ITEM
MANAGER'S REPORT NO.
COUNCIL MEETING  Sept. 12/77

Re:  LETTER FROM THE GREEN TREE VILLAGE RECREATION CENTRE
3rd FLOOR, 1050 WEST PENDER STREET, VANCOUVER
REQUEST FOR REDUCTION FROM TAXES

; Appearing on the agenda for the September 12, 1977 meeting of Council is a
request from the Ad Hoc Board-of Directors of the Green Tree Village
‘Recreation Centre for either a grant or a reduction in taxes.

It will be vecalled that;Council considered a similiar request’ from the
“Directors on: April 25, 1977. Copies of that request and a related report
g*(Item”No. 9 »Report No 31) are .attached: for convenlent reference

- The latest appeal from the Dlrectors for some form of favourable con-~
sideration is ‘related to "...the obvious reduction of the use of neigh-~
. bouring Burnaby public facilities by our residents" and "...in allowing
. the (Green Tree) Recreation Fa0111ty to be available for.organized acti-’
Toovities proposed by the’ ‘Burniaby Parks and: Recreatlon Department with par—
.f«t1c1pants in those activitiesincluding residents or youngsters from out-
‘f131de of the Green Tree communlty"{ Further to the information contained
“in Item No. 9, following ere comments  from the Parks and Recreatlon
‘Admlnlstrator on the second of- the two statements quoted above

mmﬂ;tem\Q;gManagerfi Report No 31 ApPll 25 1977, stated (on page 2e):,‘ﬁ‘V L
[; "At the tlme of the rev1ew, the Parks and Recreatlon Department - s

'iwas w1111ng t0 . consider the provision of specific enrichment
-programs - utlllzlng the prlvate recreatlonal fac1llt1es subject
to further dlSCUSSlonS w1th the Strata Corporatlons Mooz

;At that tlme and in subsequent dlscu851ons that took plaoe through ,7'”
Mrs. Llnda Sanderson of ‘our Department ‘and representatlves of the

. 1llage, no agreement ‘was reached and the Vlllage retalned the Y M C A
o program the Centre. ' Lo s

‘;n;Park. Through arrangements by on—slte Recreatlon staff and the. field
~.‘representative,. children from the: Adventure Play program used the
: Recreation.Centre .on two occasions because of rain through agreement.
w1th the Y.M.C.A., representatlve on-site. Theoretlcally, the Adven- -
“ture- Play program is open to all Burnaby residents; practlcally,
" it is dominated by Greentree residents and, of course, on rainy
days only Greentree residents showed up-and made use of .the Centre.
There 1s no further involvement planned by .this Department.

' It should be noted that the Department has discussed similar subjects
7 with other group housing projects, as the result of which no action
" hag'been taken except in the case of Simon Fraser Hills. At Simon
- Fraser Hills, by request, the Department has organized a "Mcm and
. ‘Tot" program. The residents feel that this program is not open
to the public and to date our staff have gone along with this theory,
on the basis that the residents have provided a fully-subscribed
class on each occasion. It has not been necessary, therefore, to go
out to public subscription. However, this one instance is of some
concern 1o mg and I shall now pursue it further.

In our opinion, nothing has changed at Greentree Village."

In conclusion, there is no legal authority to grant a reduction of or
exemption from taxation with respect to this partieular situation, and even
if such an authority did exist, the administration of such a policy would
be very difficult due to the many variables that are inherent in the
operation of privately owned recreational facilities,

RECOMMENDAT IONS :

1. THAT the request from the Ad Hoe Board of Directors of tha Green
Tree Village Recreation Centre be denled; and

2. THAT a copy of this veport be sent to the Board of Directors,

BRI B I ]
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MANAGER'S REPORT NO, 61
COUNCIL MEETING Sept. 12,77

GREEN TREE VILLAGE RECREATION CENTRE
c¢/o 3rd Floor, 1050 West Pender St.,
. Vancouver, B.C. V6E 3S8

Coapril 12, 1977 [a‘-"‘ =l Em

“:x APR z‘, 977'2':3/ APR141977

The Corporation of the - NTIRAL i
;= District of Burnaby, “iML ?%%52“*575
'~ Municipal Hall, L ke MAVOQ S OFFI
4o. .+ 4949 Canada Way, = - . ' ,}*,,
-7 ' Burnaby, B. C,w, VSG 1M2

’ﬁAttention;.fMayor Thomas Constable; . -
o ‘Alderman Gerald Ast; TS SR

“Alderman Douglas P. Drummond,,(j;li-J‘""
_Alderman. Allan Emnott, , L

”7Alderwoman Doreen Lawson;.

