
ITEM 16 

MANAliER'S REPORT NO. 83 

COUNCIL MEETING Dec. 29 /7 5 
Re: LETTER DATED DECEMBER 11, 1975 FROM MRS. VELMA r. RUKUS, THAT WAS ON 

THE AGENDA FOR THE DECEMBER 15, 1975 MEETING OF COUNCIL. 
EROSION OF RAVINE BETWEEN KAYMAR DRIVE AND PATTERSON AVENUE 

Coun~il at its.meeting of December 15, 1975, received the above-noted letter from 
Mrs. V. Rukus regarding erosion of the ravine between Kaymar Drive and Patterson 
Avenue, At_that meeting, Council was advised that a staff report would be 
available at the December 29, 1975 meeting of Council. · 

Following is the report of the Acting Parks & Recreation Administrato~ and attached 
is the Municipal Engineer's report regarding this matter. The Engineer's recommend­
ation is '"'THAT the Commission concur with the recommendation of the Municipal Eng­
ineer and recommend that Council approve of proceeding to remedy the erosion problem 
as reco~~ended by Golder Brawner Associates by implementing Alternative No. 1 Phase 1 
of the Golder Brawner Associates Report of July 1973, which includes the piping of 
the watercourse from approximately 150 feet south of Carson Street to the lane south 
of Rumble Street, and the filling of the eroded stream bed to its original invert 
level at an estimated cost of $231,000, (As this estimate is now one year old, it 
would have to be increased by 12%, i.e. to $258,720. )" 

This entails the expenditure of a sizeable sum of money, the funding for which must 
be arranged. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

1. THAT the Parks & Recreation Commission consider the recommendations of the 
Municipal Engineer and indicate its priority in the matter of funding Parks 
& Recreation Capital projects; and 

2. THAT a copy of this report be sent to the Parks and Recreation Commission, 
and to Mrs. Velma I. Rukus. 

* * * * * * * * TO: MUNICIPAL MANAGER DECEMBER 22, 1975. 

FROM: ADMINISTRATOR, PARKS & RECREATION 

SUBJECT: EROSION OF RAVINE BETWEEN KAYMAR DRIVE AND PATTERSON AVENUE 

This report is given at the Municipal Manager's request and as a result 
of a letter received from Mrs. W. Rukus to The Mayor & Council. 

This subje'ct has been o'f concern to staff of the Engineering Department 
and Parks and Recreation Department, as well as the Parks and Recreation 
Commission, and has resulted in the attached correspondence and reports. 

The area at 7949 Suncrest Drive was visited on December 12, 1975, to inspect 
the most recent slippage into the ravine. The owner's property was 
measured and would appear to be approximately 160' in length as opposed to 
the official 181 1 lot length, but a correct measurement would have to be 
taken by a legal survey which has not been done at this time. It would, 
therefore, ~ppear that slippage has accounted for some 20' of the property 
involVed adjacent to the ravine edge. 

In the opinion of staff, the erosion problem is the result of wash action 
of the stream in the ravine, as \'1e'l1 as seepage from the property. 

In the Administrator's Report 1n6, dated August 6, 1975, it was recommended 
that an immediate clean out be made of the stream bed at a cost of $3,500. 
This work has been completed. 

Because of the continuing nature of this problem, the long range solution 
would require implementation of the recommendation of the consultants, 
Golder Brawner Associates 1 in their report of August 8, 1974, nnd, although 
the funds required are considorable. it is reco1111nended thnt serious 
considoration be given to the ·implrnnentnt'lon of this study. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

That serio11s consideration b~i oivcn to tho ·i111plemcntation of tlw study 
and report made 1.1v Go'lder Brilwn1}r Ai;soc'lilto~, in ,lilly, 1973, i.lnd 11pd,11·.0d In 
August, ·19711,. 

