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It was moved by Councillor Deveaux and seconded by Councillor Williams: 

“THAI hr. Deioung be allowed to hook into the Tallahassee School sewer system.‘ 
Ebtion Carried. 

Councillor Lawrence advised that there hasn't been a response yet from the School Board and her understanding is that 
the recommendation is coming from the staff to the Board tomorrow so presumably it could be back in Council's hands at 
the next Council Session. 

Councillor Deveaux felt that he hadn't referred it to the School Board as well and Councillor Lawrence said she was 
sure she had read in the hinutes that it had been referred to the Public Works Committee and the School Board. 

Hr. Weech noted that a response had been received from the Department concerning the Cole Harbour Dykes and it's 
requesting that the Councillor who had raised the question be in touch with the Department of the Environment to give 
them more detail as to the extent of the problems concerned. 

Hr. Heath read the first page of the Finance and Executive Committee to Council with respect to the need to udertake 
an Organizational Study of both the Council Committee structure and the Administration structure. 

It was moved by Deputy Warden cast: and seconded by Councillor Fader: 

"THAT the Report of the Finance and Executive Committee be approved.“ 
Hotion Carried. 

Councillor Lawrence inquired how the four firms came to be the short list from whom bids were solicited and Mr. Heech 
said it came about as a result of discussions between himself and Committee and they decided to invite just those four. 

Er. Meech outlined the reasons for the necessity of such a study and there was a great deal of discussion by 
Councillors about the merits and necessity of such a study. 

Councillor Lichter said there is one paragraph which bothers him and that is: ‘we reserve the right to amend our cost 
estimates and staffing should the timing, terms of reference or work plan be changed“. That paragraph negates the 
estimate of 17,000 to 26,000 dollars. Councillor Lichter said he had just read the document hastily but he saw nothing 
anywhere that would seem to indicate that these consultants will take a look at where power can be returned to Council 
from Administration. He has found that Council seems to have the power but they don't have the power- 

Wr. death said that ultimately this kind of an exercise really is to put Council in a position so that it's going to 
have better information available for decision making. 

Councillor Uilliams said he felt that this Report has been brought before Council and it's been a well thought out 
report but he felt that after the election would be the time to bring this before the elected body. He said he was 
afraid with such a study they might be going on a witch hunt and he doesn't think anyone in the building should be 
hurt. 

Hr. Heech assured Council that's not part of the exercise and the consultants are not being asked to look at the 
individuals but at the structure. Mr. Heath said he was hired as Administrator but it is not written down in black and 
white anywhere that he has the authority to hire anyone. In practise and through tradition that's been accepted but if 
somebody wanted to challenge that he has nowhere to go back on. That's just one example. 

Councillor Benjamin said that this proposal is just going to allow the County to advance from a cross-cut saw to a 
power saw. He feels that the Municipal Clerk—Treasurer is doing the job of an Administrator and should be given the 
title. 

Councillor Lawrence noted many reasons why she felt that this decision should not be made now. 

It was moved by Councillor Lawrence and seconded by Councillor Hilliams: 

"THAT the decision on the Report of the Finance and Executive Committee be deferred ntil after November 3, 
1919." 
Horton Defeated. 

Councillor Lawrence asked the comparative costs of the various other firms who bid on this, on what basis was Thorns 
Riddell chosen, an idea of the scale of costs and the time frames proposed by other firms. 

Hr. Fhech said that in the case of Craig and O'Neil the time frame they suggested was somewhere between 18 and 26 weeks 
at an estimated cost of between 31 and 37 thousand. 3.3. intent and Associates indicated a time framework of a to 5 
weeks, estimate cost of li,0O0. Stevenson and Kellogg, time framework suggested as 21 weeks at an estimated cost of 
;?,6T0 and the last being Thorns Riddell who indicated approximately T weeks at an estimated cost of 1? to 26 thousand. 

