
10. Re: ,Brighton Avenue Between Lougheed Avenue and Winston Street 

Mr. L. Ramsay, 3567 Brighton Avenue, Burnab_y 2, ap·peared before Council 
on March 12, 1973 to provide reasons why he and other property owners 
on the above portion of Brighton Avenue do not wish the Local Improvement 
work that is currently planned for the street to proceed. 

At the March 12, 1.973 meeting Council directed that work on the project 
in question be held in abeyance until a report is submitted indicating 
possible solutions. to the problc1ns which would be experienced by those 
residing on the west side of Bdghlnn Avenue in the event the work proceeds 
as currently planned. Council also requested that the development plans 
of Woodwards (which o~-ms the property on the east side of Brighton Avenue) 
be produced, Because dimension and volume of plans prohibits attaching 
copies to this report, the Planning Director will be taking these plans 
with him to the Council me.eting of April 16, 1973. 

Further to the matter of the Woodward's development, at the March 12, 
1973 meeting of Council the question was raised regarding the possi-

. bility of providing access from the Woodward's property, along the 
· east property line of the lot, to Lougheed Highway. For the information 
of Council, plans for the Woodward's property are well advanced with 
roofing of the Display area, located at the north-east portion of the 
lot, virtually complete, and with structural steel now being erected for 
the warehouse which is located immediately south of the Display area. 

The Planning Director and the Municipal Engineer have each examined 
alternatives to the existing plan. Attached is the report of the Planning 
.Director together with a summary of the alternatives examined, and Sketches 

· 11A11 and 11 B11 • Attached, also, is the report of the Municipal Engineer. 

With the recommendations following, Council will note reference to the 
provision of a iane near the rear (west) property line of the six subject 
properties. For the information of Council, current lane policy requires 
that the abutting property owners dedicate the lane allowance necessli.~·y 
at no cost to the Municipality, and that the abutting property owners 
submit a sufficient Local Improvement Programme petition: for construction 
and paving of the lane wherein the abutting property owners pay a rate of 
$0.257 per front foot, per year for five years on a maximum applied 

frontage of 66 1
• 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

THAT Brighton Avenue be constructed to the proposed divided roadway 

standard; and 

THAT the six property owners residing on the subject porti.on of 
Brighton Avenue be advise.cl that their crossings on Brighton Avenue 
will be restricted to right turn in and right turn out as is normal 
practice throughout the Municipality for this classificati.on of 

1'.'oacl; and 

'rHA'r the six rcsi.dcnts b~i aclvi.scd tlwt: H they wir-:h to hnve nll
dil'.'ec.l:ionnl acccr,s t:hi.s can b,, accoinplishc.d hy th<~ pr.ovi:-;:Lon of: u 
lnnc near the i:crnr (west) property J.tnu of their lets nlLhougll such 
lnnc conetruction would u11Lail removal of mnny tr0cs nnd reorientation 
by the ownurR of c:ar1 orts or garn~cn lo gAJn nccosH to tho lnnc; nn<l 

'J.'llA'l' n 1:opy of. Lhli, report b0. provldi :I tu Llw sh: propL!rl:y nw,wrs 
resJ ' 1tw, on tho 1;11bjoc:t pnrL.i.on of B:· !.gllton /1V(•.11ll(•, 
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With reference to the l\'.lnni.cipal. Clerk's memo of March 14, 1973 addressed to the 
Engineer; in addition to providing the development plans for the Woodwards warehouse 
site as requested by Council, the Planning Department has reviewed the alternatives 
available ln eonneetion with this matter and would concLUcle as follows: 

1. Any roadway sta.nclarcl which vvonlcl allow northbound left-turn access or egress 
between Brighton Avenue and the six. residential. dri,•cways would not only intro
duce greater accident potential for users of the street but would jeopardize the 
Government Street residential neighbourhood by affording the nexibi tity of allowing 
traffic from the warehouse site to use Government Street. as an altcrnativ!3 to the 

Lougheed westbound. 

