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ITEM 26 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 54 
COUNCIL MEETING 1978 07 31 

RE: INQUIRIES WITH RESPECT TO SUB-AREA BETWEEN 
CAMERON AND SULLIVAN - COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 11 G11 

Following is a report from the Director of Planning regarding Con111unity Plan 
· · Area "G 11 

• • 

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. THAT a copy of this report be sent to Mrs. Anita Morris and Mr. T. K. 
Bastable. 

* * * * * * * 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1978 JULY 26 · 

·TO: MUNICIPAL MANAGER 

FROM: DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 
' . 

SUBJECT: . INQUIRIES WITH RESPECT- TO SUB-AREA BETWEEN 
. 'CAMERON AND SULLIVAN - COMMUNITY PLAN AREA 11 G" 

1.0 The Planning Department has been requested to reply to·a number of points 
on which further comment appeared appropriate. raised by two delegations 
which appeared at the 1978 July 17 Council meeting and to a specific re.:. 
quest for comparative general cost figures for road construction and land 
acquisition for each of the three alternatives that had been considered by 
Council in making its recent decision with respect to the sub-area. 

2.0 PRESENTATION BY ANITA MORRIS, PRESIDENT, LOUGHEED TOWN COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 

2.1 A written copy of the presentation including a petition containing 66 
names was lodged with the Municipal Clerk. This submission is attached. 
Mrs. Morris presented the petition opposing any arterial (.through road) 
and public uses within the sub-area and asked for reconsideration 
and postponement of implementation of any plan.concerning this sub-area 
until all alternatives have been presented to Council and considered. 

2.2 The Planning Department was not directed by Council to discuss the 
revised alternatives with any resident groups prior lo submission of 
the report to Council. Council upon receiving staff reports often 
directs that copies of reports be sent to specific resident groups 
and may table reports pending a reply from other public boards or 
commissions or from resident groups. 

I 
,i 
1,;; ,. ' 

The Sullivan Heights IV:itepayers Association has been the main resident 
group with which Council has had a continuing dialogue and it is our 
understanding that a 11 residents primarily l n sing l e-farnil y dwe 11 i ngs 
within the area bounded by Cc11m.• ron Street on the south, North Road on 
the east and Stono.v Cre,~k on the Wt-:St are pi:rmi tted to be members of 
this association. 
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2.3 This sub-area plan is not new in the sense that some type of develop- 220 
ment of this area related to the Lougheed Town Centre has been approved 
and been under consideration since the adoption of the policy document 
Apartment Study 1 69. Excluding the single-family development fronting 
onto Sullivan Street and onto Noel Drive which are to remain, there are 
25 existing single-family dwellings and l church which lie within the 
approximately 11.34 hectare (28 acre) remaining portion of the sub-area. 
2 single-family dwellings have been demolished thus far on the 4 pro-
perties acquired to date to accorrrnodate the library/recreation centre 
complex. The proposed public facilities are those considered necessary 
to serve the needs of the residents of this growing north-east sector 
of Burnaby. The portion of the area designated for co11111ercial uses 
should assist in increasing the tax base of the municipality. 

2.4 Council on 1978 July 04 gave Final Adoption to Rezoning #10/78 for 4 
properties on Cameron Street to permit the establishment of the library/ 
recr~ation .centre complex. The rezoning was submitted to a Public 
Hearing on 1978 June 20 at which time any objections to the development 
should.have been presented for the consideration of Council. 

2.5 In surrmary, with regard to the expression of opposition to any arterial 
(through road), we would indicate that the three alternative shemes 
submitted to Council are those that best respond to the traffic needs 
of the overall area. No roads in this sub-area will perform an arterial 
function. With respect to public uses within the sub-area, each such 
public use has been and will be justified through detailed study and 
duly approved by Council and other affected public boards or corrmissions. 

3.0 PRESENTATION BY MR. T.K. BASTABLE, VICE CHAIRMAN, ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION 

3~1 A typed copy of Mr. Bastable's presentation was lodged with the Municipal 
Clerk. This submission is attached. 