Councillor Lawrence asked whether time or money were the operative factors in choosing, whether one had any priority 
over the other and Councillor Fader replied.

ll
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Councillor Hargeson inquired about the time frame and Hr. Heech replied that in no way would this study he completed 
before the new Council cones in but it would seem that it's important that people who have had experience are providing 
the input. 

Councillor Peder thanked Council for their decision and Councillor Smith asked if it's been the practise that an 
orientation is onstream for the new Councillors so that they will be enlightened as to where the Departments are, et 
ceteta. Hr. Heech replied that it's a valid point and that there is the handbook which as printed in cooperation with 
the Institute of Municipal Affairs. It gives some general understanding of what the Hunicipal Government in Nova 
Scotia is all about. 

Councillor Hatgeson thanked Council Eor the privilege of attending the annual meeting of the Union of Nova Scotia 
Hunicioalities as their appointed delegate. 

Councillor Eisenhauer made the suggestion that the Local Handbook he sent to all those people who have taken out 
nomination papers. As it contains the Election Act as well, it would be quite helpful to them. 

It was moved by Councillor Fader: 

"THAT Council adjourn.“ 
Motion Carried.
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Present Here: 

zoning Application M-79 - Request by the residents of the Cherleswood Subdivision to zone and rezone the charleswood 
Subdivision, located on Charleswood Drive at Hindsor Junction from 6 (General Building zone) and an LII oned status to 
R-I. (Residential Single Family Dwelling zone). District 14. 

The meeting was opened at 7 pm. by Harden Settle with the Lord's Prayer and Er. Heech called the roll. 

It was moved by Councillor Feder and seconded by councillor Iiallter: 

‘THAT Hrs. llorres be appointed recording secretary.‘ 
Motion Carried. 

Hardeu Settle recapped the rules of the Public Hearing and requested he. Smith of the Planning Department to outline 
the application. 

Miss Smith: This is the Rezoning Application No. 14-79. it's a request from the residents of the Charleawood 
Subdivision (see above for location) to rezone a portion of that subdivision from C (General Building Zone) and an 
unzoned status to R-1 (Residential Single Family Dwelling zone). 'fhis application has been advertised as prescribed 
under the terms of the Planning Act and we have received no cortespondence on this matter, either in favour of or 
opposing it. The subdivision is located on Beaverbank-Ilindeor Junction Road as outlined in black. It's located in 
District 1-’. just opposite Second take. The street that it's located on presently is not paved although there 
apparently are plans to pave the Beaverbank-Uindsor Junction Road. The sketch shows a close-up of the subdivision. 
The broken line indicates the depth of the General Building zoning on the Besverhank-Hindsor Junction Road as wall as 
the Hindsor Junction Road. lt'a approximately 500 feet from the street right-of--way. The remainder of the area is 
unzoned. The little black squares indicate the approximate location of single family dwellings. The only use shown on 
that up is not single family, would he the small block located on the flindsor Junction Road which apparently has an 
office for a construction company. It is recomended that this application to zone and rezone the lands of the 
Charleswood Subdivision be approved by County Council. The application was initiated in the form of a petition from 
the residents of the Charlsswood Subdivision who indicated to us, on a map, the area that they wish to have rezoned, 
which was the area shown on that nap in heavy black. Charleawood Drive is an attractive residential street with 
approximately 36 lots. 26 of these lots are presently developed and all have new single family dwellings on them. The 
remaining lots are undeveloped and forested. The total area to be rezoned includes some Us acres of which is unroned 
presently and approximately lo acres which is general zoning at the moment. The Planning Departeent is recounendlng 
approval of this application because we feel that this is an attractive residential subdivision that deserves the 
protection that R---}. zoning will afford it and I guess the reason, mainly, the residents requested this application was 
the fact that they're concerned with increasing coassercial and industrial development in their area. ‘ 

No questions of Miss Smith were asked by Council. 

