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Members of Town Council are involved in a number of meetings which are 
conducted during normal business hours but most meetings are held outside 
regular business hours and, consequently, there is little, if any, direct loss 
of income due to attendance at these meetings. Some Council Members, through 
self-employment, are able' to readily control their work schedules to be 
available for those meetings conducted during normal working hours while other 
Members of Council are able to make arrangements with their employers to have 
the time off without any direct loss in remuneration. Consequently, there is 
no compelling need for stipends to include any formal provision for direct 
losses of employment income. 

The duties of the Mayor, and the Deputy Mayor occasionally, are 
considerably different that those of Council Members. The Mayor, and Deputy, 
in addition to their regular duties requiring attendance at Council meetings, 
Boards and Commissions and responding to citizens‘ complaints and enquiries, 
involve administrative and other duties with the Town. The Mayor must sign all 
cheques, contracts, agreements and legal documents issued by the Town. The 
Mayor meets, on a frequent but irregular basis, with members of the other two 
levels of Government, private development officials and potential industrial 
clients as the need occurs. Most of these meetings are conducted during normal 
business hours and many of them are held outside the Town boundaries. The 
Mayor is also involved in meetings and consultations with the staff of the Town 
on a regular basis. The stipends paid to the Mayor and Deputy Mayor should 
reflect these added duties. 

The ceremonial and social functions of the Mayor's Office also involve 
a considerable amount of the Mayor's free time. While the schedule of events 
that the Mayor is expected to attend might be quite onerous, these functions 
also serve as their own reward. As the Deputy Mayor stated, these functions 
provide an opportunity for Town officials to meet people and attend events that 
they would not otherwise have the opportunity to so do. It appears that there 
is wide recognition that attendance at these ceremonial and social functions is 
both a duty and a reward for holding public office. 

Included in the terms of reference of the Stipends Committee, was a 
mandate to compare the compensation received by the Council Members with other 
elected officials in the Metropolitan areas and similar towns within the 
Province of Nova Scotia. Presumably, similar towns means similar-sized towns 
in Nova Scotia. This is a difficult comparison to make because there is not 
another town in the Province which is experiencing the volume and variety of 
growth that the Town of Bedford is experiencing at the present time. 

As a result of this growth, Bedford Town Council is being called upon 
to make decisions which will have a more severe long-term impact than is being 
made by Council Members in towns where this dynamic growth is not occurring. 
Consequently, the responsibility for making decisions is heavier on Bedford 
Town Council Members than in most towns of a similar size in the Province.
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Comparing the stipends paid to Members of the Town Council of Bedford 
with the stipends paid to Council Members in the City of Halifax, City of 
Dartmouth and the County of Halifax cannot be done, on a realistic basis, 
without taking into account the differences in sizes of the budgets of these 
Municipal Units, nor of the size of the constituency that these Members of 
Council represent. Council Members in the other Municipal Units in the 
Metropolitan area represent, on a per capita basis, from five to ten times more 
tax payers than Council Members in Bedford do. However, some comparison of the 
stipends paid in the Metropolitan area is inevitable. 

For those Members of Bedford Town Council who serve on Metropolitan 
Boards and Commissions, there is always some comparison with the remuneration 
received by their counterparts from the other jurisdictions. These comparisons 
are important not only to the Members of Bedford Town Council but also 
influence the manner in which the other Municipalities in the Metropolitan area 
perceive the status and stature of the Town of Bedford and its place in 
decision—making in the Metropolitan area. This is particularly relevant to the 
Office of the Mayor of Bedford, who is the most visible representative of the 
Town on Metropolitan Boards and Commissions. 

The Mayor of the Town of Bedford receives a lesser stipend than 
ordinary Council Members in Halifax, Dartmouth and, when meeting fees are taken 
into account, Halifax County. This situation would have some influence on the 
ability of the Mayor to influence decisions made by regional bodies; however, 
it is impossible to measure, or even estimate, the impact of this situation on 
the regional decision-making process. 

While it is not within the Stipends Committee's mandate to become 
involved in any political considerations when assessing the present and 
potential stipends of elected officials, the Committee would be extremely naive 
to attempt to recommend stipends without considering the public perception of 
the remuneration of public officials. 