3.2 Further study was requested of the Parks and Recreation Conmission to 
determine if the land west of the library/recreation centre site could 
be suitable for their needs. In the previous report dated 1978 June 07 
it was stated that: 

"The option to use property to the west of the 1 i brary/ 
re~reation centre site for park use such as possible 
district playing fields is under study at the present 
time and the Planning Department will be reporting to 
the Parks and Recreation Department on this matter in 
the near future. The selection of a definite Beaver
brook Drive Extension alignment will assist the comple
tion of this study. The selection of Sketch 7A which 
would restrict playing field options in this area is not 
supported by the Parks and Recreation Commission." 

The possible park use primarily to accommodate playing fields was only 
recently intr.oduced as a land use option and is still unresolved pend
ing the completion of a planning study, the results of which are to be 
submitted to the Parks and Recreation Department in the near future. 
The report on the possible park use of the area west of the library/ 
recreation centre site is being framed within the context of the sub
area plan, Alternative 3A (Sketch 8A), as adopted by Council on 1978 
June 12. · 

3.3 With respect to the Sullivan Heights Ratepayers Association's appearance 
as a delegation before .the Advisory Plann'lng Commission, the Council 
referred the submission of the Advisory Planning Commission to the 
Planning Department for inclusion in the report to Council, No reference 
to the Sullivan Heights Ratepayers Association was made in the Commission's 
submission. We understand the submission of the Conmission to be the 
synthesis of the discussions which took place in that forum both among 
the Commiss·lon members and with any delegations s1ich as the Sullivan 
Heights Ratepayers Association, A representative of the Planning De
partment was present to provide any rcqu'lred information, clarificat'ion 
or guidance as appropriate. 

\ I 
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The earlier letter of the Sullivan Heights Ratepayers Association 
dated 1977 March 29 constituted an attachment to the previous major 
report dated 77 12 30 which was attached to the mcst recent report 
to Council. This earlier letter was submitted to Council and referred 
by Council to the Planning Department for consideration. 

~~e would comment br-iefly on the motions dated 1978 February 22 of the 
Sullivan Heights Ratepayers Association as follows: 

a) It is our-understanding that a motion was made at the Commission 
meeting to not extend Beaverbrook Drive to the east but was not 
favourably considered. 

b) Additional land use options considered by the Co1Tmission essen
tially concerned the possible park use.of the land to the west 
of the library/recreation centre site. Through past reports 
and delegations, Council has been informed of the Sullivan 
Heights Ratepayers Association's support of duplex or single
family dwelling development and more recently of park use in 
the subject area. · 

c) The reconmendations of the Corrmission reflected the possible 
park use and the use of the Reese Avenue right-of-way as a 
pedestrian walkway. 

d) The extension of Cameron Street to the west to link with Eastlake 
Drive was discussed but was to our understanding, .by .general 
consensus, in balance not considered appropriate. 

e) Speed bumps are not considered appropriate for public streets~ 

f) Requests for the provision of localized traffic control devices 
such as stop signs on existing streets should be made to the 
Traffic and Safety Corrmittee for consideration._ 

3.4 The division of the possible park area by a diagonal road and prov1s1on 
of an efficient configuration for the possible field areas would be two 
reasons why Sketch 7A would appear to restrict playing field options and 
was not recomnended in the report of the Parks and Recreation Admi ni_strator. 

3.5 On 1978 July 04, Mr. Fred Clarke of the Sullivan Heights Ratepayers 
Association appeared a~. a delegation to express objection to the 
report considered by Council on 1978 06 12. Council at that time 
received for information the attached explanatory report. 

4.0 BEAVERBROOK DRIVE EXTENSION ALTERNATIVES (attached sketches) 
PRELIMINARY ESTIMATED ROAD COSTS AND PROPERTY ACQUISITION VALUES 

The Municipal Engineer and the Land Agent have provided preliminary estimated 
road costs and property acquisition values for the three alternative schemes. 

4. l Property Values Submitted b_y the ~arl£..ful_en_:t 

a) 

b) 

c) 

The outlined property acquisition costs are based on current 
market values. 