Dsve HacLean: My name is Dave Haclean, I'm the area representative in the Riverlake Association for planning and 
development and I've been asked to speak by the residents in support of this motion. Briefly outlined by Ms. Smith and 
I think she described the application pretty well. The citirane are concerned that there may be encroachment on their 
residential area for development other than residential. l was hoping that Eric I-Icfleerney, the Developer, was here 
because I did have several chats with him and I can't speak for him officially but he did tell me that he wasn't 
opposing this type of application. he was a little concerned when they first put in the application that the citizens 
were going to attempt to try and rezone all of Eric's land, which he nay develop in future. and I don't think that was 
the intent of the citizens of the area. ‘may just want to see that particular district that they live in toned 
residential and I think it's a pretty viable request so. as the Chairman of the Planning Committee of the District I 

support it in its entirety. Thank you. 

No questions by Council. 

Warden settle called three times for anyone else from the gallery to speak in favour of the application and there was 
no response. He then called three times for speakers in opposition to the application and there was no response.
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It was movcd by Councillor Benjamin and seconded by Councillor Hnrgeson: 

‘THAI the Zoning By-Law be and the same is hnreby amended by.razon1ng lands of Chnrlenuood Subdivision, located 
on Charlasuood Drive at Hlndaor Jnnstion from G (Gonnral Suilding Zong) and an unzonad status to E-1 (fiasidential 
Single Family Dunlling Zone). District 1%.‘ 
Hntion carried. 

1: as moved by Councillor Benjamin: 
‘THAI Council adjourn." 
Motion Carried.



THE HUNICIPALITY OF THE COUNT‘! OF HALIFAX 

COUNCIL MINUTES 

Tuesday, October 22, 1979 

The council Session was opened at '! p.a. by Harden Settle with the Lord's Prayer and Hr. Heath called the roll. 

It was moved by Councillor Lawrence and seconded by Councillor Eisenhauar: 

“THAT Eire. Morres be appointed recording secretary." 
Motion Carried. 

It we moved by councillor Eisanhauer and seconded by Councillor saith: 
‘TBA! council go into Cousittse of the llhole to discuss Items 2 and 3 on the documentation that was sent out on 
October 1CIth with respect to a discussion on the Planning Act for a submission to the Planning Act Review 
committee secondly the discussion with respect to the reassessment of the approach to the Hunicipal Development 
Plan process.‘ 
.‘-lotion Carried. 

‘Hr. I-hech: ‘me first item on the agenda wee with respect to a discussion on the submission from Council, for the 
benefit of the Planning Act Review Couittee. ‘me intention was that council members individually would have an 
opportunity to express their concerns and views on the existing Planning Act and, at the same time, we would actually 
record these views and then prepare a submission on the basis of that. 

Councillor Lichtar: warden, councillors, I took s look at the recomaendetions or suggestions of the PAC and I would 
like to have my reactions to that recorded. I took than by section and where I made no comment I obviously agreed with 
then. There are not that many where I have no co-aents. Section 22 and Section 51 referred to in that Pei: report, I 

lumped together my reactions basically because I feel that those two are somewhat interrelated. It states that members 
of PAC and members of the Nova Scotis Planning appeal Board should be required to declare their land holdings. Now 
while you know full well that I have no hesitation to declare my land holdings, I maintain that such a requirement is 
not at all reasonable. PM: and the Nova Scotia Planning Appeal Board members hold a great deal of power over those who 
do own lands that they may wish to develop. A declaration of landholding by members of PAC and the Nova Scotis 
Planning Appeal Board would become a deterrent to have landowners serve on these, then it would consist of individuals 
who may not have, and I say may not have - it doesn't mean that they really don't have - who my not have either the 
understanding nor the compassion to make the decisions that will, in the and, determine how ona's private properw will 
be viewed. On these grounds I object to these two reconendations and I suggest that such declaration by members he 
done at a time when an item in which they have a conflict of interest comes under discussion and at such time the 
member should withdraw himself from the debate and from voting rather than have an original declaration once on the 
Board, either PAC or the Nova Scotia Planning Appeal Board. How it somebody wishes to take over I have a number of 
other points but I don't want to hog the floor so perhaps I'll sit down for a few minutes. 

