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MANAGER S REPORT HO. ;
! COUNCIL MEETING 1979 03 05 §
PROPOSED LAND SALE AND SERVICING OF MUNICIPAL LRRD o s

S.W. CORNER OF KEITH STREET AND JOFFRE AVENUE
8603 AND 8625 JOFFRE AVENUE

‘Following is a report from thé Director.of Planning on matters pertaining
to the proposed servicing and sale of the subject municipal property.
This report contains the additional information that was requested when
this matter was previously considered on 1979 February 12.

RECOMMENDATION

1. THAT the reuommendat1ons of the Director of P1ann1ng be
. adopted : : . , :

Sob KRN

el T D T R B T 1979 FEBRUARY 27?
'l«TO” L ‘MUNICIPAL‘MANAGER> ?5H§t;Tw.  " 'OUR FILE: 03;502

- o PS-3-78; D.L. 161
" FROM: 14]DIRECTOR OF PLANNING : :

* SUBJECT: ' PROPOSED LAND SALE:AND SERVICING OF NUNICIPALTLAND
7. .'S.W. CORNER OF KEITH STREET. AND JOFFRE AVENUE
“g;g(asos and 8625 JOFFRE. AVENUE) g

7RECOMMENDATIOWS

ﬁlvTHATi tem 18  Manager 5 Report No. 2(copy attached) which was e
. tabled at: the 1979 February '12:Council meeting, be 1 fted fr
.x'table and’ the recommendatlons contalned thereln be adopted
ui,as follows : SUART TR - : G

; ,(a) THAT Coun011 auuhorlze the servicing and sale of the ﬁf'
‘r,,_‘Municipal Jlands at the southwest corner of" the inter-
' section of Keith Street and Joffre Avenue as more
parﬁlcularly descr;bed 1n the Dlrector of Plannlng's
: report L o :

'THAT Counc11 authorlze the introduction of a Highway
Exchange By~law as shown on the attached Figure 4 subgect
to the completion of the land sale as described in the'3 
“Director of Planning's report :

THAT Council authorize the preparation and execution
of the requisite documentation and survey plans to
finalize the sale,

BACKGROUND:

On 1979 February 12, Council tabled furthor consideration of Item

18, Manager's Report No, 12 pending receipt of furthexr information
from staff on the questions raised in Council that evening,




ITEM

PROPOSED LAND SALE AND SERVICING OF B MANAGER'SREPORTNO. 18
MUNICIPAL LAND-S.W, CORNER OF KEITH i COUNCIL MEETING 1979 03 05
STREET AND JOFTRE AVENUE (8603 AND N - SU—
8625 JOFFRE AVENUE) : 1979 02 27

v e

" EXISTING SITUATION:

.These questions were as follows:

1. ROAD STANDARDS

The question of the proposed construction of Keith .Street
to a full 46' curb and gutter roadway at this time-as . . . '
opposed to an interim paved standard was discussed, It was
felt that consideration should be given to constructing .
Keith Street to the full standard now and establishing a
development charge pursuant to Section 702(C) of: the o

- Municipal. Act.  In this situation, monies would be advanced -

-~ from general revenue ‘and paid for all or in part from 1ev1es S

,Aapplied to future subdiv1s1on orvbuilding permlt appllcations gy

‘"The general consensus was that Council should -be prov1ded S
- with the costs assoc1ated with this work prlor to cons1der1ng f,**'
.thls proposal S . R g

At tne present t1me 1t would not be p0581b1e to construct a
... 46 foot roadway on the. compTete Keith Street. rlght-of-way
..as the. full 66 foot road.allowance has not been obtained .
. i near the intersectlon of Keith Street. and Joffre Avenue as ‘
.”,gillustrated on the. attached Figure 5, ~The, Mun1c1pa1 s
- ’Engineer has prepar a an estinmate of: provrdlng a comblned
e dinterim~full. standard roadway as shown on this flgure B x«,-g;‘.
This estimate can be used. for a comparatlve evaluation w1th ;“’ v
Tthe initial proposal as f0110WS°A»f;’
. , o INITIAL COUNCIL PROPOSAL
PROPOSAL (FIGURE 5)

Water 2 S $ 8, oooz\ﬁ-:*f $ 8 ooow.‘,V_z i
~Sanitary Sewers L 25,000 763,000 .
4 Storm Sewers . . . 18,500 . g_,‘038 000
./ Street - Lights LT ' H‘1,500,,. 16,000
Roads : : L 229,000 68,000

$82,000  ° $193,000

The difference in cost would therefore, be $111 000 The
cost differential would increase accordingly if the additional
33 foot right-of-way was acquired and a full standard roadway
was constructed on the ontire length of Keith Street,

The construction of Keith Street to the full industrial standard
concurrent with a relatively minor land sale and the employment
of a development charge levy is, in our view, not warranted.

The application of such a levy would represent a major change

in policy and should be carefully reviewed in the context of

the overall Municipal objectives for industrial development

and conceivably applied to major facilities, rather than in
detailed situatilons such as the upgrading of Keith Street,

1f the future upgrading of this roadway is left to the passage

of a local improvement by-law, all parties will contribute,

in part, to the construction costs, This would include Foilrapp
Limited as they would be the adjacent owner with the most
frontage and would, therefore, pay theilr share of these costs,

ceeed/3
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