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Executive Summary  
 
The first edition of the State of the 
Environment (SOE) report for the City of 
Richmond was published in 1998. The intent 
of that report was to synthesize baseline 
information on Richmond’s environmental 
assets, identify the human pressures 
affecting those assets, and provide a 
framework for measuring change. Eight 
topics, involving fourteen indicators, were 
selected based on public priority and the 
level of influence by the City. To monitor 
changes and evaluate progress in meeting 
targets, a commitment was made by City 
Council and the Advisory Committee on the 
Environment (ACE) to update the SOE 
report every three years. The 2001 edition of 
the SOE report is the first complete update 
of results and includes an expanded range of 
topics and indicators. 
 
The detailed results for each indicator are 
presented throughout this report. To 
summarise how each indicator has 
performed, and to provide a basis for 
comparisons with the 1998 results, one of 
four ratings were assigned: Good News; Bad 
News; Mixed Results; and Not Assessed. 
These ratings are general impressions only. 
They do not imply a measure of 
sustainability. Rather, the ratings are based 
on such factors as net changes since 1998, 
the direction of change (i.e., positive or 
negative), adherence to existing standards, 
achievement of targets, and comparisons 
with other communities. In some cases, 
insufficient data were available to make a 
determination.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESULTS 
 
TOPIC A:  GREENSPACE 
 
A1 - Agricultural Land   
Since 1997, 11.8 hectares  
of land have been excluded from the 
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR). The total 
area of ALR in Richmond today is 
approximately 4539 hectares or 33% of the 
City’s land base. Approximately 91% of the 
original ALR remains intact. Sixty-one 
percent of ALR lands are presently in 
agricultural use.  
 
A2 – Parks and  
Protected Areas   
Richmond has 738 hectares of City-owned 
parks, equalling 5.4% of the land base. This 
is a net increase of 203 hectares since 1997. 
Other agencies own an additional 1004 ha of 
parks and protected areas in Richmond. 
Including both City-owned and other agency 
parks and protected areas, Richmond today 
has about 11 hectares of parkland per 1000 
people. Richmond has at present a total of 
40 km of trails, 25 km of which are located 
along the waterfront.  
 
A3 – Designated  
Environmentally  
Sensitive Areas  (ESAs) 
Richmond has 2243 hectares of designated 
terrestrial ESAs, which is 16.5% of 
Richmond’s land base. Since the 1998 SOE 
Report was written, an amendment to the 
OCP allowed for the removal of 109 ha from 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Good News 

Good News 

Good News 
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an ESA designation. The same amendment 
designated 200 ha of new ESAs. The result 
is a net gain of about 91 ha for the period 
1997-2000. Nearly 55% (1140 ha) of 
terrestrial ESAs are protected as city parks 
or managed by other agencies for 
conservation purposes. However, the quality 
of ESAs that remain unprotected is 
unknown. Overall, this indicator was given a 
Good News rating because there has been a 
no net loss in ESA designated areas since 
the 1998 SOE report.   
 
A4 - Total  
Greenspace and  
Agricultural Lands  
Including agricultural land, parks and 
protected areas and terrestrial ESAs, there 
are approximately 6900 ha of greenspace in 
Richmond. This represents about 51% of the 
City’s total land base and about 43 ha of 
greenspace per 1000 people. This indicator 
will be assessed in future reports when 
trends have been established. 
 
A5 – Trees   
For the period 1998-2000 
a total of 4442 new trees  
were planted on City property: 2320 on 
boulevards and medians, and 2122 in parks. 
As more areas become planted, the number 
of trees being planted on an annual basis has 
been decreasing. Data are presently not 
available to measure the number of trees lost 
to development. 
 
 
TOPIC B:  WATER QUALITY 
 
B1 - Fraser River  
Water Quality   
Dissolved oxygen  
concentrations in the Fraser River have 
consistently met water quality objectives. 
Prior to 1998, fecal coliform counts in the 
Fraser River frequently exceeded the water 
quality objective, however, since 
implementation of additional treatment at  

 
 
the Annacis and Lulu wastewater treatment 
plants in 1998, fecal coliform counts have 
decreased dramatically. Based on these two 
parameters, water quality is improving. 
However, current data are insufficient to 
assess the overall quality of water in the 
Fraser. Because of this high level of 
uncertainty, the indicator has been given a 
rating of Mixed Results. 
 
B2 - Drinking Water  
Quality   
Drinking water is monitored  
at its source and distribution points. At the 
source, levels of trihalomethanes and lead 
have never exceeded the Canadian Drinking 
Water Guidelines at any of the three Greater 
Vancouver Water District reservoirs. There 
were varying levels of non-compliance for 
iron, turbidity and pH, depending on the 
reservoir. The BC Safe Drinking Water 
Regulations establish criteria for acceptable 
bacteria levels in distribution systems. Since 
1993 these regulations have generally been 
met in Richmond.  
 
 
TOPIC C:  AIR QUALITY 
 
C1 - Air Quality   
Index (AQI) 
Since 1997, only four hours of ‘Poor’ 
quality air were recorded in South 
Richmond. At the airport, only 18 hours of 
‘Poor’ quality air were recorded since this 
station’s installation in 1998. From 1993-
2000, Richmond residents registered 559 
complaints regarding air quality, or 3% of 
all such complaints received by the GVRD 
during this period. The majority of these 
complaints were concerns regarding odours. 
 
While the AQI values remain consistently 
‘Good’, the number of complaints combined 
with increasing sources of emissions from 
cars, air traffic and industry; health risks 
associated with these emissions; and global  

Good News 

Not Assessed 

Good News 

Mixed Results 

Mixed Results 
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concerns regarding greenhouse gases in the 
atmosphere - suggest that the news for this 
indicator is Mixed.  
 

TOPIC D:  LAND USE AND HUMAN 
SETTLEMENT 
 
D1 - Residential  
Housing   
Richmond’s housing mix  
is 47% single-family dwellings, 32% 
apartments, 17% townhomes, and 4% two-
family dwellings. The West Cambie and 
Thompson planning areas appear to have the 
greatest mix of housing types. City-wide 
housing density is 12.29 units per hectare 
compared with 11.69 units per hectare in 
1996. Density is greatest in the planning 
areas of City Centre, Blundell and 
Broadmoor and lowest in the planning areas 
of Fraser Lands, Sea Island and Gilmore. 
These results support the OCP objective to 
concentrate growth and create a strong City 
Centre.  
 
D2 - Accessibility to  
Key Services   
Seventy-seven percent of all dwelling units 
in the City are within 400 m of a transit stop, 
that is, about a ten minute walk. Eighty-one 
percent of all dwelling units in the City are 
within 400 m of a schoolyard or park. Fifty-
two percent of all dwelling units in the City 
are within 400 m of a convenience store or 
commercial retail facility. These results 
support the OCP principle of making key 
services accessible and ‘walkable’.  
 
 
TOPIC E: TRANSPORTATION 
 
E1 - Transportation  
Choices   
Almost 60% of morning rush trips 
originating from Richmond (or 63,029 trips) 
are automobile (driver) trips. This is an 
increase of 2% from 1994. Transit trips have  

 
 
increased 2.5% from 1994-1999, and trips 
by other modes such as walking and cycling 
increased slightly. The only transportation 
choice that decreased was automobile 
passenger trips. The proportion of trips by 
car still greatly exceeds the number of trips 
by other modes. These results are not 
positive given the GVRD Livable Region 
Strategy goal to reduce automobile 
dependency. For these reasons, this indicator 
has been given a rating of Bad News.  
 
E2 - Registered  
Vehicles   
The number of vehicles 
registered to Richmond residents increased 
from 97,592 at the end of January 1996 to 
116,609 at the end of January 2001 – an 
increase of 19,017 vehicles in five years. At 
the end of January 2001, there were 
approximately 731 vehicles per 1000 people, 
up from 694 vehicles per 1000 people at the 
end of January 1996. Because of the trend 
towards owning more, rather than less 
vehicles, this indicator is rated as Bad News. 
 
E3 – Pedestrian- 
Friendly Streets   
In 2000, 92.9 km or 68.2% of major roads 
met the minimum or higher standard for 
pedestrian friendliness compared with the 
1997 figures which showed 84 km (61%) of 
major roads meeting only the minimum 
standard. In 2000, 44.1 km or 7.9% of all 
roads met the higher standard compared 
with 20 km in 1997, a gain of over 24 km of 
higher-standard pedestrian-friendly streets. 
This indicator has been given a Good News 
rating because of this significant progress. 
 
E4 – Cycling Routes 
By the end of 1999, 
Richmond had increased its cycling lanes to 
26.9 km – up from 15 km in 1997. This 
exceeds Richmond’s interim working target 
of 24 km of cycling lanes by the year 2001. 
Cycle lanes are found along 13.3% of  

Good News 

Good News Good News 

Good News 
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Bad News 
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Richmond’s road network, up 
from 10% reported in 1997. Richmond has 
improved its cycle network and met its 
target. This is deserving of a Good News 
rating. 
 
 
TOPIC F:  RESOURCE 
CONSUMPTION & WASTE 
GENERATION 
 
F1 - Water  
Consumption   
Since 1985, Richmond’s 
annual consumption of water has grown by 
35%,  Reaching a total consumption level of 
38.3 million cubic metres in 2000. However, 
since 1985, per capita water consumption in 
Richmond has decreased by 13% to 634 
litres per person per day in 2000. This 
represents a 5% decrease in per capita 
consumption rates since the 1998 SOE 
report. However, despite the drop in per 
capita water consumption, Richmond’s per 
capita consumption remains high compared 
with other municipalities within the GVRD, 
across Canada and around the world.  
 
F2 - Energy  
Consumption   
Richmond residents  
consumed about 3150 megawatt hours of 
electricity per 1000 people in 2000-01. This 
represents a 2.7% increase since 1997-98. 
Richmond residents consumed about 360 
gigajoules of natural gas per 1000 people in 
2000-01. This represents a drop of about 
5.3% since 1997-98. Although we are using 
less natural gas, probably due to rising costs, 
we are using more electricity. Additionally, 
we are moving away from the greater energy 
efficiency that is attributable to natural gas. 
There are presently no data regarding the 
use of alternative sources of energy such as 
wind, wave and solar power. The trends 
associated with this indicator warrant a 
rating of Bad News. 
 
 

 
 
F3 - Residential  
Solid Waste   
Residents of single-family homes generated 
35,190 tonnes of solid waste in 2000 or 
about 360 tonnes per 1000 people. This was 
approximately 2200 tonnes less than what 
was generated in 1997 despite the City’s 
population growth. Fifty percent of waste 
generated was recycled, up from 45% in 
1997. This is Good News. 
 
F4 – Wastewater   
Since 1973, the majority 
of wastewater from Richmond’s residential 
population has been serviced by the Lulu 
Island Wastewater Treatment Plant. The bad 
news is that between the years 1984 and 
2000, the average daily flow volume from 
Richmond to the Lulu Island Treatment 
Plant increased by 90% to reach 71.9 million 
litres per day (or about 450 litres per person 
per day). The good news is that the Lulu and 
Annacis island plants have been upgraded 
from primary to secondary levels of 
treatment, which has significantly improved 
the quality of treated effluent. The Iona plant 
remains primary treatment.  
 
 
TOPIC G:  CITY ENVIRONMENTAL 
PRACTICES 
 
G1 - City Environ- 
mental Practices 
Energy saving measures have been installed 
in many City-operated facilities leading to 
decreased energy consumption. Ninety-three 
City vehicles, about 50% of the light-fleet 
vehicles, have been converted to natural gas 
fuel systems. The City has been a leader in 
the development of ‘green’ policies and 
programs such as the Environmental 
Purchasing Guide and the award-winning 
environmentally-friendly design and 
construction of the new City Hall.  
 
 
 

Good News 
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Bad News 
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TOPIC H:  NOISE 
 
H1 – Noise   
Ambient noise levels  
have remained relatively constant for the 
past six years in areas of Richmond that are 
dominated by airport-related noise. In other 
locations, noise levels have been more 
variable and are the result of non-airport 
related activities such as vehicle traffic, 
construction, people, barking dogs and 
motorized equipment. On average, noise 
levels in Richmond are higher than in other 
areas. In 2000, the Vancouver Airport 
Authority reported 281 noise-related 
complaints from Richmond residents 
representing 48.5% of the total complaints 
received that year. This is a significant 
decrease from previous years. An additional 
365 noise complaints were recorded by the 
City that were attributed to residential and 
commercial sources of noise, including 
construction related activities. These trends 
represent Mixed Results. 
   
 
TOPIC I:  STEWARDSHIP AND 
EDUCATION 
 
I1- Community  
Environmental  
Stewardship   
In 2000, 2800 volunteers contributed a total 
of 21,321 volunteer hours to the Partners for 
Beautification Program. The value of this 
work is estimated at $162,000. The number 
of volunteers has increased by over 2400 
people since 1998, which has been partly 
due to the expanded program range. Twelve 
parks and 24 km of trails have been adopted 
along with twelve streets, three gardens, 
three trees and four dog bag dispensers. 
Additionally, 49 trees have been planted by 
community stewards.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
I2 - Environmental  
Education   

Environmental Education has been 
introduced as a new indicator. Limited 
quantitative data are available and trends 
have not yet been discerned. This indicator 
was not assessed. 
 
 
TOPIC J:  Soil Quality 
More work is required  
to investigate and select 
appropriate indicators of soil quality. This 
topic was therefore not assessed. 
 

 
SUMMARY 
 
Overall, the good news is that Richmond has 
been successful in protecting its greenspace. 
Agricultural land has been protected, new 
parks have been created, trees continue to 
grow and be planted, there has been a net 
gain in the area of designated ESAs, and the  
City continues to update its database of ESA 
lands.  
 
There is also good news about the quality of 
our water. Water quality in the Fraser River 
has improved considerably since the 
wastewater treatment plants were upgraded 
in 1998 and drinking water at the Richmond 
distribution points has consistently met 
water quality guidelines. Air quality also 
remains good compared with other areas of 
the region. Although not assessed in the 
1998 SOE report, Richmond appears to be 
meeting its land use and human settlement 
objectives that call for concentration of 
growth, variety in housing choices, and 
housing that is within walking distance of 
key services.  
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Not Assessed 

Mixed Results 

Good News 
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The promotion of alternative forms of 
transportation has continued with efforts 
directed toward the development of more 
cycling lanes and pedestrian-friendly streets. 
In addition to the City’s efforts, Richmond 
residents have shown their commitment to a 
more sustainable environment by generating 
less solid waste, and enthusiastically 
participating in environmental education and 
stewardship programs. 
 
The bad news is that despite much progress, 
some areas need improvement. Richmond 
residents continue to rely heavily on their 
automobiles despite considerable efforts by 
the City and the regional transit authority to 
promote alternative forms of transportation. 
Current trends in automobile use and 
ownership are clearly not sustainable given 
our growing population.  
 
Richmond also performed poorly with 
respect to water and energy consumption. 
While per capita use has decreased in some 
years, Richmond still consumes more water 
and energy on a per capita basis than most 
GVRD municipalities. Richmond’s share of 
loading on wastewater treatment plants is 
also high and increasing. Although treated 
wastewater can be safely released back into 
the environment, there are financial and 
environmental costs associated with 
collecting, transporting and treating 
wastewater that could be reduced.  
 
This edition of the SOE report included data 
on resident complaints regarding air quality 
and noise that are somewhat discouraging. 
This indicates that although positive trends 
for noise and air quality are apparent for  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
some measures, we may need to reassess our 
progress in terms of other measures that are 
less tangible but nonetheless important to 
the community. 
 
 
CONCLUSIONS 
 
This edition of the SOE report builds upon 
the information presented in the first edition 
and provides a wider range of topics and 
indicators. However, this report is by no 
means inclusive. Issues associated with 
industrial and business wastes, groundwater 
quality, and habitat restoration are discussed 
only briefly. Indicators of water and air 
quality address only a small proportion of 
the known hazards and pollutants. 
Additionally, the impacts of poor quality 
land, water and air on human health are not  
necessarily reflected in the data that has 
been presented, and better data are not yet 
available. 

To remain a valuable and relevant tool, it is 
clear that the SOE report must continue to 
evolve, remain responsive to community 
priorities, and incorporate better data as it 
becomes available. Your comments and 
suggestions for improving this report are 
welcome. 
 
For more information about the process for 
initiating the SOE program in Richmond, 
and the role of the SOE Report in the City’s 
Environmental Management Strategy, refer 
to the first edition of the State of the 
Environment Report, which was prepared in 
1998. The 1998 report is available on-line at 
www.city.richmond.bc.ca, or by contacting 
the City directly.  
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Indicator Summary Table 
 
 

Indicator 1998 Results 2001 Results 

A1 Agricultural Land Good News Good News 

A2 Parks and Protected Areas Good News Good News 

A3 Designated ESAs Mixed Results Good News 

A4 Total Greenspace --- Not Assessed 

A5 Trees Good News Good News 

B1 Fraser River Water Quality Mixed Results Mixed Results 

B2 Drinking Water Quality Good News Good News 

C1 Air Quality Index Good News Mixed Results 

D1 Residential Housing No indicators Good News 

D2 Accessibility to Key Services No indicators Good News 

E1 Transportation Choices Bad News Bad News 

E2 Registered Vehicles Bad News Bad News 

E3 Pedestrian-friendly Streets Good News Good News  

E4 Cycle Routes Good News Good News 

F1 Water Consumption Bad News Mixed Results 

F2 Energy Consumption --- Bad News 

F3 Residential Solid Waste Mixed Results Good News 

F4 Wastewater --- Mixed Results 

G1 City Environmental Practices No indicators Good News 

H1 Noise No indicators Mixed Results 

I1 Community Environmental Stewardship --- Good News 

I2 Environmental Education --- Not Assessed 

J1 Soil Quality* --- No Indicators 
*No data were collected. 
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List of Indicators  
 
The 2001 Richmond State of the Environment Report is organized according to the following 
topics and indicators: 

TOPIC A: GREENSPACE 
A1 – Agricultural Land   
A2 – Parks and Protected Areas  
A3 – Designated Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas   
A4 – Total Greenspace and Agricultural 
Lands 
A5 – Trees   
 
TOPIC B: WATER QUALITY 
B1 – Fraser River Water Quality   
B2 – Drinking Water Quality   
 
TOPIC C: AIR QUALITY 
C1 – Air Quality Index   
 
TOPIC D: LAND USE AND HUMAN 
SETTLEMENT 
D1 – Residential Housing  NEW 
D2 – Accessibility to Key Services  NEW 
 
TOPIC E: TRANSPORTATION 
E1 – Transportation Choices   
E2 – Registered Vehicles   
E3 – Pedestrian Friendly Streets   
E4 – Cycling Routes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

TOPIC F: RESOURCE 
CONSUMPTION & WASTE 
GENERATION 
F1 – Water Consumption   
F2 – Residential Solid Waste 
F3 – Wastewater  NEW  
F4 – Energy Consumption  NEW   
 
TOPIC G: CITY ENVIRONMENTAL 
PRACTICES 
G1 – City Environmental Practices 
 
TOPIC H: NOISE 
H1 – Noise 
 
TOPIC I: EDUCATION AND 
STEWARDSHIP 
I1 – Community Environmental Stewardship 
NEW  
I2 – Environmental Education  NEW 
 
TOPIC J: SOIL QUALITY   NEW 
No Indicators 
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Introduction 
 
The first edition of the State of the 
Environment (SOE) report for the City of 
Richmond was published in 1998. The intent 
of that report was to synthesize baseline 
information on Richmond’s environmental 
assets and identify the human pressures 
affecting those assets. The first SOE report 
also provided a framework for measuring 
the progress being made toward achieving 
Richmond’s vision and objectives for the 
future. This framework would assist the 
city in establishing targets for improving 
environmental performance and in 
making choices in setting budgetary 
priorities. Eight topics, encompassing 
fourteen indicators, were selected based on 
public priority and the level of influence by 
the City. To monitor changes and evaluate 
progress in meeting targets, a commitment 
was made by City Council and the Advisory 
Committee on the Environment (ACE) to 
update the SOE report every three years. 
The 2001 edition of the SOE report is the 
first complete update of results and includes 
an expanded range of topics and indicators.  
 