Councillor Deveaux: Section 22, at the top of the page. I really don't feel that a Councillor should be required to 
declare his land holdings. I think there's a lot of other issues, in my opinion, which could be classed more as a 
conflict of interest than a person owning land. I'd like to ask a question about Section 25(l)(a). What‘: stated 
here, it was suggested - I can't see the connection between that suggestion and Section 25(l)(a). If you look at 
Section 12(3). probably that covers it better. 

Councillor Lawrence: Actually that's an extension of the time which any Municipality might need to adopt a Ehnicipal 
Development Plan. This Section 25(1)(a) has to do with reviewing the Regional Plan, which will be in effect until any 
Municipality has a Municipal Development Plan. The intention of the Committee, I think, was to acknowledge the fact 
that certainly this Eiunicipslity, for one, has taken some time to work on its own Eiunicipal Development Plan. 

Councillor flccabe: I've given a good deal of thought to this. I've been concerned as to why 1‘ 'h°“1d 56 IflYb0dY'3 
business other than the owner of the property what they own. I am concerned that maybe, it we Leave the people out 
that own property and have people on the Board that do not own property who would be in a better position to know what 
they do with their property. I think the people in my district are very much concerned over this Regional Development 
Plan. As we all know they were very concerned over the Municipal Plan that was presented to them. Councillor Llchter 
and I have held some meetings, I've attended one in my own district, and I think they made it very clearly known that 
they do not wish to have any plan that would be complied with in the urban areas and acceptable in the urban areas put 
on the rural areas. A good many, and I think I could be corrected by Councillor Lichter, I believe, feel that we are 
not ready for this sort of planning as yet and we would like to have a period of some five years, I believe was 
mentioned, that we can prepare some sort of a plan and then present it to the Provincial Government and see if they 
will accept that. 

Councillor Lichter: Concerning 35(1), I'm in agreement with this section eatcspt for the extension of the appeal period 
from 20 days to 30 days. There are already enough tine delays before final decisions are made and I'm speaking mainly 
about the rlunicipality but I think I could very well include the Provincial Government. It appears to me that whenever 
time limits are extended there will be a built-in delay in the process of the final decision. This is the last thing
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Municipality actually needs, this is why I would like to see that it remain at 20 days rather than 30 days that is 
being mentioned there. Concerning Section c9(8J(e), this Section deals with the 5 percent land donation or cash 
donation not being sufficient in all situations, thus this particular Section asks for a minimum of 5 percent to a 
maximum of 10 percent based on proposed poulation density. Now I feel that I have to object very strongly to this 
being recommended and my reasons are as follows: a) the very fact that one must donate in order to be able to receive 
the green light is almost blackmail and I make no apologies for that statement. b) if 10 acres of land is to be 
developed with high density potention that development is a higher dollar value, consequently, if cash is accepted or 
if land is accepted the ‘donation’ is already a larger value that in case of a 10 acre development that has or will 
have a very low density population. This is why I feel that if we consider this recommendation of PAS carefully we 
discover that there is a double jeopardy built into it which I believe should not be the case and c) we already have 
far too many obstacles which discourage development in our province and I say province because I believe the Planning 
Act refers to the entire province. We heard of developers who have moved from this province because of these obstacles 
and we heard those statements from developers last Dccoberlflovember. Maybe we do not need them or maybe we do not need 
development. I really don't think that the 10 percent is fair. is a last thought on this particular item I'd like to 
mention this. Hhen you "Give the United flay‘ I believe you give voluntarily and you donate, if you like, but when you 
pay your income tax do you consider it to be voluntary or just because the law says you must pay? I don't think 
anybody has ever considered income tax to be a donation, nor should this be considered a donation. Section 61: 
Increase the fines in accordance with the cost of living in 1979. I have a great deal of reservation about such a 
move. In my short experience on Council I've found that some of these provisions of this act were indeed violated. 
Now if you take a look at Section £9(3) which states that in regards to subdivision approvals ‘The Concil shall, 
within four weeks of the receipt of all information asked for, either approve the application or reject it at caters‘. 
Now when you take a look at that section then I think you realise, I believe I'm right when I say this, that there were 
probably many cases where we, the Council, did not subject ourselves to that four week time period which is described 
in this particular section, so obviously we may have been one of the violators of the act but I don't believe at any 
time we were fined for delaying applications that had come our way and we did not process them as we should have. How 
my question is this, was coucil or the person to whom the duties were delegated made to pay these necessary fines, and 
certainly that's not the case. how if any violators of the first provisions of this act were fined they were the 
people who some time, out of frustration or due to a lot of misinformation they received or out of sheer ignorance, 
violated this Act. In 1969 Council came under the Planning Act. I do not know whether this happened willingly or 
otherwise. In I9T5-it came under the Regional Development Plan and I must assume that Council was consulted on this 
and accepted it. or at least did not fight for the needs of the rural residents. Thus we and the Provincial Government 
forced them to violate the act on many occasions - and I mean we actually forced them to violate the Act. How should 
these councillors urge that times be increased I certainly do not believe that they would have the boldness to do so. 
what we should do is fight until the rules of the game are fair for the people, to do our darndest to insure that the 
machinery will work with speed and efficiency and when we have accomplished these then let's speak about fines, but 
certainly not before. Now uder Miscellaneous Items (1) it is suggestgd that in order to better control development 
there-should be a stipulation within the Act that Regional Development Permits should not be issued within the Regional 
Development boundary unless the land on which the development is to be located has a some. How I'm not in favour of 
this recommendation, even though I realise some of the advantages that it has. However, thinkin of the individual who 
wants to build a home on land that is zoned general and the time and expense of zoning that land when it's not zoned I 