As it ·is the intention thus far to a<:qui re property for right
of-way purposes as it becomes available on the open market, it 
is possible that the actual purchase prices could be lower. 
However, inflationary factors over a number of years of land 
assembly for road ~ights-of-way purposes would also have to be 
considered, 

The property already acquir,• d by the Corporation of Burnaby is 
valued at the current market value not at the lower cost of 
actual acquisition over past years. 

221 

.. 
' 



l ·1TEM 261 
MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 54 
COUNCIL MEETING 1978 07 31 

d) The higher property acquisition costs for lternatives IA 

- 4 -

(Sketch 6A) and 3A (Sketch 8A) relative to Alternative 2A 
(Sketch 7A) reflects the fact that a new road is being con
structed rather than essentially widening an existing road. 

The Planning Department would note that much of the right-of-way 
would have been expected to be obtained at no cost to the munici
pality in conjunction with the rezoning of proposed abutting com
mercial and low density multiple-family development sites. 

e) The following estimates include: 

i) A road right-of-way acquisition cost for the three alterna
tives at current market value. 

ii) The current market value of land already owned by the Cor
poration which would be utilized for road right-of-way. 

iii) A net current market value which·results from deducting 
the value of Corporation lands for rights-of-way from the 
market value of the total rights-of-way to be acquired. 

iv) Where applicable a gross figure for land acquisition costs 
including corporation land which represents the cost of 
acquiring .large existing parcels only a portion of which 
may be required for road right-of-way. The balance:of pro
perties would be included in the possible low density 
multiple housing or park use sites and in the projected 

. consolidated site for the 1 ibrary/recreation centre COl)1pl ex. 

v) An estimated value for properties fronting onto Sullivan 
Street which may also have to be acquired in conjunction 
with the right-of-way land assembly are also provided. 
These single~family dwelling properties fronting onto 
Sullivan Street would be resold on the open market after 
the rear road right-of-way portion had been subdivided 
off. 

222 

4.2 Preliminary RoadConstruction Estimates Submitted by·the Municipal Engineer 

The Municipal Engineer has provided road construction estimates for the 
three alternatives. These estimates include storm sewer costs (street 
drainage), street lighting, and basic road construction including side
walks between Noel Drive and North Road. 

· Any further expansion of sanitary sewers and water service in this 
area would be related to the proposed land uses and would be relatively 
conman for all three alternatives. 

The estimated costs correspond to the road standards outlined in the 
report dated 1977 December 30. 

4.3 Estimated Costs of Three Alternatives 

4.3.1 Alternative 1A (Sketch 6A) 

A. Estimated Property Values for Right-of-Way Acquisition 

i) Total Road Right-of-Way Value $1,676,560 $1,676,560 

ii) Less value of corporation land '409,600 

iii) Net Estimated Value for 1,266,960 
-Road.Right-of~Way Acquisit'lon 

J 

iv) Gross land acquisition value $2,474,495 
.(i.e. acquisition of large 
parcels) including corporation 
lands. 

v) Value of properties fronting $1,036,000 
onto Sullivan Street and North 
Rodd which moy have to be 
purchnsed, 

I,' '"I, I •<\·" 
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B. Estimated Road Construction Costs 

i) Storm Sewers 
ii) Street Lighting 

; i ·j) Road construction 
(new road and Reese connector) 

i V) Total Road works cost 

c. Total Value of Road Right-of-Way 
plus Road Works Costs 

ITEM 26 
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$ 99,000 

42,000 
386,000 

$ 527,000 $ 527,000 

$2,203,560 

Alternative 2A (Sketch 7A} 

A. Estimated Property Values for Right-of-Way Acquisition 

i) Total Road Right-of-Way $ 575,450 $ 575,450 
Value 

ii) Less value of Corporation Land 381,016 
iii) Net Estimated value for road 194,434 

right-of-way acquisition. 

Note: Some of the single-family dwelling properties on the. 
north side of Cameron Street may have to be acquired 
if the road widening acquisitions render these proper
ties non-conforming. 