While the Committee may accept, as has been stated earlier in this 
report, that the stipends paid to Council Members does not represent the value 
of their work nor does it fully compensate them for the time spent in Council 
business, the Committee realizes that there are limits to Council Members’ 
stipends beyond which the public would find unacceptable. The standards chosen 
by any Stipends Committee upon which any recommendations were to be based, must 
not only be fair and reasonable, but must also be seen by the public to be fair 
and reasonable. 

In choosing standards for the stipends of the Members of the Bedford 
Town Council, the Committee is of the opinion that the stipend of Members of 
Town Council should be greater than that of similar-size towns, but less than 
that of the larger communities in the Metropolitan area. 

In the three other Municipal Units in this area, the added 
remuneration for Deputy Mayor or Deputy Harden, as the case may be, is 
approximately 20% more than that received by regular Council Members and this 
appears to be an appropriate standard for Bedford.
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Setting a standard for the Mayor's Office is a somewhat more difficult 
task. As stated earlier, the present stipend of the Mayor of Bedford is less 
than that of regular Council Members in the other three Municipalities. This, 
the Committee believes, _is an unacceptable situation, both in terms of the 
duties of the Office of Mayor and also the stature of the Office of Mayor. 
Simply raising the Mayor's salary to the level of that of regular Council 
Members in the other Municipalities would not be sufficient to correct the 
situation which presently exists. A more appropriate comparison to use would 
be that of the Deputy Mayor's or Deputy Warden, as the case may be, of the 
three Metropolitan Municipal Units. 

Once an appropriate level of remuneration has been established for 
Council Members, it becomes necessary to establish a mechanism which will 
prevent the erosion of that level by inflation. 

The actual, and projected, rise in the Consumer Price Index (CPI) for 
the three—year period, 1983 - 1985, has been nearly 15%: 1983 = 5.8%, 1984 = 
4.4% and 1985 = 4.1% (projected). Indications are that the present rate of 
increase in the CPI (4.1% approximately) will continue for the foreseeable 
future. 

The Committee believes that the recommended stipends should be 
shielded from this loss of purchasing power through annual increases which 
reflect the rise in the Consumer Price Index and our recommendation for the 
three—year period reflect this concept. 

Meeting Fees: 

The previous Stipends Committee had recommended the abolition of the 
original practice of paying Council Members, in addition to the annual stipend, 
a meeting fee for each meeting attended. That Committee's recommendation, 
which was followed by Town Council, was based on two main considerations: the 
first, involved the mix of Town Council Members and community volunteers on 
many of the Boards and Commissions in the Town and it was felt that it would be 
unfair to have citizens volunteering of their services to sit on these Boards 
and Commissions while Members of Town Council were being paid. The continuance 
of this practice could lead to private citizens being less willing to volunteer 
their time. 

Secondly, it was felt that potential Council Members, and the tax 
paying public, should be aware immediately what the total remuneration was for 
service on Town Council. The mixture of an annual stipend and committee fees 
tends to lead to uncertainties as to the actual income of Council Members.



Recommendations: 

Meeting Fees: 

The Committee recommends the continuance of the present practice of an 
annual stipend without any additional fee for meetings attended. For 
those other organizations, which are not under Town control and which 
serve a wider area than the Town itself, such as the Metropolitan 
Authority, Metro Area Planning Commission and other similar 
organizations, we would not attempt to interfere in their practices. 

Stipends: 

The Committee recommends that the following adjustments and increases 
be implemented for the Mayor, Deputy Mayor and Members of Town 
Council: 

Recommended 
Present Adjustment 1986 1282 1988 

Mayor 13,200 5,?60* 
_ 

19,094 19,858 20,653 

Deputy
I 

Mayor 7,200 300* 7,800 8,112 8,436 

Council 
Member 6,200 6,448 6,706 6,974 

TOTALS 51,400 5,460 65,582 68,206 70,933 

Annual 
Increases 4% 4% 4% 

* Effective January 1, 1986 

The continuation of the present practice of remunerating Council 
Members on the basis of 2/3 of the amounts indicated above as salary 
and 1/3 as an expense allowance is recommended by the Committee. 

