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Councillor Peter Kelly expressed his concern that if the 12% guideline was extended,
the Town could end up in an unfavourable fiscal situation.

Mayor Peter Christie resumed his position as Chair.

Fire Department Pumper

ON MOTION of Councillors Len Goucher and Peter Kelly, it was moved to authorize
the Fire Department to order a new Pumper with delivery to be taken in 1992
thereby affecting the 1992 Capital Budget.

ON MOTION of Grant Walker, it was moved to defer the Fire Department request
for a new Pumper until 1992. As there was no seconder, the Motion was lost.

ON MOTION of Councillors Peggy Draper and Len Goucher, it was moved to extend
the meeting by fifteen minutes.

Motion approved unanimously.

Ron Singer, Director of Finance reminded Council that the Town cannot afford all
Capital projects and that a figure of $809,000 has already been commited.

In response to a query from Councillor Grant Walker as to the cost savings of
amalgamated Fire Services, Mayor Christie advised that Social Services would be
high on the priority list however, amalgamated Fire Services could be looked at.

ON MOTION of Councillors Peggy Draper and Peter Kelly, it was moved to amend
the original Motion whereby the purchase of a Pumper by the Fire Department
would be approved in principle while awaiting a staff report including the rationale
and justification of this requirement, vehicle specifications and in particular, specific
financial options. Once in receipt of same, a new Motion would be in order to
authorize the Fire Department to place an order for a new Pumper.

The amendment was put to the meeting and was CARRIED. Deputy Mayor
Huntington and Councillor Walker opposed.

The Amended Motion carried. Deputy Mayor Don Huntington and Councillor Grant
Walker opposed.

ON MOTION of Councillor Peggy Draper and Grant Walker, it was moved to defer
this matter until Town Council was in receipt of the requested report.
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Motion carried. Deputy Mayor Don Huntington opposed.

ON MOTION of Councillors Peggy Draper and Len Goucher, it was moved to extend
the meeting by five minutes.

Motion approved unanimously.

Meadowbrook Ballfield

ON MOTION of Councillors Peggy Draper and Grant Walker, it was moved to award
Phase 1 Meadowbrook Park to Terra Nova Landscaping Ltd. at a cost not to exceed
$11,450 plus G.S.T. for the regrading and resurfacing of both infield surfaces.

Motion carried unanimously.

ON MOTION of Councillor Len Goucher and Peter Kelly, it was moved to approve
the 1991 Capital Budget including all prioritized items listed under 1991 Capital
Borrowing totalling $979,500 maintaining the projected ratio of debt charges to Tax
Levy of 12%.

Motion carried.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned to be reconvened at a date to be determined.




MEETING #110

TOWN OF BEDFORD
Special Session

Tuesday, July 2, 1991

A Special Session of the Town Council of the Town of Bedford took place on Tuesday,
July 2, 1991, at 6:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers, Suite 400, Bedford Tower, Bedford,
Nova Scotia; Mayor Peter Christie presiding.

i LORDS PRAYER

Mayor Christie opened the Session by the leading of the Lord’s Prayer.

2. ATTENDANCE

Deputy Mayor Huntington and Councillors Peggy Draper, Anne Cosgrove, Len
Goucher, Peter Kelly and Grant Walker were present at the commencement of
the meeting.

Staff members in attendance included Barry Zwicker, Acting-Chief Administrative
Officer. Mr. Rick Paynter, Director of Engineering and Works arrived at
approximately 7:00 p.m.

3. ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO ORDER OF BUSINESS

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Cosgrove, it was
moved to add a new item, Tolson Application for Demolition, to the
agenda. The motion was DEFEATED (Deputy Mayor Huntington
and Councillor Walker voted against the motion; the Mayor
indicated that a two-third majority vote was required to add items
to the agenda).

Councillor Walker gave a NOTICE OF MOTION regarding tax certificates for the
discussion at the next regular meeting of Town Council.




SPECIAL SESSION - Tuesday, July 2, 1991 a2

Deputy Mayor Huntington addressed Town Council noting his objection to the
calling of this special session as he felt that these issues were not of an urgent
nature and could have been discussed at the upcoming Regular Session. Mayor
Christie reminded Council of Section 4 of the Rules of Order which permits three
Councillors to call a special session.