“."Alderman William’ Lewarne,_,ﬁfaa_w
~Alderman- Frederlck Randall; . -

. Alderman Roderick Stewart; and

*Alderman V1ctor Stusmak...'~~

‘"u‘Green Tree Vlllage Communlty Centre'fs?f
+i:1- 4295 Garden Grove Drlve,,;; L
D Burnaby, B C.~. 5 e

: We have recelved a . copy of the 1977 Assessment Notlce coverlng;r
o thls property and in applying the District of Burnaby S 1976
v‘g,mlll rate, we estimate the real estate taxes: for land and’ SN
f‘*,impFovements to,be in the nelghoourhood of " $6 000 to- $6 500 ln" T
w0197 \ B oy , S

 Unlike many resmdentlal developments, Green Tree Vlllage has‘
Jts recreation facilities housed in a separate building on a

- discrete piece of land. Its operating budget including %
property taxes for 1977 is $73,206. - These operating costs .
are. totally borne by the 400 families that the faCllltlea
accommodate. .

" We understand this’community facility was built td accommodate
the recreational needs of the residents as a condition of the
development of Green Tree Village imposed by the District of
Burnaby. - We believe that it is reasonable to assume that the
cost of the facility has been passed on to the individual
owners. It is our understanding that the B.C. Assessment

e /2

g,.v//cc Mun, Mgr, ~for your attention &

Mun, Clerk possible vept. Ld\C %

v
v

vw x: 14/4/77
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COUNCIL MEETING Sept.

»

(

" The Corporation of the
District of Burnaby _ April 12, 1977

- “Authority considers the sales prices of recently constructed
-residential dwellings in arriving ‘at its evaluation. If this
is the case, then the residents who have borne the capital
~cost and: contlnue to bear. the. operatlng costs are belng taxed'~
tw1ce : . ‘

,,_Even if the assessed value of the Aindividual dwelllngs has -
~“not been. ‘influenced by sales prices, it seems an injustice
- that the" ‘residents should bear the addltlonal tax burden of ‘a. f%
h‘comnunlty recreation’ facility whose .existence greatly beneflts'vtj
,the District of ‘Burnaby by providing, at a minimal cost to the =
- District, a- recreatlon fac1llty that accommodates in excess of*u i
'Y“,400 famllles.'>" SRR e s ; . e

-":“It is our understandlng that the Dlstrlct can grant certaln R

t«prellef ‘by “the- appllcatlon of.a lower mlll rate under spec1al kb";
v :c1rcumstances.w::,.,‘, P DU R i o

e'\It is ‘our:: hope that favourable cons;deratlon w111 be glven to
..our: c1rcumstances and that a complete tax dlspensatlon“
f”glven.;-.A : S .

iéWe would]veryCmuch apprec1ate rece1v1ng your adV1ce as to the
.extent of the mill:rate:application- whlch the Dlstrlctklntends
to-apply’ should a total ‘dispensation not be ‘possible: - 5

i vj‘necessary ‘we would be pleased to attend any. meetlng of'CounCLl Sl
'[A1n order to explaln our. pos;tlon furthe:.:_k o S ,

;GREEN TREE VILLAGE RECREATION CENTRE
2 ADHOC BOARD OF DIRECTORS o

Glen Dirksen, on behalf of rBlalne Parry, on béﬁalf of N
The Owners ‘Strata Plan NW-194 The Owners,'Strata Plan NW-208

(Dt

: Taylor/, on behalf of
The‘Owner Strata Plan NW-31.0 ¢fTH*;~wner , Strata Plan NW-440

L %ﬂ‘w

Rob4an' Fairservice, on behalf Don Weber, on behalf of
of All Single Family Owners Daon Development Corporation

4"




ITEM

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 61
COUNCIL MEETING Sept. 12/77 CIL MEETING APPr. 25/77

Re: LETTER FROM GREEN TREE VILLAGE RECREATION CENTRE
c¢/o 3rd FLOOR, 1050 WEST PENDER STREET, VANCOUVER . 106
REQUEST FOR EXEMPTION FROM TAXES

Appearing on the agenda for the April 25, 1977 meeting of Council is a
request from the Ad Hoc Board of Directors of the Green Tree Village
Recreation Centre for exemption of taxes on the community centre facility.

