MINUTES
CORPORATE SERVICES AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT COMMIEE
THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF OTTAWA-CARLETON
CHAMPLAIN ROOM
19 NOV 1996

3:00 P.M.
PRESENT

Acting Chair:  P. Hume

Members: M. Bellemare, B. Hill, G. Hunter, A. Loney, B. McGarry,
W. Stewart, R. van den Ham

REGRETS

P. Clark

CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committesonfirm the
Minutes of the 05 Nov 1996 meeting.
CARRIED

REGULAR ITEMS

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

1. REVIEW OF GOVERNANCE IN OTTAWA-CARLETON
(Reference Item No. 2 of Agenda)
- Co-ordinator, Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee
report dated 12 Nov 96
- Chief Administrative Officer’s report dated 13 Nov 96 issued separately

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee receive and
table this report to be considered athe regular meeting scheduled for 03 December
1996.

TABLED

Notes: 1. Underlining indicates a new or amended recommendation approved by Committee.
2. Reports requiring Council consideration will be presented to Council on 27 Nov 1996 in
Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee Report Number 47.
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2. RESPONSE TO COUNCIL MOTION #198 -
REGION-WIDE LIBRARY SYSTEM
(Reference Item No. 1 of Agenda)
- Chief Administrative Officer’s report dated 5 Nov 96

Barbara Clubb, Chief LibrarianQttawa Public Librarystatedshe was speaking to the
Committee as a member of the Chief Librarians of Ottawa-Carleton (CLOC) gragli as
as on behalf othe Library Forumwhich consists othe Chairs and CEOs ahe 11
municipal libraries irthe Region. MsClubb advisedhat CLOC has been considering the
issues set out in the staff report and it stands ready to assist in any studies andhatiews
the Region and/or theunicipalities mightundertake. She noted the fdblic library
systems irthe Region currentlyvork together in aaumber of areabut are aware there
are an even greater number of things that could be done together.

Ms. Clubb emphasizethe following points. First, themain library ofthe OttawaPublic
Library serves a considerable Regior@k in terms of thenassiveamount of reference

and highly specialized material it has. Sheted the mairibrary seeks to makehis
information andresources aavailable as possibkend pointecbut there is no reason for

this service to be duplicated in any of the other libraries in the Region. Secondly, although
in currentlegislation, public librariesare amunicipal responsibilitythe CLOC and the
Forumbelievethere is a role for the Region in tfagilitation and equalization of services
throughout the Region. Sughings as collection, revenue generatiaatomated systems

and services, sharing of technology, and improvimgways in whichresources can be
combined and shared, will be focused on in any studies the CLOC or Forum undertake and
she felt any Regional studies, should also focus on these issues.

Councillor Hume referring téhe recommendation in the Governameport (which was
tabled), noted it stated “It ircommendethatLibrary Services andducation are proper
responsibility ofareamunicipalitiesand the educational authorities.” He asked ®abb

if she was suggestirthe Regiortake a second look #tis issue, atheremay be darger
role for the Region telay. Ms. Clubb confirmed thisvas themessage she wished to
convey and advised that the Forum had recently written to Chair Clark in this regard.

Terry Murphy, Volunteer withhe Nepean Public Library Boardadvised hisoncerns
related to the section of the Governance Repeating with librariegpages 152 and 153)
rather than with thestaff report dated 05 Nov 96. MmMurphy referring to the
Governanceeportpointedout anumber of areawhich are contrary to what is stated in
the Public Libraries Act(the Act). The speaker went on to provide thBowing
examples. The GovernanBeportsaysthe Mayor or Reeve must be anmrger whereas
the Act does not. The GovernanReportsaysthe Public School Boardshall appoint
threemembersthe Actsaysthe Public School Boardshall nominatetwo members. The
Governancdreportsaysthe Separate School Boastall appointtwo membersthe Act
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says recommendnemember. Thé\ct also states that thegpointing Municipal Council
shallnot appoint more of itsnembers tdhe Library Board than one less thamaajority
of theLibrary Board (i.e.not amajority of Council members ahe board). He noted the
GovernanceReport issomewhat silent on this issuleut allows for only one Coucil
member (i.e. the Mayor or Reeve) to be on the Board.

Mr. Murphy suggestedhe differences betweethe Act and the Governandeeport
indicate that either the author didt read theé\ct; read a pre-1984 version thie Act; or,
read a report ofibrarieswritten by or for a bodyther than thdregional Municipality.
He felt thesedifferencescast doubt on thepinions and conclusions te review on
pages 152 and 153.

The speaker went on gayboth thestaff reportand the Governandeeport statdibrary
service levels should be determined at the local level. Howsehée, the staff reportsays
the matter has been referred to the aneaicipalitiesfor analysisthe Governanc&eport
concludes by making a number of recommendations none of wpmdar tdfollow the
statement that library service levels should be determined at the local level.

Mr. Murphy noted thamneither theChairnor the CEO of the Nepedtublic Librarywere
informed of this review and hequested that in future, the Boatairpersons of the 11
libraries be informed of any librarstudies undertaken by the Region. Miurphy also
felt thereview should have acknowledgtxd existence othe Forum. In conclusion, Mr.
Murphy asked thathe Committee reject thevo pages in the Governan&eport (pages
152 and 153) as they are not to a standard that is acceptable.

Councillor Loney asked whahe position of the Forum is with regard to one tier
(Regional libraries) versuadividual libraries, as henderstood a motion was passed on
this issue some montlagjo. Ms.Clubb advised motionwere passed to request that the
Forum beinvolved inthe consultation and the development of strategies and solutions.
She added the Forum*jgositively disposed” to looking areas of co-operation and co-
operative services amottige 11libraries. Ms. Clubb feltthe libraries’ future lies with the
future of their own municipalities and it would not be helpful to prejudgecbimadvance

of whatever happens to thmunicipalities inOttawa-Carleton. Responding to further
guestions from Councillor Loney, M€lubb advised thathe non-residentee that the
Ottawalibrary Board chargesaises approximately $140,0Q@r year; she felt it would

be inconceivable to drop this charge unless funding could be replaced in some other way.

Councillor Hume asket¥ir. Murphy is he feltheissue of library amalgamations miter-
library co-operation, deserves further study fronRe@gional perspective Mr. Murphy
agreed further study was warranted and stated also that the Forum should be involved.
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The Committee then agreed to table the report for consideration at the meeting of
03 Dec 96.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Council
receive this report for information.

TABLED

ENVIRONMENT AND TRANSPORTATION
ENVIRONMENT
3. OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE MANUAL

WATER DIVISION - CONTRACT NO. CC-6621 - CONTRACT AWARD
- Environment and Transportation Commissioner’s report dated 23 Oct 96

Councillor Stewart asked if ananual currentlyexisted. André Proulx, Director, Water
Services Division advisethat a completenanualdoes notexist. Henotedwhen the
regulation came into effect 993, the Provinceet up standards for the water treatment
plants however, one wawot establishedor the waterdistribution system. Staff are
proposing the Region move ahead to set up its own manual.

The Committee then considered the staff recommendation.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Council
approve the award of Contract No. CC 6621or an Operations and Maintenance
Manual for the Water Distribution System to JL Richards and Associates Limited,
Ottawa, for a total contract provision of $161,131.30.