4. APPROVAL OF THE ORDER OF BUSINESS

ON MOTION of Councillor Kelly and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved to ;
approve the Order of Business as circulated. The motion was unanimously i
approved. -

5. INFILLING OF DITCH - BEDFORD PILACE MALL

By letter of June 7, 1991, Mr. Paynter outlined to Ms. M. Walsh (Manager, |
Bedford Place Mall) a proposal for a cost-sharing project relative to undertaking !
improvement works to the drainage ditch which takes storm sewer systems from [
Union Street, Bridge Street, Nottingham Street and Meadowview Street. The ¥
project would be undertaken and supervised by the Town, subject to the approval
of the Mall and Town Council and cost shared fifty-fifty.

In discussion of the project, it was clarified that Town funds would come from the ¥
storm drainage budget which has already been approved by Town Council. '

ON MOTION of Councillor Walker and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved
to approve the improvement project to the drainage ditch related to storm
sewer systems in the area of Bedford Place Mall which would be undertaken
and managed by the Town to a maximum cost of $5,000.

In addressing the MOTION, Councillor Cosgrove pointed out that the Mall
Manager has verbally indicated willingness to cost share in this project and written
confirmation will be forthcoming.

The MOTION was put to the meeting and unanimously approved.

6. PETROGLYPH ADVISORY COMMITTEE - MEMBERSHIP

By memorandum of June 13, 1991 to Town Council, Mr. Moir provided the names
of three native nominees to fulfil the expanded membership of the Petroglyph
Advisory Committee which Town Council approved on May 13, 1991. Also
included for information were the letters of nomination. The nominees were
Theresea McPhee, Mr. Kevin Christmas, and Mr. Don Julien.
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i Councillor Goucher, as Chairman for the Petroglyph Advisory Committee, noted
| the importance of this appointment to the committee membership.
|
| ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved
: to nominate Theresea McPhee to the Petroglyph Advisory Committee.

ON MOTION of Councillor Walker and Councillor Draper, it was moved to
nominate Don-Julien to the Petroglyph Advisory Committee.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved
to cease nominations.

Prior to casting votes, Councillor Draper sought additional information on the
nominees. Councillor Goucher noted that Ms. McPhee had assisted with the
Molyneaux Report and has already taken it upon herself to become familiar with
all the minutes and background material of the committee. He indicated that she
is ready to provide assistance to the committee at this time. Councillor Walker
pointed out that Don Julien is the acknowledged expert on Micmac history within
the province.

The Mayor asked Councillors to vote on the two nominations by secret ballot.
The ballot revealed that Theresea McPhee was appointed to the Petroglyph
Advisory Committee. Councillor Goucher indicated that he would ensure that the
new member of the Committee was provided with all reference material.

7 TOWN POLICY #24201 (SEWER INSTALLATION) - LATERAL EXTENSIONS
TO VACANT LOTS

ON MOTION of Councillor Kelly and Councillor Goucher, it was
moved to SUSPEND THE RULES OF ORDER to permit Mr. Smith
and his son to address Town Council on the issue of the Town’s sewer
installation policy. The motion was unanimously approved.

Circulated with the agenda was a copy of the Sewer Installation Policy (#24201)
and a memorandum from Mr. Paynter to Councillor Kelly with regard to Lot 33,
Meadowview Drive (Smith Property).

| The property owner, Mr. Smith, is now requesting provision of lateral services at

| Town expense as he had paid $900 betterment charge to the County. Following

! Town Incorporation, there were several lots which had been charged total frontage

' charge for sewers and as a result, in 1985 Policy #24201 was implemented which .
placed the responsibility of building service laterals to the property owner.

Mr. Smith, Senior, addressed Town Council and noted that he had been billed




SPECIAL SESSION - Tuesday, July 2, 1991 /4

$900 by the County in 1979 and at the time of Incorporation, the Town assumed
the obligation for those laterals. Mr. Smith read from numerous pieces of
correspondence which indicated that the betterment charge which he paid included
sewer laterals. In response to questions from Council, Mr. Smith noted that he
had asked the County to provide the laterals but it was their response that the
laterals should only be installed when a building was constructed. Mr. Smith is
now ready to proceed with construction and is seeking installation of the laterals
by the Town of Bedford at no additional cost to himself.