.- The Planner, Treasurer and Solicitor have reviewed this correspondence and
“advise as follows:

1. ~Green Tree Village is not the only housing complex in Burnaby which has
separate recreation facilities. Central Park Plaza and Vantage Point
* (Lougheed/Springer Area) are others that cone to nind.  In othar vords,
-1t is not a simple’ questlon of just dealing vith the Creen Tree Village
’,Recre;tion Centre, It is a significant matter of policy to be .con-
-sidered. - Rather obviously we could not .very well give a grant to tha. - .
 Green Tree Village Board without giving similar grants to any apartment”'
‘t‘complexes, either strata title or commercially-ovmad, wiaich also have :
'varying degrees. of recraation facilities in their covplewes. ' -

2,‘iNotwitnstanding the: question of policy, there is the legal quast1on to',._.’
~ consider of vhether or not we can grant rolief fron taxation under the
Municipal Act.  The Municipal Treasurer is of the opinion that we cannot :
- because the only two sections of the Municipal Act which rewmotely have.
5obearing on the matter of tax exemption do not apply in this instance. - -
"He points out that" Section’ 378(1)(b) refers to land or improvements owned‘ ;
' or held by an athletic club or association or service club or association e
' " and used primarily as a public park or recreation ground or for public :
““athletic recreational purposes, and.in his opinion this does not apply.

“'club or association or a service club or. association ‘and certainly thek
~1and and 1mprovements ‘are not used principally as a public park or: Vi
. recreation ground or for public athletic or recreational purposes. . It is[ji

 because the’Green Tree: ‘Village Recreation Centre Board is not an athleticf?l'i*l

'}L?Fused exclusively by the owners of the strata parcels and their friends. llb_ﬂff

'The other. section of the Act Section 202(h), empowers Council to give
“a grant in aid to any organization deemed by Council to be contributing
" to their general interests and advantage of the Municipality. We do not
‘feel that this applies in this case. . A

.~ The Municipal Solicitor at the request ‘of the Treasurer has examined the
letter from the representatives of Green Tree Village Recreation Centre and

 has offered the opinion that he can see no way of granting relief from
taxation, as has been requested.

3. On November 3, 1975 the Manager received an informational memo from the
© Director of Planning as a result of an inquiry that we had received from

the management firm representing the Green Tree Village Strata Corporation
in connection with the Municipality taking over the ownership and/or the
management of the community recreational facllities which were under
construction at that time, The matter was consldered by the Parks and
Recreation Administrator and the Director of Planning and the following
points were made then:

a., Similar to provisions in most large multiple-family residential !
developments, thils recreational faclllity was proposed by the
developer as a private facllity to be owned and operated hy the
Green Tree Village Strata Corporatlons. It should be noted that
there Is more than one Stratn Corporatlon involved and a gomewhat
complex management arrangement had been set up by the developer
allowing single fanlly dwelling rvenldents of Green Troe Villape
to uge the recrentlon facilitles subject to certaln condlitiona.

by The proposed faclllity was probably not conatructed to standards
an provided in publicly-owned recreontional developments auch as
pool alze, finlshes, wechanical equipment, storape, stafl, ete,
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ITEM
MANAGER’S

2 L MEETING Apr. 25/77

The staff also question whether the facility would constitute
an efficient public operating unit from the point of view of
operating, maintenance and staff costs in relation to the pop—
ulation served.

It had been mentioned in staff discussions at that time that some
- residents had expressed a view they would like the recreational
facility to remain under their control since if it were to become
a public facility, the residents would have less say, for example,
-~ In the hours of operation and potential influx of users from areas |
»other than Green Tree Village.

At the time of the review, the Parks and Recreation Department was
willing to consider the provision of specific enrichment programs
utilizing the private recreational facilities subject to: further

' discussions with the Strata Corporations. o ‘

. One of the main considerations then was that the anicipality
‘should not be expected to subsidize Green Tree Village in .taking
over the ownership and/or management of the recreation facilities.--"

‘:fAs a result we concluded we could not recomnend to Council that we takek
”“over the ownership and/or management of the recreation facilities.f

© MANAGER'S REPORT NO.

