
ITEM 17 

MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 61 

COUNCIL MEETING Sept. 23/74 

Re: Lane in thi= Block Bounded by Canberra Avenue, Empire Drive, 
Dundaa lt~eet and Triumph Street 
(ltea 13, Report No, 47,,June 24. 1974) 

Following is a report from the Municipal Clerk on the subject lane. 

It is recommended that the lane not be constructed because: 
- At least some of the affected property owners, upon reconsideration, do not 

desire a lane (in fact, it is questionable if a new petition would contain 
enough signatures to be certified sufficient). 

-·Some.owners have expressed an objection to the suggestion that a portion of 
their properties be dedicated to overcome the problem of grade in the area 
(the objections would also preclude a successful attempt to get a unanimous 

· agreement from the owners to pay a greater share .than ·is normally required . . for the construction of a lane). 
- Tile benefits of a lane would not justlfy the excessive cost that would be 

: , :·,._:.\c <.:"•involved in its construction. 
·,,;?})(i,'::::'.!\}/~\ft::;)/;~/.;:·:'·. :/i '. --
: ; '.JilECOfltE~TIONS: · 

proceed with authorizing the constrtiction of the subject lane;. arid 

be advised of C,ouncf.l' s decision a~d be provided with a copy 

* * * * * * * * '* * *· 

'September 17, 

?IDNICIPAL l-fA.~AGER i"-/,:r\f:f:-/:,;(,':,•:_;:a•: 

";><"·:• r#t< :;:\ \,FRC>M: _·. ;~ruN1c1PAL ·CLERK· 
1,.:>"?t'·:·:'., ·:,_,',: 

. RE: Lane in the Elock Bounded by Canberra Avenue, Empire Drive, · 
Dundas Street.and Triumph Street 

The Municipal Council at a regular meeting held on June 24, 1974 
received a·report being Item 13 of the Manager's Report No. 47 dealing with 
the above noted subject: 

"Following is a t•eport from the Municipal F.nrineer regarding the 
subject lane. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

THAT Council not proceed with authori?.ing the construction of: th'e 
subject lane; and 

TO: 

THAT the petitioners be advised of Council's decision and be 
provided with a copy of this report. 

* * -It 

FROM: 

MUNICUAL HANAGER 

MUNICIPAL ENGINEER 

RF.: J.ANE IN 'l'lm BLOCK llOUNDlm TIY CANnmmA AVENUE, mtPIR!; DRIVE, 
llUNDAS S'l'REI~T MID TRIUMPH STRP.ET ------------ -·-·-------~---h•·-... ---••• .. , .. __ .,.,,_,. ___ ... , ____ _ 

The M11nici.pnl Clet'k on 8 Nny, 19711 had r.cct~ivccl nml cor.ti.fied !Htffici 
11 petition for tho conat:r.uction nnd paving of tht1 c:nptionod lane cnt 
f:urthor shown on tho..J!illJ!h~. sketch, 118 

1aa 
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At the time of accepting the petition a grarle design had not 
been produced for the lane but one has now been completed which 
discloses that retaining walls from three to four feet in height 
will be required for almost the entire 200 feet of the lane's 
length. 

The estimated costs of providing the required retaining walls 
plus extensive clearing requirements are estimated to be approxi
mately $10,000. with the Corporation's share being approximately 
$9,500. It is apparent to the En~ineerin~ Department that the 
total cost of this particular lane does not nearly match the 
benefit to be derived from its construction. 

RECONNENDATIOUS: 

WHEREAS the cost of constructing the subject lane exceeds the 
benefits to be derived both to the public at large and the 
affected property owners in particular we recommend: 

(a) THAT Council not proceed with authorfaing theconstruction 
of the subject lane; and 

(b) THAT the petitioners be advised of Council's decision and 
be provided .with a copy of this report. 

E. E. Olson 
MUl\ICIPAL ENGINEER" 

Action.on the recommendations in the report was def~rred 
in order to allow the Engineer an opportunity to.inspect the· 

involved and-to consider the following points: 

(1) Perhaps the owners involved.would he.prepared to.dedicate 
. some ~f their properties in order to allow for a greater 
width of lane.allowance and enable the Municipality to 
construct the lane at a more favourable zrade than would 

· currently prevail. 

(2) If the owners concerned are anxious to have a lane and it 
is found that the cost is rather excessive, then perhaps 
these owners might be prepared to pay a creater share .than 
normal for the lane. 

ny memorandum dated Aur,ust 27th the Municipal Engineer has advised 
as follows: 

"In reply to your memo of June 27th we have explored nlternative 
designs whereby property dedications would be required. When 
approached the owner flatly refused to either dedi.c:1ta or sell 
any portion of his property for lane construction purpoRes, During 
the neiotiat:f.onR the Lands DcpartmEmt learned tlmt the owner in 
question, Mr, Kusoka, did not want the lane opened or paved and 
in fact had not even signed the petition nlthouoh his name appears 
on it, It waa nppnrentty put there by his w:ffa, l?urthcr :f.nvosti
nation revealed thnt a number of thaother property otmars didn't 
really know how the 1.mprovcd lnna would fit with improvmnanta on 
their lots nnd conso~uently they indicnted to,~. R, Austin of 
the Lancia Dapartment that they ctloo mny no longer bo in fnvo

11
r 

of opcninp; tho lone, In ncldition to thia I nl.so unclaratand 
that one owner quali[iad hiu sinnRturo of tlm petition hy 
stating that he wnn :l.11 fovour only if the lune wor.c cload-andod, 

With thoso current dcW(!lopni,rnto I nm of tho opinlon t:hat nlthough 
aufficicnt "aignnt:uren" wur.,~ obtuinocl thot it wna not clear to the 
J')roporty owncr.r,1 01) to t1:>ractly what wnulcl lw :f.nvoJ.vod in i111p1.•ovtng 
their lnnc, I would thorof:oro rcquoat ycm to nwf.ow the 1111ffic!o 
of tho petition bonring 1n mind tho stnt~mantn cnntninecl in thio ncy 

mamo, 

136 



~lease advise if we can be of further assistance. 

V. Wiebe, 
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for ~nJNICIPAL ENGINEER " 

We would advise that Sections 592 (1) and (8) of the "Municipal Act'.' 
•· provide: 

"592(1) The sufficiency of a petition shall. be. determined by 
the· Clerk, and his determination shall. be evidenced by his .. 
certificate, and when so evidenced is final and conclusive." 

11592(8) No person has the right to withdraw '1t:f.s nam~ from, 
- and no name shall be added to a petition after t.he Clerk has 
•Certified as to its sufficiency." 
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