B. Estimated Road Construction Costs 

i) Storm Sewers 
ii) · Street Lighting 

iii) Road construction 
(new diagonal road and 
widening of Cameron) 

iv) Total road works cost 

C. Total Value of Road Right-of-Way 
pfiJsRoad Works Cost ,. 

$ 55,000 
22,500 

343,000 

$ 420,500 $ 420,500 

$ 995,950 

4.3.3 Alternative 3A (Sketch 8A) 

A. Estimated Pror;ierty Values for Right-of-Way Acquisition 

i) Total Road right-of-way value $1,245,429 $1,245,429 
ii) bess value of corporation 1 and 

ii ·j) Net estimated value for road 
right-of-way acquisition 

313,300 
932,129 

iv) Gross land acquisition value $2,081,082 
(i.e. acquisition of large 
parcels) including corporation 
lands, 

v) Value of propert·ies fronting $ 414,000 
onto S,ul 1 ivan Str(it~t \~~licll rnay 
have to be purchased. 

223 

. •, 

.... 



- 6 -
ITEM 26 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 54 
COUNCIL MEETING 1978 07 31 

B. Estimated Road Construction Costs 

i) Stonn Sewers $ 81,000 
ii) Street 1 ighting 34,000 

iii) Road construction 
(new road loop and widening 

297,000 

of Cameron between Reese Avenue 
and North Road) 

iv) Total Road works Costs $ 412,000 $ 412,000 

c. Total Value of Road Right-of-Wai 
e1us Road Works Costs $1,657,429 

These conments and clarifications together with land acquisition cost and road 
cost estimates as provided by the Municipal Engineer and the Land Agent are pro-
vided for the infonnation of Council. · · · · 

. · ... .LL A __ ·. nr,.r 
KI:cin · 

Attached - i'sketches 
· - submissions 

c.c. Municipal Engineer 
·Land Agent 

' - .... ·-·~ ." .... !_, 
. r,-- -~ c;· · ,--~-;: -:,..-1,: , ,. r· ;:.· :· • .• 
{ .. .._:_·· -~-- ·-.\\' ~-'i ,.~.- .. '!, J• .. \ '·--A. L. Parr~' -·. -~·-·. 

~\ DIRECTOR OF PLANNING . 
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.. 

VIE OPPOSE 'fHE ARTERIAL ROAD AND PUELTJ USES IN 'l'RE CJ\!·iE~On 
.S~BDIVISION SINJE: 

A •••• they would ruin an established neighbourhood and properties 
a.round 1t. 

B •••• there are nine public park or pla.1_ground facilities within a 
few blocks of or bordering the subdlv.lsion which indicates 
ample recreational space> 

c •... the millions of dollars planned to be sp~nt on the arterial, 
-parkinS lC'\to, playing fields etc., plus the annual cos ts of 
maintenance.and reduced tax base would be a burden on all 
Burnaby residents •••• A NONS'rROUS WAS'l'E OF TAXPAYERS I MONEY. 
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A ••••• They would ruin an establiehed neighbourhood and properties 
around it. 

a 

c ••••• The m1lltono ot dollp.;:s planned to be spent on the arterial, 
: parking ots, playing :tielda, etc., plus thct annual costs ot 

maintanance and reduced 'tax base ,,ould be a burden on all 
~um3bY res1d,nti, .. • .A ?.10NSTROUS \-/ASTE: OP TAX.l:'AY.i::R:.> 1 ,1;.~~E'tt 

I 

\ 
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W~ CPPOSE 'I"HI!! ARTERIAL ROAD AND PUBLIC USES IN THE 0.IV•JISR.ON, 
SUBDIVISION SIKCE: 

A •••• they would ruin an oatabU.shed nsighbourl1ood and properties 
. around tt. 

