
ITEM 3 

MANAGER'S REPORT.NO. 7 8 

COUNCIL MEETING Dec. 6/76 

Re: VEHICULAR CROSSING TO A DWELLING AT 4050 PRICE STREET 
__-_ ITEM 20, MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 44, COUNCIL MEETING JUNE 28, 1976 

Attached is a 
·M"r-:-:i-:--r;f art.in 
A 1-r;o atta~h:?d 
ma·1:ter. 

report from the Municipal Engineer regarding a request from 
for a circular driveway to h:ts property at 4050 Price Street. 
i~, a :::k'-"tch which contd.ins a.dUitl,n1d.l .i.1ifu1•J11at.i.011 011 •thls 

To bring Council up to date on this matte:i:•, following is an excerpt from 
the Minutes of the previous meeting when this matter was discussed 
(June 29, 197~): 

"Mr>. Martin apologized .to Council for being late due to poor airline 
connections. Mr. Martin then spoke to the following submission.: 

'"I have applied for building a singlefamHy dwelling at 4050 Price 
,Street .. I was in contact with the, engineering department' at the 

· City Hall.·and they informed me that I was not allo_wed • to have , · 
.· twc, crosi;ings for my U-Drive entrance driveway. Since this regulation 

doe.s not appe,~ in any by-law and that this lot is a duplex. lot, 
-. , I ;f~el that the engineering department is being unjust in. theiI' 

. decision and therefore I. am appealing .their decision and I would 
-~.' like a tusarfog and appear in_ per1on at the nex,t Cou_ncii Meeting 

·on Monday Ji,me 28_, 19.76, Tharik Y8U•.'.' · · · 
, ' . . , 

'.f!ie,)1unicipal.:Manager p~ovided the following _report of' the Mtinic~pal 

.. }'R~ftrence the,•submission from Mr.· A~ Martin dated June 15, 1976. ':-. 

::~;:!'l'nepz,opert':f:in question is presently 
:_;:·•\:that' fi~s'7 ari 'existing\vehicle· crossing· of •. the 'clll:'b and sidewalk 

:::-::.~~tstreet: oJ,:tne :easterl.y~,side '_'of ,.the :1ot ~-.·•·~ Mr~· ... Mar~fo apparently ls goTrig' :i:o tear'. 
•·.· . }};dowri<this::exi~ting. house and build ·a new·. single· :family.home on'thls 

· .... ;_•:.~:· ::_i; __ )j\~l\fi!!~tt~it,;il¥!it~~#Il~t.~!Pf :J{~is '?~et1:tr··• it.• -is•· zoned (RS)·: ··which ·.would.· 

Wli~~ Mr~.•Mart.in made application for a new c~ossing ~nthe ~est .. side bf his.·· 
·prop~rt{:he was advised that he would have to pay for the removal of the 

· · existing crossing on the east s_ide that would then be redtmdant. When 
Mr~ Martin advised us that he wished to retain ,this existing s_idewalk crossing 

'poi icy··. h.i~ development did not meet the J:1equirements for ~uch treatment . 

. As Council is aware·-~,om .past· submissions, the subject of -vehicle '9ccesses 

..• can' be a very contentious issue; In many cases we have had to deal with home 
owners who have. wanted two, 'th:t'ee and even four vehicle crossings for a 
single home, one for each vehj;cle, camper, and trailer they·own. As a 
.result of ou!' investigations and reporots on many of these roequests that 
come to Council, a policy evolved that set the guidelines for the placement 
of loop driveways. · · · 

Attached for tha information of Council ls a copy of that policy, 

The request for a loop d:dveway by Mr-. Martin was refused under- Section 7 of 
the attached policy and the fact that he is bullding a s.:l.ngle ;family home 
and not a duplex." 
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ITEM 3 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO, 7 8 · 

It was recol!D'llended that: COUNCIL MEETING Dec. 6/76 

1. Counci~ reaffirm its approval of its past decisions on loop 
driveways as contained in Appendix "B" of the crossing manual, and 

2. A loop driveway for 4050 Price Street: be refused; and 

3. Mr. Martin be sent a copy of this report. 
107 

MOVED BY ALDERMAN MCLEAN: 
SECONDED BY ALDERMAN LAWSON: 

"THAT the subject matter be tabled pending a policy review." 

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
. ' 

I~ was·~equested that the Municipal Eng-i,n~er report particula;ly o; 
·. the/question of ~ontages less than the cwrent 80 foot standard~". 

Th.~ policy as noted in ~ppe~dix ·11B''·ha~· enabled staff t,:, ,administer/sidewalk,·.··· 
... . cross,ings:. iri' a consistent manner, throughout .the. cio111111unity;, It is felt ,that. 

·. · ,;t:J141SU~dE,lines·as corit~ined itithe~licy_serv~ to··· enhance the, aesthetic,.·. 
, .. ,apl)flarance ,of neighbourhoods wi:tllout impe>sing undue '.hm:idship· on•residents. 