'COUNCIL MEETING  Sept. 12/77

'LfIn summary, we do not ‘feel that we have the legal authority to give a tax exemptione*

"~ 'in this type of 1nstance, ‘and even if we could, we would have to set'a major policy

'f~that would govern all ‘similar operations. . Such a major policy would. be difficult
~to set, because each of the facilities is slightly different, each:is’ operating

i fat a different level and not. necessarily the same as.a public. facility. . The.

development that we “have now is one that was proposed by the. developer and . is
17being operated as proposed by the developer.~ Each of the members of the Strata
~‘Corporation bought into the Corporation knowing what" the conditions were.z There
is no authority in. ‘the Municipal Act for us to apply a lower mill rate, which is:
T?one of the alternatives suggested by the Board. The only way one could accomplish

. the same end result of a lower mill rate, would be to give a grant for a specific :

amount ;,and ‘wWe: have already stated that we do not have the authority to give a

V'epgrant in this type of ‘situation.

'As far as the comment by the Board that the residents are bearing the operating
costs and are therefore being taxed twice, we would point out that these facilities
are not open to the public nor are they progrmmed by our Parks and Recreation
Department. Contrary wise, the public facilities operated by the Parks and
Racreation Department are open to the public generally, whether or not they are
even Burnaby citlzens, We cannot, however, state how many of the strata residents

ugse the public facllities. The point being made is that the recreation facilities

were provided on the site by the developer and pald for by the strata title
residents, because we wanted to minimize any demand on Burnaby residents from the
new development., Also, they are not designed for general public use and the
argument used about double taxation can be used to varylng degrees by almost any
Strata Corporatlon or apartment development,

When the letter from the Ad Hoc Board of Directors was brought up for preliminary

discussion last weelk, Council requested submission of a previous report on taxation

relative to strata title properties. A copy of this rcport ds attached.
RECOMMENDATION

1. THAT a copy of this report be sent to the Green Tree Villape Reercatlon
Centre Ad loc Roard of Dirvectors,




Re: TAXATION ~ STRATA TITLE PROPERTIES

On October 27, 1975 Mr. R.M. Davies on behalf of the Burnaby Strata

Owners Association, 3004 Carina Place filed a letter regarding the

above with Councxl. Due to the pressures of other matters, this

item was given a low priority., Following is a report from the Municipal

Treasurer dated December 29, 1976 which reports on the taxation of
vstrata tltle properties Vls—a—v1s 51ngle family dwellings.

2579

"RECOWMENDATION

‘ff l, THAT a copy of this report item be’ forwarded to Mr. ‘R.M. Dav1es,‘f,i
s Burnaby Strata Owners Assoc1atlon, 3oou Carina Place.'“' i

: TEm . sk
i MANAGER S REPORT NO ; sy
”j"councu MEETING Sept 12/77

- COUNCIL MEETING ' Apr.

29 heceer 2976

hat»the time has come to resolve t ese;prob emsﬁand partlc—
ularlyv he matter of garbage collection._o To ‘put the matter in termst
of. dollars end’ cents in terms of strata developments and services’
-endered in comparison to single family homes on the. 1nd1v1dua1 1ots,i,;,, e
we present the following based on the follow1ng averages ' S R

1h strata units per acre "6 famlly hcmes per acre con

“5:;The development in which I reside is composed of 121 unlts on. approx—

“imately 8.6 acres with the 1975 taxes amounting to approximately

- $63,000.00. ' As a comparison there would be approximately 51 single

" family homes on this property on the same 8.6 acres and approximately
$33,000.00 in taxes would be collected. The Munlcipallty therefore

“recelves almost twice the tax revenue from a strata development per
acre 88 from single family residences while providing less services.

" To demonstrate that strata developments are recelving less services
per tax dollar we would point out that the single family home receives
the following services at no additional cost: garbage removal, roads
maintenance, sidewalk maintennnce, brunk line sewer maintenance, fire
hydrant inspection, snow removal from the streets and storm drain
malntenance just to mention a few for which most of all strata owners
must pay in addition to thelr taxes."

