
PUBLIC HEARTNf! 

NOVEKEEh 17. 19^9 

FRESENT: Beeve Emmott In the Chair; C o u n c i l l o r s Mather, 
F r i t t l e , MacSorley, Brown, Jaraleson and McLean 
Messrs. Blakeley, Roberts, Armstrong and Shaw. 

His Worship the Reeve presented a few opening remarks explaining the 
requirements of the M u n i c i p a l i t y with regard to the Public Hearing Into 
amendments to the Town Planning By-Law. A review of the action of the 
Council i n ordering the planning survey of the Klngsway - Central Park 
area was given and i t was pointed out p u b l i c meetings had been held to 
acquaint the people with the proposal following which a modification of 
the o r i g i n a l plan had been adopted by the Council for presentation to a 
F u b l l c Hearing. F u b l l c Hearing notices had been mailed to a l l property 
owners within the area on the basis of the modified proposal. The Reeve 
explained the purposes of a F u b l l c Hearing and outlined the procedures to 
be followed i n passage of the Town Flannlng By-Law. 

The Reeve then c a l l e d f o r representations to be made. 

Mrs. D. Short, 5922 Olive Avenue. 

Mrs. Short r e f e r r e d to reports of the D i r e c t o r of Planning wherein i t 
was suggested that the rezonlng proposals were made due to the possible 
occurrence of b l i g h t within the areas. Mrs. Short asked i f the term 
" b l i g h t " r e f e r r e d to the normal age f a c t o r of buildings i n the area and 
made reference to the areas i n Vancouver presently being r e h a b i l i t a t e d 
where i t was suggested that the normal e f l u c t l o n of time had brought 
about the s o - c a l l e d b l i g h t s i t u a t i o n and that the subject areas of Burnaby 
were presently going through the same process. Mrs. Short submitted that 
In part the lack of i n d u s t r i a l growth i n the area was a t t r i b u t a b l e to the 
l a c k of co-operation by Municipal o f f i c i a l s In l o c a t i n g i n d u s t r i e s . I t 
was a l s o pointed out that the l o s s of revenue would accrue to the Muni
c i p a l i t y due to the change i n assessment which would r e s u l t on a long term 
b a s i s with the r e t e n t i o n of the area for r e s i d e n t i a l purposes. 

Mr. Thompson 

Mr. Thompson spoke against the proposed rezonlng and submitted that l i g h t 
i n d u s t r i a l plants already established i n the area could not be forced to 
cease t h e i r operations and that therefore the current e f f e c t on r e s i d e n t i a l 
development would s t i l l continue. 

Mr. Rowse. 6279 S i l v e r Avenue. 

Mr. Rowse spoke against the rezonlng to R e s i d e n t i a l , his c h i e f reason being 
that the area adjacent was developed I n d u s t r i a l l y . Mr. Rowse also complained 
of the dust nuisance In the area and charged that the people In the area did 
not have proper representation from the Eeeve and Council. 

Mr. Palo, 7438 G r i f f i t h s Avenue. 

Mr. Falo requested that a buffer zone be established on the west side of 
G r i f f i t h s Avenue to protect the proposed r e s i d e n t i a l zoning on the east 
side of G r i f f i t h s . Mr. Falo spoke In favour of the proposed rezonlng for 
the G r i f f i t h s Avenue area to R e s i d e n t i a l . 

Mr. Arthur Cross, 69TJ. Byrne Road. 

Mr. Cross spoke against the proposed rezonlng, and suggested not enough 
con s i d e r a t i o n had been given to the i n d i v i d u a l property owner. A complaint 
was made against the actions of the Council i n creating a Jog In Rumble 
Street at 19th Street due to the f a i l u r e of the Corporation to negotiate f o r 
property at t h i s point owned by him some years ago. I t was also submitted 
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that since the construction of humble Street, the property upon which 
he now resides was l e f t with a cut some s i x feet In depth above the l e v e l 
of the road. Mr. Cross a l s o submitted that two properties owned J o i n t l y 
by himself and h i s wife were wit h i n the proposed rezonlng area whereas 
the t h i r d was not and It was f e l t such a s p l i t was not In his best Interests, 

Kr. B. Dunnell, 7370 G r i f f i t h s Avenue. 

