
ITEM 6 

IIANAIER'S REPORT NO. 5 
· COUNCIL MEETING Jan. 27 /75 

R.e: 1975 Local I,eroveaent Street Pro5• 

Following is a report from the Municipal Treasurer regarding the 197S 
Local Improvement Street Program. 

RECOMNEN~TION: 

1. . THAT the Municipal Treasurer's recoaaendations be adopted. 

* ** * * * * * ** * * * .• * * * 

. 1975 U>CAL .. IMPROY00m S1REE'l' PROGRAM 

In ado:pt1rig the 1974. local 1niprovem.ent prosr&m on 4 March 1974, Council direct,ed: 

'ii) :That the front toot· rates currently in .ettect for looa.l 1'mprovement · 
· ···: · 'projects· not be applied to the 1975 and 1976 local improvement programs, 
· · and_ that a rev,.ew be made at the appropriate time to reflect more closely 

'the 1ncr.ease in the coat of constructing euch projec·ts • 
. ' ' ' ' 

(2) The Manager was instructed to submit a report indicating all th~ ramifica­
tions ot actual construction costs for local improvement projects be:l.ng 
mo1•e closely related to the' front toot rates that are set tor local 
1mprovement works tha.n at present, and include in his considerations 
such things as the coats of aidewalk crossings and the costs the Munic­
ipality must absorb as a result ot the policy respecting charges against 
properties having a frontage in excess of 66 feet. 

The rates applicable to the 1971+ progro.m were compiled aa follows: 

OWnera• share 

l, ~he costs of' Portland cement concrete curba, aidewnlka or curbwul.ka 
plua not more tho.n 11~ fee·t or asphalt:l.c pll'l/ing o.t fixed rates per front 
foot, of'faet by local :l.mproveln.flnt rates which were currently 1n effect. 
No property "8.s tnxed on n frontuge gre&;ber than 66 feot, a.:nd allowo.ncea 
in frontage we'l'e ma.de for aim.Har works conat:i·ucted nlons n second 
boundary o:f' a property when local. :Lmp:rovemen'l; rates for thia eo.rJ.ier 
work we1•e currently in effect. 
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2. A charge separate and ape.rt f'rom the frontage tax was applied to 
properties requiring a vehicle crossing of curbing or curbwalks. 

General mill rate share 

1 •. Storm drainage facilities, retaining walls, the relocation of fire 
hydrants and power and telephone poles. 

2. · Costs ot extending drivewaya and aidnalks on abutting properties 
· · to connect w1 th public curb or curbwalk. 

3. Costs.of.street widths greater than 28 feet. 

·:4~-: Costs involved in street intersections. 
,_.,, .. 

5 ~: Costs 1n excess of the fixed rates chargeable to owners. 

costs on ·:rrontages 1r. excess>or 66 :reet •. 

Costs·<:ror frontage exempted because of allowances fo.r works 'already 
being charged to a second boundary of a property • 

. The differences in frontage rates for allowances being made ,for 
: . '.previous works already being taxed. ' 

.·. R!:l,tiC?Ilil~ for. the Corporation accepting these items of' cost has been: 

·Storm drainage facilities. 

. : or1g1ria11y ~ any sto:rm drainage . necessary to a street improvement . 
. project formed part of the local improvement although no por.:tion .or the 

'. cost .·wa.s passed along to. abutting owners. Not every project requires 
· a storm drain. · When they are necessary, their principal use is to 

drainroads. Neverthel~ss, the house drains of' every abutting P,roperty are connected to them~ Storm drains generally form a grid and drain 
areas larger than the street on which they are built. They benefit 
abutting properties but not all affected properties are subject to 
local improvement levies since some work of this nature .has been 
necessary- at the general expense of the Municipality. Therefore, 
rather than charge some properties for storm drainage and free others 
from this cost, Council determined that no one would pay special charges 
for storm drainage. Latterly, it has become possible to finance these 
works by means other than local improvement. · 

l.(a) Retaining walls. 

In the past, it has not been possible to provide prospective home 
builders with design street levels and for a time the Municipality 
did not ins:l.st that finished roads be constructed by dt;,velopers to 
ultimate widths. This lack of d:1.rection has made necessary extensive 
construction of retaining walls on some streets as pa.rt of a local 
improvenent pro,ject. As all abutting owners, no matter where located 
in the Mu.nici.,1,1E1J:I ty, pay the sa.me rate :per :f'ront f'oot :f'or works o:f' the 
s8llle ,description installed in the same year, 1 t aeemed unfa.i.r to appor­
tion to all streets in one program the cost of constructing retaining 
walls on a minority of streets. 

l. (b) Relocation of :t':tre hydrants o.nd power 11ncl telephone poles. 

I:f' pole 1:Lner.i and wuto:r. lineo aro properly located. in rond nllownnces 
it shou.J.d seldom be necessary ·to move fire hyd.ro.n·ta or power and 
telephone poles • However, the1•e are streets on which re:Locntion wo:rk 
ia necessary. ~)here.Core, :l't seemed unf.o.ir to char~r.i all o.btrliting 
owners in all local hnp:r.ovement programs of. the 1mme clo.as tor thin 
apectnl work on a m:tnol'lty of ot:ree'lis. 

,, ,+",J 
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2. Costs of extending driveways and sidewalks on abutting 
properties to connect with public curb or curbwalk. 

For a number of years considerable friction had been generated when 
property owners found it necessary to connect driveways or sidewalks 
with the local improvement works, particularly when there was a differ­
ence in elevation between the local improvement works and the private 
properties •. IAtterly this cause for friction has been removed because 
the works undertaken during the pe.st several yet!l.l's have included', .as 
part of the contract, the cost of the asphalt and concrete work between 
lot lines and the street works. If the owner had a driveway, he was 
required to pay a separate charge for the croasing. The cost of the 
b.alance of the work has been borne by the Corporation. 

3. Costs of street widths in excess of 28 feet. 

Sane years: ago,a 28.foot street was •elected by Council as the 
standard of.width in residential neighbourhoods. 

