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6.2

In speaking to the MOTION Councillor Hutt asked Mr. Paynter his opinion of what
caused the problem. Mr. Paynter indicated that drainage problems have always
existed in that area, due to the slope of the land, and that the clearing of the land
in the Toboggan Run area did not, in his opinion, cause the problem.

In speaking to the MOTION, Councillor Oickle requested clarification of developer
responsibility after development is completed, and whether there was a mechanism
to prevent this in the future. Mr. Paynter indicated that there are subdivision
controls in place regarding topography, but that the development of Falcon Run was
done prior to the Town’s incorporation and at that time there were no controls in
place regarding drainage.

Councillor Hutt inquired as to the time frame when a developer is finished and the
Town assumes responsibility. ~Mr. Zwicker noted that the Town assumes
responsibility immediately after completion but that a 10% security amount is held
back in case of problems, for a period of one year.

In response to a question from Councillor MacLean, Mr. Paynter noted that the work
would involve extending a storm sewer across private property.

In speaking to the MOTION, Councillor Goucher reiterated that the Town has a
responsibility to rectify problems such as this, on land that it owns.

The MOTION was put to the meeting and CARRIED. (Councillors Hutt and
MacLean abstained)

It was agreed that before any work is commenced, an estimate of the costs should be
brought back to Town Council for approval at the next Regular Meeting.

Proposed Definition - Substantial Alterations - Heritage Designation

By memorandum dated November 15, 1991, the Heritage Advisory Committee
submitted for approval by Town Council a proposed definition of substantial
alteration for registered heritage properties.

ON MOTION of Councillor Qickle and Councillor MacLean, it was moved to
approve as Policy the proposed definition of Substantial Alteration for Registered
Heritage Properties as submitted by the Heritage Advisory Committee. The
motion was unanimously approved.
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Tax Certificate Charge - Request for Rebates

Circulated with the agenda package was a letter from Mayor Kelly to Mr. and Mrs.
Ron Stalker regarding retroactive reimbursement of $50.00 for a Tax Certificate
charge, which was increased to $100.00 from June 1,1991 to September 18, 1991 and
then reduced to $50.00. Mayor Kelly stated his intention to bring this matter before
Council at this meeting.

Mr. English noted that 229 Tax Certificates were issued at the higher fee, and that
Council had considered rebates in July and decided against same.

Mayor Kelly inquired as to how persons could be contacted regarding a possible
rebate. Mr. English indicated that it would be difficult since most Tax Certificate fees
are paid by a vendor’s solicitor on their behalf and staff would have no knowledge
of forwarding addresses. '

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Oickle, it was moved that
rebates for $50.00 be issued to all who paid the higher $100.00 fee during the
period in question.

In speaking to the MOTION, Councillor Goucher noted that he was opposed to the
decrease in the fee originally. He indicated that he would like to see a time limit on
the rebate offer, and since it was impossible to find these persons, an advertisement
should be put in newspapers with a limit of 60 days to respond.

In speaking to the MOTION, Mayor Kelly noted that the original motion approved
on August 20, 1991, specified an effective date and therefore this motion would have
to be rescinded first, before a new motion could be considered. Mr. English read for
Council the original motion of August 20, 1991.

Councillor Goucher served a Notice of Rescission respecting the Motion approved
by Council on August 20, 1991 relative to the Tax Certificate Charge.

Consideration of Award - Tender #91-16 - System Control and Data Acquisition
(SCADA)

By memorandum dated November 28, 1991, Mr. Rick Paynter, Director of
Engineering & Works outlined the Proposal Call for Tender #91-16, and the
Engineering Department’s recommendation that Council approve the acceptance of
the proposal from Motorola Limited.

Using a layout plan, Mr. Paynter showed Council where the existing pumping stations
are located and areas where expansions to the network are possible. He noted that
staff must now visit each station regularly to check and monitor them.
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9.1

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

16.1

Councillor Oickle inquired how long the entire project would take, given that the first
phase will cost $58,800. Mr. Paynter indicated that the project could be done in two
years, subject to availability of reserve funds.

ON MOTION of Councillor Oickle and Councillor Goucher, it was moved to
accept the Motorola proposal in the amount of $142,800 and to authorize the
Engineering Department to implement Phase I in 1991/92 for 358,800, with the

remaining project phased over a two year period. The motion was approved
unanimously. E

PUBLIC HEARINGS AND MOTIONS ARISING THEREFROM - Nil
PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS - Nil

MOTIONS

Community Education Demonstration Project - Town of Bedford - Councillor Len
Goucher

At the request of Mayor Kelly, Town Council members recessed In Camera for
discussion on this item, from 9:00 p.m. to 9:35 p.m.