District School Board Member: 

Although the Committee was not specifically directed to review the 
stipend paid to the Member of Bedford Town Council who represents the 
Town on the School Board, the Committee also considered this matter 
because the previous Committee had been requested to so do. If Town 
Council is looking for a recommendation in this area, the Committee 
would _recommend that the present stipend of $3.600 per year, of which 
1/3 is an expense allowance, be increased by 4% in each of the years 
1986, 1987 and 1988, effective January 1 of each year.



4. Stipends Committee: 

The Committee recommends the continuation of the practice of 
appointing an independent Committee to research and recommend to 
Council the level of remuneration paid to Council Members. The 
Committee reiterates the recommendation by the previous Stipends 
Committee that the Committee be activated early in each election year 
to report to the outgoing Council prior to the Municipal Elections. 
The Committee would recommend that the Stipends Committee be activated 
at an earlier date than the present Committee was appointed. 
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MINUTES OF THE TWENTY—SECOND SESSION 
OF THE THIRD YEAR'S MEETING OF THE SECOND COUNCIL 

OF THE TOWN OF BEDFORD 
PUBLIC HEARING ~ OCTOBER 10, 1985 

A Public Hearing was held by the Town Council of the Town 
of Bedford on Thursday, October 10, 1985, 7:30 p.m. in the 
Bedford Fire Hall, 1247 Bedford Highway, 
Mayor Keith Roberts presiding. 