···:,;.The:guidellnes,are considered to b'e:ade4uate in•their.present form and ....•... 
· therefore rio recommendations being made ·to have them amended •.... ' 

f . •· . . 

THAT Mr. { Hat1tin h~ sent a copy of 
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.,,,, 

:;\,\ifl'Oi}.;(}~iCIP.d kw.GER 
.'-,f:://FaOM·=·•\c,MUNJ:CIPAL ,:~NGINEER 

~: ~-:: >··" . : ;,• .-_.·_:.·. ·-·~--• .. ,.,_-·: ... :.'\;'_._, , ... . -- ' .. ,. ~--· ",'.''_.,_·~:--<<-~:=·: ·_:-·::i>>--\t;.:•:_:_·>., .. ·,~:/> .. 
~-~:~C:'.RE::;.:,'rtVEHICULAR:.~ROSSING TO ·A ·DWELLING .AT·.·40S0•·PRICE·STREET; 0

• ·• 

t~'\;f:?;;~kii.f:-:~;h\:}:::;:.•:!~~f 1;:::~,~~,:c,=~~~•-s_·~~o~;.•~~··•·•·•4 4.:' .. • ... ~-<>UNC~Ii···· ~~.7~~., '!~~E-•:'.'.~B? .. ·r·•.•<• 
Y/i{'/~~,t4!.nC~•iit~e\~unicipal Cle.rk's memo c,f July 14", 1976,; rE!garding' the ... 
/·?:c:.Prf:!sent·pc:,3:i:cy.;:related to .loop driveways and in.particular ttein 7. that 
,;,;•;p\1~e'prop,~r.ty; must.bave at least an 80 "foot frontage .. ~ . •·. ··.· •. · .. 

~:'./::.::·~-~:f1~i•{~;>~~Ii~~-~;io.: .the .establishment ·.of loop···dri~eways ·was···•fo~tilat~ci·: · · 
. ::.(to'.enaure that th~ construction of such driveways came within the provisions . 
. ; . _:_.of'.;the',va2;,ious; bylaws _and regulations· .. that .have·· been enacted to.· control<·· 
.,-,.\~he,:pa:rking: and storage of. motor vehicles, trailers, boats, ,etc. · .'l'he ·.· 
<,majority of ,t~e-items noted·inthe.pollcy have beeri dealt with and upheld· 

by 1,Council in. the,past.. A, review of all the items· indicates that no . · 
· _;.:chariges"are required at• :this time. The item of concern to·,the captioned 
.. : complfiinant .'is Item 7 and .it will be the main subject of. this. repo~t. 

' '\ : .. ' . 

Item 7 · · .. 
, . 11 The property must have at least an BO foot. frontage. Considering that 

· :the average residential subdivision in Burnaby is comprised of lots ranging 
. in widths from 50 .. to .. 70. feet, if we were to grant loop driveways on lots 
under. 80 feet,we would find that any existing or future curb and/or 
sidewalk would be primarily composed of vehicle crossings. In addition, 
loop driveways on small lots generally occupy so much of the front 
yard.that there is little room left for landscaping which is essential 
to the preservation of aesthetic quality." 

We have been requested to consider the above policy Item 7 .to determine 
whe.ther. we could reduce the width of the frontage and presumably still 
have a functional loop driveway. Attached to this report is a sketch 
layout of the turning characteristics of a standarcl passenger 1'car as 
suggested by the Road and Transportation Association of Canada. Using 
this as a stan~ard, we could reduce the width of the frontage to 70 feet 
(4050 Price is 70.9 feet.) and still have a functional loop. However, 
as noted in policy Item;, the main reason for the 80 foot limit was 
an attempt to ~educe the number of vehicle crossings over the public 
sidewalk. As an example, we would advise that of the 28 properties on 
Price Street between Patterson and Smith Avenues, 25 would be eligible 
for loop driveways while under an 80 foot limit only 1.3 would be 10 8 

(con'l::'c.1) 
I¥ I ., ....,., 1111. lkllsM ... IWII•• ,_.,.............,,..__,_ .. ,.,_ .. ........,,_ .... , ... ._ • .,... --••-~~•·-• ··•·~·"''"-•''"'' .. ____ .,,..~-,.-,_,.,_ __ ,, .. ,.,,,._ • ..,.,.,. __ .,. _________ .. ________ _ 
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- 2 -
eligible.. While it. could be argued that a 70 foot limit wo:ul.d not 
a~fect older.areas toomucl'l because of smaller lot sizes,ma.riy of our 
newer iareas are comprised of lots between 70 and 80 feet in width, i:e. 
area bounded by wi,nston, Lougheed, Phillips and Brighton Avenue where 
the .. vast majority, are over 70 feet but under 80. feet. 

