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28. He: RequPst for Cost Relief on Roa.cl Construction 
Subdivision Reference #56/70 
Norburn Construction 
(Item No. 49, Manager's Report No. 45, Council 
~leeting July 12, 1971) ___________ _ 

The Planni11g Department has reviewed the attached applicant's 
letter of August 9th regarding the above suocIIvTsion 
application and comments as follows: 

"The applicant submits that the lotter of Preliminary 
Approval on this application did not specifically mention 
the construction of that portion of the Buffalo allowance 
which previously existed and that he should not therefore 
be required to c,onstruct. 

We have reviewed this matter with the Engineering 
Department and ar~ assured the estimate given with the 
Preliminary Approval did include monies for the 
construction of Buffalo Street to the current standards. 
The estimate was not for specific roads nor was the 
~stimate specific for other services but they are 
being provided. 

The applicant on the opposite side of the street 
provided the services to ~he then existing standard 
and the request of the current applicant is that he 
bring the services up to the standard which presently 
exists. 

On this basis, the Approving Officer extended Preliminary and 
subsequently final approval and ~oney has been deposited to 
const~uct the services to the requested standard. As our 
approach here appears consistent with past practice the 
servicing costs were reaffirmed. 

Subsequently, Council considered other means of assisting in 
the servicing of this subdivision but this approach was not 
successful, Unless a policy is established which is to be 
applied to all similar cases more or less retroactively, we 
would recommend that the original responsibility for costs 
be reaffirmed. 11 

The up to date full cost of up-grading Buffalo Street fro~ 
Bainbridge Avenue East approximately 800 feet to a 28 foot 
standard, but not including sidewalks is ~23, 650. O_Q...!.. Since 
the local improvement fiiled, sidewalks have not been included 
in this estimate. It is felt that the properties on the south 
side of Buffalo Street should not be provided with a "free'' 
sidewalk, and sidewalks on the north side of Buffalo, if re­
quested by the developer, would be conside1·ed separately under 
our established policy of cost sharing for sidewalks within 
the subdivision. 

If Council adopts the policy recommendation outlined in Item 27 
regarding the g·eneral sub\joct of cost shari.ng 011 road construction 
for roads partially within ancl out::d.clo subdivisions, it now 
must be detcrminccl by Council' whether it wishes to make the 
now practice cover this pnrticular situation. -- --·------------
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28. Re: Request for Cost Relief on Road Construction 
Subdivision Reference #56/70 
Norburn Construction 

(Item No. 49, Manager's Report No. 45, Council 
Meeting July 12, 1971) 

If this subdivision receives the benefit of the new policy 
(if adopted), since one-half of the road serves the north 
side of Buffalo Street, only half of the remaining cost 
would be shared as beii1g the "extra" costs; i . e. , 50% of 
.$11,825 or $5,912.50 would be the Municipal share. 

REC011MENDATI ON : 

THAT the Municipality share to the extent of 50% of 
one-half the contractor's cost (excluding inspection fee) 
of constructing Buffalo Street to a 28 foot standard 
including curb and gutter on both sides, with the 
Municipal share not to exceed $5,912.50; and 
THAT if this sharing is not acceptable to the developer, 
~e revert to the full initial requirements of the 
Approving Officer made at the time the plan was 

approved. 
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Tho Hnyor ana. :;{•rabero of Council, 
Mu.."licipal Hu:· J., 
4949 Cn.nadn · .. ay, 
Burnaby, 2, n. c. 
Dear taro: 

We have l>ee~1 adviaod tlwt · ho decision of , :unici_pnl 
Council hna bcon to roquiro thut Horburn Construction Co. Ltd. 
boar the full cost of conf.)truciion of Buf:fulo ~trEiot en.st 
from Bainbridco Avenue in connoction with ncrvicin1; BUbdivision 
reference no. 56/70. ',to nppeare<l before Council on July 2·. th 
1971, but 1:1ek0d for a defermont for two wooko in order to clnrify 
certain pointo concerning our caoe ~nd th1:: deferment w:.s t:runted 
by Council. 

J)urinc 1970, ~e had ~nkod for cost eh!:rin8 of the one­
half of Buffalo Stroot lying outnide the nubdivioion hnci t!,e 
request wuo rci;·:orted to Council hy the then Hunicipal i1ana.~er 
with nn at f irruati vo rtrnor::J:icnd~ tion concerning coot--nh:,rir:;:. It 
was Councils d ccision thr1 t the local improvement r.;Pthot! b,? uAed 
and we were quite a~;rermble to thin Jeciaion but : h1! ini ti1,.t1on 
of the locul 1:iprover.ient proved to be unsuccessful, JH"ir.~::rily 
owing to the fact that wo, ns dc~alopers, had onl~ one v··11a 
vote in a.o much uo ·He were still ownerf, of i~ll ,~bu:;tint: pr:>r:~rticG 
on the north side of lJuffulo ~troet. 

Tho m'lin polnt of our ::iubmisDion io that ·~he loc:·tl 
1mprove~ent mothocl io not a aui t~:i.ble me~~s of coat-Bh: iring ::\:.t 
the principle of cost-oh:,rinB rew:.linS the r.mrae ,ind i:; in our 
contention thE1t aomo al i;crnnti vo mt-cin·s of fi.n::ncing the cost~ 
eh8rine ahould be found~ 

Our ., · .,_ " J . f th- . .1..1,:1'\i 1.,0l' O.t :pre -~min~:i.·y 6Ubdivisior1 ap:,roval 
rom e App:r ov:-ng Officer, 1•lr • .i.)nrr, WJ.de no specific mention 

ff a~:!~~i~~ ~~~s1~I!a t~~ ~~~t;~~d~!1!r~~~~-0 Street which clcc1rly 

\.le feel that Dince the Council 0aw fit ini ti'illv to ~re~ w;,ih the principle of coet-ah~ing when deciding
0

up~n 
e oc improvement method of .financing the cost-u}1:{rin"' 

::a:o:~: alternative means of undertaking the finun~inc-~hould 

We re~3pectfully roque3t that Council consider tho 
provision of some alternative meHna of finan~i th ". 
sharinc1 for the construction of the portion ofn~uff~l~0Jt;ect 
lying outside the licli ts of the subdivioion. 

·-
WKS/ejm Iv. I{. ·:oLHEIH. 
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