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Request for Approval to Construct a Spur Line
Eastlake Drive and Production Way
(Item 5, Report No. 53, July 16, 1973)

- When the above report was discussed on July 16, 1973, it was referred back
.to the Municipal Engineer for a further report as to whether there are any

alternate routings for the proposed spur line and thus a total review of
- ..the whole-question.

‘i&f Th¢ following is the report of the Municipal Engineer dated July 26, 1973,
- in this respect. " '

. RECOMMENDATION:

.”;QQTHAT‘the recommendation outlined in Item 5, Report No. 53, July 16,
.+ 1973, be adopted.

Kok k ok ok ok ok ok

July 26, 1973

cipal Clerk in a letter 18 July, 1973, has requested that we investigate
ibility]qffalternates for the above-named proposed spur line. As a result,
tatives: of the Engineering and Planning Departments had a meeting with the
ron:.Tuesday, 24 July, 1973, together with engineers from the Canadian
Railvay’ Company, and during this meeting, five possible alternatives were
1t to consider their feasibility as an alternate to the proposed crossing
h;efsectioﬁ of Eastlake Drive and Production Vay. The-five alternatives
ssion ‘thereon are set forth in the attached letter dated 25 July, 1973,
ed from the development officer of Richfield Properties Ltd, Our comments
g the various alternatives are as follows: '

ative;i 1'_r2‘

In addition to the disadvantages pointed out in the developer's letter,

e would add that the Canadian National Railway engineers advise that the
" Canadian Transport Commission would not permit a switch within approxi-

" 'mately 500 ft, of an intersection because of the possibility of confusion
to vehicle operators resulting from a signalized vehicular intersection

“in close proximity to a signalized railway crossing, In the opinion of
the Canadian National Railway engineers it would be much better to achieve
the entire operation of traffic control for the railway spur and the in-
tersection in one traffic control operation. This limitation on the proxi-
mity of a switch to Production Way prohibits a complete re-orientation of
the development in a north-south direction as the spur line would bisect
the property too close to Gaglardi Way.

- Alternative 2

In addition to the disadvantages as pointed out in the letter, we would add
that the difference in clevation between the rall spur and the roadway in
the vicinity of Gaplardi Way is approximately 9 ft. which would prohibit

C crossing the street with a spur line at this- location,

Alternative 3

The Planning Director has confirmed that the property owners to the west
of Production Way have indicated that they would ‘definitely not grant the
necessary right-of-way for the construction of the spur line on their
propexrty.
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-Alternative &

This was one of the alternatives given serious consideration at the time of
~.the application and it was considered that much better control of the intexr-
- 'section could be achieved by running the spur line diagonally through the
" intersection as proposed with a traffic signal to be installed to control
" normal traffic operation and to tuxn red automatically with the movement
“of rail traffic on the spur line,

(28}

' Klternative 5

_.In comnection with this elevator shunt proposal, we would add that the
- “engineers from the Canadian National Railway Company confirmed that, in
thgirﬁopinion, this was the most impractical of the alternatives,

We are attaching herewith a copy of plans of the development which can be shown at
the 'Council meeting and on which can be superimposed the proposed location of the

: iline‘withfthe~switch'approximately 500 ft. east of Production Way to indicate
the difficulties it presents by being too close to Gaglardi Way.

ing considered all alternatives, our staff have reached the conclusion that,
‘the grade crossing through the intersection of Eastlake Drive and Pro-
ay is not the jdeal theoretical solution, it is the best one which can-
d in practical terms, and it is, therefore, our recommendation that,
elopmerit 'is to proceed, the spur line be approved as reported in the
eport, Item No. 53, Council Meeting 16 July, 1973, subject to the fol-

ng conditions which have been accepted by the developer in his letter 25 July,

. The entire cost of the spur Line and all related work to be borme by
~the developer and/ox the Railway Company; and, '

‘- “The developer to be required at his expense to construct full traffic
signalization at the intersection of Eastlake Drive and Production Way
‘at the same time as construction of the spur line,  The trafiic sig-
‘nalization is to be automatically adjusted to turn the signal red in

. “all directions when railway traffic is in the process of crossing the .
~‘intersection; and, ERAE ‘ ' ‘ "

jj'ﬁhéjdevélbper to be responsible for the full cost of the traffic
'_~signglfand‘anyiautomatic‘connectidn to the railway line; and,

“Thé crossing to be constructed with flange and header rails including
asphaltic concrete surfacing throughout to match the existing pave-
ment grade of Eastlake Drive and Production Way; and,

The developer and/or railway company to be responsible in perpetuity
for the cost of maintaining the spur line, and in addition, to be
responsible for the maintenance of all automatic equipment related
to controlling the traffic signal during rail operation; and,