feel that this would create an undue hardship for many of the people. After all. there may be very small parcels of 
land, no larger than a lot, being owned by individuals who build on that or plan to build on that particular lot. You 
will see an awful lot of zoning applications, if this becomes reality. I think that we would create a great deal of 
bureaucracy and hardship for the people if we follow that item. Under Miscellaneous Items (3), if this suggestion is 
followed we are adding ten extra days to the already lengthy and cusbersome process that begins with the lot approval 
and ends months and months later with a building permit so I certainly feel that I have to object to having any extra 
time limits added on any of the appeal procedures. 

Councillor Lawrence: I wanted to make some response to some of Coucillor Lichter's points. The first one, Section 22 
and then the similar Section 51 asking that declarations of land holdings be required from members of Planning advisory 
committee and also from rlanning Appeal Board members. Looking at the PAC now I think there is only one member of that 
Committee who does not, herself, directly own land in the County of Halifax. This whole issue arose from a non-Council 
member of Pen who has not been on the Committee now for a year or more. I think Councillor Lichter's point is that it 

may or may not discourage landowning membership in the Committee and I don't think as it now stands. that there's any 
evidence that it has up until now. I think his suggestion as an alternative, that members of the PAC, and maybe even, 
I'm not sure if he extended it to the Provincial Planning appeal Board, but that members should declare possible 
conflict of interest at the time of any discussion on any particular area in the Couty is a nice idea but highly 
unworkable. Taking the last two points that councillor Lichter made - on page 3, Hiscellaneous Item (2), the 
suggestion that Regional Development Permits should not be issued within the Regional Development boundary unless the 
land is as a zone, Councillor Lichter seemed to feel that this would lead to many single lot rezonings. I don't think 
that's necessarily the case. If you recollect where the Regional Development boundary is now, it is sometimes a little 
outside the built-up areas but generally it heme in the particularly built-up areas in the County. They tend to be 
areas that have ratepayers associations, service commissions, bodies like that which could very easily be the vehicle 
for considerable rezoning. Not blanket rezoning in any one particular tone but they could be the vehicle for sizeable 
rezonings. and on page 3, Miscellaneous Item (3), the appeal period. There was a very vivid example given that led to 
this point being made. As you all know, we get copies of the Regional Development Permits. They come in, usually 
towards the end of the week, they are mailed out in a brown envelope with other things, and there certainly is one 
case, an appeal lodged by the Bedford Service Commission in which, because of the mails, the notice of the fact that a 