2. Because the r~siden tially developed properties on the west side of Brighton 
would ;1ot be denied access or egress, but rather, would only be .restricted to 
one directional access, the Planning Department believes implementation of a 

·. "frontage" road is not required. 

3. Secondary access, which provides for additional circulation and servicing ease, 
is desirable with all categories of land use which abut higher traffic service 
streets. Secondary access along arterial and major collector streets would protect 
the substantial, and growing, municipal investment. in major street facilities. 

With respect to the alternatives available, their common elements and their respective 
ramifications including the inconvenience of one directional access and egress, 
the Planning Department would recommend &.s foll.ows: 

R.ECOMMENDA'l'IONS 

l. THAT Municipal Counci.l advise the six resiclcnf.s that the over-all solution to all. 
directional accossibliity desired b,v the rcsidGnts lies in the provision of a 
lane near the rear (west) property line of their lots and 

2. THAT in keeping with established Council poli.cy, the initial step toward obtaining 
lane access would be t.hat tho residents dcc!icato the lane allowance neccssn.ry and 

3. THAT Brighton Avonuo be constructed to Urn propoRcd divided roadway standard. 

WSS:ow 

c. c. Munl ul1 ::l Englnct:l' 
l\lunloJp.:l Cltil'k 

Hespcc.:tful.l.y subm ittcd, 

/) ;'··: , 
,I// l /' 

/''/•-/ (.1,'\,.\ ,. 
A. L. Pnn·, '·· 
DUH:CTOH OF PLANNINO. 
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The alternn.li"es of Brigl·~on Avenue construction and the r~mifications of each 
alternative are outlined as follows: 

A. Conltruclion of Brighton Avenue to the proposed four lra\'cl lanes divided 
roadway which provides lefl-iurn storage at the Lougheed Highway and left
turn storage to ihe Woodwards' site east of Brighton. The roadway would 
be centered within the current SG feet Brighton Avenue road allowance. 

1. Ramifications relative io Brighton Avenue: 

(a) The current ground elevations along· the east side of Brighton Avenue 
slope downward and away from the centerl.ine of the allowance. A 
retaining wall of possibly ten feet in height topped with pipe railing 
for pedestrian safety, could be required in certain locations 
(depending upon the final design grade of the road). Because the 
Woodwards' site has been excavated at approximately l 1/2: 1 
slope downward from the property line along Brighton, the retaining 
wall required could be located near the top of the downward slope into 
the Woodwards' site. (Sketch A) 

(b) Because the developed resiclential properties on the west sid<:\ of 
!Brighton have no allel'native means of access, the major collector 
road would be forced to accept at least sb;: direct driveway 
cOJrnections within a total frontage length of approximately GOO ft. 

2. Ramification relative to six owner residents on the west: 

(a) The private residential driveways w hi.ch have in the past been accessible 
to southbound and nortubound travel would be accessible to southbound 
travel only. Similarly, the egress would be limited to southbound 
only. 

(b) With reference to the possible retaining wall required to supporf the 
road along the east side 0f Brighton Avenue, the overall effect 
of the Zoning Dy-law's screening requirements w~:nld be lost unless 
the plant material, which dcf1i L'ably should provide permanent (year 
round) screening, is at least. taller, initially, than the retaining wall 
so that the screening effect could rise above the top of the retaining 
wall. 