28 foot• streets mostly are of benefit to abutting owners only. Streets 
of .widths in excess of 28 feet generally beneti t all. or ,a part · of •· the 

· colimuhity at large as well as abutting owners. On some streets, ( because 
of, wider. road widths, owners must put up with the inconvenience of noise 
and. tr.affic. As a consequence, Council determined that .the costs of. 
constrµcting a 28 foot street would be charged to all abutting owners, 
and that.the.difference in cost of constructing a wider road and·a 
28 foot road would be passed on to the community at large. i · 

· Commerce -~nd industry receive some special benefit from wider road 
wldths. A special rate can be established for works on such streets 
but the rate must: apply to all. properties, not just those 11Sed «:!om­
ilercially or industrially. In Burnaby, residentially, commercially 
and/or industrially used properties are ofien in close mix. Rather. 
than .charge residential properties at commercial/indu.striaLrate13, ·. 
Council has applied a common rate to all classes of property • 

. 4. Costs involved in street intersections • 

.At one tinie, it was a requirement of the Municipal Act that the _ 
Municipality absorb the cost of works at street intersections. With 
the enactment of Section 594 in 1968, this no longer is necessary. 
:Presumably in previous years it was considered that as works at street 
intersections abut none of the affected properties, none of them should 
bear any part of the cost of work at these locations. O~ course, a road, 
watermain, or whatever, has no value at all if it is not connected to 
the rest of the system. Nevertheless, this is as good a measure as any 
to apportion costs between a municipality and affected owners. The 
calculated cost at street intersections of paving and curbing or paving 
and curbwalks is 10% and sidewalks by themselves 5°/o. 

5. Costa in excess of fixed rates chnrgeable to owners. 

Pursuant to Section 594 of the Municipal Act, Council must establish 
rates per taxable front foot chargeable to abutting owners or, con­
versely, establish a proportion of the cost of each class o:f' works 
that' will be chargeable to owners. The difference between the :ra,tea 
established and the actual cost must be borne by the general mill. rate. 
Long be:t'ore Section 59lr was enacted, by judiciouo interpretat:ton of. 
the several sectiono o.t' the Mtmicip11.J. Act, Counc:1.1 employed :t':l.xed rates 
for each class of atreet wo.rkn nnd mointu:Ln,3d them Ett n level that was 
moat 1:1.ttrnct:l.ve tn honef':lting ownern. 'l!hey cHd 01) to meet certain 
objectives - pnve every e·rnvol stl'cot in Durnnby - impx•ovc tho dra:tno.gc 
system - tmcl t,o give ownero wlmt they wnntcd - dust-:t'ret, streets :l.n 
1rnme cases, n.nd completed street lmp:rovom<mt.u :l.n other.o. 

11. :3 
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To a considerable degree, the first three of these objectives have 
been met by means other than local improvements. Some yeal's ago it 
became possible to pave all gravel roads in Burnaby by use of mov,eys 
that otherwise would have been spent on maintenance of roads. It 
became possible, too, to finance storm drainage works separate and 
apart from local improvements. 

6.& 7. Costs on frontages in excess of 66 feet - allowances for 
works already being charged to a second boundary of a property. 

Originally the 66 1 maximum rule came about to give relief to owners 
of corner lots and to owners of V.L.A. properties. The owners.of 
V.L.A. properties were given relief until their properties were sold. 
When sold, the properties generally were subdivided and the new owners 
each paid a tax based on the actual frontages of the newly created 
properties •. 

Burnaby he.s :~ streets·on which most of the properties.are.rlanltage 
and on which r.E!sidences face some other street. . To encourage owners 
to accept'local improvement programs on such streets - especially the 
conversion. ~f gravel roads to· asphalt - some way had to be found to 
reduce the ~osts to such properties. The Act makes. provision for a 
~eductionin<cost where a work affects two sides or·a property, or 
where. a.work affects a property on which a previous work to,another 

. . . . . . . . ... ··, l 
. boundary or the property is a charge to that property. There iE;; no 

provision at all .to reduce cost to a corner lot wher~· the work affects 
one side of a property only which is not af'f'ected by some previoµs work~ 

Therefore, 'council established· a maximum frontage .. m~asurement 6l 
66 fee,t · applicable to . all. properties affected by local improvement 

: street ~proveuient programs~ .. This rule must apply to all properties. 
· It c·annot. be applied to corner properties only. · · · · · 

(,-1. ,, :·· . ·. ' f 
This,,of course, gives an advantage to owners of properties of' wide 
frontages, particularly apartment sites and cozmnercial~industrial< 
.sites. However, this is not as bad as it seems, because the owners 
of such properties pay through the general mill rate a much larger 
proportion of the Corporation's share of the cost of local improve­
:ments than do owners of residential properties. 

it is no longer true that corner lots hring a better price at the 
market plac.e than do other lots. Ill-conceived local improvement 
taxes can be ari unbearable burden to the owners of such propel'ties. 
:In the past, in some cities excessive local improvement charges on 
·corner lots caused corner lots in otherwise fully developed neigh­
bourhoods to remain vacant for many years. However, with the pre­
vailing scarcity of land in most cities, the size of local improvement 
,levies should have less effect than it once did on the saleability of 
such properties. Nevertheless, due to the large number of corner lots 
involved, i•l; was considered that some reduction should be made in the 
amount of local improvement charges at'fet1ting them, and the reten·bion 
of a fixed frontage factor is one way of. cloing so. · 

Another way wao to se·b min:l.mu:m-ma.ximum frontage f.o·r a..11 properties. 
If tpis had been done, each and every property would have been charged 
an identical a.rnou.nt alld corner loto would httve been alrnolvecl from 
charges for subsequent works on o. second frontnge. However, owners 
of 33 foot, lots wotl.1.c1 hr:1.vt~ pnlrl tho same Q.o ownc1•0 of 66 foot lots 

.wherea.s in the appl:l.co.tion ot' the 66 foot m1.uc:Lmum rule, eu.eh a.ml 
every pl'operty wnn eha:rgcd. .ln 11ceo:rd.1m~o wliih :lt.o J:'rontr.tge UJ> to 
tho tnr.t.x:Lrnum. Thh1 :U.kol,y would huvn ·beon n c11111:1n for eom11J.r.1int. 