CARRIED

TRANSPORTATION

4, REVIEW OF MAINTENANCE IMPLICATIONS OF LANDSCAPE
CONSTRUCTION PROJECTS 1982-1996 - CONSULTANT APPOINTMENT
- Environment and Transportation Commissioner’s report dated 31 Oct 96

Councillor van den Ham inquired tiie Region’s UrbarForester would bable to carry
out the work proposed in the reporCraig Huff, UrbanForester, was introduced and
explained since 198the Regiorhas plantesver 250,000 trees arsthrubs which did not
exist whenthe quality standards were revised 1984. Mr. Huff reportedarge amounts
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of money have beespent on reforestation projects (e.g. 10ie Road inCumberland
and Hunt Club) with noplanning for long term maintenance othe projects. He
summarizedhe proposed project woultkvelop qualitystandardsvhich would identify

maintenance requirements. As well, potential partnergtograms across thRegion

(similar to the one existing with the City of Kanata) would be investigated.

In response to a question from Councillor van den Ham regattiegnaintenance
process for 10th.ine Road inCumberlandMr. Huff explainedthe particular area in
guestion is under warranty fawo years. Hestated, although the area iSlow
maintenance,” there is a need for som@ntenance such #seremoval of existing plastic
to prevent weedsvhich will only take place after a “canopy cover” (¢fees)has been
achieved,; this will not occur before the end of the warranty. Therefore, dotlarsther
sources needs to heentified andthe identification ofthese sources will be part of the
study.

CouncillorHunter also questionaghy the proposed project coultbt be donen-house.

Mr. Huff outlined his day-to-day tasks and current projects. He stated it was a question of
time and alsdhe complexity ofthe proposed project arelt it was necessary to bring in
outside help including expertise in landscape architecture.

Councillor Hunter inquired about thetime line of the project. Mr. Huffexplained he
expects to have a preliminary report prepared by Spring 1997 and this would complete the
work with the proposed company

Councillor van den Ham indicated he wouldt support thatem, as he believes the
project could be successfully carriedtin-house and a savingsuld be achieved without
risking the Region’s green infrastructure.

The Committee then considered the staff recommendation.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Council
approve the appointment of AGFOR, Greely, to assess the maintenance implications
of landscape rehabilitation and construction projects on Regional roads and

properties, for a total contract provision of $69,550.

CARRIED

YEAS: M. Bellemare, P. Hume, G. Hunter, A. Loney, B. McGarry....5
NAYS: B. Hill, W. Stewart, R. van den Ham....3
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5. SNOW DISPOSAL SITE ENTRY FEE 1996/97 SEASON
- Environment and Transportation Commissioner’s report dated 31 Oct 96

Responding to questions from Councillor LonByll Beveridge, Director, Infrastructure
Maintenance Division, advisatie Bayview property is ownegointly by the Region and
the City of Ottawa; thespecificsnow disposal area the Region uséglly belongs to the
Region. Councillor Loney questionedy the City of Ottawa would beexpending this
money ($185,000) on a sitevhich the Region is in the process atquiring. Mr.
Beveridge advisethe oldCity garage occupiegpart of theBayview site andDttawa has
proposed talemolishthe building which is ndonger used; thisvill enablethe Region to
expand thesize ofthe snow disposdhcility and potentially avoid closing a dump that is
full before the end of winter. The expandadility will be availablefor all snowhaulers
use and represents a potersalings tahe Region of $150,000 in reduckdulagecosts
from the core area out beyond Bayview.

M. Sheflin, Environmenand Transportatio©ommissioneradded, if the property were
currently in the Region’s control, the Region wopldceedwith thedemolition and incur
the cost. He opined it isgpodbusiness deal and it makes sense to Heavasiteavailable
for this yearrather thanwaiting to acquirat, which could be delayedor a number of
years. Councillor Loney suggesttte Region couldegin charginghe City of Ottawa
once thecapital contributior($185,000) amourtias been reachedCommissioneSheflin
cautioned against this, reiterating it is a good, “no money” business deal.

The Committee then turned their attention to the staff recommendation.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committe@commend
Council approve:

1. The foregoing of the capitalsurcharge portion of the tipping fee ($0.44/m3)
for snow hauled from City of Ottawa streets to the expanded part of the
Bayview Snow Disposal Facility for the 1996/97 winter season;

2. Subject to Recommendation No. 1, the snow disposal site tipping fiee the
1996/97 winter season be set at $1.50 per cubic metre ($1.50/m3).

CARRIED
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6. WINTER SAND UNIT PRICES - TENDER
- Environment and Transportation Commissioner’s report dated 16 Oct 96

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Council
approve the 1996/97 uniprices for the purchase of winter sand (Annex A) up to an
estimated total cost of $200,000.00.

CARRIED

7. CONTRACT AWARD FOR INTERGRAPH COMPUTER EQUIPMENT
- Environment and Transportation Commissioner’s report dated 23 Oct 96

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Council
approve the purchase of computer equipment as an upgrade to existing architecture
from Intergraph Canada Limited, Mississauga,for a total contract provision of
$399,050.

CARRIED

FINANCE

8. 1997 SINKING FUND LEVIES
- Finance Commissioner’s report dated 30 Oct 96

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Council
receive this report for information.
RECEIVED

FINANCE/ENVIRONMENT AND TRANSPORTATION

9. SOLID WASTE FUNDING
(Tabled at Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee
meeting of 05 Nov 96)
- Co-ordinator, Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee
report dated 06 Nov 96

Councillor Stewart statedhe was concerned withe proposedinancing systenfor solid
waste. She noted, as a resultegjionalization of solidvaste services, the Region would
save a total of $6 million. However, the Regional portion of City of Ottawa’s taxes would
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increase by $per household and in the TownshipGfmberlandhere would be aaving
of $66 per household and in Vanier, a sa#3%. Shenquired if this wadue to the
commercial base i@ttawabeingre-distributed across the region based ateeasion of
Regional Council in September 1994.

J. LeBelle, Finance Commissioner, explained984,Council decided to regionalize solid
wasteservices angbut inplace atwo year transition plan allowinthe cost ofsolid waste

to be associated with the previatmntracts thaexisted. Commencing January 1, 1997,
the transition period would end and twstwould be recovered throughRegionalMill
Rate. He noted ithis situationthe City of Ottawareceives an adverse impact whereas
numerous other area municipalities benefit.

In response to a question from CouncilBiewartconcerningother options, MrLeBelle
stated the reporutlines the options (and themplications)that areavailableunder the
Regional Municipalities Act He added, however, in the end it is a region-veeeice
and theway the contracts are now set up by zortsy are no longer contiguousith
areamunicipalities’boundaries.Any effort to try to impute aostattributable to an area
municipality would be artificial.

M. Sheflin, Environmenaind Transportatio@ommissioner, commented solicaste is a
general service, provided region wide and shoud be divided into sub-units. He
pointedout every citizen gains equally lbie efficiencyand environmentalandling of the
solid waste.

Councillor Stewartexplained half othe residents in her ward wouldceive a highebill
for a less efficientgarbage collection even with an expandedycling program. The
Councillor stated she would not support the report for these reasons.