The matter of garbage collection has long since been resolved, but Council instructed
that a report be prepaved on the subject matter of strata titles with particular ref-
‘erence to the ahove. :

Due fo presopure of other matters, this task was geb aside untill now.
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| | /' 33
TEM MANAGER'S RERBATTIO. 31
MANAGER'SREPORTNO. ¢ | M._COUNCIL MEETING Apr. 25/77 -

- COUNCIL MEETING * Sept, 12/77 ”

.-

It th).s property had been dovelopcd for -single fa.mllj dwolllﬂga R'3 R‘ebsn.dentlalwl')‘.s’t;x;t:'-'
,,_x~zon1ng, it could be comprised of k1l single family dwellings on 7 200 sq.ft. parcels.
',Qcomparlson between a gubd1v151on of this sort and the actual vtrata title corporaulon '
'property follcws e , v ,

e ?'nlyg5~=%~81ngle Famlly
strata Plan ];@~~-\~f ,Residential -
N0 39 L - Dwelllngs ?;:

s-f?~18é61~acres;

:Average axes per unlt';'

wPTovincialFHome-Owner Grant

yér‘géqut\taxes,per.unlt i

,*5Sh°wn at'$13100’per ﬁnit to be congistent

The present by—law prescribed a different rate and different frontage rules
thon were in effect when lighbing was installed in Carina Place.
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MANAGER'S REPORT NO. ' B
COUNCIL MEETING Sept. 12/77 { MANAGER'S BE BRIND.
: NCIL MEETING  Jan.

<

The respcnsibility for the provision of roads, sidewalks, lighting, water, sewer and
storm drainage is the same whether land is developed for single family use or for
strata title occupancy. The capital costs must be paid by the developer and sub-
sequently passed on to purchasers of individual lots or strata parcels, as the case
- mRy ‘be. ‘

“A purchaser of a smgle femily parcel must pay for the maintenance of water lines,

, sanltary and storm sewer lines, sidewalks, driveways and parking areas located within

- his property.* -~ Snow removal is-his- respons:.b111ty Maintenence of water lines, san-
. itary and storm sewer lines, sidewalks and roadways external to his property, are the}
"re5ponsi'b111tyv of the Municipality.  Snow removal service by the Municipality appl:.es
only to arterial streets, bus routes and streets with steep grades having only one- -
outlet. Unless the property concerned fronts one of these streets, the owner may

rexpect no.snow clearing servn.ce from the an.c:.pa.hty.

Rt In the exa.mple cited, there a.re 130 hving um.ts in an area: tha.t cou.ld occupy hl el
._'-(’-f*sinsle fam:!.ly units of’ comp&rable flnlshed area located on separate parcels of land.
. The owners are responsible for the maintepmance of water limes, sanitary and storm' -
‘sever: 1ines, ‘sidevalks, driveways and parking areas located within the property. RS LA
‘Additionally, as stated by Mr. Davies, they are responsible also for the inspection of S o

fire hydrants to comp]y with fire underwriting standards. . In ‘most recent develop- :

 MANAGER'S.REPURT NO.

ments, fire lines are installed in registered easements, thereby ma.k:.ng repairs and S

inspect:!.on the"responsi'bil:.ty of the thicipality. ,

:lnternal tra.nsporta.tion system with:.n 8 highr:.se, passageways, stalrcases"and
leva.tors, together with multi—storey parking facilities, must ‘be desxgned tot-accd
‘modate the number of apartments. being served .and collectively are much.more" costly
hsn internal tra.nsporta.tion services required by a single fannly residence su‘bdlv

sion or a; stra.ta. ‘title townhouse complex: occupying a s:um.lar area of land. This e.iso s

;applles to wa.ter a.nd sewer services. ;

o In the ma.tter of recrea.t:.on, single fa.mi]y residences usua.lly will have recreatlon
o ; roons, and ‘sometimes sw:bnmng pools or saunas. Strata title properties are more
2 likely to have ‘& wider range of communal facilities such as meeting rooms, large -

. swimming pools, tot lots, sgunas, etc., reflect:mg the more efficient sharing capacity '

(‘ of a development composed of a large number of units.

'~All of this has a'cost. An owner of a single family dwelling pays for the costs of -
operating his. home as they oceur. — Also, much of the work involved in maintaining a
home can be done by the owner himself.  The strata owner, on the other hand, gen-
erally confines his lebour to the interior of his unit and through his Strata Council,
contracts ell other work out. The cost can be high ~ upwards of $40.00 per month,
payable monthly, which, when added to taxes, makes for sizeable costs.

