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PROPOSED CONVEYOR SYSTEM

On Decembeer, 1876, Council under delegations heard from Mp. Arnold F.C. Hean
on behalf of his client, Kask Brothers Ready Mixed Concrete Ltd. Council
on this occasion also considered a report (Item 20, Report No. 80 dated

December 13, 1976) and adopted the following two recommendations:

"1l. The recommendations made by the Planning Director be tabled,
.and o S :

2. - The Planning Director be asked to undertake a review of the

future use and zoning if the Kask Bros. property." Ll

Cotnéil'theé‘passed.the foilowing;mction}'

- ,discussion in reference to the ramifications of»the‘prop¢éal1hith?f-f 5}”‘ ~ :
 "the principals Qf Kask'Brés;CReady Mixthd} with same to be brought .. =~ -
- back: as 'soon as Possible.! " - oot T T IR SRETE o

K?i‘EVTHAT thé”subjeét matter be referred to the MunicipallMénager’for'" " T

Cdﬁﬁéiiiéﬂ\bédémbéf%20,'1976'dﬁbihg,inqﬁiries difééted thétffﬁe[Pabksﬁéndi

iRééréationfCommission;befSuppliedjwith,all’reports”andginformétibnja?éilableﬁ;f"

on the proposed conveyor system of Kask Bros. Ready Mixed Conevete Ltd. and that the - -

Commission be reQueSte&,tb.réﬁiéwlthis:materialiahdVsubmit;afrépoptﬁpnfsame%1”[

5
nibipélgManagérffor]diécﬁSéidhiwith-

s. Ready Mixed Concrete Ltd., on Decem er 20, the Council .

irected that the Parks an Recreation Commission be asked to review thi
{mateﬁial?gpdarépbrtjqpéitvﬁf”ecgusefOf.fhéﬁW9?k§lQ§dﬂiﬁjthg}MuniCipal;“'
Manager's office recently plus the fact.that the D irector of Planning's

on January ‘17,1977 plu

e direction of Council to briy
'e‘Municipainanager‘héS?nbt,ha @ s
‘principals of Késkthosf{Réady}Mixed‘Concrgté”Ltd;ffIfgthis'meetihgfis,7*'<‘w"
fstill-réquirédbefthejMunicipal:Coun¢il'inflightﬂqf_the‘informétignﬁthatvj;g
s:attached, then the material should be referred back to the Municipal: -
anager. ' This does not however seem necessaryfuhder'thegcircumstances..234

UfAttéEhéd;fonfthéfihfdrmatiohvovaoﬁncil‘is‘ajréport‘frqm‘thérbireétCr of
~Planning dated January‘IQ,A1977,which,is an information report, but in’

. which he advises that his department's position is still the same; i.e,

" that the request. to construct an underground conveyor through the Municipal
. park land be denied. . o : R

~‘Also attached is a copy of the report.dated January 27, 1977 from the Parks
".and Recreation Administrator which basically recommends that the Municipal

- Council approve of the request to construct an underground conveyor system
. .subject to an appropriate fee being negotiated by the Land Agent and the
~restoration « by the applicant of any disturbed areas. The report goes on

- to recommend that consideration be given to making the installation contingent
upon the acceptance of an appropriate zoning designation that would allow the
Corporation more eontrol should the company wish to change its operation at
some future date,

The Municipal Manager has reviewed both of these reports and is of the
opinion that this matter should be consideraed in the following stages:

1. Whether or not to permit the conveyor.
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If the decision is to permit the conveyor, then the area 1nvolved
must be rezoned and hence must go to a public heavlng

If the matter of the rezonlng to permit the conveyor is approved
. .at ‘the'public hearing and subsequently enacted by Council, S
"~ then cons1deratlon should be glven ‘to the rezoning of the Kask

Bros. site to a CD type of ‘zoning in order to ensure future“

compatablllty w1th the adjacent park areas., , g

W:_LThls is’a rather complex problem and it is: recommended that the next step
~owito-be taken is to.refer the matter. of. the rezonlng to a: publlc heaﬂlng '
+prio» to Council maklng a. flnal dec151on.a If it does not ‘survive the:
"publlc hearlng,'there is: probably 1ittle need to ‘address ourselves t
“the questlon of a CD, zonlng for the Kask Bros. Slte just now

RECOMMENDATION
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Oncerned with 'a proposed conéeyer system’ associat de1H‘mx>&
Kask: ‘Bros.: Ready ‘Mixed: Concrete facility ) Al i
H‘dop_edﬁthe follow1ng L

1. That the recommendations made by the Directorfof_ [
,[Plannlng be tabled N _ : o ,

2 That the subject matter be referred to the B :
;Municipal Manager for discussion in reference to
" the ramifications of the proposal with the
:principals of Kask Bros. Ready Mix Ltd.~ :

ﬂThat the. Planning Director be asked to undertake
‘a2 review of the future use and zoning of the Kask
‘Bros. _property, , ;

THE EASTERN BURRARD INLET DEVELOPMENT CONCEPT

The Eastern Burrard Inlet Development Concept adopted by Council
on October 22, 1973 was formulated on tho following three
primary study objectives:

