
ITEM 11 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 69 

COUNCIL MEETING Sept. 17 /73 

11. Re: Subdivision of Municipal Lots 
D.L. 117E\, Blk. 23, Lots 9 & 12, Plan 1222 and 
Cancelled Charles Street Road Allowance 
(Item 15, Report No. 60, August 13, 1973) 
(Item 2, Report No. 66, September ~L 1973) 

Following is a further report from the Director of Planning on the 
~roposal to service and sell the subject lots. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

THAT authority be given to provide services to the subject 
ldts for an estimated amount of $13,300; and 

THAT the servicing costs be charged to the C.I.P. Land Assembly 
and Development Account; and 

THAT authority be given to call tenders for the sale of the 
fqree lots as shown on Sketch II (Sketch II is contained in 
It~m 2, Report No. 66, which is attached). 

* * * * * * * * * * * 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
13 SEPI'EMBER, 1973 

SUBDIVISION OF MUNICIPAL LOTS 
D~L.:117E½, BLK.23, LOTS 9 & 12, PLAN 1222 
AND CANCELLED.CHARLES STREET ROAD ALLOWANCE 

:·:\\::ftt:r;/:•<.·:f:~Qni:J3¢pt,ember 4, 1973, the Manager reported to Council that the 
i)I(:\:}:cn/lf~:,f;;:):P:li(~n~ri'g 'l)epartment had prepared three alternate subdivision 
' )J}Ei,::,.H:\'.:'.h)Yc<>n'figurations •. On the basis of the Land Agent's economic 

WI~l11lJ;f )~?N~:~r:t ± 1 !!tt~e r=~~~~:~:M! !~~:o::~ ~inx !~:!e!~ro~r!:!nal 
,:;·,·J?(/}?,;';',/''.; \made, for a configuration similar to. Scheme I, but creating four 
,,•:c,;ri•: ·;.:.}otsi\Yith sing:I.e~family potential rather than three duplex lots. 

W13.iia.ve prepared a.fourth scheme (see attached sketch) and re
ceived comment .. from the Land Agent on same. The Land Agent's · 

· ··· repfy (as attached) clearly indicates that Scheme I I is the most 
economical development, and he recommends approval of this. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

THAT authority be given to provide services to the subject lots 
for an estimated amount of $13,300 and that authority be given to 
call for tenders for the sale of three lots as shown on Scheme II. 

HR:ea 
Attchmts, 

Respectfully submitted, 

........... ~· ···- ....... .,,,.- ·c-· •·-· ,_, ( 
,.,_.,..1 ... -<-' ( .. lo_.,.\ ( ~ ', \:.(( ( ( A .. . )• .. . 

\v·,_, • L. Parr, · · 
' DIRECTOR OF PLANNING 
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IHM 2 

.·_i ___ . MI\NI\GEn'S f NO. f16 1 CIL MEETING Sept. l• /73 

ITEM 11 
2. Re: Subdivision of 1 : ; i cipnl Lots 

D.L. 117E!~, Bl•.". 23, Lots 9 and 12, Plnn 1222 
and Cnncellcd Charles Street Rond Allowance 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 69 

COUNCIL MEETING e 

Following is a report from the Director of Planning regarding a request 
for authority to service and sell the subject.lots, 

·RECOMMENDATIONS: 

THAT authority be given to provide services to the subject lots for 
an estimated amount of $13,300; and 
THAT the servicing costs be charged to the C.I.P. Land Assembly and 
Development Account; and · 
THAT authority be given .to call tenders for the sale of the three 
lots as shown on .Sketch II. 

******* PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
28 AUGUST, 1973 

SUBJECT: SUBDIVISION OF MUNICIPAL LOTS 
D.L.117E½, BLK,23, LOTS 9 & 12, PLAN 1222 
and CANCELLED CHARLES STREET ROAD ALLOWANCE 

BACKGROUND: 

On Augus.t 13, 1973, the Manager submitted a report to Council 
~ecomm~nding that authority be g3:anted to: 

(a) invite tenders for ,the purchase of the above properties; 
and 

{b) provide services to the lots. 

A suggestion was made that Lot 11, lying immediately west of 
· what will be known as Lots 1 and 2, plus the adjoining portion 

of Charles Street, should be acquired and consolidated with the 
subject property ~nd then resubdivided. The contention was made 
that this would effectively .cancel virtually all of the Charles 
street road allowance between Douglas Road and MacDonald Avenue 
and would allow for a better resubdivisiori .of the land concerned. 

This suggestion was referred to the Planning Department for con
sideration and report • • 

ACTION: 

The Planning.staff prepared three alternate subdivision configu
rations for the subject lands (see attached) and forwarded them 
to the Land Agent for comment on their respective values and re
quested his preference. The Land Agent's reply (as attached) 
clearly indicates that Scheme II is the most economi'cal develop
ment, and he recommends same. 

