ITEM 6
MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 5
 COUNCIL MEETING Jan. 27/75

" Re: 1975 Local Improvemsnt Street Program

: Polldving is & report from the Municipal Treasurer regarding the 197‘5
~ Local Improvement Street Program. . '

" RRCOMMENDATION: :

1. THAT the Municipal Treasurer's recommendations be adopted, =

I R U

22 Janiary 197
s ors o oo o oo g
In .doptine thq 197u 10@1.‘1“1'.11'11)'!“5?5’_“““1‘: r oém on 4 March 1974, ‘Coﬁ!;cii directed:

(1) That the front foot rates currently in effect for local improvement o

' ‘projects not be applied to the 1975 and 1976 local improvement progrems, °

v and that a review be made at the appropriate time to reflect more closely

. 'the increase in the cost of constructing such projects, - C ‘

. (2) The Manager was instructed to submit & report indicating all the ramifica~
© tions of actual construction costs for local improvement projects being
‘more closely related to the front foot retes that sre set for local
improvement works then at present, and include in his considerations

such things as the costs of sidewalk crossings and the costs the Munice
ipality must absorb as a result of the policy respecting charges against
properties having a frontage in excess of 66 feet, '

rates applicable to the 1974 program were complled as follows:

Owners' share

The costs of Portland cement concrete curbe, sidewalks or curbwalks
plus not more than 14 feet of asphaltic paving at filxed rates per front
foot, offset by local improvement rates which were currently in effect,
No property was toxed on & frontage gresmter then 66 feet, and allowances
in frontage were made for simllar works comstructed along a second
boundary of a property when local lmprovement rates for this earlier
work were currently in effect.
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2. A charge separate and apart from the frontage tax was applied to
properties requiring a vehicle crossing of curbing or curbwalks.

Geheral mill rate share

1. Storm drainage facilities, retaining walls, the relocetion of fire
.~ hydrants and power and telephone poles, - S R A

S 2. Costs of extending driveways and sidewalks on abutting properties
<+ to connect -with pudblic curb or curbwalk. . o

" Costs of street widths gm'-%'31' than 28 f“t
- Costs imvolved tn strest intersections.
Coste in excens of th fixed rates chargesble to cvners.
Costa on frontages ir. excess of 66 fest. -

 Costs for frontage exempted because of allowances for works alresdy
- being ‘éha:gegi to a second boundary of a property. o

‘The differences in. frontage rates for allowances being made for
previous works already being taxed.. - . . e R LN

© Rationale for the Corporation accepting these items of cost has been:

--Storm drainsge facilities. S B L .
Originally, any storm drainage necessary to a street improvement . - . -
project formed part of the local improvement although no. portion of the = .
cost was passed along to abutting owners. Not every project requires

v & storm drain, - When they are necessary, their principal use is to -
" drain roads. Nevertheless, the house drains of every abutting property
. 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 hes 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 drainsage, Latterly, it has become possible to finance these
works by means other than local improvement. '

1.(a) Retaining walls.

In the past, 1t has not been possible to provide Prospective home
builders with design street levels and for a time the Municipality

did not inslst that finished roads be constructed by developers to
ultimete widths. This lack of directlon has made necegsary extensive
construction of retaining walls on some shreets as part of a local
improvement project, As all abutting owners, no matter where loceted
in the Municipulity, pay the same rate per front foot for works of the
seme,description installed in the same year, it seemed unfair to Appor=-
tion to all streets in one program the cost of congtructing retaining
walls on a minority of streets.

Relocation of fire hydrants and power and telephone poles,

If pole lines and water lines arc properly located in road ollowances
1t should seldom be necessary to move fire hydronts or power and
telephone poles. However, there are streets on which ralocation work
18 necessary. Therefore, Lt seemed unfolr to charge all abutting
owners in all local improvement programs of the name class for this
speclal work on & minority of streels.
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Costs of extending driveways and sidewalks on ebutting
properties to connect with public curb or curbwalk.