The matte!' o:r u1H:1esid.n1~ co:rrwr 1ot.r. for loe1.1l .i.mvrovwnents htto boer1 
·talten up w:l:th the Dopri:rLrnent of Mtm.Lr.:lp11.l Al'fnlrci r.m<.l :l.t. i.n CJ.U.tt;e 
possible thot n chnni:r,e 1n le11,:lnl11tlon m11y b() rnnd,~ :In t;Jino for 01.11• 1976 
progra.m. 
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8. The difference ·in frontage rates. for allowances being 
made for previous works already being truced. 

This is fast dying out. In th~ early years, twenty foot strip pe.ve­
ments were local improvements repayable in ten years, and sidewalks 
constructed by themselves repayable in fifteen years. Subsequentzy, 
.i_t became possible to complete the improvements to finished standards 
on such streets. It seemed-. unfair to charge owners. on such streets . a 
higher combined rate for two sets of works than owners on streets on 
which a finished street came under a single local improvement. There­
fore, when a second work is done, the rates for the second work are . 
reduced to make allowance for.the first, so that the combined rate is 
rpughly ·equal to. the rate chargeable .for a single complete w9rk~ 

llowever,there are very fewotthese ~orks on which the levies are 
still in for'ce·. tt has been the practice that unless . the· levy for · 

. the ·work is iri force at the time a new wol'k is · initiated.; no allowance 
is'made in the rates for- the new work. . . , ..... -· ' .,. , 

··. :{9;4 ·mooRAM · 
. ' . . . . - ' . -. 

established for. the 1974 program were: 
1 • • ' • ' • • 

· 281 payemerit .with ctirbwa~s , .. 
·28 1

, pavement with curbs only · 
. :'..:4• 's1ciewa.1.ks ··. _ -" · .. · · · ·· 

Annual rate per 
year for .15 years: 

$1.10· 
..• 9f 
.62 

. Tllea~;rates';~re c~lcul.at~d by theu~e of .the .above formula_ appl1ed.'io_i973\ 
> :pro~~'exp_erlerice';'' They were·. calclil.atedat .75'1, of the· actual. r~te, • it b'eing• 
'0".tlle '.fntent:ton that l~ be appHed in future programs. However~ by phe time .. 

· the initiation formalities· were completed. and. tenders called, construction 
prices had risen as follows i · 

28' pavement with 5' curbwalk both sides 
28' pavement with curbs both sides with 

.If l/2' walk on south side 
28 1 pavement with curbs both sides 
28 1 pavement with 5' curbwalk on north 

·s'ide, curb on south side 
36• pavement with curbs on both sides 
36 1 pavement with sid.ewalks both sides 

Estimate 

$530,650 

35,000 
118,000 

137,425 
28,000 
12,000 

,l861~075 

Revision· 
' $ 937~000' 

.. ; 57,600 
201,000 · 

267,"700 
35,500 
27,000 

~li531,89,£ 

This list includes 17 works from the previous program, construc·tion on which 
had been delayed for one reason or another. 

Originally, it ha.d been estimated that, the Corporation' a share of the cost 
wouJ.d be $514,213 01• 59.7%. Ao it turns out, this sho.re will. be ~1pprox:l.mately 
$1,151,8~6 or 75.2fl/o, 

There were no 4• aidewalkfJ in the prog1•run. 'l'he proper rn:tl1f1 should hnvo been: 

28 1 ptwemen t wit;h curbwri.lka 
28 1 povc,ment with cu:r.ba only 

@ '15'& 
4:2 .li3 
2,13 

@ :t.oQ& 
:~3 .~!If 

~?. fll1 
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The cost to an owner of a 66 foot frontage property would have been: 

28 1 pavement with curbwal.lts 
. 28' pavement with curbs only 

Actually 
1n effect 

$72.60 
62.70 

Should have 
been 

$160.38 
14o.58 

Or at 1m rate 

$213.84 
187.44 

Inf'lation continues to be with us. Indications are that the rate1 ahown above 
will increase by at least 1~ in 1975. In view of the uncertain economic con­
ditions that prevail, local improvement• at any price •Y not be acc~ptable to 
owners in 1975. Certainly they will not, if priced too high. What is too high? 
The present costs &re too high for some of the property owners - particularly 
those .. on fixed incomes. What the upper limit for the ajority of owners may 
be. remains to be seen. . . . . 

Now that the objectives of pavirig all. roads in Burnaby and finding a;aeans of 
financing. other than by l.ocal improvement for .the· cons.truction of storm sewers .. 
tiaa:been found, local. street improvements are mostly of benefit to abutting .. 

. . ••··own~ra. · .Neverthel.ess, •·they have some .. ·.benefit to j;he .• entire cODIIWlity,· in. that·' 
· .nth' the advent .•or finished streeta, property owriers tend to take. better _care 

.. of, t~eir properties, _thereby ~pgrading entire neigbbo:urhoo4B •. ···IJD.prored··streets 
~re,, o:r course, part and parcel of the overall developnent of a munipipalit_y~ . 

' . . 
. ·· .. ,. • '. ' ' ' . ·. • .· ··• .. ' ' -i ·.· .... ·· 
Perhaps the time has come to lo.ok at other ways of dividing local improvement . 

··. costs between owners arid 'the municipal.ity. The present system, if' it: is followed. 
,: to the letter, tends to be inflexible. Perhaps a, ·better method. may be to estab­
"fisb f'ixed rates per front fC>Ot by arbitrar:IJ.y' sharillg costs.' Such a system ' 
c0l2l.d be: · · , , · · ·. · · · · · · · 

In the sunmer of each year, establi_sh the program for _the year following/ 
Ari early start will enable the initiative procedures to 'take place and . . a .:tender call to be made early .. in the following year~ . The cost' 
structure of the program should have an allowance for inflation built · 
into it. · · · 

_2. .set the standard for cost sharing at a 28 1 street., paving, curbiflg, curb~ 
. walks .or separated sidewalks as the case may be, with the portion of costs 
in excess of 28' in street widths being borne by the Corporation~ 
' ' . 