When the first SOE report was prepared in 
1998, the City was in the process of 
updating its Official Community Plan 
(OCP). Now that the OCP has been 
completed, this SOE report can look at 
environmental trends in the context of the 
city’s overall community vision, which is to 
be the most appealing, livable and well 
managed city in Canada. To achieve this 
vision, the City must develop in a manner 
that enhances Richmond’s overall livability 
while protecting valued environmental 
assets. 
 
In addition to changes in City policies and 
programs, Richmond itself has evolved over 
the past three years. Between 1997 and 
2000, the City’s population grew by over 
10,000 people. This growth resulted in 

greater pressures on the environment, as the 
demand for housing, services and 
infrastructure increased and our collective 
resource consumption rose. The 2001 SOE 
report gives us an idea of how well the City 
has managed this growth and gives us a 
sense of how Richmond may look in the 
future if identified trends continue. 
 
The 2001 SOE report addresses the 
following ten topics: 
 
A – Greenspace 
B – Water Quality 
C – Air Quality 
D – Land Use and Human Settlement 
E – Transportation 
F – Resource Consumption 
G – City Environmental Practices 
H – Noise 
I – Environmental Education and 
Community Stewardship (New topic) 
J – Soil Quality (New topic) 
 
In some cases, it was not possible to show 
trends between 1998 and 2001 because data 
collection methods had changed since the 
last SOE report was written. In other cases, 
clear trends are simply not evident because 
of the nature of the indicator. However, 
despite these limitations, the available 
information has allowed us to determine 
whether we are heading in the right direction 
– toward sustainable living – or moving in 
the wrong direction – away from a more 
sustainable future. A key objective of this 
report is to encourage all Richmond 
residents to work together to take actions 
that protect our fragile environment and 
ultimately bring us closer to our community 
vision.  
 
This edition of the SOE report builds upon 
the information presented in the first edition 
and provides a wider range of topics and 



 

2 

Richmond State of the Environment 2001 

 
 
indicators. However, this report is by no 
means inclusive of all possible issues or 
indicators. Issues associated with industrial 
and business wastes, groundwater quality, 
and habitat restoration are discussed only 
briefly. Indicators of water and air quality 
address only a small proportion of the 
known hazards and pollutants. Additionally, 
the impacts of poor quality land, water and 
air on human health are not necessarily 
reflected in the data that has been presented, 
and better data are not yet available. 

To remain a valuable and relevant tool, it is 
clear that the SOE report must continue to  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
evolve, remain responsive to community 
priorities, and incorporate better data as it 
becomes available. Your comments and 
suggestions for improving this report are 
welcome. 
 
For more information about the process for 
initiating the SOE program in Richmond, 
and the role of the SOE Report in the City’s 
Environmental Management Strategy, refer 
to the first edition of the State of the 
Environment report, which was prepared in 
1998. The 1998 report is available on-line at 
www.city.richmond.bc.ca, or by contacting 
the City directly.  
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TOPIC A:   GREENSPACE  
 
 
The presence of greenspace is essential for 
healthy and desirable urban living. It is 
critical to the survival of wildlife in the 
urban setting. Greenspace also limits urban 
sprawl and helps minimize negative impacts 
of human development by absorbing and 
filtering pollutants in water and air. 
Additionally, greenspace can enhance the 
aesthetic value of urban areas, provide 
opportunities for recreation, tourism and 
agriculture, and bring people closer to 
nature. To maintain its reputation as a 
Garden City, Richmond must protect its 
greenspace.  
 
Greenspace today in the City of Richmond 
includes remnant natural habitats (e.g., 
marches, sloughs, bogs, grasslands, 
shrublands and forest), parks, open space 
such as schoolyards or golf courses, and 
agricultural lands. This section of the report 
examines several components of greenspace: 
 
A1 Agricultural Land;  
A2 Parks and Protected Areas; 
A3 City Designated Environmentally 

Sensitive Areas; 
A4 Total Greenspace; and 
A5 Trees. 
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Indicator A1:  Agricultural Land  

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Richmond contains some of the most fertile 
agricultural land in Canada. This agricultural 
land is an important component of 
Richmond’s economy, providing both jobs 
and quality produce for local residents. It 
also has an immeasurable aesthetic value 
that benefits local residents and visitors 
alike. Environmental benefits include acting 
as a buffer to urban areas and providing 
wildlife habitat in lieu of limited natural 
areas. Preserving agricultural land is 
insurance for the future. At the same time, 
potential harmful effects may arise from 
agricultural land use, for example, loss of 
native soil and habitats, and impacts to water 
quality associated with contaminated runoff 
from pesticides, fertilizers and/or livestock 
waste. This edition of the SOE report does 
not monitor these potential negative effects. 
 
The BC Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR) 
was established in 1973 to protect and 
maintain the province’s agricultural land 
base. Lands designated as ALR cannot be 
subdivided or zoned for non-farm use 
without the permission of the Land Reserve 
Commission (formerly the Agricultural 
Land Commission). Endorsement from the 
municipal government is generally required 
as well.  
 
The City of Richmond, through its OCP, 
recognizes the importance of agriculture as 
an important contributor to the economy, a 
source of food, an environmental resource, 
and a heritage asset. As stated in the OCP, 
Richmond is committed to protecting the 
supply of agricultural lands and ensuring the 
viability of farm operations.  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This indicator tracks how successful the City 
has been in protecting agricultural lands 
from development. 

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator measures: 
 
• Area in ALR; and 
• Proportion of ALR in use for 

agriculture versus not in use. 
 
Comparisons are made between the size of 
the ALR today, three years ago, and at the 
time the ALR was established.  

RESULTS 
Area in ALR  
The total ALR area in Richmond is 
approximately 4539 ha or 33% of the city’s 
land base compared with 4551 ha in 1997 
(Map 1)1. This figure excludes right-of-
ways, as well as parcels of ALR located on 
Sea Island, which are currently under 
dispute. 

                                                      
1 The 1998 SOE reported the size of ALR in 1997 to be 4920 
ha. Recent more detailed mapping indicates that Richmond’s 
ALR in 1997 was actually 4550 ha. Removal of 11.8 ha in 
2000 leaves an ALR of 4539 ha.  
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Since the 1998 SOE report was prepared 
11.80 ha has been removed from the ALR2. 
These lands were considered to have low 
agricultural capability. A total of 501 ha 
have been lost from the original ALR that 
was first designated in 1973 (Figure 1a). 
This leaves 91% of Richmond’s ALR still 
intact. As shown in Figure 1a, 17 ha of land 
have been lost from the ALR in the last 
decade. 
 
Proportion of ALR in Agricultural Use 
versus Not in Use 
Not all land designated ALR is actively 
farmed. Based on most recent Census data 
collected in 1996, 61% of Richmond’s ALR 
is used for farming purposes. Non-farming 
uses of the remaining 39% of the ALR 
include parkland, right-of-ways, and 
allowable commercial, industrial, assembly 
(e.g., churches), institutional or residential 
uses. 

                                                      
2 The exclusion of an additional 2.45 ha was approved in 
2000 and is slated for removal pending final processing of 
the application. However, this area will not be included in the 
area excluded until the application is completely processed 
and the area is removed from the provincial registry. 

DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

Results show that the ALR and the City 
have been fairly successful in protecting 
farmland. Despite increasing pressures to 
develop land for urban uses, there has been 
little change in the size of the ALR since 
1998 when the first SOE report was written. 
This indicator shows progress in achieving 
the OCP’s goal of protecting the supply of 
agricultural lands and conforms to a trend 
evident since the early 1990s.  
 
The total area of ALR active in farm use (as 
of 1996) in Richmond has decreased by over 
half since 1961 although the rate of decline 
has slowed. This decline in farming use of 
the ALR is a significant issue with regard to 
the City’s OCP’s goal of ensuring the 
viability of farm operations. Peripheral 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 1a. Total Agricultural Land Reserve in Richmond, 
1974-2000
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ALR lands that are not presently used for 
agriculture are most at risk for removal. It is 
not only important to protect farm lands 
from competing land use, but we must also 
try to keep these lands in active production. 

Existing City Programs 

The City of Richmond continues to support 
the protection of ALR lands through its OCP 
and land use planning activities. The City 
has taken a significant step since 1998 in 
addressing agricultural issues by working 
with the local community and preparing an 
Agricultural Profile Report and an 
Agricultural Viability Strategy (AVS). The 
AVS, when completed in 2002, will help the 
City achieve their commitment made in the 
OCP to protect agricultural viability in 
Richmond.  
 
The City also recognizes that a viable 
agricultural economy depends upon a 
healthy environment. The AVS will 
encourage environmentally-friendly farming 
practices and promote awareness among 
farmers of best management practices for 
agricultural lands. Organic farming and 
Integrated Pest Management (IPM)3 
techniques are examples of such practices.   

Richmond and the Region 

The agricultural and food industry is a 
multi-billion dollar industry in BC and 
contributes significantly to Canada as a 
trading nation. The majority of British 
Columbia’s agricultural production is in the 
Lower Mainland and Okanagan Valley. As 
of 1996, there were 3464 farms in the 
Greater Vancouver Regional District 
(GVRD) providing 27% of the agricultural  
 
 

                                                      
3 The goal of Integrated Pest Management farming 
techniques is to minimize the use of chemicals to control 
crop pests and weeds by incorporating other control methods 
such as biological controls or vegetation management. 

 
 
 
output of the province. Seven percent of 
these farms were in Richmond.  
 
The stable size of the ALR in Richmond 
reflects a trend evident in other jurisdictions. 
For example, the ALR in the GVRD has 
remained essentially intact (93% of original 
area) with only small tracts of land removed 
in recent years. Nine percent of the GVRD’s 
ALR is located in Richmond.  

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

The Provincial Land Reserve Commission 
has a goal to protect all lands in the ALR 
and ensure that decisions regarding ALR 
lands result in net benefits to agriculture. 
The City strongly supports this goal. 
 
What Can Citizens Do? 

By promoting agriculture in Richmond we 
can help maintain viability of the industry, 
which is possibly the best way to ensure the 
long-term protection of agricultural lands. 
You can promote local agriculture in the 
following ways: 
  
• Contact the City of Richmond Policy 

and Planning Department if you are 
interested in finding out more about the 
use and status of lands that are included 
or have been removed from the ALR. 

• Respect farmers and farmland (e.g., 
don’t pollute, don’t trespass or vandalize 
property, be patient when encountering 
slow-moving farm vehicles, etc.) 

• Buy local agricultural products – shop at 
seasonal farmers markets or ask your 
local food store to carry locally-grown 
produce. 
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• Participate in public education and 

awareness events (check out Farm 
Folk/City Folk at www.ffcf.bc.ca or call 
604-730-0450 for information on 
festivals or groups you can participate 
in). 

• Consult the 2001Richmond 
Environmental Project Guidebook for 
ideas on agricultural projects that make 
a difference. 

• Contact the Delta Farmland and Wildlife 
Trust at 604-940-3392 or 
dfwt@axion.net for information on 
ongoing projects.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Since 1997, 11.8 hectares of land have been 
excluded from the Agricultural Land 
Reserve (ALR). The total area of ALR in 
Richmond today is approximately 4539 
hectares or 33% of the City’s land base. 
Approximately 91% of the original ALR 
remains intact. Sixty-one percent of ALR 
lands are presently in agricultural use. This 
indicator has been given a rating of Good 
News. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Good News 
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Indicator A2: Parks and Protected Areas 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Residents and visitors make extensive use of 
Richmond’s parks, trails and open spaces. 
The types of parks available in Richmond 
include nature parks that emphasize the 
protection of natural attributes and 
ecological functions; community and 
neighbourhood parks that are developed for 
more formal recreational use; and heritage 
parks that protect areas of historical or 
cultural significance. In addition to its city 
parks, Richmond has parks and protected 
areas that are owned and managed by other 
agencies. These include non-governmental 
nature trust lands, regional parks, provincial 
Wildlife Management Areas and federal 
Conservation Areas.  
 
Parks and protected areas can enhance a 
city’s livability in a number of ways. From 
an environmental perspective, they protect 
habitats for native plants and wildlife; 
moderate urban microclimates; absorb 
carbon dioxide; and release oxygen. From a 
social perspective, parks and protected areas 
provide focal points for community 
recreation, enhance aesthetic values, foster 
civic pride, provide a barrier from negative 
urban influences, and encourage outdoor 
activities that contribute to personal health 
and vitality. Finally, from an economic 
perspective, parks can increase the value of 
properties adjacent to them. Trails and 
greenways also play a key role in enhancing 
the city’s greenspace network, increasing the 
usability of existing open space and natural 
resources, connecting wildlife habitat, and 
enhancing opportunities for passive forms of 
recreation such as walking and cycling. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
As private land in the city becomes more 
developed and greenspace becomes more 
scarce, the importance of publicly-owned 
parks, protected areas, trails and greenways 
increases for both environmental and 
recreational reasons.  

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator looks at terrestrial parks 
owned by the City of Richmond as well as 
parks and protected areas owned by other 
agencies. The specific measures are: 
 
• Area of terrestrial parks and 

protected areas;   
• Area of terrestrial parks and 

protected areas per 1000 people; and  
• Length of trails. 
 
There is a degree of overlap between this 
indicator and other indicators under this 
topic. For example, some parks and 
protected areas are found within the ALR 
(see Indicator A1) and certain parks and 
protected areas are designated as 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (see 
Indicator A3).  
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RESULTS 
Area of Terrestrial Parks and Protected 
Areas 
Today, parks and protected areas in 
Richmond comprise a total of 1742 ha, 
which is about 12.8% of the total land base 
(Table 1a). This represents an increase since 
1997 when parks and protected areas 
comprised about 8.5% of the total land base 
(Figure 1b). 
 
Presently, Richmond has 120 city parks 
totaling 738 ha (Map 2). This represents an 
increase of 203 ha since 1997. The total area 
of city-owned parks has generally increased 
every year since 1990 at an average rate of 
about 28 hectares per year. 
 
Swishwash Island is the only protected area 
established in Richmond by another agency 
since the 1998 SOE report. This 48 ha island 
was donated to the Nature Conservancy by 
BC Packers in 1999 and is managed as a 
nature reserve. Presently there are about  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Table 1a. Breakdown of Parks and 
Protected Areas in Richmond, 2000 

 Hectares % of         
Land base 

City-owned 738 5.4 
Other agency-
owned 

1004 7.4 

Total 1742 12.8 
 
1004 ha of parks and protected areas in 
Richmond owned by other agencies4. 
 
The area of parks and protected areas 
discussed in this report is restricted to 
terrestrial areas. Aquatic parks and protected 
areas also exist along Richmond’s foreshore. 
Most notably is Sturgeon Banks, a 5200 ha 
federal Wildlife Management Area. 
However, insufficient data exist to 
accurately measure the area of aquatic parks 
and protected areas. It is anticipated that by 
the next edition of the SOE report, data will 
be available and the area of aquatic parks 
and protected areas will be reported.  

                                                      
4 The 1998 SOE reported that other agencies owned 629 ha in 
1997. Recent more detailed mapping of Richmond shows the 
area of other agency parks and protected areas in 1997 was 
actually 956 ha. The addition of 48 ha in 1999 from the 
acquisition of Swishwash Island brings this total to 1004 ha. 

Figure 1b. Parks and Protected Areas in the City of Richmond 
as a Percentage of Total Land Base, 1990-2000
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Note: Richmond’s total land base equals 13,390 hectares.  
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Map 2. Parks and Protected Areas by Jurisdiction in Richmond, 2000
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Area of Terrestrial Parks and Protected 
Areas per 1000 People 
In 2000, there were about 11 ha of parks and 
protected areas per 1000 people, including 
both city parks and parks and protected 
areas owned by other agencies. In 1997, the 
figure was just under 8 ha per 1000 people. 
 
Length of Trails 
The City of Richmond maintains 40 km of 
trails5. An estimated 25 km of these trails 
are located along the waterfront. Residents 
also have access to an additional 13 km of 
trails located at Iona Beach which are and 
managed by the GVRD.    

DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

The City can acquire parks when land is 
subdivided or by purchasing new parcels 
with money generated from development 
cost charges. In recent years the City has 
successfully acquired new parks to protect 
greenspace and serve the community’s 
recreation needs. Acquisition of parks or 
protected areas in Richmond by other 
agencies has not occurred to the same 
degree that which occurred in previous 
years.  
 
Existing City Programs 

The City’s OCP incorporates objectives 
directly related to this indicator. These 
objectives focus on building and 
maintaining Richmond’s Garden City legacy 
through initiatives aimed at: 
 
• Making strategic use of natural 

amenities and landscape resources; 
 
                                                      
5 The 1998 SOE reported 80 km of trails with no information 
on how this number was determined.  It appears to include 
the entire dyke as a trail. The 2000 SOE only accounts for 
trails that are defined, developed and maintained by the City 
specifically as travel or recreation corridors. Therefore, only 
a portion of the dyke is included in the analysis although 
other segments are used informally as a trail. 

