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Mr. Dykstra stated that because of the Union's lack of technical 1‘

A7

expertise on the preloading filling operation at Still Creek, they
were unable to estimate costs for this part of the project, but '
undertook to prepare a letter of proposal for Council  (See corres-
pondence and petitions, Regular Council meeting 31 January, 1977/
copy attached). : .

To aSSLSt Council in its assessment of the questions raised: in
~Mr. Dykstra's letter, we will provide some further dlscu551on in:
~the same order as the’ questlons are llsted

: Questlon 1. The monltorlng and selection of fill at Strlde Avenue
dump could be carried out by a Municipal employee, but at Still .
Creek this selection would have to be done ‘by-the soil: consultant s~
techn1c1an,5so ‘that-a: rlgld control is malntalned to prevent a shear
fallure of the underlylng peat r : S

Questlon 2.~ The contractor is not screenlng top501l but 1s, in’ fact,
manufacturlng it from peat. This peat: is an ‘undesirable £ill:- mauanal
i “which:is" accepted for: ‘economy - ‘reasons: from Mun1c1pal contracts,}but
";Anot accepted from other sources.ﬁa R Genl

It is: doubtful that the Parks Board would accept the" quallty oft
top5011 manufactured at Strlde, productlon is‘on’a small,scale ‘and

"’{ we would not recommend that the: Corporation: sell topso11

Q publlc*ln com etltlon‘w1th local,bu51ness.pju

'3Questlon,3. ;There 1s no: gravel plt"'operatlon at Strlde Avenue
~We do: take_some sand from a: nelghbourlng pit, but this is usuall,
;loaded by a’ rubber: tlred.backhoe-loader from the- constructlon sit
“To travel a steel- tracked machine from Pit A to Pit B would not be.
economlcally v1able., In: addltlon, Wth both. Stlll Creek -and. Stride
Avenue operating . sxmultaneously, there would be no p0551b111t
-u51ng the same operatorff:v RETHAPES B

'Questlon 43V The p01nt w1th respect to tralnlng 1s well;take ‘
n;additlon demonstratlon machlnes are tested by Mun1c1 al’.oj er tors
‘t the Strlde Avenue 51te. ;T v i . :

tQuestlon 5. We do not agree that there is any- great dlfflculty in’

‘“f*comparlng costs with 'a private contractor. The union suggests a' R e
-trial period of one year for Stride Avenue; but, we should: p01nt out - .o

that the fllllng of this 51te should be completed 1n 1977

We should also state that the A.C. G. ll machine mentloned in our.
report of 28 October, 1976, is not ideally suited for the final
grading of Stride Avenue and is ten years old. For the Still:Creek
.operation,; we would have to consider the purchase of a D7 type bull—
dozer, at a capital cost of $97,000.

Considering the above,'and the cost comparisons as outllned in our
report dated 28 October, 1976, we would stay with our Recommendatlon‘
#1 of that report.

RECOMMENDATION:

THAT Council approve the calling for proposals for the operation
and management of Stride Avenue Dump, together with the
preloading f£ill operation on the Municipality owned Still
Creek property.

.

MUNICIPAL ENGINERER
WMR: emg
Attch,




“-; under the direction of Golder Brawner & Assocxates.‘.'
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ITEM
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MEETING Nov 1/76 '

Re: LETTERS FROM MR. OWEN DYKSTRA REGARDING THE OPERATION OF FILL SITES

1. %ETTER DATED OCTOBER 19, 1975 THAT APPEARED ON LAST WEEK'S AGENDA
ITEM '5F) '

2, ' LETTER DATED OCTOBER 25, 1976 THAT APPEAQS ON THIS WEEK'S AGENDA

Mr. Owen Dykstra President of Buvnaby va1c Employees Local Unlon 23
.hag written two letters to Council on land fill operations. Mr. Dykstra
wishes to address CounCLl on thls sub]ect on November 1, 1976. ' »
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Following is a report from the_Munxclpal Bngrneer on this matter.

