integrated Pest Management Best Practices Field Day, Aquacide equipment 
unit, com gluten meal pilot, education/training sessions for Parks staff and local landscape 
businesses, etc.). 

In 2012 the EPMP has broadened in scope to assure an ever-increasing target audience (i. e. city 
staff, retailers, landscape industry and community) and to support complementary initiatives. 
These include support for City Operations staff in practical invasive species management as well 
as collaboration with the Ministry of Forests, Lands and Natural Resource Operations for the 
control and eradication of an aggressive new invasive plant species to the province, the common 
reed that poses a signifi cant threat to municipal drainage systems and cranberry operations (i .e. 
phragmites). The program has also evolved to include educational and outreach opportunities 
such as the City'S Earth Day Celebrations, coordination of the Richmond Earth Day Youth 
(REaDY) Summit and the Climate Change Showdown. Since the adoption of Provincial and 
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municipal regulations preventing the use of traditional cosmetic pesticides across the country, 
there has been a significant increase in new generation pesticides and techniques to control pests. 

Richmond is one of only three municipalities to receive a $5000 provincial grant to manage 
noxious weeds. The provincial government has recently reallocated the City's grant from 
enforcement to education and outreach for 2013. This was in part based on the recent change 
from a noxious weed specific enforcement to a broader invasive species management mandate, 
which resides with Environmental Sustainability rather than with Community Bylaws. 

Provincial Special Committee on Cosmetic Pesticides: 

As reported in the May 18,2012 memorandum to Mayor and Counci l, the Special Committee on 
Cosmetic Pesticides Report (REDMS #3537078) contains 17 recommendations to achieve the 
goal of reducing pesticide use throughout the province, and ensuring safe and proper use of 
approved products by unlicensed applicators. The recommendations do not include the support 
for a provincial wide ban on the cosmetic use of pesticides. Although the Special Committee on 
Cosmetic Pesticides tabled the report in May 2012, the Province has yet to provide information 
regarding timelines for review of the Report by the Legislative Assembly. As a result, it wi ll 
continue to be necessary for the City to maintain and enforce Bylaw 8514 and manage it 
accordingly using City resources. 

20 13 EPMP: 

The EPMP has been included in the utility budget since Counci l adoption in 2009. There was a 
reduction in the overall budget after the Er st year of the program in 20 10 relating to advertising 
of the PUC Bylaw. The past two years of funding have remained consistent and no increases to 
the Program budget are proposed fo r the 2013 utility budget process. 

The total financial impact of the EPMP is $ 139,169: 6 1% TFT staff salary; 28% enforcement 
TFT; and 11 % community outreach. The 20 12 program's funding has been approved by Council 
for 2012 and is funded in the Sanitation and Recycling utility budget. As in past practice, the 
2013 program will be included in the 20 13 Sanitation and Recycling utility budget for 
consideration by Council. As this is a continuation of an existing level of service, if approved, 
there will be no impact to the 2013 utility budget and rates as a result of maintaining the TFT 
Environmental Coordinator position to manage the EPMP. 

EPMPCosts Percentage 

TFT Environmental Coordinator ( 1.0 TFT, salary and benefits) $ 84,687 61% 
Education and Community Partnerships - $ 15,000 11% 
TFT Bylaw Enforcement (0.5 TFT, education, patrols and response) - $ 39,482 28% 

TOTAL COST - $139,169 100% 
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If in the future, the Province takes action towards a regulation, staff will bring back a report to 
Council to consider elimination of the EPMP staff components. 

Fina ncial Impact 

This report has no financial impact. 

Conclusion 

The City's EPMP continues to gamer considerable recognition across the province due to the 
comprehensive and responsive nature of the program adopted by Council. The EPMP was 
modeled upon successful cosmetic pesticide programs and strategies that combine strong 
education and outreach programming to support the PUC Bylaw compliance. Ongoing program 
success is contingent upon continuation of the level of service for the EPMP components which 
include: Corporate Reduction; Education and Community Partnership; Senior Government 
Regulation; and Municipal Regulation. Staffwi1l continue to build upon the innovation, best 
practices, outreach and regulatory opportunities to maintain the ongoing leadership of the 
Program. Provincial Legislative Assembly proceedings related to the Special Committee on 
Cosmetic Pesticides Report will continue to be monitored and updates will be provided to Mayor 
and Council accordingly. 

'-f~~ 
Lesley Douglas, B.Sc., R.P. Bio. 
Manager, Environmental Sustainability 
(604-276-4672) 

LD:jep 

I Attachment I 120 12 EPMP Highlights 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

2012 EPMP Highlights: 

• Approximately 3500 PUC Bylaw Information, and Environmental Sustainability 
Workshop brochures distributed (including 1000 in Chinese): 

o To City facilities, 
o To the general public during City Events, 
o To local pesticide retailers at point ofsalc. 

• 34 Natural Gardening and Lawn Care workshops, including 1 in Chinese; 
• Advertisements and promotion for the PUC Bylaw and Natural Gardening and Lawn 

Care workshops (e.g. local newspapers, Parks, Recreation and Culture Guide, City 
website, community events etc.); 

• Information booth on Natural Gardening and Pesl Solutions during City Events and at 
Steveston Farmer and Artisan Markets; 

• Responded to approximately 80 information and complaints calls, e-mails and front of 
house requests, to support compl iance with the Bylaw; 

• Staff visited Richmond cosmetic pesticide retai lers in early Spring and late Summer; 

o All retailers now provide the City PUC Bylaw and Education program 
information at point of sale, 

o Three retailers continue to offer onl y Permitted Pesticides in their stores, 

o One traditional pesticide retailer has ceased operations, 

o One pesticide retailer has ceased the sale of traditional pesticides. 

• Continued to irnprove the City'S in-house rnonitoring program to determine the efficiency 
of Parks and Recreation 's use of com gluten rneal for the Sports Field Herbicide 
Prograrn. The success and methodologies of the program were also shared with 
neighboring municipalities; 

• Parks Operations purchased a new "Aquacide" equipment unit, using steam and heated 
water to kill weeds, reducing the reliance and costs related to horticultural v inegar use; 

• Parks Operations hosted the J st Integrated Pest Management Best Practices Field Day to 
learn and share Best Practices with other MeJro Vancouver municipaJ parks managers 
and staff (- 30 attendees, including industry); 

• Community Bylaws continued to promote pub lic awareness and compliance of the PUC 
Bylaw by conducting weekend patrols and inspections during the months of May, June, 
July and August 2012. A total of262 residents and 25 landscaping business operators 
were provided with compliance instructions pursuant to the Bylaw; 

• While no violation tickets were issued fo r the use of pesticides, 6 municipal tickets were 
issued to landscapers conducting business in the City without a valid business li cence; 

• The City'S PUC Bylaw continues to be cited as a model bylaw to regulate the cosmetic 
use of pesticides in the province. 

• Continued and improved the giant hogweed Early Detection and Rapid Response 
(EDRR) program by providing advanced notice and infonnation to known and new 
property owners with giant hogweed infestations. This resulted in a dramatic decrease of 
reports and complaints throughout the summer of2012 (13 reports 201 1, 3 reports 20 12); 
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• Assisted 8 residents to respond to giant hogweed reports, concerns and removal 
information on their property; 

• Participated in the development of a regional and local response plan for European fire 
ant infestations; 

• Continued to collaborate with the provincial invasive plant EDRR program in identifying 
potential invasive Phragmites habitat in Richmond; 

• Respond to City staff and community information calls on invasive species (e.g. purple 
loosestrife, Japanese knotweed, English ivy, parrot feather); 

• Lead community stewardship projects involving noxious weeds and other invasive plant 
removal in natural areas (e.g. parks, riparian management areas, environmentally 
sensitive areas). 

PWT - 28



City of 
Richmond 

Report to Committee 

To: 

From: 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Tom Stewart, 

Date: October 4, 2012 

File: 10-6000-01/2012-Vol 
Director, Public Works 01 

Re: Sanitary Dump Station 

Staff Recommendation 

That: 

1. An Expression of Interest for Sanitary Dump Station service within the City of Richmond 
be issued; and 

2. Staff report back with recommendations based on the results of the Expression of Interest 
to Counci l for consideration. 

Tom ewart, AScT. 
Director, Public Works 
(604-233-330 1) 

3666898 

REPORT CONCURRENCE 

CONCURRENCE OF GENERAL MANAGER 

rZ. {- -
- ~ 

REVIEWED BY SMT 't? SUBCOMMITTEE 

REVIEWED BY CAO (D 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

Staff received a number of requests from recreational vehicle (RV) owners to construct a 
Sanitary Dump Station (Sani-Dwnp) within City lim its. A Sani-Dump allows recreational type 
vehicles equipped wi th holding tanks the abili ty to discharge the waslewater into an approved 
wastewater disposal system. 

Background 

Currently. there is no Sani-Dump in the City because the existing faci lities located at the Shell 
gas station at Garden City/Lansdowne Road and the Richmond Touri sm site at Hwy 99 just nortll 
of the tunnel were both closed around 2009. As well, the Sani-Dump located at the Delta Town 
and Country Inn just south of the tunnel on Hwy 99, closed around 2008. The closest active 
Sani-Dumps are located in North Burnaby and in Delta near the Tsawwassen Ferry Terminal . 

Analysis 

The closures of San i-Dumps over the years have been mostly due to low returns on investment, 
abuse, and mistreatment. From discussions wi th the operators we were advised the majority of 
the abuse comes from commercial vehicles dumping chemicals and other noncompliant liquids 
into the holding tanks or conveyance systems. The operators also mentioned that RV owners 
were not cleaning up after using the facil ity which required a lot of extra staff time. 

"nle majority of Sani-Dumps in BC are privately owned and operated. Sanidump.com identifies 
the location of Sani-Dumps and many are located at gas service stations or businesses such as 
Canadian Tire. Staff investigated San i-Dumps within a 60 km radius outs ide Richmond and 
found 8 active sites which were all privately owned and operated. With no active Sam-Dump 
within the City or nearby, staff reviewed options to have a Sani-Dump constructed in Richmond. 
The review identified the following two options as the most feasible for the providing Sani­
Dump services in Richmond: 

I. Private business owner owns and operates a Sani-Dump and the City contributes up to 
$ 10,000 to assist with the installations of utility services. (Recommended) 

2. Develop a Ci ty owned and operated facility. 

Option 1 (recommended) provides fmanciaJ incentive for private business, which has previously 
not realized adequate returns, to construct a Sani-Dump by contributing up to $10,000 towards 
the required construction of the water and sewer infrastructure needed to support the facility. In 
return, the private business owner would be required to commit to providing the service for a 
minirnwn of five years. 
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Developing a City owned and operated Sanj-Dump facil ity (Option 2) would be more costly for 
the City than Option 1. Staff recommends issuing an Expression of Interest to the public that 
includes the tcnns of Option I to determine if there is private sector interest in operating a Sani­
Dump under those tenns . Should there be inadequate interest in the Expression of Interest, 
Option 2 can be considered. The results of the Expression of Interest will be brought to Council 
for consideration in a subsequent staff report. 

Financial Impact 

Up to $ 10,000 from the 20 11 Sewer and Water Minor Capital wi ll be allocated in support of the 
recommended option provided the Expression of Interest generates suitable submissions. 

Conclusion 

The City has two realistic options for providing Sam-Dump services in the City of Richmond. 
Staff recommends exploring the less expensive option, Option 1, through an Expression of 
Interest fo r a private business owner to own and operate a Sani-Dump wi th financial incentive 
from the City. Should the Expression of Interest not yield an appropriate result, Option 2, a City 
owned and operated fac ility, can be considered. 

Romeo Bicego 
Manager, Sewerage and Drainage 
(604-244-1209) 

RB 
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To: 

From: 

City of 
Richmond 

Public Works and Transportation Committee 

Mike Redpath 
Senior Manager, Parks 

John Irving, P.Eng. MPA 
Director, Engineering 

Report to Committee 

Date: October 1, 2012 

File: 06-2345-00Nol 01 

Re: Steveston Harbour Long Term Development Concept Update 2012 

Staff Recommendation 

I. That no greater than $2.0M in funding from utility provisions be approved as the City's 
proportionate share for the dredging of the Steveston Channel, which will only be 
expended upon the approval and commitment by senior governments of matching grants. 

2. That Council forward a letter to the Riclunond MLA '5, MP's, Port Metro Vancouver, 
Small Craft Harbors and the Steveston Harbour Authority seeking financial support for 
the future dredging of the Local Area channel in Steveston Harbour. 

