
15. 

ITEM 15 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 84 
Re: Columbian 4-Rinks Limited 

Request for Additional Municipal Land 
(Item 21, Report No. 53, July 16, 1973) 

COUNCIL MEETING 

(Original Communications, Item (n), November 5, 1973) 

Council, at it~ meeting of November 5, 1973 received a submission dated 
October 19, 1973 from Mr. S.D. Floyd, Vice-President and General Manager, 
Columbian 4-Rinks Limited, requesting that the Municipality sell to 
Columbian 4-Rinks Limited approximately 2~ acres of land to the east of 
the Company's present building for the purpose of constructing an addi
tional four ice rinks. 

Nov. 13/73 

At the meeting of November 5, 1973, Council referred Mr. Floyd's submission 
to staff for consideration and report. 

Following is the report dated November 8, 1973 from. the Planning Director 
~egarding the submission to Council from Columbian 4-Rinks Limited. 

· .. RECOMMENDATIONS: 
THAT Council reaffirm -the decision to not sell any additional land for 

. the further development of additional 4-Rinks ice facilities in the Central 
Area at this time; and . 

_THAT Mr. s;n. Floyd and the Parks and Recreation Commission be provided 
':w.ith a copy of this report • 

. * * * * *' * * * * * 

C:OLUMBIAN4 RINKS LIMITED 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
NOVEMBER 8, 1973 

REQUEST FOR ADDITIONAL MUNICIPAL LAND_ 

': :j'.:i;;:.:?:tih\f~~:··c9uhcil on November .. 5 received a submiss_ion from Mr. s. D. Floyd, 
.·• ., •. ;.,,Vice-President and GEmeral Manager of Columbian 4 Rinks Limited, 

,; ""};/\.-)f//f!;q~h:t!~!s!!~ :!!!1{iy a:~u!1~!w a~~:s c~!s~~~~~i~!1 o}~~ !~d!~1o::~t 
·· ... '.i.Jt>ur. rinks. · 

· )>:A~ -~~:tlined in that submission, Council has dealt with similar 
requests for land for the same purpose on several previous occasions • 

. It 'is appropriate at this time to review the important features of 
the proposal in terms of both the local area objectives and the 
overall community recreational context • 

. A. The Site 

The proposal essentially is for 2½ acres of additional land for 
a new building (itself covering about 2.33 acres), based on the 
proposition that the total parking load generated may be satis
fied by the present parking area. It has been pointed out that 
the perimeter of the existing site was determined with a view 
to preserving the space necessary at the north, east, and west 
boundaries for contemplated future facilities, Specifically, 
the northerly site boundary is designed to protect the poten
tial for a major sports or assembly facility as the principal 
component of the developing sports complex, in the only location 
where native soil conditions make such construction possible. 
The westerly site boundary has been established .. at the most 
westerly location which will permit creation of a future internal 
circulation and service road to serve the complexJ with an 
acceptable intersection condition at Sprott Street and the 
Freeway access ramp. The easterly site boundary reflects the 
preservation of reali.stic site depth for prope rtios fronting 
on Kensington Avenue whilst providing for a continuous north
south intern.al pedestrian concourse p11rallel to but separated 
from the heavily trafficked Kensington Avenue, 
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Th~ e?.Ctension of the present site by 2½ acres or more in any 
dir~ction, would clearly conflict with these physical constraints 
an~ i~pinge on flexib~lity in planning development of adjacent 
lapf:ie; and criti~al in~ernal circulation routes. The property to 
th:p, ettst of the present site is considered to be particularly 
stp~tfgic in the overall complex in terms of centrality, exposure, 
anp proximity to major circulation routes and transit facilities. 
Th~fe is presently co~siderable interest in creation of further 
SIJRftf and assembly f,cilities in the Central area, and a greatly 
inR~e~sed demand for sites for very attractive future facilities 
iS' fdfeseen as Burnaby_' s population grows. There is no doubt 
thp,~ '•the site east of I the present 4 Rinks and proposed pedestrian 
cop,¢.~l1rse will be much in demand for high calibre, higher-intensity 
us~~ ':~n the future. 

( ' ' 

' 
Acp~r?ingly it would 1;>e advisable to maintain this site for a 
fu~µr~ high-quality, more intensive use with as broad a public 

• app~~l as possible, r~ther than cornmi tting it at this time 
fo;r. a· single, rather specialized single-purpose private use. 