- ;RECOMMENDATIONS'

. THAT ‘Council approve the calllng for proposals for the operatlon‘f%
and: management of Stride Avenue dump. together. with the _preloading .
flll operatlon on the mun1c1pally ovmed S‘tlll Creek Property, and'

Vf;;THAT_the Engxneer meet w1th off1c1als of Local 23 “C. U P E to

| COUNCILMEETING Feb. 7/77

STRIDE[AVENUE‘CONTRACT - PRELOADING QF MUNICIPALLY
'OWNED PROPERTY IN STILL CREEK AREA i

The Englneerlng Department is presently preoarxng SpelelcatlonS and«
operatxonal plans for :a: controlled £ill program on the mun1c1pally [
owned property 'in: the Still Creek area. .This property has been. o
tentatxvely reserved for a future works: yard and will- be preloaded

g,.In order to achleve economies of scale and central control it was y
" felt that this fill operatlon should be tied in with the Stride Avenue

'”fv:dump contract. With this in mind, the Engineering Department received.

‘the approval of Council to extend the existing Stride Avenue contract
so that a comblned proposal could be considered. ”

' C.U.P. E;'s letter to Council (Correspondence and Petltions, Councxl
. 'Report dated October 25, 1976) suggests that a "purely Municipal
’operation" should be considered as a viable alternative.
On March 3, 1975, Council awarded a contract to Southwest Contractors
Ltd. to operate and manage the Stride Avenue dump at no cost to the
Corporation and with a revenue sharing agreement built into the
contract. At this time when proposals were being considered the
existing Municipal operation was studied and the award of the contract
- was recommended for financial reasons.

The total cost to the Municipality for operating Stride Avenue dump
from January 1, 1974 to January 12, 1975 vwas 566,807.00.

From August 1975 to August 1976 the following quantitiecs of fill were
recalved at Stride Avenue dump.

(cont'd) ' o ' 148
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AT NO. 3
| | yONCiL MeeTING 11OV 1/76§
Fill from Municipal contracts ' ——
(No charge was made for these loads) 4,654 loads

Fill from commercial ventures
(Charged at $2 50 per load) : o 10 690 loads
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NOTE The above flgures have been checked by Burnaby s lnternal aud1

If the operatlon had been run on a purely Mun1c1pa] ba51s,‘costs and
revenues would have been as follows. . L

$38 000.‘:Ar:r
$20,000.
$15,397.
- $ 1 300.‘”1
, : ST e §74 947.
Add 0verhead 15% ‘;[fv N LT 811,474,
T R L T f :;§86 4?1 '

fm,;Loader A. .C. G.11. 2 000 hrs. @ 19. 00
---: Operator - 2,000 hrs. @ 7.94 + 26%
' Gateman/Checker ' 2,080 hrs. @ ~6.11 + 26%
- .Trailer office 52 weeks @ 25.00
”{?Heat, llght and telephone '

;We ar ;all aware that the machlne Wlll not ;.ﬁworklng for thej
,OOOJhours and. although we would have- some difficulty flndlng
lternatlve employment for the operator ‘for these-idle. perlods

:havkjallowed for a reductlon in cost equal to one: thlrd;of_th

‘machln:‘and operators tlme.' T et : L

666 hrs. @ 19.00
666 hrsy @ 19.00

_ - E ~ f;$86 421L;g;;ﬁ;.
ess Downtlme Allowance‘ $22 211.,f-'
djusted Annual Cost . . - B
E aturday opening for. heavy gardenw5
: ,;frefuse -fBurnaby residents
‘ ~p;0ne Labourer I 8 hrs. i -
SESEI © .6 -hrs. overtlme PR
.52 Saturdays @14 hrs. @.6. 11 + 268 = $ 5,605. -
v Total Adjusted Cost = S ..869,815.60.
~ “Revenue from 10,690 loads @ $2 50 - 826,725,
~Net Loss to. the Corporatlon : ; e =t§43‘090.60
-‘,The hzghest productlon flgure for any one month was 1 818
“loads. ‘Even at this figure, the revenue for 12 months would
. be $54,540. and there would be a net loss of $15, 275. to
j‘the Corporatlon.

stng our present contract system, the Strlde Avenue dump is operated L
‘at no charge to the Corporation and in the period from Augqust 1975 to-
‘August 1976, ‘Southwest Contractors Ltd. pald the Corporatlon $l, 927.

‘:, as per the reveriue sharing agreement.