Mike Redpath 
Senior Manager, Parks 
(604-247-4942) 

Art. 1 

ROUTED To: 

Finance Division 

REVIEWED BY SMT 
SUBCOMMITTEE 

3b66136 

Director, Engineering 
(604-276-4140) 

REPORT CONCURRENCE /7 
CONCURRENCE It 0NCURR~ CE ~NERAL MANAGER 

if /' /. ." 
'"~ REVIEWED~ @5; 
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Staff Report 

Origin 

In November 20 10, as part of the report: Steveston Harbour Cannery Channel Long Term 
Development Plan, Eastern Navigation Channel and lntertidal Habitat, the following 
recommendation was approved: 

(I) "Thai the concept, use and potential redevelopment of the foreshore in front a/the City owned 
properties at 6240 10 6280 Dyke Road (the Eastern Entrance Plan) for a new navigational 
channel, causeway, and intertidal habitat area be approved and that the February 2010 Balanced 
Environmental Plan 5249-D-28.1 provided within the 2010 Hay & Company report be used as 
the guidingframework until ofina/ plan has been completed; 

(2) That City staff work logether with Sfeveston Harbour Authority and Small Craft Harbours to 
establish a Memorandum o/Understanding outlining the intent and comlllitmentto work together 
towards a mutually beneficial long term visionJbr Steveston Cannery Channel; and 

(3) Thai City staff continue to work closely with the Province, Port Metro Vancouver, Small Craft 
Harbours and Steves/on Harbour Authority to clarifY roles and responsibililies, finaJize all plans, 
and approval processes,for Phase I - Construction o/the eastern navigational channel, 
causeway and intertidal habitat area. " 

The purpose of this report is in response to the above and to present an opportunity to work 
collaboratively with, the Steveston Harbour Authority, Port Metro Vancouver, and Small Craft 
Harbour's Canada with the goal of advancing work on the Steveston Harbour Long Tenn 
Development Plan Concept. 

Analysis 

Since November 2010, Staff have been working closely with Port Metro Vancouver, the Steveston 
Harbour Authority, and Small Craft Harbours Canada to advance the Steveston Harbour Vision. 
Attachment 1 is a summary detailing the need for dredging in the Steveston Harbour in a letter from 
the Steveston Harbour Authority sent to the Federal Member of Parliament, Kerry~Lynne Findlay. 
Within this letter, it is estimated that approximately $8.0M to $9.0M of dredging is required to 
facilitate the eastern configuration within the Steveston Harbour channel. 

Moving Towards the Vision 

In order to advance any work on the Steveston Harbour Long Term Vision Concept Plan dedicated 
fWlding is necessary. As there are three levels of government and delegated Authorities who are 
stakeholders in the Steveston Harbour, a commitment to financial contributions is required by all 
parties. The Steveston Harbour Long Term Vision Concept Plan requires multi~jurisdictional 
mutual coordination of efforts for activities such as dredging, ecological enhancements, flood 
protection, in.frastructure development and more. 
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Current ReaIity- The Need for Dredging 

Since the end of the federally funded dredging program in 2008 for local area channels such as the 
Steveston Harbour, significant sedimentation has occurred in the local waterways resulting in 
economical and navigational concerns. 

For example. the build up of sediment along Steveston Island in the Channel is narrowing the 
harbour navigable channel width, and access to moorage in the Steveston Harbour for vessels with 
drafts greater than 12 feet is extremely difficult and impossible at times. In addition, Scotch Pond 's 
entrance from the channel is now only accessible at high tide by shallow draft vessels with visible 
areas now fonning where there never used to be land in the channel. 

A safe and accessible harbour ensures continued commerce on and along the Fraser River in 
Steveston. Local area dredging in the Steveston Channel will also pemlit the facilitation of special 
events such as Ships to Shore, the Tall Ship Festival, and other maritime events. 

Riclunond's maritime commercial and recreational activities will no longer be available in the 
future if the harbour is not dredged and if a long tenn strategy is not in placed to maintain the 
sediment build up of the channels. 

Flood Management 

The design for the eastern end of Steveston harbour includes the removal of the existing weir, 
construction of a new causeway and navigation charmel that will allow boats to enter the harbour 
from the east, the development of new and productive marsh and riparian habitat (6.7 acres), and 
the construction of public amenities such as boardwalks and outlooks. This report proposes that 
Phase I of the Steveston Harbour Long Tenn Vision Plan be advanced which would result in the 
establ ishment of a portion of the new habitat park area, and dredging of the Harbour. 

To date, two primary dike alignments for rais ing dikes between Garry Point and London Farm 
have been identified. Alignment I is on Lulu Island, it follows a combination of existing and 
new alignments. Alignment 2 makes use of Steveston Island, it would require the construction of 
a completely new dike on the is land plus additional structures to close off the harbour. 

Alignment 2 has a similar footprint proposed under the Steveston Harbour Long Term 
Development Plan, and conceptually the two plans could be designed to complement each other. 
On July 23, 20 12, Council endorsed that the public and key external stakeholders be consulted to 
provide feedback on the Steveston area and the West Dike flood protection concepts identified in 
the staff report titled Dike Master Plan - Phase I. Consultation is currently underway_ 

Delta Precedent: 

Since 2008, the Corporation of Delta's staff has met with Federal Ministers and Senior Government 
staff to lobby a number of issues, including the reinstatement of funding to dredge their secondary 
channels of the lower Fraser River. Delta has also been working with Port Metro Vancouver and 
other stakeholders to develop a strategy and identify funding sources to alleviate the sedimentation 
problems that are occurring in the Ladner Harbour. 
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In July 2012, The Corporation of Delta completed a study detailing the social, economic and 
environmental impacts in support of dredging river sediment in the Ladner Channel basin. 
Utilizing this background information, the Corporation of Delta has committed $2.0M in funding to 
dredging in their harbour. Delta is currently seeking partnerships in securing $8.0M in collaborative 
funding from the following stakeholders, Port Metro Vancouver, the Federal Government of 
Canada, and the Province ofB.C. 

Local Area Dredging Contribution Program 

Port Metro Vancouver has now established a Local Channel Dredging Contribution Program which 
can only be used for activities directly related to the preparation of an application to dredge. The 
funding assistance for up to a maximum of$125,000 or 10% per local channel can only be used for 
items such as survey depth soundings, computer modelling, volume calculations, soil testing etc. but 
cannot be used for the dredging operations. It is recommended that the City apply for this potential 
funding to solicit a similar level of support as was awarded to Delta. 

Next Steps 

In order to preserve a continued working maritime harbour within the Steveston Charmel, funding is 
required to complete the following: 

1. To advance the implementation of the overall Steveston Harbour Long Tenn Vision 
Concept Plan - undertake $8.0M of dredging operations in the Steveston Charmel. 

2. To solicit matching funding fTom Federal, Provincial levels of Government and port 
authorities. 

Financial Impact 

This report proposes that $2.0M in funding from utility provisions be approved as the City's 
proportionate share for the dredging of the Steveston Channel, which will only be expended 
upon the approval and commitment by senior governments of matching grants 

Conclusion 

Richmond's Steveston Harbour is the homeport to over 350 commercial fishing vessels and 
many other recreational, commercial and heritage interests. It provides a legacy for many 
generations to come as a historical fishing village that has now evolved into a world class city. 

In order for the Steveston Harbour to maintain its operations and activities, planning and 
preparation for the Steveston Harbour Long Tenn Vision Concept Plan and the immediate 
dredging of the channel is required. 

M~ 
Mike Redpath 
Senior Manager, Parks 

ing, P .Eng. MP A 
Director, Engineering 
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Attachment 1 

.' Sept.ember 7, 2012 

SnVESTO~ HARBOUR AUTHORIIY 

Kerry-Lynne ~,< Findlay; dc, flJiP 
R9,om 650, La, Promenade Builc!i!19 
tiq':!se of Commons . .. 

. ~ttaw.9-, Ontario K1A OBA . 

Dear Ms. Findlay: 

12740 

RE: DREDGING;STEVESTON HARBOUR 

Road, Richmond, S.c. V7E 3R8 Fax .604-Z71.6142 

PHOTOCOPIED ' 

. SEP 7 2~ 

£< DISTlllBtD 

Pl~a.se al'I9w 'm'e to . intp~d~C¢ myself, ITlY name !s Ross . l~olke~tad .ana ,I am t~~ 
Board Chairman on the Steveston Harbour Authority' ("SHA") Boa.rd bf Directors .. 

. SHA is the largest commercial 'fishJng .ha.rbolJr in Ganad~ Clnd is homeport to 'OVer 
350 co:mmerci~1 fishing vess,els', The harbour is also hom~ to many serv,ices ',that 
fishe:~men "al.l o~er the p~ovince utilize such as a,seafood auction, marine · insur.~i1ce . 
vessel repair, travellifl, al,1 unloadin'g station and an ice house; Eac;h yel'lr; anywhere· 
tram 30-65 mi.llion· pounds. of· seafood are' ofnoade~ at ou'j" fa<;ilit·ies. · . , . . .. -, . 

, 
I write .to bring to y'our attention_a serjous chailenge facing SHA.,its many bl!sinE;!sses; 
and fi$~eJmen il"! Jhe. lower· 1l13i':lland :-; maint~riance dredging of the harb~ur and ' 
tributaries. I understand that you are famil!ar w!th Hie problE!!11.s facing Stevestqn . 
Harbour 'as the Gener~1 Man·ager. Bob Baziuk has provided you 'with documentation . 
and ' photographs relating 10 'this iss_ue and that you have had n~merous dIscussions 
with S.t-IA .director~ and other stakeholders. .. . 

I cannot stress enough .the .urgency that w~ .. faq~ .in regCjlrds 1.0 infill ott'. Ih'~ ' F:taser . 
River and in specific. how it affects tJie .Steveston Canne:ry . Ch~nnel and .Steveston 
Harbour, As·you are .aYJare, in 1998, 'the (;ov.ernment of Can'ada, through the CO<;lst 
G.9ard, withqrew all funding for' local chann!,!1 dredQing on the 'lpwer:Fr~sef Rive·r. 
Thh~ obligation was subsequently dow.nloaded to local po~t authoritiE!s. In .2008: tlJe 
Va'ncOl!Ver Fraser Port, Atilhqrfty ' ("PQrt M~tro~) abruptly stopped providing 'any 
fu.ndirig fo r tl1e aT!mi~1 dr~.dging of.locCjl I ."ch'!nnels. Instead, Pori M.e,tro established. a 
local ch'annel dredglrig' contribution program;'· however. thl!? funding can only be used · 
for a'ctiYlties cfirectly r~ laled 10 preparing ' .~n. appjication ~ for fl.ln.diri.9 and ' nbt . for 
dred~ing (~~e Appendix A to t~ is l~tter). Thi~ pro~ram dQes not come a~ywhE!re near 

~-=-c--:cjealing with the sediment infin . accumulation in Steveston Harbour. ·The impact of 
. of. RIC 'ipoli?y chang~. is slgnifica,~t and Ii.as placeA,an irtipet~s 'on the: impl~m~nta.tion. of 
~~ 'DATE . ~s aln~~le l?ng-t~rf!1 man~g~men t plan for .~te~e~ton Harbo~.r and the' entl.re 

cJ' . - 10 ~~ ser River b~sin, · S~e Appe~d lx B to thJ~ let.l.e ~ for regent an~ p'ast aerriil 
. ph9~~ r phs taken in the ar~a..that clearly portray the ominous conseq~ences of the 

SEP 7-- 2uffti tIo in dredging maintenance has caus~d. The spe~ific needs of the ~HA 'can 

() 

-::><J- . RECEIVED . 0'" 

Ox"'" 
'€"RI<'S 0 
~-

1 
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( .. l 

. . " 
be divided into three primary categories, as set forth below. 

' .. ·1, SHA req~ir9s. an ;mm~'djate increase. in funding for dredging maint~l)af"!.ce 
_.'. from the .Governmeni of Canada. ," -: .... ,. :- . ' .. . ... : . .-. .. . '. '. .' . 

Steveston . Harbotir and 'StevestQn Cannery Channel · are in desperate riee~ . of 
. . ::: jpcrease(,r-dredging .eff'?rts io· '"o~der to mainta in ' th~ cornl}lercial fi.she"ry a,nd " the 

: businesses; thai rely on it.. Immediate actions arf,: Jequired to bring both the harbour 
and eha'tinel to a safe and. acceptable depth-'for tne s~fe passage of Canadian . , ' , 

" fiShing vessels as Well as pleasure,aod-other' boats. ' .' .'" ." .. -, ~ 
r . _ . . ,. " ." '.,. . ,",.;. ' '. '", " " .. " .. 