On returning to the Council Chambers, Councillor Goucher served a Notice of
Rescission respecting the Motion approved by Council on August 20, 1991, regarding
Community Education.

CORRESPONDENCE - Nil

MOTIONS OF RECONSIDERATION - Nil

MOTION OF RECISSION - Nil

NOTICES OF MOTION - Nil

QUESTIONS - Nil

Status Sheet - Nil
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| 17. ADDED ITEMS - Nil

18. ADJOURNMENT

ON MOTION of Mayor Kelly, it was moved to adjourn Regular Session #4 on
December 17, 1991 at approximately 9:40 p.m.

/sk




MEETING #5

TOWN OF BEDFORD
Regular Session

Tuesday, January 14, 1992

A Regular Session of the Town Council of the Town of Bedford took place on Tuesday,
January 14, 1992 at 7:00 p.m. in the Council Chambers, Suite 400, Bedford Tower, Bedford,
Nova Scotia; Mayor Peter Kelly presiding.

1

LORD’S PRAYER

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

ATTENDANCE

Councillors Harris Hutt, Bill Maclean, Stephen Oickle, Len Goucher, John Davies,
Deputy Mayor Cosgrove were in attendance at the commencement of the Session.

Staff members in attendance included Dan English, Chief Administrative Officer;

Rick Paynter, Director of Engineering and Works; Ron Singer, Director of Finance.
Mr. Peter Mclnroy, Solicitor, was also in attendance for a portion of the meeting.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Circulated prior to the meeting were the minutes of Regular Session #4 (December
17, 1991):

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Oickle, it was moved to
approve as circulated, the minutes of Bedford Town Council Regular Session #4
(December 17, 1991). The motion was unanimously approved.

ADDITIONS/DELETIONS TO ORDER OF BUSINESS

ON MOTION of Councillor Oickle and Councillor Goucher, it was moved to
AMEND the Order of Business such that:

Item #14.2, Motion of Rescission, Community Education Demonstration Project,
be moved to item #8.4.
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6.1

8.1

Under New Business, two items to be added - #10.1, Appointment of Town
Historian, and #10.2; BHAC Member appointment to the Bedford Visitor Cenire
Advisory Committee. The motion was unanimously approved.

DEFERRED BUSINESS/BUSINESS ARISING FROM THE MINUTES

Falcon Run Drainage Proposal

By memorandum of January 9, 1992, Mr. Paynter outlined the quotes received for
drainage corrective works as outlined in a report dated November 28, 1990, and as
directed by Council on December 17, 1991.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Hutt, it was moved to defer
any further discussion or action on the Falcon Run Drainage Proposal until
Budget discussions. The motion was unanimously approved.

PUBLIC HEARINGS AND MOTIONS ARISING THEREFROM - NIL

PETITIONS AND DELEGATIONS
Petition - Request for Water Services - End of Shore Drive - Mr. Gary Blandford

Mr. Gary Blandford, of 230 Shore Drive, introduced himself to Council as having
lived on Shore Drive for 11 years without central water or sewage. He presented to
Council the results of a petition signed by 33 lot owners on Shore Drive. He noted
that this represented 75% of the 47 lot owners on Shore Drive. There were 5 who
showed no interest, and the remaining 9 could not be contacted. He also noted that
the Town owns approximately 8 lots as well.

Circulated previously was a report prepared by the Engineering Department outlining
estimates to extend water (and possibly sewer) services to the end of Shore Drive.
Based on this cost estimate of $400,000, Mr. Blandford indicated that the cost per
individual lot owner would be approximately $2,900, based on a cost sharing
breakdown used for Peerless Subdivision servicing, in which the Town contributed
30%, the Province 30%, and lot owners 40%. Mr. Blandford stated that this cost was
considered reasonable among lot owners.

Mr. Blandford explained the reasons for requesting water service. The two main
reasons were a) quality of life - i.e. there are a number of children living on Shore
Drive; there is an ongoing problem with the quality of drinking water obtained either
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8.2

through wells or cisterns; there are problems with plumbing and having to replace
appliances frequently; the need to conserve water consumption and b) fire - i.e. since
there are no fire hydrants on the road, and Admiral’s Cove Park usage is increasing,
there is a danger that the Fire Department could experience problems if there was
a fire.