3. Set the cost sharing between owners and the Corporation at a per~entage 
bf' the average gross cost of a 28 1 street, paving, curbing, curbwalks or 
separated sidewalks as the case mAy be. E.g. 4~6~; 5~-50,,; 6~-4~. 

4. So that corner lots will not be harshly dealt with, the present maximum 
frontage rule (66 1 ) should be maintained. 
' 

5. Procure assessment rolls f.or the worlt. 

6. Divide the taxable assessment for each class o:f' work into the est;imated 
cost of the work to establish the cash cost o:f' the work to each owner. 
In this way, there will be no costs for excess frontage which would be 
chargeable to the Corporation. 

' 7. Incorporate these rates in the charges by~law. 

8, ·Proceed with the initia.tivea. 

The following is the e1':f'ect o:f.' oeveraJ. exompJ.es of cost oho.ring o.:p:pli.ed to the 
1974 program: 

OWnero 
Co.rpo:i.•at:l.on 
Corporation re 36' ot:roetll 

Actual 
J.971+ 

* 379,98!~ 
1,139,663 

12.153 _ _._ 

:j,l. 231 800 , .. ~u.,., .. ,.,~~"'··= 

1,0~-'2!!! 
* 607,B59 

911,788 
:12,153 

it}u~l}.t~.~~ 

59'if-5?1£ 
* '759,823 

'759 ,8:?.I~ 
J.2, l,z3 

6g/o-l1£¾ 
* 911., '(88 

607,859 
__J3, z 15,;:l. 
:ja,~31,.800 
; ... "1::,.::: ;,-:.;:.~.;; .:. ... ~=--·•:.::: 
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Annual rates would have been: 

28' pavement wl th curbwalks 
28' pavement with curbs only 

$ 3.24 
2.84 

$ l.94 
1.60 

$ 2.42 
2.00 

Annual charges to the owner of a. 66 foot lot would have been: 

28' pavement with curbwa.lk:s 
28' pavement with curbs only 

$ 213.84 
187.44 

$ 128.04 
105.60 

$ 159.72 
130.00 

$ 2.90 
2.40 

$ 191.40 
158.40 

A system such as this is quite flexible. Rates can be adjusted quite readily 
year by year, without a great deal of clerical work ta.king :place. 

Standards of work 

From time. to time, members of Council comment on the la.ck of choice being given 
··to propert;y owners •. For example, do owners on a particular street nee·d or want si~e~s? ·· 

Fo~some time,,for economic reasons, curbwalks. have been installed as a matter of 
. c~urse. T~e· cost o:f, constructing a curbwa.1.k is abou.f $3.00 per foot greater than 

·· . building a '. curb by ft seif, To> come along later .and construct . a sep.a.rated sidewalk 
lrould cost, at<today's :prices, .$15~00 :per· foot~ From an eccmomic point of view, a. 
1Curb:wallt is of best value .• , Curbs o:r curbwalks genera.lly encourage owners to extend 
a.nci;~ntain their landscaping to tlie .curbs or curbwalks~ . Strangely enough, in areas 

:1r~~r~-:'9:i:dewaJ.ks :a.re separated from curbs, owners o~en· ·do not develop and maintain 
the/boulevards that are. created. This suggests th.at in areas in which separated 

, sid~s/a.te,buiit, the Mu.nicipality" shouldcomplete :the·boulevards .• to finished 
standards;'and maintain them~ As the .law presently. stands, if the ·Municipality.· 

'i c9n$_tfu(?ts, a.-l>oUleva.rd, ·it. must maintain it-during it's lifetime~ • That'- is; if it • forms ;pal'.t. ot a local improvement. . .. 
·.:,··: >>\).\:.:·-;:.··.;•_-_ ... _.,;:::.·.::--~,::;' 1_::'· .... ~ ' . . . ... , ., '. . ' .. 

Despite, their higher costs, separated. sidewalks have their place in the ·street· 
::· .·· ·. -- pat~erns ·of·the· community for the following reasons:•. • · ... ·.. . . . . . . 

t?F/:\\7:- :_Li./i)s~a.t~tion ~f :pedestrian :f'rom'passirig'. ~ehicui~ traffic; ·removing', the· :pedestrian 
- . ·from 'danger, splashing and intense noise • 

. ·•. '" ., , . 2·; • ;~se~iion o'f exis~ing trees • 

. 3. · AJ~thetically, · treed boul~vards are selected to give an increased residential 
environment, 

4. · In diff'i~ult topographic conditions, separation of the sidewaJ.k .to a.nether 
level 8.vo:i.ds the· construction of retaining walls. · 

5. • P~rmit's p~le moW1ted utilities to be located in the boulevard rather than in 
. the sidewalk. 

6. Avoids.the roller coaster treatment associated with curbwaJ:ks crossed by 
driveways. 

7. Provides an area beside the road fo1• snow clearance if needed. 

8. Allows for ,mforeseen 1·oad wid1::ning without de~troying existing sidewalk. 

A more extensive repoi1; on the matter of nta.ndnrds of stl'eet works is being developed 
a.nd will be before Council at a.n early date. 

The prime di:f':t'icuJ.ty i o to rind out froru the mme.rs the combinatic.ms of' works they 
desire. It is not possible to give them a choice on the init:l.ativ-e notices. 

In the 197;5 program, the:t·ci in one street (Sardis) on wbtch tl. septu·t,1,l;ed aidewaJ.k is 
proposed. It is tbe nubjt~d of two :tnttia.t.:i.vo 11otic1.:n, one for piwement a.nd curbing 
- i;he other :t'oi• a. f.'om.· foot 1~idewt1lk. '.L'ho inntallo.Uon of the uidcwo.lk ifJ contingent 
'upon wheth(:l' or not tho :tn:1.tin.t:l.v'(l prwMin n.nd wtwther or not the in1.tial;:i.ve for tho 
roadwork passer1 110 well. II; in p.t·opo:::r:d Lhftl; the: ci..dewa.ll< not be btli . .lt 1mJ.cr.o the 
roadway :ls built o.s well. 