Bedford, Nova Scotia, 

ATTENDANCE 
Deputy Mayor William Roy and Councillors Bosko Loncarevic, 
David, Lugar, Robert Short and John Tolson were in attendance 
at the commencement of the Hearing. 

~~~ 

Staff members in attendance included Dan R. English, Chief 
Administrative Officer, Joan Pryde, Deputy Clerk, Barry Zwicker, 
Director of Planning and Development, John Malcolm, Planner 
and Kenneth Maclnnis, Town Solicitor. 
Approximately seventy—five members of the general public 
were in attendance during the period of this Hearing. 
PURPOSE OF THE PUBLIC HEARING 
Mayor Roberts advised that the purpose of the Public Hearing 
was to receive and consider submissions concerning three 
proposed amendments to the Municipal Development Plan as 
follows: - 

1. An addition in) Policy Z—2 of the Municipfl_3eveF~* 
Plan that would have the effect of permitting 8". 
in an area immediately adjacent a given generafiized 
land use designation, to consider a developgent 
agreement as well as a rezoning for use permitted 
in the adjacent designation without requiring a 
plan amendment. 

2_ Replacement of the generalized future land use map 
with a more detailed map to better ascertain the 
10C3ti0n of certain land use designations. 

3' Consideration of a change in the generalized future 
land use designation of civic number 51 Rocky Lake 
Drive from Lnstitutional to Commercial in order 
that Council may consider a development agreement 
for a funeral home at this location. 

CONSIDERATION OF PROPOSED AMENDMENT NUMBER 1 — ADDITION 
TO POLICY Z—2 OF THE HUNICIPALDEVELOPMENT PLAN 

In reviewing the 
to the Municipal 

details 
Plan, 

of this 
Barry 

Proposed 
Zwicker, 

Amendment 
Director of
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and Development noted that the 
Amendment would allow Council to have a greater 
element of control when approving new projects in 
that such projects could be approved through a contract 
development agreement rather than through a zoning 
change. 

Plannning Proposed 

to enquiry from Council, Mr. Zwicker 
advised that the procedure for ultimate approval 
of a development through a contract development 
agreement, or through a zoning change, is the same. 

In response an 

another enquiry from Council as to 
of the Planning Act re public 

participation were effected, Mr. Zwicker reviewed 
these requirements and advised that they have been 
fulfilled. He noted, in particular, that a Special 
Public Meeting was called by the Bedford Planning 
Advisory Committee after appropriate advertising 
at which meeting approximately thirty-five members 
of the general public were in attendance as well 
as a quorum of the Bedford Planning Advisory Committee. 

In response to 
how the provisions 

SUBMISSIONS FROM THE GENERAL PUBLIC 
It was agreed to open the Hearing to submissions 
from the general public. 
MR. JOSEPH FOY 
Mr. Foy spoke at length to Council expressing concern 
with regard to the timing of the proposed amendment 
and the future implications if approved. 

Elaborating on his point, Mr. Foy expressed the 
opinion that the amendment is being pushed through 
with indecent haste in the minimum possible legal 
time in order to please one developer in one part 
of Town. He also expressed the opinion that the 
proposed amendment will make it much easier for 
Council to change the boundaries between residential 
and commercial areas. 
Mr. Foy Continued his remarks by providing for Council's 
benefit an example of what he felt could happen 
in the future if the amendment was approved, and 
concluded his remarks by suggesting that the amendment 
would cause many future problems and should be rejected. 
In response to a question from Councillor Tolson, 
Mr. Maclnnis stated he felt Mr. Foy's presentation 
was an accurate statement of the effect of the proposed 
amendment. 
In responding to Mr. MacInnis's opinion, Barry Zwicker



Public Hearing - Town of Bedford — October 10, 1935 3 

L stated that Mr. Foy's presentation had a number 
' of incorrect statements and as such did not accurately 

reflect the net effect of the amendment. 

f' MR. DAVID PEMBER 
Mr. David Pember requested information with regard 
to the reason for the current need of the proposed 
amendment. He was advised that this amendment is 
required if the Nelson’s Landing Development proposal 
is to proceed. 

MRS. FRANCENE COSMAN 
Mrs. Francene Cosman spoke briefly to the meeting. 
She expressed the opinion that the current Council 

should not be holding this particular Hearing and 
the matter should be deferred pending the upcoming 
election. She also requested information as to 
whether there has been a detailed planning study 
prior to the decision to propose the amendments. 
She further stated that she very strongly opposed 

the amending of the Municipal Development Plan at 
this time for any reason - suggesting that amending 
the Municipal Development Plan in a piece—meal fashion 
was wrong, and that amendments should only be proposed 
following an indepth detailed study of the whole 
plan. 

In response, it was noted by Council that the 
possibility of various amendments have occurred 
fronn time to time in the past but had been deferred 