GS/elm 
c.c. Municipdl t~~inoer. 
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RE: KAYMAR-SUNCREST RAVINE 

At its meeting,- cf July 16t.:h, the Commission r:::Eerred the matter of the 
Kaymar-J:iuricrest Ravine back to staff for "furlher consultation with 
the Engineer regarding a cost-sharing basis for the consultant and work 

.-to be carried out". The reference was to: 

1. A request for a consultant opinion on the design and building of 
stone weirs at an estimated cost of $1,000, and 

2. A simple· cleari-out'.·of the stream b~d at an estimated cost of $3,~i00 • . 
These m~tters have been thoroughly reviewed with.the Municipal Engineer 
who has advised that funds have not been budgeted for ei thE?r of the 
two items in the 1975 budget and in view of severe budget cut-backs ex··· 
perienced it is not possible to finance them from other sources within 
the existing budget. · 

The Engineer is still strongly of the opinion that the temporary mea­
sures under review should only be considered as a last resort and that 
the Commission should avail themselves of the option fo~ complete pi­
ping of the ravine invert with the construction to be specially designed 
to retain an open flow of water at all times and that the August, 1974 
cost estimate for such_ ~o~k in the amount of $270,000. could be updated 
and recommended as part·of a 1976 storm sewer drainage by-law. 

If the Commission reconsiders and adopts this option, the Engineer is 
of the opinion that a simple clean-out of the stream bed is still ad­
visable and if. approved, should be undertaken immediately. In his op--· 
inion, it is not necessary to wait until the consultants have reported 
back on the possibility of weir construction should that be the 
Commissions's decision, because the accelerated flow of water to which 
sta-ff referred in the-Administrator's Report No. 15 of JuJ_y J.6, 197!), 
would cause less damage than the present scouring of the bank caused 
by debris blockages.• 

If the Commission wishes to carry out the above consulting n.nd clean·· 
out work from the Parks and Recreation budget, funds are available for 
the clean-out in Minor·oevelopment Account No. 45-01 and for the consul­
ting work in P~rk Design Consultants' No. 25-03-53. 

Water Diversion into an Adjoining Ravi~~ 

The Engineer reiterated his comments embodied in his memo of: the ?.]rc:1 
of June, 1975 which was communicated to the Commission at its meeting 
of the 16th of July, 1975 that such diversion of waters was not advisable 
because: 

l. Such diversion would in all likelihood introduce the name probl0m 
into the secmnd ravine as p.i:·osc1ntly m:.h;U; in t.ho Kayn1c:1r-Sunc:n,i:.;t. 

2. The I<nymar-Suncrcs t :Ls h.i.[; to.r:icnlly 1:h(! r.nv i.nn which accepts t:he 
major portion of tho storm wc:1t.e.rs ,:1r1d divcn·;ion c,f: tho wat:crs 
could place the Corpor.:1 tion in .:i c:ornprorni~;:i.nq lc!gal poGi t:ian if 
any damagc.1 rcsull:c:!c.l f:r.·om such cHvor,<,.ion. · 

3, The! Municipal Act perm i. t:::i t;hr:, M:mic i p.:1 l.i. ty to d :i. r.cct !d:or.10 Wi't l'.12:-:-fl 
only down LhrJi:;e r,:tvi nC-1 !,, which hav<~ hi~; tn r;i c,1.1 J y c-,1n: i.1::d !,uch w,1 t ~11.'1; 
and by making a d.i. vc: 1:r; i.on th,.~ C1,1.1:pn1 .t t· .ion \:ould .I.en V(~ i l".~H:! Lf opn n 
for nction on t.:l1e pc1.rt:. of; tho ,id join l nJ r:t':"; i.r.l,nd·!;. 

http://ravi.no
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This latter point is made based on·the fact that at some time in the 
early 1900's when Rumble.Street was first constructed, those involved 
made a.· _decision· to ,cause the artificially. directed. storm waters to 
channel dow·n the Kaymar-$uncrest Ravine~. The basis for this decision 
is unclear, ·some ·sixty or seventy years later but it was presumably· 
because :.the majo;r portion of. the naturc!-1 flow was in that direction. Be 
that asiit may,the history of.,this .waterflow throughout the major 
timespan of thedevelopritent of the-Municipality has been down the Kay­
mar-Suncrest. ·. · .. The continuance of this flow falls within the parameters 
laid down .in· .tha.t portion of· the Municipal· Act which deals with storm 
drainage arid diversion to other ravineareas would .be contrary.to the Act.· . .. . . . . 