 
• Fostering civic pride and partnerships; 
• Ensuring parks, open space, trails and 

greenways are created and maintained in 
an environmentally sustainable manner; 

• Developing and maintaining a high-
quality open space system; 

• Responding to changing user needs in 
innovative ways;  

• Accommodating multiple users; and  
• Providing linkages to key destinations 

and between components of the open 
space network. 

 
City parks are managed as part of the 
Richmond Parks, Recreation and Cultural 
Services Department. As the city becomes 
more developed and densely populated, this 
department is challenged with preserving 
natural areas and greenspace in the city. 
 
While expensive to purchase, parks are also 
costly to maintain. One of the ways in which 
the City is able to continue to offer high-
level park-related programs is through 
partnerships with public, private and non-
profit organizations. For example, the 
Partners for Beautification Program has 
been successful not only in raising funds and 
capitalizing on volunteer efforts, but in 
raising the level of public awareness about 
the importance of parks and natural areas. 
Volunteers at the Richmond Nature Park 
help ensure a diverse range of activities are 
offered year-round at this park with an 
emphasis on environmental education. Since 
1996, the City has also promoted a program 
called Privately Owned Publicly Accessible 
Spaces (POPAS), which encourages 
developers to make privately-owned open 
space available to the public. No data are 
available on the amount of POPAS areas in 
Richmond at the present time. 
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Richmond and the Region 

As discussed in the 1998 SOE report, 
comparisons among municipalities for this 
indicator are not possible because 
municipalities use different definitions of 
‘park’ and ‘protected area’ in their 
calculations. Some municipalities include 
only public parks while others include 
school playing fields, ski hills, golf courses 
and exhibition grounds. Protected areas may 
include any number of conservation 
designations that municipalities may factor 
into their totals.  
 
Estimates of the length of trails found in 
other municipalities are: 6 km in New 
Westminster; 26 km in Burnaby; 46 km in 
Surrey; and 80 km in Coquitlam. 

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

The park acquisition program is influenced 
by land costs and competing priorities 
making it difficult to set targets or anticipate 
future trends. There are currently no targets 
in place for this indicator. However, the City 
is currently undertaking a community needs 
assessment to see if they are meeting the 
needs of residents for parks and recreation 
services. The needs assessment will result in 
a set of short- and long-term priorities for 
improving or expanding these services.  
 
At the provincial level, BC has been 
successful in protecting lands for 
conservation and recreation. The 12% target  
for protected areas was met in 2000.  
Although no new target has been set, the  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
completion of outstanding regional and sub-
regional planning processes is expected to 
result in even more protected areas. As part 
of the OCP, the City is committed to 
expanding its trail network, specifically, 
completing a continuous waterfront trail. 

What Can Citizens Do? 

Help protect lands and maintain existing 
parks and protected areas through the 
following actions: 
 
• Adopt a park or trail (see Indicator I2); 
• Volunteer for stewardship events or 

programs sponsored by the City or non-
profit groups; 

• Participate in trail-building and 
maintenance activities; and 

• Consult the 2001 Richmond 
Environmental Project Guidebook for 
more ideas. 

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Richmond has 738 hectares of City-owned 
parks, equalling 5.4% of the land base. This 
is a net increase of 203 hectares since 1997. 
Other agencies own an additional 1004 ha of 
parks and protected areas in Richmond. 
Including both City-owned and other agency 
parks and protected areas, Richmond today 
has about 11 hectares of parkland per 1000 
people. Richmond has at present a total of 
40 km of trails, 25 km of which are located 
along the waterfront. This indicator has been 
given a rating of Good News. 

Good News 



 

14 

Richmond State of the Environment 2001 

 

Indicator A3: Designated Environmentally Sensitive Areas 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

The vast Fraser River estuary and its 
adjacent lands have enormous significance 
for both aquatic and terrestrial wildlife. 
Today, much of the natural habitat has 
disappeared and what is left is typically 
fragmented and surrounded by developed 
areas. Despite these drastic changes, the 
Fraser River estuary remains vital to the 
survival of many species, in particular, 
waterfowl and juvenile salmonids. For this 
reason, the preservation of natural areas is 
essential.  
 
As a step in this direction, the City of 
Richmond, in 1984, commissioned a report 
to identify all Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas (ESAs) within its boundaries. The 
identified ESAs were subsequently 
designated in the City’s OCP which was 
later amended with Bylaw 5746 to afford 
ESAs greater protection during the 
development process.  
 
Today, designated ESAs are located in parks 
and protected areas, and on private land. 
ESAs include areas such as natural features 
and their associated lands – woodlots, 
waterways, riparian vegetation, mudflats, 
marshes, and fallow fields. As urban 
development continues to encroach on 
natural areas it is increasingly important to 
monitor how successful the City has been in 
protecting its remaining habitats. 

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator looks at: 
 
• Area of designated terrestrial ESAs;  
• Area of designated terrestrial ESAs 

lost and gained since 1997; and 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
• Proportion of designated terrestrial 

ESAs located within parks or 
protected areas. 

 
Since 1997, changes have occurred in the 
way the City handles its ESA database. The 
1998 SOE report relied on information from 
hardcopy maps and reports to generate data 
on ESAs. Measurement errors in the original 
ESA data, combined with today’s more 
sophisticated mapping of the city, have 
rendered the 1998 SOE data for this 
indicator unreliable.  
 
During the preparation of this SOE report, 
the City refined the ESA database by 
comparing past data on ESAs, incorporating 
new data (e.g., from the Fraser River 
Estuary Management Program), and 
correcting the ESA spatial coverage to more 
precisely align with the city boundary. The 
resulting information is believed to be a 
more accurate reflection of the area of 
terrestrial ESAs. A similar refinement 
process for aquatic ESAs has not been 
undertaken so no data are presented for 
these ESAs. Over the next year, the City will 
undertake a complete review of its ESA 
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database and update information on all 
ESAs in the system, including more detailed 
information on ESA features and functions.  
 
Note that there is overlap between this 
indicator and A2: Parks and Protected Areas 
since some ESA designated areas are located 
within parks and protected areas. However, 
not all ESAs are protected as parks as many 
are located within private land. 

RESULTS 
Area of Designated Terrestrial ESAs 
Richmond has 2243 ha of designated ESAs, 
This represents about 16.5% of Richmond’s 
land base (Map 3). 
 
Area of Designated Terrestrial ESAs Lost 
and Gained Since 1997 
Lands can be excluded from an ESA 
designation through an OCP amendment, 
including a public hearing by Council. New 
ESAs lands can also be designated. Since 
the 1998 SOE report was written, an 
amendment to the OCP allowed for the 
removal of 109 ha from ESA designation. 
The same amendment designated 200 ha of 
new ESAs. The result is a net gain of about 
91 ha for the period 1997-2000.  
  
Proportion of Designated Terrestrial 
ESAs Located within Parks or Protected 
Areas 
The best protection for ESAs is public 
ownership as a park or protected area. Over 
half (55%) of the City’s designated 
terrestrial ESAs are protected as city parks 
or managed by other agencies for 
conservation purposes.  
 
DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

There has been a net gain in designated ESA 
area since 1998. However, it is important to  
 
 

 
 
note that despite the gain, ESAs have been 
lost to development. The areas gained are 
the result of compensation plantings, which 
are required as a condition of development 
permits. There is at present no formal 
process in place to monitor the success of 
these activities over the long-term.   
 
It is encouraging that over half of the 
identified ESAs are protected and continued 
efforts are being made to acquire and link 
ESAs as part of the City’s network of parks 
and protected areas. Unfortunately, the 
status of ESAs on private properties is 
difficult to monitor and there is uncertainty 
as to the quality of these ESAs.   

Existing City Programs 

There are several existing City programs 
aimed at acquiring and protecting ESAs. 
Provisions of the city’s OCP and the Local 
Government Act require a development 
permit if the property is defined as an ESA 
and there are plans to subdivide the land or 
carry out construction. Applicants for ESA 
development permits must submit a 
vegetation survey and, if necessary, a plan 
regarding the trees and shrubs to be planted 
in compensation for those removed. These 
compensation plantings must follow specific 
standards for species composition. 
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The Policy and Planning Department has 
developed a design manual for developers, 
conservationists, and designers who are 
working in or near Richmond’s ESAs 
(Criteria for the Protection of 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas, 1991). The 
manual is also recommended as a guide for 
citizens wishing to undertake landscape 
design activities to benefit wildlife use of 
their properties 
 
One of the objectives of the OCP is to use a 
strategic management approach to secure 
long-term protection for ESAs. Policies for 
achieving this objective include: amending 
the OCP; continuing the development 
application process; encouraging community 
groups and other government bodies to 
acquire key ESAs; integrating ESA 
management into the City’s Parks and Open 
Space Strategy; and encouraging the 
restoration of natural habitats to enhance 
ESAs. Further guidelines for natural areas, 
outlined by the OCP require the preservation 
of large tracts or corridors of wildlife habitat 
(these areas may also serve as recreation 
corridors or drainage canals); a buffer 
between potentially polluting activities and 
natural areas; minimization of storm water 
run-off; and the protection of natural 
drainage patterns.  
 
Initiatives and programs discussed under 
other indicators in this report have 
immediate relevance to ESAs. These include 
a pilot project to develop a regional 
biodiversity conservation strategy (see A4: 
Total Greenspace), development of an 
Urban Forest Management Strategy (see A5: 
Trees), and activities undertaken as part of 
the Partners for Beautification Program (see 
I2: Community Environmental Stewardship). 
The City also works with other agencies and 
non-government organizations to protect 
ESAs. 
 
 

Richmond and the Region 

The definition of what constitutes an 
environmentally sensitive area varies among 
municipalities. Thus, it is difficult to make 
meaningful comparisons between 
Richmond’s progress with respect to this 
indicator and what other regions in the 
GVRD have achieved. What is apparent 
however, is that the concepts important in 
the identification and preservation of ESAs, 
such as habitat connectivity, are receiving 
increasing attention throughout the GVRD.  

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

Richmond’s ESA inventory is dynamic and 
is influenced by Council’s decisions related 
to the amount and location of development 
in the city. No quantitative targets have been 
set for ESAs in Richmond, but the OCP’s 
natural area guidelines state that there 
should be no net loss of natural areas due to 
development.  
  
The City is currently reviewing and refining 
its ESA database including both terrestrial 
and aquatic components. Data presented in 
the next edition of the SOE report will 
reflect these improvements. In addition to 
improving the database, the City should 
undertake a program to monitor the status of 
existing ESAs. This will give a better sense 
of the quality of ESAs, particularly those 
located on private lands.   
 
What Can Citizens Do? 

There are a number of ways you can help 
maintain natural areas in your community: 
 
• Contact the City to obtain a copy of the 

ESA design manual: Criteria for the 
Protection of Environmentally Sensitive 
Areas. 
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• Plant native vegetation in your garden to 
provide habitat for wildlife. For more 
information visit the Naturescape BC 
web site: www.hctf.ca/nature.htm. 

• If there are ESAs on your land consider 
placing conservation covenants on that 
portion or donate that land to a nature or 
land trust organization. 

• Learn more about native plants and 
wildflowers by reading the City’s Guide 
for Landscape Architects, Biologists, 
Gardeners, Developers, and Others who 
are Involved in Landscaping in 
Richmond, available at: 
www.city.richmond.bc.ca/planning/wild
flowers.htm 

• Find out about conservation 
organizations that are involved in the 
identification and monitoring of ESAs.  
A good place to start is the Federation of 
BC Naturalists where you can get 
information about joining local natural 
history societies at 604-737-3057 or 
fbcn@intergate.bc.ca.  

• Join volunteer groups involved in land 
stewardship or habitat restoration 
programs such as Richmond Nature 
Park or your local natural history 
society. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
• Find out more about the Delta Farmland 

and Wildlife Trust program. Contact 
them at 604-940-3392 or 
dfwt@axion.net. 

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Richmond has 2243 ha of designated 
terrestrial ESAs, which is 16.5% of 
Richmond’s land base. Since the 1998 SOE 
Report was written, an amendment to the 
OCP allowed for the removal of 109 ha from 
an ESA designation. The same amendment 
designated 200 ha of new ESAs. The result 
is a net gain of about 91 ha for the period 
1997-2000. Nearly 55% (1140 ha) of 
terrestrial ESAs are protected as city parks 
or managed by other agencies for 
conservation purposes. However, the quality 
of ESAs that remain unprotected is 
unknown. Overall, this indicator was given a 
Good News rating because there has been a 
no net loss in ESA designated areas since 
the 1998 SOE report.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

Good News 
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Indicator A4:  Total Greenspace and Agricultural Land  

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Agricultural land, parks and protected areas, 
and ESAs are all elements of greenspace. As 
previously discussed, the presence of 
greenspace in the urban environment is 
essential. Greenspace provides habitat for 
wildlife; helps maintain water and air 
quality; enhances aesthetic values; and 
provides opportunities for recreation, 
tourism and agriculture.   

What is Being Measured? 

Total greenspace is a composite of the other 
indicators under this topic. Using a 
computer mapping system, the areas of 
ALR, terrestrial parks and protected areas, 
and designated terrestrial ESAs were 
combined. Areas of overlap were then 
subtracted to give a measure of:  
 
• Total greenspace area in Richmond. 
 
It should be noted that some types of 
greenspace are not accounted for, such as: 
area of recreational trails; Privately Owned 
Publicly Accessible Open Space (POPAS); 
aquatic ESAs or greenspace not found 
within the ALR, parks or ESAs. These areas 
are not included due to data limitations. 

RESULTS 
Total Greenspace Area in Richmond 
There are approximately 6900 ha of 
greenspace in Richmond, totaling about 51% 
of the city’s land base (Map 4). This is about 
43 ha of greenspace per 1000 people.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Although insufficient data exist to determine 
the exact amount of total aquatic 
greenspace, it is known that nearly 5200 ha 
of aquatic habitats are protected as part of 
the Sturgeon Banks Wildlife Management 
Area.   

DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

This is the first time this analysis has been 
conducted, so identification of trends must 
await future monitoring reports. Although 
there has been a net gain in parks, protected 
areas and ESAs since 1997, this does not 
necessarily imply a net increase in total 
greenspace; only a change in land use 
designations.  

Existing City Programs 

Programs aimed at creating and protecting 
agricultural lands, parks and protected areas, 
trees and ESAs are discussed elsewhere in 
this report (see Indicators A1, A2 and A3).
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Table 1b. Breakdown of Greenspace and Agricultural Land in Richmond, 2000
 
 
 
 

 
 
  

Richmond and the Region 

For reasons discussed previously under 
individual indicators of greenspace, 
comparisons with other municipalities 
cannot readily be made due to varying 
definitions of greenspace components.  
However, Richmond’s concept of 
greenspace is closely linked to the GVRD’s 
‘Green Zone’, which is a central element 
and strategy of the Livable Region Strategic 
Plan. Within the GVRD, the Green Zone 
protects natural assets including major 
parks, watersheds, ecologically important 
areas and resource lands such as farmland. 
Additionally, an objective of the Green Zone 
is to establish a long-term boundary for 
urban growth. It is encouraging to note that 
the protected area within the GVRD Green 
Zone tripled between 1991 and 1999, and 
now represent approximately one-third of 
the GVRD’s total land base6.  

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

There are presently no targets for the 
indicator of Total Greenspace. This 
indicator will be directly affected by trends 
in the other indicators that make up this  
 
 
 
 

                                                      
6 GVRD Livable Region Strategic Plan, 2000 Annual Report. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
composite. It should also be noted that the 
different types of greenspace discussed 
under this topic are afforded varying levels 
of protection. While effective in protecting 
land from urban development, not all types 
of greenspace are equal with respect to 
protecting habitat.  
 
There is great potential for refining this 
indicator to focus on the more ecological 
aspects of greenspace. For example, future 
editions of the SOE report should include 
data on aquatic areas. Consideration should 
also be given to the feasibility of measuring: 
 
• Ratio of permeable surfaces in the city 

to hard surfaces which obstruct 
infiltration of rain and moisture into 
soils;  

• Types, distribution and availability of 
terrestrial and aquatic habitats7; and  

• Connectivity between areas of 
greenspace. 

 
This is an appropriate direction to move as 
the GVRD, in partnership with the Georgia 
Basin Environmental Initiative, has begun to 
develop a regional biodiversity conservation 
strategy for the Lower Mainland. The 
strategy focuses or working with local 
 

                                                      
7 The feasibility of including a habitat indicator in the 2001 
SOE report was explored. It was determined that although 
some data are available from past habitat studies, compilation 
of these data into a meaningful reflection of present habitats 
in Richmond was not feasible at the present time. 
 

Type of Greenspace Area (hectares) 
Proportion of 

Richmond 

ALR lands 4988 36.6% 
Parks and Protected Areas 1506 11.0% 
Designated Terrestrial ESAs 2243 16.5% 
Total Greenspace (no overlap) 6899 50.6% 
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governments and stewardship groups to 
provide a coordinated mechanism for the 
delivery of planning programs and activities 
for conservation and biodiversity.   

What Can Citizens Do? 

Ideas for citizen participation in protecting 
greenspace have been discussed as part of 
other indicators under the topic of 
Greenspace. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Including agricultural land, parks and 
protected areas and terrestrial ESAs, there 
are approximately 6900 ha of greenspace in 
Richmond. This represents about 51% of the 
City’s total land base and about 43 ha of 
greenspace per 1000 people. This indicator 
will be assessed in future reports when 
trends have been established. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Not Assessed 



 

23 

Richmond State of the Environment 2001 

 

Indicator A5: Trees 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Trees connect people to nature in the midst 
of our urban surroundings, and offer us 
aesthetic, environmental and economic 
benefits. Trees soften the edges of the urban 
core, provide continuity in areas undergoing 
change, reinforce the historical roots of the 
community, and beautify, connect and 
define the character of entire 
neighbourhoods and special places in 
Richmond.  
 
Trees also provide food and shelter for 
wildlife, control erosion, act as buffers 
against wind and noise, provide privacy and 
shade, help regulate the urban climate, 
absorb carbon dioxide and pollutants, and 
release oxygen. In economic terms, trees 
decrease the cost of stormwater runoff 
systems, decrease energy consumption and 
contribute to increased property values8.  

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator tracks: 
 
• Annual number of trees planted on 

City property; and 
• Number of trees lost and gained 

through multi-family development.  
 
The 1998 SOE reported on the total number 
of new trees planted along Richmond roads 
by the City or developers9 during road 
maintenance and new road construction.  
 
 

                                                      
8  See also Richmond’s Urban Forest Strategy for more 
information on the value of trees and strategies for 
management.  
9 Developers are required to plant trees when new 
subdivisions are created. The care of these trees is taken over 
by the City after a one-year period. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
However, the City also plants trees on other 
city properties, in particular municipal 
parks. Therefore, this indicator has been 
revised to report the total number of trees 
planted on City property each year whether 
by the City itself or by others.    
 
