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Public Works and Transportation Committee
Electronic Meeting

Anderson Room, City Hall
6911 No. 3 Road

Wednesday, February 18, 2026
Immediately following Planning Committee

ITEM

MINUTES

Motion to adopt the minutes of the meeting of the Public Works and
Transportation Committee held on December 17, 2025.

NEXT COMMITTEE MEETING DATE

March 18, 2026, (tentative date) at 4:00 p.m. in the Anderson Room.

AGENDAADDITIONS AND DELETIONS

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION

1. ARTIFICIAL TURF IN CITY BOULEVARDS
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01) (REDMS No. 8227890)

See Page PWT-8 for full report

Designated Speaker: Eric Sparolin
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Public Works & Transportation Committee Agenda — Wednesday, February 18, 2026

Pg. #

PWT-12

PWT-17

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the report titled “Artificial Turf in City Boulevards” dated January 26,
2026, from the Director, Engineering, be received for information.

REVIEW OF REQUIREMENT FOR BIKE BELLS
(File Ref. No. 10-6500-01) (REDMS No. 8168009)

See Page PWT-12 for full report

Designated Speaker: Sonali Hingorani

STAFF RECOMMENDATIONS

(1) That Option 3 as described in the report titled “Review of
Requirement for Bike Bells” dated January 19, 2026, from the
Director, Transportation be approved; and

(2) That the Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 10718, to
include the provision of bicycle bells, be introduced and given first,
second and third readings.

STEVESTON ISLAND DIKE PRELIMINARY DESIGN - PUBLIC

AND STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT REVIEW
(File Ref. No. 10-6000-01) (REDMS No. 8129342)

See Page PWT-17 for full report

Designated Speaker: Jason Ho

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That the Steveston Island Dike Preliminary Design engagement campaign
results, as outlined in the report titled “Steveston Island Dike Preliminary
Design — Public and Stakeholder Engagement Review”, dated January 13,
2026, from the Director, Engineering, be received for information.
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4. MANAGER’S REPORT

ADJOURNMENT
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Public Works & Transportation Committee
Wednesday, December 17, 2025

ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS DIVISION

TRANSLINK 2026 COST-SHARE FUNDING APPLICATIONS -

TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS
(File Ref. No. 01-0154-04) (REDMS No. 8180311)

Nathan Davidowicz spoke to (i) the TransLink Cost-Share Program, including
Bus Speed and Reliability (BSR) Program, (ii) infrastructure at bus stops, and
(iii) ridership levels.

In response to queries from Committee, staff advised that (i) the report
presents the City’s applications to TransLink's 2026 transportation related
cost-share programs, (ii) the BSR Program, initiated by TransLink based on
travel time studies, provides competitive funding for feasibility studies and
capital projects that support improved bus speed reliability, (iii) TransLink
provides ridership levels as they operate and manage the transit systems and
programs, and (iv) the deadline for the applications was October 31, 2025,
with City staff preparing and submitting applications to TransLink by the
deadline, and projects that are awarded funding will be confirmed and
communicated to local governments in April 2026.

Discussion ensued regarding (i) Express Bus routes as determined by
TransLink, (ii) Infrastructure Programs recommended for funding, such as the
Special Crosswalk Program, included in the Council-approved 2026 Capital
Budget, (iii) the forthcoming intersection improvement project at Alderbridge
Way & No. 4 Road, which was identified in the Top 20 Collision Prone
Intersections, (iv) construction sequencing for multiple roadwork projects,
and (v) cycling enhancement as part of dike upgrades between No. 2 Road
and Lynas Lane on River Road.

It was moved and seconded

(I) That the submission of transportation projects as part of the
TransLink 2026 Cost-Share Programs, as described in the report
titled “TransLink 2026 Cost-Share Funding Applications -
Transportation Projects”, dated November 18, 2025, from the
Director, Transportation be approved; and

(2) That the Chief Administrative Officer and General Manager,
Engineering and Public Works be authorized to execute the
successful funding agreements.