In response to questions from Council Members, Mr. Blandford expanded on the
problems that exist with water quality, and plumbing. He stated that only 5 or 6
households can drink their well water - most purchase drinking water.

Mayor Kelly advised Mr. Blandford that the current cost sharing policy is that lot
owners would contribute two thirds of the cost, and asked if this were the case would
the petitioners still be interested. In addition, Mayor Kelly inquired whether both
water and sewer was wanted.

Mr. Blandford stated that residents would likely be willing to pay a cost higher than
$3,000, but that the additional cost of sewers ($1 million as opposed to $400,000 for
water only) may not be warranted, since most residents had septic systems; however,
both could be considered.

Mayor Kelly thanked Mr. Blandford for his presentation, and advised him that
Council will review his request during the 1992/93 Capital Budget deliberations.

Presentation - Art Hustins, Jr. on behalf of Grace Maternity Hospital - Funding
Request - Furniture and Equipment

Mr. Hustins addressed Council on behalf of Grace Maternity Hospital, and referred
to the written proposal included in the agenda package. Mr. Hustins briefly reviewed
the history of the Grace Maternity Hospital and the upcoming opening of the new
Grace Hospital on April 10, 1992. The new hospital will be 400,000 square feet in
size (twice the size of the old) and will be linked to the L. W.K. Children’s Hospital.
The new hospital was built at a cost of $60 million funded by the Province.

The $4.5 million campaign that Mr. Hustins was presenting to Council is for furniture
and equipment, such as incubators and surgical equipment. The hospital is half way
through the campaign. Mr. Hustins requested a $75,000 grant from the Town of
Bedford, to be broken down into 5 years at $15,000 per year. This represents a $1.50
per person populace ratio, and is being matched by Halifax ($800,000 over 4 years)
and Dartmouth ($500,000 over 5 years).

Mayor Kelly thanked Mr. Hustins for his presentation and advised him that Council
will take the request under consideration during 1992/93 Budget deliberations.
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8.3  Presentations - Community Education Project

Mr. Dave Chomick .

Prior to opening the floor to presentations, Mayor Kelly advised the speakers that the
Rules of Order permit them to speak for 15 minutes each. They must restrict their
presentation to the Community Education Project concept and Implementation
Schedule, not to include individuals or personalities and to address the Chair only.
Mayor Kelly warned that any contravention could cause them to be ruled Out of
Order. :

Mr. Chomick spoke in support of the Community Education Project and stated his
concerns about the Motion of Recission regarding the Implementation Schedule
brought forth by the Joint Steering Committee and approved unanimously by Council
on August 20, 1991. He noted that the concept has been studied by the former Town
Council since 1990, and the Implementation Schedule has nearly been completed.
Interviews for a Project Manager have been conducted and a candidate already

chosen.

Mr. Chomick stated that he felt Council had made a committment to the project, and
that much time, money and effort had been spent on it. He indicated that he had
three questions for the Mayor.

a) Which of the three motions, regarding the Community Education Project that
have been recorded, is being rescinded?

b) Does Council have the right to stop a process that is 80% complete?

c) What is the Mayor’s position on this subject?

Mayor Kelly responded by having the August 20, 1991 motion read aloud, indicating
that it was the one being rescinded. In responding to the other two questions, Mayor
Kelly stated that Council, as a whole, can vote to rescind the motion, thereby
stopping or postponing any further action on the project. Mayor Kelly also indicated

that he supports the concept of Community Education, but that there are budgetary
considerations.

Mayor Kelly thanked Mr. Chomick for his presentation.

Mrs. Norma Kennedy, Chairman-Halifax County-Bedford District School Board

Mrs. Kennedy spoke in support of the Community Education Project, and noted that
on May 21, 1991 Town Council had indicated that any funds for the project wpuld
come from the Operating Reserve Fund. She indicated there has been no opposition
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! to the project in the past, and that it was viewed as a "done deal". Mrs. Kennedy
reiterated how much time and effort has been spent on it, especially by Mr. Gordon
Michael, District Superintendent for Community Education. She noted the expenses
incurred such as phone, mileage, advertising, and office space. Mrs. Kennedy stated
that the School Board may be in a position to claim against the Town for losses. She
also indicated that there was a feeling that the project was being stopped for political
reasons, and noted that if it is for budgetary reasons only, then the process should
have been halted prior to advertising for the Project Manager position.

Mrs. Kennedy then circulated to Council members a copy of a letter regarding the
Community education project that had been printed in the press, written by Mr.
Lloyd Gillis.