For a number of years consideradle friction had been generated when
Property owners found it necessary to comnect driveweys or sidewslks
with the local improvement works, particularly when there was a differ-
ence in elevation between the local improvement works and the private
“properties. . Latterly this cause for friction has been removed because
the works undertaken during the past several years 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 crossing. The cost of the

- balance of the work has been borne by the Corporation. i

| Costs of street widths in excess of 28 feet. e ‘
3‘Sdhefyéaié?ago;_a'28 foot street was selected by Council as the -

standard of width in residential neighbourhoods. , R
. 28 foot streets mostly are of benefit to abutting owners only. ' Streets
. of widths in excess of 28 feet generally benefit all or a part of-the
- community at large as well as abutting owners. On some streets, because
-of wider road widths, owners must put up with the inconvenience of noise
’andftrgffié;j;As'a‘consequence,‘Council,determined‘thatfthe'costh@of1“
constructing 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. e

' Commerce and .industry receive some special benefit from wider road ...
. widths. A special rate can be established for works on such streets

~ but the rate must apply to all properties, not just those used com= .
- mercially or industrially. 'In Burnaby, residentially, commercially

'~~ana/qr industrially used properties are often in'close mix.' Rather =

‘than charge residential properties at'commercial/industrial:rateg;n“*,
anncil’has applied a common ‘rate to all classes of property.

Costs involVédrin street intersections.

At one time, it was a requirement of the Municipal Act that the
“Municipality sbsorb 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
intersectlions abut none of the affected properties, none of them should
bear any part of the cost of work at these locations. Of 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 ag any
to apportion costs between a munieipallty and affected owners. The
calculated cost at street intersections of paving and curbing or paving
and curbwalks is 10% and sidewalks by themselves 5%.

b4

Costs in excess of fixed rates chargeable to owners.

Pursuant to Section 594 of the Municipal Act, Councll must establish
rates per taxeble front foot chargeable to sbutting owners or, conw-
verasely, establish a proportion of the cost of each class of works
thet'will be chargeable to owners., The difference between the rates
astablished and the actual cost must be borne by the general mill rate.

Iong before Section 59U was enacted, by Judiclous interpretation of

the several sections of the Municipal Act, Councll employed fixed rates
for each class of street works and mnintained them at a level that wag
most attractive to beneflting owners. They dld so to meet certain
obJectlvas - pave every gravel strcet in Burnaby - improve the drainage
system ~ and to glve owners what they wanted - dust-free gtreets in
some cases, and completed slreet lmprovements in others.
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To a considerable degree, the first three of these objectives have
been met by means other than local improvements. Some years ago it
became possible to pave all gravel roads in Burnsby by use of moneys
that otherwise would have been spent on maintenance of roads. I
became possible, too, to finance storm drainage works separate and
apert from local improvements.

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

Originally the 66' maximum rule came sbout 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 SOIda ‘
When sold, the.properties generally were subdivided and the new owners Tt
- “each paid-a tax based on the actual frontages of the newly created o
»’rproperties. ‘

¥_hBurnaby has meny streets on which most of the properties are flankage o i
and on which ‘residences face some other street. To ‘encourage’ ‘owners
~to accept local improvement programs on such streets - espec1ally the

v,,conver31on of ‘gravel roads to ‘asphalt - some way hed to be found to;'mi'“f'“

rireduce ‘the costs to such properties. The Act makes: provision: for a
» ’reduction in-cost where a work affects two sides of‘a property,: or e
“‘where a* work affects a property on which a previous work to another ;; :

'ﬂxboundary of the property is-a charge to that property. There is‘no

. prov1sion at all to: reduce ‘cost ‘to a corner lot-where: the work affects
*Aone side of a- property only whlch,ls not affected by some previous work

.Therefore, Counc11 establlshed a ‘maximum frontage measurement of" k

» .66 feet applicable.to all prOPerties affected by local improvement

] street 1mprovement programs “This rule must; apply to’ all properties.~_
f:;It cannot be applled to corner propertles only..--- -

This, of course, gives an advantage to. owners of properties of wide‘

. frontages, particularly apartment sites and commercial-industrial - '
‘sites,  However, this is not as bad as it seems, because the ownersd :
of such properties pay through the general mill rate a much larger. .
..proportion of the Corporation's share of the cost of 1ocal 1mprove~‘
»'ments than do owners of residential properties.

It is no longer true that corner lots hring a better price at the :
‘market place than do other lots. Ill-conceived local improvement
‘taxes can be an unbearable burden to the owners of such properties.
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-
valling scarcity of land in most cities, the size of local improvement
levies ghould have less. effect than it once did on the saleability of
such properties. Nevertheless, due to the large number of corner lots
involved, it was consldered that some reductlon should be made in the
. amount of local improvement charges affecting them, and the retention
of a fixed frontage factor is one way of doing so.