3. Rami.fication relative to Woodwards 1·site: 

(a) Although access to the Wooclwarcls' site would not be restricted for 
either northbound or southbound trnvol, eg-rcss from the site would 
be restricted to right-turn out (northbound) only by a 111 odin.n 
divider in order to prevent diroct easy entry of unwanted vohicnlar 
traffic into Government Stroot nnd the resiclontinl ncighbcurhoocl to 
the wost, 

(b) In order that somo clogrco of consideration is given to tho 
npponranco of tho cast side of Brighton Avenue from the Wouclwnrds' 
site should a retaining wall be required to support tho road, design 
considcrnlions of tho appcur11.nco of the retaining wal.l rising- itbovo 
tlw propnsc?cl la1HIS('npml nlope on tho Wooc.lwnrr.1:.;' slfo shnuld possibly 
inc.dude drnlnngo opr!nlng· pln.ntors at vnrlous olovntiuns on tho fnco of 
tho 1·d:tinin1~ wnll. 'l'hesu Hhould nlHo ho plm tc.?cl h,v tho i11d11r;Ll'inl slL<? 
clovolupr•1·. 

B, Sirnila1 to A wil.11 tliu uX('i 1plio11 lli:it nn 01,0111111\' tln·nup;ll llw cllvidvr coulrl l,o 
rnttdu t11 ·illow Iii<• n,•:111•1· 1·1•1,iliil'lll~: 111 111:ik·· :1 11n1·tl\lH111111.I "ll··tur11", thci1·c•iiy 
rutninl1w l'ull nc•l:uH~-: lo tlwi1· 1·,•iqHH't.ivu pt OIH'l'linn, 

l. Hnniil'i<'all1H1:; 1·, 0 l:1tiv1• 111 llri1•,lltu11 /\\( 11tu11: 



Drig!_1lon A venue ___ ,, ________ ........... --.. ---------

(a) 
· Because of the length of ldl-iurn storage l.anes required for boLh 
northbound Brighlon to westly1u11cl Lougheed Highway and southl.10Lmc.l 
entry to Wood\\'nnls', the storage lanes can only be clesig11ccl as 
"back-to-back" facilities wifr very little actual median bet ween I hem. 
In addition to being very poor design practice, because o[ the narrowness 
of the road,an opening in the north-bound Brighton left-turn lane divider 
for access to residential propertie·s on tlw west would not provide 

sufficient turning radius to be functional. 

C. Similar to A with the exception that a frontage access facility is included wilhin 
the Brighton road al.lowancc adjacent the residential property line. 

1. Ramifications relative to Brighton Avenue: 

(n) Inclusion of a minimal (14' - 15' wide) separated access facility 
adjacent the residential frontage would require the shifting eastward 
of the entire road section, thereby requiring an even higher retaining 
wall on the east side of Brighton, or, through prior agreement with 
Woodwa,rds for a fill easement on the warehouse site, a retalning wall 
could be constructed to support tho filled slope at the parking lot level in 

the Woodwards' site. 

2. Ramifications relative to six .owner residents on the west: · 

(a) The private driveways would be connected to a minimal "lane typo" 
access facility which would be separated from Brighton Avenue by a. 
narrow raised L~1edian. Accessibility would be for both northbound and 
southbound vehicles, however, the northbound vehicle would need to 
enter a driveway access from Government Street across the S. J<J. 

portion of the corner property (Raymer). 

(b) The front access facility cou lei require construction of additional 
retaining walls adjacent the property line. This could require the 
removal of som.e of the stand of trees located along the property iine. 

(c) Because of the narrow width of the front access facility, the private 
driveways would require additional flaring to facilitate vehimtla.r 

turns. 

(d) The comments in A2(b) above, would again apply in the case of the 
retnining wall in the road allowance on tho oast side of Brjghton 
Avenue. How~ver, should the rolaining wall be established at the 
parki.nr; lot level, nn effectivo sere.en could be planted at the top of 
the slope adjacent tho castsido of the Brighton roadway. 

3, Ramifications relative to the Corpornt.ion's poller in conncetlon with major 

c:olloctor road construction: 

(a) By construoling a front,1p;o access facllily n.l.ong tho weFit side of the 
Bri~~hlon Avenue rnnjor colloctn.1·, tho Corporation would bo oslablh,hi11p; 
a proendont which ccrnlcl lJ,,conw difCiclll!. lo support. and ooFJlly to 
provido for nil eu1·1·c.mt and futu1·c c:ollllctor fnoilitios. 