1. To provide for continuous pedestrian foreshore
pccesy,
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To ensure that the expenditure of currently
available funds best preserves certain strategic
holdings and provides for the immediate establish-
ment of a recreational core from which programmed
expansions can occur. ‘

. To ensure that adjacent land uses are compatlble
w1th the foreshore and marine park concepts

Wlth respect to ‘the Kask' Bros Ready Mlx plant at 7500 Barnet
, =H1ghway cons1derat10n was ‘given at the time of ‘the- concept
qpreparation to the possible public: ‘acquisition: ‘of the site.
" However, it was felt that available funds would be better: i
f”applled to.more strategic foreshore propertles In addltlon,,,}
SUlras. was: outlined in the 1973 concept repor ‘the. Kask operatlon
inits. existing state and location was. not " cons1dered ‘to-be a: -
.major ‘detraction ‘to the proposed marine park system Conse—fﬁf
;~quuent1y,'no recommendatlon was ever. advanced for the vaUlSIthn
”[of the Kask property Rather,‘lt was recommended and adopted E
o =any: proposed change in: the type or: 1ntens1ty~;
be rev1ewed W1th reference to the obJectlves

Ltd requestlng perm1s51o :
h'Municipal
add1t10na1 1nformat10n relatlve to the Kask Bros

as a ‘basis for the: review of the Kask property at‘750 -
“"Thlsflnformatlon 1s as follows':

EXISTING OPERATIONS

,wWhat is the SOurce of the aggregat materlal

'rMaterlals are brought in: from Sechelt by b g"by

g ‘Rivtow: Stralts Ltd. and- dep051ted at former hapoor*
i property for sortlng and storage

What is the volume and frequency of the dellvery
‘of the aggregate materlals? :

On average, one barge contalning approximately
5,000 tons of aggregate material per week

What volume of aggregate material is brought in
from the former Kapoor site each day?

Tour trucks each with a capacity of 12 cubic yards -
on average undertake approximately 15 trips per day,
giving a total volume of 720 cubic yards. The
maximum number of truckloads undertaken by any one
vehicle is about 30 trips,

On average, how much material is stockpiled at
the former Kapoor property at any one time?

Approximately 2 barge loads or 10,000 tons,




: ' | BT ‘ 22
Kask Bros. Ready Mixed Concrete Ltd. ‘ MANAGER’S REPORTNO.
Barnet Highway Facility 'COUNCIL MEETING Jan. 31/77

5. On average what is the total volume of the
various materials stockpiled at the Kask Bros.-
property at 7500.Barnet,Highway? '

~Thfee barge loads or approximately 15;000;tons."
-This also represents the maximum_present stqragel

~ “capacity of the Kask property.

. What percentage of ‘the variOus‘métefialéfare3ﬁséd'injf‘:’
the ready mix operation as opposed. to aggregate sales?

_EApperiﬁate;nyS%L ;~~ ;:‘

7. What is the existing capacity of the ready mix .
ask Bros. have indicated that the capacity of ~
“their pla tiis sdf£icient,to_supply‘apy“pr¢je¢t

* within their market area.

Under normal circumstance

-yards per day. Ho

. On'average ho

.ready mix truck make?

’?many?rbuhdftrips;ﬁerfdayﬁqgésféaChf;.J‘_

wlxiprthXimatéiy f6ﬁp'pef,déy;}fifﬁ

 H6w many people aré‘employed_with,KaSk Eroé.‘Ready ‘
. .Mixed Concrete Limited? T e i
fAbproiimately~Sdlpeoplét‘

What is the predominant market’area‘for'the‘ready o
mix operation?. = : : Y

The majority of the business 1s conducted within a
ten mile radius of the plant. However, Kask Bros,
has a concrete supply contract with the City of
Vancouver which extends their market for this aspect
west to the University Endowment Lands,

What would be the alternate source of raw material
assuming that the conveyer proposal were not approved?

To be trucked in from Lafarge facilitles either in
North Vancouver or Leeder Avenue in Coquitlam,




ITEM » ;
_MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 7 .

K 's.yl k i
ask Bro Ready Mixed Concrete Ltd. COUNCIL MEETING Jan. 31/77

Barnet Highway Facility

II. CONVEYER PROPOSAL

,l{ What is the size and capac1ty of the proposed
' aggregate conveyer?

A 30" wide belt conveyer whlch runs between R

250 and 300 feet per minute with a capacity" of
-~ 500 ‘tons: per hour. It was: ‘explained. that this
. capacity is- requlred to unload a 5000 ton barge
'q1n 8 10 hours « BT

o ;,What is. ‘the prOJected cost of the conveyer A
'Qgﬁlnstallatlon? . e , S

In the order of $500 0007,

_;What'would be the>approx1mate addltlonal cos
°§of trucklng 1n aggregate as opposed to’recel

”prepared

“;}In the event the conveyer were'installedﬁ»would
" Kask Bros. ‘Ltd. wholesale or' retallvaggregate
_fmaterlals from the Barnet plant? il

"lvNojp;l'uh

. Are there any plans to increase production and/or
“add additional hoppers following the 1nstallation
of the proposed conveyer system should this be ‘
approved?