CARRIED
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Public Works & Transportation Committee
Wednesday, December 17, 2025

COUNCILLOR BILL MCNULTY

ISSUES ARISING FROM THE DECEMBER 15 PUBLIC HEARING

REGARDING TRAFFIC ON GARRY STREET
(File Ref. No. ) (REDMS No.)

The following referral motion was introduced:

It was moved and seconded
(I) That staff:

(a) investigate reducing the speed limit to 30 km/h on Garry Street
between No. 1 Road and Railway Avenue and installing
appropriate signage;

(b) take appropriate action to establish additional traffic calming
measures on Garry Street between No. 1 Road and Railway
Avenue;

(c) investigate the possibility of installing raised sidewalks or
crosswalks in the area of Garry St. between No. 1 Road and
Railway Ave; and

(d) review the parking on Garry Street, including possible time
limits,

while consulting with residents on Garry Street, and report back; and

(2)  That staff consult with Richmond School District No. 38 regarding
the traffic patterns around McMath Secondary School.

The question on the referral motion was not called as discussion ensued
regarding lowering speed limits on roads that do not have a centre line. As a
result of the discussion, an amendment motion to look at slower speeds in
residential areas in Richmond that do not have a centre line was introduced,
but failed to receive a seconder.

Further discussion ensued regarding congestion near McMath Secondary
School and encouraging students to take public transportation or alternative
modes of transportation rather than driving, including the possibility of
consulting with Richmond School District No. 38.

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

The following referral motion was introduced:

It was moved and seconded
That staff look at the possibility of reducing speed limits on non-arterial
roads to 30 km/h.
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Public Works & Transportation Committee
Wednesday, December 17, 2025

The question on the referral motion was not called as discussion ensued
regarding speed limits as stated by the Ministry of Transportation and Transit
and the Motor Vehicle Act, with any speed limit changes requiring a bylaw
amendment.

The question on the referral motion was then called and it was CARRIED.
MANAGER’S REPORT

(i)  Metro Vancouver Pipe Failure on Gilbert Road

Staff advised that Metro Vancouver investigations confirmed that the old
Gilbert trunk sewer caused a sinkhole in the roadway at Woodwards Road.
Metro Vancouver is currently developing a repair strategy, with the area
secured with fencing, a temporary containment berm, regular monitoring, and
full-time security guard on location.

A brief discussion ensued regarding (i) the effects of heavy rain on Metro
Vancouver’s sewer system and (ii) the size of the sinkhole.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved and seconded
That the meeting adjourn (4:31 p.m.).

CARRIED

Certified a true and correct copy of the
Minutes of the meeting of the Public
Works and Transportation Committee of
the Council of the City of Richmond held
on Wednesday, December 17, 2025.

Councillor Carol Day Shannon Unrau

Chair

Legislative Services Associate
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January 26, 2026 -2-

Staff Report
Origin

Staff receive a few requests per year from homeowners asking to allow artificial turf as a
substitute for natural planting in City owned boulevards fronting their property. Current City
bylaws, including the Boulevard Maintenance Bylaw 7174 and Regulation of Material on
Highways Bylaw 10226, do not permit the installation of artificial turf in City boulevards. In
addition, staff receive a few complaints per year regarding unauthorized installation of artificial
turf in City boulevards. These cases typically trigger a progressive bylaw enforcement approach
involving education, request for voluntary compliance, and, if necessary, formal enforcement
actions.

This report provides a preliminary review on the implications of allowing artificial turf in City
boulevards.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #3 A Safe and Prepared
Community:

Community safety and preparedness through effective planning, strategic partnerships
and proactive programs.

3.4 Ensure civic infrastructure, assets and resources are effectively maintained and
continue to meet the needs of the community as it grows.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #5 A Leader in
Environmental Sustainability:

Leadership in environmental sustainability through innovative, sustainable and proactive
solutions that mitigate climate change and other environmental impacts.

5.3 Encourage waste reduction and sustainable choices in the City and community.

Background

City boulevards are defined as the area between private property and the road. City boulevards
are multifunctional spaces for essential infrastructure, both underground (sanitary sewers,
watermains, storm sewers, conduits) and above ground (sidewalks, pathways, hydrants, lighting
and street trees). They provide opportunities for landscaping, managing stormwater runoff, and
creating a safety buffer between pedestrians, cyclists, and vehicular traffic.