(h) The Corporal ion wonld nc.wd !.o ncgCJtinlo nn aµ;roonllinl. to: 

(i) pince fill 1n:tlt!l'lal un lll'l•!;t11\ prnpurfy, nnd 
(ll) nhat·c: cnr,l of ('.0111ill'1tclio 1, "r n 1•<1lui1ii111: wall on prlvntc' proprn•fy. 
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It em (b) assnrncs th:1t il has been proven not fonsiblc to cnnstnwt 
a. rctainiu6 wait on till' cast siJe or I he B1·ighton road allo\\'a11(;0. 

4. Harn ificali.ons relative to the Wood wards' s itc: 

(a) The comments of A~1 npply. 

(b) Agreement to provide casement for fill slope and retaining wall 
construction cost-sharing. 

D. Similar to A with residential property owners rroviding an allowance near 
the western property line where a secondary access lane facility would be 
constructed with connection to Goycrnmcnt Street. 

1. Hamificutions relative to Brighton Avenue: 

(a) The comments of Al apply. 

2. Ramification relative to six owner residents on the west of Brighton: 

(a) All the property owners would need to dedicate a minimum 20 ft. 
wide strip of land across the rear of their respective properties in 
order that a lane could be constructed from Government Street 
northward. With further subdivision activity at the northerly 
end of Dalobrig•ht Drive (one block west of Brighton and north of 
Government Street), the lane mentioned above could connect with 
Dalebright Drive and provide secondary access for properties 
with restricted access which currently front on the Lougheed Highway. 
(Sketch B)' . 

(b) In addition to disrupting established rear yard privacy by introduction of 
a lane and neighbouring resident and service traffic, the iane could 
remove sonie well established trees and one or two accessory 
buildings. 

(c) The lane would provide full flexibility for access and egress ii1 all 
directions for all the residential p roporties. 

(d) During discussion of subdivision potential with one of the six owners 
it was indicated that a lane would certainly facilitate subdivision by 
enhancing accessibility to each lot in the subdivision. 

E. Construction of Brighton Avenue without a median divider except whore a 
northbound left-turn lane would be provided at the Lougheed Highway for west
bound traffic. 

1. Ramification relative to Brighton Avenue: 

(a) Likely no retnl.ning wnll. or at lonsl a shorter length, would be 
requi1•od n.long tho en.st siclo of Brighton Avcnnu. (Depending upon 

closi/{11 grndeH for Brighlon). 

(b) Co111pn.1·0<1 with A, tile c:npaeity of thu 1;trect to nceommoclato Ewutll
houncl lofl.-turninf{ v<.d1it:le:-; In llw \\':it·t•houso silo and Jnduslrlnl lrul'fio 
flow alon1~ Lho strcwl WC1Ltld ho :,ulJsl.nnlhllly ruduccd nR would t.llo 
snfoty a:·JIH.!CL nffnrclccl by the ;11'0IH1t;1!d tllvided 1·c1ud i;tandn I'd ouLli1wd 

in A. 

2. ll:ttntrJcntionH rcdatlvu to th,.' six n,vn r resid( 1lltH on thu \vo:;t of ]1rJghlon: 

(n) Tllo t'lt1·1•111d nol't.ll :111<1 1•rH1tlil,1111ncl :i1•c1 1n1:il,U ii,\' w11uld l>u 1,1:tlnl:iin111I 

l'nl' pr1:;:;11Ji,\' CJltl,v tl 1r: tw11 mr1;.;t :,;011tilc•1·ly owrwn; \1(icn11su •ii' lh1 \1:11·1• 
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and taper sections reciuirccl in advance of the northbound left-tum 
lane to t !ic Lougheed. 