We cMnot give nn owner a choieo :ln 1,:l;.t'(:H:.:t w:i.11Lllf.:, thoim bf.d nr~ 0:.itubl:l.r1hed by the 
traff..tc pa.t.to:rnn of' the n,dghbom.>hoocl. We <!IA.Tl. (:nquh•o J f he wunte cui•bl ng only, 
curbw,.tJ.ks on one 01• both n:l.rlon, ond whothm· he wn.ntn n rddnwn.lk m~po.:r.ntcd by 1.t 
bouloV11rcl on ontJ or both nt,h:n or Llw e1,t'l'H)L nr, eonvernc•l.;y·, wlleLher ho wnntn 
po.v.tng and a cu1•bwullt or ·r.1wl11e; 1t1vl n :a:i}Hu·ritnd nj.dowalk, :l.t' l;1•1tf:l.'J.e cond:\.tlonn 
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show that a sidewalk is essential. The topography ot the street will dictate 
the kinds of works that may be given. 

About the only way an expression of opinion can be obtained from property owners 
is by questionnaire to be tilled out by the owners prior to initiative notices 
being sent out. In other words, each owner would be contacted twice. 

A questionnaire could include the folloving information: 

Questionnaire "The Corporation is planning to initiate, as a local 1.llprovement, 
28 feet in width of pavement together with curbing on both sides of ______________ from __________ _ 

to----------------• However, before doing so, it would appreciate an expreaaion ot 
opinion from.abutting owners on the canbination of works desired 
by the majority ot owners, before the legal procesa of initiating 
the works takes place. · 

The annual.charge against your property tor this work for each of 
fi:rteen· years is estimated at $ ______ • 

. . - ' 

In the event that a curbsidewalk is included in the wor:k on your 
side of the a,treet, ;your esti-.ted annual .charge will be. $ ___ • 

· In the ev~nt that a. sidewalk separated trom the curb 'by a boulevard 
on your. side of the .street is included in the work~ your estimated 
.annual charge will be $ . • .·. . . . . 

. THE E3TIMATE3 lJSED ARE SUBJECT TO CHAIIJE. THE CCRFORATION WILL BE . 
BOUND ONLY BY THE RATm WHICH WILL BE SH~ ON THE r«>TICE IN LIDAL 
FORM CONCEmml¼ THE ACTUAL WORKS TO. BE INITIATED ON CONCLUSION OF··· 
THIS SURVEY. . . . . . . 

Tar~et·&1.te for construction of the works, i:f approv~ by ab1.1itting 
owners, is the. year 1976 • . · ·· '. 

. .. 
. . 

.. . Pi~ase fill out the attached postcard &Jid mail it on or befor:e 

. Address of property abutting the work 1 · • 

. . I desfre • do .not -desire • a local improvement paveme11t' 28' . · .. ·. 
··. wide with curbing to be constructed on the street abutting DJYi property. 

I desire a curbwalk n to be constructed on my side of. the 'street 
. as an a.ddi tion to thia:6ove works. ; · . 

· I desire a ~idewalk separated from the curbing D to be constructed 
on my side of the street as an addition to the above works. 

THIS IS AN EXPRESSION OF OPINION ONLY AND IN NO WAY BIN'OO ME TO 
ACCEPr THI!l'!E WORKS • I understand that at a later date I will have 
the opportunity of petitioning against these works should I ao desire, 
when the formal initiative notice relative to the actual works chosen 
showing the actual costs involved, is distributed by mnil. -;-

In order to avoid confusion, the questionnaire card would contain only the 
alternatives that are physically possible on the street concerned or, stated 
in another way, the combination of works plus alternatives that the ,Municipal 
ate.ff recommend, Whether or not owners wish trees to be included a.s part of 
the work, could form part of the questionnaire should Council so decide, 

Trees -
Council hns enquired whether or not H would be possible to include tre£::a 
in local improvement atreot :l.mprovamen·t progrllnlB. Yes, they may be included, 
but they must bo maintu.ined by tht~ Muni.dpnl,ity during ·their lifetime. On the 
other hond, if they a.re put 1n out oi' gen1n•al revenue, the owners may be taxed 
annually f'or their mrli.rrl;cmance. 
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Before undertaking such a program, there are a number of problems to l:ie 
resolved, e.g.: 

- the siting of trees to minimize damage to sidewallts, 
curbs and underground installations 

- tho selection of suitable trees 

- the availability of suitable trees 

- the determination of an annua1 cost of maintenanc~ 

There. is a wealth of information available from other cities. We have a new 
member on staff who has had considerable exi:>erience in this field. In any 
event; 'a little more time is needed to prepare suitable reccmmendations. 
Theretore,it is recamnendedthat tree planting not be part of the local improve­
ment_prosraacurrently under consideration and that· a report be brought down for 
consideration with the .1976' program which is expected to be before Council in 
Mly. 1975 .) . 

· By-Jaw·. eac:h 0 and. ev~:ry-initiative notice .. of a .. local.improvement must show·the . 
. sum.· by,. which an owner may commute the loca1 improvement· charges, i ~ e • . \Prepay 

a11· installments·'.by a deposit of cash. Burnaby's notice includes the following ·:~e:'.=-> . ·. . . ·, . . . ,.;. . . 

. · .. · nyour charges may be paid irlf'ull .on receipt of first tax bill 
f.;o\to1lowing_ construction of the work by paying the sum of $ · 

.. , .. · i, ... . . . ... . . ----

.· ,~·~go~ so t~ayers make' p;epayments of this nature each rear •.. The Munic-
. ipality·wouid be _in ,pocltet;°if a large number were to do so. Yet this \is not 
·,,likeJ.Y,. for in this .day of mobility of families, homes seldom remain under one . 

ownership for> long· periods of time. Unless they do, prepayment has ,no advantage~ 
·' .... ' . , • . . . ' ' •' ' ' . . ,., ' ?• 

Com.itation has been unattractive for another reason. The commutation rates 
use4 in the. charges by-law are low. They were set at 4 1/efo at a time'.when the 
intere_at rate payable on borrowings was &fo and at a. time when the prepayments 
made :were received too late to reduce the amount of money to be borrowed. · 
Instead, the moneys paid have been used to reduce the sums required to meet 
annua~ payments of principal and interest. 

