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27. Re: Road Construction Requirements on Streets Pnrt:ially Within and 
Outside Subdivisions. 
Subdivision Procedure. 

Council presently has· before it the following requests in connection with 
the above: 

1. Norburn Construction (Ref. #56/70) - Request dated Aug. 9, 1971, 
for some form of cost sharing of constructing Buffalo St. east 
from Bainbridge. 

2. Chivers Realty (Ref. #86/71) - Request dated Aug. 5, 1971, for 
total relief from constructing Blaine Drive from Curtis Street 
to subdivision boundary. 

The Engineer is also presently holding a letter dated July 14, 1971, 
from Norgate Developments Ltd. (Ref. #95/71) in which the developer requests 
that the Municipality waive all the cost of constructing Lochdale Street 
from Sperling Avenue for the entire flank.age of the two-lot subdivision, 
or alternatively that the Municipality share in these cos ts. 

Basically, these three requests are appeals to the requirements made by 
the Approving Officer when he approved of the subdivisions. The sub­
division plans hav~ all been approved with the requirement that the 
developer in~ case pay the total costs involved in doing the work 
concerned . 

. · "The Council has never formally adopted a policy in connection with these 
types of problems and, before dealing w~th each of these requests, we 
felt that a review of our whole approach to assessing road costs ori 
streets partially within, adjacent to or connecting with a subdivision 
would be in order. If we can reach a conclusion on the general subject, 
then each of the three cases could be reviewed to see what should be done 
with them. The .. fQJlow:iJlg_ three Report Items therefore deal with each 
case individually. 

Throughout Burnaby there are numerous fragments of road allowances created 
by subdivision but not constructed or only partially constructed and for 
which no money is held in trust. They remain to be brought up to full 
standard as further subdivision takes place. 

A review of past subdivisions and numerous staff discussions reveal that 
in subdivisions involving existing substandard portions of road, the 
general practice has been to require the developers to bring these roads 
up to £till standard with the following results: 

(a) Some developers have complied with the requirements. 

(b) Some developers have appealed the requirements and have either 
been allowed to leave the roads in the unfinished state or the 
Municipal:i.ty has borne the cost of bringing the roads up to full 
standard. 

There are sevei:al reasons why roads nllowances have been left unc.on'structed 
or partially constructed. Some of these reasons arc: 

(ll) '!'he standard in force at the time of subclivi.sion was for interim 
roads only. The full s tandt1.t·d road has been a requirement.: for only 
ci1e past six or seven years, 

(b) Subdivisions nre created on half rond allowances. Th:i.s Umi.tcd 
width door, not pcir.mit: full. standard rond corwtruct:Jon. 

(c) 8ullc!JvU;io1111 cnn tnkc pJarr on 1,1 onn lot· :Jl: r.t t::i.rnl.! bnwi~; nlong 
an open full right~o(-wny rn.:ddng i.t; 1.mprnctit::nl to domnncl an 
upgro<ll.ng to full titnnc.lntd for t:lw slwr.t: c!Ji;tnnce of; orw lot, 
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27. Re: Road ConstrucUou Requirements on StrcL'ts Partially Within and 
Outside Subdivisions. 
Subdivision Proccd11re. (Cont'd) 

(d) Clwnging policies. In early subdivisions construction of 
flanlrngc !:oads may not have been required or developers may 
have questioned the need for constructing flnnkagc roads on the 
grounds that they were not needed to give access to their sub­
divisions and were, therefore, permitted to leave flankagc roads 
unconstructed. 

(e) No deposits have been required from developers to cover costs 
of upgrading roads when construction has become possible. 

(f) Departures from the intended pattern of subdivision dictated 
by subsequent land use decisions. 

Our review has indicated that there has been a fairly consistent approach 
on the part of the Approving Officer to require the subdivider to bring 
roads partially within or adjacent to the subdivision up to the current 
Engineering Standards. In each of the three cases before us now, this 
has been the Approving Officer's position. 

It would seem that there are two basic alternatives open to Council: 

(1) Council could, reaffirm the.stance taken by the Approving 
Officer and formalize this approach into a policy. If this 
were done, the servic~s required on each of these subdivisions 
would stand, A policy adopted on this basis would be on the 
assumption that it would not be· in the public interest to 
spend funds to enhance a particular subdivision or the approach 
road to a subdivision. In other words, subdivision is a 
!)rivileee and all costs must bf"! borne b~; t"!:!e subdivision. 

(2) Council could agree to share some portion of the cost of up­
grading or constructing roads which are not being dedicated 
in the subdivision or which are required other than for primary 
access. A policy adopted on this basis would be on the assumption 
that the Municipality receives some benefit from the subdivision 
and has some responsibility for the unfinished or undeveloped 
position of the road. Since there is. no way of defining respons­
ibility, if this approach is adopted, perhaps the sharing should 
be on· a 50/50 basis of the 11 extra"costs; i.e., those costs for 
work "outside" the subdivision except for prime access roads. If 
such an arbitrary policy were adopted it would appear on the average 
that it would cost the Municipality approximately $25,000. to 
$30,000. per year for its share,.but the costs are liable to vary 
considerably from year to yea~ depending on the number and type of 
subdivisions. For the three specific cases before us the cost 
would be approximately $10,600.00. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

THAT Council adopt u policy of shari.ng on <'l 50/50 basis the., contr.nctor.' s 
costs (excluding inspection fees) of "extra" road anc.l sidewalk nn<l/or 
curb and gutter work whi.d1 is 11 out:side" the legal U.mitE, of thn sub­
division beyond n mini.1num half flankngc-rond allowanc.:a, but which ro.td 
work is not on the sole connecting link to the subdivision; and 
TIIA'!' the Approving Officcr c.lutcr111Jnc t:hosc cascis which would be nligibla 
for Mun:1.cipr.tl particJ.pn ti.on unclm: this polJ.cy; and 
'!'llA'l' the Eng:i.1wcr, 1>1.rnLJd on hil:l C!f,tirnnt:c of Lhc woi:k Jnvolvc~d, dt.!L:ormino 
tho .!!~2.!!l!..!.!)l ,upr:L:t: .!!.!.!!.c!L1.!.l.!:. of the Munldpnlity's pr.1rUclpntion, wlllc:h 
omnunl: sltul l 11nt IH: ci:-:cul:dod; and 
'fll/\T :t:I 1 i:•J::'; ,;:ti:r·~, lie;! :.ipprovu<l I:~· Co11H-::i.J. ,L: r::wy ;:dee... 