Mr. Dunnell spoke against the proposed rezonlng unless the buffer Is 
e s t a b l i s h e d on the west side of G r i f f i t h s Avenue, His remarks supported 
those of Mr. Palo. 

Mrs. Wagner. 1699 Edmonds S t r e e t . 

Mrs. Wagner spoke against the proposed rezonlng on the grounds that her 
l a r g e property (71 feet x 214 feet) on Edmonds Street backed up to old sheds 
and other commercial b u i l d i n g s s i t u a t e d along the B.C. E l e c t r i c Spur Line 
tracks and as such was not good r e s i d e n t i a l property. 

Mr. Whlttaker. 6066 Wilson Avenue. 

Mr. Whlttaker spoke against the proposed rezonlng on the grounds that the 
p r o p e r t i e s on Wilson Avenue were hemmed between Commercial and I n d u s t r i a l 
development and as such was not good r e s i d e n t i a l property. 

Mr. P h i l l i e s . 6690 Eoval Oak Avenue. 

Mr. F h l l l l p s spoke f o r f i v e properties on the east side of Royal Oak Avenue 
i n the 6 6 0 0 Block, pointing out that t h e i r properties would back up to a 
L i g h t I n d u s t r i a l zone to the east and a Commercial zone on the west of 
Royal Oak and that, therefore, t h e i r properties were mal-located r e s i d e n t i a l 
p r o p e r t i e s . 

Mr. Alsen. 5967 Wilson Avenue. 

Mr. Alsen spoke against the proposed rezonlng on the grounds that the 
p r o p e r t i e s In t h i s block on Wilson were sandwiched between Commercial and 
I n d u s t r i a l p l a n t s . 

Florence and John Hayne. 7042 Royal Oak Avenue. 

Submitted that real estate firms were not Interested i n the sale of t h i s 
property for i n d u s t r i a l purposes. 

Mr. Mosslander, 6076 Wilson Avenue. 

Requested Information about modifications to the o r i g i n a l plan as 
represented by the maps d i s t r i b u t e d for the public meetings and referred 
s p e c i f i c a l l y to the exclusion of the egg plant south of the tracks at 
Wilson Avenue and the Jam f a c t o r y . Mr. Mosslander spoke generally against 
the proposed rezonlng. 

Ron Bushel. 7008 and 7026 Eeresford Street. 

Mr. Bushel spoke against the proposed rezonlng. I t was submitted that h i s 
home was 35 years old and was d i f f i c u l t to s e l l f o r r e s i d e n t i a l purposes. 
D i f f i c u l t y was also encountered In s e l l i n g the property for i n d u s t r i a l 
purposes. Mr. Bushel complained against a development by the Municipality 
opposite his property c o n s i s t i n g of a ramp for unloading purposes along the 
B.C. E l e c t r i c Spur Line track. 

Burnaby Eoard of Trade represented by Mr. V i c t o r .Jlebe, President. 

Mr. Wlebe presented a b r i e f opposing the rezonlng from Light I n d u s t r i a l to 
R e s i d e n t i a l g i v i n g some s t a t i s t i c a l Information on the a v a i l a b i l i t y of 
lands f o r the d i f f e r e n t use categories within the M u n i c i p a l i t y . I t was 
submitted land set aside f o r Light i n d u s t r i a l purposes, including the area 
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i n question, amounted to only 3 . 6 5 percent of the t o t a l land In the 
M u n i c i p a l i t y . The disputed area c o n s i s t i n g of 193 acres would dln.lnlsh 
the t o t a l a v a i l a b l e l i g h t I n d u s t r i a l land by 23 percent. The Eoard 
drew a t t e n t i o n to an i n d u s t r i a l s u b d i v i s i o n being developed by the 
C i t y of Vancouver across Eoundary Road at considerable cost to the C i t y . 
It was also submitted the l o c a t i o n of the disputed land was unique i n that 
i t was a l o g i c a l s i t e f o r i n d u s t r i a l enterprises forming a natural compliment 
to e x i s t i n g r e t a i l and commercial establishments and being served by the 
E.C. E l e c t r i c right-of-way and the F r o v l n c l a l Highway where opportunities 
f o r r a i l spur f a c i l i t i e s and road transport were good. 