In response to a question from Acting Chair Hume regardivg Township of
Cumberland’s potentiarop in cost foisolid waste, Mr.LeBelle explainedhe Townships
of Rideau and Cumberland’'s commercsgictors would bedversely affected, as they
previouslywere notpayingfor solid waste collection. He pointemiit it isfor this reason,
the beneficial impact will be orthe residential side inthe Township ofCumberland, as
there would be a greater distribution of costs through the commercial sector.

Acting Chair Hume inquirechow much extra in taxes,commercialproperties in the
Township of Cumberland would payMr. LeBelle explained itwould range between
$200-$300 forsmall businesdpr largercommercial establishmertise increase would be
greater.

Councillor Loney felt itappropriate to look at thadditional charges rurahunicipalities
will have to pay for policing, andthereforesolid wastefunding can’t be looked at in
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isolation. He added, halancesout overall and it shoulehot prevent equity fronbeing
achieved across the Region.

Councillor McGarry supported Councillor Loney’s remarks omot looking at this
situation in isolation. Councillor McGarry inquired ainy correspondence habeen
received fromthe City of Ottawa. Mr.LeBelle explained he haspoken to theCity of
Ottawa’s Treasurer, whoonveyed some concernstbe City’s politicians,however this
was the only contact staff have had with the City.

Councillor McGarry commented it seemed “lateéhe day” for theCity to be expressing
concern, wherthe processhas been ongoing for some timeéMr. LeBelle noted the
process was approved Begional Council il994. Mr. Kirkpatrick, Deputy Treasurer,
added when the issue was considered, it required and received a majeriofRegional
Councillors(17), aswell as apositivevote from aCouncillor from each areslunicipality
which formed50% of the population of the Region. Hisonoted, there wasignificant
debate at theCity of Ottawa Council and a motion stating “the requisitioniagstem
should not be used beyondhe two transition year,” was passed and brought to the
Region’s Executive Committee of the day.

Mr. Sheflin pointed out this particular type of distribution was the reportand was
discussed by all the area municipalities at the time.

Councillor McGarry indicated he would dissent thwe item at this time, hoping further
dialogue would come from the City Gfttawabefore the matter is consideredRggional
Council.

In response to a question from Acting Chair Huie, LeBelle explainedhe additional
$7 cost for solid waste would show up on the Region’s portion of the City of Ottawa’s tax
bill. Acting Chair Hume pointedut hedid not feel there was a need for tl@ty of
Ottawa to comment further on this issue, as it would be affecting the residents Regionally.

Councillor Hunterinquired ifthere wasot three factorsausingthe major differences in
cost; one being the reapportionmentommercialproperties region-wide, rather than per
municipality, secondlythe Townships of Rideau ar@umberland going tper household
charges, and thirdly, haulage charges related to distance from Hoaitl. In
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addition, he addethat insmaller municipalitiesthe per household/peiriveway cost of
solid waste was larger becauseiméfficiencies; by blendingirban/suburban/rural pick-up
costs, a cosefficiency is achieved. Pat McNally, Director, Solid Waste,explained a
detailedanalysiswas not carried out on the individual municipalcontracts, but agreed
haulage would be factor. Councillor Hunter pointedbut this was again for rural area
municipalities, as a result of regionalization.

Councillor van den Hanstated he was conterwith the outcome for therural
municipalities,but felt it unfortunate that th@ownship ofOsgoode wouldhot benefit
from this change in cost.

The Committee then turned their attention to the staff recommendation.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committe@commend
Council approve the use of a special solid wastaill rate to be applied against
rateable properties within a defined service area to raisthe funding requirement of
the Solid Waste Fund beginning in 1997.

CARRIED
(B. McGarry and W. Stewart
dissented)

HEALTH
1995/1996 FINANCIAL STATEMENT/SETTLEMENT

HOME CARE PROGRAM
- A/Medical Officer of Health report dated 01 Nov 96

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committe@commend
Council approve the 1995/96 Home Care Financial Statement/Annual Reconciliation
Report (ARR) submission to the Ministry of Health.

CARRIED
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11.

MISCELLANEOUS

FRENCH LANGUAGE SERVICES POLICY

POLITIQUE DES SERVICES EN FRANCAIS

- Chair, French Language Services Committee report dated 06 Nov 96

- rapport du 6 novembre 1996 du président du Comité des services en francais

Councillor Bellemare praisedhe work of the Chair, French-Language Services
Committee, Mr.Réjean Chartrand anthat of Madame Giséle Richer, Community
Representative. The Councillor exprestezbelief thatwith this statement gbrinciples,
the RMOC was moving towards entrenching french-language services within its
organization and this would lead to improved service for francophones iretleeyday
lives. He commented cthe five key elements ofhe reportnoting that thedemand for
french-language services in Ottawa-Carleton could not be ignored.

Speaking to thassue of accountability, Councillor Bellemare said dgreed it was
presentlytoo diffused and needed to beore focused. He added it was unclear what the
reportingmechanism othe workplan would be, foexample, as it was eseted ateach
subsequentlevel, would each departmenteport to the French-Language Services
Committee and would each department’s workplan be evaluated.

Mr. Chartrandreplied that each department head reported to Ghesf Administrative
Officer and thisreporting structure would continue to be used. He addedFrdrech-
Language Services Committee was there to prosighgort toregional departments and
to provide annualreports to the Corporat&ervices and Economic Development
Committee on the implementation of the language policy.

The Committee heard froidr. Jean-Pierre Cloutiera citizen ofOttawa-Carleton. Mr.
Cloutier wondered whether thexisting policywould be modified, notinghere already
were interesting facets to tipmlicy put forward in 1973lthough some of its avowed
principles might have been difficult to achieve.

Mr. Cloutier went on tosay there werevery positive aspects to the repotiefore
Committee, particularlythe element of parallel development asstategy forpublic
education initiatives. He citetie Health Departmentigork in the area of Tobacco Use
as a stellar example of thapproach. He suggested that the goals andtolge set forth
in theannual workplans be guantifiable, notitigt in manyinstances, goals ataudable
but difficult to evaluate within the framework of a workplan.

The speaker suggested promotion in the workplace cmddde equipping certain
employees with frenchoftware packages so they cowdrk in French. With regard to
designating bilingual positions, Mr. Cloutier suggested consideration dieen to
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designatingwvork units and senior management positiondiisgual. Heexpressed the
hope that financial considerations wouldnot be animpediment to the further

implementation of french-language services, as had theecase in othgurisdictions.

He asked that the RMOC continue to be proactive in refining its language policy.

Replying to aguestion from Councillor Bellemarkr. ChartrandndicatedMr. Cloutier’s
comments were noted and would be taken into consideration during the preparation of the
workplans for submission early in 1997.

Councillor Stewartinquired whether budgetary considerations had ever contributed to
reductions in french-language servicestet RMOC, further to MrCloutier's parting
comments.Mr. Chartrandreplied inthe negativeaddingthat theRMOC'’s approach had
been to streamlinthe provision of french-language services and programs amdate
provisions within departmental “envelopes” for these services.

The Committee then considered the report recommendation.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Council
approve the French Language Services Policy statements contained in Annex A.

CARRIED

Le conseiller Bellemare loue le travail du président du Cateitéservices en francais, M.
Réjean Chartrand, ainsi que celui de M™ Giséle Richer, uneeprésentante de la
collectivité. Le conseilleestd’avis qu'aveccettedéclaration de principe, la MROC sera
davantage en mesure d’implanter des serviceBamgais dans I'organisme, améliorant
ainsi lesservices offerts aux francophones. |l fait ensuite des commentaires au sujet des
cing principaux éléments dapport etsouligne qu’on ngeut pagenir aucun compte de

la demande pour des services en francais dans la région d’Ottawa-Carleton.