3. Hamificnl.ions rebtive to Government Street and the neighbourhood to tho wost 
of Brighton Avenue. 

(a) Vehicles departing fm m the warehouse site could gain easy access 
to Govornm ent Street westbound rognrdl<:ss of any restrictive signing 
should the drivers noL wish to wa.it i.n a q11cne for the traffic signal on 
the Lougheed at Brighton Avenue. 

There arc probably other com bi.nations of design which could be devised . However, 
wo believe those indicated herein and their respective ramifications are sufficiently 
varied that they encompass common elements in other possible combinations of 
schemes. 

WSS:ew 

.· / 
i 
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Reference the Clerk's memo of JA M;:i:cch, 1973. 

Before we deal Hi.th the suhmi.ssion of 1tc. L. Ramsey as it relates to Brighton 
Avenue, we should first point out t:hat L11c conct:,pL of a divided roa(hvay with 
a centre median that \,•ould prev(illt lr.[t turns to small traffic generators, ie, 
single family hrniws, was proposed long before the-re was any knowledr;e of \·,

1

hat 
the f:utu1:e dcvclcplllcnt ,-,ould be on the east side of the street. Lat0r ,,,hen the 
development pl.ans were sehmitted for t\1e nEM Woodmnds

1 
warehouse, it was deemed 

necessm:y thHt the:: lai:l\e volumes of treff:i.c that. would be generated by the Brighton 
access would requi1:c a left turn provi8ion i.n the Brighton mccli.an. If such a 
provision was not made, those vehicles wishing to make such a move, would have 
to find alternate routes, one of which could he Government Road. Vehicles 
leaving the Woodwards' Brighton Avenue exit will be restricted to a right turn 
only and proceed to the Lougheed Highway. Without a closed median opposi.te 
this ex:it or with openings to the north to service single farni.ly homes, exiting 
traffic from Wooc.hrnrds could turn and proceed south on Brighton Avenue and 
possibly gain access to Government Roe.do This concern for Government Road stems 

from recent Council action on that !?articular facility. 

ln consided.ng Counci1 1 s request that if possible we try to f:ind some way to 
resolve the problems that will be expeclenced by the petitioners we would report 

. the following: 

(l) The simplest solution of course would be to remove the centre median 
and give fr:ee movement to and from all adjacent properties. '£his) 

however:, will have two undesirable effects: 

(a) Controlled flow on Brighton Avenue uould be disrupted by turning 

vc11icles, effecting the capacity of street. 

, (b) The previous concern that unwanted traffic could gain access t:o 
Government Road would become a definite possibility. 

(2) The proposed standard for Brighton Avenue could he moved to the east 
side of the right-of-way and a narrow frontage road wi.th access to 
Government could be placed along the west side of the Brighton right
of-way to provide access frorn th(~ south to the single family homes. 
While this is a possi.bility it has a nurnhc1: of undcsil:ablc aspects. 

(a) Its connection to Government would he confus{ng to traffic exiting 
from Govcrnroont and 1n::ik:ini_\ a left: t\\ni. l'l\1at: \·,C! ,,ould l1avE: \•Jould, 
i.n cJ;fcct, be:, cli.v-L<lcd r1::)t1'.-m.y wi.th thn:L' nepm:,\l:e po.vornents,, 

(b) Th1° di.ff i.cu'J.ty of p1:cvenU i1::, pc•op le b:flrn exiting al 

the nort11 end of tbi:; f.:i.:01tL,,:·\0 i:oar.l. 

(3) A l.rrnc could be con:;1:·,:uf.:tcd nt. U1e rear of 1:lw p1:opi::r.t:ic,s of 
concern thut ,,,oidd 1HWC n conn,.:cti.nn t.o Ccwnnuncnt Rond, Thi:,) 
hm-1c:vci:, ,,1 .i 11 cl i :n: up t·. c::d. f., tin;; 1.i: •:•c.• s pl :in t:cd u lon[', t:lw rc;ur 
propcrt.y ]inc, lf 1:\1e l.:ini! \:n:: t.n \)(J pl;1.c,'.<', t'O t.lw c•nr,t. nf the 
n•nr prc,i)(.'·1:t:y U.nc~ i.l: v11ntld l'.·.:n'll! n nni.--co.-1 !;t.rip .:if unu:;n\>.\.c: 
lund t:u Llw \-JtiHt (lf t\1u ]a11c•, ln ,,.ddi.litll' to tl1c, lune: c.:on:,L:i:11el:i.on) 