The Board submitted further that s o i l bearing c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the area 
made i t i d e a l f o r foundations for I n d u s t r i a l development and It was pointed 
out that the 1ezonlng r e s u l t i n g i n b a r r i n g of Industry from the area w i l l 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y harm Burnaby's long term tax revenue s i t u a t i o n , deprive 
Burnaby c i t i z e n s of p o t e n t i a l Jobs and r e s u l t In higher tax burden to the 
r e s i d e n t i a l taxpayer. Upon being questioned by the heeve i t was submitted 
that the Board of Trade b r i e f had been endorsed by the executive of 15 
members of the Eoard. I t was also submitted that the executive had f u l l 
power to present t h i s document. 

Mr. L. Karr. 6992 Falm Avenue. 

Mr. Karr advised he was al s o representing property owner at 6976 Falm 
Avenue and asked f o r Information on the e f f e c t on e x i s t i n g i n d u s t r i e s , 
p o i n t i n g out that the Industry i n which he was Interested was long established. 
Mr. Karr spoke against the rezoning g e n e r a l l y . The Beeve explained to the 
spokesman the s i t u a t i o n regarding e x i s t i n g businesses which would become non
conforming with the rezoning and also explained the avenues open through the 
Town Planning Board of Appeal where the non-conforming industry may find i t 
necessary to expand or became destroyed by f i r e . 

Mr. C. Hennear. 7068 Beresford Street. 

Mr. Mennear opposed the proposed rezoning and complained of flooding on his 
property which he a t t r i b u t e d to the existence of the municipal loading ramp 
on Beresford Street alongside the B.C. E l e c t r i c Spur Line Track. 

Mr. Goskev. Kathleen Avenue. 

Mr. Goskey submitted that the existence of a machine shop and egg candling 
plan t next to his property rendered his property a poor l o c a t i o n f o r 
r e s i d e n t i a l purposes. 

Mr. Hllne. SO'So Imperial Street. 

Mr. Milne r e g i s t e r e d an objection against the proposed rezoning. 

Donald and Gertrude Brown. 5908 Olive Avenue. 

The spokesman requested information on why l o t s 5 and 10 of Blocks 8 and 9 , 
D.L. 151 had been excluded from the proposed rezoning. 

Louis and Darnv Snedker. 6776 Eoval Oak Avenue (Corner Imperial Street) 

Registered opposition to the proposed rezoning pointing out that a service 
s t a t i o n was situated Immediately across from t h e i r property, also Imperial 
was a heavily t r a v e l l e d street and these features made i t undesirable 
r e s i d e n t i a l property. 

Mr. Kontcomerv. 7271 Acorn Street. 

Opposed the rezoning and requested information on what the future of the 
i n d u s t r i a l concern on the large property at the foot of Acorn Street would be. 
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Mr. F r a n k l i n . 7076 Eoval Oak Avenue. 

Spoke on behalf of himself and the owner of adjoining property, protesting the rezonlng as proposed. 

Mr. Baker. 7462 G r i f f i t h s Avenue. 

Spoke i n favour of the rezonlng and supported the submission by other 
r e s i d e n t s of t h i s block on G r i f f i t h s Avenue presented at the Hearing. I t 
was h i s contention that the opposite side of G r i f f i t h s should also be 
zoned f o r r e s i d e n t i a l purposes. 

Mr. Tom Goode. 

Mr. Goode spoke suggesting that the majority of comment had shown a 
negative opinion to the proposed rezonlng, polntingout that i t was a 
matter f o r the co n s i d e r a t i o n of a l l the municipality and that In general 
the advantages would accrue to the general benefit of the municipality. 
Mr. Goode spoke i n favour of the proposed rezonlng. 

Mr. Brodle. 7144 Royal Oak Avenue. 

Spoke i n favour of the rezonlng. 

Mr. C o l l a r d . resident of Palm Avenue. 

Spoke i n favour of the rezonlng. 

Resident at 6892 Olive Avenue. 

Spoke i n favour of the proposed rezonlng and suggested that properties 
adjacent to the B.C. E l e c t r i c Central Park right-of-way should remain 
r e s i d e n t i a l and have permission f o r f u r t h e r I n d u s t r i a l development should 
not be granted. 