ON MOTION of Councillor Walker, it was moved to resume the RULES OF
ORDER.

It was clarified by Mr. Zwicker that from the date of Incorporation to January
1985 (date of implementation of Policy 24201), the Town did assume the
responsibility to install sewer laterals. However, after the implementation of the
policy, the responsibility to install laterals was given to the property owner.

Councillor Kelly indicated that the individuals, including Mr. Smith, who were
affected by the implementation of Policy 24201 were not notified of the shift in
responsibility. Therefore, due to a possible error on the part of the Town,
Councillor Kelly expressed his view that the Town should assume the responsibility
for the installation of Mr. Smith’s laterals.

ON MOTION of Councillor Kelly and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved
that, notwithstanding Policy 24201, the sewer laterals for lot 33, Meadowview,
be installed at a cost to be assumed by the Town.

In discussion of the MOTION, it was revealed that there could be as many as 60
other property owners who might be similarly affected and that if Town Council
exempted Mr. Smith from this policy, then Town Council had an obligation to
exempt the other property owners. It was also suggested that property owners
who have assumed the cost for installation of sewer laterals since January 1985
should be reimbursed.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher, it was moved to DEFER further
discussion with respect to the Smith property and installation of sewer laterals
pending receipt of an Engineering Report to be presented at the July 16, 1991
Regular Council Session which would provide additional information such as
the number of potential installations and their costs as well as the number of
installations which had occurred since January 1985 at a cost to the property
owners. The motion was LOST, there being no seconder for the motion
after three calls from the Mayor.

The ORIGINAL MOTION was put to the meeting and DEFEATED
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! (Councillor Kelly, Councillor Cosgrove voted in favour; Deputy Mayor Huntington,
| Councillor Draper and Councillor Walker voted against the motion; and Councillor
Goucher abstained).

8. FENCING BETWEEN C.P. ALLEN SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL & ROCKY LAKE
DRIVE RESIDENT PROPERTIES (COUNCILLOR KELLY - VERBAL)

Councillor Kelly requested that Town Council consider entering into a cost shared
project to erect fencing between C.P. Allen High School and an abutting property
owner (which he agreed to specifically identify at a later date). He noted that in
the mid 1980’s, Town Council entered into a similar arrangement with several
property owners to erect fencing between residents and the Bedford Junior High
School. The project was cost shared equally between the Town, School Board and
residents.

ON MOTION of Councillor Kelly and Councillor Goucher, it was moved to
approve, subject to School Board approval, a project to erect a fence between
C.P. Allen High School and a property owner to be later identified by
Councillor Kelly on a one-third (Town), one-third (School Board), one-third
(property owner) basis.

In discussion of the MOTION, it was clarified that the fencing project completed
in the mid-1980’s was cost shared by the Town as the Town was the owner of the
property on which the school was erected. However, in this instance, the County
of Halifax owns the property on which C.P. Allen is built.

Mr. Zwicker also noted that the fencing project at C.P. Allen was undertaken at
the request of several abutting property owners.

Deputy Mayor Huntington objected to discussion on the topic since the Town is
not a landowner in this particular instance and that the concept had not been
previously discussed with the School Board. Councillor Goucher asked for
clarification regarding an estimate on the cost of fence erection. No definitive
costs were available.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Kelly, it was moved to
REFER this item to Engineering and Works for more information regarding
costs of fencing and erection; and to further investigate if the abutting property
owners were agreeable to a cost-sharing venture.

In discussion of the MOTION to REFER, Councillor Draper sought further
clarification as to what should be discussed with the School Board. After further
elaboration, Mayor Christie noted that the Engineering Department would
determine the abutting property owners with whom the cost sharing should be
discussed.
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Deputy Mayor Huntington expressed concern that this agenda item lacked
sufficient information. Councillor Walker indicated that if the Town was not a
property owner, then the Town should not become involved in the fencing matter.

The MOTION TO REFER was put to the meeting and CARRIED (Mayor
Christie, Councillor Cosgrove, Kelly and Goucher voted in favour; Deputy
Mayor Huntington and Councillor Walker voted against the motion).