permit had been issued arrived in the morning and the deadline was that afternoon at 5. That's exactly the reason why 
it was to be extended to 20 days rather than 10. It had happened to people who want to appeal a Regional Development 
?ermit have either just barely made the deadline, through no fault of their own, or I suppose in some cases there might 
be examples of people who have not been able to appeal because they didn't receive in the mail a notice of the permit 
being issued.
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Councillor Eisenhauer: In my opinion, there's something drastically wrong with the whole Act. There's too many things 
that can be put forth without breaking tho law without even the Council knowing about and I'm thinking of the Regional 
Development Plan as one example. I don't understand the District Planning Commission. That is. the people. I don't 
know who's on it, I never heard of them. I don't get any minutes from them. Can someone take the time and explain to 
me what the Planning Commission is, who the people are and how much it costs us per year? 

Harden Settle: The District Planning Commission doesn't exist in Halifax County but when that Act came in we were 
either ahead or behind, whatever the case. There was a body set up known as the HAPC, Metropolitan Area Planning 
Commission and the Minister of Municipal Affairs of that day recognized that group as the equivalent of a District 
Planning Commission. 

Councillor topple: In the Planning Committee's report I would be concerned about sole of tho things mentioned * for 
instance the business of highriss and 5 and 10 percent and so on - and I think we tend to look sometimes, at these from 
the point of view of the developer only. How I would have to Look at the problem from the point of view of the 
developer and from the point of view of the remainder of the taxpayers. I think in this day and age everybody wants 
recreation, all they can get for nothing and I would suggest that if you foot a highrise development with lots of 
people and children in an area. then there's going to be great dmanda for some recreation facilities for those young 
people. who then should pay for it‘! Should the reminder of the cosnunity III)‘ or perhaps should those people 
themselves contribute a bit toward that when they rent or purchase the property? I think contract zoning is one way to 
help people but I still, personally, have anxieties when we talk contract zoning. I can see certain types of contract 
zoning in zones that are of a higher class use, if you wish, and I wonder. although you say you're tied to a contract 
and if you violate the contract you can have it cancelled, but that opens up to no a whole area of how tight the 
contract is in the first place. I would not want contract zoning if it meant some undesirable use that would affect 
the community, even though it was under a contract. The other thing re regional development permits on areas that are 
previously zoned, I think there is some merit in that so often we have people coming before us requesting zoning 
because they assumed, wan they bought their property, that they were in a particular zone and I think perhaps 
something like this might protect property purchasers. I am also concerned about the advertisement of Regional 
Development Permits. I don't see that there's too much wrong with that, I think perhaps we should publicize them a 
little more. I'm concerned that, as I've said before, a lot of the development we have in Halifax county, like the 
problems in Lake Echo with sawmge. the problem Lhave in my area with sewage in the subdivision, perhaps would not have 
ever come about if we had some good planning to restrict those kind of developers in the first place who are now 
leaving it to the Municipality to come up with a fix. 

Councillor Deveeux: I have a number of Sections that I'd like to bring the the attention of the Phfl if I may. Going 
back to the recommendations made by the Pie the second section from the bottom on the first page, Section 33(1), I 
think that should probably be Subsection (2) shouldn't it? Going further down the page, Section 35,(l), according to 
my amendments to Section 16 of the Planning net that period is now 30 days in lieu of 20. I was wondering if Mr. Cough 
or someone could give me a rundown on Section 19(2), and I realize this refers to Hunicipsl Development Plans only and 
not to a Regional Development Plan, but I understood, up until this time at least, regarding regional development 
plans, if you apply and it's in conflict with that plan, you can be refused a permit. Section 19(2) states that no 
Development ?ermit shall be refused by reason only that it conflicts with the Municipal Development Plan. For what 
reasons would the permit be refused? 