B •••• there nro nine public park or Elayground .fac111 t1oa w1 thil1 a 
few blocks 011 or bordori~ th$ subdivision wn1ch indioatns 
ample recreat1oneT'space, 
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c •••• the Jllillions of dollars planned to bo spent on the o.;.--torlal, 
. parking Iota, playing .f1olds etc., plus the annual costs of 

maintenunca and r~d~ced tax base would be a burden on all 
Burnab·;{ .t~esidents .... A MONSTROUS WASTE OF 1rA'Xl>AYER:J • MOffi.!;Y. 
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A ••• - • 'I'hey would ruin nn 
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maintenance and reduced tax base would b9 a burden on ~11 
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A •••• they would ruin an established neighbourhood and propert:l.cs 
around it, 

B •••• there are nine nuhl:lc -park or ulayground fa.cili ties within a 
·:'l- few blocks of •Or hordering the su1'divis1.on which indicates 

ample recreational space, 

c .••. the millions of dollars planned to he snent on the arterial, 
parking lots, ~laying fields ect~, plus the annual costs of 
maintenance and reduced tax base would be a. burden on all 
Burnaby residents .•.• A HONSTRCUS. WAS.TE CF TAXFAYER3 1 I•TI.TI~Y. 
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Your Worship - Member~ of Council 

I am here tonight representing the Advisory Planning 
Commission. 

It was with regret that the Commission learned of Councils 
decision regarding the Sub-Area between Cameron Street and. 
Sullivan Street Community Plan Area 'G'. 

As you are probably aware the Commission was requested 
· by Council to .review the proposed revisions of the. Subject 

. .', _:' . ., . . ' 

area. After three very lively meetings a recommendation 
was made to Council. . Our recommendations were outlined · 

\ . . . . 

in our Chairman's Repo.rt _to Council and consisted of the 
following: 

1. THATia.lternative No. 2 (sketch 7}, be approved 
for use as a guid~line for the completiori of 
Community Plan Area "G" with the understanding 
that Reese Avenue as shown on sketch 7, from 
Sullivan to Cameron Street, be maintained as a 
walkway, with the full right-of-way, until such 
time as the residents north of Cameron Street 
request construction of Reese Avenue, 

2. THAT the Planning Department be requested to give 
consideration to the realignment of the proposed 
Beaverbrook extension as shown on s~etph 7, further 
to the west, and maintain an adequate buffer for 
the existin~ single family dwellings on the east 
side of Noel Drive north of Cameron Stree~; 

' ••••••••• 2 
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·--3. THAT the area east of the proposed Beaverbrook 
extension bounded by the library site to the 
east, Cameron Street to the south, and the 
existing single family dwellings on Sullivan 
Street to the north, be referred to the Parks 
and R"ecreation Commission for consideration 
of the d~velopment of a possible parksite in this 
area rather than the proposed low density multipl':3 
housing as shown on sketch 7; 

4. .THAT the area to the west of the propo.sed Beaver
brook extension be con~idered for possible park 
usage or maintained as an open green space; 

5. THAT .-the matter of sewers to service the residents · · 
on the south side of Sullivan Street be given 

. priority . 

. I can assure Council that. none of the recommendations just 
rSad were arrived at through hasty dec1Rions and were in 
f~ct the results of considerable thought, in-depth discussicins, 
delegatiori participation and a tour of the subject area. 

What is disturbing to the Commission is that after all the 
effort put forth by not only the Advisory Planning Commission 
but the the Parks and Recreatjon Commission and Library Board 
the end result was almost exactly as per staff's recommendations. 
I say almost exactly because some concession appears to have 
been made regarding the land 1.1se for the area to the east of 
the Librar_y/Recreation site and the adoption of Reese Ave. 
as a walkway. This proposal asks for further study by the 
Parks and Recreatio~ Commission to determine if this land 
could be suitable to their needs. It was the Advisory Planning 
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Commission's opinion that this area was a natural park site 
·and therefore should be preserved accordingly. 

I wouldlike at• this point to make some comments regarding 
Manager's Report No. 44 on which Council apparently based 
its decision. 

As with any good staff report it is full of information 
conveniently put together to obtain an end result 
favourable to staffs point of view. This report was no 

' exception. 