Obvmously we cannot make any comparisons between a Municipal operation
and a contract in the case of the Still Creek property until such
time as we have proposals for the combined operation. .

We would recommend that proposals be invxtcd for the operation and
managemant of the stride Avenue dump together with the placement of

£ill on the Still Creek property for preloading purposes. The latter
operation will he designed and supervised by Golder Brawner & Associatos.

On the receipt of proposals we would undertake to study the viahility

of a Municipal operation and to discuss both systems with thé officials
of Local 23, C.U.P.E.

(cont'd)
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~and’ management of Strlde Avenue dump together with the preloadlng’"
: f111 operat:Lon on the mun1c1pa11y owned StJ.ll Creek property
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CORRESPONDENCE AND PETITIONS
- Regular Council Meeting
January 31, 1977 =

Y Lurnaby Givie Bmployees
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Both of these operations involve selective dumping.
‘We feel it would be to the Municipality's advantage .
~to have their own employees' look after this opera-
‘tion.  If not, how will the Municipality monitor
"what ‘is dumped and not dumped? The only way to be
L sure isito have'a'mgnicipal.employee there at all -
. times, - o ST ' ' . g

The private contractor is presently screening and
~ selling top'soil. How much top soil is required
“each year for Parks and School Board? What is the
cost of top soi) per year for Parks and School
Board?

N If the Munlcipality were operating the
Stride Dump, top soil could be supplied to Paxxs and School Beoard
at no cost and any surplus could be sold to the pulic., 'This would
represent a cost saving to tha Munieipality, At the present time
the profit.on top soil is going to someone olse, If thay wore
Municipal operations the profit would go to the Mwilcipality,

3. In the Engineerxs report %o Council dated Octoper 28th,
1976 he stated thai overtime would ba reguired, We
refer you to the Collective Agrecmont hotweon tho
parties, Tago 2, Article 5, Clausos 5.2, (b} and (¢) =
Hours of Work, It is our interprotation that upon




CORRESPONDENCE AND PETITIONS
Regular Council Meeting
January 31, 1977
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L =2
,mutual agreement a Shlft could be 1nst1tuted that Lot
‘would cover Saturday as a regular work day,;l e.,[
”f}ﬂTuesday to Saturday.¢ He also raised the questlon
- of whether a:loader: and operator could be fully x*'v_

; ‘*futxllzed In our: opinxon, ithe loader ‘and operator -
‘fgcould, Af. they were used- at the: Strlde ‘Avenue :Dump 7 7T
“and the’ ‘Stride’ Avenue Gravel Pit. The same opera- '
'~‘tor could possxbly even be: used at. the Stlll Creek .-

Strzde”Dump, Strlde Gravel Pit and Stlll Creek are'
txdealjarea‘lfor*the ‘tr znlng of Equlpment Operators.
They do.no run.-the risk of.doing- damage “to water):

’gas I sewer. 11nes and the; re'not deallng w;th"“

rtiise dlfflcult for 'he Unlon o compare costs thh

. the, prlvate contractor on the Strlde ‘Avenue Dump,';v;‘

beecause we have not had the opportunlty to monitor .

: ;kkthe volume of buSLness, 1 e.,’ the number of loada
{f“comxng in and the amount of ‘top soil. being sold.

. The Still Creek ‘£illing operatlon has not hequn,
It thercfore is difficult to predict the volume of
business,’ However, the Union would suggest that a

. possible ‘method would be for the. Municipality to

g operate the Stride Avenue Dump .for one year and

during this perlod the’ operation can be' monltored.

In terms of the Still Creek fllllng

-’operatlon, as mentioned before due to the fact that it is selec-
- tive dumping to make the site ready for the new Municipal Works

Yard, it would be to the- Municipality's advantage to have their

own employees care for this operation,

The Union foels the Municipality
would be bhetter serv. ' if Stride Avenue Dump and Still Creek fill- -
ing operation were ;. ormed by Municipal employees and we ask
Council to give cons. -ration to this.

Yours truly,
,/’7 'ig:gzﬁ/if€:¥-“—
[

OWEN DYKSTRA, President
C.U.P,B., Liocal No, 23

on/nt
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CC: Mun,Mgr. v/
Muntclork
Mun, Engy,