' . . . ' 

CUsto!J!Bl'ily, a·sum equal to 80% of the estimated cost of.' loca1 improvements is 
borrowed, at onetime and the difference between this sum and,e.etual construction 
costs 'at another time. With the time lag involved in securing financing through 
the Mlnicipe.l Finance Authority, it is possible to apply sums received through 
commutation of rates to reduce the final sum to be borrowed. 

The interest rate used in the calculation of the frontage truces contained. in 
this report is 10 1/'Z'/o. Perhaps this should be used in calculating the sum 
to be prepaid on the commutations of the rates in the first year. Since pay­
ments received in commuta"Cions during the second and successive yea.rs o:f.' the 
levies must be applied to the reduction of principal and interest charges and 
since the Municipality will not likely be able to reinvest the money pending 
use over tJhe balance of the yeara of levy a.t a high rate of interes·t, probnbly 
a &fo rate sho1.1.ld be used. 

~ 

New la.nea a.re constructed lly tba MtmicipaJ.i ty on poti-ti.on, cond:l:liiom.tl that 
a.bu·tting owners pay for the coat o:f' ttapha.lt uncl minor grude prepo.ru.t:Lona as u 
locul. improvement, w:l.th chnrges puynble over t:Lve years, 1'hc Cor1Jo1•crt;ion pays 
for the roadbed cons"liructi.on, E>ciot:l.ng lom1n nre paved on :pr:lt:l:Hon, conrlitional 

1.1. 9 
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that the owners pay for the asphalt and minor grade preparations as a local 
improvement. 

There are very few lanes in the Mmicipality still in gravel condition. 

The current annual charge tor this work ii 25.7¢ per f'ront foot. The actual 
cost of the work is 50.36¢ per front f'oot. It is recolllllended that the rate 
tor future works be set at 50.36¢. 

PROrosED 1975 HlOORAM 

· The attached cost report haa been caap1led uaing the rulH •~ fortli,:on ~e:6 
•· with the Corporation paying 5°' ot the co1t of' all work• except.those i-elating 

to 36>foot wide streets and separated aidewalk1. In the caae ,;'of ithe toraer, .. 
. 'the difference between the coits of constructing a 36•. street. arid a 28' street 

.. • has :tJ«ten charged to the Corpol"ation. In the . caatt of the. latte.r, the, s&mple \, .•. · . 
. · .was .too'·small to apply the f ormul.a. . The annual . charge per toot ·was· i$3. 4o •. ·,·.•• This 
·.-cha.a bee11:rec1uced to $1~7f3 .• · ·. The ···cost ot• construct{ng_·28,f'.eet·c,f. pa'V'.ement·_with_••·· 

tvo'_aeparated walks, under optimum construction condi'tions~ \1~ ~ great~r than 
.. constructing a 28 .foot,pavement'with. five··toot·•·curbwalks:both·aideaj:,Theref'ore•··· .. 
···\the $1.78r:ate•was-calcul.&ted.,by·multiplying the.$2.68•.n.te tor28•:teet:of.pave-: 
, ment plus curbwalks. by. 1~ ·and. substracting the .. $2.:19 rate.··tor,28 .t,'eet. o'f'pe.ve­

m~11t plus curbs only •. In this particular c~ae, it ad.di $1,789 to the Corporat;ion'?' 

. 

share:.ot: the cost. • · · · · 

.. Pi'e>posed 1975 frontage tax rates· 

.. The 1'ollowing are the rates that should be included in the Corporation's ~cal ' ·, .. 
Improvement Charges By'.""law, By'.""law No. 6432: ; ·. ·. · · /, ·•·. . ·· > . 

·, , . ' ' . . . . . .. . ~ . 

28; 'pavement with 5' curbwalks o~ both sides of the street 
.-.28 1 pavement with 5' curbwallts on one side of the street 

ancl curbs and gutters only on the other side· 
28 1 pavement with 5' curbwalk on one side of the street only 
28' pavement with curbs and gutters on both sides of the street 
41 sidewalks, .built in conjunction with, and at the same time 

as, a local improvement paving and curbing project 
pavement .with 5' curbwalks on both sides of the street 
pavement with curbs and gutters on both sides of the street 
pavement with curbwallts on both sides of the street with · 
allowance for local improvement sidewa,llt already in place 
or less pavement on lanes 

,$ 2.68 

2.68 & 2.19 . 
2.68 &l.,36 
2.19 

1.78 
2.68 
2.19 

2.68 & 2.19 
0.5036 

The annual charges to owners of 66 foot lots as compared with the 1974 program 
will_ be: 

1974 1275 

28 1 or 36 1 of pavement together with 
5' curbwalks .$ 72.60 * 176,88 

28 1 or 3~' of pavement together with curbs 
and gutters 62.70 144.5l1, 

l+• sidewallt lJ0,92 ll? ,li-8 
14 1 or lesa o:t' lo.ne pavement 16.96 33 .21+ 
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RF.COMMENDATIONS 

1. THAT the owners• share of the cost of works be set at 
a fixed percentage of the cost of providing 28' of pave­
ment, curbs, curbwalks or sidewalks separated from curbs, 
in whatever combinations as may be appropriate to circum­
stances; and 

2. THAT the percentaze rate for 1975 be set at 5~;: and 

3-. THAT the rates payable<by owners on streets in excess of 
28' be the s.ame as for streets of 28~ in width; .arid • 

4. THAT the frontage ~ for 1975 be set at 66 f'eet; and , . . .' ' . . ' ""•. . ·' 

5., THAT the fre>ntage rates to be fixed be adju~ted so that 
the 'entire owners' share of the cost will be bor.ne·by ... 