It should be noted that the number of trees 
planted is not a measure of the total number 
of trees on City property as many older trees 
are not yet part of the City’s inventory, and 
every year some trees are removed due to 
development or for public safety reasons.  
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To understand how urban development may 
be affecting the number of trees, the 1998 
SOE report recommended that the City also 
track the number of trees lost and gained 
through multi-family development. 
Applicants rezoning a property or taking out 
a multiple-family development permit must 
undertake a tree survey in order that 
potential impacts on trees from the proposed 
development can be assessed and mitigated.  
Through negotiations, applicants are 
encouraged to retain existing trees where 
feasible. If retention is not possible, lost 
trees must be replaced.   

RESULTS 
Annual Number of Trees Planted on City 
Property 
The Street Tree Program, introduced in 
1994, has resulted in the planting of many 
new trees throughout Richmond. A total of 
3127 street trees were planted in Richmond  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
from 1994-199710, an average of 782 trees 
per year.  
 
The amount of trees planted on other city 
lands was not reported in the 1998 SOE. 
From 1998 to 2000, a total of 4442 new 
trees were planted on City property: 2320 
along streets (i.e., boulevards and medians); 
and 2122 in parks (Figure 1c). This is an 
average of 773 street trees and 707 park 
trees per year for this time period. Although 
many new trees are being planted each year, 
this indicator does not measure whether the 
total number of trees in the city has been 
increasing nor does it provide an assessment 
of the ecological benefits derived from the 
trees.  
 
It is also worth noting that, although the 
number of trees is an important measure, not 
all trees are equal in their function. For 
example, while streets trees may be 
aesthetically pleasing, they do not provide 
the same ecological value as a stand of trees 
with understorey.  

                                                      
10 The City planted 1266 trees during road maintenance and 
1861 trees along roads in new subdivisions. 

Figure 1c. Trees Planted on City Property, 1998-2000
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Trees Lost and Gained Through Multi-
Family Development 
At the time of the 1998 SOE report, the City 
had recently adopted a new development 
application tracking system with the 
capacity to monitor the number of trees lost 
and gained through multi-family 
developments. However, at present, the 
system is not fully operational and thus data 
to track this indicator are not available. 
These data should be included in the next 
SOE update, and, if possible, the total 
number of trees lost and gained through all 
types of development, including housing, 
commercial and industrial, should be 
reported. 
 
DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

It is difficult to make comparisons among 
years as the number of street trees planted is 
somewhat dependent on the amount of street 
repair and maintenance work, as well as the 
amount of new roads created. These factors 
vary from year to year. However, these 
results show that the City continues to take 
its Street Tree Program seriously. New trees 
are planted each year and existing trees are 
maintained to ensure their health and 
vitality. It is not surprising that the number 
of trees planted in the early years of the 
Street Tree Program was higher than in 
recent years, as significant efforts were 
made to plant trees along major routes that 
had previously been neglected in this regard. 
Today, the majority of trees are planted on 
newly constructed roads or roads 
undergoing significant redevelopment.  
 
The number of trees planted in parks has 
decreased each year since 1998. The 
planting of trees in parks is based on priority 
and availability of financial resources. 
 
 
 

 
Existing City Programs 

The OCP promotes the planting and 
preservation of trees along city streets and 
on private lands to benefit community health 
and aesthetics. Protection of trees on private 
property is encouraged through the 
development process. In 1994, the City 
adopted a program to plant street trees when 
new roads are constructed, or wherever 
roads or sewers are rebuilt. This Street Tree 
Program remains in effect along with 
standards for street tree planting, including 
tree type, spacing and maintenance. The 
City also continues to plant trees in other 
public places such as parks as part of its 
Beautification Strategy. Richmond’s efforts 
to ‘green-up’ the city was one of the reasons 
it was awarded the prestigious top prize 
from the Nations in Bloom program in 1999. 
Richmond has also made concerted efforts 
to protect trees of significant age or size in 
the city. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The City recently completed an Urban 
Forest Management Strategy to provide 
direction for tree management on public 
lands. This strategy outlines ways to support 
the ‘Garden City’ vision, and articulates 
roles and responsibilities for successful tree 
management 
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Richmond and the Region 

Street tree planting has been adopted by 
many cities in the region (e.g., Surrey, 
Vancouver, North Vancouver). Vancouver 
maintains more than half a million trees 
located on City property, including trees on 
boulevards, in parks, and in woodland areas. 
Over 110,000 of these are street trees. 
Through a variety of initiatives under the 
Tree-Care Program, the Vancouver Park 
Board plants more than 4000 trees annually 
on streets, hundreds of shade trees in parks 
and thousands of coniferous seedlings in 
parks and woodland areas. It is difficult to 
compare these numbers with Richmond,  
however, because we do not yet have a good 
measure of the total number of trees in 
Richmond as a whole.   

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

No targets exist for this indicator. The 
numbers of trees planted yearly is closely 
linked to the amount of development within 
the city as well as road maintenance and 
construction. As this can fluctuate widely 
from year to year, achievable targets are 
difficult to set. Planting trees in parks or on 
other public properties will continue as part 
of landscaping or vegetation management 
efforts. The City will also continue to 
encourage tree retention wherever possible, 
and to replace trees where it has been 
necessary to remove them. Finally, by 
tracking trees lost and gained through 
development, Richmond will be able to 
determine a net loss or gain in trees as 
development progresses. 
 
 
 
 
 

 

What Can Citizens Do? 

Trees on private property also contribute to 
the amount of greenspace in the city. 
Richmond residents should continue to care 
for trees on their property, replace trees that 
must be removed, and consider using native 
trees for landscaping. Additionally, you can: 
 
• Adopt a tree. Under the City’s Adopt-a-

Tree program, individuals or groups 
agree to undertake tree-planting 
activities following guidelines 
established by the City (See Indicator 
I2: Community Environmental 
Stewardship and the 2001 Richmond 
Environmental Guidebook). 

• Property owners can request a Local 
Improvement Program (LIP) from the 
City for planting street trees.  

 
You can find out more information from: 
 
• Waterwise Gardening: A Guide for BC’s 

Lower Mainland; and 
• Saving Native Trees in the Lower 

Mainland: A Guide to Native Tree 
Retention for Developers, Homeowners, 
Contractors and Professionals. 

SUMMARY 
 
 

For the period 1998-2000 a total of 4442 
new trees were planted on City property: 
2320 on boulevards and medians, and 2122 
in parks. As more areas become planted, the 
number of trees being planted on an annual 
basis has been decreasing. Data are 
presently not available to measure the 
number of trees lost to development. 

Good News 
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TOPIC B:  WATER QUALITY 
 
 
Water is a basic element of life and a good 
indicator of overall environmental health. 
Clean water in rivers and streams is essential 
as a source of drinking water and for 
irrigation and recreation. It is also vital for 
sustaining aquatic life, and is an integral 
component of our coastal ecosystems and 
many local economies (e.g., commercial, 
sport and native fisheries). This section of 
the report reviews the following indicators: 
 
B1 Fraser River Water Quality; and 
B2 Drinking Water Quality. 
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Indicator B1: Fraser River Water Quality 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

The Fraser River is the largest and most 
important river in British Columbia. Its 
watershed accounts for more than 25% of 
BC’s land base. All five Pacific salmon 
species are found in the Fraser River and its 
tributaries. Some of the runs are among the 
largest in the world. The Fraser is also home 
to dwindling numbers of the largest 
freshwater fish in Canada, the white 
sturgeon. The Fraser River estuary provides 
critical habitat for many species of birds and 
wildlife, including waterfowl migration and 
staging areas of global significance. 
Approximately half of the province’s 
population lives in the Lower Fraser Valley. 
Major human uses of the river in this region 
include livestock watering, crop irrigation, 
and recreation.  
 
Water quality in the Fraser is influenced by 
activities taking place throughout its 
watershed. Activities that might impair 
water quality include urban runoff; effluent 
from sewage treatment plants or 
commercial/industrial activities; runoff from 
agricultural areas that may contain 
pesticides, herbicides or farm wastes; 
leaching from contaminated sites; and 
accidental spills. A survey of Lower Fraser 
valley residents found that 37% felt that 
water quality was good or improving while 
63% believed water quality was poor11. 
These results indicate that many residents 
perceive a problem with the water quality of 
the Fraser River. 
 
                                                      
11 The public survey was conducted jointly by the BC 
Ministry of Environment, Lands and Parks, Environment 
Canada, the Fraser River Basin Management Program, and 
the Fraser River Estuary Management Program (FREMP) for 
the Fraser River below Hope. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What is Being Measured? 

There is no source of data that presents a 
comprehensive picture of Fraser River water 
quality12. The best available data at this time 
are provided by the GVRD, which monitors 
water quality from five monitoring stations 
located in the Main Arm of the Fraser River. 
The stations are located upstream and 
downstream of the wastewater treatment 
facilities at Lulu and Annacis islands. These 
five stations have been sampled 
approximately every two months, at random 
 
 
                                                      
12 See Swain et al. (1998) for a summary of provincial water 
quality monitoring activities. Additionally, The Fraser River 
Action Plan conducted research from 1992 to 1998 
throughout the Fraser River Basin. Data and information 
from FREMP are contained in Gray and Tuominen (1998). 
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with respect to the tidal cycle, from 1993 to 
the present. The samples are analyzed for 
different parameters: 
 
• Fecal coliforms; and 
• Dissolved oxygen concentration. 
 
Fecal coliform bacteria area a family of 
bacteria that indicate the possible presence 
of human or animal waste material and 
therefore, the possible presence of harmful 
pathogens that may lead to illness. 
Dissolved oxygen (DO) concentration is a 
measure of the amount of oxygen in the 
water which is available to fish and other 
aquatic organisms. Although there are 
natural fluctuations, DO levels can also be 
affected by discharges to the aquatic system, 
organic wastes and chemicals from 
effluents. 
 
Fecal coliforms and dissolved oxygen are 
two important measures of water quality. 
However, numerous other parameters exist 
that can affect water quality and aquatic 
species health. Examples include heavy  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
metals, nitrates, phosphates, pesticides, 
hydrocarbons, chlorophynols and sediments. 
Unfortunately, additional reporting for these 
other parameters is not possible due to the 
lack of data. 

What are the Objectives? 

Federal and provincial water quality 
guidelines have been established for 
recreational use and for the protection of 
aquatic life. The guidelines relating to fecal 
coliforms and dissolved oxygen are 
summarized in Table 2a.    

RESULTS 
Fecal Coliform Counts 
The 1998 SOE report found that fecal 
coliform counts frequently exceeded water 
quality objectives between 1993 and 1997. 
In 1998, additional treatment was 
implemented at the Annacis and Lulu 
wastewater treatment plants. The result has 
been that fecal coliform counts have 
decreased dramatically13 (Figures 2a and 
2b).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
13 Different units are used in Table 2a and Figures 2a and 2b. 
The units correspond with two different test methods. CFU 
(coliform forming unit) is a direct count while MPN (mean 
probable number) is a statistical projection. MPN estimates 
are less precise than direct counts but can be compared with 
the guidelines reported in CFUs. 

Table 2a.  Summary of Federal and Provincial Water Quality  
Guidelines for Selected Parameters 

Recreational Protection of Aquatic Life 
Parameter 

Federal Provincial Federal Provincial 
Dissolved 
Oxygen  
 

-- ≥2 mg/L (for 
bathing) 

≥5.5-9.5 mg/L  
(guideline differs 
among months) 

≥9 mg/L 

Fecal 
Coliforms 

≤200 CFU per 100 
mL 

≤200 CFU per 100 
mL -- 

≤43 CFU per 100 
mL (shellfish 
harvesting) 

* CFU  = coliform forming unit 
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 * MPN = Most Probable Number 
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Figure 2a. Downstream Fecal Coliform 
Monitoring, 1993 - 2001 
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Dissolved Oxygen Concentration 
Since 1993, dissolved oxygen 
concentrations have generally met provincial 
and federal standards (Figures 2c and 2d). 

DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

Water quality in the Fraser River near 
Richmond has improved with respect to 
dissolved oxygen concentration and fecal 
coliforms. The latter is mainly attributed to 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
the upgrade of the Annacis and Lulu Island 
wastewater treatment plants from primary to 
secondary treatment in 1998. While this 
presents good news, many uncertainties 
exist about the overall state of water quality 
in the Fraser River. Many physical, chemical 
and biological indicators of water quality 
were not assessed as part of this report due 
to the lack of data. 
 
Trends in Fraser River water quality are also 
closely linked to Indicator F3: Wastewater, 
and to groundwater quality, which was not 
evaluated in this report. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 2c. Upstream Dissolved Oxygen Monitoring, 1993-2001
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Figure 2d. Downstream Dissolved Oxygen Monitoring, 1993-2001
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Existing City Programs 

The OCP recognizes that Richmond is a 
community virtually surrounded by the 
Fraser River, and its estuary, and that there 
is a compelling need for strong 
environmental policies to preserve and 
protect the natural environment. Although 
the OCP does not specifically address water 
quality in the Fraser River, protection of 
Richmond’s greenspace, including 
agricultural land and natural areas, are 
among the goals of the OCP. 
 
The City addresses Fraser River water 
quality through a number of initiatives. The 
Storm Sewer, Ditch, Watercourse and Soil 
Protection Bylaw provides regulations 
aimed at reducing surface runoff that can 
affect water quality as well as other 
parameters. The City also regulates 
discharges from industrial and commercial 
sectors, encourages the proper disposal of 
substances such as oils and paints, and 
works with farmers to implement integrated 
pest management programs, an objective of 
which is to decrease the use of pesticides.   
 
Additionally, there is much effort directed 
towards the protection of shoreline habitat 
through park and ESA designations at places 
such as Finn Slough and the South Arm 
Islands (refer to Topic A: Greenspace for 
more details). In 2000, Richmond hosted the 
‘Richmond Fraser 2000 Celebration’, which 
featured guided nature walks along 
MacDonald Beach Dyke, educational 
displays, and hands-on activities. Richmond 
is also a signatory to a Fraser River Estuary 
Management Program (FREMP) area 
designation agreement. 

Richmond and the Region 

The Fraser River integrates the effects of 
land use practices across a vast and diverse 
landscape. The cause and effect relationship 
between practices within Richmond and 
 

 
 
overall water quality of the river are, 
therefore, not readily discernable or 
comparable to other parts of the region.   

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

Targets for this indicator are in the form of 
federal and provincial water quality 
guidelines as discussed above.  
 
Although the GVRD monitoring data 
represent the best repeatable source of data 
for Fraser River water quality at Richmond, 
trends are difficult to discern because water 
quality is affected greatly by the tidal cycles. 
This situation will be rectified with the 
introduction of a new water quality 
monitoring program for the area between 
Hope and Sturgeon Banks.  
 
Water quality objectives developed 
specifically for these areas will provide a set 
of targets for evaluating water quality, 
issuing wastewater discharge permits, 
dispersing water withdrawal licences and 
orders, and managing fisheries and land use. 
They will also provide reference points 
against which the state of water quality can 
be evaluated and help determine whether 
additional management actions are needed 
to protect and/or restore the designated 
water uses. As part of the program, a set of 
recommended water quality monitoring 
sites, sampling locations and frequencies, 
and variables have been identified. The 
initiation of long-term monitoring at these 
sites has yet to be implemented but this 
program will be an excellent source of 
information for future SOE reports.  

What Can Citizens Do? 

You can help protect the quality of water in 
the Fraser in the following ways: 
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• Avoid using fertilizers and pesticides 

near Richmond waterways;  
• Don’t pour pollutants (e.g., oil, paint, 

pesticides) down storm drains. 
• Ensure that your septic system works 

properly.  
• Practice responsible boating – dispose of 

human waste appropriately.  
• Reduce the area of non-permeable 

surfaces around your home, for 
example, by replacing concrete with 
vegetation to reduce runoff. 

• Refer to the 2001 Richmond 
Environmental Projects Guidebook and 
find out how you can get involved with 
projects like:  
 

o Riparian zone plantings; 
o Beach clean-ups; 
o Water quality education; 
o Storm drain markings; and 
o Water quality monitoring 

programs. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

SUMMARY 
 
 

Dissolved oxygen concentrations in the 
Fraser River have consistently met water 
quality objectives. Prior to 1998, fecal 
coliform counts in the Fraser River 
frequently exceeded the water quality 
objective, however, since implementation of 
additional treatment at the Annacis and Lulu 
wastewater treatment plants in 1998, fecal 
coliform counts have decreased 
dramatically.  

Based on these two parameters, water 
quality is improving. However, current data 
are insufficient to assess the overall quality 
of water in the Fraser. Because of this high 
level of uncertainty, the indicator has been 
given a rating of Mixed Results. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Mixed Results 



 

 34 

Richmond State of the Environment 2001 

 

Indicator B2: Drinking Water Quality  

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Drinking water is an absolute necessity. A 
2000 survey conducted by the GVRD found 
that residents ranked the provision of good 
quality water as the most important service 
provided in the region14. 
 
Richmond’s drinking water is provided by 
the Greater Vancouver Water District 
(GVWD) and is transported through a local 
network. The GVWD provides water from 
three reservoirs: Capilano, Seymour and 
Coquitlam. Prior to 1998, Richmond 
received most of its drinking water from the 
Capilano reservoir. Since 1998, the majority 
of Richmond now receives a mix of water 
from Capilano and Coquitlam reservoirs. 
East Richmond also receives some water 
from the Seymour Watershed.  

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator reports on the following 
measures: 
 
• Number of days GVWD reservoirs 

failed Canadian Drinking Water 
Guidelines for select water chemistry 
variables; and  

• Number of samples from Richmond 
water distribution points that tested 
positive for coliform bacteria15.  

 
 
 
 

                                                      
14 Angus Reid poll, January 2000, as referenced in Water 
Facts newsletter, Issue No. 5, July 2000, published by the 
GVRD. 
15 Coliforms are a large group of bacteria that includes 
fecal coliforms. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Drinking water quality at the reservoirs is 
reported annually by the GVWD. Results for 
source drinking water are based on data 
from the GVWD for the Capilano, 
Coquitlam and Seymour reservoirs. Results 
for 1993-1997 include data for Capilano 
only, which was the only source reservoir 
for Richmond at that time. 
 
Drinking water quality at Richmond 
distribution points is monitored weekly by 
the City’s Water Services Department. 
According to the BC Safe Drinking Water 
Regulations for bacterial content (i.e. 
coliforms), samples must be negative 90% 
of the time. This means that a positive result 
does not necessarily imply failure of the 
regulations16. Similar to indicator B1: 
Fraser River Water Quality, this indicator is 
limited by the choice and number of selected 
variables. A comprehensive reporting of 
overall water quality is beyond the scope of 
this report.  
 
