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Background
• In the spring of 2010, Staff prepared a list of publicly owned unpaved “gap” 
and dead-end roads within the South Corridor & Commercial Growth Management 
Area (SCC GMA). 

• These roads were determined to be unlikely to pass the petition process via 
Bylaw F-100 Local Improvement Bylaw as individual petitions, because paving such 
small sections of road would amount to high costs for a small number of property 
owners. 

• At that time, Council moved that all roads identified be petitioned as one. A 
petition was carried out in the spring of 2011, but was unsuccessful.

• In June of 2021 Council made a motion (C21(194)) directing Staff to prepare a 
report regarding road gaps for further discussion at a future Executive Committee 
Meeting.
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Discussion
• Staff identified 21 sections of unpaved, publicly owned road within the 
SCC GMA (8 Municipally owned; 13 Provincially owned). 

• Of the 21, 9 are considered true “gap” roads, falling between sections of 
paved road; the remaining 12 unpaved sections are short dead-end roads. 

• Staff recommend that Council proceed with the local improvement at 
their discretion via Section 9.1 of the Local Improvement Bylaw, without a 
petition. 

• A local improvement may not be imposed by Council for a period of 3 
years after a failed petition. The most recent petition was carried out and 
failed in November of 2019, therefore no local improvement charges may be 
applied until November 2022. 
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Typical Distribution of Costs

1. The Province contributes 50% of the cost of paving roads that they own 
upon request. 

2. The Municipality contributes 10% of the cost of paving municipally owned 
roads as per Section 9.13 of the Local Improvement Bylaw. 

3. The remaining costs are paid by the property owners with direct frontage 
on the affected road.
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Proposed Distribution of Costs

1. The Province contributes 50% of the cost of paving provincially owned 
roads, but the lump sum contribution is applied to the overall project.

2. The Municipality contributes a lump sum of $150,000 towards the 
overall project. This number is based on available funds currently in 
reserve, identified by the Department of Finance.

3. The remaining costs are proposed to be divided amongst taxpayers 
who may directly and/or indirectly benefit from the paving of the gap 
roads in the SCC GMA. Staff have identified four possible taxpayer 
charge categories.
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Charge Categories

• Charge Category 1 – Direct/Dual Access to an identified unpaved road; to be charged 
an amount close to what has been paid by property owners for similar local 
improvements in the past (approximately $1500-$3500). 

• Charge Category 2 – Indirect Access to an identified unpaved road; to be charged an 
amount less than Category 1, but more than 3 and 4.

• Charge Category 3 – Alternative Access but with frontage on an identified unpaved 
road, or those in the neighbourhood that would Likely Benefit; to be charged an 
amount less than 1 and 2, but more than 4. This category includes an estimated 
number of new lots for the two bulk land parcels owned and being developed by 
Seven Lakes Development Group in Lantz (estimated $45,000-$65,000 contribution).

• Charge Category 4 – All other properties within the SCC GMA; to be charged no more 
than $75-100.
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Category 1 – Direct/Dual Access Category 2 – Indirect Access

Category 3 – Alternative/Benefit Category 4 – SCC GMA
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Proposed Scenarios
• Two scenarios for carrying out the local improvement have been prepared for 
consideration:

1. Scenario 1 - includes all 21 of the identified roads (gap and dead-end), and 
all four charge categories.

2. Scenario 2 – includes the true gap roads (9) and 2 dead-end roads: 
McKenzie Lane and West Court*, and only the first three charge categories.

*McKenzie Lane and West Court are proposed to be included in Scenario 2 because 
unlike the other dead-end unpaved roads identified, these two are a part of 
comprehensive subdivisions that are otherwise already entirely paved, or would be 
if the local improvement proceeds. They are also the only two Municipally owned 
dead-end unpaved roads.  

Alternatively, Council may choose to petition these two roads separately to see if 
there is interest from the property owners in joining the combined local 
improvement. 
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Cost Breakdown
Scenario 1 – All 21 Roads, 4 Charge Types Cost Cost/Property % of Total

Total Estimated Cost (including HST) 1,752,480.89$      - 100%
Provincial Contribution 470,950.03$          - 27%
Municipal Contribution 150,000.00$          - 9%
Tax Payer Contribution 1,131,530.87$       65%

C1 - Direct/Dual Access 735,495.07$ 3,156.63$ 65%
C2 - Indirect Access 33,945.93$    808.24$     3%
C3 - Alternative Access/Likely Benefit 169,729.63$ 226.31$     15%
C4 - SCC GMA 192,360.25$ 90.78$       17%

Scenario 2 – Gap Roads +2, 3 Charge Types Cost Cost/Property % of Total
Total Estimated Cost (including HST) 607,816.33$          - 100%

Provincial Contribution 48,584.25$             - 8%
Municipal Contribution 150,000.00$          - 25%
Tax Payer Contribution 409,232.08$          67%

C1 - Direct/Dual Access 266,000.85$    3,022.74$ 65%
C2 - Indirect Access 20,461.60$       1,023.08$ 5%
C3 - Alternative Access/Likely Benefit 122,769.62$    165.46$     30%
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Cost Breakdown continued

• All costs are approximate and will be updated at the time of the local 
improvement. 

• The taxpayer charges for Categories 1, 2 and 3 may be paid over a period of 
10 years plus interest if desired. The taxpayer charge for Category 4 in 
Scenario 1 is proposed to be a one-time payment.  

• The distribution of the taxpayers’ contribution amongst the different 
charge categories is not fixed and may be adjusted, but is generally suggested 
to follow the following formula: 

1. Category 1 covers 60-70%
2. Category 2 covers 3-5%
3. Category 3 covers 15-30%
4. Category 4* covers 15-20% (*Scenario 1 only).
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Conclusion

• Staff recommend Scenario 2 where only the true gap roads (plus McKenzie 
Lane and West Court) are included, and only the first three categories are 
charged.

• Scenario 1 is not recommended for the following reasons:

– The short unpaved dead-end roads included in Scenario 1 are not likely to benefit 
the wider community. Staff recommend the provincially owned sections (all but 
McKenzie Lane and West Court) be paved by the province and taken over by the 
Municipality.

– Including all properties in the SCC GMA as in Scenario 1 places a burden on Staff to 
allocate and manage the proposed charges for a large number of tax accounts; and 
a financial burden on those taxpayers who may never benefit from the paving of 
these road gaps, to help cover the costs.



Recommended Motion
Planning Advisory Committee recommends that Council: 
• authorize staff to proceed with this local improvement on the basis of 

Scenario 2 as outlined in the Road Gap Project II report as attached to the 
Executive Committee agenda January 18, 2022; and that staff be directed to 
draft an amendment to the Local Improvement Bylaw F-100 Schedule A to 
include the charges and related charge area; and that the road gap project be 
included in the 2022-2026 capital budget for construction in 2023.

12

Recommendation
• That Planning Advisory Committee recommend that Council authorize staff to 
proceed with this local improvement on the basis of Scenario 2; and that staff be 
directed to draft an amendment to the Local Improvement Bylaw; and that the road 
gap project be included in the 2022-2026 capital budget for construction in 2023.
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