. . • :·. {. '_.' :: \_,' ', :.;-_ -.:-:,, :~.::· /:)//_-·_.,; :J'·:::·t:· ,_.,:.;\t._:: : .:- : ·. . . . . . . . . . 
. In view;:o~ the· foregoing;· your. staff would reiterate~ the major portion 

· . of the .recommend~ti:ons .of. July lp; · with the eKception that the simple 
·. clean-out of. the:stream bed should be undertaken immediately and the 
· long range review of the. development of the ravine should be subject 
to an 9verall policyreview of ravine development by the Commission. 

"'.·,·' .'' ;l ; . 
. :· lo, 

-. ·,, 

RECOMMENDATION: 
. 'F ,':,:,J,'., ', 

•'• ... 

1. That'Golder· Brawner and Associates be requested to undertake a study 
to provide recommendations on the building of stone weirs at stra­
tegic intervals throughout the length of the stream bed, at an esti­
mated cost of $1,000 .• and that the funds be drawn from Account No. 
45-01. . 

2. ·That an immediate clean-out be made ·of the stream bed at an estima­
ted cost of $3,500. with'.\the f1Jnds. to be. drawn from the Minor 
Deve~opment Account • . . 

3. That a date be set for the Commission to discuss the philosophy of 
• the development of ravin~. parks and that staff be instructed to 
bring forward a plan showing altcrnat,~ potential developments for 
the Kayrnar-suncrest Ravine. 

COMMISSION MOTI9N OF AUGUST 6/75: 

"That the Commiss'lon approve Recomrnendatfons 2 and :3. If 

CJ\RH I ED llNAN rMOUSL Y 
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re: STABILIZATIO}f OF THE KAYMA:;-SUNCREST RAVINE 

The attached correspondence dated September 6, 1974~ together 
with the Suppl2mentary Report by Golder Brawnef Associntes on 
the above subject,· has been re..:!eived f:r•~m the Municipal r:ngineer. 
The Supplementary Report is in response to certain questions 
raised by the Commission when they dealt with this matter on 
the 6th of March 1974. 

The fol.lowing a:r•e the· questions asked by the Commission; 

1. Many of the houses on the ·edge ot· the ravine ha;e drain 
tiles discharging directly into the ravine as is tl1e case 
with ditches and culverts from ·the street ends. Would the 
elimination of all these drain tiles and ditches from the 
ravine improve the situation sufficiently that no further 
slides would occur? 

la. Consultant's answer 

Th~ quantity of water discharge from drain tiles, ditches 
and ~ulverts at the edge of the ravine is not believed to 
contribute substantially to tne,erosion of the ravine inve~t. 
Consequently, the expense of eliminating .the sources of 
discharge is not justified, but additional drainage discharge 
into the ravines should not be permitted. 

2. . vould it be possible to divert- wafer-·out-orthe pi pea ·water -
course at the upper end so as to guarantee the continual 
flow of water in the creek at all times, but not in sufficient 
quantities to·cause erosion? It was suggested by one 
Commissioner that he would not like to see a stream flow of 
less than approximately five to six feet wide and one to two 
feet deep. 

2a. Consultant's an~wer 

As a result of this question, the Consultant has intr•oduccd 
an alternative construction proposal, Phase l of which could 
be invert repair with a combined culvert and op~n channel at 
a cost·of $260,000, which is $50,000 more than the solution 
recommended by the Municipal Engineer in February of 197L1; 
namely invert repair and culvert which it is now indicated 
would cost $210,000 (1974 estimate to which should be added 
101 inflation costs, ~iving a 1975 est~nate of $231,000) 

3. . Is "tlle1.•e any kind of vegEltation that could be plcmted on the 
slopes of tho ravine to reduce. the por:i;:ibility c,f: r:l:i.c1cs? 