'From 2002 to 2012, the. Department of Fisheries and Oceans,- Small Craft Harbours 
.. Division . ("SCH") has 'contributed an : a'ggregate of $2,760,000 towards 'dredging 
. Steveston Harbour. .please refe'r to the aSteves~on 'Harbour Authority Dre.dglng 

Fum;Ji.l19 S!lmljlaryN 'attached as Ap~nd ix ' C. to .thi~ leHer. A brief perusal. of this 
appendi.x will iI!ustrate that funding has,been ~porad.ic and ~as nQt kept up' wi~h t~e 
infilL Plea~e note .that there are a' great l:1umber 'of costs ass~.cia·ted · wi~h dredging 
b"efore . any infilt is actua lly taken oul such as mobilization of equipment, oceal:1 
disposal fees and price per cubic meter. 'A ll of these factors affect the volume of 
dredgeate remqved, r' . : . . , ~, ,:' ' 

.In: ~ecent ' years, · both :Po~ Metro ' a~d .SCH ~Cl:ve · establis.hed firm jurisdiption,a~ " 
bound~ries. It is my e$timate!"that to bring the Sleve.s.lon Cannery Chann~1 Qack. to 
the .historic depth of five :(5) niet!;:"rs .and the Ir.ibula.y waterlols of .SCH anq others·to 

, three (3) meters ~I a 'zero 'tide wouid require in exces~ ·of $2,000,000 in fun'ding. 
The!?e historic d,epth.s ·are t.he minimum acc~ptab!e level for SHA. 'to operate and 
provide seryices to 'our vibrant commercial fishing fleet on a .col:1sistent ~nd reliable 
basis. : p ue to the ' dramatic de~r.e~se . in fundin'g for : dredging the chanflel ' arid 
harl:!our, the depths are much shallowE!.r. In some c~ses the cha'1n.e1 i.s as sha)low .as 
2.5 meters at 0 tide and the iN.aterlots afe as shallow as 1.5 meters at 0 tide . 

. .;, 

Furthermore, ' it has been: estim~ted 'that t~e .amo!J;lt 'of intill settling in .Steveston . . 
Harbour each year. is -22,~00m3 . it ~Qu ld ~Iso be prud.ent to revi~w , the width .'of the·. 
Steveston 'Cannery Channel 'and imiximiz~ it (or 'safe 'passage of all yess'eJs: Adding · 
cJe~ r :ma'rk~rs th.at prop'.e~ly 'outline' t~f;!: na~igalipnal . chal"!n~ 1 would, greatly .i":lprove 
sarety, in the channel and harbour. ·It goes' withOut saying ' that c.uITent levels of 
fundin'g d~ no~ arrow fOT th,ese jniport~hf ·s~ud les to take " plac~ such t~at we 'Gan 
property, as.c~rtain our specifi~ needs. ' . 

' ... 
Ple.ase continue. your efforls in obtajning add ilional 'funding for dredging in this area. 
Our situation IS d ire, and if s.omething Is not do.ne in !he very near future, the harbour 
will b¢come a navigation hazard and rendered unu:sable faT tlJis active fishing fleet, 

.whi.ch rem~ins th.e largest,in Canada to this d~y. . . . ". 

" 2. ' SHA and other stakeholders require fundlng for permanent st;ucfutes' that 
, :will Mad to ' a substantial and perennial reduction. ·in future drqdging 

maintenance costs. ' ' . . 

SHA is fully. in line with SCH's ultimate. goal to establish a IOlJg-term approach to 

2 

.. 
, . 
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" 
solving anhual 'mairHen.a.nce 'r;jredging funding issues problem.s through permanent 
stru~tur.es. Particu"'arJy in f!ln era of fiscal aust.erity, we recognize it is' not accep"tabl.e: . 
or .realistic to continu,s ~skirig .for Increased fl:l.n.ding for dredging m~i!')tenance .' . ;. 

' i,viJhout taking S:flr~p,us .meas,l:Ire& .~o rnitigate th~ , pr6blem . . ' .. . '.' .. ,." 

AccQrdingly, the'SHA h?,s taken ~ ror~ :jn ·wQrking:Wit.h SeA. Rart.Metro and the City 
;. ..of Richmond (coll.ectiv-ery, the ~ Intereste,=,. prganizatiqn~") in assessing th~ optiPi"!S, 

costs and regulatory hurdles in .order to . ~reQt such ,struj;:fures.'. More suecifically, the 
l!1terested Organizations are .encourage.d" by ' a ' ,2511.0 , repprt prepar~ by Hay ,l$.. -
Co.mp'~ny. COf}sultant~ for the' City ,of R,iGhniand, a.tta~h~q. . h? this, [ett~r a.s Appe'n,dlx '. 
D. TJiis report c.oncluded that reconfiguratian of t~~ harqaur and ::;;urrounding '"are:a 
wau)d' signiQ.canlly .reduce. the amo.unt'.af.jnfill settling Ih ti,1e harQour: A '2008 r~port .. ' 
(ro/11 Hay -& Company addressed .ta SCH also indicated that,·a ·l::!ermltjdal marsh . 
structure up'stream of the:eastern entrance of Steve-stan Harbour could reduce infill 
ins·fde:,. the , ~harbo\.lr b:/ 39'% ~mnliaIJY. · 'This . irifilJ reducUon .. y.,9,~[d . alsl? ':b~ 
comple.m~nted .by .;it 's,ubstailti.ai" r~duci ipil in tret;!s .and. ol~er 'debril? enl.~ring , the', 

'-', harbour, it/hich in and of itself is major annual expense Incurred by SHA and SCH,' in 
'addition 10 ~ausing extreme havoc to' both v~sse'ls an.q. harboUr infr~stn.lct~re, .' .. 
" , • .' '.' " '. ' ..,.. :. '._. ,c .' ." '. " 

Please note that the Interested Organizations .ha\le yet ' to determine what the 
harbour configuraiion woul(:f look. Ijke, have not .c9mn:fllted ariy'.~Linds to a'ny su~h 

· proje,?!, -and ' have no~ , obtained enough . info·rmation· on w~at regulat.ory .. ·an.d 
jurisdictions hurdles would· face t/:lem in' /Fmbarking on s!Jch a project. The Interested . 
O.rg'arii.zation~· a're, h·ow~ver, · devoti.ng a ' gre~.i deal of tlme to stUdY a[1y, solutions t9 . 

· tQe wo~ening problem qf infiJl in .Ste,vesto,! r;t~rbour ',' '. . " . 
. .,' '. ,- ,,' . ' . . ..... .,'. '. 

Clearly, harb.our reconflguratia:n could produce ma.ny benefits including: considerably ' 
re4u~i!1g ano.~al dre.dging . cost~" cre:ating new . inter-tidal m~rine habita,t alo,ng the: 

· WC!-terfront,. reducing i~.e .. ~ r~~n's liability .in ,the. e~~nt of ves:sels 9rollrid)ng, 'improving 
fishing operations, enhancing harbour ' navigation , ~nd creating new tourism. . - " ~, " ,oPP'ortunities. , ' . . ,', : . , 

, , 

The,apP'roximate ov~ralJ tost to r~cogriize anY:form :of this pos~,ib[e re~onfjgura'tlon ' 
to' the . eastern -harbol,lr ch.ann~J ' entranc~ ' is : ~mficult" to ,. estimate; however, o'ur , 

, PJeJimin~ry fese~rch suggl?~ts . th.at it wou,ld faUin tile ra·nge ~f a_pproxim'ately $8":'10 
'. million dorr~rs, I write today to seek what funding is availabl~ to s tudy the options 

: . and finaUy underlak~ ,the project tHat is 'determined to be. the most- ,economical, 
, efficient ~ndprod uctive fpr all use"'~ .af. Steveston Harbour. ':,: .. ' . -, ' .. ' . ":, '. ' .. 

. " 

I .wish to··e:mp·hasiz.e·thClt any additio(1al ' fund~ th'at ~re comtn1ttec{to' ~ny such.project 
would not obviate the need for. the Government of Canada to provi1::!e initial additional 
funds for d redging .maintenance, as requested in #1, above. It is imperativ~ that t~e 
depth of Steveston HarQour and Steveston CannerY. Channel be brought down 10 an . 
aC,ceptable level as soa." as Possible and prior to the c.ommencem.erit of any such 
project, ' . " .. .. 

3 , 
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3 . . Th~ Interested, ' Organizations require a definitive answer· (egarding 
dispoSing of dr~dgeate on S/eveston:/s/and. . -'., . 

Whether it is in respect ' to our request for additiomil ' f!Jnding for dr~dging 
m~intenance or a p~rman.~nf ~tructure that l)'I _j~igates the problem of infil', it is 
essential that the Government of Ganada provide us with a decision on .whether 

'"dre.l;tgeate m~y be di~posed on Steveston Island. The SHA'i'1J parlicular.is ~xtremely 
frustrated with the lack of. clarity on this issue. . . . . .... . 

... ' " .', ' . : ',' 

As- you may he aW~fe, Steveston-Island is ,a man-made island and was erected py 
Qumpi.ng . dn;~~geale . 1rol)1' .'the'"mid .1-900s; It .would be, ide<;'ll ,- for example; if the 
d redg~~te could b'e used to cre'ate {in environme"lJtal tidal marSh a.t the ea~t end of: 
Stevestori .lsland: I will note that !.Ising dredge.flte for land rec.taination erisurEils 'l hat 
ttie function'a'lily ' of the harbour. "is ." achieved as ' well as contributing ' , to the .' " 
enh~nceme[lt of the :enviranment and subsequ,~nt fee~jng grounds for th~ Fraser ' 
River salmon, Furlhermor.e, disposing af d [edgeate ' on ·Steveston Island would 
sign ificantly reauCe the dumping fees incurred 'by SCH and. the Government " of 
Canada' in terms of annual dre"dging maintenance. ' "' ~ . . " ~, ~ " . . ,.. . . ; ~ . ' 

·Please b~ " advi~!3d tha(this letter is being provided 10 you by'the undersigned so lely 
an b~ha.lf of. the' SHA, I await your reply on these' most important matters. If .you 
require a ny 'furth E!: r, inf6rina~ion from t~e $ HA;· p,leas:e ~o not. he.silate to conta~t me . 

Vours. truly, . 

. ·~t~' 
Ross Holkes.!ad, Chairman 

' ~aard of: Dire~tqrs 
Sleveston Har'i?our Authority 

. "' 

.. ' 

.', 

.. , 

. Cc: Steveston HiHbour Authority Board of DJrectors 
" Mayor &: Council, City of Richmond 
. Robert Gonzalez, General Manager, 'Engineering &.Public Works, ,City of 
Richmond . " ." 

." Dave Semple, General Manager: Parks & Recreation, .citY of Richmond 
Ken Smilh,'Reg"ional Director, SCH . ". . 
R.obin Ricliardson, Regional Manager - Client Services, SCH 
Allan Bayqala, Chief Executive Officer, Port Metro 
To'm Corsie; Vice Presideni - Reat Esta.te,· Port M~tro 
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1 

The conceptual layout of proposed artificial islands to he located UPSt:re:anl of the eastern 
entrance to Steveston Harbour appears to be feasible with respect to the expected £low 
vdocity field that would" result ftom this consttuction. . 

The concept of artificial islands and habit creatiOD in this area can reasonably. be 
incorporated into the original idea of conualling sedim.ent and debris flows into 
Stcveston Harbour, previously considered by the Harbour ~uthority and the Small Craft 
Harbours Branch ofFisherics and Oc.:=:aos Cauada. 

There ate liffii~ volumes of suitable dredgeatc material cutteody being hauled by barge past 
this 2!ea for disposal by Opet:ltors. Only one, Fras~ Rivet Pile and Dredge, wodcing for 
F1'll.Ser Port (POLt Metro Vaneol1.ver), c.Ul'tendy disposes of material of sufficient quality and 
quantity for application ~ the proposed reclamation. . 

The present Fraser River Pile and Dredge operation jn maintaining" the Steveston Cut 
portion of the aJjacent nav.igittion channd offas the possibility of utilizing the dt:edgeate 
material produced by t:helt hopper dredge. However, this would entail a transfer pit for 
dumping into and then hyd.taulic pipe.lirung to the desi.ted island reclamation. 1b.i.s ·couId be 
done at an estimated net cost of $7.50jmJ . 

A more cost ~ective method may b~ to negotiate an an"angement with Frase:r River Pile and . 
,D redge by which a hydraulic pipeline dredge would be used for maintenance dredging a 
portion of the adja~t Steveston Cut. The material would be pipelined dittcdy to create the . 
desired islands. From discussions with the Port and Fraser River Pile and Dredge, this cost 
is estimated at $6,50/mJ • 

Clamshell ·maintenance dredging cOUld also be conside.red as anothe.r pOSSible economiCal 
method to use nuintenance dttdged materi;U for construction of the habitat islands, 
given the mata;.ial would not have to be barged for ocean disposal. 

The projett costs have been estiinated at $9.7 in.iIliOD for dle lea~t &:~oruablc option and 
$924 m.illion for the most cost-effective option, including a contingency allowance of 15% 
but excluding engineering, permitting and site data acquisil:ton. 

The area of new productive. habitat cIcatel;!. by the proposed 1:CclaJ;D.ation wc;mld be 
approxirnatdy66,B15 m2 or 6.7 hectares. 

The estimated value of the new habitat created would be ·in the .range of $3.000,000 to 
$4,000,000 'Yhicb may be recoverable a ccedit for use on othe.!: proje·cts.with Fishery impacts. 

-.... 
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. This study, undertaken at the .«:quest of the City of Richmond, encompasses a concept for 

modifiation to the upstream entrance to Steveston Harbour. The Terms of Reference for 
the· study w~re finalized through discussions with the City of R:ichmond, resulting in a 

proposal by Hay' & Company Consultants (Hayco) .datedAugust 18, 2009 . . 