En ce qui concerne la responsabilité, le consddidiemareest d’accord poudire que la
politique n'est pas assez précise. |l ajayidl n’est pasclair comment il faudra rendre
compte duplan de travailpar exemple, deson exécution & chaque niveaklst-ce que
chaque service devra rendre compte de @an de travail au Comitdes services en
francais, et chaque plan de travail sera-t-il évalué?

M. Chartrand précise que chaqulef de serviceend compte au directeur général et que
cettefacon de procéder senaaintenue. Il ajoutque le Comité deservices en francais a
pour buts de soutenies Services de la MROC et geésenter au Comité deervices
organisationnels et du développement économiqueraigmrtsannuelssur lamise en
oeuvre de la politique des services en francais.
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Le Comité entend ensuite un citoyen de la région d’Ottawa-Carlbtodean-Pierre
Cloutier, qui se demande si la politique actuelle seodifiée. |l soulignejue la politique
proposée en 1973 comportait ddéments intéressantienque certains de s@sincipes
déclarés eussent pu étre difficiles a respecter.

M. Cloutier poursuit en mentionnant querbgpport présenté aGomité comporte des
élémentstrés positifs, notamment I'élaboration paralléle tmt que stratégie pour les
initiativesd’éducation du public. |l mentionnetifre d’exemple le travail du Service de la
santé dans le domaine delldte contrel'usage du tabac. M. Cloutiggropose que les
buts etobjectifs établis dans les plans de travail anngseisntquantifiables et souligne
gue, dans daombreux cadges buts sontiens, mais difficiles &valuer dans le contexte
du plan de travail.

Dans le but de promouvdies deux languesfficielles en milieu ddravail, il propose de
dotercertains membres du personnel de logiciels en francais de fagcon a ce gu’ils puissent
travailler danscettelangue. En ce qui #&ait a ladésignation depostesbilingues, il
suggéere que des postes srindes unités de travail et de la gestion supérieure soient
désignégposteshilingues. M. Cloutieespere que des considérations d’ofdrancier ne

nuiront pas a lanise en oeuvre dservices en francais, comme cel&ta le caglans
d’autresmunicipalités. Enfin, il demande & la MROC amntinuer a prendre des mesures
proactives pour améliorer sa politique des services en francais.

En réponse a une questionahnseiller Bellemare, MChartrand mentionngu’il noté les
commentaires de M. Cloutier et que le Comité en tiendra compte lors de la préparation
des plans de travail qui seront soumis au début de 1997.

A la suite d’'un des commentaires de M. Cloutier, la conseiBéeevartdemande si des
considérations budgétairemt déja mené a laréduction des services drancais a la
MROC. M. Chartrand affirme que cela n’a jaméiié le cas et ajoute qliapproche de la
MROC consiste a rationaliser la prestation des services et des progranfnaesas et a
prévoir des fonds dans I'«enveloppe»de chaque Service pour ces services.

Le Comité étudie ensuite les recommandations présentées dans le rapport.
Que le Comité des services organisationnels et du développement économique et le
Conseil approuvent les déclarations de principequi constituent la politique des

services en francgais figurant & I'annexe A.

ADOPTEE
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12.

13.

PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT APPROVALS

DEMOLITION AND/OR REMOVAL OF BUILDINGS
3413 AND 3419 ST. JOSEPH BOULEVARD TOWNSHIP OF CUMBERLAND
- Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner’s report dated 07 Oct 96

Councillor van den Ham questionechy consideration wasot given to sellingthese

buildings. Rob Ennor, Director, Property ServicB#vision, advised staffvere seeking

permission to demolish and/or remdte buildings;however, thesale and removal of the
buildings could be possible providethe Region wasable to obtainappropriate

guarantees. Mr. Ennaonfirmedthat neither Regional staffior Regional Councillors

would be eligible to bid on the buildings.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee authorize the
demolition and/or removal of buildings and structures located at 3413 and 3419 St.
Joseph Boulevard, Township of Cumberland.

CARRIED

SALE OF SURPLUS LAND: CLYDE/MERIVALE

(Deferred from Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee
meeting of 05 Nov 96)

- Planning and Development Approvals Commissioner’s report dated 29 Oct 96

R. Ennor, Director, Property Servic&vision, Planningand Development Approvals
Department provided the Committee with an overview ofsthéf report. He noted the
property was declared surplesirlier this year and it was agretitht disposal of the
property would be undertaken througbo differentprocesses. With respect to graall

three acre parcel of langtaff were to negotiate with the abuttitamdowner (Arnon); on

the balance ofthe land (87 acres)staff were to seek proposals. The process began in
June, and a bidders meeting was held in July with Regional staff and its consultants present
to answer any questions.

Mr. Ennor went on te@xplainthe two stages of the process. In tiirst stage, proposals
were sought thadlid not include depositmonies; thisresulted in seven submissions. Of
these seven, one wadisqualified onthe grounds itdid not meet the minimum
requirements of the proposal, one withdrew amolwere takeroff thelist because of the
low value assigned to them. THeree remaining participants then moved on to the
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second stage wherhey weregiven the opportunity tosubmit theirbest bid on the
property. As a result of that proces&ff arerecommendinghe bid from Ashcroft at a
figure of $6.5million beaccepted. Asvell, staff recommenthat the negotiatefigure of
$760,000.00 from Arnon for the balance of the lands be accepted.

Councillor Loney asked staff if thelgelieve the matter was carriedut appropriately
through-out the processd particularly, if theyeel any obligatiorwasmissed to convey
information to any of the three finalist8r. Ennorrepliedthat eactparticipant wagjiven
an equal opportunity teubmit theirbest offer. At the second phas&ff asked for their
best offer and made it cletirere would be no opportunibbeyondthat toincrease offers
(to rebid). One of the concerns raised atliltglers meetings wdbkatthey didnot want
to see the process deteriorate intbidding war at the lasminute. Mr. Ennorfelt the
process was firm and it was followed. Mr. Ennor confirmed at Councillor Loney’s request
thatwhen negotiations began with Ashcroft (determined tthbebest bid), theemaining
two bidders had been ruled out. He added however there wagssibility, if during the
course of those negotiations, figure dropped to a poirtelow what could be accepted,
the other two could have been back in the picture; however, this did not happen.

Councillor Loneystated it washis understanding there werainuteskept by outside
auditors of thebidder's meetings and asked if thesere available. Mr. Ennor advised
that thefirm of Ernst and Younglid take minutes of these meetings and these could be
made available to the Councillors.

The Committee then heard from the following delegations.

Victoria Mason at the outset, stated thecommended offer is an insult tiee taxpayers
of the Region. Thé&ndwas purchased for $13rbillion and servicesvereinstalled; she
felt it shamefukhat Regional staff and politicians would even consiggring it away” to
the developers. She not#ds landwas purchased witmoney fromthe taxpayers and
selling it for $6.5 million equated to the Region acting ahading companyfor the
developers. Referring to page 58tbé staff report under“Financial Comment”which
states(in part) “The disposal of thigproperty will represensignificant revenue to the
Corporation...”; Ms. Mason questioned wlHaignificant revenue” meant and fethat
actual numbers should have been provided.

