ITEM  SUPPLEMENTARY =~ 20

MANAGER'S REPORT MO, 7]
| | | _ | COUNCIL MEETING 1979 10 22
RE: SALE OF LOTS 1, 2, AND 3, BLOCK 19, D.L. 69, PLAN 1321, N.W.D..

4008/4048 REGENT STREET :
RZ #21/77, R.C. #16/77, S.D. #59/77

vFOJ]owing fs'é,report,froh the,Muhicipa] Sdiicitor regarding the‘pkoposed A
- cancellation of a sale of properties. P el e

 RECOMMENDATION:

1. THAT the recommendation of the Municipal Solicitor be adopted,

-OCTOBER 2

1. That the sale of Lots 1, 2 and 3, Block 19, District Lot 69, '
. Plan 132], N.W.D. to TEC Management Ltd..be cancelled and the -
0. déposit returned, . .o oo cancelieda .

REPORT

- Councll on October 17, 1977 approved the sale of Lots 1, 2 and 3, Block 19
District Lot 69, Plan 1321, together with redundant road and lane allowances
to. David M, Mercler (not then a member of ‘Councll) for $103,005,00 subject

" to the lnstallation‘of’seriées”and\cpnso]idation‘of the safd. lots with the
adjacent lands, : o ‘ ' ¥ L

Mr. Mercler assigned his Interest In the sald sale on February 17, 1978 ‘to
TEC Management Ltd. and Councl] on March 6, 1978 approved the assignment,

On April 5, 1978 TEC Management Ltd. made a down payment of $5,000,00,

On July 17, 1978 Councl! author!zed the introduction of a road closling
by-law closing the redundant road and lane allowances. By~Law No. 7404,
belng the '"Burnaby Road Closing By-Law No, 8, 1979, was finally adopted
on September 24, 1979,

.-c-----..n-/?.
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- The pfopoSéd sale has not yet been compléted sincé many ‘of the éonditions
. precedent  have not been finalized;‘fiﬁ partiqulak, Burnaby has not yet
. received title to the portions of roadfand‘lane g1osedgby_§y—Law No. 7404, .
~ ‘There has been no. agreement odlé!}\OFvtheytermS{bf*the'saie'andlfh”particur

. lar whether the’purchase'price_sh0uld‘be;baid;for by. cash or by installments,

v"f .Jf[by;FnstaIIments,~the_amcpntqu,intérgstvhaS‘th,begn_dctekmingd.. At this
.1Stage;ftherefore,,ifithé'purChaser?refused,to;cqmplépé’thextraﬁsaCtidn,“~k,‘
f1;Burnaby;WOUIdjhaveﬁdiffiqurty inTgb;‘bnipglspeCIfic;penforman¢gﬂ{}f»' i

;9Técﬁﬂénageﬁént:ﬁt&}s'wh?ch'i${wh6fIY*¢ﬁnedfbfiMfkfﬂéFCféff'H%S’nowfébbifedVi7?

,_;];k&cance!‘theSale;;'The’reasdn’for;theappliééfibﬁ}is{Mri.Merdier’sicbncekq‘ -

‘nrab6Utihisfeligibi]ity?as&a"tandidate;in@thefNoVehber;élection;f-Secticn”SOvOfw

”‘htheﬁMuhiéipalgAct provides"thatwahybnéﬁthihas}jdiheCtIYJOrbihdireCtJy;‘aan
;:CQnt&att;whateVer‘Or?interest‘in;ahjacontract,withzthéfmunTcipéljtyAis;dis—a““~~

‘qualified. Section .51 provides, however, ‘that. such a person, is not disqualified =
for_the reason only that he is 4 shareholder In an Tocoononers 15 9154 v
contract with the municipality provided he S not | leeting of
Council on [ cting the company’ ' However reme Court of -~ -
Canada on March 30; 1979 gave. Udgméﬁtlih‘theuca5£g¢ﬁ”ReﬁWhe¢Jef;faf¢ase“,ﬁ"£“'

/—/‘
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W, L. Stirling, :
MUNICIPAL SOLICITOR -
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