until such time as there is a review and study of 
the complete Municipal Development Plan. However, 
it was felt by the Bedford Planning Advisory Committee 
and Town Council that this amendment shouldtnrconsidered 
at this particular time. 
MR. ROBERT HOLLIGUM 
Mr. Robert Holligum spoke briefly to Council, advising 
that he was in favour of the amendment and that, 
like everything else in life, the plan is not perfect 
and sometimes will require amendments. 

l MRS. HELEN BEAVER 
Mrs. Helen Beaver spoke briefly to Council advising 

: that she is of the opinion that the amendment should 
L 

be approved and that staff is correct in recommending 
l 

same. Mrs. Beaver also expressed concern that, in 
her opinion, Mr. Foy seems to have continually opposed 
development.
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i. 
MR. JOSEPH FOY 

' Mr. Foy addressed Council for a second time advising 
that he has never spoken against a particular develop- 
ment and, at this time, is speaking against the 
proposed amendment. 

MR. AZIZ MEHDI 

Mr. Aziz Mehdi spoke to Council advising that, in 
his opinion, the proposed amendment is a very positive 
change and will give Council far more rather than 
less, control over future developments. 
MR. LLOYD MITCHELL 
Mr. Lloyd Mitchell spoke to Council advising that 
he wished to go on record as not opposing development 

I 

in Bedford, but as being troubled. with the process 
l which is now occurring. He expressed the opinion 

that the Municipal Development Plan should not be 
changed without adequate study and input from the 
community. He also expressed the opinion that there 
are unanswered questions because Town Staff has 
not done its homework. 
In response Deputy ‘Mayor Bill Roy, Chairman of the 
Bedford Planning Advisory Committee, expressed the 
opinion that staff has done what Council has requested 
of it. 

Mr. Mitchell further requested that the decision 
be deferred pending study of the possible future 
impact. 

In response to an enquiry from Council as to Mr. 
Mitchell's opinion of an adequate time frame, Mr. 
Mitchell noted that the people who originally worked 
on the Municipal Development Plan agreed that it 
should not be amended piece‘ meal but only after 
a thorough review of the whole plan. 

In response to an enquiry from Council as tm) whether 
the Minister of Municipal Affairs will support the 

. 
amendment without. some supporting documentation 

‘ 

that Town Council has considered the future impact 
} 

on other portions of the plan, the Town Solicitor 
J 

responded by quoting pertinent sections of the Planning 
- Act.
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MR. GERALD HOGANSON 
Mr. Gerald Hoganson spoke to Council 
the opinion that he does not think 
done is fair to the incoming Council. 
He asked that the decision be deferred 
new Council is elected. 

expressing 
what is being 

until the 

CLOSE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
There being no further submissions it was 
that the Public Hearing for Amendment No. 

agreed 
1 be closed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 — REPLACEMENT OF THE GENERALIZED 
FUTURE LAND USE MAP WITH A MORE DETAILED MAP TO 
BETTER ASCERTAIN THE LOCATION OF CERTAIN LAND USE 
DESIGNATIONS 
STAFF REPORT 
Barry Zwicker, Director of Planning and Devleopment, 
reviewed the history of the Land Use Map which is 
currently included in the Municipal Development 
Plan, and why a more accurate map is required. He 
advised that no attempt has been made to make changes 
in the new map but there is a refinement with regard 
to some of the details. He further stated that the 
proposed map will provide 21 greater level of clarity 
and detail for staff, Council and the general public. 
In response to an enquiry from Council as to why 
this amendment is being proposed at the present 
time, Mr. Zwicker advised that problems currently 
exist in determining the exact boundary lines in 
the area proposed for the Nelson's Landing Development 
and also in areas adjacent to Rocky Lake Drive and 
the Admiral's Cove Regional Park. 

A general discussion ensued between Council and 
staff with regard to whether or not an appropriate 
amount of public input has been encouraged respecting 
this proposed amendment, and it was noted that a 

areas in question has been 
on display in the Town Office for the benefit of 
the general public. Council was also advised that 
no residents have come to view this map but several 
enquiries have been received by telephone. 

large map showing the 

In response to an enquiry from Councillor Tolson 
as to whether all requirements for the current Public 
Hearing were effected in order that the Hearing 
can be considered legal, Deputy Mayor Roy reviewed 
details of the process followed by members of Council 
and staff to ensure that all legal requirements 
were fulfilled. 

Zwicker In response to a request from Council, Barry
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reviewed for the benefit of the meeting details 
of the refinements which have been made possible 
by the development of the new map. 
A general discussion ensued as to whether the proposed 
amendment could be described as, ”Piece—meal," and 