Ms. Mason went on teaythe Committee should keepnmind thatdevelopers arable to
write-off everything(on their incometaxes) thathey spendwhich means thegre getting

this landfor nothing. Shéelt it would bemuch better to holdnto theland untilthereal
estate markestabilizes and anore reasonable price can be obtained. In conclusion, Ms.
Mason requested that tkexpayers be provided witil of the relevanfigures before the
Region even considers selling this land.
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Arnell Goldberg, representing Claridge Building CorporatistatedClaridge submitted
the highest initial cash offer dhe proposed purchase. The speaker pomithe initial
proposal call indicatethe Region would thedeal withthe best offers.Mr. Goldberg
opined the offewhich isnow being recommended by staffasnot really anoffer at all
during thefirst round. Rather, it was an offer boy land inthe future, togive a vendor
take-back mortgage and it was an offer to ask the Regigrostpone its interest as
mortgagee to thénancing necessarfor servicing. Mr. Goldbergsubmitted this offer
should not have been considered as it was not in a form the Region could deal with.

Mr. Goldberg went on tsay there shouldhot have been gecond stage where three
people were asked to bidthenthe “so-called highest bidivas not proper in thdirst

place. Referring tahe staff report, Mr. Goldberg noted certainonditions (regarding
Ashcroft’'s offer) have to be met such as an agreement with Amaresco (a neighbouring
owner) and the Region with respect to services.sthied, irhis opinion(without having

seen the Agreement of Purchase and Sale) Ashcroft'smffigrmerely be aoption for

them to buy the lands if and when they make a deal that is satisfactory to them. This could
mean theywill not bepayingthe pricethey say theyare paying. Thespeaker also noted

the agreement provides for the Regionp@y for the clean-up andhis price is not
included; he felt this was certainly not an appropriate way of dealing with a sale.

Referring to his lettedated 18 Nov 96 (ofile with the Regional Clerk)Mr. Goldberg
felt the by-law (By-law 105 of 1995)knablingthe property to be sold, isvalid as itdoes
not follow the procedures for theale of surplus lands astout inthe Municipal Act. In
conclusion, Mr. Goldberg stated the entire process has not been as fair as staff contend.

Councillor van den Ham aské&dr. Goldberghis opinion orhow the process shouléve

been handledMr. Goldbergfelt, before proposals weralled for, guidelines should have
been set forth imetail. He suggested the Region should have drafted an Agreement of
Purchase and Sale settiogt the terms undewhich it was prepared teell and the
bidders could then havelléd in the blanks. This would then have facilitated the
assessment of the differences in the proposals when they were being evaluated.

Bob McKinley, representing Uplands Holding Corporation (Uplgndsid he shared

some of the concerns raisedMy. Goldbergconcerning the process followed. Referring

to thefirst letter senbut to potential bidders byhe Region’sProperty ServiceBivision

(D.H. McCaslin dated 2 July 1996 - on file with tRegional Clerk)which discussed how

the process would bbkandled,Mr. McKinley directed the Committee’s attention to
paragraph 3 on page 2 of the letter. McKinley felt this letter ledone tobelievethere

would be a proposal and an evaluation rankimeggproponents/hich would then lead to a

single Agreement of Purchase and Sale. He poiotedhere was no reference in the
letter to a second stage of the process, where several offers would be invited and received.
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Referring to a recent article the OttawaCitizen, Mr. McKinley noted there werseven

offers received and ranked. According to the rankingfiteieoffer was withdrawn, the
second waglisqualifiedbecause of inappropriate conditions and the thartking offer
belonged to his client, Uplands. He felt, if the processetsut inthe letter of 2July had

been followed, the appropriate course of action would have been to enter into negotiations
with his client to conclude an Agreement of Purchase and Sale. He contendeldastgff
departedrom the definedprocess andlid so once they hatthe opportunity to rank the
proposals.

Mr. McKinley stated hehad informationthat Ashcroft's offer orginally proposed a
purchase price of $8iillion; the staff recommendation is f&6.5 million. The resulting
reduction in price occurreduring the negotiations betweestaff andthe Ashcroft
representativeprimarily because the terms of the Agreement of Purchas&aledwere
unacceptable to Regional staffiir. McKinley felt staff hadthree options athis point.
They could have advised Ashcroft their terms must be ameldethe price had to
remain at $8nillion; or, they could have approached eacthafbidders and opened price
negotiationspr, as ahird alternative, Ashcroft could have bedisqualified onthe basis
their terms were unacceptable (as was done to another bidder firstlstage of the
process). The speakfslt this clearly illustratedhe process hadot beenfollowed and
the Region idbeingasked to accept lessoneythan it otherwisenight have been able to
achieve for the sale of this land.

Mr. McKinley then went on to outlinkis client’'sproposal. He describdus cliert’s land

as an 87 acre parcel laihdlocated in theCity of Ottawa on the bank of tHeideau River
immediatelysouth of the HunClub Bridge on Riverside Drive, which is designated as
Urban Area in th&Regional Official Plan. A substantipbrtion ofthis land is identified

for residential use ithe City of Ottawa OfficialPlan (land close tthe river's bank) and
because of the slope of thend, the problem ofairport noise is diminished bgimple

sound attenuation. This was approved by the Region and endorsed by Transport Canada.

Mr. McKinley statedall that remains to bepproved is theoning by-law(to define the
type of housing) and thesubdivision application. Duringhe processing of these
applications, the Airport Authority voiced their concenat expansion of housing in the
vicinity of the airport would damage their efforts tevitalize the privatization of the
airport. Mr.McKinley andhis cliententered intadiscussions witlthe Airport Authority
to see if anutually satisfactory solution could be reached. Juty of last year, Uplands
suspended their applications (whiate pending beforehe OntarioMunicipal Board) as
they wereded to believaheir landwould be considered as appropriate to be acquired and
held under public stewardship for use in some futysnning bythe municipality, the
Region or theairport, for airport purposes. In that conteiiplandsundertook and
participated in an extensive dialogue wigspect to thgossible exchange of thdand
with the Region.Mr. McKinley stated hébelieved anegotiated relativéand value would
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be reached with Regional staff and he expresisechope these disputes cowldl be
resolved in a “gentlemanly fashion”. He askbdt theCommittee givethought to his
comments in their consideration of this matter.

In response to questions from Councilldtewart, Mr. McKinley stated that, in his
opinion, residential development at 4160 Riverside Dfitie Uplands land) would not
have an negative impact on futuagport operations. He notdus client's land is in
almost the exact location &80 successful housing operatiotimat arealready underway
and, in fact, they are at the end of the main runway and his client’s land is at the side of it.