3a. ~ultant's..i!E~ 
Previous slides have been a result of ~he ravine invert erosion 
and have involved grass, trees and shrubs. The influence of 
such vegetation on deeper ~tahility of the slopes is considered 
minimal, but seeding of the slopco is desirable as this will 
improve the erosion rasiatance of surface material, 

At it~ meeting of March 6, 1 r-17 ti, Ht which the Cornmis s ion as.ked the 
above queations, the following motion was carried unantmously: 

"That the Commission' u comrncnt:s be t1"anrnn.i.ttod to tho 
Conrrnltc:w t throur~h the M,:mi-qr,(n.., w:i. t:h the l't~comi1H.:nda t ion 
that the wa.te"t' co1.1rc,o be) mr.1 i.nt~1 i.n(1d," 

http://pofiEJib.il
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In view of the fact that the Supplementary Report submitted by 
the firm of Golder Brawner Associates- has indicated- that the 
water course could be maintained at an additional cost of 
$50,000 (1974 figure), this matter is again being presented to 
the Commission for further consideration and recommendation. 

It is staff's opinion that the ravines should be protected f~r 
future parks and trail linkage purposes; and that insofar as 
possible the integrity of the existing topography and natural 
conditions should be protected as this adds variety and interest 
to trails which must, of necessity in other locations, pass along 
-travelled streets and on at-grade footpaths through subdivisions. 

However, once the use of the ravines has ·been protected to this 
point, it is staff's opinion that the desirability of preserving a 
heavy open water rrlow for the length of a given section of linear 

·park must be weighed against the cost involved. In view of the 
additional cost of.$50,000 to maintain a heavy open water flow, 
we would recommend against in th1s case. It should be noted that 
the filling of the scoured invert in which the pipe will be buried 
will provide a firm surface down which will flow those natural 
and storm sewer waters which aI'e fed into the ravine betwee:n 
Carson Street and Rumble Street, providing a minimum open s~Y~am 
water in the rainy season. 

Among the alternatives open for consideration by the Commission 
are the following: 

1~ That no action be taken at this time and that the 
observation period be extended indefinitely until 
such time as abnormal storm conditions require a 
re-assessment. 

2. Instruct staff to consider the purchase of those 
private pr~perties on the brink of the ravine which 
could be affected by further slides. 

3. Control storm water by adoptiDg one of the alternatives 
recommended by 'the· consul tan ts. 

We support thl? Municipal Engirn~c:i::• vs reconunendation of Fehruc11•y 
21j 1974 in which he suggestnrl tha~ we undertake Altcrnativ8 No. 1, 
Phase l of the original Golder Brawner Associates Report of July 
1973, to include the piping of the wate~ course approximately 1 
15 0 fefft south of Car'son Str-oc-.d: to the J.,uH? south of Rumble Street 
i:tnd fi1l:tng the eroded stream l.H~d to its o:.r'ig.int1l inver·t: level for 
r1n est.h1i:l:t:c.d cor.:rt of i~23J. ,oon. It ii:·, f1.1:r.tJ1c:1'.' rc~nr.,ge.:::;tr:c1 t:he,t Phar3c• 
?. of Altt:!l'.'n,:1tivc No. l M t)1c 1.1laeern<~nl: of 't.J,,c-. L>lankt?.t of f.i 1.l dEuinst 
thci fa.:i.lc,:1 rind r.:tc,:epc~r r;r•,:·l·oi(:n::~ of tt~c rt,11·i.1, 1 :- i-.. clp;u br.) po,;t:•r1 nc.d 
to <:l. futllt'e rJ;•rte w11t:in UH· m.itt.er conld ,:,q_,.,-,,;n J.,n r•cv:it)\-.11:!d, b1:·c,::u:.~0. 
the pots:;;ibility c~xi::;tr, tl1:i-1: the, \1'"irk undr:!rl.c1],,en .in P"na:.:e l .n,,,1y 
wl:c:ibi.l.i.zo the rd.t11,J'l:fo11 ·t-c, :·u, h ,:i-:1 ,·:-:1.-•1Ji: :),.·11· :i.t t,v)11·

1,.I pr•, (~·1u,"!ci 
ot rc,,rJ:,.1co the l'(:q,1.1.rc-l!'i,.:)Yl fo:r· fltd:":<· ? . 