Solicitor Cragg: well, if it didn't conform with the intent or the policies that were outlined in the Regional 
Development Plan it would be refused, or the land use conflict. 

Councillor Deveaux: Hell. wouldn't the same thing apply in the case of a Hunicipal Development Plan? 

Solicitor Cragg: well. we don't have the Plan and I'm just wondering if maybe the intent was that there's a proviso 
here in the event that both were still in force. 

Hr. Heech: What we would intend to do, I guess first of all, is summarise the various views that have been expressed 
and then try to put them in some sort of format and than at some point Council are going to specifically have to agree 
or disagree as to what issues they want to put forward in their particular submission, that is Council's position. I 
just wanted to comment on that one question on 19(2). I'm not certain this is the case but in the Municipal 
Development Plan basically you're talking about statements of policies, or in some cases, it could be more in what we 
refer to as the motherhood statements and it possibly may be that if, in fact, the unicipslity didn't follow through 
with the appropriate mechanisms for controlling that particular thing that maybe after consideration, such as in your 
zoning By--Law, and just because there may be a statement in the Hnnicipal Development Plan it's suggested that's not 
permissable if they haven't followed through with effective control mechanisms then I assume that maybe what they're 
saying is that in fact. it couldn't be reviewed just on the basis that there was a statement in the plan that suggested 
that that wasn't something that was permitted or at least should be supported. 

Councillor Deveaux: Section &T(3). This issue had come before Council on several occasions in the past. I don't know 
what the feeling of the other members of Council are but I really feel that if a person. and of course it may depend on 
the circumstances or situation, but you could have people living in a nonconforming situation which probably has 
existed for a number of years, if his house is destroyed by fire or blown down by a hurricane or whatever the case may 
be, I really don't feel we're really accomplishing anything or making a situation any different than it was prior to 
this accident occurring by forcing them to rezone and in many cases, I'm sure it would certainly be an added cost and 
could, in effect, cause other problems to the owner.. Section 52(2), when you get to the bottom line, so to speak, of 
that paragraph, and this came to my attention in a recent appeal by the ratepayers in my district, in many cases that 
last sentence is used as part of an appeal to the Provincial Appeal Board and it reads: “The Council's decision is 
inconsistent with or unnecessary for the protection of the best interests of the Hunicipality'. Once that's put in as 
one of the reasons, in some cases probably the only reason that a case can be appealed on, but I really question the
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word "Municipality". In our case or in cases of districts involved, probably Ratepayers‘ association or other similar 
organizations, I feel it would be better suited if perhaps the word "Z‘Iunicipality" can be changed to "district" or 
"community" or something along those lines, because certainly if that were the case it makes it much easier for the 
App-slant to fight his case, if I might use that term, rather than perhaps put up a case on the basis of serving the 
best interests of the flunicipelity as a whole. 

Solicitor Gregg: Hr. Harden, perhaps I could just remind you that the Board has held on many, many occasions, and in 
fact. it could be taken as law, they don't literally take that as a Municipality. 'al"hst'a good for Jeddore is good for 
Hubbards. They have decided. over and over again, that it is that part of the Municipality immediately adjacent to the 
area in question and affected by it, not literally the uhole Municipality. 

Councillor Deveaux: The last item I have, and it's one which I brought up in Council a year ago August past, Section 
I.9(13). There have been at least two if not three letters go £roe the Municipality to the Minister of ‘Municipal 
Affairs since that time and just a brief explanation. ‘1'h.‘is subsection states basically that a person requires, to have 
a lot approved, that it has to be fronting an approved Department of Highways road. There were a number of lanes in my 
district which were situated there over the years and they're still lanes and as such they're not approved by the 
Minister or Department of Highways. when the sewer lines were laid several years back the sewer lines were indeed 
placed on these lands and there are neny lots that are still undeveloped or have never cone up for approval, 
consequently, the people owning these lots or parcels of land have been and are still required to put forward large 
amounts of eooey to pay for the sewer line which was laid but in essence that it boils dove to is they're paying for 
their sever but they can't have their lot approved. I would respectfully request that the Planning co-sittee have a 
hard look at this with the hope of coming up with sons amendaent or change or something which, in effect, probably 
could apply to e serviced area in lieu of any other area involved because, somehow or other. something is going to have 
to be done for these people. ' 