The current City bylaws prohibiting the installation of items in City boulevards are the
Boulevard Maintenance Bylaw 7174 and Regulation of Material on Highways Bylaw 10226.
These bylaws specifically prohibit property owners from placing any hard surfaces on the
boulevard immediately fronting their property. While artificial turf is not specifically listed in the
bylaws, it falls under the category of prohibited hard landscaping, along with items such as rock,
gravel, landscape ties, rails, asphalt, bricks, and concrete structures and figurines.

8227890
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Permitted plantings in boulevards include grass, trees, shrubs and flower beds. Landscaping,
excluding City owned trees, is the fronting home owner’s responsibility to maintain.

The residents that have requested permission to install artificial turf in City boulevards cite
perceived benefits including lower maintenance, eliminating mowing, watering, or fertilizing,
year-round green appearance, resistance to pests like chafer beetles, and potential long-term cost
savings compared to natural grass.

Analysis

Artificial turf varies in design, performance, and environmental impact. Key factors include:

e Material & Installation: Different synthetic materials and installation methods affect
permeability and recyclability.

e Durability & Aesthetics: Lifespan, maintenance needs, and visual quality differ; some
products fade, flatten, or degrade over time.

e Maintenance Requirements: Artificial turf does not require mowing or irrigation.
However, regular cleaning is needed to remove debris and prevent odours from animal
waste.

Staff have conducted a preliminary review, including a review of neighbouring municipalities, to
determine potential impacts to the City arising from allowing artificial turf in City boulevards.

Municipal Infrastructure

The presence of artificial turf in City boulevards can impact the day-to-day operations of various
municipal infrastructure.

e Access to Infrastructure: Artificial turf can impede access to City infrastructure and
private utilities (TELUS, FortisBC, etc.), complicating new installations, operations,
repairs and inspections, and may obscure critical access points such as manholes, valves,
and junction boxes.

e Drainage Impacts: Artificial turf can reduce infiltration and increase stormwater runoff.

e Boulevard Trees: Artificial turf in City boulevards can negatively affect the health and
longevity of adjacent trees.

Environmental Impacts

Allowing artificial turf on City boulevards raises environmental concerns, including:

e Heat Island Effect: Artificial turf retains more heat than grass, harming tree roots and
organisms.

o Loss of Biodiversity: Replaces natural habitat for beneficial insects, pollinators, birds and
other wildlife, conflicting with the City’s ecological connectivity goals.

o Material Degradation and Recyclability: Breakdown of fibres and infill can pollute
waterways and harm aquatic life. Synthetic turf currently has limited or no ability for
recycling, increasing landfill waste.

8227890
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Alignment with Existing City Strategies

The preliminary review identified that artificial turf has minimal alignment and significant
contradictions with City strategies.

o Ecological Network Management Strategy: Artificial turf disrupts habitat and ecological
corridors, reducing biodiversity and stormwater infiltration.

e Circular City Strategy: Artificial turf is typically made from synthetic materials with
limited or no ability for recycling, which contradicts circular economy principles and
increases landfill waste at end-of-life.

e Integrated Rainwater Resource Management Strategy: Artificial turf does not
support water detention, water quality treatment and green infrastructure objectives.

Review of Artificial Turf Regulations in Other Local Cities

A preliminary scan of neighbouring municipalities’ bylaws is summarized below.

e Conditional Acceptance (Burnaby, Coquitlam and Surrey): Installation of artificial turf is
allowed under a specific set of conditions, include providing maintenance and
replacement at the owner’s expense, ensuring the turf is permeable, and obtaining
approval from a City engineer on a case-by-case basis.

e Not Permitted (Maple Ridge, Nanaimo, New Westminster, Port Moody, Vancouver and
White Rock): The installation of artificial turf in City boulevards is not permitted and
natural landscaping is encouraged.

Financial Impact

None.