‘Another way wag to set minimum-meximum frontage for all properties.

If this had been done, each and every property would have been charged
an ldentical amount end corner lots would have heen absolved from
charges for subaequent works on a second frontage, However, ownera

of 33 foot lots would have paid the same ap owners of 66 fool lots
whereas in the application of the 66 foot maximum rmle, each and

every property was charged in nccordance with ites frontage up to

the maximim. This likely would have been n enuge for complaint.

The matter of agsessing corner lole for local lmprovements has been
token up with the Department, of Munlelipal Affalra ond 1t is qulte
posglble thet a change in legioinbtlion may be made In time for our 1976
program,
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The difference in frontage‘rateslfor allowances being
- made for previous works already being taxed.

_This is fast dying out. In the early years, twenty foot strip peve- .
ments were local improvements repayable in ten years, and sidewalks
‘ cbnstructedjby,themselves'repayab;enin fifteen years. Subsequently,
1t 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 fo 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
" 'roughly ‘equal to the rate chargeable for a single complete work. . =
However, there are very few of these works on which the levies are =~ =
Hii;ﬁih?fotcé;f;ltfhaSjbéén'thefpractice’that;unlesSﬂthgﬂlevyfrdrA A
ﬁhq-ﬁork‘isfihfforce;dt‘theftimefd@new work is initisted, no allowance . .
fﬁ“@adh.infthefiateslf¢r;bhe“néw1work;“«:3.~‘;,fs,5uu, T I e

The rates established for the 197) program vere:

. year for 15 years - -
L 9E

sted by the use of the above formula applied to 1973

) ‘experienc _ They were calculated at 75% of the actual rate, it'bein
‘bhe intention that 100% be spplied in future programs. ‘However, by the time
Jthq;;n;tiétiogffopmalities-ﬁére,completed'and,tenders-called,_constrgctibp:f}»,1~
“ prices had risen as follows: .~ . - I

e T T Estimate = Revision =
28! pavement with 5' curbwalk both sides ~ $530,650 1937,000

‘\3:, 28' pavement with curbs both sides with

' 1/2" walk on south side o 35,000 +. 57,600
28' pavement with curbs both gides ‘ 118,000 - 207,000
28' pavement with 5' curbwalk on north ey
"side, curb on south side - 137,425 - 267,700
- 36" pavement with curbs on both sides 28,000 35,500
36! ygvament with sidewalks both sides 12,000 ‘ 27,000

$ 861,075 $1,531,800

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

Originally, it had been estimeted that the Corporation's share of the cogt
would be $514,213 or 59.7%. As it turns out, this share will be approximately
$1,151,816 or 75.2%,

There were no 4' sidewalks in the program. The proper rates should have been:
@ 75% @ 1og§

28' pavement, with curbwalks $e $3.20
28" pavement with curbs only s 2.8}
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The cost to an owner of a 66 foot frontage property would have been:

Actua.llv Should have Or at
in effect been 100% rate

28' pavement with curbwalks $72.60 $160.38 $213.84
.28 pavement with curbs only - 62.70 140.58 = 187.L44

| Inflotion continues to be with us. Indico.tions are that the rates shown above' ’. :
-will increase by &at least 10% 4n-1975. In view of the uncertain economic cone
“‘ditions thtt prevail, local improvements at any price mey not be acceptable to

-~ owners in 1975. Certainly they will not, if priced too high. What is too high’ ~f:
' The present costs are too high for some of the property owners - particularly

those on fixed incomes. What the upper li.mit for the m,jority of owners may

;"be remains to be seen.

& Now that the ob:jec.tives of peving a11 roads in Burmby and finding a neens of‘
fi‘financing ‘other than by local improvement for the construction of storm: sewers
‘hag: been found, local street improvements are mostly of. benefit to abutting
owners. “Nevertheless, ‘they have some benefit to the entire community, in that
wj.th ‘the advent of finished streets, property owners tend to take better care:

,_;.of the:lr properties, ‘thereby- ‘upgrading entire neighbourhoods. Improyed streets

“are of course > part a.nd parcel of ‘the overall developnent of 8 municipallty.