Councillor Stewart asked fostaff comment onthe NEF contour on either of the
aforementioned developments. N. Tunnacliffe, Commissioner, Plaanth@evelopment
Approvals Departmenstated he would have to check timaps to determinthe exact
zone. He notedhey would certainly be affected kairport noise but couldnot say
whether they were ithe same noise zone dBe Uplands land. Mr. Tunnacliffe also
referred to earlier comments made My. McKinley concerning the slope of thand at
4160 Riverside Drive anthe fact that as thslope goes down, the airparbise isless
than the map shows. Tim Marc, Solicitor, Regional Legal Department, added,
Amendmentl72 which gave residential zoning the Uplands lands, was based upon a
1987 studywhich showed (because of the slope) ldneds to be between 30 and S&F.
More recent studies by Transp@anada in 1995 however, have shown lgmels to be
above 35 NEF. Responding to further questions from Councillor Stewartuktnacliffe
advisedthat theProvince is currently reviewinthe standards of thepolicy statements
that require the protection obisy areas around airports ahdve in fact appliethigher
standards to Pearson International and are lookiragpalyingthosehigher standards at
Ottawa International now.

Acting Chair Hume questioneghy the Region couleot accept théighest cash offer on
the Clyde/Merivale lands anthen, if it were determined the Region should purchase the
Uplandsproperty to preserve thiategrity of the airport,buy it with that cash. Mr.
McKinley opined the Region woullikely end up with less net cash than if it were done
through an exchange. He also poinbedthe most important reasavhy an exchange is
much more valuablethan an outrightale isthat anexchange would allovhis client to
remain in the housing business.

Councillor McGarry askethe speakehis opinion of whashould be done at thitage.
Mr. McKinley statedhis first choice would be to hawbe Region acceptis client’'soffer.
Failing this, he felt the process should start over, with clearly defined guidelines.
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Referring tothe “McCaslin” letter, which Mr. McKinley brought to theCommittee’s
attention,Councillor Hunter suggested the wording “It is the intent” woatthvey the
impression this was to béme guideline for conducting the process however, it could
change. Mr. McKinley countered the letter waspecific enough to leadhe reader to
conclude the best proposal wouldibéted to exclusivenegotiations. Councillor Hunter
asked whether MmMcKinley or his clientexpressed concern when this didt happen.

Mr. McKinley confirmed hedid and was adviseithat PropertyServices Divisiorstaff, in
consultation with thé.egal Department, had matiee decision to changthe procedure.
He added his client continued on with the process as they felt they had no other choice.

M. Sheflin, Acting Chief Administrative Officepointedout inthe letter referred to by
Mr. McKinley, underlinedand in bold type, is the stateméhéat proposalshouldnot be
accompanied by deposit cheques. He opined this would translate to no comrédimgnt
made.

David Gavsie, Chairman of the Board of Directors of the Airport Authordy. Gavsie
stressed the point that the airport is a tremendmaosomic development tool and the
Airport Authority sees the airport as a 24 hour a d&yen day aveek centre. He
reminded members that the Ottawa airport is open 24 hours whit/Pearson is closed
betweemmidnight and sevea.m.which makes a big differender sleeping ananjoying
outdoor activities. Henoted planestake off and landinto prevaing winds; Ottawa’s
prevailing windsare westerly andunway 32 (which ighe longer of thewo commercial
runways), rundasicallysouth to north and theentreline ofthe runway (if extendeaut,
when planesake off) goes right over the west end of the H@hiib Bridge. Thenoise
comes back towards the ground when the planes take off. He expressed disagreement that
the slope of the property on Riverside Drive would resolve the noise issue.

Mr. Gavsie went on to say henderstooddiscussionsvere being heldbetween Graham
Bird (representing the Airport AuthoritBoard of Directors) andRegional staff with a
view to assistinghe owners of th&Riverside Driveproperty resolve theidilemma of
residential development on thisoperty. The concern of the Airport Authorily, as
flights are increased asell asthe size of aircraft anaccurrences of nightights, area
residents’ complaints Wincrease. The speakstiated the Airport Authority was hopeful
an arrangement could be workedt wherebythe owners of the property dRiverside
Drive would beable to give up their land in exchanige something okequivalent value.
In conclusion,Mr. Gavsie askedhat the Committeetake into account theconomic
development factor when considering this matter and not “hamstring” the airport.

Acting Chair Hume inquired if there were other properties in the vicinity of the ailaart
the Airport Authority considers a threat to the airport’s 24 hour operatibn.Gavsie
repliedthere werdgwo othersubdivisiongone in Ottawa, one in Gloucester) that he was
aware of andhat he wrote to thenunicipalities, speaking against development. Mr.
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Gavsie also saithe Airport Authority is concerned aborgsidential development in the
SouthUrban growth area in Gloucestdrecause a second east-wastway is planned
(under TransporCanada’s 1991 Mastd?lan for the airport) alond-eitrim Road. He
stated it washis understanding development is poisedstart south of the airport in the
City of Gloucester and as soon dstails become availabléhe Airport Authority will
make their views known about their opposition of development too close to the airport.

Councillor Hunter questioned who, from the Regionptiemisingthat theRegion would
be “the land banker angrotector of the airporauthority”. The Councillor opined
purchasing land on behalf tdfe airport wasiot within the mandate of the Region. Mr.
Gavsiestated healid not intend to givethe impression that promises to this effeatre
made. However, he reminded the CommitRegional Councibpproved the constitution
of the Airport Authority, nominatesthe boardmembers andhe Airport Authority is
responsible to Regional Council.

Councillor Hunter notedvhenthe amendment to bring this parcel of land itihe urban
envelope was approved, the Committee diretied conditions be registered with the
subdivision and otitle, that the owners/purchasersknowledgehat airportnoise would

be a problem.Mr. Tunnacliffe confirmed thiandnoted there was a furtheonditionthat

the construction of the houses be stltdt acoustic insulation (and otheeans) todull

the noise somewhat be utilised. Councilldunter felt, because of these conditions, the
concern of the airport ially a “non-issueand in these circumstances, people who buy
these houses have no right complain and no right ofecourse. He concluded the
Region has ndinancialinterest in trying tgrotecttheselands on behalf ofhe airport as

it did this in the planning process a decade ago.

Councillor McGarry commendethe Airport Authority for attempting tgrotect their
ability to have planes arriving/leavirduring the night, for future years. He asked Mr.
Gavsie ifthe Airport Authority was connecting ti&yde/Merivale sale absolutely to the
Uplands lands.Mr. Gavsie repliedhe Airport Authorityhas no interest itying the two
together, save and except it resolvessaoe of residential development of land very close
to the airport.

Responding to questions from CouncillStewart, Mr. Gavsie advisedhe General
Manager of the Ottawa Airpodurrently receivesnany complaints from residentsbout
planes arriving and taking off ime night. Councillor Stewartoffered her opinion that if
ever there was a plot tdnd thatwas inappropriate faresidential development, this is it;
she askedVir. Tunnacliffe if staff have changdtleir opinion inthe years since this was
approved. Mr.Tunnacliffe clarified that in 1987 staff recommended against this
developmenbut Regional Council saviit to approve it. Therefore, staff approved the
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City of Ottawa Official Plan amendment that madel#mel residential (with conditions) as

it complied with theRegional Official Plan. The Commissioneoted however that in
light of the new study (referred to by Mr. Marc) and the Provincial review of its standards,
there are number of issues left to be resolved.

Brian Barge, President of the Ottawa-Carleton Economic Development Corporation
(OCEDCO), notedhis organization had provided, asrt of theRegional Development
Strategy review, itgiew on economic developmen©CEDCOfeelsthat in thedecisions

of the Region, there should Igeeater consideratiogiven to matters pertaining to the
long term economic development of the Region. He stated OCB@3Gthe airport as

a strategic economic development instrument of this Region and sttkes@dportance

of considering the long term strategic context when making decisions.