Conclusion

Maintaining the prohibition on artificial turfin City boulevards best protects the City’s interests by
supporting operational, environmental, and sustainability objectives; and aligns with City strategies
for environmental management, rainwater management, and the circular economy. Artificial turf in
City boulevards introduces potential infrastructure access issues, as well as raises environmental and
sustainability concerns. Natural planting provides key benefits such as biodiversity and mitigating
heat island effects.

As staff are made aware of unauthorized installation of artificial turf in City boulevards, they will
continue with the progressive bylaw enforcement approach involving education, request for
voluntary compliance, and, if necessary, formal enforcement actions.

£
T fob

I
Eric Sparolin, P.Eng.
Manager, Engineering Design and Construction
(604-247-4915)
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Staff Report
Origin
At July 23, 2025, Council meeting, the following motion was endorsed by Council.

That staff look at the options for bells or other noise-making devices on bicycles, e-bikes,
scooters, and other micro-mobility devices.

This report responds to this referral.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #3 A Safe and Prepared
Community:

Community safety and preparedness through effective planning, strategic partnerships
and proactive programs.

Analysis

The BC Motor Vehicle Act (MVA) governs regulations for cyclists, including e-bikes and e-
scooters. Cyclists are generally subject to the same rules as drivers, including having to yield to
pedestrians. The MV A requires e-scooters to be equipped with a bell or horn so riders can use a
consistent and courteous method to communicate their presence to others compared to verbal
notification to warn others. However, the MV A does not require the same for bicycles or e-bikes.
This creates inconsistencies, as e-scooter riders must have a bell, but cyclists are not legally
required to have one.

To address this inconsistency, municipalities can adopt bylaws requiring bells on bicycles.

Options to Encourage Use of Bicycle Bells

Bike bells serve as an effective warning device to alert pedestrians and other users of an
approaching bike, particularly in busy areas when cyclists are passing from behind.

The City’s Traffic Bylaw currently includes safety equipment requirements for bicycles, such as
brakes and reflectors. Bells are referenced in the Traffic Bylaw, however, the bell-related
regulation is outdated, as it only addresses excessive use, not the requirement for a bicycle to be
equipped with a bell. There are several options to promote the use of bells, or similar noise-
emitting devices, by cyclists to warn pedestrians when approaching or passing.

Option 1 - Status Quo

Option 1 relies on the existing courtesy signs on shared pathways in the City that include
messaging for cyclists to yield to pedestrians, as well as cyclists’ voluntary use of bike bells.
Staff have not received concerns or requests from the public regarding the lack of bell use or
other audible warning by cyclists on shared pathways. Option 1 does not propose any bylaw
changes.

8168009
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Option 2 - Enhanced Education

Option 2 includes amplifying messaging related to appropriate use of ringing a bell, or other
device, to alert pedestrians when cyclists are passing as part of the City’s ongoing cycling
education campaigns. Option 2 does not propose any bylaw changes.

Option 3 - Bylaw Amendment and Enhanced Education (Recommended)

Option 3 involves introducing Amendment Bylaw No. 10718 to Traffic Bylaw No. 5870 which
includes the requirement for bicycles to be equipped with bells to align with the regulations of
the MV A for e-scooters. This option recommends bylaw amendments to enhance safety and
courtesy on roads and multi-use pathways with the requirement of a bell to warn pedestrians of a
cyclist's approach. This would be consistent with other cities in the Lower Mainland, including
Vancouver, Whiterock and Coquitlam, that have bylaw requirements for bicycle bells.

With the rising popularity of e-scooter and e-bikes, establishing the bylaw requirement of bike
bells creates a uniform expectation across all devices and addresses the inconsistency in the
MVA. Introduction of this proposed bylaw amendment would be timely given the expansion and
popularity of the City’s shared pathway system that creates many interactions amongst various
users. For example, the Railway Greenway averages over 1,200 users a day and as of December
15,2025, data from the 18 existing bike counters on shared pathways have registered over
2,000,000 users in 2025.

As the bylaw can only require devices to be equipped with a bell, complementary education is
important to reinforce its appropriate use. As part of this option, messaging related to appropriate
usage of ringing a bell to alert pedestrians when cyclists are approaching or passing would be
included as part of the City’s ongoing cycling education campaigns.