It in undc::'!:'Stcod that in v:ico uf '1.h( i ih'•i "!•,,cl· the ;:d.1ovc~ ii:: ,) 
r;oluti.on ti:, .;1 :·;(·!1,:1:r nnd dc,dr,,., 11,1.• prr:1,·1.<:,in, 1·l'.c:· r:ont:~ t-;,ou:ld .-·.ipp:ly 
i.i.J_\,'.:l .i.ni','t d. :.,Oln''C'(! 1'.,f l'L1•·1d:,; :i.1!1 ,.t ·,i ·r j, : i I l.!'r' :-·,; I: t",Ui'J••.'1!:,1:·:,,, 

RT::COMMF:J,JD/1.'l'ION 
,., __ , ____ ,,._ .... ,,.,,.. ·---·•··~·-··· .... ·•• 

) ) 

http://rn.iti.cr
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Municipal Engineer and r~:co:-r~11cnd that Council approve of 
proceeding to r,::r.1edy the .:~·!•03ion proble;n a.s Y;•::?cor.1.;,,:~nd.ed 
by Golder Brawner Associates by implementing Alternative 
No. 1, Phase 1 of the Golder Brawner Associates Report of 
July 1973, which includes the piping of the water course 
from approximately 150 fc~t south of Carson Str2et to · 
the lane south of Rumble Street, and the filling of the 
eroded stream bed to its original invert level at an 
estimated cost of $231,000. 

COMM[SSION MOTION OF MAY 7/75: 
flThat this item be. tabled and referred to a co111T11ttee of the . 

. Conm1ss1on to meet with the Administrator and the Engineer on 
:: site. 11 . •. · · · 

. . · CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
' ,.. - . 

· £anm1ttee will be Smith and, Lock •. 
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T~· JRPORATION Of T-H£. .. !JISTRICT OF 11' 

Parl:s & Uecreation 
Adninistrator 
:Municipal En8ineer 

lNTER-OFFICf; CO.\IMUNICATION 

DEPAl'lTMErlT: Pnrks f~ Rccrent.ion 

DEPARTMENT: E.nginecrir.;>; 

DATE: Sc:?t- 6/7l'.. 

SUBJECT: Erosion - KayI11.ar/Suncrest Ravine . 
'{OUR FlLE :t 

Rio 
--·-----====::=-==---.. ---·----·-------- . --- .... -

Your meno 4 September, 1974 refers. 

When forwarding to you the supplementary report prepared by Golder 
Brawner.Associates· in answer to several questions raised by the 
Parks & Recreation Comm.ssion, we should have advised that this 
supplementary information does not change our ori~inal recor.nendation 
i.e. that the Corporation proceed wit:1 Phase I of Alternative I 
originally recommended by the Consultant at an estir.~ted cost 
of $187,000. This would include ?iping the watercourse and repairing 
the eroded channel but does not include the side slope ben:i prot~ction 
which could be undertaken at a later date and i:10uld be knoi:m as Phase IL 
Our original reco!J11lendation knmm as Alternative I, Phase I is referred 
to in the Consultant's supplementary report as Alternative II and t:1e 
es titr.a te has been re'{ised to $210,000. 

We do not recommend Alternatives III & IV for the ·reasons pointed out 
by t~1e Consultant on page 3, the r.10st inportant of which is the 
possibility of .cxtei1sive erosion dam.a3e to the invert fill that could 
occur if the stream flow should nt any future datf! be deUccted out 
of the channel from nny blockag~ due to dr~br

0

is or slippa:ie of the 
sides of the ravine. 