. A copy of the Hayeo proposal is attached . as. Append!x.A Ilhd the listed task items are 
discussed.in the following sections. 

3Q ' 'STUDYAPPRO"CH ' ,- " ,:.',' ...... , . '.' ... ,' ".'/' . 
• • ~ - '.!:'< • "~ • .,- , .. -" -" , 

For putposes of this swdy, the concept layout proposed by. Balanced Environmental 
has been superimposed on the ~oddIed layout of a control structure p.ttviously considered. 

by Hayco for reduction of sediment ioflow into Steveston Harbour. UUs has .i:esulted in a 
baseplan that incotporates "the originai concept of reducing maintenan~e dredging in 

Steveston Harbour while - maximizing the potential for habitat creation immediate.ly 
upstream of the proposed sediment control structure. In addition, the concept layout now 

provides a suitable ch!1Onel faJ.: fut,-!L'C navigation by vessels that wish to use an upstream 
access route lato the harbour, !\VO possible options "for the width of an access channel 
have been co~dered, i e. 30 m and 40 m. This is a dcs1go feature that will-be d~pendant on 

any future modifications thatroay be consideted for the downstream harbour entrance. 

Frof!!- initial discu~sibns with the · client, it was directed that the level of f.ffort involved 

.in this assessment would not justify additional" numerical model analysis of the island 
' creation·concept. RAther, the previous mope.1Ii.Dg outputs would be sufficiently indicative of 
side~ope stabilities and armouring requirements. Also, existing geotechnical data would· be 
sufficient to estimate seismic stability and settlement of Ule reclamation. 

3,1 HYDRAULIC FEASIBILITY AND STABILITY ASSESSMENT 

A concept fot a sediment control si:tticture at tlle upstteam enttance .ro"·Stevcston Hatoollt . 

is att:ach~d as Appendix B. The ~roposed structure was developed by Hayeo under. the 
ditection of the Small emft HarboutS Branch (SCH) of Fisheries ·and Oceans Canada. 

This model study -demonstrated the effectiveness of sediment control, and some variation 

is assumed will . bet suitable for the p~oposed arti£cial islands and ~argement of the 
habitat creation area. A velocity field resulting from the sediment eonttol s~ctute> 

with the proposed at.tificial islands superimposed, is shown in Appendix B. 

--II1II 
I!I!I 
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.The e:xp~ change in flow velocity 'due to the proposed reclamation has b~ estiniated 
on the basis of the ptdiously moddled results for a control structure to reduce h.atbour 

- seditncntatio~. Sideslope protection is envisaged where ~essa.ry to cope with the expected 
velocity change. . ' 

With respect to stability of the ptoposed ' reclamation, our ovttvil:W assessment is outijned 
in atlll.chcd Appendix C. The only significant concetns telate to potential long-term· 
settlements and ' seismic ped'onnance of the proposed £ill and betffis. For the futUre 
purpose of this initial feasib.ility .ovetview and cost estimating, the long-term settlements are 
a factor that should be taken into account. These setdements could be in the ran~ of 1 ill 
and .the re~ulting inc.tease to the fill quality could be approXimately 50,000 tn. Hence. 
this contingency. C<?st item could be in. tIle order .of $350,000. 

3.2 CONCEPT BASEPLAN DETAilS 

The :attached basephn bas been deVeloped from the concept that was presented by SO! 
to Stakeholders during a ~eeting t"eeeD.tly conducted at the office of th~ Steveston Hatbour 
Authority. The engineering details that have nOW" been' added, such as layout adjustment 

for hydraulic' petfo~ce, sideslope ~ouring and harboll[ access c~nnel dimensions, 

are feahues that we consider to be appropriate for this initial level of project ~ility 
and cost estimating. the baseplan includes a typical cross-section through the is!am:lS to 

illus~te the assumed reclamation methodology. . 

3.3 PUBLIC AMENITIES 

F.1:Om i.n.itial dis!=ussion with the client, we uncl"mtat;td that ~e public '~enities envisaged at 
dlis conceptual stage-would involve a public access foot bridge conn~cting Richmond with 
th e upriver island. a walkWay actoss the island aqd a pliblic viewing structure extending out . 

from the new. upstteam island, The adclitio~ of a possible !andtng float extending out into 
the rive.t is not envisaged at this time. 

Fat ~e purpose of costing the pl:~posed public ~me.nitic&, we have assumed. the following: 

Access from Riclunond to the island would be via a wooden pile stJ:uctute supporting 
a wood~ deck 3 m wide, w~th suitable handrai...ls; 

A walkway across the upstream island woulc) entail a 0.5 m lift. of gravel topped with 
crusJ.1ed surface material, 3 m wide, and; 

A public vi~ing facility is. 'ass~ed to be a :wood pile tresde structure, 2 tn wide 
·connecting the new·upstru..m ~d to twO. wooden viewing platfo-!TIls, each measw:ing 
50 mt in area. 

All of the public 'amenity featuies would ultimately be 6~jct:t to design by the ·City 

of Richmond. For estimating._ it is assumed that approximately 500 ~2 of acc~s trestLes 
would be provided. . . 

... .... 
I!!iI 
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3.4 DREDGEATE MATERIAL UTILIZATION 

III· 

We have contacted Environment Can1i.da, Ocean Dumping Btaach, io order to obtairi 
rele~t dam concerning the ocean dumping pelll'lits now in effect that could yield material 
fot creation of the proposed artificial islands. The objective would .be to utilize barged 
material from ruedgiog in the river that would otherwise be dumped at the ocem disposal 
sites either off Sandheads or the one off Point Grey. We ate advised that permits ate 
.cunintly held by the following ciperati~ns: ' 

Fmser Port (now Port Metro Vancouve.t); 

FrasCf River Pile and Dredge; 

JJM Copstruction; 

Vancouver Piledciving. and; 

Delm Tug and Barge . 

. We have cOntacted these operators to discuss the possihilitY of utilizing some of their 
dtedgeate material for the creation pf artificial islands as configured on our- conceptual 
b~plan. From these disc!lssions, we are given to understand that the following vohimes 
might b~ considered {or diversion from ocem disposal: 

Fraser Pott - covers chaooe1 maintenance' in the lower teaches of the rivet . .Allows for 
ocean dumping as requited by the contractor that undertakes channel maintenance. 

Ftaset Rivet Pile and Dredge - hopper dredging disposal at ~andheads conducted. 
annuallyWith volumes gene.rally exceeding o'ne million m', 

JJM Construc;tion- no dtedgeate disposal in foreseeable future. , 

,., Vancouvet Piledriving- possibly 10,OOO.r;n' from a new, moorage at Tilbw:y Island. 

Delta Tug and Batge - annual dtedging of appro~atdy 20,000 m" from , marine 
maintenance, usually done for existing maMas, 

From out discussions with the various operators on the $tt~ it is clear that Fl'l1Stt River 
Pile and Dredge, under contract to Port Metro VancollVer, would be the , only viable 
operator in a position to supply the voJUlne and quaiity of material 'necessary for creation 
of the proposed artificial ~ds. Each 'year. they are disposing of volumes by lioppet: 
dredge that En exceed the requited total volWi'le of material needed for 'construction of 
the proposed islands. The quality of material disposed of is generally sand with a small' 
percentage of silt, ideal fal: ~e base material of the proposed islands. 

, From the standpoint of f~sibility, the utilization of hopper , dredged (llaterial would 
entail the creation of a transfer pit into which the hopper di:edge would depo'sit its load., 
Once filled, this transfer pit would be cleaaed out periodically by hydraulic pipeline 
dttdge and ~e "material would then be distributed as requited to create: the islands that 
atc env.i:Jagerl. With the transfer' pit ,in place, other operators on the river, with small 

---
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quantities of nne-grained dredgea~ available for 'possible diversiOn from ocean dumping, 
could be in~ted to dwnp into the transfer Fit. PreSumably a dumping f~e might be _applied 
for the use of the transfer pit but we have not aa:ount,ed fot thls potential minor revenue 
source in our cost estimates. o~ basic aSsumption of developing the J2LOpOSed trarufer pit 
by hydmulic piJ2dine dredge, filliog' it from materials derived from ho~pex_ dt¢ge 
operations and cleaning it out periodically by pipeline dredge would .entail a cos(estimated 
at S7.S0/m', assuDllng the ,dredge "Columbia" is, used by Fraser River Pile and Dredge to 
initially create'! the transfer pit and ultimately transfe.t the material from the pit to the islands. 
We also assume thar-the dtedgeate deposited by' the hOJ2pet dredge would be made available 
free of chatge because it would ptqvHe some savings to Fn1set River Pile and'D.tedge since 
this alternative would reduce the. distance fat disposal aeat least sO:Jne of the matciial 
.dredged annually frani St~eston cut. ' 

A more cost~effective alte.mative for 'obtaining the reclamation material for creation of ~e 
l;'.toposed artificial islands wo\lld J:>e to arrange fat cfu:ect hydraulic pipeline dredging of. . 
maintenance dredging material ' from Sttveston Cut. This would entail some type at" 
sUitable agreement with Fraser River Pile and Dredge. Such an agreement would spdl out 
the volumes, disposal ttquircmcnts and associated costs. We b;tve discussed this possibility 
in gwenl tc.tms, with Mr: Dave H art of Port Metro Vancouver and :Mr. John Hdtnerick of 
Fraser River Pile and Dredge. Both have indicated that this idea CQuId be atraDged within 
the existing coIl:tl'act .. The economic adwntages would be: 

.. <;:ostwould be ttd,uced to between $5.50 and fl.SO/ms .. (!fie assume $6.50 for ~ti:ina.ting.) 

The ~terial could -be -placed as needed on th~ isl~ds, to reduce subsequent contouring 
costs. 

Hayeo has been ~ted to consider whether the' materials de.rived from on-going 
mail;lte.nance dre~ging operationS within Stev:eston Harbour co~ be used to contribute t9 
the artificial island aeation concept. There arc a nwnber of challenges associated with this 
ap'ptoach: ' . 

The materials that comprise the rive.tbed within Steves ton Harbbut. are generally 
finer grained- than those within the main channel of the River.' J:hU!3 .the materi?l 
derived' from within the harbour ate more likely «? temain in suspension and drift 
downstteam during placement, or to remobilize subsequent to placement due ' tO main' 
channel c'uttents;' ' 

'.I1ie fine grained materials derived from within Steveston Harbour are not as well suited 
. for' use as the foundation materials for the a.rtifi~ island as are the coarser grained 
seditnents available within the main channd; 

The costs associated with pipeline' dredging within the hatbou[ and atendiog the 
discha.t&e pipelirie to the artificial island locations are likely. to exceed that associated. 
with simply discharging the material di.tectly to the main channel as has been 
successfully compl~ on two previous occasions. 

IIOI ____ ~_ 

... ... 
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Material derived through .c1amsh.ell dredging within the hatbow: could be disposed 
within the attificial islands at reduced cost .rehtive to that associatrd with ocean ·disposal 
on the· assumption that hopper dredges are utilized. Howeve.r, a i:ra..Qsfe.r pit would still 
be necessaty and tlie transfer pit would .infill as a co.nseque.nce of sediment tmnsport 
\yithin the main channel during freshet. Thus this approaCh would only be feasible if a 
ll:u:ge .quan~ty of tnaintcnahce d.redging by clamshell was envisaged. 

3.5 ENVIRON I.~ENTAL DESIGN AND HABITAT CREATION 

The proposed habitat treat:meots include the creation of the following high value· habitats, 
all of which p'rovide unique habitat functions to enl,ance the Raser Rive1: Estual-Y: 

1. Off-Channel FlSh Habitat 

• ll.. A variety of juvenile fish, such as Coho salmon, use the Fraser Rivei Estuary as a 
stopping gtound t? become acc.fu:nated to saltwater on their seaward migration. 
Th ey prefer areas of slower velocity water that are protected from predators and 
abundant in foocl. 'These conditions are provided by off-channel habitats: 

h. The proposed habitat treatments will create. 32,165 m1 of new off-dianne! 
fish habitat. 

2. Brackish Marsh Habitat . 

a. . Brai:kish manm hallltat provides shelter for juvetiile ~ b:om pttdatots dutjng periqds 
of inundatioq; It also is home to a "VltJ:kty of itlvembrates which. provide food to 
juvenile fish, bitds, and othet wildlife. Marshts· improve water quality by slowing water 
flow and allowing the· deposition of fines and also· uptake of hydrocarbons and other 
dclcte.cious substmces. Marshes provide natw:al shorwne stabilization wilh thdt root 
structures, avoiding the need for unnatu.ral riprap shordiacs. 

h . The ptopo~ qabibt treatments will c.ceatr: 25,555 m Z of new brac1dsh ma.rsh habitat 

3. Rlparian Habitat 

a. A riparian 'fringe along a -..yatcrcow:se.is an importanfcomponent of au ecosystem: 
Riparian 3feas contribute large woody debris, insect drop, de~ and shade 
to the neighbouring watw:ourse. They also provide natural slope stability 911d 
improve water quality. A varietY of tIlptors and othe.r birds live, feed, ·and nest 
along riparian lUcaS. 

h. Th~ proposed habitat treatments will create 28,592. m Z of new riparian habitat. 