Mayor Kelly responded to Mrs. Kennedy by noting that the reason for the recission
was related to budgetary considerations only, and that there is no politics involved.

In response to questions from Councillor Maclean, Mrs. Kennedy deferred to Gordon
Michael for the answers. Regarding any negative side to the project, Mr. Michael
suggested that there is no negative side, unless there is an inability to cooperate and
collaborate among the parties involved. Mr. Michael stated that he felt there is no
choice but to pursue the concept of Community Education; there is no alternative.
He also stated that he felt the project, given time, would become 60% to 70% self-
supporting. He noted that the Provincial Government is interested in the concept,
and that there had been a recent meeting with Ministers regarding this.

Mayor Kelly thanked Mrs. Kennedy for her presentation and asked that copies of all
presentations be left for Council members to review.

Mr. Jim Spatz

At this time, Mr. Jim Spatz asked for Council’s permission to also speak on behalf
of Community Education. Mayor Kelly, after receiving the unanimous concensus of
Council, allowed Mr. Spatz to speak.

Mr. Spatz introduced himself as someone who has had multiple careers, and had
experienced this through displacement and the changing work environment. He
noted that students today will experience that lifetime careers do not exist anymore.

Mr. Spatz spoke about the potential benefits that Community Education can provide,

such as the 31 week training course that is currently being offered through the

. Halifax County-Bedford School Board Community Education programs. This course

| trains people in computerized warehousing, and Mr. Spatz indicated that there is a
high percentage of graduates being hired in this field.
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14.

8.4

In closing, Mr. Spatz noted that the cost of the Community Education project is an
investment in the future. He suggested that reconsidering decisions made by former
Councils was wasting time.

Mayor Kelly thanked Mr. Spatz.

MOTION OF RECISSION

Community Education Demonstration Project - Councillor Goucher

Councillor Goucher stated that he, and all of Council, support the concept of
Community Education, but that he has had reservations with regard to budgetary
considerations since May 1991.

On August 20, 1991, Town Council passed a MOTION to approve the
implementation schedule for the Joint Steering Committee (Model Community
Education Demonstration Project) as outlined in Mr. English’s memorandum of
August 16, 1991. On December 17, 1991, Councillor Goucher gave a NOTICE OF

RESCISSION.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved to
RESCIND the August 20, 1991 motion to approve the implementation schedule
for the Joint Steering Committee (Model Community Education Demonstration
Project).

During discussion of the motion, Councillor Oickle noted for the benefit of the
Council chamber audience, that an approval of this motion does not necessarily mean
the end of the Community Education project; it may only delay it.

Councillor Maclean spoke against the motion, suggesting that the quality of education
at all levels is important. He felt that Council failed to have foresight in recognizing
any pitfalls, and noted that the August 20, 1991 motion was passed 7-0 with no
questions raised about financing at that time.

Councillor Maclean then read aloud the August 20, 1991 motion, indicating that the
wording of the motion was only about the implementation schedule of the Joint
Steering Committee, and questioned whether it is the schedule, that has been largely
completed, is being rescinded, and not the project itself.

There was much discussion on this point and Mayor Kelly asked Mr. Peter Mclnroy,
Town Solicitor, who was present, for his opinion. Mr. Mclnroy, after reviewing the
documentation in the agenda package, stated that, in his opinion, the rescission applies




REGULAR SESSION - Tuesday, January 14, 1992 7

only to what the August 20, 1991 motion refers - namely, the implementation
i schedule of the Joint Steering Committee. He noted that there was no mention of
budgets or financing in the motion.

There was then some discussion whether the motion controls intent, including
funding. Mayor Kelly and Mr. English noted that although the motion was not
clearly worded, it did intend to approve the entire report dated August 16, 1991
which contained the schedule, the three year commitment and budget information.
Councillor Maclean indicated that no-one can say what the intent really was except
Councillor Goucher.

Mr. Mclnroy was then asked whether the Town is liable to the School Board for any
costs incurred by them. He stated that if staff had entered into a contract of any
kind then they would be open to legal action; however, although the School Board
relied on what Council said, there were no contracts. He noted that it was difficult
to know what a court would decide on the principal of reliance only.

Mayor Kelly called a five minute recess to confer with Mr. McInroy and Mr. English.

On returning to Council Chambers, Mayor Kelly read a September 16, 1991, letter
pertaining to the Community Education project that Mr. English had provided, and
stated that based on the letter and the intent of the August 20, 1991 motion, the

. rescission applies to the whole report contained in Mr. English’s August 16, 1991,
memorandum, i.e. approval of the implementation schedule, the three year
commitment and the funding.