~-7e do not r\?commend Alternative V becau::rn of th~i cxtrcr:1cly hip;h cnnt 
involved should it be underta~;.en from En3incer:f.ng Huc'.f:;ct, howev,~r, 
if it. is determined that no ot!-ter course of actio:-1 is acccptahlc: 
other than an open lined d1nnna., '1en we conr;id,~r Altennitivc V would 
he essential as it would contain the gt·~nt:0.t:t f.lm: o!: \'atc-;r 1.:r.di:ir:nr.om1d 
in a pipe and woul<l tnln:i.nrizc~ tl1e pni.rntb>ilj,ty of: 1.•rn:; L,n d,u·.i:•<'. t.!·1al" 

would he caused by any blod:.agc. of tl1<! o;,c>n chnnn 1d. · 

VK:wlh 
R[CtfV!:'..1 IN 

f,·. I 

.. j"< ·:, / :r. 
, .. ,.,.) .. '. , .. :. 

I '." I .. ;r;~ I 
, ,, ·'·· 'l • . 

:l 4 0 
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At its m~eting of June 18, 1975 the Commission received a report from the 
Kaymar Suncrest Ravine committee and approved the following seven recommendations: 

1. That staff make an immediate assessment of the cost of a simple clean-out• 
of the stream bed with storage of debris on the banks of the stream. 

2. That the Engineering Consultants be ~s-ked to recommend upon the placing 
of stone built weirs with costs. 

3. That the Engineering Departnent be requested to consider.the diverting of -
part of the Kaymar-Suncrest stonn waters into an adjacent ravine. 

-·· . 4. That once this infonnatio·1tha~.:.,;.been provided, the Corrrnis;·i·on=-review the 
possibility of· carrying-out all or part of this work'in 1975 with the ··,,·*=:.:: · rema1nder·scheduled-in 1976. ,:,., .... --· -· ... ::S- ..... ,·_ ....... , .. 

';'.:~l:~,i:_:;_::5~~'.J'.hat'~:lne ··-coiniitiss.:Jo~ agr.ee~i:n::~p-r.:i nti. p le:. to: :the:>::future. pipi n~~he:::..di.tch:.:-: .:.£.-~~ :.:.:i.:~ ·;.:-.:.• 
,::~:'~A.~;;_/t ·: ·, with•··funds ·ta··be expencfed•. to preserve the operi·waterf1ow. · ,.,. _. · ·, . .· .. :-:"_,._i.. -~- · , •• , : 

···.,:··,· . 
--· , ...... -.·.,.·. . -·~ --~ ·- ,. .. -· --·- -· 

.. ~it(~.;~~J~~t;~~~; Cot111T1i.~:J.C?n; __ ~_p,pr:o.x~. ,IB .. Pti._nci_pl ~ ,.t~-~-.. e_stab~ ishm_en~pf __ a TTl~.r-~. f?~~L_·:•,.· . . :;,;·,. ,· -· 
:'17~7:t . . ~style-·oT :parR~by-the~·constru(.;1.1ortof a:\o1alkmg- tra1l and setting··up.-of--:,···-··-z·::\·'.'.:: -~r··-:,: r 
:'.'-'·:···;.;.. --~pjcnic areas in .the Kaymar Suncrest Ravine. __ ··-· . __ . 

)}\\ .> 7~ That the ·implementatiorr-of"the piping of the water course, including the• · 
·'":;~._:=-:-0--:=·.,:;:.-""p-reservafion'-<ff~rt'"dpe_n· water'ffow·'and'. 'the··establ ishment· of"lr"''parlc·_s fte:·;,. c:- .. .;::.:=----··"·-:- · · 
· · · _· be postponed .. and b_e reviewed on an annual basis . 