Councillor Goucher gave NOTICE OF RECONSIDERATION regarding the
earlier defeated motion on sewer laterals and asked the Engineering and Works
Department to provide further information at the July 16 Regular Town Council
Session.

9. TOLSON ESTATE APPEAL NOTICES

Circuiated with the agenda package, for information, was correspondence from the
Municipal Board’s Clerk notifying the Town that a total of 62 appeals had been
filed against the Town Council decision to enter into a development agreement
(presented for review at public hearing on May 21, 1991) for the property known
as the Tolson Estate, Shore Drive and Fort Sackville Road. The grounds of the
appeals are that the decision of Council cannot reasonably be said to be consistent
with the intent of the municipal planning strategy of the Town of Bedford.

Councillor Goucher, however, sought clarification on Tolson’s recent request for
permission to demolish the Manor House. Councillor Goucher expressed his
concern that the request should be dealt with as quickly as possible. Mayor
Christie noted that Town Council is required by the Heritage Act to forward the
request for demolition to the Heritage Advisory Committee for comment. If Town
Council after hearing the report from Heritage Advisory Committee, denies the
request for demolition, the applicant can, after one year from the date of his
request, demolish the building.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Draper, it was moved
to SUSPEND THE RULES OF ORDER to deal with the matter of the
Request for Demolition. The motion was CARRIED (Mayor Christie,
Councillor Goucher, Draper, Cosgrove and Kelly voted in favour; Deputy
Mayor Huntington and Councillor Walker voted against the motion to
suspend the rules of order). A motion to suspend the rules of order
requires a two-third majority vote.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved
that Town Council refer the application for demolition of the Manor House
to the Bedford Heritage Advisory Committee for review and comment. The
motion was CARRIED (Councillor Walker voted against the motion).
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The Rules of Order resumed.

10. ADJOURNMENT

ON MOTION of Councillor Kelly, it was moved to adjourn the July 2, 1991
Special Session of Bedford Town Council at approximately 7:15 p.m.

(/MAYOR

(92

CHIEF ADMINISTRATI\% OFFICER

/dl




MEETING #111

TOWN OF BEDFORD

Public Hearing #91-03

Wednesday, July 3, 1991

A Public Hearing of the Town of Bedford took placed on Wednesday, July 3, 1991, at
7:30 p.m. at the Bedford Lions Den, 36 Holland Avenue, Bedford, Nova Scotia; Mayor
Peter Christie presiding.

ATTENDANCE: Deputy Mayor Don Huntington and Councillors Len Goucher, Anne
Cosgrove, Grant Walker, Peggy Draper and Peter Kelly.

Staff members in attendance included Barry Zwicker, Director of
Planning and Development; Rick Paynter, Director of Engineering
and Works; Steve Moir, Senior Planner; and Donna Davis-Lohnes,
Planner.

Approximately 50 residents were also present.

INTRODUCTION
The purpose of the Public Hearing was to receive written and verbal submissions relative
to the July 1991 Draft of the Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) and the Land Use Bylaw
(LUB). The proposed MPS is to replace the existing Municipal Development Plan
adopted in 1982. The Land Use Bylaw is to implement the policies of the proposed MPS
and to replace the existing Land Use Bylaw (Zoning) adopted in 1982. The area affected
is the entire area of the Town of Bedford.

Mayor Christie brought the Public Hearing to order at approximately 7:40 p.m. and
reviewed the PUBLIC HEARING PROCEDURES which Town Council had recently
approved. Those present were reminded to place their name on a list at the back of the
room; speakers were limited to 10 minutes each; Council would hear presentations until
11:00 pm. and at that time if there were additional speakers, Town Council would
determine to either hear the remaining speakers or reconvene to another meeting; written
submissions would be received until July 10, 1991 at 4:30 p.m.; and that the proceedings
were being taped. Mayor Christie also noted that Town Council would have the
opportunity to question those people making presentations, however, the questions would
be for clarification only.
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MR. KEN MCINNIS: Mr. Mclnnis commented on Mainstreet Commercial, and the
Barrens. With respect to Mainstreet Commercial, he suggested a maximum height of two
stories above grade and that grade should be measured from the Bedford Highway (in
this way the commercial buildings would not intrude or detract from the adjacent
residential neighbourhoods). Regarding the Barrens, Mr. McInnis noted that previously
he spoke in favour of the Barrens being a park and he reaffirmed his earlier view that
the Barrens should be a wilderness park. He suggested that, in light of the upcoming
Municipal Elections, Town Council should make the issue of the Barrens an election issue
("take this to the people and let them decide"). 2