4. Freshwater Wetland Habitat 

a. The fresh water habitat feature" will provide habitat for freshwater amphibians and 
invertebrates .. providing food for a.variety of bird species· and other: organisms. 

b. The proposed habitat 
wetland habitat 

treatments \vill create 3,503 mZ of new freshwater: 

-
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Implementati~n of the habitat treatments will involve Q)~touriog placed dt-edge .material 
and gtowing mediwn by land based plough over the specified areas (see attached dnwings). 
Planting of the ·riparian ateaS will be divided into high~dens.i.ty (1 plant per m~ and low~ . 
density (1 plant per 5 m~ ~tings depending on th~ proximity. to l>ublic amenities, 
Marsh pJantingwill occur at the typical marsh planting density of 2 plugs per rnz. . . ' . 

To deteunine the estimated cost of habitat treatments for. dle proposed islands, 
an estimated volume of mateJ:ial '(59,S24 m~ to be contoured was estimated and multiplied 
by ,the lirte at which the proposed equipment is e.:rpected to operate ($S.O pet m1. 
These rates are based on previous .marsh ,construction, ' projects supe,rvised by 
Balanced Ellvltonmental Services !o.c. . 

In addition to contouring, an estimated number of plant .pll,lgs 1?-ave been detetmined from 
the assigned planting densities sho\Vn on Draw.ings 519~D"()2.1 and 03.1 2nd multiplied, 
by estimated purchase and '. labour. rates to decetmine the cost ' of planting .the new 
habitat treatments. Surveying and monitoring were included in thes~ estimates. Tables, 
Dl'll~gS, and a ·des~ption of asswnptions are listed.in Appendix I?, Section 2. 

To 'determine the amount of habitat credit that may be aV"lliWlle from ptopos~ ' habitat 
tteatrricnts, habitat values from previous Fish,riu .Ad .Authorizations were used in 
comparison with the types of t!-et habitat ~ that will be created or lost. The tesulfi:ng 
cted.it3. ~m this analysis yielded a net h+crcasc in babitat-nlue of +238,473 btu. 

Construction ofl:he proposed enhaDcem~t features' may provide compensation credits that 
could be used to offset compensation requirements for other projects ~nging in footprint 
size from 30,600 mZ to.1SO,OOO mZ

• lbe sale of these credits to other projects representS an 
opportunity to the City of Richm9nd to recove.r its investm~t in th4 construction of the 
artificial islands. The habitat credits provided by the pl'Oject ate cooside.red to repteSel,lt a 
value of between $3,000,000 and $4POO.OOO, 

Habitat credits vary d epending on projeci: specific factors raised' during negotiations' 
with DFO, including the amount of critical. ,habitat impacted by the othel: project 
proponents seeking.credit, and the cost to constr:uct similar compensation neat: the othcr 
project proponent's site. DFO woul.d haye to agree to the actual vaJ,ue of these credits. It is 
our understanding that Port Metto Vaocouyet.is seeking ha.bitat credits to offset a ownbe.r 
of it:! devdopme'ot project and, ~s such,. may be an in,terested partner in this project, 

If the habitat island concept is oo~ pursued, the.ce will still, presumably. be a tequitement for 
improved sediment and debris con~l at .t1.te upstream end . of The harbour and this will 
necessitate the construction of a suitable control structure. Once the control structure luis 
been implemented there would be the potential to create, on a progreSsive basis, a sloped 
habitat infill bench using dredge spoil. It is uoceJ;tain whethet DFO would recognize habitat 
credits for a progtessive infiIlirig that may evolve over a relatively longer period o~ time. 

For additional. infottnation 
.see Append,ix D. 

of prelimjnaty hab.itat design and costing · calcll;lations; 

I'IC,_ .......... _~ __ 
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The estimated cost for implementing the cooceptuallayout illUSll-atM 00 our basep{an will 

be broken down for two possible <?ptions: f 

Option 1 - Provides a 40 m wide naviga~nn access chacnd in.lJ:) the existing batbout. 

Option 2 - Provides 30 m wide channd. 

Fat the two options, we have considered. the possibilities of: 

(a) Utilizing drcdgeatc from the ongoing Fnse.tRivcl: Pile and Dredge hoppe.t dredging; and, 

(b) Utilizing navigation channel dredgeate that could be placed by way of a hydraulic 
pipeline dredge, through an am,n~entwitb Fraser Rivet Pile and Dredge. 

Oct cost esumates include a $Q5 million aJIowance Cot public ~eoiti!:S, but this am~unhvill. have . 
to be reviewed in detail subjeCt to confiunation from the City of .thdJ: specific. requirements: 

.. Estimates: 

Option lea) - Estimated cost' utilizing hopper dredging wid) transfer pit and 40 m wide 
access channd: . 

Benn construction "along access .channd and rive.t side of East 
Island 60,000~) (12" minus matetia.l) @ .S50 ...................................................... $ 3,000,000 

Access channel slope prottction aaP. ~oe benn 
16,000 m' (6" minus material) @·$50 ........................................................................... 800.000 

. Quao:ied rock mattress for bcnns 

12.000 m' (3" 1l1inus material) @ $60 ...... , .......... : ......................................................... 720,000 

Dtedge access channel, 59,000 m) @ $8 ....................................... : .................... .......... 470.000 

Net l"Cclamatioa volume by hopper dredgl! 210,000 m3 

@ $7.50, ... , .................................................. : ......................................... ....................... : .. 1,60,0,,0,0,0, 
Remqv~ c:risting rock weir 3.000 mS @ $50 ........................... : ............... : .......... : ..... : ... 150,000 

Habitat treatments fot.islands (contouring.·planting) ......... : ............................. : .. : .. 1,000,000 

Public An1e.t:Lities ............................................. ~ ... t ..................................... : ............... 500 QQO 

$8)240,000 

Option·l(b) ~ Estimated C9st l!-tillzing pipeline dtcdge. pumping diL-ecting into pwposed 
isJands: 

Same as 1(a) except cost of dtedgeate reduced by $1Im', i e. 
from 37.50 to 16.50/ml covering 210,000, i.e. reduction of 
1210,,000,.................................................................................................................... -210,0,0,0, 

$8.030,000 

IIII'.-.u ... .. ''''. ~'" ' . ..... _ 

-.... 
IlII!I 
III! 
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Option Z(a) - Estimated cost utilizing hopper dredging with .transfer pit.and 30 m·wide 
access channel: 

: Same liS 1(a) ~pt cost of dr~ging accqs channel reduced 
by $90.000. reclamation itictc:ased by $150.000 and habitat 
t.rcattneJlt fOcteased · by 100.000 for II net increase of , 
$160,060 ............................................... , ................................................................ :. 

. . 

+160000 

$8,40.0,000 

Option Z(b) - Estima.tcd C?st u:tilizingpi~e d~~ pumping ditectly into pl~posed islands: 

. ~ame as .1(9.) except Cost of ~:Itedging access channel reduced 
by $90.000, tc:clamation increased by $137.000. and habitat 
treatment increased by 100,000 for a net increase of 
$147,060 .............................................................................................................. : ... . 

In all cases. a contingency allowance of 15% should be applied. 
Hl:Ilce the . more costly option 2(a) would be estimated at. 

+147,000 

$8,387,000 

'8,400,000 x 1.15· = ................................................... ; .......................... ... ; ..................... $9.7 nU.llion 

And the least j:ostly option 1(b) would be estimated ~t . .. 
18,030,000 x.I.1S = .......... : .. .... , ................................................................................... $9.24 million 

The above ~ti.mates do not include. the costs of enginee#ng, site testing or p~tting. 

4.0 CONCLUSIONS ".. .. . 

. O~ the basis of the foregoing genetal assess~ent of J:i?e reciam\!.tion· and habitat 

enl1ancement concept, it appears feasible to: 

Obtain·and place the dredgeate matecial at reasonable cost; 

Create the desired habitat · enhancement of the atc:a that would· qualify far off-site 
"ctedi.ts"· OOtnlally applied to development projects on the foreshore; and 

Configure the concept to yield hydraulic impacD that will be acCeptable with respect to 

resulting sedimentation, v~ocity £ic:kls and civer dynamics. This presumes that more 

detailed b}'dnl:ulic numeri~ madding . would fonn the basis fo,t a Pteliminaiy· 
engineering design. 

-
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S.D' . LIMITATIONS OF RE~ORT '. .:.: . .' . c.' . :. '.' 

This report and its contents are intended for the sale use of the City of Richmond and 

thei.t agents. Hay & Company COnsultllnts (Hayco), a Division of BBA Engineering 
Consultants Ltd., do"es not accept my responsibility fot the accutacy o(any of the da.tIl, 
the analysis cir the recommendations contained or referenced in the report wli~ !fie report 
is used or relied upon by aq.y Patly othet than the City of Richmond, or fet !lny Project 
other than the proposed deVdopment at the subject site. Axl:y such \lW\uthorized use of this 
~port is at the sale .risk of the user. Use of .this repOrt is subject ~ the terms and 
conditions stat.ed in RBA's Services Agrceme'?-t and in the Geuet21 Conditions provided in 

"Appe.nd.i:x E of till:! report. 

We trust this report meets thc · requiteme.uts of !he City of Richmond, If y~u have any 

questions;please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

Sincerely, 
Hay & Coinpa"l;ly Consultants 
A Division oEBBA Enginee.r.i.ng Consultants Ltd. 

Ralph Evetts, P.Rng. 
Project Director 
Ports & Harhours Pmctice 
DirectLine: 604,815.6391:x248 
r~exts@haycq.C?m 

EOI/RE/<bi 

"" ............ , .. ..,~-
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CRE ATING AND DELIVER I NG BETTER SOLUTION S 

Augast 18, 2009 

City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road 
Riclunond, Be VGY 2Cl 

Atte!).tion: 

DcarSit: 

Subject: 

Mr. Joh.n Irving, F.Eog. 
Director, Enginecrin.g 

Steves ton Hathorn Upstream Entrance Modification" 

www.hllyco.cam 

HaycoF.lle: PV31101113 

. 'Ibis will refer to out te1ecom of August 10, 2009 "(I.Sfeld/Itv.ing) in Which -amendmcnts to the HaycO 
proposal of July 13, 2009 were discussed. Based 'on the kvel o f effort envisaged by thc City of 
Richmond .by which the feasibility assessment would be limited to providing an order of magnitude 
pto.ject costing. Hayco h~by offers the folloWing 'package of ~ngineeringand envit:onmcn~ sC1vi~es: 

1. Hydta.ulic Feasibility and Stability Assessment: 

- Utilize prevfuus modelling outputs ID estimate sidcslope stability and armouring requirements. 
- Utifue aisting geotechnical data for th~ area to estimate effects and stability of proposed 
l~ation. . 

- Allow .......................................................................................•..... ............. : ........................ $5,000.00 

2. F.inalize ·a concept base plan, utilizing the outline of reclamation prepared by Balanced 
Environmental . . Ensure reasonable confotmity with the configuration of control structUres 
pievioU$ly tested on the Hayco numerical hydtaulic model £0.1: Small Cta~t Harbours: 

-Allow ..................................... ................... : .................... : ... .............. : ....... , ..................... : ...... 12,000.00 
... 

3. Conceptualize public amenities including a bridge access, walkway and pub1l<: viewing 
platform. . 

-~ow .: .............. , ............ .... : ........................................................... : ................ : ................... : ... $2,500.00 

4.' Assess feasibility of potential reclamation methodology. through discussions with contractors 
and operators on the river, !"3.kiog account of aV1lilable ' dcedgeate materials and methods 
of delivery. . . 
- Allow .. , .............. : ................................. ............. , ............. . :., ................ , ......... .................. ... : .. 12,000.00 

5. Environmental D esign and Habitat Creation. 
TIlis task will loqude: 

Qrordinate transfer of assumed site data for a base plan to be prepared by Hayco; 

Det~e sp~es IlIld target areas to optimize habitat creation; 

HAY & CO MPANY C .ONSU I. TANTS - A D!vll!on of EBA Englnearlng CORnUanl. Lt~. 
p.604.875 .6391 ' f .. 604.675.8363 

11900.1066 West Hastings Streat ' Vancouver, British ColumbIa V6E 3X2 ' CANAOA 
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Mould the target .habitat areas into F!"actical locations, given th e constraints of material 
stability, side slopes, plant elevations, biodiversity, species ·at risk, consi:.tuction 
methodology, plant availability and seeding methQds. This exercise will [OIm the basis 
fot cost estimating; 

ConsideJ: impacts of propos~ public amenities; 

Present two scbem~ for habJrat credit, i.e. most costly and least costly; 

Discus~ feasibility implications of the above factors .in terms of approvals, habitat credits 
and design pf more de£ini~e concept. 