· During Advisory Plannings consideration. of this. item the 
Sullivan Heights Ratepayers: appeared as a delegation. 
Duri.ng our discussions with them it, was determined that 
the .. decisions made by that group and subsequently forwarded 

. to. Council in their letter of March 29, 1977; were based 
. solely on the understanding that only three options were 

' ' ' 

·available to them. There was no choice given as to possible 
park~ use and ~ach option provided for a Beaverbrook Extension 
and multiple family dwellings. With those guidelines they 
attempted to make recommendations that would be within the 
guidelines but tried at th7 same time to soften some of the 
more objectionable aspects of the plan. 

Advisory Planning asked the SHRA to hold another meeting of. 
residents to see if given the chance to start over again in 
their planning and if they were not tied down to picking the 
best of three proposed plans what differences would be 
evident. The SHRA did hold a meeting on February 22, 1978, 
The results of that meeting were reported bacl< to the Advisory 
Planning Commission in the form oi' the SHRA minutes, 

\ 
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It contained the following seven (7) motions: 

1. Beaverbrook should not be extended into the above 
mentioned area and that there should be no additional 
housing for the area west of the proposed Reese 
Avenu~. 

2. The land in Motion #1 should be used for parks and 
recreation facilities. 

3. Access along the Reese Right of way be for ped-
estrian use only. 

I+. No further intrusions north of Cameron, either 
commercial or multiple family dwellings. 

5. Cameron St. be extended to the west to link 
. with Eastlake Drive. 

6. Speed bumps be installed on Noel Drive between 
Cameron.St. and Beaverbrook. 

7. A stop sign be installed on Sullivan St. at the 
intersection of Sullivan and Noel Drive. 

It seems very strange that although a representative from 
the Planning Department was present at our Advisory Meeting. 
where these minutes were presented -- absolutely no mention 
of them was made in the Planning Departments Report to 
council 

Instead of the revised position of the SHRA appearing in 
the Manager's Report for Councils current information the 
original letter of the SHRA which reflected their forced 
decisions was submitted. rb obviously was favourable to 
the Planning Department's position. 

On Poge 2 of the Manager's Report a rebuttal of Ad~isory 
Plannings recommendations by the Planning Department is 
available. 

. . . . . . . . . . 5 
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An argument is brought forth regarding the use of Cameron 
Street as a local collector and community feeder street. 
It further states that the use of Cameror. Street should 
be.played down. 

The Commissions point of view was very simple. Why create a 
new road if there is already one available to do the job.: 

,It ~oesn't make sense. Secondly, reference is mad~ to th~ 
. Parks Commission not liking the idea of a busy street near 
their new Library/Recreation site. I ask you is it better 
to have .'!:!Q. busy streets? 

.Additionally, the rebuttal goes on to say that the selection 
of sketch 7a would restrict playing field options in this ... 
area. What could be more restricting then sandwiching such 
a p:ark site between two' collector roads? 

From the beginning, the Planning Department has been in 
favour of the two road system mainly because the remaining 
area-~ould not be suitable for anything else. but the multiple 
family dwelling development. One only needs to look around 
the present condominium developments to see the vacancy states 
already in existence. The question then arises ... Is more 
development really needed? From all evidence available this 
site is much more adaptable to park facilities than the 
proposed Stoney Creek area, 

On Page 5 of the Manager's Report an item headed up ~pecific 
Groups With A.n,_~nterest in the Area sets out eleven specific 

'iroups. 'Evaluations of these specific groups are provided in 
Schedule l attached to the Manager's Report. The'preamble to 
the report indicates that this is a highly judgemental study 
however, it is felt to be fa useful tool in evaluation 
Although it appears to accurately reflect the Municipal 

' I' 
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·commissions preferences it distinctly indicates a wrong 
position of the SHRA. Using the information as provided 
still does not indicate a strong trend for_ eithei of 
the prans. If this information was used by the Council 
to base their decision it should be reviewed. 

When Council refers items to the various Municipality appo_inted 
groups it generally does so because it is trying to have a:11 
points of view available. Obviously, from the results of 
these groups efforts there is still a wide divergence.of 
opinions. How then can Council make 
that these differences still exist? 
Commissions appears to be wasted and 

· Council. 

a decision knowing 
The work of all these 
basically unheeded by 

Our Commission spent considerable time on this matter and, 
thus the reasons for my being here this evening~ 

I would urge Council to reconsider this matter and if 
more study is required -- ::io be it -- . This particular 
area of Burnaby has been pushed far enough by development 
and is saying to Council -- enough is enough. 