Mr. Barge noted Regional planning documents indicate the population will be considerably
greater in the Regn in theyears 2010 t®020. Hfelt it to be critically importanthat

when consideringhe airport or othesubstantive infrastructure, the Region consider now
what theimpacts on economic development will be then. In this respect, he suggested
that thevalue attached toland decisions should include a valfgr future economic
development purposesMr. Barge urged th&Committee to continue to consider the
importance of economic development in the long-term, asakes decisionshat are
sometimes driven by more short term conventional practices.

In response to questions from Acting Chair HuiMe, Barge statedhis comments were
not particular to the airport but rather decisionghe Committee wouldhake relative to
land and other aspects that relate¢onomic development. Hwted the airport was but
oneexample and itvould be up to the Committee to decide imakes sense tourture
the airport. Hdelt it to be a matter of ensurirtbat aspects of thRegion’s long-term
economic development that can be influenced in a favourable fashion, are.

Paul Webber, Peter Vice and David Choo, representing Ashcroft Developmentdrinc
Webber began by saying he féle process wasxtremely fair andhat, as a result of the
process, the proposal put forward Ashcroft was properly evaluated and the lpegte
was achieved.Mr. Webber, referring tahe “McCaslin” letter raised byr. McKinley,
noted it stated “submissions will be evaluated” but it does not say in how many stages.

With reference tdhe minutestaken of thebidders meetings (birnst and Young), the
speaker noted at tHest meeting held orAugust 1, the Region outlined tlehort list
proposal process argtated the purpose of thmeeeting was talarify the terms of the
genuineproposals as thefelt the terms and conditions of various proposals masked the
real bid. The Region indicateitie second round of the process vaesigned as an
attempt to give everyone the same information and put everyone on the same playing field.
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Mr. Webber feltMr. Goldberg’'s suggestiothat theRegion couldsell this land with &fill
in theblanks” type of Agreement of Purchase and Sale,wagsg. Byway of example
he noted that if th&Region had stipulated threck cost to be $1.fillion, and it turned
out to be $3.2 million, the Region would end up paying money back.

Mr. Webber stated hedid not see thelinkage of the Riverside lands with the
Clyde/Merivale lands. Hagreed the airport is an important strategic asset however, he
felt it was verymuch an “apples t@ranges” comparison. KM respect to thevalues
placed on theland by Mr. McKinley’s clients, Mr. Webber noted an out-of-town
appraiser, engineers and planneexe retained to evaluate the Uplandsid and they
advisedthat thevalues being claimedereinflated. As well, it mushot beassumedhat
the Uplandsland isthe equivalent ofthe land at Clyde/Merivale becausetgrms of the
planning process (i.esubdivision circulation), itmost certainly is not. The speaker
suggested if at some point the Region decides it needs to acquire #meld)phnd, it
should be done aftéhoroughstudy; totakethis land agart of aland exchange, when it
IS notnecessary, would be unwis&lr. Webber felthe commenmade byMr. McKinley
that if his clients donot getthis piece of land, theyre out of business, was an
overstatement as Claridge is presently one of the largest builders in the Region.

The speaker went on to pomait thatall of the peoplestill in the developmenrtusiness in

the regiormade a bid on this lan@.g. Minto,Braeside) and he felt this providedyaod
sense of what the markist Mr. Webber offeredis opiniontheland should be sold now

as the Region wilrealize substantial advantages. He calculated, in addition to the
purchase price, the Region wghin (over afive year period) interest othe purchase
price, theRegional Development Chargé8DCs), interest on the RDCs and tax revenue
for a total of anadditional$12.5million. Also, as a downside to holdirtge land, the
speaker suggested taxpayetgiht toderive some benefit (iterms of economic activity)
from the expenditure of $&nillion (for infrastructure) through the Canada/Ontario
Infrastructure program. MiMWebber also pointed out, the City of Ottawa were to
reintroduce development charges, and the Region stéirkeolding this landthere would

be significant negative impact on the value of the property, in that the benefit to be derived
by a developer would be lessened by the amount of those development charges.

Councillor Loney askediir. Choo whathis reaction would be, if the Region decided to
terminate the process this stage andtart thetendering process agaimr. Choo stated

he wasnot sure that hevould participate. He advised, whélme process started he
expressedis great concern about thmossibility of the land exchange, as hleuld not
understand how a fair comparison could be made through the RFP process baiagten a
offer and a land exchange. Mr. Choo opined that because the process was ac@lpted by
the outcome ought tabided by. Withrespect to the objections voiced by some of
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the losing proponents, Mr. Choo suggestedthiéy had objections dhe second stage,
they should have raised them then or perimpparticipated. He noted it wasly after
his offer became public, that others offered to pay “one dollar more” for the land.

Michael Casey, representing Arnospoke to thecquisition ofthe small parcel of land.

He noted thaRegional staffverehighly professionathroughout the procestjey sought
independent appraisals akelpt it asmuch at arms length as possible. He went on to say
staff negotiated hardrhich resulted in Arnorpayingfor the land as if itwere serviced,
which Mr. Casey said thegiccepted. In conclusioMr. Caseystated he would likeery
much to purchase this piece of land and he exprdsseipriseabout thediscussion on

the other matters.

Responding to questions from Councillgtewart, Mr.Caseystated,should thelarge
parcel of land become embroiled dispute, he would appreciate the opportunity to
complete the purchase of thmaller piece of landMr. Ennoradvised he dichot believe
separating the two matters would cause any problem.

The Committee then approved the following motion to move in-camera.
Moved by A. Loney

That Agenda Item 13 of the Corporate Services and Economic Development
Committee Agenda be considered In Camera pursuant to Subsectiohl(1l) (e)
“litigation or potential litigation affecting the Regional Corporation, including
matters before administrative tribunals”, of the Procedure By-law.

CARRIED
Moved by A. Loney

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee mo@ut of
Camera and resume open session.

CARRIED

Councillor Stewart noted that afteconsideringall of the information provided, she
concluded th&€lyde/Merivale lands should be saldw andthat the process wdair. She
offered her opiniothat theissue ofthe 4160Riverside lands being involved in tmsatter
was somewhat of a “red herring”; had it bebe successful bidder it would haveen
different. The Councillostatedstaff have decided it is ithe public interest and the
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best deal ighe onethey are recommending and she expressed dugport for thestaff
recommendations. She added however, should these recommendatibesapproved,
she would be moving a motion to deal separately with the Arnon land.

With respect to the points raised by the Airport Authority and OCEDCauncillor
Stewartfelt they presented aery good argument regarding the potentiaréat to the
future of the airport. Ihis regard,sheput forward amotion to direct staff taeport on
acquiring 4160 Riverside Drive and other lands in the vicinity, that may impact the airport.

Councillor Loney felt Councillor Stewart’s motion regarding the acquisition of lands in the
vicinity of the airport shouldiot be treated as amendment tohe report but as @tally
separate item. He pointedit one of the biggesimpediments to having a “clean deal” in
this matter, has been the very fact that the airport lands have been involved in this sale.