! ' ; 

B. Pa;rld:,;ig Considerations 
$ :t:•) 

Coµ9efning parking re9uirements, the information available to 
•. da/1;,fffndicates that the Bylaw's parking requirements are realistic 

·. anp·~~t excessive. 01}. the basis of Mr, Floyd's.information to 
.. oµ:;r- staff, up to 200 cars were accommodated during a one-week 
· te13p,)'~ritld in the winter months, with four ice surfaces operating 

... bllt;,w,.thout the proposed 750-seat spectator facility (not yet . 
·. ·. ·cop~.tructed). This ftgure compares favourably with the Bylaw Is 

ren\lifement for 204 s~aces based on gross floor area alone, 
c.a·l···.~:uJ_a. ted on the .·Byl,:_:w 's ratio of 1 .parki.ng sp.ace per 500 square 
fEl~t':~¢:ross. The addi ~ional increment of 7 5 spaces for the pro-
P<>1,=;ed t 750 .. seats. yields. the 279 spaces required by the design 

. {rpµgply '320 cars can' be accommodated in the parking area as 
d~fi~ped}. 

If J~fre j.s any disparity between actual demand to be generated 
anp _bylaw requirement~, it is felt that the Bylaw's ratio of 
9ri~f:J space per. 10 spectator. seats is low~ consequently there 
_is _);•e~~on ._ to believe that the Bylaw's requirement for the com
plf3j~~ facility is light, rather than being excessive. More
ov~tr' performance has •been evaluated only in the first season of 
011r1:1.iion; it is :nti:rely possible that the degree of utilization 
may ~:p.crease as time :\'asses and the complex becomes better known 
anµ p~tronized. Ass'lllTling a duplication of the present facilities 
wJ,tlioµt an increase i11 parking area, a deficit of approximately 
23~ ~races would exis~ (558 required, 320 provided). 

In y~~w of the forego~ng, and the fact that adjacent Municipal 
st;r~e-ps are construct~d to an interim standard with open 
di:t9hfs and not well ~uited to "curb parking" for overflow 
vepi.cfes, it is concluded that no relaxation of the Bylaw parking 
re~µifements can be j~stified for this use. 

C. Repre~tion in the Municipal Context 
' ' ' I • 

Coµ9e:rning the broade~ aspect of l'ecreational provisions for the 
re~~d~nts of the Munic;ipali ty, the Planning Department supports 
th~ v}ew expressed by the Parks and Recreation Commission that 
the c,ntral Area of B~rnaby is presently well served by ice 
fapil}ties. It is felt that a further concentration of ice at 
th~s }ocation would work to the detriment of other areas of 
th~ M~nicipality wherij the need for such facilities more readily 
av~ilfble at the comm~nity level is presently unmet. 

Th~ r~port received br the Commission indicated that the addi
tippai facilities would be of little benefit to Burnaby 
re~id,nts, but rather would serve as a rental facility for the 
Lower Mainland, It is :felt strongly that additional ice arena 
fa'pil~ties should not be further concentrated, but rather 
depen~ralized to maxi111ize the recreational opportunities of 
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Burnaby's citizens at the community level. A proposal for deve
lopment of such a facility in the southern part of the Muni
cipality, for example, should be encouraged and receive careful 
consideration. 

Similarly, it is felt that immediate future development of sports 
and recreation facilities in the Central Valley Complex ought to 
be as diversified as possible, so as to provide for the satisfac
tion of a broad range of recreational interests and activities 
within the Complex. However, it is understood·. that the 
Columbian 4 Rinks' principal interest in developing the additional 
facilities at this location is -predicated on economies of scale 
to be achieved in terms· of equipment and administration costs, 
and. that. as these financial advantages could not be realized by 
establishing a separate facility elsewhere in the Municipality, 
the·grouphas little interest in the latter course of action. 
~t is apparent that the benefit accruing to the developer by 
doubling the size of the Sprott Street facility would be related 
primarily to profitability, and it is considered that this does 
not.· offset the disadvantages to the community., 

C<>ri~l:usions: 

•ln::sfuntna.ry,/the Planning Department reaffirms its lr8.A~:ie~ ~~vice to 
.. tlie: Council regarding the inadvisability of committing .;any';more 
· .· Mu11ic'i.paJ/:tand in the Central Valley Sports Complex for the- purposes 

.:beingL·p:rQpqsed at the. present time,· and the unacceptab;lity(of . 
. f:l¾t~n~)Ilg:/,-the _present site's boundaries from an imn1ediate ai-e'a> 

·- planning- po:i.nt of _view. . Moreover i it_ is evident th~t the parking 
requ'frenient. 'for -the completed facility is not unrealistic, and 

· siiouic:IObe.mainta.inecl. · . . :,.· 

•,-.In.:'ii~~::bf.'ihe foregoing, it is recommended that Council reaffirm 
):i.ts·:ie,'a~~ier{decision'. to not make available additional. Munlcfpal 

. ilarid '.a,tYth:ls location for the purpose of constructing_ asecond 
;_4· :R1.nks':,fac:ility, and- advise_ Mr. S. D. Floyd of the·. denial of t_he 

r~qti~sJ contained in: :h·is letter of October 19, 1973. . 

Respectfully submitted,; 

:Jh·ii :/ 
I L/'41~ 

A. L. Pl\l.rr, 
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING. 

DGS:cm 
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