Perhaps the time has come to look at other ways of; dividing looal 1mprovement

costs between owners and’ the mmicipality. ‘The present system, if it is followed

to the letter, tends to.be: inflexible. 7~ Perhaps a better method may be to estab
'~;;fixed rates per front foot by srbitrarily'l‘sharing costs. : Such a system-

_Aeerly start will enable the initiative procedures to take place a.nd
‘a tender call to be made early, in the following year. - The cost' :
:structure of the program should: have an allowance: for inflation built
jinto it. :

'*‘--x.'Set the sta.nda.rd for cost sharing st a 28" street pmiing, curbing,y curb'-“ .
-+ ‘walks or separ&ted sidewalks as _the case may be, with the portion of costs
odn excess of 28! in street widths being borne by the Corporation. ‘

Set the cost sharing between owners and the Corporation at a percentage
of the average gross cost of a 28' street, peving, curbing, curbiwalks or
separated sidewalks as the case may be, E. 8. 40%=-60%; 50%-50%; 60%-140%

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

Procure assegsment rolls for the work.

Divide the taxable assessment for each class of work into the estimated
cogt of the work to establish the cash cost of 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 initintives.

The following is the effect of several examples of cogt sharing applled to the
1974 program:
Actual
_197h Lo~ 60 50%=50% 6%~ ol
owners {f» 379, 98h & 607,859 L 759,823 ’ﬁ 911, 788
Corporation 1 ]39 663 911,768 759,82l 607, 850
Corporation re 36' streets f..lﬁ 12,153 12,153 12,153

1,531,000 $1,530,800  #,531,000  #1,531,800

-"..'Y"U.lf" SFAE == ‘l"'—{

e s P A S-S 4 1000 A B0 U A DO
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Annual rates would have been:

28" pavement with curbwalks $ 2.90
28" pavement with curbs only A 2.40

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

28" pavement with curbwalks $213.84 4§ 128,04 $ 150.72 $ 191.40
28' pavement with curbs only 187.44 105.60 130.00 158.40

A system such as this is quite flexible, Rates can be adjusted quite readily
year py>year5;withou§ & great deal of clerical work-taking‘place.

" Standards of work

o Eioiffimgitq;timeg members of Council comment on the laék;bf choice being given
- Yo property owners. For example, do owners on a particular street need or want
: o'vsdhé7timeiﬂfor«économidfreasons;

_ ! 'curbwalks:havgfbéén:installed~asha matter of
qursé;*;Tbé;Qost;qf;tonstructing avéurbwalk“iSﬁaboﬁt*$3,0o=pei>foot;greater;than
uilding a curb by itself, To come along later and éons;ruct,a;sepgrated“sidewalk‘,}
ould cost, &t today's prices,f$15;00”perﬁfoot;"gFrph}an}ecqhbmié}pointdofbviewg‘a

curbwalk is of best value.  Curbs orvcueralksfgenérallyfenébﬁrage,ownéré“tbfextend A
"maintainitheir‘landSc@ping to-the curbsworfcurﬁwalksﬁj“Strahgely“enbugh; in areas
‘sidewalks are separated from curbs,’ownersquten‘dohnotvdgvéldpgand}méintain,
2vards that are created, This suggestsithgtjinfar¢a§Tinfwhichgsgparated_‘ 
Dullt, the Manicipality should complete the boulevards to finished = -
maintain them. 'As the lawﬁpreseﬁtly_étands;ﬁif;ﬁbefMuﬁQ¢ipality;ﬂ;;
: ,ﬁleﬁard5~it[must.maintaiﬁ'itwdurihgfitsilif'time;“]Tﬁafﬂis;11f7it_fr,
bigher costs, separated sidewalks have their place in the street
the community for the following reasons: A R
on of ped€strian from

ration of from passing vehicular traffics ‘removing’the pedestrian
' qhhgerA»qplashipg and‘intense;noisefi‘-‘7‘*'~ e I T T B

I sétvéﬁiOn;df.éxiéfihg @rees, . b L GV
3. Aesthetically, "treed boulevards are selected to give an increased residential
Hh,,'In‘diffi&ult‘topographic conditions, separation of the sidewalk to another -
o -level: avoids the’ construction of retaining walls. - o
. Permits pole mounted utilities to be located in the boulevard rather than in

. the sidewalk., - ‘ :
Avoids the roller coaster treatment associated with. curbwalks crossed by
drivewayg. ' ‘

T. Provides en area beside the road for snow clearance if needed.
8.»'Allows for wnforeseen road widening without destroying exlsting sidewalk.