 
 

                                                      
16 The phrasing of this indicator has been modified to reflect 
this important distinction. The 1998 SOE report used the 
phrase “failed to meet the guideline” when reporting positive 
results, which is not entirely accurate. 
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What are the Objectives? 

The Canadian Drinking Water Guidelines 
cover 88 parameters. Guidelines set for 
parameters with direct health consequences 
are called ‘health objectives’. Guidelines set 
for other parameters, such as iron or sodium, 
are ‘aesthetic objectives’, which are related 
more to general taste and appearance.  
 
The five Canadian Drinking Water 
parameters assessed in this report are: 
trihalomethanes (THMs, by-products of 
chlorination of municipal water supplies)17, 
lead, iron, turbidity, and pH. These 
parameters monitor a range of potential 
problems with the quality of water in GVRD 
reservoirs, but are by no means the best or 
only indicators of water quality. The 
guidelines for the five selected parameters 
are summarised in Table 2b. 
 
 
Table 2b. Canadian Water Quality Guidelines 

Canadian Water Quality Guidelines 
Parameter Health objective Aesthetic 

objective 
THMs 100 ppb  
Lead 0.01 mg/L  
Iron  0.3 mg/L 
Turbidity 1 NTU18 5 NTU19 
pH  6.5 – 8.5 
 
 
The BC Safe Drinking Water Regulations 
establishes bacterial criteria for distribution 
system water quality. The regulations 
specify that:  
 
• Samples must have 0 total coliforms 

90% of the time and never exceed 10 
total coliforms per 100 ml; and 

• Samples must not have any fecal 
coliforms. 

                                                      
17 Trihalomethanes are monitored at stations en route to 
distribution points; all other variables are monitored at the 
reservoir. 
18 NTU = Nephelometric turbidity unit, a standard unit of 
turbidity used by most water collection agencies. 

 

RESULTS 
Number of Days GVWD Reservoirs 
Failed Canadian Drinking Water 
Guidelines for Select Water Chemistry 
Variables 
Since 1993, levels of THMs and lead have 
never exceeded the Canadian Drinking 
Water Guidelines at any of the three GVWD 
reservoirs. There were varying levels of 
compliance for the three remaining 
parameters, depending on the reservoir 
(Figures 2e, 2f and 2g). The aesthetic 
objective for iron was occasionally exceeded 
at the Seymour and Capilano reservoirs. 
Levels of pH in the GVWD are 
characteristically low and rarely meet the 
national guideline. Levels of turbidity 
frequently fail to meet the health objective.  
 
Number of Samples from Richmond 
Water Distribution Points that Tested 
Positive for Coliform Bacteria  
The 1998 SOE report for this parameter 
used data from the GVRD, which, at that 
time, did not analyze all of the City 
collected water samples. The data presented 
in the 1998 SOE report, therefore, only 
included results for a portion of the samples 
that were collected in the City. The 2001 
report uses data from the City of 
Richmond’s Water Service Department and 
includes all water samples taken from 
Richmond distribution points for 1993-2000. 
 
The number of samples that tested positive 
for total coliform bacteria are presented in 
Figure 2h. In no year did the proportion of 
positive samples exceed 1% of the total 
number of samples taken19. Thus, although 
there were a few test samples that contained 
coliform bacteria, the city has generally met 
the BC Safe Water Drinking Regulations, 
that is, 90% of samples have contained zero 
  
 

                                                      
19 Total number of samples taken: 676 per year from 1993-
1998; approximately 1000 in 1999; and 1352 in 2000. 



 

 36 

Richmond State of the Environment 2001 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 

Note: For figures 2d, 2e and 2f above, where no value is shown for a parameter, the value is zero. 

Figure 2e. Coquitlam Reservoir Drinking Water Quality, 
1993-2000
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Figure 2g. Seymour Reservoir Drinking Water Quality, 1993-2000
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Figure 2f. Capilano Reservoir Drinking Water Quality, 1993-2000
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total coliforms per 100 mL and total 
coliform concentrations never exceeded ten. 
No samples contained fecal coliforms. 

DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

Source water consistently meets health 
objectives for trihalomethanes and lead20, 
and almost always meets the aesthetic 
objective for iron. This continues the 
positive trend reported in the 1998 SOE 
report. Turbidity and pH objectives are more 
frequently exceeded and data from the past 
four years do not show a clear trend towards 
improvement. Turbidity is a concern as it 
may help transport harmful substances and 
interfere with disinfection processes.  
 
The pH level for the source water regularly 
fails the aesthetic objective. While this is 
less of an apparent health concern, acidic 
water accelerates corrosion in the pipes used 
to transport water and this may affect water 
 
                                                      
20 Levels of lead in source water may not necessarily 
represent what consumers are receiving at their taps. The 
source of lead in drinking water is usually household 
plumbing, particularly in older homes. Tap water from lead 
plumbing sources is still safe to drink, but the water should 
be flushed until cold if the tap has not been run for over six 
hours. 

 
 
 
quality at distribution points by elevating 
levels of lead, iron and copper, which is also 
regulated as potentially toxic at high 
concentrations. 
 
Results for coliform bacteria are 
encouraging. The number of samples testing 
positive has been decreasing since 1997 and 
there were no positive samples in 2000. The 
many initiatives undertaken by the City’s 
Water Services Department in the past few 
years (discussed below) has likely 
contributed greatly to these results.  

Existing City Programs 

Starting in 1998, the City of Richmond’s 
Water Service Department (WSD) took over 
from the Vancouver-Richmond Health Unit 
the responsibility for gathering mandatory 
water samples. Now the WSD works jointly 
with the GVWD and Richmond Health Dept 
to provide water that meets or exceeds the 
health standard, appears clear and clean, and 
is free of unpleasant tastes or odours. The 
primary water quality goal is to protect 
public health and safety, which is 
accomplished by thoroughly testing the 
water for microbiological, organic and 
inorganic contaminants, which may affect 
the health of water users. 
 

Figure 2h. Number of Samples that Tested Positive for Total 
Coliforms at Richmond Water Monitoring Stations (1993-2000)
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Currently, WSD crews collect drinking 
water samples weekly from 26 locations 
throughout the Richmond water distribution 
network. Sampling locations are selected to 
represent the entire water delivery system. 
Samples are then sent to the GVRD 
laboratory for analysis. In addition to the 
parameters reported here, samples are also 
tested for on-site temperature, turbidity, free 
chlorine and heterotrophic plate count 
(HPC)21 at its test sites. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The WSD initiated an annual watermain 
flushing and valve maintenance program in 
2001. This task removes the build-up of silts 
and organic matter, which helps lower the 
level of chlorination required. The WSD 
also flushes dead end components of the 
water distribution system on a monthly 
basis. This process helps ensure complete 
water turnover in low flow situations and 
thus, decreases the build-up of sediment, 
algae or bacteria. In the future, dead-end 
mains will be eliminated entirely. 
 
In addition to the role played by the WSD, 
Richmond Health Services is responsible for 
enforcing the BC Safe Drinking Water 
Regulations as part of its mandate to protect  
 

                                                      
21 HPC is now monitored as part of Canadian Drinking Water 
Guidelines. HPC estimates the number of live heterotrophic 
bacteria in water and provides information useful in judging 
the efficiency of various treatment processes for both 
drinking water and swimming pools, and for checking the 
quality of finished water in a distribution system. 

 
 
public health. Richmond Health Services is 
also required to collect at least 10% of the 
required number of samples for Richmond 
as outlined in the Canadian Drinking Water 
Guidelines. These samples are collected 
from household taps or drinking water taps 
of business places.  

Richmond and the Region 

The GVRD is responsible for acquiring and 
treating drinking water, maintaining and 
ensuring the quality of its water supply, and 
delivering it to the municipalities. In 
addition, the GVRD’s Drinking Water 
Treatment Program (DWTP), initiated in 
1998, specifically addresses four water 
quality issues of concern in the region: 
waterborne disease, seasonal source water 
turbidity, source water acidity and bacterial 
regrowth in the distribution system. Phase I 
of the DWTP has so far resulted in the 
completion of the following components: 
 
• Interim upgrade of chlorine primary 

disinfection and corrosion control 
facilities at Seymour; 

• Construction of five new secondary 
disinfection stations in the Lower 
Mainland; 

• Construction of secondary chlorination 
facilities at Coquitlam; 

• Construction of pH control facilities at 
Coquitlam; 

• Annual unidirectional flushing and 
cleaning programs implemented by 
almost all municipalities including the 
City of Richmond; and 

• Initiation of a reservoir ‘exercising’ 
program by the GVWD involving 
capital works and operational changes to 
improve reservoir water quality.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



 

 39 

Richmond State of the Environment 2001 

 
 
 
In May 2000, the GVRD implemented a 
Water Quality Monitoring and Reporting 
Plan (WQMRP). The plan requires annual 
reporting of water quality data by the GVRD 
for source water, and by each member 
municipality for distributed water. However, 
an agreed-upon set of parameters that 
municipalities are required to sample has not 
been determined; therefore, a report on 
distributed water quality is not yet available. 
 
In 1999, the Office of the Auditor General 
of British Columbia released a report 
entitled Protecting Drinking Water Sources. 
The report provides broad recommendations 
for managing drinking water sources, many 
of which have already been implemented by 
the GVWD and have been discussed 
previously in this section. 

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

As discussed elsewhere under this indicator, 
targets for drinking water quality in 
Richmond exist in the form of the Canadian 
Water Quality Objectives and the BC Safe 
Drinking Water Quality Regulations. The 
BC Safe Drinking Water Quality 
Regulations are in the process of being 
revised. Any changes to the regulations will 
be reported in the next SOE.  
 
Richmond will continue to monitor the 
quality of its water and make improvements 
to its distribution network and monitoring 
program. It is recommended that the next 
edition of the SOE report incorporate results 
from water quality samples collected from 
household taps or drinking water taps of 
business places. This would provide a better  
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
indication of the quality of water actually 
being consumed by Richmond residents. 

What Can Citizens Do? 

To become better informed about your water 
supply: 
 
• Contact the GVWD’s Water Quality 

Inquiry line at 604-451-6010. 
• Sign up for a free tour of the Capilano 

watershed by calling 604-432-6410. 
• Participate in the GVRD’s public 

meetings and provide input on drinking 
water management. 

 
Also, if you reside in an older home 
consider updating your plumbing to 
eliminate possible sources of lead 
contamination. If you have any suggestions, 
need information or are experiencing any 
problems regarding Richmond’s water 
system, contact the Water Services 
Department at 604-244-1241. 

SUMMARY 
 
 

Drinking water is monitored at its source 
and distribution points. At the source, levels 
of trihalomethanes and lead have never 
exceeded the Canadian Drinking Water 
Guidelines at any of the three Greater 
Vancouver Water District reservoirs. There 
were varying levels of non-compliance for 
iron, turbidity and pH, depending on the 
reservoir. The BC Safe Drinking Water 
Regulations establish criteria for acceptable 
bacteria levels in distribution systems. Since 
1993 these regulations have generally been 
met in Richmond. This indicator contains 
Good News. 

Good News 
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TOPIC C:  AIR QUALITY 
 
 
Air, like water, is essential to life. Poor air 
quality can affect the health of humans and 
wildlife, damage soil, vegetation and water 
bodies, and degrade buildings and other 
structures. The short and long term health 
effects of poor air quality are a concern, 
especially among children and people with 
cardiovascular and respiratory diseases.  
Additionally, haze from air pollution is also 
aesthetically displeasing and may affect 
community enjoyment, tourism and property 
values.  
 
Efforts by the City of Richmond to 
understand, monitor and improve or 
maintain good air quality at the local level 
will ultimately benefit the environment at a 
global scale. We all share a common 
airshed. Air movement is not restricted by 
jurisdictional boundaries, either at the local 
or international level. Accordingly, 
emissions originating in Richmond can 
affect air quality in other areas. Conversely, 
Richmond may receive air pollution 
generated in other communities. Efforts on 
the part of our community to minimize 
factors that negatively affect air quality will 
ultimately benefit us all. 
 
This section of the report reviews the 
following indicator: 
 
C1: Air Quality Index 
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Indicator C1: Air Quality Index 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Air quality is essential to the health and 
well-being of humans, wildlife and plants. 
As discussed in the GVRD’s regional Air 
Quality Management Plan22, the major air 
quality challenge in the region is 
photochemical smog that forms in the 
eastern portions of the GVRD and Fraser 
Valley on hot summer days. From a health 
perspective, the primary issue associated 
with smog is ground-level ozone that results 
when nitrogen oxides and volatile organic 
compounds found in the atmosphere (both of 
which are produced by industrial activities 
and vehicle emissions) react with sunlight. 
Elevated levels of ozone can cause 
respiratory problems in humans and can also 
damage crops and vegetation. 
 
In addition to smog, concerns have recently 
been raised about the health and visual 
effects of fine particulate matter. Sources of 
fine particulates in the air include: emissions 
from industrial plants and motor vehicles; 
natural sources such as wind-blown dust, 
pollen and forest fires; and smoke from 
fireplaces and wood stoves. Inhaling fine 
particulates, and associated chemicals, can 
exacerbate respiratory illness and result in 
other adverse health effects. Fine particles 
also scatter light in the atmosphere thereby 
reducing visibility.  
 
This indicator provides information on 
whether air quality in Richmond, and the 
greater region, is improving or deteriorating. 
 
 
 
                                                      
22 GVRD 1994. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What is Being Measured? 

The GVRD operates a network of air quality 
monitoring stations throughout the region as 
part of the Lower Fraser Valley Air Quality 
Monitoring Network. These stations monitor 
ambient23 air quality near ground level. Two 
stations are located in Richmond – one in 
South Richmond and the other at the 
Vancouver International Airport. Pollutants 
monitored in Richmond (depending on the 
station), include sulphur dioxide, nitrogen 
dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, PM10 
(inhalable particulates24), PM2.5 (fine 
particulates) and total suspended particulates 
(TSP).  
 
Each pollutant’s concentration is converted 
to an Air Quality Index (AQI) based on a 
numerical scoring system. The highest AQI 

                                                      
23 Ambient refers to ‘the atmosphere’, ‘outdoors’ or 

‘background’. Ambient air quality is usually tested at an 
outdoor, ground-level site and may include testing for 
more than one pollutant. 

24 Particulates are considered highly inhalable if they are 
smaller than 10 microns in diameter. 
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calculated in a given hour is then reported as 
the hourly AQI for the monitoring station. 
There are four categories of AQI: good (0-
25); fair (26-50); poor (51-100); and very 
poor (>100).     
 
This indicator measures: 
 
• Mean maximum AQI for Richmond 

stations; 
• Duration of exposure to ‘poor’ air 

quality; and 
• Number of air quality complaints by 

Richmond residents. 
 
AQI data presented for Richmond’s two 
stations were obtained directly from the 
GVRD Air Quality Department. 
 
This edition of the SOE report does not 
directly address air quality issues associated 
with the increased production of greenhouse 
gases. Data are not presently available to 
monitor Richmond’s contribution to this 
global problem. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

RESULTS 
The AQI is currently a measure of five 
pollutants and reflects the maximum level 
recorded, rather than a cumulative effect. 
Because the AQI is a short-term measure of 
air quality, there are some difficulties in 
using AQI to indicate long-term health 
effects. The AQI is also subject to change 
when pollutants are added or removed to the 
index. Significant changes to the AQI 
occurred in 1994, for example, when PM10 
was incorporated into the index. Weather 
conditions on a seasonal (e.g., hot summers) 
or daily (e.g., precipitation, wind) scale can 
have a significant impact on air pollutant 
concentrations. The AQI results are 
presented with these caveats in mind. 
 
Mean Maximum AQI (Annual) 
The mean maximum AQI is an average of 
hourly AQI measurements, where the hourly 
AQI is the highest (or maximum) value 
recorded during any given hour. For the year 
199925, the mean maximum AQI was 14 at 
the South Richmond station (Figure 3a) and 
13 at the airport (not shown).  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
25 At the time of writing the 2001 SOE update, the most 
recent year for which AQI data were available was 1999. 

Figure 3a. Mean Maximum Air Quality Index for Richmond, Port Moody 
and Chilliwack from 1986-1999
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The mean annual hourly AQI at the South 
Richmond Station has been decreasing since 
1996 indicating slightly better air. Data for 
the municipalities of Port Moody and 
Chilliwack are shown to compare 
Richmmond’s air quality with communities 
of similar size located elsewhere in the 
Lower Mainland and Fraser Valley.  
 
Duration of Exposure to Poor Air Quality 
(AQI > 50) 
The maximum hourly AQI in South 
Richmond has not exceeded 50 (poor) since 
1997, when 4 hrs of poor air quality were 
recorded (Figure 3b). The maximum hourly 
AQI has reached the poor range in only 5 of 
the past 14 years in South Richmond. In 
1999, the hourly AQI in South Richmond 
was good 99.2% of the time and fair 0.8% of 
the time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The monitoring station at the airport has 
only been active since 1998. The maximum 
hourly AQI at the airport did not exceed 50 
in 1999, but 18 hours of poor air quality 
were recorded in 1998. In 1999, the hourly 
AQI at the airport was good 96% of the time 
and fair 4% of the time. Daily reports of the 
AQI for the Richmond-Delta area can be 
heard by calling the GVRD’s Air Quality 
Index message at 1-800-665-1118 or 604-
436-6767. 
 
Number of Air Quality Complaints 
Received by the GVRD 
There were 559 air quality complaints from 
Richmond residents logged by the GVRD 
from January 1993 to December 2000. This 
represents about 3% of all air quality 
complaints received by the GVRD during 
that period. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3b. Maximum Hourly Air Quality Index for Richmond 
(Station 17), Port Moody and Chilliwack from 1986-1999
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An annual breakdown of air quality 
complaints is shown in Figure (Figure 3c). 
Note that this indicator may include multiple 
complaints from the same person or 
regarding the same problem. 

Complaints were registered for a variety of 
problems including unpleasant or strong 
odours, smoke, paint spray, and dust. 
Proximity to wastewater treatment plants, 
industrial sites, the Vancouver International 
Airport, and agricultural areas are possible 
explanations. 

DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

The latest available information (1999) 
indicates that there has not been a marked 
change in AQI values since the last SOE 
Report was written. Exposure time to the  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

poor category of AQI, calculated as a 
proportion of the whole year, has been 
minimal (<1%) over the last 14 years with 
no upward trend evident. However, due to 
the limitations of AQI previously discussed, 
it cannot be assumed that a good category of 
AQI is indicative of good air quality.    
 