it was noted by Mr. Zwicker that, in his opinion, 
this amendment was long overdue — the Town will 
have a proper map. It was also noted that it is 
important for Council, staff and the general public 
to be able to determine where lines are when an 
area is being considered for development. 
MR. DAVID PEMBER 
In response to an enquiry from David Pember as to 
what has been done to advise the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs and adjacent Municipalities of the proposed 
amendment, Mr. Zwicker advised that all required 
Circulation of information has been effected- 

CLOSE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
There being no further submissions or enquiries 
from the general public it was agreed the Public 
Hearing for this amendment be closed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 — CONSIDERATION OF A CHANGE IN THE 
GENERALIZED FUTURE LAND USE DESIGNATION OF CIVIC 
NO. 51 ROCKY LAKE DRIVE FROM INSTITUTIONAL TO COMMERCIAL 
IN ORDER THAT COUNCIL MAY CONSIDER A DEVELOPMENT 
AGREEMENT FOR A FUNERAL HOME AT THIS LOCATION 
STAFF REPORT 
In response to a request from" Mayor Roberts, Barry 
Zwicker, Director of Planning & Development reviewed 
details of the proposed amendment to the Municipal 
Development Plan and the implications/reasoning 
for the request. 
In response to an enquiry from Council as to whether 
the request for the approval of a Contract Development 
Permit for the application of a funeral home at 
No. 51 Rocky Lake Drive was the only reason for 
this proposed amendment, Mr. Zwicker answered in 
the affirmative. 
In response to an enquiry from Council, Mr. Zwicker 
provided further information with regard to the 
meaning of various planning terms, i.e Generalized 
Future Land Ikue Map, Zoning Map, Contract Development 
Agreement.
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In response to a concern expressed. by Council that 
great care should be taken when considering a commercial 
designation, ii; was noted by’ Mr. Zwicker that, since 
the application was for permission to locate a funeral 
home on the property in question, the only way this 
could be effected would be to approve a change in 
the Land Use Designation from Institutional to CommerciaL 
It was agreed that the meeting should be opened 
to submissions from the public. 
MR. JOHN THOMPSON 
Mr. John Thompson spoke to Council expressing concern 
that any consideration was being given for commercial 
designation of this property when it is located 
within a residential neighborhood. He further expressed 
great concern with regard to potential traffic problems 
and the safety of children. He noted that the area 
is located within a very confusing intersection 
and that there is already a high volume of traffic 
on several streets within the area. 
MR. TIM BARNARD AND MR. KEN BARNARD 
Mr. Tim Barnard and Mr. Ken Barnard spoke to Council 
outlining details of the proposed plan to establish 
a funeral parlour at 51 Rocky Lake Drive and expressing 
the opinion that such a development would greatly 
increase the attractiveness of the neighbourhood 
and would not pose traffic problems as suggested 
by Mr. Thompson. They also expressed the opinion 
that neighborhood property values would not decrease 
but, in contrast, would escalate. 
MRS. DIANE COVEY 
Mrs. Covey spoke at length to Council expressing 
the opinion that the matter of the establishment 
of a funeral Home should not be considered at this 
particular Hearing but only the question of a change 
in the generalized future land use designation. 
She further expressed the opinion that such a change 
would leave the property wide open to many commercial 
choices, many of which would not be desirable. She 
expressed the opinion that this particular piece 
of land should, if anythingg revert to a residential 
land use. 

Mrs. Covey also presented a petition signed by residents 
of the area and expressing opposition to the proposed 
amendment.
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MR. NORMAN FENERTY 
Following an enquiry from Mr. Fenerty, Mr. Zwicker 
reviewed the relationship of the generalized future 
land use designations and the zoning designations 
to the Municipal Development Plan. 

Following this review, Mr. Fenerty advised Council 
that, while he is in favour of a proposal to establish 
a funeral home on this property, he is concerned 
that it be achieved without running the risk of 
other types of commercial ventures being established 
on the property in the future. 

MRS. SONJA VERABIOFF 
Mrs. Sonja Verabioff spoke to Council, noting that 
she was representing the Oakmount Homeowners‘ 
Association and wished to advise that the Association 
is in opposition to the proposed amendment. She 
further noted, that, in the opinion of the Homeowners‘ 
Association, the establishment of a funeral parlour 
would cause an increase in existing traffic, a change 
in traffic patterns, and danger to the safety of 
children in relation to the parking and traffic 
which would be generated. 
OTHER RESIDENTS 
Two other residents of the Oakmount Subdivision 
spoke to Council and expressed their opposition 
to the proposed amendment. 
CHARACTER REFERENCE 