A more extensive report on the matter of ataendards of street works 1s being developed
and will be before Council at an early date,

The prime difficulty is to find out from the ovmers the combinations of works they
desire, It ds not possible to glve them a cholce on the initiative notices,

In the 1975 program, therce Lz one street (Sardim) on which a separated sidewalk ig
proposed. Tt 1s the subject of two initiative noticea, one for pavement and curbing
- the other for a four foot sldewalk. fThe installation of tLhe sldewalk 1g contingent
upon whether or not the inltlative posses and whether or not the initiative rop the
roadwork passes ag well. It is proposed that the pidewslk not be budlt wnless the
roadway is built asz well,

We cannot give an owner a cholce in street widbhe, these bedng catablished by the
traffle patterns of the neighbourhood. We can enqulre if he wantg curhing only,
curbwalks on one or both sldeg, and whether he wonbs o sldewall separated by p
boulevard on one or both miden of Lhe etrael, or, conversely, whether he wanty
paving and a curbwalk or paving and o separatod sldewslk, 1Lt trafile conditlong

117
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show that a sidewalk 1s essential. The topography of the street will dictete
- 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 filled out by the owners prior to initlative notices
being sent out. In other words, each owner would be contacted twice.

A questionnaire could include the following information:

Questionnaire "The Corporation is planning to initiate, as a local 1nprovement,
i v 28 feet in width of pavement together with curbing on both sides
_of - from ‘
to. .
v ,However, before doing so, it would appreciate an expreasion of
. opinion from abutting owners on the cambination of works desired
© by the majority of owners, before the legal process of initisting
-the works takes. Place..

FffThe annual charge against your property for this work for each of
- Tifteen years is estimated at § . oy

S In the event that a curbsidewalk is included in the work on your
: 3;*side of. the street, your estimated annuel charge will be $ .

..’In the event that a sidewalk separated trom the curb’ by a boulevard
,,Lon your side of the street is 1nc1uded in the work, your estlmated
- -ammual charge will be $_ .

. THE ESTIMATES USED 'ARE SUBJECT TO CHANGE. THE CORPORATION WILL BE
' BOUND ONLY'BY THE RATES WHICH WILL BE SHOWN ON THE NOTICE IN LEGAL
':;ronm CONCERNING THE ACTUAL WORKS TO. BE INITIATED on concLusroN or

»;7Target date for construction of - the works, if approved by abutting Bkt
_owners, is the year 1976 .

:Please fill out the attached postcard and mail it on or before

Nt

‘vAddress ‘of. property abutting the work A T ;7'&-‘
P o desi*e [::] do not d981re [::] a local improvement pavement 28 e
'“rwide with: curbing to be constructed on the street abutting my property.

T desire a curbwalk to be constructed on my side of the street
.as an addltion to the above works. -

I desire a sidewalk separated from the curbing- 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 BINDS ME TO
ACCEPT THESE WORKS, I understand that at a later date I will have
the opportunity of petitioning against these works should I so desire,
when the formal initiative notice relative to the actual works chosen
showing the actual costs involved, i1s distributed by mail,

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 combinatlon of works plus alternatives that the Municipal
steff recommend., Whether or not owners wish trees to be included ss part of
the work, could form part of the questlonnaire should Council so decide.

¥
Trees

Council has enquired whether or not it would be possible to inelude trees

in local improvement ptreet improvement progrems. Yes, they may be included,
but they must be maintained by the Municipality during their lifetime. On the
other hand, if they are put ln out of general revenue, the owners may be taxed
annually for thelr maintenance.

’
" = . " t
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Before undertaking such a program, there are a number of problems to be
resolved, e.g.:
- the siting of trees to minimize damage to sidewalks,
curbs and underground installations
- the‘selection of suitable trees
- = the availability of suitable trees
- the determmation of an annual cost of maintenance
‘ There is a wealth of information available from other cities. We have a new
member on staff who has had’ considerable experience in this: field. In any

‘ event ‘a little more time is. needed to prepare suitable recommendations. B
i Therefore, it 1s recommended that tree planting not be part of the local improve-, -

o ment program ‘currently under consideration and that a- report be brought down for

;"considerution with the 1976 program which is expected to be before Council 1n

' Prepgyment of‘ rates

By law "‘each and every mitiative notice of a 1oca1 improvement must show the
JLsum: by which an owner may commute the local improvement charges, i. e.‘gprepay
‘ﬁ};&ll instellments by a deposit of cash. Burnaby s notice: includes the follow1ng

Your"charges nay- be” paid in full on receipt of first tax bill_.
following construction of the work by paying the sum of $ v

« or ‘'so taxpayers ma.ke prepeyments of this nature each year.v The Munic-
ipelityr:.would be’ in pocket if a’'large number were to do 80, Yet this is not

likely, for in this' da.y of. mobility of femilies, homes: seldom remain under’ one - o
oimership for long periods of time. Unless they do, prepayment has no advantage.