The air quality complaints indicator is new 
and was not assessed in the 1998 SOE 
report. The number and proportion of 
complaints from Richmond residents has 
varied over the years. The percentage of 
total air quality complaints made to the 
GVRD by Richmond residents has increased 
from 2.7% in 1993 to 5.1% in 2000.  

Existing City Programs 

The GVRD is responsible for air quality 
management within the Lower Mainland. 
However, there are steps the City can take 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Figure 3c. Air Quality Complaints Made by Richmond Residents to the GVRD, 
1993-2000
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to affect air quality. For example, almost 
75% of the air pollutants produced in the 
GVRD in 1999 were from motor vehicles. 
Accordingly, measures to reduce car 
dependence through alternative land use and 
transportation planning will play a key role 
in improving air quality.  
 
There are two objectives in Richmond’s 
OCP that specifically address air quality.  
The first is to work in partnership with 
senior governments and businesses to 
continue improving local and regional air 
quality. The second is to continue to monitor 
air quality trends and adjust city policies and 
programs as required. Policies proposed to 
meet these objectives include: establishing 
‘best practices’ for city operations which 
affect air quality; regulating outdoor burning 
in residential areas; encouraging local 
industry to investigate and adopt new 
technologies to reduce air pollution; 
encouraging the use of ‘best practices’ to 
minimize airborne dust and particulates 
from construction sites and dirt roads (e.g., 
stabilizing temporary soil deposits); and 
participating in collaborative research efforts 
and senior government monitoring 
initiatives.  
 
Richmond recently joined Partners for 
Climate Protection program, an initiative 
aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emission 
by our community.  

Richmond and the Region 

Air quality in the GVRD was measured as 
good 98.1% of the time, as fair 1.9% of the 
time and as poor less than 0.1% of the time 
in 199926. Richmond’s air quality profile is 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                      
26 Lower Fraser Valley Ambient Air Quality Report 1999 

 
 
consistent with that of the GVRD as a whole 
and is similar to other municipalities in the 
GVRD and Fraser Valley (Figures 3a and 
3b). 
 
The GVRD has a number of initiatives and 
programs aimed at maintaining and 
improving air quality. They manage the 
Lower Fraser Valley Air Quality Monitoring 
Network – the source for air quality data for 
all municipalities in the region27. In 1994, 
the GVRD adopted an Air Quality 
Management Plan. The plan identifies the 
priority air quality issues and provides an 
emission reduction strategy to meet specific 
air quality objectives.  
 
Other programs administered by the GVRD 
include the Air Quality Regulatory Program, 
which develops regulations for cleaner 
industries and businesses, and the ‘Air 2000’ 
program, which implements new and 
innovative measures for reducing local air 
pollution and greenhouse gas emissions. The 
GVRD also regulates industrial and 
commercial air emission sources in 
accordance with the Air Quality 
Management Bylaw.  
 
The provincial AirCare program monitors 
and regulates emissions from gasoline 
vehicles licensed in the Lower Mainland and 
from heavy-duty diesel trucks operating in 
the Lower Mainland. Initially developed by 
the Province, AirCare is now run by 
Translink. Numerous federal initiatives are 
also underway including the establishment 
of emission standards for new vehicles, the 
development of fuel quality criteria, and the 
establishment of acceptable concentration 
levels for air pollutants. 

                                                      
27 The Air Resources Branch of the Ministry of Water, Land 
and Air Protection also has a system of air quality monitoring 
stations throughout the province, although none are located in 
Richmond.   
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THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

A specific objective of the GVRD’s Air 
Quality Management Plan was to reduce the 
overall emissions of five major air pollutants 
(carbon monoxide, volatile organic 
compounds, nitrogen dioxides, sulphur 
dioxides and particulate matter28) by 38% 
between 1985 and 2000. Future emission 
reduction measures to occur between 2000 
and 2005 include the installation of control 
technologies on the GVRD’s municipal 
solid waste incinerator in Burnaby, and the 
continuation of the AirCare program. 
 
Consideration is also being given to the 
development of a national AQI indicator that 
would provide consistency in measurement 
throughout Canada and be better correlated 
to health impacts.  

What Can Citizens Do? 

Each individual can have a role to play in 
protecting the quality of the air we breathe. 
You can make a difference by trying one or 
more of the following: 
 
To reduce automobile emissions: 
 
• Drive your car less! See Topic E: 

Transportation for suggestions on how 
to do this. 

• Ensure your car is AirCare certified. The 
Richmond AirCare testing location is at 
11115 Silversmith Place. Call 604-433-
5633 for information. 

• Be proactive. Regular maintenance of 
your car’s engine and tires can increase 
fuel efficiency, reduce emissions and 
extend the life of your car. 
 
 
 

                                                      
28 All but volatile organic compounds are monitored in 
Richmond and included in the AQI calculation. 

 
 
 

• When purchasing a car, choose a fuel- 
efficient vehicle – it is more economical 
and produces lower emissions. Also, 
consider a vehicle without an air 
conditioner or, at least, one that does not 
contain ozone-depleting CFCs.  

• When you are using your car avoid 
excessive idling, don’t overload your 
vehicle, and try to drive consistently – 
hard accelerating and braking wear your 
car, increase fuel consumption, and 
produce a proportionally higher amount 
of pollutants. Also remember to slow 
down – a car produces more pollution 
when it travels over 90 km per hour. 

 
Other actions: 
 
• Use pump spray bottles rather than 

aerosol spray cans.    
• Avoid garden tools that run on gasoline 

– use electric or hand mowers, and rakes 
instead of leaf blowers. 

• Plant trees – they absorb carbon dioxide 
and release oxygen. 

• Plant ground-covering plants to reduce 
dust. 

• Don’t burn garbage or garden refuse - 
try composting or take advantage of the 
City’s curbside yard waste pick-up and 
recycling program (see Indicator F2: 
Solid Waste) If you must burn, follow 
the regulations and restrictions on 
backyard burning and be considerate of 
your neighbours. 

• Follow regulations and 
recommendations regarding wood 
stoves. 

• Ensure regular maintenance of your 
furnace.  

• Report air quality concerns to the 
GVRD at 604-436-6777. 

 
For more information visit the GVRD’s web 
site at www.gvrd.bc.ca. 
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SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Since 1997, only four hours of ‘Poor’ 
quality air were recorded in South 
Richmond. At the airport, only 18 hours of 
‘Poor’ quality air were recorded since this 
station’s installation in 1998. From 1993-
2000, Richmond residents registered 559 
complaints regarding air quality, or 3% of 
all such complaints received by the GVRD  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
during this period. The majority of these 
complaints were concerns regarding odours.  
 
While the AQI values remain consistently 
‘Good’, the number of complaints combined 
with increasing sources of emissions from 
cars, air traffic and industry; health risks 
associated with these emissions; and global 
concerns regarding greenhouse gases in the 
atmosphere - suggest that the news for this 
indicator is Mixed.    
 

Mixed Results 
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TOPIC D: LAND USE AND HUMAN 

SETTLEMENT PATTERNS 
 
 
Richmond’s OCP sets the development 
principles and objectives within which all 
planning decisions are made. Through the 
OCP, the City also works towards achieving 
regional growth management objectives as 
set out in the GVRD’s Livable Region 
Strategic Plan. Adopted in 1996 by all 
member municipalities, the overall aim of 
the Livable Region Strategic Plan is to help 
the region develop in a way that protects the 
natural environment and at the same time 
guides the location of urban activities to 
create a high quality of community life and 
support a growing economy29.  
 
Growth management is a key component of 
Richmond’s OCP. With over one-third of its 
land base reserved for agriculture, 
Richmond must strive to concentrate urban 
development and minimize sprawl. Urban 
sprawl occurs when housing and other city 
developments creep further away from core 
areas and into traditionally more rural areas 
near the outskirts of the city. Generally, 
sprawl has a negative impact on 
environment as more land is consumed to 
provide housing and residential services 
such as roads and utilities. As the city 
expands, people tend to spend more time in 
their cars contributing to air quality 
problems and traffic congestion. 
 
One way to encourage higher density living, 
and thus manage growth, is to design 
‘complete communities’ where housing and 
services are offered in close proximity to 
one another. Some of the benefits of 
complete communities include better access 
to key services such as schools, parks, 

                                                      
29 For more information and copies of the 
Livable Region Strategic Plan annual reports see 
www.gvrd.bc.ca 

shopping and transit; less time spent 
traveling in cars; more pedestrian-friendly 
neighbourhoods; and a stronger sense of 
community as residents have more 
opportunities to interact. 
 
The indicators selected to monitor land use 
and human settlement patterns, in relation to 
the OCP objectives are: 
 
D1 Residential Housing Mix and 

Density; and 
D2 Accessibility to Key Services. 
 
There were no indicators in the 1998 SOE 
report because the City’s OCP was under 
review at that time. 
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Indicator D1: Residential Housing Mix and Density 
 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

The Residential Housing indicator examines 
how Richmond is meeting its goals for 
housing mix and density. Concentrating 
residential density in compact, well-
designed urban areas allows the City to 
provide infrastructure and services more 
efficiently and cost-effectively.  
 
As new neighbourhoods emerge and 
existing neighbourhoods change, promoting 
higher density living is one of the main ways 
we can manage population growth (Figure 
4a). By maintaining lands in ALR (see 
Indicator A1) the City has limited the areas 
in which intensive residential development 
can occur, making densification all the more 
important.      
 
A diversity of housing choices is a key 
characteristic of ‘complete communities’. 
Neighbourhoods that demonstrate a mix of 
housing types (i.e., ranging from single-
family homes to apartment complexes), are 
often more stable and attract longer-term 
residents. While some parts of the city are 
best suited to higher density living (i.e. 
apartments and condominiums) due to 
shortages of space and the high cost of land, 
other areas are amenable to lower density 
housing choices such as single detached 
homes. Maintaining a mix of housing 
choices serves all members of the 
community while also adding diversity to 
the urban landscape – both architecturally 
and socially. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator measures two aspects of 
residential housing:  
 
• Residential housing mix; and 
• Residential housing density. 
 
Results are provided for the City as a whole 
as well as for individual planning areas 
(Map 5). 

RESULTS 
Residential Housing Mix 
Over the past few decades Richmond has 
changed from a rural community comprised 
largely of single-family houses to a city with 
an array of housing options. Richmond’s 
housing mix today is 47% single-family 
dwellings, 32% apartments, 17% 
townhomes, and 4% two-family dwellings. 
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The degree of housing mix varies among 
Richmond’s individual planning areas. West 
Cambie and Thompson planning areas have 
the greatest mix of housing types within the 
city (Figure 4b). Conversely, the City Centre 
planning area is predominantly higher-
density dwellings and offers a much lower 
mix of housing choices (Figure 4c).  
 
Residential Housing Density 
Richmond’s residential housing density has 
been increasing over the years (Figure 4d). 
At the present time, Richmond has a housing 
density of 4.3 dwelling units per hectare. 
This number represents an average for the 
city as a whole. There is variation in the 
housing density among planning areas.  
Housing density is highest in the planning 
areas of City Centre (15.8), Blundell (12.4) 
and Broadmoor (12.3). Housing density is 
lowest in the planning areas of Fraser Lands 
(where there is no housing), Sea Island (0.2) 
and Gilmore (0.2) (Figure 4e). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

Since this indicator is new and data are only 
reported for the year 2000, it is not possible 
to see how housing mix has changed within 
the individual planning areas. However, the 
City of Richmond bases its estimates of 
housing mix on Census data collected by 
Statistics Canada. According to Census data, 
from 1976 to1986 the percentage of 
apartment units in Richmond increased by 
10% while townhouse units grew by only 
1%. From 1986 to 1996 the percentage of 
townhouse units increased by 9% while 
apartment units only increased by 1%.  
 
This tells us that the markets for housing 
have experienced a shift away from 
apartment complexes to lower-density 
housing types such as townhomes. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

Figure 4a. Population Growth in Richmond, 1996-2000
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Figure 4b. Housing Mix in the West Cambie 
Planning Area
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Figure 4c. Housing Mix in the City Centre Planning Area
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Figure 4d. Housing Density in Richmond, 1996-2001 
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Richmond’s housing density has increased 
steadily over the past five years. In 
particular, the City has been successful in 
concentrating growth in the City Centre 
planning area. Increasing housing density 
helps reduce urban sprawl and thus protects 
the city’s undeveloped lands (including 
ALR and greenspace) from development. 
Achieving greater housing density also 
reduces the costs and environmental impacts 
associated with the extension of roads, 
utilities, mains and other city services into 
new areas.  

Existing City Programs 

In working towards its objectives to create a 
strong City Centre and provide more 
housing choices, the City is developing 
specific plans for each of its 14 planning 
areas. In addition to the OCP and area plans, 
by-laws, zoning and development permitting 
are the primary tools the City uses to control 
the type and amount of housing that is 
developed.  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Richmond and the Region 

Based on 1996 Census data, the District of 
North Vancouver and the City of West 
Vancouver have the highest proportions of 
single-family units among the municipalities 
in the Lower Mainland while the City of 
North Vancouver has the lowest proportion 
of single-family units (Table 4a). 
 
Table 4a. Proportion of Single-Family Homes 

for Select GVRD Municipalities  
(1996 Census Data) 

 
Municipality 

Single-Family 
Dwelling Units 

(%) 
District of North Vancouver 67 
West Vancouver 64 
Surrey 56 
Coquitlam 56 
Port Coquitlam 55 
Richmond 50* 
Port Moody 49 
Burnaby 39 
Vancouver 30 
New Westminster 26 
City of North Vancouver 21 
* In 2000, this figure was 47% 

Figure 4e. Density of Dwelling Units 
by Richmond Planning Area (as of June 2001) 
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Data comparing housing density among 
GVRD municipalities were not available. 

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

There are no specific targets for residential 
housing density or mix at this time. As a 
general goal, the City wishes to reduce 
urban sprawl and increase urban density. It 
also wishes to maintain its highest densities 
in the City Centre planning area. Specific 
housing targets may be set for individual 
planning areas in the future. Additionally, 
future editions of the SOE report should 
address land use issues other than 
residential. Mixed-use areas (e.g., residential 
and commercial) combine the benefits of 
densification and those of convenience, as 
discussed as part of Indicator D2:Access to 
Key Services. 

What Can Citizens Do? 

In addition to giving careful consideration to 
where we choose to live, here are a few 
things we can do to influence land use and 
settlement patterns: 
 
 
 

 
 
• Attend public meetings on planning 

issues such as zoning applications or 
land development activities. These 
meetings are normally advertised 
locally.  

• View the area plan for where you live 
by visiting City Hall. Provide comments 
to the City’s Urban Development 
Division. 

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Richmond’s housing mix is 47% single-
family dwellings, 32% apartments, 17% 
townhomes, and 4% two-family dwellings. 
The West Cambie and Thompson planning 
areas appear to have the greatest mix of 
housing types. City-wide housing density is 
12.29 units per hectare compared with 11.69 
units per hectare in 1996. Density is greatest 
in the planning areas of City Centre, 
Blundell and Broadmoor and lowest in the 
planning areas of Fraser Lands, Sea Island 
and Gilmore. These results support the OCP 
objective to concentrate growth and create a 
strong City Centre. This indicator is given a 
rating of Good News. 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Good News 
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Indicator D2: Accessibility to Key Services  
 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

As discussed in Indicator D1: Residential 
Housing, urban areas can manage growth by 
planning and designing complete 
communities. Such communities, however, 
require more than just housing to make them 
‘complete’. Residents also require 
convenient access to shopping, work, 
schools and recreation.  
 
Complete communities therefore feature an 
assortment of services and facilities within 
walking distance from people’s homes. 
Recognizing that most people must travel 
outside of their neighbourhoods for a variety 
of reasons – work, school, appointments, 
social activities – easy access to public 
transit is also a key consideration when 
choosing or planning residential areas.  
 
By combining housing, business, recreation 
and access to transit, many benefits can be 
realized. For example, more efficient 
resource use, reduced reliance on the 
automobile, cleaner air, healthier lifestyles 
and friendlier neighbourhoods, as have been 
discussed elsewhere in this report.  
 
Although not measured as part of the first 
SOE report, this indicator will provide a 
baseline from which we can monitor the 
city’s progress in planning for more 
complete communities that fulfil the OCP’s 
objective to make walking the primary 
choice for travel over short distances. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator measures the amount of 
residential housing units located within 400 
metres – approximately a ten-minute walk – 
of key services, specifically: 
 
• Percentage of dwelling units within 

400 m of a transit stop; 
• Percentage of dwelling units within 

400 m of shopping; and 
• Percentage of dwelling units within 

400 m of a schoolyard or park. 
 
Future updates of this indicator will only 
need to consider the number of new units 
within these radii. 
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RESULTS  
Total dwelling units are estimated from 
2001 housing statistics and recent airphotos. 
Note there are an estimated 55,367 dwelling 
units in the city.   
 
Number of dwelling units within 400 m of 
a transit stop 
There are 42,762 dwelling units within 400 
m of a transit stop, representing 77% of all 
dwelling units in the city (Figure 4e).   
 
Number of dwelling units within 400 m of 
a convenience store/ shopping 
There are 28,552 dwelling units within 400 
m of a convenience store or retail shopping, 
representing 52% of all dwelling units in the 
city (Figure 4e). 
 
Number of dwelling units within 400 m of 
a schoolyard or park 
There are 44,817 dwelling units within 400 
m of a schoolyard or park, representing 81% 
of all dwelling units in the city (Figure 4e). 
 

 

DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

Over 50% of all dwelling units in Richmond 
are within walking distance of at least one of 
the key services discussed. Although a 
comparison to past years is not possible, the 
proportion of dwelling units located in 
proximity to key services has likely grown 
in concert with the housing density increases 
discussed in Indicator D1.  
 
Of the three services addressed, shopping is 
the least likely to be located near housing. 
The close proximity of 77% of housing units 
to a transit stop is interesting given the 
relatively low transit ridership in Richmond 
(discussed under Topic E: Transportation). 
Low ridership is more likely attributed to 
personal choices, quality of service, and the 
limited geographic extent of transit service 
particularly as more people move to 
suburban areas of the city.  
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 
 
  

Figure 4e. Dwelling Units within 400 m of Key Services
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Existing City Programs 

To encourage walking and cycling, the 
conditions along streets, walkways and paths 
need to be appealing. Future planning 
should seek to ensure that communities are 
pedestrian- and cycle-friendly, so that 
residents can obtain basic supplies and 
services without having to get in their car. 
Civic efforts in this regard have been 
discussed in more detail under Topic E: 
Transportation. For traveling greater 
distances, public transit use should be a 
viable option.  