MR. JACK BATHURST: Mr. Bathurst expressed his support for Mr. Mclnnis’
statements and as well congratulated Town Council and staff on their work involving the
MPS. However, Mr. Bathurst asked Town Council to reconsider their decision regarding
proposed commercial land use designations, particularly along the Bedford Highway, and
to review once again a 4 April 1991 memorandum from B. Zwicker regarding this issue.
Mr. Bathurst noted that staff recommended a minimal increase in commercially
designated land beyond what was included in the 1982 Municipal Development Plan and
that the Town should develop an overall economic development strategy for the Town
to assist in long range planning. Mr. Bathurst concluded by asking Town Council why
they went against the advice of staff. (Copies of the 4 April 1991 memorandum were
available at the public hearing.)

MRS. G. ROUGHNEEN: Mrs. Roughneen pointed out several areas of the MPS in
which she noted ’contradictions’. These included:

Commercial objective - "the small town identity has been developed"

HC-5 (p. 11) Bedford does not have a small town identity; it has a busy 3-lane
highway that prevents a small town identity

HC-14 Town should not rely on cosmetic elements such as signs and street
lighting to create a community identity

Heritage objective - uses the word ’area’; however, HC-1 through 4 should

have the word ’area’ reinstated as in the previous draft
the three-storey height limit conflicts with policies E-25 and E-26
(the entire Bedford Basin view should be protected)

E-12 (p. 92) Environmentally Sensitive Areas includes the Union Street RCDD
(or the area known as the Barrens); clarification should be provided
for the permitted uses in an Environmentally Sensitive Area; this
policy contradicts Policy E-25 as the Barrens provides visual relief
and a visual backdrop for the Town of Bedford

E-13 (p. 92) noted that Appendix A specifies "hazard to development" rather
than dangers to the environment; the emphasis should be revers.cd
Residential objective - "to provide for preservation of the character of existing

neighbourhoods in their present form" contradicts policy R-26 on
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residential infilling

Residential residential objective is in contradiction with the Union Street RCDD
(if the Barrens is developed as RCDD, the removal of the buffer of
trees will increase noise from the BiCentennial Highway; damage
the quality of life; and the blasting may damage existing buildings.

Union St. RCDD  The MPS reflects nothing of the public’s expressed concerns with
respect-to the Barrens; it would seem that Town Council is "out of
touch” with the environmental movement across the nation and
across the world

Mrs. Roughneen recommended that Town Council reject this MPS and work towards
making it more consistent. She also suggested that Town Council bring the MPS forward
as an election issue.

DR. JJ. MANGALAM: Dr. Mangalam expressed his concerns regarding the Barrens.
He noted that the Barrens is the "centre of our sanity", a place to retreat to, a place to
meditate and to reduce the tensions and anxieties of life. The preservation of the Barrens
is part of Bedford’s "quality of life". Dr. Mangalam also noted that the Barrens is a
"native special place" and as such why would Bedford consider destroying this sanctity.
He suggested that development should not be equal to dollars; and that development
could become D-E-V-I-Lopment.

Councillor Walker asked Dr. Mangalam’s feelings on the development of other natural

areas within the Town; Dr. Mangalam suggested that each must be reviewed on its own
merit.

CHRISTINE BUSH: Mrs. Bush expressed her support of the previous speakers and
that she would like to see, given the amount of public input on the issue of the Barrens,
a much stronger statement within the MPS on the Barrens; she suggested that such a
statement would specify a minimum amount of acreage to be protected, the nature of the
area to be preserved and the whereabouts of the acreage.