Collectively, the owners of strata title parcels pay more municipal taxes and rates
than would owners of single famlly parcels occupying an identical area of land - in
the case in point, 91% more. However, individnally they pay 48% less than owners of
the uingle famlly residences’ after deduction of the $280 Provinecial ilome-Cwner Grant.

e
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COUNCIL MEETING  sept. 12/77 b 4 NCIL MEETING J:tTSIETFT“:_T

Contributions‘towards Municipal services made by the individual owners in the two types
of developments are:

Strata Title ~  Single Family

General government $ 18.67 o $ 29.97

. Police, fire & other protective ' ‘ :

. services - : 80.92 ~.129.88

.. Street lighting & traffic services - .. 80.92 129,88
Garbage and storm sewerage ‘ - 2k.90 - 39.96

- Health & welfare = = R oo . 24k.90 S 39.96-
Envirommental development : ' . 622 9,99
Parks & libraries - ' ©68.M7 . 109.93
Miscellaneous - ... ' g » 6.23 S .'9.99

Apr. 25/77

MEETING -

S I N R T L s o . =m1.23 . ko9.56
o0 . 8Behools g o : ] - 340.63 . .5hT.05
' .. Hospitals, Regional District, ' Ce ‘ L - g L

. Assessment Authority & M.F.A. = S e3s ©37,65

' Ornamental lighting -~ ' = ... .13.00. . 13.00

. Sanitary sewers = o 1261 150.00

~ Water supply -~ .. . ... 1533 . . __ k200

MaAcen's

©$ méos ,??$ 1,1395@55

_Use of QérvicéSfﬁyfcitiiénéfiska p&ﬁtéi Qf dég;ee,;'Sdﬁé”will?hAVE:éhildfénfgéiﬁé:tofff
school. - The operating cost of schools in 1976 is estimated at $1,522 per child, of
which $992'is paid for out of property taxes. 'Towards1this;the“0wnef5of,xhe;samplel"

’and:thef0vnérfof1theQsampleﬁsingleffamilyfd?eiliﬁé}ff‘” i
has four children going to school, in which-case the . - .
s payable by the -~ -
rata owner and mes -the total taxes paid by. mple single family
n 55Thi§jshortf¢llﬁ_sgmadé'ppjby]childleSS‘bvneré;.cbmmer¢é;§§dfinqﬁstry. So
fdniliégfﬁaké“éiﬁéﬁsivqfusé-of[park§EhndmlibraryfserVices;ﬁ”Othefs{doﬁndtijf ke '

~direct use of health services.' Everyone benefits indirectly from health services. 1 e
.18, of course, the process of living together as a community and sharing the costs of ' °

' ‘opersting the community. ‘ T e e e S T

,,;‘;T6f§;~g_ izét

" The responsibility for the capital cost of providing roads, sidevalks, water mains,
. storm severs, sanitary sewers, lighting and underground wiring in new subdivisions,
" whether single family lots or strata title, internal or external to the development,
" rests with developers. The capital costs to Burnaby for oversize services or extension
- or enlargement of services, is minimal. T ‘ SRR

. The responsibility for maintenance of services external to the development rests with
Burnaby. The responsibility for maintenance of services internal to the development,-
" except where they are within an easement, rests with the owners of property.

The‘aérvices intefnul to a development tend to be of larger size in strata parcels than.
~ in residentisl propertles, but they ore necessary to permit the savings in construction
~-and more intensive land use inherent in strata dbuilding.

Multi-family buildings increase density of population. Increased dengities create
inereased demands for service, e.g. better firefighting equipment and increased numbers
of firemen to protect highrilse buildings; greater density of traffic, more need for
recrecation facilities in excess of those already provided by the housing development.
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COUMCIL MEETING

The outlined taxation nnalysis indicates that a number of services for which Burnaby

residents are taxed are related to per capita Or Per unit costs rather than to the
area related to each dwelling unit. Tt is our conclusion that the comparison of st -
townhouse residents with those of single family dwelling residents indicetes a fair =
relationship and division of the tax burden. It is acknowledged that Burnaby, in order
 to meet its responsibility in accepting & fair share of the population ‘growth of the

- f“‘re'gyio,‘n‘,“;;mu"st'_m’e"e,t “this population growth in large part through. the: development. of

~ multiple-family housing projects. T, than single family awelling developmente; and

.’s‘i‘gnit\i'ca.ntl but’ fair Proportion of the taxes collectedf'to meet community needs "ia.nd;tk\xe*»
- burden of growth must be met by these pew multiple-family housing ‘developments such as
- .strat title developments. - il E L s S R T s opments Sucka

Sutmitted for the information of Council, s