Richmond and the Region 

Other municipalities in the GVRD have not 
begun to report on this indicator. The City of 
Nanaimo reported that in 1996, 61% of all 
neighbourhood properties were within 500 
m of commercial services. The Greater 
Victoria area looked at new building permits 
issued in 1997 and determined that more 
than 80% of the new residential units were 
located within 400 m of a commercial 
facility or transit route; just over half (53%) 
were within 400 m of a park; and 43% were 
within 400 m of a school. 

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influence 

The OCP states that walking should become 
the primary choice for travel over short 
distances. However, no targets have been set 
that specifically address how well we are  
 
 
 
 

 
 
locating housing and key services within 
close proximity. Future updates of the SOE 
report should look at the number of units 
within 400 m of one, two or all three of the 
key services discussed. 

What Can Citizens Do? 

Citizens can choose to reside in areas that 
conveniently offer the facilities and services 
they use most often. Unless your 
neighbourhood reaches a certain population 
density, there is little that can be done to 
encourage services to locate near you. 
Fortunately, options such as the Internet, 
telecommuting and home delivery services 
are available to allow you to work, learn, 
and purchases goods and services from the 
comfort of your home. Alternatively, you 
can lobby TransLink and the City to locate 
key services, such as transit stops and parks, 
in your community if you feel they are 
warranted. 

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Seventy-seven percent of all dwelling units 
in the City are within 400 m of a transit stop, 
that is, about a ten-minute walk. Eighty-one 
percent of all dwelling units in the City are 
within 400 m of a schoolyard or park. Fifty-
two percent of all dwelling units in the City 
are within 400 m of a convenience store or 
commercial retail facility. These results 
support the OCP principle of making key 
services accessible and ‘walkable’. This 
indicator is given a rating of Good News. 
 

 
 
 

Good News 
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TOPIC E:   TRANSPORTATION 
 
 
Transportation is an integral part of our 
daily lives – providing the access and 
mobility demanded by our society and its 
economy. It is not surprising that 
transportation is one of the main concerns of 
city residents and one of the biggest 
challenges facing local elected 
representatives and urban planners. The 
more we use our cars or build our city to 
support the movement of cars the less 
livable the city becomes because of 
congestion and pollution. Here in the 
Greater Vancouver region, the population is 
expected to grow by 40,000 people and 
23,000 cars a year based on current trends. 
By 2005, GVRD residents will be making 
500,000 to 600,000 more trips every day. 
This trend is alarming given what we 
already know about the health and aesthetic 
impacts of poor quality air. 
  
The need to improve the transportation 
system is obvious. The impetus for change 
comes from many sources – public input, 
new developments, area plans, evolving 
community values, traffic management 
strategies, traffic safety concerns, air quality 
concerns, and regional transportation 
improvements. Integrated transportation 
planning must include steps to improve 
roads, facilitate the circulation of traffic, 
deliver efficient forms of public transit, 
develop facilities and infrastructure that 
support walking and cycling, promote 
alternatives to the single occupant vehicle, 
and reduce traffic congestion.   
 
At the regional scale, transportation 
planning is undertaken by TransLink 
according to their Strategic Transportation 
Plan (2000-2005). However, the City can 
influence transportation issues in a number 
of ways as discussed in the following 
sections. This topic focuses on four 
indicators: 

 
E1    Transportation Choices; 
E2    Registered Vehicles; 
E3    Pedestrian-Friendly Streets; and 
E4    Cycling Routes. 
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Indicator E1: Transportation Choices 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

While efforts have been made in recent 
years to encourage alternatives to the 
automobile, motor vehicles remain the 
primary mode of transportation in Canada. 
The vast majority of motor vehicles burn 
fossil fuels, which produce emissions that 
degrade air quality. Runoff from roads can 
contain oils and other pollutants that degrade 
water quality. Vehicular travel also requires 
significant amounts of land and 
infrastructure for roads and parking, which 
cost money to purchase, develop and 
maintain, and deplete our total greenspace.  
 
By reducing the number of vehicles we own, 
the frequency we drive, and the amount of 
fuel we use, we can reduce these negative 
impacts. The benefits of choosing alternative 
forms of transport, such as transit, walking 
and cycling, include health benefits, a 
gradual decrease on our reliance on non-
renewable energy sources, and savings in 
terms of tax dollars that are presently 
allocated to subsidies that support personal 
vehicle travel. 
 
The shift from cars to alternative forms of 
transportation is one way of gauging the 
sustainability of our communities and our 
personal decisions. This indicator helps 
assess the effectiveness of government 
efforts, at all levels, in encouraging 
sustainable transportation choices. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

What is Being Measured? 

This indicator measures: 
 
• Transportation choices for travel 

originating from Richmond during 
the morning rush period (6:00 am to 
9:00 am); and 

• Number of trips originating from 
Richmond during the morning rush 
period (6:00 am to 9:00 am). 
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The transportation choices examined for this 
indicator include single occupant 
automobiles, public transit, car pools, 
walking and cycling. Data on transportation 
choices are available from regional Trip 
Diary Surveys conducted periodically by the 
GVRD (1985, 1992 and 1994) and 
TransLink (1999).  
 
As the GVRD used a different methodology 
for compiling transportation choice data 
than that currently employed by TransLink, 
TransLink has re-tabulated the 1994 data 
using the new methodology to enable 
comparisons between 1994 and 1999 data 
sets30. Data for 1985 and 1992 were 
compiled using the old methodology31.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
30 Because results for 1994 have been re-tabulated using a 
new methodology, the data presented in the 1998 SOE report 
for 1994 are not consistent with what is presented here for the 
same year. 
31 The transit strike that occurred in 2001 has no bearing on 
these data as the data were collected for 1999. 

 
 

RESULTS 
Transportation Choices for Travel 
Originating from Richmond during the 
Morning Rush Period 
The automobile is the dominant form of 
transportation in the city. In 1999, nearly 
60% of morning trips originating from 
Richmond were by automobile drivers 
(Figure 5a). The next most common mode of 
transport was walking/cycling (15.5%), 
followed by automobile passenger (i.e., car 
pooling) (15.2%) and, lastly, public transit 
(8.7%) (Figure 5a). The ‘other’ category 
accounts for modes such as rollerblading, 
skateboarding and using scooters. Since 
1985, the proportion of trips by different 
modes has not changed significantly. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Figure 5a. Transportation Choices for Trips Originating in 
Richmond, Morning Rush Period (6:00 a.m. - 9:00 a.m.), 1985-1999 
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Note: In 1985 carpooling and walking/cycling were not measured specifically and so fell under the category of 
‘other’ which would partially explain why this value is so high in 1985 while in that same year, there are no 
data presented for automobile passengers. No data are available that would help to break-out the activities in 
the ‘other’ category. 
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Number of trips originating from 
Richmond during the morning rush 
period (6:00 am to 9:00 am)  
The total number of morning rush period 
trips originating from Richmond increased 
from 104,443 in 1994 to 106,544 in 1999 – a 
2% increase (Figure 5b). Richmond’s 
population increased by about 4.5% during 
the same period. Between 1994 and 1999, 
the number of trips by drivers of 
automobiles increased by nearly 3300 trips 
while automobile passenger trips dropped 
nearly 6300 trips indicating that carpooling 
may be decreasing. For the same period, 
transit trips increased by 2768 trips. 
Although this represents a 43% increase, 
public transit use still remains comparatively 
low (<10%). 

DISCUSSION 
What is Happening? 

Automobile use has been increasing since 
1985 and this trend is worrisome. While the  
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
increase in automobile trips is partially the 
result of Richmond’s increasing population, 
the proportion of trips by vehicles has 
remained fairly constant implying that 
people are not changing over to more 
sustainable forms of transportation. 
 
Public transit use during the morning rush 
period remains low. Transit use throughout 
the day is also low indicating that residents 
use their car for purposes other than driving 
to or from work32. In 1999, transit’s share of 
trips for a 24-hour period was 5.6% 
compared with 5.4% in 1994. Results from a 
1999 TransLink study show that factors that 
most influenced Richmond residents’ 
decisions to use or not use transit were: 
reliability; safety while waiting for buses; 
having good connections; and direct bus 
routes. Results from Indicator D2: 
Accessibility to Key Services, suggest that, in 
addition to personal choice, the quality of 
transit service is likely a more important 
factor in choosing to use transit than is 
proximity of housing to transit stops. 
 

                                                      
32 TransLink 1999 Trip Diary Summary, data not shown here. 

Figure 5b. Total Trips Originating from Richmond, Morning 
Rush Period (6:00 am to 9:00 am), 1992-1999
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Carpooling and sharing rides also help 
reduce the total number of vehicles on roads. 
Automobile passenger trips have decreased 
since 1994. Unfortunately, it is not known if 
these former passengers are now driving 
themselves or have chosen other forms of 
travel. The growth in walking and cycling is, 
however, encouraging. Enhancements in 
roads and sidewalks to make them more 
amenable to walking and cycling, as well as 
progress towards more compact 
communities, are likely reasons for this 
trend.  
 
Overall, we have not made substantial 
progress in moving our transportation 
choices away from reliance on the single 
occupant automobile. Pollution and 
congestion, and their negative health 
implications, are the principle concerns 
associated with this trend.    

Existing City Programs 

Richmond works closely with TransLink to 
plan and manage transportation demand, but 
the City has little direct influence over travel 
choices in Richmond. In June 2000, 
TransLink and Richmond completed the 
Richmond Area Transit Plan that identifies 
local and regional transit improvements that 
can be implemented over the 2000-2004 
period. As part of the plan, the Richmond-
Vancouver #98 B-Line rapid bus service 
was initiated in August 2001 to improve 
connections between Richmond and major 
destinations such as the airport and 
downtown Vancouver. The influence of this 
improved service on altering transportation 
choices has not yet been measured. In 2000, 
TransLink and Richmond completed the 
Richmond Area Transit Plan that identifies 
both local and regional transit service 
improvements that can be implemented over 
the next five years. 
 
Individual city policies and planning related 
to land use, transportation planning, 
engineering and public works can indirectly  

 
 
influence this indicator. For example, 
Richmond’s OCP identifies areas for higher 
density development, where homes, 
workplaces, and services are closer together 
favouring shorter trips and more efficient 
modes of transportation (see indicators 
under Topic D: Land Use and Human 
Settlement). In one example, housing was 
developed as part of the expanded 
Richmond Centre Shopping Mall offering 
convenient shopping for residents as well as 
housing options for mall employees.  
 
The City has also developed a 
Transportation Plan for the City Centre to 
manage its rapid growth. The City Centre 
Transportation Plan aims to redesign 
Richmond’s downtown core to 
accommodate better public transit, more 
bikes and a more attractive pedestrian 
environment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Adding or improving bus shelters, benches, 
cycling lanes and pedestrian-friendly streets 
are some of the ways in which the City can 
make alternative forms of transportation 
more attractive in all areas of Richmond. In 
addition to encouraging non-motorized 
forms of travel, Richmond supports 
initiatives such as ride-share and carpooling 
programs that aim to reduce the number of 
single-occupant vehicles on the road. For 
example, the City has a carpool registry for 
City employees. 
 
Almost half of children in BC travel to and 
from school by car even though the majority 
live within walking distance of their schools. 
In 1998, ICBC introduced the ‘Way to Go!’  
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Program to provide parents and teachers 
with information and support to facilitate 
safe and sustainable modes of transportation 
to school. The Richmond School District 
supports this program by distributing news 
and information to schools, providing access 
to meeting facilities, and rewarding schools 
for participating in ‘Way to Go!’ events. The 
City’s Transportation Department supplies 
detailed school catchment maps and actively 
supports pedestrian infrastructure 
improvements around schools. Thirty-six of 
Richmond’s 47 elementary schools have 
requested one or more Way to Go! manuals 
and resource kits. Over 50% of Richmond 
schools have actively participated in 
program events such as International Walk 
to School Day, Walking School Buses, and 
Bike to School Day.  
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 
 
Richmond and the Region 

Richmond’s proportion of trips by single 
occupant vehicles is among the highest in 
the region while its proportion of transit 
riders is among the lowest (Figure 5c). 
Richmond’s proportion of trips by walking 
or cycling is behind Vancouver and the 
North Shore, but better than other areas such 
as Surrey and the Northeast Sector (Figure 
5c). 

THE FUTURE 
Targets and Influences 

The GVRD has a goal to reduce automobile 
dependency but at present there are no 
specific local or regional targets for 
improving sustainable transportation 
choices.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
  
 

Figure 5c. Transportation Choices for a 24-Hour Period for Selected 
Regional Sub-Areas
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As Richmond’s population increases, it will 
no longer be sufficient to react to more and 
more vehicle traffic. In particular, the City, 
in cooperation with TransLink and 
employers, needs to identify more options 
for getting people to and from work to 
alleviate congestion on roads during peak 
periods of the day. 
 
The performance of this indicator is strongly 
linked with that of other indicators in this 
section, namely E3: Pedestrian-friendly 
Streets and E4: Cycling Routes. By planning 
and building more compact and complete 
neighbourhoods, and providing more 
transportation options, residents will be able 
to spend less time traveling and more time 
enjoying our livable city.  

What Can Citizens Do? 

Opting for sustainable modes of 
transportation decreases our use of the single 
occupant vehicle. Try one or more of the 
following as a step towards this goal: 
 
• Take the bus, walk or ride your bike to 

work or to do errands. Leaving your car 
behind once or twice a week can make a 
difference! 

• Combine several errands into a single 
trip. 

• Organize or join a carpool (Call the Jack 
Bell Foundation at 604-879-RIDE). 

• Live in a community closer to your 
place of work or explore telecommuting 
or teleconferencing options with your 
employer. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

• If you are an employer, provide 
incentives for your employees to use 
alternative transportation such as paying 
for bus passes or installing bike facilities 
or showers. 

• Provide your children with skills and 
training to enable them to walk or bike 
to school (see the City’s brochure 
Traffic Safety Around Schools and 
Playgrounds or visit 
www.waytogo.icbc.bc.ca. 

• Take advantage of merchants that 
deliver food or services to your home.  

• Request more initiatives to improve 
transit service such as bus lanes. 

• Read Richmond’s Transportation Plan 
found available at City Hall or online at 
www.city.richmond.bc.ca/ planning/.  

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
Almost 60% of morning rush trips 
originating from Richmond (or 63,029 trips) 
are automobile (driver) trips. This is an 
increase of 2% from 1994. Transit trips have 
increased 2.5% from 1994-1999, and trips 
by other modes such as walking and cycling 
increased slightly. The only transportation 
choice that decreased was automobile 
passenger trips. The proportion of trips by 
car still greatly exceeds the number of trips 
by other modes. These results are not 
positive given the GVRD Livable Region 
Strategy goal to reduce automobile 
dependency. For these reasons, this indicator 
has been given a rating of Bad News. 
 

 

 

Bad News 
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Indicator E2: Registered Vehicles 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Indicator E2: Registered Vehicles is a 
measure of our reliance on the automobile as 
a form of transportation. Studies have shown 
that the more cars people own, the less 
likely they are to use alternative forms of 
transportation such as transit or cycling. The 
negative impacts of automobile use are 
discussed under E1: Transportation Choices 
and C1: Air Quality. The number of 
registered vehicles generates a picture of 
automobile use, as do transportation choices, 
but this indicator has an advantage when 
monitoring trends as it can be updated 
annually, unlike indicator E1, which relies 
on data collected only every five years. 

What is Being Measured? 

Using data provided by ICBC, this indicator 
measures: 
 
• Number of vehicles registered to 

Richmond residents; and 
• Number of registered vehicles per 

1000 people. 
 
To be consistent with other indicators, the 
Registered Vehicles indicator has been 
modified slightly to report on vehicles per 
1000 population as opposed to vehicles per 
household, which was reported in the 1998 
SOE report.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

RESULTS 
Number of Vehicles Registered to 
Richmond Residents 
The number of vehicles registered to 
Richmond residents has been increasing 
(Figure 5d). Since the last SOE report was 
written, vehicle ownership has increased 
from 97,592 to 116,609 – an increase of 
19,017 vehicles in just five years. During 
this same period, the city’s population 
increased by approximately 10,000 people. 
 
Number of Registered Vehicles per 1000 
People 
The number of vehicles per 1000 people has 
also increased (Figure 5d). There were 694 
vehicles per 1000 people in 1996. By 
January 2001, there were approximately 731 
vehicles per 1000 people.  
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DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

Both the total number of registered vehicles 
and the number of vehicles per 1000 people 
show an increasing trend in Richmond, 
although the number of vehicles per 1000 
people dropped slightly between 1999 and 
2000. Population growth has meant more 
vehicles on city streets. The GVRD predicts 
that Richmond’s population will increase to 
185,661 by the year 2010. If the ratio of 
vehicles per 1000 population remains 
constant there will be an additional 19,090 
vehicles on the road.   
 
The present and projected growth in vehicle 
numbers is discouraging because of the 
direct relationships between vehicle 
ownership, vehicle use, and harmful 
emissions. It is also discouraging because of 
the considerable effort expended over the 
past three years, by both the City and the 
GVRD, to promote more sustainable 
transportation choices.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
A reversal of current trends will require a 
significant commitment on the part of 
individuals toward adoption of alternative 
forms of transportation. It is unclear why 
Richmond has a greater proportion of cars 
per capita than other municipalities. Where 
Richmond residents work, demographics, or 
a greater proportion of households that can 
afford two cars, are possible explanations. 

Existing City Programs 

City programs do not directly influence local 
car ownership. However, the OCP endorses 
implementing strategic transportation 
improvements to reduce reliance on the 
automobile and managing travel demand at 
its source to reduce single occupant 
automobile travel.  
 
Programs for encouraging more sustainable 
transportation are described under other 
indicators in this section.  

Figure 5d. Vehicles Registered and Insured by Richmond Residents 
(All Classes), 1992-2000 
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Richmond and the Region 

Richmond residents own more cars on a per-
population basis than many other 
municipality in the GVRD (Figure 5e) and 
the rate of increase is greater than that of 
other municipalities. Although cities such as 
Vancouver and Burnaby have a more 
developed transit system, other cities, such 
as Delta and Coquitlam, which are further 
from the downtown core, fare better than 
Richmond in this category. Only Burnaby 
has decreased the number of vehicles per 
1000 people. 

THE FUTURE 
Targets and Influences 

There are no specific targets for improving 
this indicator. By striving to promote 
alternative forms of transportation, as 
discussed under other indicators in this 
topic, the City hopes to influence this  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
indicator and slow or reverse the trend of 
increasing vehicle ownership. One area to 
watch in the future may be ownership of 
electric cars or cars that utilize natural gas 
instead of gasoline or diesel. Alternative-
fuel cars would mean less emissions, but 
would not alleviate problems associated 
with congestions nor infrastructural 
requirements. 