Mrs. Bush also commented on several other areas including:
- concerned with possibility of mobile homes in RCDD areas
- existing neighbourhoods -- buffer zones of similar housing should be provided
where new residential development abuts existing development [ie. single-family
adjacent single-family]
- parks and recreation -- a stronger statement with respect to the actual variety of
recreational needs required within the Town; i.e. public demand at the Barrens
public meeting for wilderness park
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- environmental sensitivity - supported Mrs. Roughneen’s request to have a
stronger environmental statement within the MPS as opposed to a focus on
economic prosperity

Mrs. Bush concluded by asking Town Council to take the MPS as an election issue.

Councillor Walker asked for clarification regarding the recreational needs of the Town;
Mrs. Bush suggested that the MPS identify "specific deficiencies".

MR. GUS LEAMAN: Mr. Leaman asked Town Council to plan a strategy that would
benefit the whole community; "development should be for the Common Good". He asked
that the Barrens be preserved in its natural state and that the areas is not suited for
development. He also suggested that the taxpayers are aware that they have to pay for
things that they want; future generations should not be deprived of this area.

MRS. GLORIA LOWTHER: On behalf of the Peerless Residents Association, Mrs.
Lowther as Chairman, expressed concern that this July draft still has not addressed
concerns raised at the previous public hearings on the MPS; she said that she could have
used her presentation which she made in May 1990. Her comments included:

Residential Reserve Area - unrealistic zone requirements; 5 acres, 360 ft road frontage;
double standards exist between development within the Primary Development
Area as compared to the Residential Reserve Area yet they pay the same taxes
and received very different treatment

Extension of the Primary Development Area to include Crestview Properties - she noted

that this was not discussed at Bedford Planning Advisory Committee and received no
public input; if the boundary was to have been extended, it should have been to
the west of the Bicentennial Highway.

Neighbourhood stability (R-8) - Peerless area residents are still striving for some

neighbourhood stability and yet the buffer zone between industrial and residential
areas has been decreased in the July draft from 50 ft (May draft) to
40 feet; this is not neighbourhood stability; she also quoted C-32 and
C-33 which limit the distances of drinking establishments and adult
entertainment uses from residential areas within the Primary
Development Area however in the Residential Reserve Area,
industrial uses are permitted closer to the residents.

Concern was expressed about possible rezoning of a portion of a
residential property within Peerless Subdivision for industrial
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purposes.
Transportation (T-8) - requested sidewalks west of the Bicentennial for pedestrian safety

Transportation (T-9) - should never be forty-eight feet wide because of concerns
about speed, safety and access

Commercial - concerned about the amount of commercial land; this large amount will not
foster small town atmosphere

Table 3 (Appendix B) - She has previously requested that correctional facilities be deleted
from the residential reserve area; correctional facilities requires a definition.

Residential (R-11) - With respect to density, the concept of cluster housing is not
acceptable

Waterfront Development - the proposed site for the new Town Hall is unacceptable as
there is limited access to the waterfront; limited parking and the cost of land is too high.

MR. JIM PHILLIPS: Mr. Phillips addressed two key issues: preservation of the
Barrens and permitted use of recycling depot in general commercial. With respect to the
Barrens, Mr. Phillips noted that "Town Council is not listening to the public" and has
ignored the input of the Shaman Wilderness Group. He suggested that Town Council put
a hold on development in the Barrens area until possible funding alternatives for the
Barrens are investigated; and that the area be designated a Secondary Development
Strategy.

Regarding recycling depots, Mr. Phillips noted that the draft MPS would permit recycling
depots to be located at "every second storefront". The general commercial zoning does
not limit the number of recycling depots, i.e. specify that they must be a minimum of so
many feet from each other.

MR. ROSS: Mr. Ross noted that Town Council has been divided on the issue of the
Barrens with the Mayor and a Councillor declaring possible conflict of interest. He
suggested that an RCDD designation of the Barrens would destroy the nature and
character of Bedford; an RCDD development would create an additional 1,000 residents,
500 cars and expenses to the Town relating to new schools, and servicing. He
recommended that Town Council hold a referendum on the issue of the Barrens
designation. He also suggested that zoning changes and construction must be held in
abeyance for decision by a newly elected Council.

Councillor Walker inquired what year Mr. Ross’s house was built; Mr. Ross replied