;"'•'· .,: ; ' ' - > ' • ' -

In . ~he,. above report, we are still of the 'opinion that 'the 
7 of the policy i"s valid. · 

109 .. 
~" 



SOURCE ' ' ·.. '' ,' < 
AASHO DESIGN VEHICLE 
C.IEVEI.Ol>EOFOR,~ITAC:f3V ' ' 

' De ~euw C•th•r, c:;ane4'e L,td, . 0 

,DRIVE. 
'Nb"<, 

, ,, I 
.I?. 

IC:, I 
I 

ITEM 3 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 7 8 

COUNCIL MEETING Dec, 6( 16 

I 
I 7o 

:,-rr.-,-~ E. -,-

_, __ ,, ________ ,, ,,,, ·7 



ITEM 3 

r 
l' 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 78 

COUNCIL MEETING Dec. 6/76 

· t APPENDIX B 

!-Circular (l.oop) Driveways 

~ . As-· the. result of. a request' for access to a loop driveway (during 
5'1ocal :f:.mproveaent) which was brontht_ before Council, the Planning Director 
j_ ancl->the Munidpal Engineer recor.nnended that the Zoning By'"'.'.la~ no!: be amended 
,. to allow. for loop driveways. Instead, a policy was created which would the:, 
tbe:actadnister~d for ea~_h s_uch crossing request on its. own mer:f ts, but wi thour.: t the _somewhat stringent requirP.ments which \lould be set out in_ a __ By-k.~-r a~en1-. 
~ aent. --.- · 

Tit AtJ,Uat•one of ~h•;:l:::~:•the loop driveway, at. its. point C>r inter
/~J.: < 'aectto:1 vith the sidewalk crossittg~ must rierve or have the &bility to 

_. -1- , .. ~ti._11_/j.egally c~nfor111ing p~rkin~ area. ; . 
:·i•.;;·. ;: . . .·:" -·•·-· . ":: > ... - '_ . . . ' ·. ·. . ;-v~~~ . Co~1tti:uct~on cf :the: lo~p. driveway mus_t have preceeded the· date·. whan ·_ f _· t~e new:r,c,ntng By'7"1aw- was enacted in.1965. •· .- . ·· 
. ~-' .- . . . . . 

· taken in'Juna 1965.) . I 
. ·: (Mote:· It iG sometimes possible to determba the existence <,f .;1 loop 

· ; · : driveway prior to ·1965 by exal!lining the aerial photographs which W~t'e 

.. __ .· :3~ ·._-_'.fh•·-~•~tr~-ig~t~' po~tion o~ the driveway, ior in·other- wc,rcfs;.••tlult_:portion 
,,_~,.,·:,_•oftba·•lc,op ;drivr..1ays_which·_. turns.·tnrigent.•.::ttd -·parallel -t~- the'·road'.'lllow"".. 

:._\%1:0.-r{:t:'."~1~,;:•Jt•t:~.e 1:~a t:d;beyond ~_11e_legal_req:ircd ___ f.rcmt }'~r~. _ setba=,k. --- -· · 

-~"J;:; :•!Tht{i!'l~gs:::c,f. 'tJ'.e ;1c,0J) driveway ,t!IU~t be.located' a reaso.n'able distan::e 
,.;·•:· :·a,;,~.y f.1:~m\~o~. c~rners,':and·· ~ot enter·irtt_ersections ·•close~ ~'han .. _-~ Gtipu- . 

•---~· .;_lated numb,r of, feet, ,-,hich normally for. residential purposes '-.'Ould be · 
K 'iapprozimately five :feet•"trom the corner. property line. . .. . 
l -> -:: _·- - -·-• - .·_ - --- -• _- - --·•-. _- -•- - -

: .. 1 - -. / -Recent requests. (e.g~ _sinee 1965) for loop driveways are also eon-. 
· l,~~?ed ~n~i-~n~olv~ t~e foll~wing additio·nal cr~teria; . _ 

lt 5.. There _mus_t be a valid reason (e.g. safety). 
~ .. ·~ , .. 
it.. 

,I :ti.I ' 

Dedgn •. 111ust be of a suitable nature (c.s, in har,oony with Lhe surrounding 
neighbourhood). 

•' . 
~~-7. 
\, 
;'• ~· 

II 

The pl'opcrt:,. must have at least nn 80 foot frontage. CC1nsiderinr~ that 
the avnano res1.dcntial subdivision in B•Jrnaby is coD1priscd of lots 
rangins in width from SO to 70 feet, H we were to r,rant loop drive
ways on lotB undr.r 80 fet:1t, we wonld f:Ln«t that any mdst.:inR or futut'e 
curb and/or aidei.ralk wonl.d bC/! primari.ly composed nf VP.h:Jcl.o crossinc:s, · 
In add:l.tton. lnnp driveways on smaller lotn 3cnn-r11JJ y oc.cur,y so much 
of tho front yard that there Ja little ~oom loft ror lnndscnpinB, which 
:lB csnontinl to the y,reservntion of aesthotic quality. 

The absence of alternative nccost:i (e.g. from tho sicla or tear. ynt·d) is 
also taken into.conaid~~ntion • 
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