The developer and railway company agree that the Municipality may,
if in its sole opinion it deems necessary at any time, limit the
operation of rail service on the subject spur line to, or during,
specific times of night or day, '

i
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( ) Planning Director
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49049 Canada Way,
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Dear Mr. Kenncdy:

Re:
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vunidcipal LEngineer,
+he District

of DBurnaby,

o Spur

at Bastlake Deive andd_Production Wy

Phank you for your conrtesy durdng ths vine
mpcntrynstcvduy wibh your
on the

detailod discussions

TQ;pPoVidc backgrbund
' papccl;‘Richficld WS
v;DistributioﬂchﬂbrcS,
“gubsidiary of Molsons

‘ghat it was appropriate

which is a public warchousing iiom

Ricehficld and N
gtaff wilh pofereace Lo further
s .above idten. i

: . |
to the proposcd dcvclopmudh of this 30 acrc
approachcd last October hy Seavay Midwesy
and a
At bhabt time thoy felt
into Wesboern Canadd

Industries Limited.
for Scaway Lo expand

inqa‘major,way,;with the number onc priorzty beinea the ability to,

“service
ijichﬁield"dt that
Comindmun of

_in the Yancouver area
 mood rail service and

,,fpﬁ]quality,fnot oaly for
S point of view of any adjacent developmeitt which could occur

sfuture.s

Our recommendation to

cerdtovia, vas that

for ensuring & consiatently high quality
lacated at
would provide compicte

the sime Tinc, "Was
and, &8 @ result,
Ceriteria.

T should point out

the Greater Yancouver maviet.
hat time were 2as follows -
200,000 square feev and thc,highcﬂt‘qualiby Location

that, during the
wo explored the possikility of them
and disccunted these for one reason or

Lo
what they poanived &
v Y

nmhedy snasbructions

with respect Lo transpotation and CEst
a site which coid provide thon wi b an
their own dcvclopmcnt but also from t
i in the -

of the above

had a reputation

Seaway Midwest; on tne

asis

She Nunicipality o Durnaby hd

of development andg, at
1

oi the metropolitan area.
satisfaction of . their

{the centre

site investigation,
Surroy and Richmond
although

course of
locating in
another,

alternative sites arc available.

Richfield
L5

Citx
proferenc?

Ve did polnt oout Lo

Lo nocbtheast covner ol

pliysical picold ems which wouwld
Lavantdnlly over
anvarapo
Brosdwey Lo an crovation of 330 feet

HUETG
{I!f!.l'l :: :"J‘\
Prive & oaboan

Ve
S e
SLovels

sLeap slope ars in
s movement

was fortunate enough to
the highest qualivy industrial park
~ and our clicnts,

+o locate in

Seaway,

locate a site in what we believe
sr Western Canada - lLake
Soaway Midwest, indicated & definite

Burnaby.

tmnpthn:dﬁnzh\qnummhm‘ab

Produclios Wiy - hid

the coslb of develop=
Pastlake i

steeply towards

100 feet.

however,
wngblale Dirive sl
ineeaee
toe,  lhe site of’
O fSeel o ond Mo
a disieirence of!

alternative i
clevation ol -

oxcavation costs to provide {two flad building sitoes out of this
he order of $400,000 o
of over 400,000 cu.

5600,000 and involve

yds, ofl on aite maberial. 'This




ITEM 15
MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 57
COUNCIL MEETING July 30/73

unaveoidable penalty was communicated to Seaway Midwest and, while
they expressed concern for mounting costs fop the project, they
instructed Richficld to proceed on the basis that the location
was superb from the point of view of serving the Vancouver arca,
- Please note that, because of site clevation differcences, one
third of the site is too steep to be uscd, further adding to the
cost of developnent,

s Subsequent to that decision, detailed plans were prepared. Tor the
utilization of the site and various building configurations were
explored in depth in order to ensure the most economic and highest
-~ quality development of the site. ‘

Lo These plins were submitted on an informal basis two months ago
”,for_Lhcgcommcnbs of the administration, to ensure thil all peints
Sowithorespect to site development could be solved to Lhe satisfaction
o . . H !

c ol the Municipality. b

“ Prior . and

ubsequent to the Council Meeting of July 16th, you
©UWALYL recall that extensive studics of the various altoernate methods
o of expediting rail service to this site werc >xplored with the
. administration and I would like to identify these alternatives and
some of the problems which they create :~

Alternative 1 explored the possibility of bringing the rail

“wparallel ‘to Eastlake Drive, cast of Production Vay, °This
was unacceptable to Richficld and. to Seavay as it was felt
-that}th6~ésthetiCS'of‘box cars on a siraece leading to a

- residential area did not reflect geod covporate housckeeping.
~In addition, Canadian Transport Cemmission regulations do not