Speaking to the matter of tlsale ofthe Clyde/Merivale lands, Councillor Lonayged
the Committee tadopt thestaff report. Hefelt the process wagreasonably fair and
accurate andiccomplishedhe job it was intended talo. Wth respect tocriticisms
concerningselling the land for much less tharthe Regionpaid for it, the Councillor
offeredthat most of thdand sold inthe lastfew years of asimilar nature has been by
power of sale.

Councillor van den Ham said he also belietlesl process waair, however, hestated he
would not support thetaff recommendation because he md believethe offer was for
enough money and he felt the Region could get more for the land.

Councillor McGarrystated he agreed that thace isnot wonderful however, haoted
from personal experienamany properties have dropped walue by50% and more in
recent years. Unfortunately, there dowd seem to be any anticipatidhat prices are
going to go back up again. He concluded it was with some reluctdratehewould
support thestaff recommendations. Witlhespect toCouncillor Stewart's motion,
Councillor McGarry felt this issue of the Uplands land should be dealt with separately.

Councillor Hunter, with regard to thissue ofthe fairress ofthe process, stated he had
looked into it adully as possible, and he concludéae process was aaif and above-
board agossible. After reviewinghe matter withstaff and considerinthe pointsmade
by Mr. McKinley andMr. Goldberg, theCouncillor feltthe complications othe process
were a result of the Property Servidewision trying to makethe process afair as
possible; ensuring each tiie parties had the best opportunity got their best case
forward. With respect to théssue of price, Councilloddunter noted, in théheady days
of the 80’s”, he supported the purchase of this property withelefthat there would be
a landshortage at somime inthe future and therefore thvalue would rise.However,
one couldnot foresee the bad econontimes orthe decreasedemand for housing. The
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Councillor felt, in order to get a better price, the Region would have to hold onlemthe

until 2011 wherthe suburbamommunitiesare built-out andhis is lastbig parcel of land

in the Greenbelt. Councillor Hunter stated, taking all of these things into consideration, he
would support the staff recommendations.

Councillor Hill said shetoo was satisfiedhat the process wdsair. She did however,
express her amazement concerh@discussion of acquiringirportlands. Sheoted at
a recentPlanningand Environment Committee meeting Ipgoposal to acquire amall
parcel of land designated “Waterfront Open Space”’veasccepted She felt thisclearly
demonstrated there wetwo standards, one for developers and anotherinidividual
property owners.

Councillor Bellemare felall partiesfully participated in the process and ltedieved it to
be a fair process. The Councillor stated the RFP was designed to be moredtdigr ito
obtain the bestieal forRegional taxpayers. He felt that in hindsighg purchase of the
property was a bablusiness decision madethre late 80’s anéelt the Region should “cut
its losses” and move forward. He expressagport for thestaff recommendations/ith
regard to thessue surroundinthe airport propertyCouncillor Bellemare felt it should be
dealt with as a separate issue.

The Committee then considered the staff recommendations.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee and Regional
Council:

1. Approve of thesale of 3.07acres of land, illustrated as Block 32 orthe Draft
Plan of Subdivision, to Besner-Vered (1980) Ltd. and London Lifénsurance
Company for the sum of $760,000 subject to theerms as outlined in this
report;

2. Approve thesale of 87.lacres of land, illustrated as Blocks 1 to 31 inclusive,
Block 33 and Blocks 35 to 38 inclusive together with Streets Number 1 and 2,
excluding a one footreserve alongthe westerly limit of the property, to
Ashcroft Developments Inc. for the sum of $6,500,000, subject to theerms
as outlined in the body of this report;
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3. Authorize staff, in partnership with Ashcroft Developments Inc., to negotiate
a water line easement acrosthe Assaly site to Clyde Avenueand a cost
recovery agreement for servicing costs with the owner of the Assaly lands and
upon successful completion, conveythe one foot reserve to Ashcroft
Developments Inc. in accordance with the agreement of purchase asdle,
for the sum of One ($1) Dollar;

4. Approve the expenditure of funds required to complete a water connection to
Baseline Road, should this connection be required, and completion of the
required environmental clean up in accordance with théerms of the sale to
Ashcroft Developments Inc., as detailed in this report.

CARRIED
(R. van den Ham dissented)

The Committee then turned their attention to the mopah forward byCouncillor
Stewartwith respect to the airport landsCouncillor Hunter felt this motion should be
treated as a Notice of Motion. At the requestofing Chair Hume Doug Cameron,
Regional Solicitor advisedhat, as theissue was referred to ithe report, itwould
therefore be in order. Acting Chair Hume ruled the motion in order.

Councillor Loneyput forward amotion that Councillor Stewart’s motion be tabled for
consideration at the nextieeting otthe Committee (3 De@6). He stated thEommittee
should treat this as a totallyseparate matter and shoutdt havethis tied with the
Clyde/Merivale report when it is considered by Council.

Councillor Stewart spokagainst tablinghe motion. She pointeaut the representatives
of the Airport Authority and OCEDCG@dvisedthe Committeehis is a real concern and
she felt it to behe duty of the Committee tact onthis matter in aimely fashion. She
said she saw no merit fablingthe motion. Councillor McGarry expressdus agreement
with Councillor Stewart.

The Committee then considered Councillor Loney’s motion to table.
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14.

Moved by A. Loney

That the following motion be tabledfor consideration atthe Corporate Services and
Economic Development Committee meeting of 3 Dec 96.

“That Staff be directed to investigate the land at 4160 Riverside Drive and other
lands in the vicinity of the Airport to determine if they should be acquired by the
Region to protect the Airport’s interests.”

CARRIED
YEAS: M. Bellemare, B. Hill, G. Hunter, A. Loney, R. van den Ham....5
NAYS: P. Hume, B. McGarry, W. Stewart....3
REGIONAL CHAIR

APPROVAL OF TRAVEL BY REGIONAL CHAIR
- Regional Chair’s report dated 13 Nov 96

That Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee approve funds,
conditional upon arrangements being made to the satisfaction of the Regiorn@ahair
with appropriate South Korean and Japanese companies which build
semiconductor fabrication plants, in an amount not to exceed $6,500:

1. for travel by the Regional Chair for the South Korean portion of Team
Canada’s Trade Mission, and;

2. for travel to Japan from South Korea.

CARRIED

IN CAMERA

Moved by A. Loney

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee move In
Camera to receive a verbal briefing pursuant to Subsection 11(1(d) “labour

relations or employee negotiations”, of the Procedure By-law.

CARRIED
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HUMAN RESOURCES

1. Collective Bargaining Update
- verbal briefing by the Human Resources Commissioner.

Moved by A. Loney
That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee mo@ut of

Camera and resume open session.
CARRIED

INFORMATION PREVIOUSLY DISTRIBUTED

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

1. Delegated Authority Monthly Report - October 1996
(As PerCorporate Policy ManuaSection 4.6.7.4)
- Chief Administrative Officer's memorandum dated 04 Nov 96

ENVIRONMENT AND TRANSPORTATION

2. Public/Private Partnership Radio Towers
- Environment and Transportation Commissioner’s memorandum dated 23 Oct 96

REGIONAL CLERK

3. Ward Names Status Report
- Regional Clerk’s memorandum dated 07 Nov 96

4. Record of Tender Openings for the Month of October 1996
(As PerCorporate Policy ManuaSection 4.6.6)
- Regional Clerk’s memorandum dated 14 Nov 96

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 7:15 p.m.

A/CO-ORDINATOR A/CHAIR