Comutation hes ,been unattractive for a.nother reason. The commutation rates S

“"used.in the charges by—la.w are low, They were set at b4 1/2% at a time when the-

: interest rete ‘payable ‘on borrowings was & and at & 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
‘annual payments of principal and interest, :

"Customarily, a sum equal to 80% of the estimated cost of 1oca.1 improvements is
borrowed, at one time and the difference between this sum and-ectual construction
‘costs ‘at another time, With the time lag involved in securing financing through
- the M.micipal ‘Finance Authority, it is possible to apply sums received through
commuta.tion of rates to reduce the final sum to be borrowed.

The interest rate used in the calculation of the frontage taxes contained in
this report ig 10 1/2%. Perhaps this should be used in calculating the sum

to be prepald on the commutations of the rates in the firgt year. Since pay-
ments received in commutatlons during the second and successive years of the
lavied must be applied to the reduction of principal and interest charges and
since the Munlclpality will not llkely be able to reinvest the money pending
use over the balance of the years of levy at a high rate of lnterest, probably
a 6% rate sphould be used.

Lunea

New lenes are constructed by the Municipality on petitlon, conditional that
sbutting owners pay for the cost of asphalt and minor grade preparations ag o
local improvement, with charges payable over f{ilve years, The Corporation payn
for the roadbed constructlion., Exlotlng lones are paved on petitlon, conditlonal
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that the owners pay for the asphalt and minor grade preparations as & local

improvement . q

- There are very few lanes in the Mmicipality still in gravel condition.
__,kThe current a.nnual charge for: this work is 25.T¢ per. ﬁ'ont foot. 'I'he a.ctual

- cost 'of the work is 50.36¢ per front t'oot. It 13 recomended. thet the rete
7for mture works be set at 50. 36¢. , . : _ :

"“ﬁrsorossn 1975 PROGRAM

, .’The gtt cost report ha.e been eanpned using the rulen let forth pagi
L with ‘the. COrporation paying 50% of the cost of all works except those relating
t036: foot wide streets and separated sidewalks. In the case ‘of: ‘the t‘orler,
the difference ‘between the costs of. constructing a 36' stree and a: 28' ‘street
has been. cherged to the. Corporation. In the case of the latter, ‘the  sample
was _too'“‘small ‘to spply:the ‘formula. The annual charge per foot: ‘was $3 l;o—
has been reduced to $1.78. The ‘cost.of constructing 28 feet of
two separated walks, under. optimum construction conditions, 'is 48% gree.ter than
constructing a 28 foot pavement with five foot ‘curbwalks bot! sides‘ ] ef
the $1.78 rate was calculated by wultiplying the $2.68° ¥ 1. .. pave=~
ment plus curbwalks’ by 1484 and- substracting the $2.19 ‘rate for- 28 f’eethof,pave-
ment Pplus. ‘curbs only In this particular case, 1t adds $1 789t 5 the Corpor
'"‘of the cost. B :

Proposed 1975 frontage tax rates

The following are the rates that should be 1nc1uded in the Corporat
Improvement Charges By-law, By-law No.,, 6&32- : : e

pavement with 5' curbwalks on both sides of the street
+28' pavement with 5' curbwalks on one side of the street
- and curbs and gutters only on the other side .- = = o
ipavement with 5' curbwalk on one side of the street only
pavement with curbs and gutters on both sides of the street
p 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
" 36" pavement with curbs and gutters on both sides of the street
36' pavement with curbwalks on both sides of the street with
allowance for local improvement sidewalk already in place
14" or less pavement on lanes

ooy
®

e
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& 2.19

28 &
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The annual charges to owners of 66 foot lots as compared with the 1971& program
will be:

197k - 1975

28' or 36' of pavement together with ) :
5' curbwalks 72.60 $ 176.88
28' or 36' of pavement together with curbs
end gutters 62.70 14k, 5
. 4" sidewalk o,92 117.48
14! or less of lane pavement 16.96 33.24