-.Allo\v ...... ...... : ........ ............. ... .. ............... .. , .......................... .. ....... ............ ......... ................ : .. $~,500.90 

6. Cost estimation, .report. preparation and consultation with client. 

The report will include a discussion of the feasibility assessment findings, the effect on 
estimated costs, the aoalysis requited to produce' a P!elimiruuy engineering· design, ·and 
discussion of the;_ draft report with the client prior to submission. . 

- Allow ........ : ............................................................................................. .................... : .......... $5,000.00 

7. Oetic"al and DisbQtSemcnts: 

-.Allow ......................................... : ...................................... , ...................................... , ....... ; .... :3: 400.00 

Sincerely, 
Hay & Company Consultants 
(a divi!iOD ofBBA Bogineei:ing Consultants Ltd.) 

Prepared by: 

E.D. r,reld; P.Eog. 
~~orN.UcineEn~ecr 
D4ect: 604.875:6391 x249 
oisfdd@hayco.com. 

EOI/rbt 

........... " 'n ' ~~i 1 .... · (*" ' ... _ .. 

T otal, excludin~ GST = $25,400.00 

Authorized by: 

Ralph Everts, P.Eng. 
Principal / Senior Design Engineer 
Ditect Line: 604,875.6391 x248 
revetl:s@hayco.com . 

-, 
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Stability Overview 
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1 

Hayco/EBA completed an assignment for the City of Riclunond under' which the seismic stability 
aDd perfotDlance of the Fraser · Rivtt dy~e located between No.. 4 and 5 Roads WliIS assessed . 

. The ~~r included a~vanced modelling and 'prediction qf post-scismic movements of the dyke 
system in order ' to petf01m an option assessment considering the flood risks and costs of 
ground improvement. ' 

Geotechnical conceL!ls stem from the fact that l:J?e area is underlain by soft silts" and potentially 
liquefiable sands. These soil conditions limit, the superimposed loading from stmctures such IlS the 
proposed public access bridge as wcll as the;: ptoposed fills, and gravel OJ: quarried rock /berms . . 

. In particular, geotechnical issues/risks include: 

1. long-tctm settlement and/or bearing f.i.ilute .cf the proposed reclamation area due to 
. consolidation of compressible clay/s.ilrlayets.presentat the site which may requite placement of 
additional fill to compensate for the large-scale settlement of the'area; and, 

2, seismic ped"otmance of th~ proposed fill/berms to be pJaced on the existing loose sand laytts 
which will undergo sigcificant mavement~ snd/ or failure due to earthquake sbaking 
and liquefattion, 

Detailed assessment will be reqUited to determine the rock bttm side-slopes as well as other ground 
improvement measures to meet the performance ccitUia under normal working 2nd seismic loading 
conditions. Procedures, extent and pattem of gtou.nd densification necessary, to improve the seismic . 
ped"onnance of the site Will be described and cost estimates will be provided in the nat stages of 
the desigp. . 

The perl"ormaDce criteria should be established in close .inteLlI.ction with the qty of Richmond based 
on an assessment of risks and consequences: Depending on the component under consiaemtioD, 
i.e, the proposed islands and the ac\=CSs bridges, life safety and/or economic .impacts should 
be considered, 

-"'"" , .' cn •. ' ... 

... ... 
1BiI 
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BA LANCED 
ENV I RONMENTAL 

APPENDIX D 

Enhancement Features Feasibility Study 
Steveston Harbour East Entrance 

C!tyof Richmond 

ENHANCEMENT FEATURES FEASIBILITY STUDY, 
STEVESTON HARBOUR EAST ENTRAl'lCE, 

lUCHMOl\TJ), BlUTISn COLUMBIA 
\ 

SECTION 1 - PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGN 

1.1 Introduction 

Marshes are some of the most ecologically diverse communities in the worl~. They are_ 
home to a variety of fish, birds, -plants .. invertebrates, mammals, amphibians. and are 
stopping grounds for a vast array of migratory species en-route; to the nesting grounds 
of the north. Human· development has, resulted ill the destruction' of acres of these' 
habitat features over the past 100 :years resulting' in· significant accumulative­
environri:t.ental jmpacts .that have' triCkled up the ,food chain. directly adversely 
impacting local fishedes and the economy itself. ReStoration .efforts to restore the lost 
functions of marshes along our coast shOuld be a priority to ensure our way of life is 
persevered for future generations. By creating new functional marsh features. the City 
of Richmond would be taking a p'roactive approach to improving the environment 
through the creation of high value habitat. 

Steveston is located at the mouth of the Fraser River. Tidal saltwater mixes with' 
freshwater to cteate ~ vnique brackish environment. for local wildlife. A fusion of 
saltwater species and freshw~ter species occur here, l-esulting in 4igh biodiversity .. The 

. transition aIs'o a1lows juvenile salmon to acclimate to saltwater. Off-channel habitats 
and marshes provide key habitat functions to th~e species. 

Because of the unique location, marsh restoration efforts should focus on creating the 
following types of ):labitat to maximize functionality of the site: . 
o Off-channel fish habitat . 
• BraCkish marsh habitat 
o Ripadan fringe-habitat (backshOl-e vegetation) 
• Freshwat~r wetlands 

All of the above have been in"C()Iporated in!.o the habitat 'concept shown on Drawing 
5192-0-01,1, which involves the constlUction of two new islands at the east end of 
Shady Island (SteveSton Island) on the Fraser River. . ; . 

File 5 I9b-W-02,l 
10012009 
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Steveston Harbour East Entrance 

City of Richmond 

1.2 Off-Chamie1 Fish Habitat 

1.2.1 General 

Functional off-channel fish habitat typically use some or aU of the beto"Y features: 
• A muddy seabed 
o A marsh perimeter 
• A riparian fringe ' 
o Shallow wate~' depth 
o Narrow chan.nels with lengthy perimeters 
o . Woody debris (logs) 
The off-channel fish bab.itat shown on Drawing 5192-D-01.1· will contain aU of the 
above features. 

1.2.2 Newly Constructed Area , 

"Drawing 5192-D-Ol.~ shows the creation of 32Jl~S m2 of new off-channel fish habitat. 
The area will be created by the construction of the tWo islands as shown, which will 
provide wave protection, nutrients, and shelter for the offOcbanneJ. areas shown. The 
area includes the side slopes of the new jsland features up to the lower elevation of the 
proposed and existing marshes. 

The side slopes of the islands have: not been designed at this stage. Future investigation 
by a hydrauliq engineer with hydraulic modelling capabilities may be required to 
determine the: slope and material size tbat will allow the proposed islandS to be sta1?le. 
Non-riprap shorelines are preferred wherever possible from a habitat perspective. 

1.3 Br ackish Mru:sh 

1.3.1 Gcne.):al 

. Br ackish marsh constJUctipnrequires consideratio~. of the following factors: 
• Proximity .to freshwater 
• Abundance of :mnlight 
• Wave protection 
• Correct distdbutiQn and layering of organics, clay, silt, and sand· 
• Elevation for target marsh species 
• Growing medium thickness 
• Corrett slope for soil stability 
• 1:- source for propagation 
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1.3.2 Al'eas Created 

Drawings 519Z-D-OZ. l and OZ.3 shows the preliminary brackish mat=sh planting scheme 
for the East Island and West 1slands, re'Spectively. The East Island will have 2,949 m2 

of marsh and the West Island will have 22.,606 m? of marsh. The total area of brackish 
. marsh for the two islands combined is 25,555 m2

• These newly created areas win serve 
as high value fish habita~ . . L ' , 

The areas described above may become adjusted during:the actual design stages of the 
. project due to island side-.slope design criteria determined by the hydt'aulic engrncei:. 

For example, if it is determined that a side slope of 3 horizontal to 1 vettical cannot 
sustain stable brackish marsh growing medium, marsh plants may not be, capable of 
survi~ing on these side slopes and the area ofbradd~h marsh would decrease. 

1.3.3 Target Plant Species and Elevations 

The marsh design, shall focus_ on including equal -distribution of elevation ranges for the 
following key species: ' 

) 
. Table 1.1 Key Indicator Species Eleyations for the StevestonMarsh 

Common Name Scientillc Name Lower Elevation 
Dunegrass El-ymus mollis . 3.7m CD 
Creeping Spilcerush Eleocltaris palustriS' .1.7m CD . 
Soft-stemmed Bulrush Scirpus lacustris 2.1m CD 
Lyngby's Sedge Carex lYllgbyei 1.7m CD 
Beach Pea Lqthyrusjapimicus 3 .8m CD 
ArcticRush JUncus arctiew. 2 .7m CD' 
Pacific Silverweed Potentillci pacifica . 3.8m CD 
Sea Arrowgrass Triglochin mal'i/imum 25m CD 
Spearscale Atriplex patula 3.8m CD 

Uppet: Elevation 
S.OmCD 
Z.OmCD 
3 .7mCD 
2,8m CD 
5.ZmCD 
3.8m CD 
4.5mCD 
3.0mCD 
4.5mCD 

A station (nail) has been installed on the south-west corner of the wharf inuuedi!.j.tely 
west of the site: The elevatidn was measured. in comparison to the tide and determined 
to be 5.18m Chart D~lum. All planf.elevations provided are in reference to tIris 
location, and should be used dUring construction to determine growing elevations. 

AIL growing boundaries should be established during construction to within +1- 5 cm 
accuracy. 
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1.2 Off·Chulme1 Fish Habitat 

1.2.1 General 

Enhancement Features Feasibility Study 
Sieves ton Harbour East Entrance 

City of Rich mond 

Functional off-channel fish habitat typically use some or all of the belo'Y features: 
• A muddy seabed 
.. . A marsh perimeter 
.. A riparian fringe · 
.. Shallow wate~· depth 
.. Narrow cbannpls with lengthy perimeters 
.. Woody debris (logs) 
The off-channel fish habitat shown on Drawing 5192-D-OU · will contain all of the 
above features. 

1.2.2 Newly Constructed Area , 

Drawing 5192-D-Ol . ~ shows the cre~tion of 32,1~5 m2 of new off-channel fish habitat. 
The area will be created by the construction of the two islands as shown, which will 
provide wave protection, nutrients, and shelte~' for the offOchanncl areas shown. The 
area includes the side slopes of the new island features up to the lower elevation of the 
proposed and existing IDlUShes. 

The side .slopes of the islands l1ave not been designed at this stage. Future investigation 
by a hydraulic;: engineer with hydraulic modelling capabilities may be required to 
detenni.ne th~ slope and material size that will allow the proposed islandS to be stal;lle. 
Non-riprap shorelines are prefelTed wherever possible from a habitat perspective. 

1.3 Brackish Marsh 

1.3.1 General 

. Brackish marsh constmction requires consideration of the fonowing factors: 
• Proximity to freshwater . 
• Abundanc~ of sunlight 
• Wave protection 
• Correct distribution and layering of organies, clay, silt, and sand 
• Elevation for target marsh species 
• Growing medium thickness 
• Correct slope for soil stability 
• ~ source for propagation 
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1.3.2 Areas Cl'cated 

Drawings 5192-D-02.1 and 02.3 shows the preliminary bracltish mal'Sh planting scheme 
for the East Island and West islands, re1ipectively. The East Island will have 2,949 m:2 
of marsh and the West Island will have 22,606 m2 ofmarsh. The total area of brackish 

. marsh for the two islands combined is 25.555 m2
• These newly created" areas will serve 

~s high value fish habitar. ., . 

The areas described above may become adjusted during:the actual design stages oithe " 
. project due to island side-.slope design criteria deteJ.mined by the hydraulic engineei: . . 

For example, if it is determined 1hat a side slope of 3 hori~ontal to 1 vertical cannot 
sustain stable brackish marsh growing medium, marsh plants may not be, capable of 
survi~ing ~n these side slopes and the area of bracIdsh marsh would deGrease. 

1.3.3 Target Plant :!!pecies_and Elevations 

The marsh design shall focus. on including equal 'distribution of elevation ranges for the 
following key species: . 

) 
. Table 1.1 - Key Jndicator Species Elevations for the Steveston Marsh . . 

Common Name Scientific Name Lower Elevation 
Dunegrass . Elynuis moWs 3.7m CD 
Creeping Spikernsh Eleocharis palustJ"is' .1.7m CD 
Soft-stemmed Bulrush Scilpus lacustris 2.1m CD 
Lyngby's Sedge Carex lyngbyei 1.7m CD 
BeaehPea l..qthyrusjaponicus 3.8m CD 
Arctic Rush Juncusarcticus 2.7m CD' 
Pacific Silverweed Potentillapacijica 3.8m-CD 
Sea Arrowgrass Triglochin maritimum 205m CD 
Spearscale Ah'iplexpatula' 3.8m CD 

Uppel: Elevation 
5.0mCD 
2.0mCD 
3.7mCD 
2.SmCD 
5.2mCD 
3.8mC]) 
405mCD 
3.0mCD 
4.5mCD 

A station (nail) has been installed on the south-west corner bf the wharf immediately 
west of the site.' The elevati,dn was measi.lre{l in comparison to the tide and determined 
to be 5)8m Chart D~tum. All plant. elevations provided are in reference to this 
location, and should be us~ during construction to determine growing elevations . 