What Can Citizens Do? 

When possible, citizens can use other means 
of transportation for commuting to work or 
for leisure activities. Aiming to walk, cycle 
or use transit during off-peak times is a good 
opportunity to try alternative forms of 
transportation when congestion and time 
constraints are less significant. Joining a 
carpool or car cooperative (where several 
owners share one vehicle) are other options. 
The Vancouver Car Cooperative Network 
(CAN) provides information at 
www.cooperativeauto.net.   
 
 

Figure 5e. Total Number of Registered and Insured Vehicles (All Rate Classes) 
per 1000 People for Selected Regional Municipalities,   1992-2000
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SUMMARY 
 
 
 
The number of vehicles registered to 
Richmond residents increased from 97,592 
at the end of January 1996 to 116,609 at the 
end of January 2001 – an increase of 19,017 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
vehicles in five years. At the end of January 
2001, there were approximately 731 vehicles 
per 1000 people, up from 694 vehicles per 
1000 people at the end of January 1996. 
Because of the trend towards owning more, 
rather than less vehicles, this indicator is 
rated as Bad News. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

Bad News 
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Indicator E3: Pedestrian-Friendly Streets  

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

The physical characteristics of 
neighborhoods, along with the proximity to 
services, have an impact on transportation 
choice. Similar to transit use and cycling, 
the best way to encourage people to leave 
their cars behind is to ensure that alternative 
forms of travel are convenient, safe and 
enjoyable. While some people have to make 
long commutes by car, there are a significant 
number of trips that are made within a short 
distance from our homes or places of work.  
 
There is, therefore, a tremendous 
opportunity to provide transportation 
choices for people that do not require the use 
of automobiles. Providing ‘walkable’ 
environments helps reduce the effects of 
urban congestion. Additionally, walking 
benefits human health, the environment, and 
communities by promoting fitness, reducing 
the harmful effects of cars and encouraging 
interactions among neighbours.  
 
Richmond has standards for designating 
streets as ‘pedestrian-friendly’. This 
indicator measures Richmond’s progress in 
meeting these standards and making walking 
a more attractive alternative to other modes 
of travel. 

What is Being Measured? 

There are two standards for ‘pedestrian-
friendly’ streets. The minimum standard is 
the provision of sidewalks on one or more 
side(s) of the street. The higher standard 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
includes a boulevard strip with street trees 
on at least one side of the street that 
separates the road and the sidewalk. In 
busier areas like the City Centre and 
Steveston, the minimum standard may 
include a parking lane to further widen the 
distance between the sidewalk and moving 
vehicles. This indicator measures: 
 
• Length and proportion of major 

roads that meet the minimum or 
higher standards for pedestrian-
friendly streets; and  

• Length and proportion of all roads 
that meet the minimum or higher 
standards for pedestrian-friendly 
streets. 
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RESULTS 
Length and proportion of major roads 
that meet the minimum or higher 
standards for pedestrian-friendly streets 
In 2000, 92.9 km or 68.2% of major roads 
met the minimum or higher standard 
(Figures 5f and 5h). As reported in the last 
SOE, 84 km or 61% of Richmond’s major 
roads met the minimum standard in 1997.   
 

 
 
 
Length and proportion of all roads that 
meet the minimum or higher standards 
for pedestrian-friendly streets 
Nearly all new or rebuilt roads in Richmond 
met the higher standard. In 2000, 44.1 km or 
7.9% of all roads met the higher standard 
compared with 20 km in 1997, a gain of 
over 24 km of higher-standard pedestrian-
friendly streets (Figures 5g and 5h). 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5f. Length of Pedestrian-Friendly Sidewalks, 
1990-2000
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Figure 5g. Proportion of Road Network with Pedestrian-
Friendly Sidewalks, 1990-2000
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DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

This indicator continues to show a positive 
trend, that is, more streets are being 
designed and built to pedestrian-friendly 
standards. In particular, progress has been 
made in creating streets that meet the higher 
standard as opposed to a minimum standard. 
While there are no data to support that more 
people are walking as a result of better street 
design, these results are encouraging.  

Existing City Programs 

As discussed in the 1998 SOE, pedestrian-
friendly streets are provided in Richmond 
through a number of programs. These 
programs support the OCP objective to 
make walking the primary choice for travel 
over short distances. Each year, as part of 
the Capital Works Program, candidate 
locations for sidewalk improvements are 
evaluated by the Transportation Department 
and the Public Works Division to determine 
the priority of implementation. Key factors 
considered in this evaluation are safety, 
pedestrian activities, adjacent land use, 

accident history, road geometry and public 
input. Improvements include wider 
sidewalks and crosswalks, non-vehicular 
walkways, shorter city blocks with signals at 
crossings, and roadside tree boulevards. 
Additionally, each year, wheelchair 
accessible bus stops, sidewalks and ramps 
have been added at key locations along with 
audible pedestrian crossing signals for the 
visually impaired. The City Centre Area 
Plan outlines several long-term 
improvements for pedestrian travel in the 
downtown core including: 
 
• Sidewalks throughout the downtown; 
• Wider sidewalks; 
• Trees and landscaped boulevards; 
• Benches, shelters and information 

kiosks; 
• Pedestrian crossing signals on major 

roads; 
• Reduced driveway crossings; 
• Improved wheelchair ramps, audible 

crossing signals and devices for the 
mobility impaired; 

• Weather protection along shop fronts;  
• Landscaped walkways where parking 

lots hinder access between adjacent 
developments. 

 

 
Figure fg. New Standards for Pedestrian-Friendly Streets in Richmond 

 
 

 

8.5m 6m 2m 1.75m 1.75m 6.7
m 
 

 

Figure 5h. New Standards for Pedestrian-Friendly Streets in Richmond 
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Sidewalk improvements along major roads 
are mainly funded through the City’s Capital 
Works Program but developer-funded 
projects typically support the majority of the 
higher standard sidewalks being built on 
minor roads. These improvements are 
identified during the approval process for 
the development application submitted by 
the developer. Citizens can influence this 
indicator by getting involved in local 
improvement programs or the City’s 
beautification strategy. Although not built to 
the same standards, multi-purpose trails, 
which include pedestrian access, can also be 
found throughout the city (see Indicator A2: 
Parks and Protected Areas).  

Richmond and the Region 

Other GVRD municipalities do not record 
data on pedestrian-friendly streets the same 
way Richmond does so comparisons are not 
appropriate. 

THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

As reported in the 1998 SOE, Richmond 
planned to have about 41 km of pedestrian-
friendly streets (higher standard) by 2002. In 
2000, we have already exceeded this 
objective with 44.1 km. This will continue 
to increase as the City strives to build all 
new streets to the higher standard. However, 
the amount of new pedestrian-friendly 
streets is difficult to predict (largely because 
of the unpredictability of development 
applications), and therefore no new target 
has been set. 
 
In future years more rigorous guidelines 
could be added to the higher standard such 
as33: 
 
 
                                                      
33 Guidelines marked with an ‘*’ have already been 
implemented in some areas, where feasible. 

 
 
• Curb cuts at intersections (for disabled 

access)*; 
• Fewer driveway crossings along major 

roads*; 
• Connections to key destinations; 
• Smaller blocks; 
• Benches; 
• Pedestrian short cuts in areas with curvy 

streets and cul-de-sacs; and  
• Creation of sidewalks in areas where 

buildings overlook the street for 
security. 

 
The City is in the process of consolidating 
new bylaws to limit driveway crossings on 
arterial roads. The curb-cut criterion 
generally forms part of the city-wide 
development permit guidelines that are part 
of the OCP. Other criteria form part of the 
development permit guidelines for the area 
plans of different parts of the city. For 
example, the City Centre guidelines for 
streetscapes include a provision for benches, 
while the Terra Nova guidelines include a 
provision for pedestrian pathways to connect 
to streets.  

What Can Citizens Do? 

Residents of Richmond should be proud of 
their streetscapes and take advantage of the 
progress that has been made in making 
Richmond streets pedestrian-friendly. Take 
a walk or try these other ideas: 
 
• Enhance street safety for walkers by 

keeping outdoor lights on at night 
(Remember to use energy-saver light 
bulbs!) or by participating in block 
watch programs. 

• Keep our streets clean and attractive by 
starting a litter patrol in your 
neighbourhood or participating in the 
City’s beautification program. 

• To be considered for street or sidewalk 
improvements, nominate your area as 
part of the City’s local improvement 
program. 
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SUMMARY 
 
 
 
In 2000, 92.9 km or 68.2% of major roads 
met the minimum or higher standard for 
pedestrian friendliness compared with the 
1997 figures which showed 84 km (61%) of  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
major roads meeting only the minimum 
standard. In 2000, 44.1 km or 7.9% of all 
roads met the higher standard compared 
with 20 km in 1997, a gain of over 24 km of 
higher-standard pedestrian-friendly streets. 
This indicator has been given a Good News 
rating because of this significant progress. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Good News 
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Indicator E4: Cycling Routes34  

                                                      
34 The title of this indicator has been modified from ‘Cycle 
Lanes’ in the 1998 SOE report to ‘Cycle Routes’ in 
recognition that some cycle corridors in Richmond are not 
lanes, e.g., Shell Road. 

INTRODUCTION 

Why Should We Measure This Indicator? 

Cycling is a sustainable transportation 
alternative, with similar benefits to walking. 
Richmond is ideal for cycling given its flat 
topography. Increasing the proportion of 
trips taken by cyclists can improve quality 
of life for residents in a number of ways 
including reducing traffic congestion, 
reducing fuel consumption, improving air 
quality, reducing noise levels, improving 
physical fitness, and reducing wear and tear 
on road surfaces.  
 
However, despite the fact that many people 
recognize the benefits of cycling and the 
environmental problems associated with 
automobiles (e.g., air pollution), cycling 
makes up only a small proportion of trip 
starts in Richmond (see Indicator E1: 
Transportation Choices). To make 
alternative forms of transportation more 
appealing and widely used, safe and 
convenient facilities and infrastructure must 
be provided. This indicator measures 
Richmond’s progress towards making 
cycling a viable mode of travel. 

What is Being Measured? 

Designated bicycle routes encourage cycling 
by offering wider curb lanes or separate bike 
lanes that provide greater space between 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cyclists and vehicles, thereby increasing 
safety and cyclist comfort. This indicator 
reviews: 
  
• Length of designated on-street bicycle 

lanes and total cycling routes; and 
• Proportion of major roads with 

designated on-street bicycle lanes and 
cycling routes. 

 
Bicycle lanes are separate travel lanes on the 
roadway for cyclists and are identified by a 
solid white line that is dashed at 
intersections to indicate where vehicles may 
cross the lane for turning movements. 
Additional on-street cycling facilities in 
Richmond include paved shoulders and wide 
curb lanes while off-street facilities include 
paved shared-use pathways and trails. On- 
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street and off-street cycling facilities are 
complemented by end-of-trip facilities 
located at major destination such as bicycle 
racks for parking. Major roads are 
differentiated from smaller, local streets that 
are unlikely to require designated cycling 
lanes due to lower traffic volumes35. 

RESULTS 
Length of Designated Cycling Lanes and 
Total Cycling Routes 
By the end of 1999, Richmond’s cycling 
network (Map 6) totaled 26.9 km (Figure 
5i), including 22.7 km of bicycle lanes and 
4.2 km of paved shared-use paths and signed 
routes, an increase of 11.9 km over the 15.0 
km  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                      
35 As used in this report, major roads include all roads which 
separate mapped sections of land in Richmond. 
Transportation and Planning staff refer to these roads as 
‘section-line roads’. Most are major arterials, but a few are 
minor and local roads that perform an important circulation 
function. 

reported in the 1998 SOE report36. This 
exceeds Richmond’s interim working target 
of 24.0 km of cycling routes by 2001. The 
construction of new lanes and pathways 
planned for 2001 and 2002 will add an 
additional 9.2 km of cycling facilities for a 
total of 36.1 km. 

Proportion of Major Roads with On-
Street Bicycle Lanes and Cycling Routes 
Bicycle lanes are found on 12.0 % of 
Richmond’s major roads while the total 
cycling network cover 14.2% of Richmond’s 
major road network, up from 10.0% reported 
in the 1998 SOE. The construction of new 
facilities planned for 2001 and 2002 will 
raise the proportion of bicycle lanes to 
14.1% and cycle routes to 17.8%.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 

 

                                                      
36 The annual kilometers of bicycle lanes for 1995-1997 
presented in Figure 5i have been revised from that reported in 
the 1998 SOE report to reflect more accurate records. 

Figure 5i.  Richmond Cycling Routes
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DISCUSSION 

What is Happening? 

As reported in the 1998 SOE, at the end of 
1997 Richmond had 15 km of cycling lanes 
covering over 10% of major roads. This 
three-fold increase from the pre-1993 
situation was credited to the City’s efforts in 
transportation planning, such as the adoption 
of the 1996 On-Street Cycling Network Plan 
and encouraging new facilities for cyclists 
(e.g., secured bike storage and parking 
facilities), which will encourage greater 
participation in cycling. 

Existing City Programs 

According to the OCP, Richmond 
endeavours to promote cycling as an 
appealing and environmentally friendly 
transportation choice. Promoting cycling 
requires the establishment of a cycling 
network, supportive strategies for 
integrating cycling with other travel modes, 
and convenient end-of-trip facilities for 
cyclists such as bike storage, lockers and 
showers. 
 
Planning and investment in infrastructure 
and facilities for cyclists indicate that the 
government takes alternative transportation 
seriously. Richmond’s On-Street Cycling 
Network Plan provides for future additions 
to connect major destinations including 
community centers, major employment 
centers, bridge crossing locations, and 
business park areas.  
 
Many new facilities have been implemented 
through the City’s Major Capital Works 
Program. Over the 1995 to 1998 period, 
funds allocated for cycling improvements 
averaged $247,000 annually, with most of 
these funds co-shared by the City and the 
provincial government’s Cycling Network  
 
 
 

 
 
Program. The majority of funding is applied 
to new cycling routes with the remainder 
applied to maintenance and engineering 
features that support cycling. Specific 
initiatives include: 
 
• Pavement markings at selected 

intersections to indicate where to place 
your bike to trigger traffic signal 
detector loops; 

• Provision of bicycle racks on civic 
properties; 

• More frequent maintenance on bike 
routes (e.g., street sweeping of the bike 
lanes/shoulders); 

• Use of redesigned storm drains that are 
perpendicular rather than parallel to 
direction of travel; and 

• Street sign replacement program – when 
street signs require replacement, new 
signs on designated cycling routes will 
incorporate a bicycle symbol. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The City is also encouraging and, in some 
cases, requiring private developers to 
include cycling facilities as part of their 
developments. For example, the 
development guidelines for the City Centre 
Area Plan (part of the City's OCP) require 
new developments to provide cycling 
facilities including secured bike 
parking/storage. Outside of the City Centre 
(where the cycling facility guidelines do not 
apply) some of Richmond’s larger office  
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buildings include showers and locker 
facilities attached to their washrooms. The 
Vancouver Airport Authority’s current 
renovations are making provisions for 
cycling facilities. In addition, the new City 
Hall was built with a secured bicycle storage 
area and change rooms with lockers and 
showers.   
 
The Richmond Citizens Cycling Committee 
was formed in 1993 to provide the City with 
feedback on proposed cycling projects and 
suggest enhancements to the cycling 
environment. In the past, the Committee has 
focused on cycling infrastructure but has 
recently shifted its focus to education and 
awareness initiatives. For example, the 
Committee and the City jointly organized 
the first annual ‘Island City, by Bike’ tour of 
Richmond in June 2001 as part of Bike 
Month. The Committee has also published 
several articles on cycling in a local 
newspaper, is working on providing 
educational cycling materials in multiple 
languages, and is creating a separate cycling 
web page on the city’s web site.  

Richmond and the Region 

Richmond’s cycling infrastructure continues 
to be among the best in the region. Surrey 
has the most dedicated cycling lanes with 
35.8 km; Richmond is second with 26.9 km 
and Burnaby is third with 26.0 km. North 
Vancouver currently has 2.0 km (with over 
30 km planned for the future). New 
Westminster and Coquitlam presently have 
no dedicated cycling lanes. The City of 
Vancouver’s cycling network comprised 
128.8 km in 1999. However, of the 128.8 
km total, only 5.4 km are dedicated bicycle 
lanes. The remaining 123.4 km are signed 
routes along local streets where cyclists 
share the road with vehicles.    
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
THE FUTURE 

Targets and Influences 

Richmond has met its interim working target 
of 24.0 km of cycling routes by 2001. 
Pending Council approval of the City’s 5-
Year Capital Program, Richmond plans to 
increase its cycling network to 39.0 km by 
200537.  
 
Another way of measuring the success of the 
City’s cycle programs is to monitor use of 
cycling routes. The provincial Cycling 
Network Program has started requiring 
before-and-after traffic counts to assess the 
effectiveness of new facilities that were built 
with grants from the program. To date, 
Richmond has periodically done monitoring 
on the Garden City cycle route between 
Williams Road and Granville Avenue. These 
data could provide a further means of 
reporting on cycling routes in future SOE 
editions. 

What Can Citizens Do? 

Citizens can continue to make use of and 
benefit from Richmond’s cycle network by 
taking some of the following actions:  
 
• Use cycling as an alternative means of 

transportation. 
• Practice safe cycling – wear a helmet, 

use lights at night and follow road safety 
regulations at all times. 

• Start up or join a cycling club such as 
the Richmond Bicycle Club (contact 
Michelle Johnson at 604-274-8968). 
Check your community directory for 
other club listings in your 
neighbourhood. 

 
 
 

                                                      
37 The 39.0 km target is subject to decisions by other agencies 
as construction of some of the planned cycle routes is 
contingent upon the receipt of matching funding from 
provincial and regional government agencies.  
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• Encourage your employer to provide 

cycling facilities in your workplace 
(e.g., storage, showers, etc.). 

• Speak to local merchants about adding 
bike racks and storage facilities to their 
shops. 

• Consult the Lower Mainland Cycling 
Map for biking routes to places outside 
of Richmond (available from the 
GVRD). 

• Contact Cycling BC for more ideas: 
604-737-3034 or visit their website at 
www.cycling.bc.ca. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

SUMMARY 
 
 
 
By the end of 1999, Richmond had 
increased its cycling lanes to 26.9 km – up 
from 15 km in 1997. This exceeds 
Richmond’s interim working target of 24 km 
of cycling lanes by the year 2001. Cycle 
lanes are found along 13.3% of Richmond’s  
road network, up from 10% reported in 
1997. Richmond has improved its cycle 
network and met its target. This is deserving 
of a Good News rating. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Good News 