A United Church Minister spoke to Council advising 
that he had known and worked with Mr. Ken Barnard 
for many years and wished to testify with regard 
to his character and performance. He expressed 
the opinion that Mr. Barnard .would co—operate in 
every way possible with the community at large and 
his business would be an asset, not a detriment, 
to the neighborhood. 
MR. ARTHUR HARDSTAFF 
Mr. Arthur Hardstaff spoke to Council and expressed 
the opinion that the suggestion from Mr. Barnard 
that the funeral home will average one funeral per 
week is not realistic. Such a level of activity 
would not be able to support the capital and operating 
costs involved. He further expressed the opinion 
that ‘the property in question should, if anything, 
be re—designated as residential.
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MR. GERALD HOGANSON 
Mr. Gerald Hoganson spoke to Council expressing 
the opinion that the parking facilities of the property 
in question would not be adequate for the operation 
of a funeral home. He also suggested that the proposal 
is in essence the same as spot rezoning which in 
his opinion is, at the least, poor planning, and 
at the most, no planning at all. He suggested that 
Mr. Barnard should be encouraged to locate his funeral 
home on land currently zoned commercial. 
OTHER RESIDENTS 
Several residents of the Oakmount Subdivision and 
other areas of the Town spoke to Council expressing 
the opinion that ‘the proposed amendment should be 
defeated. It was also noted by some residents that 
while they have no objection to the establishment 
of a funeral home they are concerned that the proposed 
amendment might in the future allow other commercial 
ventures to locate on this property. 
MR. NEIL BOUTILIER 
Mr. Neil Boutilier spoke at length to Council and 
expressed the opinion that the amendment should 
be approved in order that a funeral home could be 
established on this property. He expressed the opinion 
that a funeral home was needed in the Town of Bedford 
and that it would not detract from desired residential 
qualities in the area. 

MRS. S. BARNARD 
Mrs. S. Barnard spoke to Council advising that she 
had among her fri ends residents of the Valleyview 
area and that they have expressed themselves as 
being in favour of the establishment of a funeral 
home in the Town of Bedford and located at the property 
in question, namely, No. 51 Rocky Lake Drive. She 
further expressed the opinion that the proposed 
development would be an asset to the neighborhood. 
ENQUIRY 
The question was raised as to whether or not a crema- 
torium could possibly be established in conjunction 
with the proposed funeral home. The opinion was 
expressed by staff that the contract could be worded 
in such a way that this would not be possible.



Public Hearing — Town of Bedford — October 10, 1985 10 

CLOSE OF PUBLIC HEARING 
There being no further submissions from the general 
public it was agreed that the Public Hearing should 
be closed. ' 

ADJOURNMENT 
ON MOTION of Councillor Tolson and Councillor Lugar 
it was moved that the meeting adjourn at approximately 
11:30 p.m. Motion carried unanimously.



gf. 
MINUTES OF THE TWENTY—THIRD SESSION 

OF THE THIRD YEAR'S MEETING OF THE SECOND COUNCIL 
OF THE TOWN OF BEDFORD 

PUBLIC HEARING — OCTOBER 10, 1985 

A Public Hearing was_ held by the Town Council of the Town 
of Bedford on Thursday, October 10, 1985, 11:40 p.m. in the 
Bedford Fire Hall, 1247 Bedford Highway, Bedford, Nova Scotia, 
Mayor Keith Roberts presiding. 
ATTENDANCE 
Deputy Mayor William Roy and Councillors Bosko Loncarevic, 
David Lugar, Robert Short and John Tolson were in attendance 
at the commencement of the Hearing. 

Staff members in attendance included Dan R. English, Chief 
Administrative Officer, Joan Pryde, Deputy Clerk, Barry Zwicker, 
Director of Planning and Development, John Malcolm, Planner 
and Kenneth Maclnnis, Town Solicitor. 

Approximately forty members of the general public were in 
attendance during the period of this Hearing. 
PURPOSE OF THE PUBLIC HEARING 
Mayor Roberts advised that the purpose of the Public Hearing 
was to receive and consider submissions concerning an application 
for a proposed Contract Development Agreement for a 28 acre 
site located between Civic No. 872 and Civic No. 910 Bedford 
Highway. The proposed Development Agreement is to allow 
for the development of three phase project consisting of: 
PHASE 1: 156 Condominiums 
PHASE 2: 188 Room Hotel 
PHASE 3: 137 Town Houses 
and some commercial uses. 
STAFF REPORT 
Barry Zwicker, Director of Planning and Development reviewed 
details of the development proposal including particulars 
with regard to Phases 1-3 and plans for the discharge of 
storm water and transportation requirements. 
Mr. Zwicker further noted that the proposal has been presented 
to Town Council at a previous date and has not changed in 
terms of land use, etc. but some of the terms of the contract 
have been revised to be more specific. He also noted that 
approval of the contract is subject to the Town's approval 
of the first amendment to the Municipal Development Plan 
which was considered at the previous Public Hearing.

3.