It should be noted that Scheme III is not feasible as the depths 
of Lots 3, 4 and 5 are insufficient to create single family lots 
and is submitted for information only, 

RECOMMENDATION: 

TIIJ\'l' authority bo gi von to provido 
for an estimntod amount of $13,300; 
to call for tenders for the snlo of 
Skotch ,III which is nttnchod, 

Pll: cm 
1\t t l'h/llt H, 

services to the subject lots 
and TIIJ\T authority be given 

throe lots as shown on 

nospoc:ti'ully submittod, 

//2/avJ 
A, 1,, Parl', 
nr m:C'!10H O}i' PI,ANN lNG 
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Tt' RPORATION OF TIIE DISTRICT Of Bl- , BY 
INTEff•OFFICE C0MMUNICATI0Nf"'\ 

l , 

f""!'lll ________ ..._.,et.it::Jr,,· 

. ----• ITEM 2 
4 _ __,,. 

- M/\NAGEn'SJ1EPOTTfNO. 66 
FROM: 1::.W. Cri::;t 

DErARTMENT1 

oerARTMENT1 Lands 
1 

__.f,011~£: f:TI NG Sc pt. I, I 7 

SUBJECT: 
\...: .... ""'"'2U:l!'.M\1t. 

ITEM 11 C::mcc 11 cu Char 1 c:.:s St r0c.:t !load la llowa.ncc 
S.ll. Re!. #170/73 MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 69 

COUNCILMEETING Sept. 17/n 

We have examined the attnch0d sketches and fuel th:-tt 
duo to the grade of the suLjcct lots, rusulting in a 
'drop of approximately 8' at the building line from t~0 
roud elevation at ~acDonald,contributing to additional 
expense to developers providing adequate parkina facilitiu~ 
on Lots l und·2 in both schemes. It will be possible to 

·provide ncccss from Charles Street to basement parking on 
Lot 3, bearing these facts in mind, 

Scheme 1 

Three duplex lots 
Value of Lots 1 & 2 -

.Lot 3 

Total 

Less estimated cost of 
ptirchasing Lot 11 

Net Return 

$. 40,000.00 
2s,ooo.oo 

$ 65,000.00 

$ 16,000,00 

$ '19,000.00 

'Two single family lots$ 36,ooo.oo 
One Duple?' Lot 25, 000,00 

$ ·s1,ooo.oo 

We_· :.reel that· Scheme 11 is the most economical development 
. aiid ·. \\'OUld ~ecommcnd .. 'same. 

·. FAE:es·· 
->cc:- Manager 

Legal 
Attach. 

.-
-

.•,,· . 
/11 /f/ · ·/ ~ if l>e .. t'-, ,._ , . 

E.W. Grist 
Land Agent 

• 
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TO: 

FROM: 

Planning 

Eo W. Grist 

ITEM 11 

T1~ ~RPORAllON Of THE DISTRICT OF B~A . MANAGER'S REPORT No.' 6Y 
COUNCILMEETING Sept. 17/7'3 

INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION 

DEPARTMENT: 

DEPARTMENT: Lands 

DATE: Sept 7/73 

SUBJECT: Cancelled Charles Street Road Allowance 
s.o. Ref. #170/73 

OUR FILE # 

YOUR FILE # 

With reference to your further proposal for the above project 
we wish to advise as follows:-

We have approached Mr. Tancowny, owner of Lot 11 and ascertain 
that he has an offer on this property of $22,000.00. The 
cost of servicing this lot is being held in trust in the amount 
of $3,750.00. Cost to purchase this property would be $18,250.00. 
Servicing costs being constant for all of these proposals would 
be as follows:-

Scheme 4 

4 Lots@ $17,000. 
Less cost of Lot 11 

Return 

Amendment of Scheme 1 

3 Duplex Lots 
Value of Lots 1 & 2 
Lot 3 

Less purchase of Lot 11 
Return 

Scheme 2 
Return 

$ 68,000.00 
$ 1s,2so.oo 

$ 49,750.00 

$ 
$ 

40,000.00 
2s,ooo.oo 

$ 65,000.00 
f 18,250.00 
$ 46,750.00 

$ 61,000.00 

Tile. best l"eturn on the investment is definitely Scheme 2. 
Ce>nstruction costs on the smaller lot proposal would be 
appr<>xima.tely $2,000oOO nigher .than a more conventional lot • 

.. We feel this area and location will not attract buyers in 
·.the· higher bracket, and t.he final development would not be 

in conipetition with today 1 s market. Development costs of 
Lot 11 are lower, reflecting the higher price being offered 
for serviced lots. 

PAE:es 
cc: Manager 

Legal 

• 

Land Agent 

... 

/ 