Councillor Davies then spoke against the Motion of Rescission, noting that
unanimous approval of the August 20,1991 motion signified a willingness by Council
to see the project through. He indicated that in his opinion, the costs involved are
reasonable and of great benefit, and that a rescission of the motion now was bad
timing. Councillor Davies also noted that there was only 2 months to go until the
new fiscal year and that it would only take $8,000 to $9,000 of unbudgeted 1991/92
funds to see the project through until that time. He also noted that the Bedford
Board of Trade has endorsed the decision to hire a Coordinator for the project, and
that a recent survey of business people supported the project.

Councillor Davies suggested that Council should live by the decisions they make,
especially since this has been in the process for nearly a year. He indicated that
many items in the 1992/93 Budget will be inherited from the past Councils, and he
urged Council to not approve the Motion of Rescission.

] Councillor Cosgrove then spoke in support of the Motion of Rescission. She
! indicated that cutbacks had been called for during the last budgetary process;
| however, she felt that this was not a call to cut the project, but to allow this Council
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an opportunity to review and balance the 1992/93 budget. She also noted there
currently are publicly funded programs in existence for continuing education and this
project may represent some duplication of services.

Councillor Goucher, in speaking to the motion, indicated that Council has a good
record with respect to supporting education and the school board. He indicated that
he felt the Community Education project was, at this time, a discretionary item, and
asked that Council be allowed to deal with it in context of the 1992/93 budgetary
process. -

Councillor Hutt then spoke in support of the Motion. He indicated that he is not
against Community Education, but would like to have the opportunity to look at the
1992/93 budget before proceeding with it.

Councillor Davies again raised the issue of why Council allowed the process to go so
far. Mayor Kelly responded by noting that the actual costs of the program were not
clear on August 20, 1991, and that same should be reviewed in context of the 1992/93
Operating Budget. '

Councillor Davies again made the point that he is against the principal of what
Council is doing, and that this Council should not be continuously revisiting and
undoing past Council discussions.

Mayor Kelly responded by noting that the Community Education project may start
up again in April or it may be halted altogether. He indicated that the question of
whether the Town can afford it this year must be addressed during the budgetary
process.

The MOTION was put to the meeting and CARRIED. (Mayor Kelly, Deputy
Mayor Cosgrove, Councillors Oickle, Hutt and Goucher voted in favour of the
motion; Councillors Davies and Maclean voted against the motion).
MOTION CARRIED.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Oickle, it was moved to
defer further discussion of the Community Education Demonstration Project until
1992/93 Budget Deliberations. The motion was CARRIED. (Councillor
Maclean and Councillor Davies opposed.)
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9.1

10.

10.1

10.2

103

MOTIONS
Consideration of Approval - Proposed Revised Waste By-Law

By memorandum of January 10, 1992, Mr. Rick Paynter circulated a copy of the
revised Solid Waste By-Law for Council’s consideration and approval.

ON MOTION of Councillor Davies and Councillor Cosgrove, it was moved to
refer the revised Solid Waste By-Law to the Policy/By-Law Committee for review
and recommendation prior to consideration of approval by Council. The motion
was unanimously approved.

NEW BUSINESS

Appointment of Town Historian

Councillor Goucher, before addressing this matter, expressed regret on behalf of
Council on the recent passing of former Halifax County Councillor, Phillip
Eisenhauer.

Councillor Goucher expressed concern that inadequate records of events in the Town
of Bedford, and other information, were being kept. He suggested that a Town
Historian be appointed for this purpose.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Maclean, it was moved to
approve the appointment of a Town Historian, following Staff providing the terms
of reference. The motion was unanimously approved.

Appointment to the Bedford Visitor Advisory Committee
ON MOTION of Councillor Maclean and Councillor Goucher, it was moved to

approve the appointment of BHAC member Hilary Grant to the Bedford Visitor
Advisory Committee for the year 1992. The motion was unanimously approved.

Approval of new street names - BWDC
By letter, the Bedford Waterfront Development Corporation requested that Council

approve two new street names for the Waterfront Development: Waterfront Drive
and Convoy View.
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11.

11.1

11.1.1

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Oickle, it was moved to
refer the matter of the street names to the Heritage Advisory Committee, which
will next meet on February 10, 1992. The motion was unanimously approved.