Enforcement

The Richmond RCMP advises that targeted enforcement of the requirement for bike bells,
similar to other cycling requirements, will occur when the opportunity is afforded. The RCMP is
also committed to enforcement of higher priority violations such as "hotspots" in the City,
identified as a result of high collision statistics through intelligence led data analysis that they
prioritize. The City will continue to monitor and analyze cycling data and collaborate with the
RCMP to mitigate violations when and where applicable.

Financial Impact
None.
Conclusion

Staff recommend updating the City’s Traffic Bylaw to require all bicycles to be equipped with
bells to enhance safety between cyclists and other road users as the use of a bell will signal the
presence of an approaching bicycle.

8168009
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Amendment Bylaw No. 10718 to the Traffic Bylaw No. 5870 further clarifies and establishes
that bicycle bells be required when operating bicycles, e-bikes and e-scooters. Ongoing and
enhanced education efforts will continue in collaboration with the Richmond RCMP and other
stakeholders to reinforce the appropriate use of bells by cyclists to warn pedestrians when
passing.

k4///0égt1‘¢494941:%194’~1'/~—\—:

Sonali Hingorani, P.Eng.
Manager, Transportation Planning and New Mobility
(604-276-4049)

SH:sh

8168009

PWT - 15



5 City of
7 Richmond Bylaw 10718

Traffic Bylaw No. 5870
Amendment Bylaw No. 10718

The Council of the City of Richmond enacts as follows:

1. Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, as amended, is further amended by deleting Section 28.2 and
replacing it with the following:

28.2  Every bicycle, e-bike or e-scooter when operated upon a street, bicycle lane or
designated shared pathway shall be equipped with reflectors in good condition,
and it shall be unlawful for any bicycle, e-bike or e-scooter to be equipped with a
siren or whistle.

2. Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, as amended, is further amended by adding a new Section 28.3
as follows:

28.3  No person shall ride a bicycle, e-bike or e-scooter upon a street, bicycle lane, or
designated shared pathway unless the bicycle, e-bike or e-scooter is equipped
with a bell, or similar device, capable of being used as a warning.

3. This Bylaw is cited as “Traffic Bylaw No. 5870, Amendment Bylaw No. 10718”.

FIRST READING SV OF
APPROVED
SIE(:()TJI) I{IEf\I)ITJ(} ﬂg:;;:zﬁ;y
dept:
THIRD READING 6%
APPROVED
for legality
ADOPTED by Solicitor
&S
MAYOR CORPORATE OFFICER
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Staff Report
Origin

At an average elevation of 1.0 metre above mean sea level, Richmond faces flood risks from sea
level rise, storm surge, and spring freshet. The City's Flood Protection Management Strategy
identifies the need to upgrade the perimeter dike to 4.7 metres to mitigate flood risks associated
with projected 1.0 metre of sea level rise and 0.2 metres of land subsidence by 2100.

The Council-endorsed Dike Master Plan — Phase 1 report evaluated flood protection options for
southwest Richmond, including the west dike south of Williams Road and the south dike from
Garry Point Park to No. 2 Road. The existing alignment runs through Steveston Village and is
immediately adjacent to private properties along much of the corridor, requiring land acquisition
to raise the dike. Additionally, some waterfront structures, such as Britannia Shipyards and
Fisherman’s Wharf, are located outside the existing dike, and would remain unprotected unless
addressed separately. The assessment concluded that upgrading the dike along its existing
alignment on Bayview Street would potentially impact the form and character of the Steveston
area significantly. As a result, the Dike Master Plan recommended a new primary dike on
Steveston Island, with floodwalls and gates to enclose Steveston Harbour, as the long-term flood
protection solution for the Steveston area. A secondary dike along the existing alignment would
be raised to a lower elevation than the primary dike to allow for continued harbour operations
amid long-term sea level rise.

The City was subsequently awarded $1.2 million through the National Disaster Mitigation
Program to further advance the Steveston Island Dike concept and complete the Steveston Island
Flood Risk Investigation. The findings of this investigation, including the conceptual design,
preliminary geotechnical investigations, and the sea gate concept, were presented in a staff report
titled “Steveston Island Flood Protection Update”, dated May 17, 2019.