'Not at the present time However, Kask Bros,
indicated that the growth and development of the
business would directly relate to future demand
for the products and services of the business
which could ilncrease over time.

s

PRESENT AND FUTURE USE AND ZONING OF PROPERTY

In the considerations surrounding the Kask Bros. proposals, thore
hag never been a disagreement by this department that the services
provided by a ready mix operation are both appropriate and of
value within an urban area such as Burnaby. What has been of
issue in this partilcular instance is the scale, location and
method of raw material input. In the devolopmont concept,

the continued use of this operation at an appropriate scale

has been recognized and incorporated within the plang for the
aren,
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Following a review of the Kask Bros. facility.relative to the
development concept objectives, Planning Department staff are
still in agreement with the opinion stated in the 1973 concept
report that the existing use and zoning is appropriate given
its established presence, setting, and general level of intensity
- and the park acquisition and development priorities for the area.
However, should Kask Bros. Ready Mixed Concrete Ltd. at some- ‘
time in the future voluntarily relocate from their property,
'the‘Planning‘Department'considers at this point that the most
‘ _appropriate;actiOn,would}then'be,to”rezone,the,property tq an
industrial category providing a range of uses-considered more .
compatible with the adjacent: park area (e.g. M5 zoning). :

“1 A1ternaté1y;¢shou1d;the,companyaat,some‘future'date,Wish“foﬁf
L supspantiallYﬁeXpand;Orfchange,its*operations;’thenuthe;g Rt G
eMunicipality‘should‘applyJappropriateszoninglcqntrol;(i.é.,CD‘; -

_ zoning) to ensure compatibility with the adjacent park areas. . -

Whilefthé”particularfexisting“use]asspciAtedEwith*the Kask =

operépiQnEisﬁconSideredzsuitablegfor“the]site,fPlanninghﬂ!'=~
;:Departméhtfopposifionfto@theivarioﬁs:conveyerlproposals;”«~i,‘.g‘:u
‘submitted by Kask Bros, has been comsistently based upon the
BOTLOWARE: 4 b R s e

the direct conflict of the siting of the . ~°
"floatingfcpnveyer works>w;thgﬁpe;prqposedj

foreshore development; .~ - -

gezpﬁihgféfcﬁarkiaﬂd}tofab¢omm¢;

istrial installations; -

potential ‘intensification of -industrial
activity at the site resulting from the = .. =
: conveyer: installation that couldiwell lead. . - "
© " to a corresponding intensification of its - >
"ot jgeneral incompatibility with the adjacent . .. .

. 'park areas. ..

“While the current proposal to move the conveyer to the west = . .
" has somewhat alleviated the first concern, this department still
Las objections to Item 2, and following a meeting with Kask
Bros. representatives on January 7, 1977 also has strong
_reservations with respect to Item 3. With respect to Item 3,
it is difficult to establish a finite level at which point incom-
‘epatibility would significantly detract from the adjacent Marine
Park System. Relative to this, the Kask Bros. representatives
have indicated that they have no immediate plans to expand thelir
operations as a result of the proposed conveyer system,  Kask
Bros, cannot guarantee this beyond the foreseeable future as
the growth and development of their business would directly
relate to a future demand for their products and services, It
is this expansion potential and intensification of related
activities together with the stated objection to Item 2
above, that is the basis for thils department's position
that the request to construct an underground conveyer through
Municipal parkland be denied,

This report item is submitted for the information of Council.

B o

A, L. Parr
DIRKCTOR OF PLANNING
JSB:BL/dm
ce Porks and Recreation Administrator
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PARKS AND RECREATION ADMINISTRATO]

ARNET. HIGHW.

: READY-MIX CONCRETE LIMITED
AY: FACILITY ** :

j ,mgggiggiquJanua£y 2§j”ié?i}ffhéiéafksféhafRééreatan,
CqmmiSS;Onywas“advised~thatythejMunicipathouncil;49n5vu“ i

Dg?emberﬂgO}le76{“hadfdi:ecpedithe\Muficipal\Mahager t”Erépﬁit\ B

"6und»qpnveyor.£rom the = o

- commission.

'A~cbpY‘offa,report;prepared by the Director of Planning dated.
. January 12, 1977, was submitted to the Commission. The Parks
»..and"Recreation staff have reviewed this matter and reached the

~conclusion that the existing concrete operation.and the =~

“installation of an underground conve

Avenue alignment will not be detrimental to the use of the
foreshore park once it is developed. - The Proposal that it is
incompatible is generally based upon the existence of noisge,
visual and dust pollution. ' It ig argued that these factors
~will redice the enjoyment of the park by park users.

Whilst it is impossible to refute this argqument categorically
and say that it will not reduce the enjoyment of park users, in
the staff's opinion, the effects will be such that it will be of
no consequence to park users and, therefore, it will not detract
in any appreciable way from their enjoyment of the foreshore
park. The area of park immediately fronting the Ready~Mix -
Concrete plant is devoted to trail use - hiking trails,
pedestrian walks and bicycle paths.

cont'd......