Thank you for allowing me this time this evening. 

:·) 
,', I 

I. 

,,, ' 



... . r-. ITF.M 

Re: LETTER FROM MR. FRED CLARKE OF THE SULLIVAN HE~~----."P'II.I 
RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION 
2545 LARKIN CRESCENT, BURNABY, B.C. 
SUB-AREA BETWEEN CAMERON AND SULLIVAN - COMMUNITY PLAN AREA "G" 
(Item ·2t, Manai:i'er's Report No. 44> 1978 June 12) 
{Item 17, Manager's Report No. 36, 1978 May 08) 
(Item 8, Manager's Report No. 4, 1978 January 16) 

Appearing on the Council agenda for the meeting of July 04 is a letter 
from Mr. Fred Clarke of the Sullivan Heights Ratepayers Association, 
expressing objection to the recomnendations made in the report submitte 
to Council on 1978 June 12 by the Planning Department. 

Following is a further report from the Director of Planning dated 1978 
June 28 in response to the letter from Mr. Fred Clarke of the Sullivan 
Heights Ratepayers Association. 

This is for the information of Council. 

TO: 

'FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

MUNICIPAL MANAGER 

DIRECTOR.OF PLANNING 

* * * * * .* * 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
1978 JUNE 28 

SUB-AREA BETWEEN CAMERON AND SULLIVAN 
COt,t.1UNITY PLAN AREA 11G11 

EXPRESSED COMMENT BY THE SULLIVAN HEIGHTS RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION 
ON'SCHEDULE I 'OF RECENT REPORT CONSIDERED.BY COUNCIL 
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The Planning Department has been requested to reply to a letter dated 1978 June 
21 from the Sullivan Heights Ratepayers Association. 

Council on 1978 06 12 adopted Alternative 3A (Sketch 8A) for use as a guideline 
for the completion of Community Plan Area 11 G" for the sub-area between Sullivan 
and Cameron Streets. 

We wish to comment on what appears .to be u misunderstanding with respect to 
interpretation of Schedule I of the report considered by Council. Schedule I 
was not in the body of the report, but included as a study appendix, with the 
explanation that the value study was an evaluative tool and highly judgemental 
in nature. 

For clarification, the values assigned in the Schedule re~resent the effect, 
in th~ opinion of the Planning Department, that each of the alternatives would 
have on the specific interest represented by each of the groups listed, and is 
based on our understanding of the genera 1 concerns and object-Ives of euch group, 
based on overall discussions and analysis to date rather than on uny single 
particular submission. 

The Schedule outlines the antici~ated effect of the alternatives in simplified, 
comparative terms only. Where attempts have been made to meet the expressed 
objections of various groups (such as by amendment to the plans or by the 
inclusion of options), an equivocal notation has been used. 
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The Sullivan Heights Ratepayers Association have appeared before Council on a 
number of occasions over the yeurs and a major submission by the Ratepayers 
Association dated )977 March 29 was given careful consideration in the Plunning 

' Department report dated 1977 December 30, The motions df the Ratepayers Asso
ciation dated 1978 February 22 wore submitted to the Advisory Planning Commission 
ahd were discussed in that forum. 
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It has not been the intention of this general analysis to speak for any specific 
community group. The intent of the Schedule was to provide Council with an 
overview, by way of an appendix to the report, of the relevant affected conmu
nity groups and to indicate the estimated effect, in the opinion of the Planning 
Department, of the various alternatives on the general area of interest of·each. 

The reconmendations of the report were based on a broad view of the situation, 
including previous reports to Council, the submissions of the various Boards 
and Commissions, and the effects on the conmunity as a whole. 

)lis is for the information of Council. 

---+-· _. ~) -,~ ~) C o 1 (11 • !\-, 
--;;--;:---<-. -~--···- :~J<J,,,,.~.:.Uv . J _M. L. Parr, -

"-{'· -DIRECTOR OF PLANNING. 
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