Following the work plan outlined in the Dike Master Plan — Phase 1, staff advanced this project
through additional technical assessments and early stakeholder engagement to inform the
preliminary design of the Steveston Island dike. This phase was supported by another $500,000
grant through the National Disaster Mitigation Program. The design was summarized in a staff
report titled “Steveston Island Dike Preliminary Design — Public and Stakeholder Engagement”,
dated February 8, 2023, and endorsed by Council.

Staff have conducted public and stakeholder engagement for the Steveston Island Dike
Preliminary Design, and this report presents the results of the engagement process.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #1 Proactive in Stakeholder
and Civic Engagement:

Proactive stakeholder and civic engagement to foster understanding and involvement and
advance Richmond’s interests.

1.1 Continue fostering effective and strategic relationships with other levels of
government and Indigenous communities.

8129342
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1.2 Advocate for the needs of Richmond in collaboration with partners and stakeholders.

1.3 Increase the reach of communication and engagement efforts to connect with
Richmond’s diverse community.

This report supports Council’s Strategic Plan 2022-2026 Focus Area #3 A Safe and Prepared
Community:

Community safety and preparedness through effective planning, strategic partnerships
and proactive programs.

3.1 Advance proactive, sustainable, and accelerated flood protection in collaboration
with other governments and agencies.

3.2 Leverage strategic partnerships and community-based approaches for comprehensive
safety services.

3.3 Ensure the community is collectively prepared for emergencies and potential
disasters.

3.4 Ensure civic infrastructure, assets and resources are effectively maintained and
continue to meet the needs of the community as it grows.

Analysis

Background

Located in the southwest corner of Richmond, Steveston is home to a vibrant community with
historical buildings, diverse cultural history, and an operating harbour with over 500 commercial
fishing vessels. As with other communities in Richmond, Steveston is protected from river and
coastal flooding by the City’s extensive flood protection network.

The Dike Master Plan — Phase 1 identified that elevating the dike along its current alignment
would significantly impact existing properties, businesses, and infrastructure in Steveston.
Additionally, it would leave many notable new and historic structures outside the dike, such as
the Britannia Shipyards and the Gulf of Georgia Cannery, vulnerable to flood risks.

As an alternative long-term flood protection solution, the Dike Master Plan proposes a new
primary dike alignment along Steveston Island. This option involves raising the island and
upgrading the existing breakwater into a continuous 3.3-kilometre flood protection structure
between London Landing and Garry Point Park. The primary dike would work in tandem with
the existing secondary dike and provide a level of flood protection that meets provincial
guidelines, with a navigable gate at the harbour entrance that would close during certain high
water events. Over time, the secondary dike would also be raised through redevelopment and
other opportunities.

8129342
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e Distribution of printed materials at in-person events, community venues, and City
facilities.

Over 750 Richmond residents attended the various in-person engagement activities and events.
Additionally, approximately 2,500 people participated online through the City’s flood protection
webpage and the Let’s Talk Richmond project page. The What We Heard report in Attachment 1
outlines the engagement campaign statistics and information.

Summary of Public Feedback

Staff solicited feedback concerning the preliminary design and the overall project to refine the
project further and to understand community sentiment and areas of concern. Generally,
residents were supportive of the project and recognized the importance of enhanced flood
protection for Steveston and the City as a whole. Many participants expressed support for the
measures that the City is taking to protect Richmond against flooding.

Based on feedback received, key themes included:

e Overall support and implementation: Residents and stakeholders expressed strong
support for the Steveston Island Dike project and Richmond’s accelerated flood
protection program. Many also indicated a preference for expediting project delivery to
mitigate flood risks in Steveston.

e Access and recreation: Participants generally support public access to Steveston Island
and the additional recreation opportunities and amenities the dike could potentially
provide, such as walking and cycling routes, nature viewing, seating, lighting, signage,
public washrooms and waste collection, if impacts on wildlife and natural habitat are
minimized and appropriately managed. There were mixed views on the extent of access
and whether trails should be limited to pedestrians or also accommodate bicycles.

o Wildlife and habitat management: Residents support preserving and protecting wildlife
and habitat on Steveston Island and raised concerns about potential habitat impacts and
wildlife displacement, particularly for coyotes and eagles.

o Cost, funding and ongoing engagement: Participants emphasized the importance of
transparency around project costs and funding sources, minimizing the burden on
taxpayers, seeking senior government funding where possible, and receiving regular
updates and future opportunities to be engaged as the project advances.