Mrs. Munnlk. owner of property at 6072 McKay Avenue & 6091 S i l v e r Avenue. 

Mrs. Munnlk opposed the rezonlng on the grounds that her property was 
sit u a t e d opposite the Ford Plant and as such was not desirab l e r e s i d e n t i a l 
property. Furthermore, no lane allowance existed between McKay and S i l v e r 
Avenues which ag a i n made i t undesirable r e s i d e n t i a l property. 

Mr. Wood. 6l"38 Cassle Avenue. 

Advised he had c i r c u l a t e d a p e t i t i o n previously and that 80 percent of the 
res i d e n t s along Cassle and adjoining area were In favour of the proposed 
rezonlng. I t was submitted that the properties are currently developed for 
r e s i d e n t i a l purposes and that the zoning should be changed to conform. 

Resident at 6121 McKay Avenue. 

Spoke i n favour of the rezonlng. 

Mr. C a r l l n g s . 6291 S i l v e r Avenue. 

Mr. C a r l l n g s protested the proposed rezonlng. 

Mr. William Pentv. 4675 Imperial Street. 

Mr. Penty objected to the proposed rezonlng of the 200 foot s t r i p between 
the B.C. E l e c t r i c right-of-way and Imperial Street. 

Mr. Rutter. 6550 L i l y Avenue. 

Mr. Rutter expressed opposition to the zoning as proposed on the grounds 
that not enough a t t e n t i o n had been given to zoning of the properties on 
the perimeter of the area. 
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Hr. Wilson (no address given) 

f«; f f f l f t h e C o u n c l 1 »as s e t t i n g a precedent by rezonlng properties 
Hl ^ Ä ^ r a 8 „ r h : i : e r e " c i a l development w a s ^ x l s t e n t ^ n H n T and i n d u s t r i a l at the other. 

Mr. W. R. Beamish. S o l i c i t o r . 

beamish submitted that i t seemed the preponderance of people expressing 
t ^ n n ^ f l n r e g a r d t 0 t h e P r ° F ° s e d rezonlng was against the proposal a n ^ 
Mr e x P r f s s e d that the F u b l l c Hearing nled not have been held! 
Mr. Beamish then spoke on behalf of the following: 

l o t s ' t i a n d °?er!ttor o f Burnaby Junk Company situated on two 
%Z northwest corner of the B.C. E l e c t r i c right-of-way and Falm 

tlT- J h S ° W ? e r , h a d i n v e s t e d l n Property on trackage and a sidi n g nad 
been constructed along the property to serve the plant. Opposition to the 
ZTnl^rT/erlTlT b u s i n e s s ? S r ° U n d S * » * S U C h P r ° P ° S a l W ° U l d b * 

(2) Mr. Beamish advised he was representing property owners i n the area 
bounded by the B.C. E l e c t r i c track, Wllllngdon, Imperial and hoyal Oak. 
I t was submitted the owners were d e f i n i t e l y opposed to rezonlng the area for 
r e s i d e n t i a l purposes. Froperty owners regard t h e i r holdings as an Investment 
due to I n d u s t r i a l character as well as a home l o c a t i o n . A p e t i t i o n was 
presented representing 19 out of 21 owners l n the area who had signed Indi
c a t i n g o p p o s i t i o n . 

(3) Mr. Beamish advised he was representing property owners on McKay and 
S i l v e r Avenues and had presented a p e t i t i o n representing 36 properties on 
these s t r e e t s . Mr. Beamish ref e r r e d to a p r i o r p e t i t i o n submitted which 
i n d i c a t e d favour to the proposed rezonlng and advised that t h i s p e t i t i o n 
represented 25 p r o p e r t i e s signed by 30 persons, one tenant and that seven 
owners had acquired land l n the areas since the o r i g i n a l rezonlng became 
e f f e c t i v e . 

(4) Mr. Beamish advised he was representing the Fresh-Fak Company who were 
opposed to the rezonlng. The Fresh-Fak plant was situated on McKay Avenue, 
i t s tax, w»ter rates and trades l i c e n c e fees to the Municipality amount to $3,843.00. P a y r o l l i s i n the neighbourhood of $90,000.00. Sale value of 
the property as an I n d u s t r i a l concern approximately $28,000.00. The Company 
d e s i r e to expand and erect a One Hundred Thousand D o l l a r plant at 6205 
W l l l l n g d o n Avenue. While the new s i t e Is not af f e c t e d by the rezonlng the 
present s i t e i s and the p o s s i b i l i t y of sale of the l a t t e r s i t e i s made 
d i f f i c u l t by v i r t u e of the proposed zoning plan. A request was made that 
the Company be withdrawn from the proposed rezonlng f o r r e s i d e n t i a l purposes. 