. abutting'.owners,.withthe.exception for 1975 of/the four 
.foot sidewalk project in which case the sharing :will.be 
as shown on the coat· report; anci . . . . .. . . 

: .. ' . .·. : . - . 

THAT consideration be given to a,questiolUlaife.being 
sent out in connection.with 1976'.prC?grams during·Jwie, 
1975 to determine. the wishes.· of owners with respect to· 
the : types . of works to be· constructed; and . . - -. . . .· . . ,-- . .. " : '' 

: THAT 'commutation rates,'be s~t ·at: 10 ;1/2.!fo on commutations ·•· 
made iri·the. first year,of.,J.evy and at.~ for the -payments• 
made during the s~cond and subsequent, years' levies; and . .,_.. .·. ,. .. _•,,;··. ·,. . .· ,• - . ' 

' THA~ Burnaby toc~J. :riiprovtmient '·charges By~l.aw 1974, )3y--ia; . 
Ifo.>.6432,,be amended to incorporate therein .the. frontage.·· 
tax rates shown on page 10. o:f this report, and tha.t all 
otherratefl shown-therein be repealed; and 

· THAT a report on the planting of trees as part of a local' 
impro:vement project be. brought down as soon as possible;·and 

10. THAT the· work program for 1975 outlined in the attached 
cost report be adopted; and 

ll. THAT the Municipal Clerk be instructed to initiate.the works. 

DM:gw 
Attach •. 

cc: Mun~cipal Clerk 
Municipal Solicitor 

'Director o:f Planning 
Planner II ( CRL) 
Municipal Rne;lneer 
Asseasol' 
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Project 
No. 

74-023 

74-024 

74-025 

74-026 

74-0Z, 

74-028 

74-029 

74-030 

74-031 

74-032 

.74-033 

74-034 

74-035 

74-036 

74-037 

74-038 

. LOCAL IMPROVEMENT COST 'REPORT PER·.· SECTION 6o1; MUNICIPAL ACT 

Location of work 
Length· 

· -in feet 

28' pavement with 5' curbwallts on both sides 

Halley Avenue i'ran Burke Street :to 
Sardis Street.····· ... · ·.·. . ... · .. '• .. 

Bond Street f'rom. Halley Avenue to 
Patterson Avenue . · · · .. 

Brantford Avenue from 'Imperial. Street 
to Oakland Street 

19th Aven~ from 2nd Street ;to 
Newcombe Street .. 

18th Avenue'.t'rom 1st Street to 
Newcombe · Street · 

McKay.Avenue.from Rumble·Street.to 
Boxer Street . ..·• , . > . . . 

Irmin Street from Boundary- Road to 
Joft're Avenue , '. .• ·. . . , 

Watling Street· f'rom .Boundary Road 
to Jottre Avenue 

Southwood Street f'ran • Boundary Road 
to Joff're Aven~e . . . . . 

Clinton Street frcim Boundary Road to 
Jot'fre Avenue • · . ..· .. 

Portland Street fran Boundary Road .to 
Joffre Avenue 

Peter Street from Boundary Road- to 
Jottre Avenue · · \ , . 

Victory Street from Boundary Road to 
Joffre Aven~ · . ..· . ,·· · . 

Arbor Street from Boundary Road to 
Joffre Avenue .. ··• •· , 

High].awn Drive from Midlawn. Drive• to .•·· 
Beta. Avenue . ,. . . · .. · . ·• .:; 

William Street from Willingdon Avenue · 
to Alpha Drive · · · · ·• 

1,050. 

1,100, 

2,640. 

.·•1400 
·' ·. 

750, , 

650 

.65q 

650 

: Ta.xable· 
Poot 

Frontage 

1,214.64 

1,oo6.oo 

4,106.37 

1,869.15 

. :1~212.88 

1,771.36 

.940.00 

·940.00 

830.55 

. •9()8.6o 

¢4.20 

912~96 

930.77 

. 940.oo 

.Actual 
Foot 

Frontage 

1,870.31 

1,966.97 

5,093.23 

2,373.06 

1,352.88 

1,091.55 

. 1,090.62 

l,Q'74.4o 

1,065.45 

1,066.77 

1,088.96 

1,088.77 

1,089.55 

1,625.54 

876.i3 

26,571.14 

Estimated 
Cost 
$ 

52,500 

55,000 

132,000 

70,000 

37,500 

84,0CX> 

32,500 

32,500 

32,500 

32,500 

32,500 

32,500 

32,500 

32,500 

42,500 

25,000 

758,500 

O"imers' 
Estimated 

$ 

37,o47 

24,039 

35,l08 

18,631 

l8,631 

16,462 

18,co8 

17,921 

18,095 

l8,448 

18,631 

24,395 

1.3,827 

404,644 

Frontage 
Tax 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.66 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 
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Project 
No. 

74-039 

74-041 

74-043 

74-022 

74-044 

:;-., 

.'.'.·~·1}\ 

.~~~1~i~~JiJlmfsj;~~ · ·.. ·•· · 
LOCAt.,IMfROVEMDr:tCOS'r(HEPOR.rrPf!R,SECTl:OB•'6ol:,;"MUNICIPAL. ACT ·· 

28' pavement with 5 ~ 
north side.only 

12th Avenue from 1st Street to 
Cumberland Street 

28' pavement with 5' curbwaJ.k· on: one . 
side and· curb on other side . · · 

Joffre Avenue from Hurst Street to . 
Rumble Street 
- curbwalk on west side 

Southwood Street from McK&¥ Avenue to 
Patterson Avenue 
- curbwal.k on north side 

Mandy Avenue. from Imperial. Street • to. 
Hurst Street · . .. 
- curbwal.k on west· side 

... 
28 1 pavement with curbs.bot~ sides 
Chaffey Avenue from.Burke Street to 

Sardis Street . . . . . .·.. ; . 
Joffre Avenue from Southwood'Street to 

lane north of .. Marine Drive , 
' 

.. NS • 1;551.80 
---· ss. 2,131.02 

.2,250 :j,682.82 

cw-ws. 462.00 
. l:~900 C-ES. · ... 66.00 

. • CW-NS 565. 50 
, 830 c-ss· 570~35 

. ' 

· .. , 600, : ·:· cw--ws . 306.49 c-Es,· ---cw '·i,333.99 
:c . 636.35 

1,645.82· 

1,900, 
,, 

2,985.'50 

. .:. 2 -

-· 

. Actua1 
•·Foot 

Frontage· __ . 