! . . . a
1] t
. !
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. THAT the owners' share of the cost of works be set at
e fixed percentage of the cost of providing 28' of pave-
ment, curbs, curbwalks or sidewalks separated fram curbs, -
in whatever combinations as may be appropriate to circum-
“stances; and : ST LT, . '

. THAT the percentaze rate for 1975 ‘be set at 50%, and
_ .;THAT the rates pa;lrabie:._by W v'efrs on street's_in‘exé‘esbs(‘bf e
28" be the same as for streets of 28' in width; and = -

‘THAT the frontage rates to be fixed be adjusted gso that

‘the ‘entire owners' share of the cost will be borne by o

abutting owners, with the exception for 1975 of the four . = =

foot, '_siydéﬁa\lk’project‘,in,whi‘c‘h case the gharing ‘will be" B e

as shown on the cost report; and = T R

 THAT consideration be given to a questionnaire being . o

~sent out in connection wi 1976 programs-during June, - -
1975 to determine the wishes of owners with respect to. .
thef.ty’peslo»f"{woz"kgt to be constructed; and o T

on rates:

" THAT commutation

~made in the first year of levy and at.6% for the ‘payments:

be set st 10 1/2¢ on comutetions
made during the second and subsequent yeara' levies; and
 IEAT Burnaby Local Iprovement Chrges By-law 197k, By-lav L
" No.: 6432 »:be amended to. incorporate,thezfein';th_e.‘tr‘ronta“‘ge*;j‘_;, GO S T

. tax rates shown: on page 10 of this report, ‘and’ that a1l - oo

. -other’ rates shown-therein be repealed; and o

9. THAT & report on the planting of trees as part of a.local
5 improvement project be brought down as soon. as possible; and

THAT the' work ‘program for 1975 outlined in the attached
-cost report be adopted; amd = : '

THAT”'the ‘Municipal Clerk be instructed to :Lnitiate the works.,

MUNICIPAL MSQER

BM:gw
Attach..
ce: Munieipal Clerk

Municlpal Bolicitor

‘Director of Planning

Planner II (CRIL)

Municipal Engineer

Assesgor

"y ' ' Ly " \
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; THE CORPORATIO OF. . THE. DISTRICT OF BURNABY

LOCAL D‘[PROVELENT‘CQST REPORT PER SEC'I'ION 601L MUNICIPAL ACT

' : e : S e SR ST . Actual S " Owners'
Project PR CE R A R Length . . Poot Foot Estimated Estimeted Frontege
No. Loca.tion of work e e ~=~1n feet ; - Frontage __Cost Coss Tex

28" pavement with 5' curbwalks on both s:ldes - ey SIS v $ K] $

Th-023 Halley Avenue frcm Burke Street. to R R O NS P SR
Sardis Street 5050 - 1,870.31 52,500 2,074 2.68
Th-024 Bond Street from Halley‘Avenue to S A EE A : , ,
' Patterson Avenue ' .. 1 L1000 ] . 1,966.97 55,000 19,939 2.68
74-025 Brantford Avenue from In@erial Street—..t S e
to Oskland Street =~ o 2,640 b0 ~ 5,093.23 132,000 81,388 2.68
74-026 19th Avenue from 2nd Street to [ e IR L
Newcombe Street.. -1,400 1,8 - 2,373.06 70,000 37,047 2.68
Th-027 18th Avenue from 1lst Street to R O e I
Newcombe Street : Lo 750 212, - 1,352.88 37,500 2k,039 2.68
T74-028 McKay Avenue from Rumble Street to e T e B L e ,
Boxer Street . LT ] ST Ly T L © 1 2,756.95 84,000 35,108 2.68
74-029 Trmin Street from Bounda.ry Roa.d,to’ S T T e T
Joffre Avenue = o 650 - 940,00 1,091.55 32,500 18,631 2.68
74-030 Watling Street’ from Boundary Roa.d e R e e
to Joffre Avenue G650 940,00 - 1,090.62 32,500 18,631 2.68
74-031 Southwood Street. from: Bounda.ry Roa.d G T A L S : :
to Joffre Avenue ' . = e e © 1,07h.L0 32,500 16,h62 2.68
T4-032 Clinton Street from Bounda.ry Road to TR N . f
Joffre Avenue = - - S 650 (908,60 . 1,065.45 32,500 18,008 2.68
T4-033 Portland: Street from Boundary Road tov,; PR S e L ‘
Joffre Avenue =~ 650 ; 0 1,066.77 32,500 17,921
Th-034 Peter Street from Boundary Road to e S T '
. Joffre Avenue = - e ‘912,96 - 1,088.96 32,500 18,095
74=035 Victory Street’ from Bounda.ry Roa.d to ; B T S R
‘ Joffre Avenue « R - . .1,088.77 32,500 18,548
T4-036 Arbor Street from Boundary Road to P AT : ,
Joffre Avenue - ' 650 -940.,00 . . 1,089.55 32,500 18,631
74-037 Highlawn Drive from Midlawn Drive to e e S
' Beta Avenue ... 50 i L - 1,625.5h 42,500 - 24,395
T4-038 William Street from Willingdon Avenue{ L T e S
. . to Alphe. Drive RN a : S 69T oo 876413 - 25,000 13,827