. ·_ Staff were requested to investigate and report back on recommendatio·ns (1) to 
-~~----~ · ·(3) inclusive. · ... ·--'----··-··-·-·•-·--··· ·-·--•· · · · ····· · · 

Recommendation #1 

·· ··The cost of a ·simple clean-out of the stream bed \•/ith storage of debris 
on the banks _of the stream is estimated-at-$ 3,500. 

Recommendation #2 ........................ _ _.,._ ..... , 

~ihi.Consu·l ting· Engineers', Golder Brawner & /\ssocfotes have· a°d'v.isecl that tho 
cost of providing information with recommendations to thri Commission on the 
placing and construction of stone weirs would be$ 1,000. 

Reco~ndation #3 

. ------·-···--rhrt i~uni ci par °En.rln'e•cr""tia-s' "responded> that in h i's opi nfon .. Tf i✓oui a· riot' be-·· ... 
···possible to divert part' of ·the Kaymnr Suncrcst storm 1-mtcrs ·;nto un adjacent 

ravine. A copy of the Engineers comments is attached. 

.• ..RECOMMEMDATIONS.. ~ ... 

1. That Golder Brawner & Associates be requested to undertake a study ~o provide 
recommendations on the building of stone wairs at strategic intervals through­
out the length of the stream bed. 

.. ,'; ,, ·:..::r: "•.~ ·~; · .. ,:\• '.~ •.. , .. ._ ~. . ' 1' 
' . ' ' , ' ' ~- > ·, 

,, ·:~ ',· ' , ; ' ' ' . I' I I 

••" ! ' ' I ' 

; .. ,. 

' '•, ,' '' ' ' ' ,. 
,. ,_ ... ·•'JI'••· •. · ~ . . ' ··•· ..... ,.. . . ·~ ' . ' . 

"' 
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That the Commission approve in princip1e that ,a :clean-out of the stream~· 
bed take place at an estimated cost of $ 3,500. with the for.ds to be dra\-m 
from the minor deve1opment account, but that the actual clea-n-out not be· 
undertaken until the consultant's report on the buildin~of weirs has been 
received and dealt with. 

. . 
-:~:-;· .. ~,:: ~-; .. J'hat. in. conjunc:tion \'l.ith-.:the Eng'i.neer.ing :Oepar.tment;:P.a r.ks · and., Recreation. _ :-:.._ 

· staff.be asked to prepare plans, estimates and a time-table for the develop­
ment of·a park site in the Kaymar-Suncrest Ravine following the-guidelines 
laid down in recommendations (5) to (7) inclusive of the Kaymar Suncrest 
Ravine Committee submitted to the Commission on the 18 June 1975. 

;· - .. - .. 
~ ·, ' . ~:. ' 

·'• ,.... . .. 

,,·•---·-·:-• 

~- .··' . ~ ,., .... -·~ .... . . ·. ·. ~ 

. COMMISSION MOTION OF JULY 16/75:. 
"That this matter be referred back to staff for further 

. consul'.1:,ation :with the Engineer regarding a cost sha.ring basis 
for:the consultant and the work ·to be.carried out." 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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THE CORPORATIOil OF THE DISTRICT OF BURHAB.L .. ··•-• 
\ 

Parks and Recreation 
Ad:,ir.istrator 

Municipal ::::ir,ineer 

' INTER-OFFICE 

DEPART/.lc~T: 

DEPARTMENT: 

SUBJECT: KAY!t:AR SUNCRF.ST RAVINE 

--\-\ - ·, 
~· 1 

We have noted the queries raised in your letter of 19 JunP., 1975, and would 
advise as follows: 

Recommendation No. 2 

The Engineering Department has not budgeted to expend any consulting engineering 
conies in the V.aymar ravine during 1975, and due to the extreme curtailment of 
budget fun~s for·l975 we do not have any spare funds available for such unexpected 

.. items. We would, however, be most agreeable to coordinate between yourself and 
. the consulting engineer regarding getting a further report on the Kaymar ravine; 

however, it is our opinion that any further expenditures as recommended by the 
··.. Commission should come from the Parks and Recreation budget and we would 
· · appreciate being advised as to what Parks and Recreation budget account any 
· - further consulting engineering costs could be charged. 