Mr. Beamish advised he had read the reports of the Planner dated March 25th 
and October l6th and that It appeared the recommendations were more concerned 
with the alleged depreciation of r e s i d e n t i a l land rather than the encouragement 
of i n d u s t r i a l development. The speaker advised he could not envision the area 
being developed Into a f i r s t - c l a s s r e s i d e n t i a l d i s t r i c t and submitted that i t 
should be allowed to develop i n a normal manner, otherwise, i t w i l l become a 
slum. I t was a l s o suggested that the I n d u s t r i a l features of the area were 
enhanced by the advantage of highway and trackage f a c i l i t i e s . The Council was 
urged to go slowly on the proposal. 

Mr. W i l l s spoke on behalf of the owners of Lot "H", Block 12, D.L. 151/3 

Mr. W i l l s submitted that the owners had spent considerable time and money on 
preliminary development plans and that l f the zoning Is adopted as presently 
proposed the investment would decrease by 25̂. I t was submitted that 
approximately 0750,000.00 would be spent on the property and that tax revenues 
would Increase and surrounding areas would also Increase l n value, l f the 
I n d u s t r i a l zoning were retained and t h e i r development permitted to proceed. 
Mr. W. submitted f u r t h e r that It would be next to Impossible to dispose of the 
property under r e s i d e n t i a l zoning. I t was stressed that the property was 
s i t u a t e d between established commercial and i n d u s t r i a l areas. 
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Mr. F e l d s t e i n spoke representing owners of a large t r a c t of land situated 
north of Watllng Street and east of Boyal Oak Avenue. It was submitted 
that the owners were not as d i r e c t l y affected as other persons within the 
rezoning areas but nevertheless a severe e f f e c t would be Imposed. Mr. 
F e l d s t e i n advised that the owners had searched through the Froperty Manager 
f o r an extended time but were unable to locate Municipal property and had 
purchased t h i s land p r i v a t e l y . Plans v.ere current f o r a factory to be 
erected on the property representing an Investment of some i250,000.00 
which would employ 30 to 35 people and involve a ¿100,000.00 p a y r o l l . I t 
was submitted the s i t e would be useless f o r t h i s purpose under the proposed 
rezoning. The r e s i d e n t i a l zoning would also be of such nature that 
d i s p o s i t i o n of the property would be made d i f f i c u l t . I t was suggested the 
Council consider that i f rezoning was deemed de s i r a b l e that consideration 
be given to the p o s i t i o n of the owners i n having to purchase another s i t e . 
I t was requested that as an a l t e r n a t i v e the land be rezoned f o r Multiple 
Family use since i t was considered t h i s type of zoning would permit the 
land to be used b e n e f i c i a l l y . 

Mr. Bartram. 463 5 Imperial S t r e e t . 

Mr. Bartram spoke In favour of the proposed rezoning and requested i n f o r 
mation on the p o s s i b i l i t y of s t r e e t access to the property presently com
p r i s i n g a long narrow shape. The spokesman was advised that the subdivision 
approval process was a v a i l a b l e to him which would answer the query with re
gard to road access. 

Mr. LeComte. 4645 Imperial S t r e e t . 

Mr. LeComte expressed opposition to the rezoning. 
Mr. Drew 

Mr. Drew spoke representing owners at 4 9 1 6 , 4950 and 4984 Imperial Street 
opposing the proposed rezoning and, at the same time, expressing d i s 
s a t i s f a c t i o n with the present zoning. 

Mr. Beamish spoke f u r t h e r and submitted that no consideration was being 
given to the small I n d u s t r i a l i s t whereas i t appeared f u l l consideration was 
given to the large commercial and I n d u s t r i a l plants within the area. 

His Worship the Reeve c a l l e d f o r further representations and there being 
none the Hearing adjourned at 9 : 1 0 p.m. 