| 26,57Lab 758,500 ko, 6k

1

. - L . , o I ) .
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Project

No.

. Location of .work v»,

T4-022
Th-0l4

28' pavement with 5'
north side. on]l :

12th Avenue from lst Street to T

Cmnberla.nd Street i

28' pavement with 5' curbwalk on One e

side a.nd curb on other side

Joffre Avenue from Hurst Street to w

Rumble Street - S
- curbwalk on west s:lde T

Southwood Street from McKay Avezzme to o

Patterson Avenue' G
- curbwa.lk on. north side

Mandy Avenue from Imperia.‘l. Street to
Hurst Street -

- curbwalk on weét side e =

28! pavement with curbs both sides

Chaffey Avenue from Burke Street
Sardis Street

Joffre Avenue from Southwood Stree to.

la.ne north .of: Marine Drive

Owners'
" Estimsated Estimated Frontage
.. - Cost - Cost Tax

$ $ $

Gl 'cw-ws u62 00
s GYC-ES 66 00

- CH-NS 565.50
oS8 57035

,kcw-ws 306 49

1 uso.76:f
1, 881 65‘

824.80
789.55

L83.45
_589.45

0. C-ES_ .

" 2,985.50

2,759.01

| _3,260.65
4 6,019.66

roer ONILIIW 11ONN0D
‘0N LUOJIY S.HIDYNYW

o
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" \ '
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Project

Loca.tion of work

No.

7h-045

74063

- Dundas Street from Bounda.ry Roa.d o’

Gl].more Avenue

l&' sidewa.lk

Sa.rdls Street from Barker Avenue to S
Halley Avenue- sidewa.lk on south side

36 pa.vement with cu.rbs both sides

Halley Avenue SAm =
Joffre Avenue from R\mble Street 4o

Southwood Street - s
Maywood Street from Ca.ss:le Avenue 51

E.P.L. Lot B, Block 41, D. L. 153,
Joffre Avenue. from lane- north of.

Drive to Marine Drive

Owners'

- Estimated Estimated

Cost Cost

Frontege
Tax

0. 837.85
13+ 3,866.19

$ - 8

10,08k
50,437

1,194.15

g5Q. 81
50062

> “-}f1,251§h9

. 382,01

135,363

2 213 39 ,

“ 4,371.08

$
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; » S - Owners’
L T ; . ~“Foot ' Estimeted  Estimated Frontsge
Location of work _ in feet e Frontage . Cost _Cost Tex
36" pavement with 5' : : | S T Y $
HaJ.ley Avenue from Sar BRI AR : :

Grange Street : i 357.0¢ T _ 25,200 7,076
Morley Avenue from. Canad ‘Way. to W, : L ey :

Lot 176, D.L. 86, ‘Plan 25h78 600 36,000 17,100
18th Avenue from. lst Street to 2nd Street 36,000 14,867
Sperling Avenue-from Kingsway to :

18,000 2,269

‘Arcola Street

Buller Avenue from Imn Street to

Beresford Street 54,000 14 811

169,200 56,123

36' pavement with 5" curbwalks on both'
sides with! a.llowance to south side for
works bein; replaced

12th Avenue from lst Street’ 6“’éna,sngéé£}’-* 0 BS skl sug.78

- L00.78

Total ‘ Cost =

Estimated 1ifetime of the works- 20 yegrs':
Number of yes,rs Qf levy- N 15 years

"SL/Lz ‘uvr DNILIIW 11INN0D
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