AlL growing boundaries sho'~Ild be established during constlllction to within +/- 5 em 
accuracy . . ' 
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1.3 .4 B ase Material Placement aDd Requireme.nts 

Enhancement Features FeaslbUlty Study 
Steveston Harbour East Entrance 

City c.t RIchmond 

Base material shall be placed by suction ~edge. Base material must pass Environment 
Canada Ocean Dumping criteria. This may include sand from mai~tenaIi.ce-dredged 
locations. 

The base material will be required to harden such that heavy machinery can contour the . 
site prior to placement of the gr.Qwing medium. . 

1.3,5 Contouring 

A 1and~based plough will pelfonn contouring during peripds of low tide. ContoUrs 
s~all adhere to those"provided 01 t1le final design drawings. Contouring will allow for 
placement of growing medjum. , Drainages shall be constructed at the low ROints to 
ensure water, whiciitnay trap fIsh and other organisms. can escape during receding 
tides. . 

1.3.6 Growing MedillID Requirements 

A minimum of 30 em and maximum of LOO em of growing medium shall be placed 
over the entire area designat~ for new marsh. The growing ~edium shall ~onsist of 
dredged material from the adjacent harbour entrance.. With consideration to the types 
of plants listed in Table· l. l , except Dunegrass and Beach Pea, the following growing 
mediu,m requirements will have the hlghest success rate: 
o . Gravel (greater tlian 2mm, less than 75mm) 
o Sand (greater tban·O.OSmru; less than 2mm) 
.0 Silt (greater than O.OD2mm, less than D.05rom) 

. • Clay Oess than O.002mm) 1 
o Ol:ganic con.tent 
o Acidity 

0-10% 
30-60% 
20-50% . 
10-40% 
10-30% 
5.0- 6.5 pH 

For Duuegrass and Beach Pea, riparian growing m.e.d:ium requirements should be used 
(see Section 1.4.6). 
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1.3.7 Transplan~ng 

. T[an~planiing shall conform to the following Criteria: 
.. Plugs to be between 15 and 30 em diameter 
• Plug h~ight to'be between 15 and 30 em dianietef 
.. Plugs to be pla~d at a mi~um 2 plugs perm'! 

Enhancement Features FcaSlb!lity Study 
Steveston Harbour East Entrance 

City of Richmond 

• Plugs to be arranged such that each plant is placed within its conesponding growing 
el~vation shown in Table 5.i. . . 

• Plugs to be planted in the early spring or late faU 
• The entire root ban shall be plaCed below the: ~urface. 
• Plugs shall not remain out of the ground for I.anger than 24 hours 

1.3.8 M aintenance 

There is a chance that soil erosion:qtay OCcur in exposed areas. These areas wm either 
require routine placement of material, protection from -.ya'(es and currents, or may be 
lost as functional areas . 

. 1.4 New Riparian Areas 

1.4.1 Ge.J.lcl'al 

To constnict a successful riparian area, the following conditions are required: 
• A well drained, aerated growing medium 
• Elevation near rugb water (see planlin'g list) 
,. Proper rooting depth 
o A stable slope 
• A source for proP!lgation 

1,4.2 Riparian Length and Areas 

The proposed riparian areas for the East' and We.st Isl~ds are shown on Drawings 
519z;.D-02.1 and 03.1, respectively. The total ,length or fi'inge ripruian vegetation 
created is 889m on the Bast Island and 1.595m on the West Island, totalling 2,484m. 

TWo types of planting ar~ proposed~ hiM density aild low density" planting. The high 
deitsity areas are 10catCC:i on ti:le East Island and represent a 5 m wide strip adjacent to 
watercourses 'or pubijc amenities. TheJower density planting areas are proposed for all · 
other inland areas on the EastIshind, and all riparian areas on the West Island. 
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1.4.3 

The Jiigh-density areas conform to the Ministry 'of Environments planti~g guidelioeS for 
rip3!~an areas. ' Following these criteria are only cost·feasible OVC( small areas due to 
the 1m spacing requirement. These areas vi!luaUy resemble an established riparian area 
more closely than low densily planting areas. Therefore, to save cost, high density 
planting is o.n1y proposed in areas near public amenities. . 

Lower-density,planting (1 plug per.every 5 m) will be effecflve in "establishing ripatian 
vegetation in the long tenn, howe.ver will take longer to become. established. As tjUs 
density more acCurately reflects tree density than the higher densHy plant,ing schemes, 
these riparian areas will function similar to natural distributions. Vis'ually they will be . 
less impressive initially. and therefore have been placed flUther from public ame':lities. 

Target Plaut Species and Elevations 

labte 1.2 - Key Rigarian ~ecies Elevations , 

Common Name Scientific Name Lower EleVation Upper Elevation 
NootkaRose Rosa nootkana. 4.lmCD ·>5.2mCD 
Black Hawthorn Crataegus douglasii 5.2mCD >5.2mCD 
Pacific Willow Salix lucida 4.5mCD >5:2mCD 
Scouler's Willow Salix scouleriana 4.5mCD >5.2mCD 
Beaked Hazelnut Corylus comuta 5.0mCD .~ >5.2mCD 
Oceanspray Holodiscus discolor 4.5mCD >5.2mCD 
SaliU Gaultheria shallon · 5.0mCD > 5.2m CD 
Black 1Winbeuy I"onicera involucrate 4.5mCO > 5:2m CD 
Salmonberry Rubus spectabilis 4.5mCD >5.2mCD 

. Red Elderberry Sambucus racemosa 5.2mCD >5:2mCD 
Snowberry SYl1Jphoricarpos albus5.0m CD >5.2mCD 
Hardhack Spiraea doug/asii 4.5mCD >5.2mCD 
Black Cottonwood P.opuius tJ·iclwcarpa 4;.5mCD >5.2mCD · 
Red Alder . . AlnuSnWra 4.5mCD >5.2mCD 
Bigleaf Maple ' Acer macrophyllum 5,OmCD >5.2mCD 
·Western Red Cedar Thuja plicata 5.0mCD ~5.2m CD 
VineM~ple Acer circinatum 5.OmCD >5,2mCD 
Pacific Crabapple . Malus filsc.a 4.5m·CD >5.2mCD 
·Bitter <;hC1TY Prunus emargmata 5.0mCD · > 5.2D.l CD 

A station (nail) has been installed on the south-west comer of the wharf llnrnediately 
w est of the site. The elevation was measured in comparison to tbe tide and determined 
to be 5.l8m Chart Datum. All plant elevations pJ;ovided are in reference to this 
location, and should be used during construction to determine growin·g elevations. 
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-
1.4A Base Material.Placement and Requh'emenfu 

All base materials to be pJaced with suction dredge as previously discussed. 

1.4.5 Contouring 

A land-based plough shall perfonu contouring. Contours shall allow for a natura] 
appearance, leaving the surface within +/- I 'meter of tb"e ~levations shown.on the final 
design drawirigs. Contours should allow for flow towards drainage areas as shown on 
the attached drawings. . 

1.4.6 Growing Medium RequireriIen~ for Riparian Site 

With consideration to the types of plants listed in Table 1.2, the following groV?ing 
medium requirements will have the hig~est success rate. 
.. Gravel (greater than 2mm, less than 75nun) 
.. Sand (greater than O.05mm, iess than 2inm). 
• Silt (greater than O.002nun, less tpan O.OSmm) 
• Clay (Ies~ ~ 0.002mm 
• Organic content 
• Aciqity 

0-10% 
SO-70% 
10-30% 
10-20% 
10-30% 
5.0-6.5 pH 

Growing medium soil shall be tesied such that no visible water is present 120 minutes 
after a rain event of moderate to heavy intensity of !It least 10 minutes. Growing 
medium shall not be cOmpacted hy heavy machi.riery and have a rough swface. to 
promo.to colonization by native plan.ts and reduCe sediment and erosion. . Growing. 
medium thHt doeS not meet the ~bove requirements may: sill! support some -local .plant 
species, 11Owever re.sults .may vary·for each species. . 

1.4.7 ' Planti~g 

The following planting criteria may be required: 
• Plants obtained from a credible plant nursery carrying native plants 
• No.2 pot si7..e for high-density areas / combination of staking and·No.2 pot sizo for 

low-density areas. In some cases seedlings may be used. . 
•. Spacing 1 shrub/~ every 1 metre in high density areas (see attached drawings)' 
• . Spa~ing'l shrub/tree every 5 metres in low'density areas (sec attached drawings) 
• Plant types to be d~stributed evenly 
• Planting to occur in early spring or late rau 
• Irrigation may be required for the first year of growth 
• Mulching may be required, but should be avoided adjacent to watercourses if it will 

not decompose naturally or produce leachate that might enter the watercourse .. 
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1.4.8 Maintenance 
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After the first year, a crew' of labourers should remove any invasive species which "have . 
colonized the site. , This will be required until plant densities become established to 
levels that will out compete invasive species. . 

1.5 Freshwater Wet1and Feature 

1.5.1 GcnCl'al 

Freshwater wetlands provide valuable habitat for a variety of species. To increase 
biodiversity at the site and beUer serve species prescnt. a freshwater wetland feature is 
alsopl'Oposed (see new water fealure on drawing 5192-D-02.1). 

5.5.2 Areas Cl:eatcd 

A 3,503 m2 new fr~hwater feature is proposed for the'East Island. 

5:53 Contouring 

The inner ~~ue-slope will slope "down at shallower than a. 3:1 slope. The base material 
sball be clay, O.5m thick over the entire area designated for wetland. A plough or other 
suitable heavy equipment shall place the material. The towest point around the 
perimeter should be: higher than 4.5m Chart Datum to ensure that fIsh do not enter the 
system and become trapped should the system dry up during the summer. 

1.6 Environmental Impacts And Benefits 

1.6.1 Off~Channel Fish Habitat 

The environplental impacts of constructing off~channel fish habitat features will be as 
follows: . 
• Pem1.aIlcnt loss.of water column 
• Permanent 10S8 of sandy riverbed habitat 
• TempOl:ary generAtion of turbidity during construction 
• Tempo.rary disruption to local fish populations from equipment 

A variety of juvenile fish, such as Coho salmon, usc the Fraser River Estuary as ~ 
stopping ground to become acclimated. to saltwater on their seaward migration. They 
prefer areas of slower velocity water that are protected from predators and abundan.t in 
·food. The~e conditions are provided by off-channelhabitats. 
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1.6.2 Intertidal Manh 
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. 'The environmental impacts ofconsttucting tl:J.e marsh features will be as f~lIows : 

.. ~ermanent loss of water column 
• Permanent loss of sandy river habitat 
.. Temporary generation of turbidity during consttuctl.on 
.. TeJ;llporary djsruption to local fish populatioris from equipment 

Brackish marsh habitat provides sheltei' for juvenile fish from predators during periods 
of inuod,ation. 'It also is, home to a variety of invCl1ebrates '~hich provide food to 
juvenile fish, birds, and other wildlife. Marshes improve water quality by slowing 
water flow and allo"{ing the deposition of fines and also uptake of hydrocarbons and 
other deleterious substances. Marshes provide.natural shoreline stabilization with their 
root structures, avoiding the need for unnatural riprap shorelines. 

1.6.3 llipai'ian Area ' 

The environmental impacts of constructing thedparian fea~ Will be as follows: 
• Permanent 10'ss of water colu,mn. 
• Permanent loss of sandy river habitat · 
• TempOFw:y generation of turbidity durinK construction 
• TempQrat'y disruption to locai fish populations from equipment 

A riparian fringe a10ng a: watercourse is an ~poitant pomponent of an ecosystem. 
Riparian areas conllibute large woody debris, insect drop, detritus and shade to the 
neighboming watercou.rse. They also provide natural slope stability and improve water 
quaUty. A variety ohaptors and other birds live, feed; and nest along riparian areas. 

1.6.4 Fl'eshwater Wetland Habitat 

COnStrllctiQn of the fresh water habitat feature will result in the following 
environmental impacts: . 
o . Permanent increase of water .column 
• Less space for construc~on of riparian habitat . 
• Temporary generation ofturbidlo/ during construction 

The fresh .water habitat feature will provide habitat for freshwater. amphibians 'and 
invertebrates, ·providing food foc. a variety of bird species and other organi,sms. 
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1.7 Habitat Value For Off-Sit~ Compensation 

Balanced Environmental Services Inc. performed a biophysical survey of the site. as 
part of their preliminary habitat review of Steveston Harbour"in 2009. The work was 
performed for FiSheries and Oceans Canada"- Small Craft Harbours Branch (SCH), and 
provides baseline data -tQat can be 'used to detennine' the environm~ntal impacts of 
proposed works in those areas. 