REPORTS

COMMITTEES/COMMISSIONS/BOARDS

Metropolitan Authority - Councillor Goucher

Councillor Goucher gave a verbal report on the Metropolitan Authority and the Solid
Waste Management Strategy. A full briefing by the Metropolitan Authority will be
made to Town Council on January 28, 1992.

Councillor Goucher noted that the MRF facility had been awarded to HRDA
Enterprises, with an anticipated April 1, 1992 startup date. The landfill siting choices
have been reduced to three: Site L - Head of St. Margaret’s Bay, Site G - Hatchett
Lake, and Site H - East Lake. Of the three, Site H - East Lake is the preferred
choice so far. It is located approximately half way between Preston and the Airport
highway interchange.

In response to Councillor Cosgrove’s concerns about the East Lake site for the
Landfill, Councillor Goucher stated that, after the construction of 4 kilometres of new
road from the Airport interchange end, all transfers will travel from that direction
and not through residential Preston. He noted that Preston is 7 kilometres from the
site.

The choice out of five sites for the Waste to Energy Incinerator was Burnside
Industrial Park. After some study, it has been determined that it would be better to
have a Municipally-owned facility.

Councillor Davies wished to know what Council’s position is on the incinerator, since
there has not been an opportunity to discuss same and obtain a concensus. Mayor
Kelly stated that, based on the available figures, he is generally in favour of the
incinerator. He also noted that the previous Council was in favour of it as well; but
that there will be an opportunity to discuss it further during 1992/93 Budget
deliberations.
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11.2 DEPARTMENTAL

11.2.1
Recreation Department - Report - Recreation Advisory Committee

The January 7, 1992 report from the Bedford Recreation Advisory Committee was
circulated with the agenda.

ON MOTION of Councillor Davies and Councillor Goucher, it was moved to
accept the recommendation of naming the Peerless Neighbourhood Park " The
Pierre Gingras Memorial Park". The motion was unanimously approved.

ON MOTION of Councillor Cosgrove and Councillor Goucher, it was moved to
appoint Councillor Maclean to represent Town Council on the 1992 Bedford
Days Organizing Committee. The motion was unanimously approved.

11.2.2
Engineering Department - Proposal - Extension of Water Services - Kearney Lake
Road -

By memorandum dated January 9, 1992, Mr. Paynter circulated with the agenda, a
report on cost-estimates and feasibility of the extension of water services on Kearney
Lake Road - between Bluewater Road and Hammonds Plains Road, as requested by
Council on October 15, 1991.

Councillor Goucher noted that Council is not in receipt of a petition on this project.
Mayor Kelly indicated that the residents were waiting for the cost estimate figures
before considering submission of a petition.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Oickle, it was moved to
defer discussion on possible extension of water services on Kearney Lake Road
until Capital Budget deliberations, subject to receipt of a required petition. The
motion was unanimously approved.

12. CORRESPONDENCE

12.1 Halifax County-Bedford District School Board re Community Education Project

This item was considered previously under items 8.3 and 8.4.
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12.2

13.

14.

14.1

15.

B. Joan Pryde re Community Education Project
This item was considered previously under items 8.3 and 8.4.

MOTIONS OF RECONSIDERATIONS - NIL

MOTION OF RESCISSION

Tax Certificate Charge

On August 20, 1991, Town Council approved a MOTION to reduce the Tax
Certificate Charge from the existing $100 to $50. This motion was subject to
reconsideration, however same was not successful during the September 17, 1991
Council Session. Notice of Rescission on the above Motion was served by Councillor
Goucher during the December 17, 1991 Council Meeting.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Councillor Oickle, it was moved that
Town Council rescind the August 20, 1991 motion to reduce the Tax Certificate
Charge from the existing $100 to $50.

ON MOTION of Councillor Goucher and Cosgrove, it was moved to postpone
Adjournment until 10:20 p.m. The motion was CARRIED. (Councillor Davies
was opposed.)

Councillor Hutt spoke against the motion, stating that he did not feel the Town
should make refunds because it was a long process to locate all who had made the
higher payment.

Councillor Davies also spoke against the motion, stating that the time frame is
irrelevant, and that the fee was changed due to the budgetary process.

In response to a question from Councillor Cosgrove, Mr. English noted that there
had been only two written requests for refunds.

The MOTION was put to the meeting and was LOST. (Councillors Goucher
and Oickle voted in favour of the motion. Deputy Mayor Cosgrove,
Councillors Hutt, Davies, and Maclean voted against the motion. Mayor Kelly
abstained.)

NOTICES OF MOTION - NIL