nl.l c•;:.1!11:ir:!', 
1
):\r\.-.;:;· fnci\Lti,.·: l.\::-11: 1w'.1 \:•1.:1.: l',r!:•:11·011 ,\v,.•n11c: \,c,11\d 

rc.:q11i1'.r.: n.·•,·lu·•:c\r,:.'::11::11\: vi le\.;,,: n•\\::.•.,iut;•(: ,,I :1,,y 1.t:,1,·: ::wc1i::~;. 

Cont:inuc:d 
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In our op1.n1.nn, l lll't'C are r,~a 1_ ly only l.\/tl cl1 llr .:;cs ol. :-\etlun that can he t:.ik ·:11 

that \Wuld prov;,\c a pi:opc!r r,L,mcLn:cl uf ro,c1l t1c:..;i.i;n. J.il·ightnn Avc111w could 
be built withot1t a median in ,,hi.ch case you may be cncoui:-a;!,itig \foodwards' 
traffic to use (~nvcrnmcnt Road as an alternate nmtc should the Lc.n1gliccd bceomc 
congested, or secondly, you could build thA road as originally planned in which 
case the properties on the west side o[ Brighton Avenue would be rcstr.ictecl L:o 

right turn in and right turn out, 

In returning to the points raised in the submitted petition> we must first 
establish the standard of facilit:.y ,-1e nre trying to lrnilll on Bd.ghton Avenue. 
If it is to be a major collccL01: rmd from the; standard that is proposed, it 
is, then we should be trying to c.onu:ol the number of ucccss points to it and 
the type of movements these accc~-;ses will be generating. If we arc going to 
permit a freedom of movement to every access point along its route then we arc 
not getting the most out of the facility as its capacity will drop and its 

accident rate increase. 

In the petition., there are two point.s raised that need t.6 be commented on: 

,(1) The cost to the property mvner:; .of the proposed :i.mprovemcnt to 
Brighton Avenue is about J.% of the project. The rc.mainder is 
paid for by all the taxpayers in Burnaby as it is financed from 

gericral revenues. 

(2) If the properties along the west side of Brighton Avenue \·Jere 
denied a left turn the longest distance one would have to go by 
going north across the Lougheed and around Thunderbird Crescent 
a.nd back would be 3/ 4 of a mile while the shortest loop would be 

1/2 mile. 

1-lhile .we cannot_ deny th-1 t th.ere will be a slight: inconvenience to those who 
have presented the petition)· we \·lOuld exp1:css a concern at this time that if 
we.were _to provide addi.tional frontage road facilities to acconuno<late all 
n'iovements to existing t'.rossings, we could be establishing a precedent whereby 
~ewould be required to meet the same obligation along every divided arterial 
.we b~ild. In some instances> this could become quite costly if not abnost 
impossible to provide. Such a policy could also be placing an obstacle in 
front of any plans to make one way road syst:ems: a type of net,rnrk that is 
often used. in urban areas to gain added capacity from congested street systems 
and one that WE; .nay be wanting to try :L11 the not too distant future. 

Recommendation 

That Brighton Avenue he built as ori.gi.nally planned with a centre median and 
that the owners of those properties on the west side of the street he advised 
that their. crossings wU 1. be restricted to ri.ght turn in and right turn out •. 

<:.~. c:Jr:.1;.~~ 
HU:pm HUlHCIPAL ENGINEER 

c,c .. ( ) PJ.crnni111.: Diri.!ctor 
( ) Mu11icipul Clerk 
() Traffic Supervisor 
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