2,053.77 
2.131.02 

4,184.79 

1,450.76 
1,881:.65 

824.Bo 
789.55 

483.45 
· 589.45 

' 2,759.01 
3.26o.65 
6,019.66 

1;834.58 

3,298.64 

Estimated 
Cost 
$ 

99,000 

89,300 

39,010 

28.200 

156,510 

44,ooo 

83,6oo 

Owners' 
Estimated 

Cost 

30,757 
21.374 

52,131 

9,157 
1,067 

ll,2o8 
9,217 

6,CT75 

26,44o 
10.284 

36,724 

26,596 

48,246 

Frontage 
'fax 

2.68 
l.36 

2.68 
2.19 

2.66 
2.19 

2.68 
2.1.9 

2.19 

2.19 
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~ 
:a 

ffl 0 
ffl :::, 
~ ffl 

2 -a 
0 C, ::D 
-f 

c.., z l:l 0 :l 

"'"' t,,,;; 
~ -~ \.,"1 



( 

Project 
No. 

74-045 

74-o63 

74-046 

74-058 

74-o6o 

74-o61. 

74-071 

74-o62 

Location or work . . :~l~'lli!a: .. 
28' pavement with cur'bs both sides (Corit'd) . · 

Clinton Street fram.Joffre:.A~~ue,Eiast ;to:\c, .. >' 
E.P.L. Lo.t K, Bloclt 2,, D.L. 175, Pl,an,i448o··,.·. 

Dundas Street from Boundary, Road ,to · · 
Gilmore.Avenue 

41 sidewa.lk 

Sardis Street from Barker Avenue to 
Halley Avenue - sidewalk on south side 

' ' ' 

36' pavement with 'curbs both 'sides· , 

Chaffey Avenue fro1i Sardis St~~;f,to . 
Grange Street . · .. · < ·. · ·.. . : , 

Sardis. Street from Barker. Avenue :to . 
Halley Avenue 

Joffre Avenue .from Rud>le Street to 
Southwood Street ... . ; , . · · 

Ma.:ywood Street from .Cassie Avenue·.· east to, ., .··· , ., .. · .. 
E.P.L. Lot B, Block 41, D.L~ l.53~'·Plan.3()149,:'8oo,. 

Joffre Avenue from lane nortli:.of',Marine · 
Drive to Marine Drive '.." 

ss 

445.00 

. 413~00 

327.00 

i~.00 

2,213.39 

.'.Actua1 
·· Foot 
Frontage 

837.85 

3,866.19 

9,837.26 

475.51 

1,194.15 

950.81 

592.62 

1,251.49 

J§2.0l 

4,371.0S 

Estimated 
Cost 
$ 

19,Boo 

244,200 

· 7,500 

38,56o 

27,000 

17,820 

43,200 

10,aoo 

137,380 

Owners' 
Estimated 

Cost 
$ 

lO,o84 

50.437 

135,363 

1.3,41.9 

7,191. 

6,674 

5,2~ 

3,200 

35,768 

Frontage 
Tax 

2.19 

2.19 

2.19 

2.19 

2.19 

2.19 

2.19 r, 3: -t 0 l> "' C: z 3: ;z l> 
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Project 
No. 

74-0'53 

74-054 

74-055 
74-056 

74-057 

74-059 

Location o~ work .. 

36 • pavement w1 th 5 • 
S . '· .. ·.,.'~c·; 

Halley Avenue·trom Sardis,street.to< 
Grange Street : ;:;} ,; · 

Morley Avenue from Canada·WS¥ .. to·:tf Pl.' > · 
Lot 1.76} D.J;. 86, Plan 25478 . t. ~ ·.· '.' . •·••· < • 

18th Avenue frcim 1st Street to 2nd Street . 
Sperling Avenue :from KingsW9¥>to. . 

Arcola Streat .·· .. ,.··. . • . , 

357.00 
862.76. 
75.0.u ·. 

. ·. 
· 300 .. ii4~'56' 

Buller Avenue from Irmin Street to 
Beresford Street · ... · .. ,:900. 

-z4z;26 

' ,:-:. . 

,36' pavement w1 th 5' curb~s on both· • 
sides with allowance to south side ~or : 
works being. replaced 

12th Avenue from 1st StreetiJ 2nd. Street 

Total Cost 

Estimated lifetime of the works: 
Number of years of' levy: · · 

. ' 

2 820 .·· 
•' , 2,831.63 

454:oa 
. 

.. NS 
•ss 550~00 

. . . 

1 1004.oS 

· .. , 4o~64~~64 

Actua.1 
· Foot 

,Froiltage····· 

754-87 

l.,o65.30 
1,025.96 

.· • 487.23 

· 1.250.23·· 

4,583.59 

,. 

549.78 
. 550.00 

i.w.za 
-

27:1142.81 

Estimated 
cost 

25,200 

36,000 
36,000 

18,000 

54,ooo 

169,200 

36,000 

1.,6<>8,290 

Oiir-ners' 
Estimated 

Cost 

1,a,6 

17,100 
14,867 

2,269 

14,Bn 

56,123 

9,000 
8,888 

17,888 

z4o2602 

Frontage 
Tax 

2.68 

2.68 
2.68 

2.68 

2.68 

2.68 
2.19 
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.. Corpcira.tion' s: mat~h!ng .share 

c°1n~i•or~feet;.tze# widt~ 
Rouncr.otfs 

- 29,341. 

771.,731. -

771,731. 

64,700 
128 

$l.,6o8,290 
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