As the project advances, the City will leverage opportunities to reflect this feedback. Wildlife
and habitat matters will be reviewed by a Qualified Environmental Professional (QEP) in future
engagement, design, and implementation phases of the project. Cost and funding considerations,
including opportunities for senior government support and clear communication of project costs,
will be reflected in future project updates.

8129342
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Key Stakeholder Engagement

To gather input from key stakeholders, staff issued a project notification via email to the
organizations listed below. The notice included information on the Steveston Island Dike project
and a link to the Let’s Talk Richmond survey for stakeholders to provide feedback.

Community Stakeholders

e Port of Vancouver;

City of Delta;

Urban Development Institute;

Steveston Harbour Authority;

Ducks Unlimited;

Transport Canada;

Canadian Coast Guard; and

Richmond Advisory Committee on the Environment.

Staff hosted two virtual focus group sessions with the regulators listed below. Sessions were
structured with a brief project overview presentation followed by an open discussion to collect
feedback.

Regulators

e Department of Fisheries and Oceans — Small Craft Harbours;

Department of Fisheries and Oceans — Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Program,;
BC Ministry of Water, Land and Resource Stewardship;

BC Ministry of Emergency Management and Climate Readiness;

BC Inspector of Dikes; and

Environmental Assessment Office.

Local First Nations, including the Musqueam Indian Band and Tsawwassen First Nation, have
been engaged throughout various phases of the project. Engagement will continue as the project
advances through subsequent design and implementation stages.

Summary of Stakeholder and Regulatory Feedback

Following the project notification, representatives from the Transport Canada Navigation
Protection Program and the Richmond Advisory Committee on the Environment provided
preliminary input on required approvals and preferred engagement approaches.

Staff also met with key regulators through two focus group sessions and follow-up
correspondence to share project information and obtain preliminary feedback. Overall, regulators
were supportive of the project moving into the next phase of design, while emphasizing the need
to:

e Manage potential sedimentation, water quality, and dredging requirements in Steveston
Harbour, informed by ongoing modelling and analysis;

8129342
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Confirm applicable approvals, including diking approvals, land tenure, Water
Sustainability Act authorizations, Fisheries Act authorizations, an Environmental
Assessment Certificate, and offsetting;

Strategically plan habitat enhancement and compensation areas to avoid conflicts with
other projects and promote long-term ecological success; and

Maintain early and meaningful engagement with First Nations and continue to coordinate
public and stakeholder engagement as the project progresses.

Steveston Harbour Authority also provided written feedback on the project, expressing support
for the overall concept and for enhancing long-term flood protection for Steveston, and
emphasized the need to maintain safe, efficient harbour operations as design advances. They also
indicated an interest in ongoing involvement at key stages of project planning and design.

These considerations will be carried forward into subsequent design phases, including refinement
of the dike and gate configuration, sedimentation management strategies, and habitat
enhancement concepts. Staff will also explore developing a coordinated approvals and
engagement strategy, working closely with regulators, First Nations, and stakeholders throughout
the project. A more detailed summary of regulatory feedback is provided in Attachment 2.

Next Steps

The Steveston Island Dike project is a long-term initiative with a multi-decade implementation
timeline. Ongoing planning and proactive engagement of stakeholders will position the City to
pursue grants and partnerships and accelerate implementation where funding opportunities allow.