'jﬁPCPmit“ajSWitChuClose enough to Production Way to provide
“more than 4 cars to be spotted adjacent to the building for

- sunloading,

- buidding from the east with & switch along Lastlake Drive
- close to the Gaglerdi Overpass. This had the same basic
- esthetic disadvantage as the first altornabive but, din
caddition, would result in a detrimental cffect on the

residential ares adjacent to Bastlake Drive in that switching
from the mainline would have to occur cast of Gaglardi Way,
From the traffic point of view it is undesirable to switch on
a4 corner where sijht distances are quite restrictoed,

‘g~y§A1tornatiVe~2fWAs to bring the rail alonc the front of the

It beecane obvious at this stage that rail service should be ,
provided with switching from the west cnd of the site, within the
dindustrial ared, din order to protect the residential arca and

the long term intercsts of the Municipality., To this end the
Municipality suggestoed ;-

Alternntive 3 - the provision of a spur soma distance west of
Gl proporty da quoestion and Ghe provicion of an casement
Lhrowsh Simpson Scars land, property ovied by LY, Lowie
Incorporated, and & eadl underpiss beneath Production Way .,
This alternative appearcd to have sowe meril Lrom Lho




e R T Py X N TR PN e Y SRR RS
SOITEM 15

| MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 57
3; EOUNCILMEFTING July 30/73

-3 -

technical point of view., lHowever, vhen costs were

investigated, it became clear to Richfield that an

estimated outlay of closc to $500,000 on top of the

existing sitC’prepavatlon cost would make this develop-

ment, totally uncconomic. Nevertheloess, we rcequested the

Municipality to explore with adjacent ovners the

possibility of expediting this alternative in the belief

that perhaps costs could be shared wilh other propertices,

Unfovtwately, in ovder to gain accoss Lo Ghe site with a
Crade separated crossing of 'roduction Way, the only site

that the rail could scerve would be the Richtield site,
Adjacent private property owners refuscd permission to allow
- construction of  this partxcular alternative since they
“edther had existing rail scrvice, or could not gain spur
. aceéess because the rail lince vouLd be in adeep cul at least
20 feet below adjacent property. It should be noted that

a tunnel beneath adjacent property along thc aligiment of

;Altcrndto 3 was also discusscd and that the cost involved
j‘would be closc to $3.5 mll]Lon.

:AltLTﬂﬂilVP chon51stcd,of crossing Eastlake Drive and Production

Way through the city boulevard at the northwest corncr of

the -dinterscction. While this was operationally accoptable

~ o Riehfiecld, it did not provide the best solution from the

{Munici}aLJLy~s point of view becavsc it croates a difficult
ffi

tra situation in crossing two sirects rather than oncintersectior

CAdternative § consisted of the p "nvwsion o»f an clevator to
OVCrCone - "raae differences on Eastlake Drive; cach individual
-car being raised 10 feet to the icevel of +the murchnvuu., This

’waﬁposfxcn yTCﬁPQL serious probiioms, czpecially from the
noise and switching point of view, in that a shanting cngine
would have to be cxclusively allocated Lo this site during

‘wovklng hours to provide any scrvice. In addition, the use
of an elevator is regarded as operationally incificient from
‘Scavay's viewpoint and not in tlie Municipality’s hest
interests in that Bastlake Drive would ve the scence of
constant switching movements,

Subsequent to the analysis of these alternatives, we belicve that
the most realistic method of providing rail scrvice to the above
Jite from the point of view of serviug the development and
wcc ct.n.n,rg the Municipalityls interests is vhrough the inter-
cetion of Bastlaks Drive and Producition Vay., Uringing the rail
pmrouqh the intersection will allow the nlacenenl of the tracks
vehind the budldings and thereby provide a ,(enbxnw esthetic
davalopment and, a¢ the same time, remove v effTect which rail
sarvico could po ;sibly have on adjacent rusiduntial development,

Your recommendation to City Council on July LOth contained six
points which yon £300 shonid bhe abboched s condiliong Jor
approval,  ALL Ghese polnts are dcecepéable both o iehiitield

aad the CNR, T woald request Chat Bhida Jetter be atbaehed as
further inforation to City Council alonyg with the enclosced plans,



http://operat.iona3.ly

B P L PO SN

v e PR TSR AR T4 AR e e et S g0 0

SR TN SRR TSI R

ITEM 15
MANAGER'S REPORT NO, 57
NG July 30/73

Anw f tyeree

-4 -

e

T would appreciate an opportunity, should Council so dosire,
to answer any qucstions and provide any additional information
~in order ‘to clarify the situation.

tuart Rouad, M.T
Development: Officex.

d'PrdpeftieSiLfd.
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