R~cotnJ11eridation No. 3 

We do not consider that there is a suitable alternate ravine into which we 
could divert s~om waters that now flow in the I:'.aymar Suncrest ravine. As 
the consulting engineer has pointed out, if you divert storm 1~ater into any 
other ravine you would in all likelihood be introducing the same problem 
into the other ravine and we would also point out that having made.such a 
diversion there would be no question of lia.bHity on the part of the Corporation 
should any damage be caused to any proper.ty. As the situation now exists, the 
Kaymar ravine is historically the ravine to which a major po-rtion of the west 
end of the south slope has discharged storm drainage apd therefore the 
Corporation in using this ravine for the dispos:11 of storm water is not in a 
compromising legal position, even though :f.t may consider itself morally 
responsible for rectifying the problem, as it is the owner of the property 
through which the watercourse traverses. The consulting engineer in his 
original study considered the altl;lrnativt? nf stopping the discharge of all 
storm water to the ravine at Rumble S trc,'.!t by d ivm:ting the major storm sewer 
on Rumble Street east to Patterson, th,m south nl ong Patterson to Ma·dne Driw!, 
then west along Marine Drive nnd bAck to thn fl,1::ir.:-. ,mt,:'!rcou-rse near Roseberry. 
This was hy far the most costly of all altcrnntivcs considered i:md was not 
recommended bccauoe of the ~)xcess:i.vc cost: involverl. 

VK: cmp, 
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22 DECEMBER, 1975 

Mrs, Velma I, Rukus, property owner at 7949 Suncrest Drive, has written to the Mayor 
and Council in a letter dated 11 December, 1975 pointing out that another small slide 
has occurred on the Kaymar Ravine. 

The problems of slides and erosior. in the Kaymar Ravine have resulted in a series of 
reports and reccmmendations to the Municipal Council and to the Parks & Recreation 

. Administrator. The most recent comprehensive remedial report was made by the Parks & 
lecreation Administrator in May 1975 to ·-the Parks· & Recreation Corranission (copy 
.attached to Parks & Recreation Administrator's re~t). --··-· · · · 

· The Engineering Department· was in compl~te agreement with this recommendation of the 
Parks & Recreation Administrator to pipe the watercourse from 150 feet south of 
Carson Street to the lane south of Rumble Street and fill the eroded stream bed to 
its original level at an estimated cost of $231,000. We advised the Parks & Recreation 

. Administrator that if this recommendation was to go forward it would be necessary to 
.. · ... ~lace the amount of $231,000 in the 1975 Capital Budget. 

· ·1n May 1975 the l'arks & Recreation Commission resolved to not proceed with the 
· recommendation of the Administrator and it was decided rather at the time to clear 

trees and debris from the watercourse in order to improve the flow in the channel and 
help minimize erosion damage. The Parks & Recreation Administrator advises that this 
minimal work ?as been done. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

THAT the recent complaint of erosion received from Mrs. Velma I. Rukus at 7949 Suncrest 
Drive be referred to the Parks & Recreation Commission to reconsider the recommendation 
made to them by the Administrator, :l.n May 1975 which was as follows: 

"THAT the Commission concur with the recomn1cndat:Lon of the Municipal Engineer and 
recommend that Council approve of proceeding to remody the erosion problem as 
recommended by Golder Brawner Associates by :Lmplemendng Altenrntive No. 1 Phase 1 
of the Golder Brawner Associates Repor.t of July 1973, which includes the piping of 
the watercourse from approximataly 150 feet south of Curson Street to the lane south 
of Rumble Street• and the filling of the eroded et re.nm bed to itfil original inve-rt 
level at an estimated cost of $231,000.'.' ( AB this eat:l.mflte 1.a now one yenr old :Lt 
would have to be increased by 12%, i,e. to $258,720,) 

VK:wlh 
cc 1 ( ) Parks & Recreation Atlmin:lotrnt:or 