Staff will advance the following next steps over the short to medium term to position the City for
future implementation of the new primary dike:

8129342

Completing the second phase of the preliminary design, which will:

o Refine the structural elements of the dike, such as the flood wall, navigation gate,
breakwater, and wharf;

o Integrate input from recent public, stakeholder, and regulator engagement into
the overall design; and

o Update the project charter including the cost estimate.
Initiating negotiations with the Province regarding land tenure for Steveston Island;

Continuing to engage with the Environmental Assessment Office (EAO) to define
environmental impacts and compensation requirements;

Continuing coordination and discussions with regulatory entities, key stakeholders, local
First Nations, and the community at large; and

Continuing to seek senior government funding opportunities related to the Steveston
Island Dike project.
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Financial Impact

None at this time. Future phases of the Steveston Island Dike Project will be brought forward for
Council consideration as part of the budget process.

Conclusion

The public and stakeholder engagement campaign for the first phase of the Steveston Island Dike
preliminary design project has been completed. The feedback received is generally positive and
has highlighted key considerations to be carried forward into future phases of design, approvals,
and implementation. Through proactive engagement, staff have strengthened relationships with
the community, key stakeholders, and regulators, which will support ongoing coordination as the
project advances.

The Steveston Island Dike project will enhance long-term flood protection for Steveston and the
City as a whole and provide opportunities to integrate ecological enhancements and improved
public access. Staff will continue to advance the project in alignment with the Dike Master Plan
and will report back as required.

/B \r‘

Jason Ho, P .Eng.
Manager, Engineering Planning
(604-244-1281)

JH:bl

Att. 1: Steveston Island Dike Preliminary Design — What We Heard Report
2: Summary of Regulator Feedback — Steveston Island
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Attachment 2

Summary of Regulator Feedback — Steveston Island

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) — Small Craft Harbours

¢ Raised concerns that changes to bathymetry resulting from this project could increase
sedimentation and create an ongoing dredging requirement in Steveston Harbour.

o Emphasized the need to monitor sedimentation through hydrodynamic modelling and to refine
this analysis as design advances.

» Highlighted that the proposed tidal marsh may impact water flow into the Cannery Channel,
requiring further analysis to ensure acceptable flushing and water quality in the harbour.

o Requested coordination to ensure proposed habitat compensation features do not conflict with
existing or planned DFO projects.

e Expressed interest in collaborating on dredged material management, with a preference to be the
sole provider of dredged material for the project.

» Preliminary design has identified potential sediment build-up near the east and west gates; staff
will investigate this further in the future design phases.

Deputy Inspector of Dikes (I0D)

¢ Noted that several project elements fall outside the standard dike approval process and stressed
the importance of early and ongoing communication as designs evolve.

¢ Confirmed that requirements under the Dike Maintenance Act will continue to apply for the
construction of the new primary dike.

e Indicated flexibility in considering how the existing secondary dike alignment will be upgraded in
the future.

o Staff will continue to liaise with the IOD as the project progresses.

BC Ministry of Water, Land and Resource Stewardship (WLRS)
e Advised that the project will likely require both a water license and land tenure.
e Highlighted challenges associated with marsh bench restoration and recommended careful
selection of habitat compensation locations to support long-term success.
o Staff will work with WLRS to secure the necessary approvals and develop an appropriate habitat
compensation approach.

BC Ministry of Emergency Management and Climate Readiness (EMCR)
* Appreciated the opportunity to participate in the engagement session.
* Did not have specific comments at this time but emphasized the importance of remaining
informed as the project advances.
« Staff will keep EMCR updated as design and implementation progress.

Environmental Assessment Office (EAO)

 Emphasized the importance of early and meaningful engagement with First Nations, and
transparency regarding project schedule, scope, and public engagement.

o Highlighted tools and resources available on the EAO website, including a mapping tool to help
identify local First Nations.

e Offered to provide further guidance as needed.

» Staff will continue to engage with the EAO and local First Nations as the project moves toward
detailed design.

Department of Fisheries and Oceans (DFO) — Fish and Fish Habitat Protection Program
» Indicated that the Steveston Island Dike project will likely result in prohibitions under the Fisheries
Act and therefore require authorization and offsetting.
e Staff will work with the program team to identify ways to avoid, minimize, and offset impacts to
fish and fish habitat as design work progresses.

8129342
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