
Notes on meeting of Public* Unassumed Roads Working Group 

Purpose 

These notes were compiled by the lay members for circulation to property owners that had expressed 

interest in the proceedings.  The motion to record public comment was rejected, so this document 

incorporates those received.  A copy is circulated to all PURWG members and Staff for reference. 

 

Summary 

 

The meeting was geared towards providing recommendations to Council. 

 

These were: 

1. Abandon the Special Development Charge for Maberly Pines.  It is an impediment to 

development and the finances for it are suspect.   

2. For all roads except Bennett Lake Estates (which has a functioning condominium agreement) 
and roads in Sherbrooke 2 Subdivision (which are complex and need further consideration): 

a. Bring all the rest of the unassumed roads up to municipal standards at Township 
expense 

b. Assume all roads as soon as up to standard.  
c. Acknowledge that the process could take at least 10 and possibly 20 years, with one or 

two roads completed per year. 
If recommendation 2 was not adopted, then an alternative set of recommendations would be:  

3. Transfer three unassumed roads (Old Mine Rd, Killarney Lane, and Homestead Lane,) to the 
adjacent property owners, or to a road association created for their benefit, all at no cost to the 
owners, 

4. Revise the Township’s Road Access Agreement to eliminate the egregious indemnity and 
insurance requirements, 

5. and that all remaining roads be assumed as set out in paragraphs (a), (b) and (c) above. 
 
General Recommendations for Council to implement (no votes were taken on these): 

6. Organise a public consultation.  This was considered mandatory by the Working Group. 
7. *Replace "private" with "unassumed Township subdivision road for subdivisions prior to 

2010.   Or simply remove the word “private” from warning signs and this WG -- URWG  
[Note: TVT Sign at entrance to LSL Road reads: “Road not assumed… use at your own risk” So it is 
implicitly “Public” since there is no warning of trespass; access to the public boat launch is included.] 

8. It was suggested by staff that the roads are prioritised according to the number of vacant lots.  
Those with more undeveloped lots are done first.  This does not appear logical.  See note below 
under Discussion - Priority. 

9. Staff undertook to provide the WG with a draft of the recommendations for comment before 
submitting to Council. 

10. Timetable.  It was hoped that the draft be available before the June meeting of Council 
11. No date was set for the next meeting, but there are enough concerns and unresolved issues that 

one is justified. 
 

  



Calculations of costs – needs further discussion 

To assist assessment of potential costs it was noted that  
1. The Township or its predecessors were negligent in not bringing the roads to municipal standard 

at the completion of development. 
2. Using Township’s updated figures, roads could be brought up to the lowest municipal standard 

by widening some roads and gravelling all roads at cost of approximately $2,734,000. 
3. There said to be 278 properties on the unassumed roads and 5,358 in the entire Township. 

Suggestions for cost recovery 

• If the Township were to impose property owners on the roads in question with the full costs of 
the upgrades, then the average cost per property owner would be ~$10K.  If that cost were 
spread over 10 years, the average cost per property owner per year would be ~$1K per annum. 

• Alternatively, if the Township were to pay the full costs of the upgrades and pass the cost on to 
all 5,378 taxpayers, the average cost per taxpayer would be ~$500.  If that cost were spread 
over 10 years, the average cost per taxpayer per year would be $50.  

 
In either case the costs could be apportioned according to assessed value.  These figures are for 
illustration of two ways of sharing the burden. 
  
Discussion including comments from property owners that have corresponded with PURWG members 

 

General 

1. Should the WG provide the report to Council rather than Staff? 

2. Should all roads be maintained at Township expense during the interregnum. 
Priority 

1. The consultant’s report puts emphasis on risk, so one would expect that roads with more 
established properties would carry a higher risk due to more traffic.  

2. Thus, the roads with more activity should be upgraded earlier in the process. 
Costs 

3. Roads that are currently well maintained by owners should expect lower costs to upgrade. 
Insurance 

1. Staff suggested that they would advise all property owners about the inherent liability of 
carrying out maintenance work without insurance and the need to obtain professional advice.   

2. However, insurance is currently carried by the Township for all the roads.   
3. There is no history of any claims on that insurance within the existence of the subdivisions. 
4. The current Road Access Agreement imposes an insurance requirement which is considered 

egregious.  In view of prior derelictions, the Township should cover all liability insurance. 
5. The drafting of a new and balanced RAA shall be undertaken as part of the recommendations.  A 

draft RAA was tabled by G. Hill which would form a basis for this. 
6. It was considered that the emphasis on occupiers having insurance was to reduce the risk of TVT 

paying higher premiums if there was a claim on theirs.  However, even if the premium did 
increase the net cost over the 5,358 taxpayers would be insignificant, which is much fairer than 
placing the burden on the few RAA signatories whose premiums would soar. 
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