The biophysical survey identified physicaJ and biological conditions at the site, 
hw1uding generating a detailed species list of organisms observed, and accurate 
topographical data luerenced to Chait Datum. 

The footprint of the proposed habitat features will avoid all critical marsh habitat 
identified in the biophysical survey. The majority of tbe footprint will be placed over 
sand flat wifh low biodiversity. . 

The following is a summary of habitat areas lost or created by. the proposed 
enhancement featur~: 

T bl 13 H b"ttBaI a e ... a u · Sh t ,nee ce 
Habitat Type Prem~ Post m2 Net m2 

Ored~e Cut Bottom · 0 11030 11030 
Dredae SIde Slope 0 6798 6798 

. Rlprap 0 11483 11483 
Riparian 0 28592 28592 . . 
Fresh. Water 0 3503 3503 
Marsh. 0 25555 25555 
Olf-Channel 0 32165 32165 
Trail I Lawn 0 2898 2898 
Unprotected Sandv Bottom· -123675 1651 ·122023 

While the project results in a loss of 123,675 002 of sandy riverbed, the equivalent area 
of high value habitat will be created. 
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To determine the amount of habitat credits are available, the -Balanced En~ironmental 
Units (BEt!) ca"\1 be: calculated as follows: 

Tbl 14 Hb'ttClecl"tCI ttl a e .. ala , acuaons 
Habitat TVlJe Pre m2 Post m2 Netm2 H A Value beu 

Dredge CuI Bottom 0 11030 11030 1 1 11030 
Dredge Side Slope 0 6798 6798 1 1 6798 
Riprap 0 11463 11483 0.5 2.5 14353 
Riparian 0 28592 28592 2 1 . 57183 
FreshWater 0 3503 3503 6 1 2101 6 
Marsh - 0 25555 25555 6 1 153330 
Off-Channel 0 32165 32165 3 1 96496 

rail I Lawn 0 2898 2898 0.1 1 290 
I Unprotected Sandy Bottom -123675 1651 -122023 1 1 . -122023 

Net 238473 . 
-H Habitat Faefol, A _ Al ea Fa~tOl, BEU Balanced EnVironmental Unit 

While BEU's have been used 'in a variety of Envi.ronmcntal Impact Assessments and· 
Fisberies Act Authorizations. tbe: va1u~ ID"e subjective and are negotiated on a proj~ct 
by project basis-, therefore Fishedes'-and Oceans Canada (OFO) does not endorse their 
use. However, they do provide a rougb means of calculating habitat credlts fo)" ' a 
project Pll,?l' to DI:O review .. 

Using the beu calculations, the proposed enhancement-area would result in a net habitat 
credit of + 238,473 beu, which could be applied to other projects in the area. 

The amount of credit required by a .project will depend on the type of habitat -being 
impacted. For example, if critical habitat such as eelgraSs is destroyed; DFO will, 
require 2:1lik:e. for like habitat compensation to offset those impacts. Only if it can be 
demonstrated that this form of compensation on site is· not possible, can offsite 
locatiol"is be' considered. If offsite like for like is not available, only then can habitat 
credits be used, and often will require iUn the form of high v:iIue fish habitat such as 
new marsp. In that case, the proposed enhancements would compeJISate fQr a project 
footprint of 30,600 ·ma. . ' . . 
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The majority of projects whictl do not adversely affect critical h~bitat will be more 
favourable as options to purchase the above habitat ci"edits. Some projects have 
reqaired that 1: 1 mud lastto new habitat created be implemented fo~ cOmpensation, and 
2: 1 mud lost to new · marsh as c.ompeosation. Under these drcumstances. the 
construction of the proposed enhancement features would be able to compensate for a 
project with an intertidal or subtidal foolpr.int of up to 150,000 m2

. . . 

TheJ.'efore, construction of the proposed enhancement features . may provide 
compensation credits for other projects ranging" in footprint size from 30,600 m2 to 
150,000 m2 qepending on the impacts of the proposed project. As th.e enhancement 
will Create high·value critical habitat in the Fraser River Estuary, enhancements to this 
location may be able to compensate for more than that typically observed along our 
coast in oilier locations, therefore the footprints described above may be largei' than 
projected. T<,> deterrni.J:!e the actual value of the habitat created. negotiation with DFD 
VIlli be required .(on a project by project basis). 

SECTION 2 - COST 

2.1 Costing Assumptions 

To determine the. cost of contouring and planting of the propos~ habitat features, the 
following assumptions have been made: 
• Dmy 1 metre o( mataial will need to be handled by the plough after placement by 

suction dredge. . . 
• Only areas designated as riparian, marsh, arid. a 2 metre wide strip along the ~oe of 

the marsh, will need to get contoured. . 
• Dense ptanting, as per the Ministry of Environment Guidelines, will only be 

requh-ed near public amenities. 
• All materials, sU"~h as clay, sand, silt, etc, are deJivered. and in close pro~mity such 

~hat they do not require an excavator or dump truck to move or place. 
• A site supervis,or and environmental monitor will only spot-check the work, 
• The work will only requlre: a few surveying site visits. 

12 File 5J92-W-02.1 
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2.2 Costing Calculations 

Enhancement Features Feaslhllity Stuay 
Steveston Harbour East Entrance 

City of Richmond 

Detailed costing calculations for contouring and planting '!Ie shown below in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1. Contouring and Planting CostAnalysis 
. 

I 

i Ama m' ,m' l " aI • . Cos l 

~ 
I 

~ 
I 

ill 
I I I 

I 

I 
c · 11m =i SIO, 

[Grass 0.' 
Marsh 294< 

I 

West Island .. "'.a Volume "". Cost 
ContoLJrin 
PloLigh 3970 39700 5 198500 
En~rneer1ng Inspection 10 000 . 

urveylnQ 10 000 
MonitorIng $10000 

Plantlna 
1m Densltv ·16 $( 

m Densi 1709 3 51 283 
Grass 0.01 $( 
Marsh 2260 .10 $226056 

ubtotal $505 839 

Olf Channel -
LenQth . lWidth aI • Cost 

Icontourlna . - 283501 567()( 5 $283 ,500 
atal 1 070347 
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Enhancement Features FeasIbility Study 
Stevesl on Harbour East Entrance 

City of Richmond 

2,3 Costing Discussion 

Costs are expected to vary considerably with the ability of the contractors to place the 
bedding material The closer the bed,dlng material is placed to the proposed contours 
the less costs will be required for contouring. For example; if bedding material is 
placed ' to within O.5m of .Ih8.t required by contouring, the cost estimate would be 
$150,000 cheaper. 

In addition, as the work is perfonned in a udal environnient. part of the work will 
require working at ~ifferellt times of the oay. The above cost estimate does not"include 
extras imposed by COIl tractors to work around the tides. . 

The cost to perfann the planting can be reduced through the purchasing of stakes rather 
than No.2 plants in the low plant density areas ~ additional savings of up to $30,000. 
H owever, the I~bour required to plant vades and will depend on who perfonns the 
work. 

If additional equipment, such as excavators and dump trucks, are required. the costs 
will be significantly higher ~hall projected. Additional requirements necessary to fulfill . 
pemlits obtained from regulatOI:Y agencies, such as DPO, may increase actual project 
costs. For example, DFO may increase the pUmt density of low planting areas, ask for 

. additional mitigation measures, etc. 

In general, tile cost to perform the contouring and planting will be of the order of 
magnitude of S I,OOO,OOO. . 

SECTION 3 "SIGNATURES 

3.1 General 

Balanced Environmental Services Inc. declares that qualified environmental 
professionals acting within their areas of expertise have duly prepared the aUached 
work. 

ReportBy: 

Warren Appleton, RPBio 
Biologist . 
BalaucedEnvh onmental Services :):nc. 

[4 

Reylew~d- By: 

Scott Christie, RPBio 
.President 
Balanced EI:Ivironmental Services Inc_ 

File j 192-W-02.1 
10012009 
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5 1 ~2·E;·D2.2 EAST MARSH SPE;GtES ·L!S T,XI..S 

ENVIRONMENTAL 
Table 1: Plant Species Commonly· Observed in Brackish Marsh East of Steveslon Harbour 

and Shady Island, Steveston, B.C. 

" 

Red ElderberrY 

Black Cottonwood 

R'~ II 

"eoM'!'!,";. 
. Py,"' fus~ 

.. Range elevations are measured In metres, Chart Datum 

5, 4,1 
$p, 

'PP, 5.2 4.5 

U AbUndance is relative to availability ofsuFfabfe habitat Within the obsfHved elevation range. 

. Sparse 

~ 
Rafe 

=:§ 

Few 

Few 

Sparse 

'parse 

'ew 

~ 

~ , 
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'5 1 B2-E-(JZ . 2 EAST M A R S H SPEO IIi:S LrST, XLB 

ENvrRO N MENTAL 

~ Range elevations a(9 measured in metres, Chan Datum 
.. Abundance Is refaUv9 to availability of suitable haMal Wllhln the obseNed elevation ranlle. 
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APPENDIXC 
Steveston Harbour Authority 

. Dredging Funding Summary 

008 200 

335, 

2009/2010 

00 

2010/2011 400, .00 

. 2011 /2012 
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PORT METRO 

vancouver 

APPLICATION FORM 
Local Channel Dredging Contribution Program - Advance of Funds 

. . . 
Soclety/Company Name: 

Contact Name: 

f.1aJllng Address: 

LIST OF APPLICABLE LOCAL CHANNELS 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

s. 

INTENDED PURPOSE OF ADVANCE FUNDS 

D Consulting 

o Samples/ Tests 

D Computer modeling 

o Other. Please describe: 

Society/Company Number: 

Phone Number (s): 

Email Address: 

Estimate {Proposa l"Amount 

Please provide copIes bf fi rm proposa ls. for Indicated serviCes and/or bal=kup for e~tlmates 

TOTAL REQUESTED AMDUNT 

. ,App lication Date: ____ ___ __ ~ __ _ 

Name (please rrint): _ ________ _ _ _ 

Signature: _________ _ _ ___ _ 

Please forward applica tion to : 
Port Metro Vancouver 
PlannIng and Development Department 
100 The Poln~e, 999 Canada Place 
Vancouver, Be Canada V6C 3T4 

By signing and submitting thIs Application you agree to be bound by the above terms and conditions. 
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PORT METRO ApPENDIX A 
vancouver 

Local Channel Dredging Contribution Program 

Application for Advance of Fl,mds 

Background . 
In 2008, the Vancouver Fraser Port Authority, doing business as Port Metro Vancouver ("PMV") 
finalized a Dredg'lng Policy which included a lO-year local Channel Dredging Contribution 
Program that will provide flnancla! support for riverfront communities to .undertake their own 
dredging activities beyond deep sea and domestic shipping channels. . 
This Application for Advance of Funds fo rm is designed to enable designated riverfront communities 
to apply for advah~e fundIng to assist \ ..... ith preparing their forma l applicat ion under this program. 

Appli(:ant Ellgibilitv 
Applications for Advance of Funds will only be accepted from designated riverfront communities . 

, which have registered with the B.C. Corporate Registry as a Society or S.c. Company. 

·Use of Funds 
Funds advanced under this program can only be used for activities dlre·ctly related to preparing a fuJI 
application for funding · I.e. third-party' consulting, computer modeling, samples, tests etc. The funds 
cannot be used for dre-dging or administrative costs of the applicant. The maximum advance which 
may be approved Is 10% of funding availa.ble per channel ·to a maximum of $125,000 for mUlti­
channel applicants. 

Application Pro·cess 
The Application for Advance·of Fun.ds will be reviewed by PMV within 4 to 6 wee~s. Delays m~y result 
~rom inco.mplete .Applica~lons ., 

Advance for Funds Approva l 
- . If the Application Is approved, Applicants will receive written notification from PMV along with 

a cheque for the· approved amount. 
• PMV reserves the. right to approve all, sOme or none of the req~ested amount. : 

Repor.tlng Requirements: 
• Applicants are required to mak~ available to PMV, on request, copies of all reports, computer · 

models, tests, samples etc. funded by the advance . 
. - . PMV r~seryesthe right to request th~ Applicant to provide a summary accounting Qf the use 

of f unds. The summary must be signed by at least three DIrectors of .the company/society. 

Return of Funds 
PMV reserves the right to request the Applicant to return any unused funds based 011 Its review of 

·Appllcant's accounting summary. 

Requh:ed Attachments: 
1. Certifi cation of Incorporation under the British Columbia Corporate Registry: a 

. certificate of Incorporation. given by the registrar for· a society or .B_C: Company. · 
2. A list of Directors: a sIgned copy of the current list of directors on date of application. 
3. A s igned· resolution requesting funds : a signed r~solutlon from the company/society 

indicating its approval to request an advance·of funds from Port Metro Vancouver under it.s 
Loca l Channel DredgIng Contribution Program. . 

4 . Copies of third-party proposals and/or backup for estimates: backup materials to 
support reques~ed amounts ·for each category. - -
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