Councillor Poitier: I guess we all have to speak on this according to our own districts and I refer to Section 11 
where it says property is deemed not be he injurioualy affected by reason of the cousins into force of the Regional 
Development Plan or by reason of its amendment, revision or repeal. Certainly in my area our civil liberties have been 
taken away from us and I really think that soee stipulation should be put into_ effect that this should never be allowed 
to happen again to another area. Should a plan be placed on certain people I think the Government, it services are 
due, should be forced to core along and put these services in. Also I agree with many of councillor I.ichter'e 
statements. particularly, the one of disclosing your landholdings on any of the Boards and Cousittees. I really don't 
see uhy, if it's at your own discretion fine, but it certainly should not be mandatory at all and people sitting on 
these boards, not being involved in owning land or what is involved in working with land or getting things done in the 
way of development, uould certainly find it hard to make decisions with this particular section. There's another itee. 
Miscellaneous Item 2. the recousendstione of the Planning Advisory Board. Also Councillor Lichter spoke on this, that 
in the Regional Development boundary. unless the land on which the development is to be located has a zone. I feel 
very strongly about this restriction on people and their civil liberties being affected and I feel there must be some 
way of planning without being too restrictive to the people. Section 5(c) - certain uses - it's pertaining to regional 
development. Where it says certain kinds of uses in certain areas could be exempted from development permit 
requirements. When it gets down it says, "similarly, all of the rural regions except for the fringes around the town 
and fronting properties on key roads could be excepted from regional development permits“. 1 don't understand that, 
why? 

Sr. Cough: Well, this summary that was given to you is not our interpretation in entirety. He're not entirely in 
agreement with it and what it actually is intended to do, and it does that, is that it just points up some of these 
problems that could, technically, come about or that we could be confronted with and this is just a matter of opinion 
what could happen. I'm not saying that it will. it won't. Those involved with the process will have some stronger 
thoughts on it than others. 

Councillor Poiier: It's just that I didn't understand it. 

Hr. Gough: Well, do you agree that certain kinds of uses in certain areas could be exempt from the development permit 
requirement? An obvious example would be a small scale developeent proposal such as an addition to a house, at cetsra. 

Councillor Poitier: It's the last two lines I don't understand. 

Sir. Cough: "All of rural regions except for the fringes around towns and fronting properties on key roads could be 
exempted.“ Well, if I could just expand on that. The approach that we've taken to our own fiunicipsl Development Plan 
procedure really only refers to the urbanising sector and the other sections are even excluded from it. This is the 
way we're starting right now. 

Councillor Poitier: So you don't need a Regional Development permit outside the developed areas? 

.‘lr. Cough: You do, but they can set up regulations that would state that there could be certain exemptions for it. 
For instance, fire hals don't require a Regional Development Permit, neither does a school. 

Councillor Laurence: Some things have gone by so there's no point commenting on than now, but one of the items that 
Councillor Llchter brought up and several other Councillors have mentioned, I could perhaps give my side of the issue 
on the land donation, so-called land donation, Section t'.9(8)(e). Councillor Lichter objects to that term. Actually 
"contribution" is the word that I think is used in that particular section. I agree that it probably is not voluntary 
and that. I think, is what he use objecting to, the connotation that it was from any developer's free will. Referring 
to Councillor E.isenhauer‘s objections to what he considers to ‘be, in effect. a double whammy, one from the Change of 
Use Tax. which is in the Assessment Act, and the other to do with this donation or contribution or whatever you want to
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call it for recreation, I know that Councillor Eisenhauer lives in a sizesble subdivision in his district which has 
been extremely happy to have the 5 percent that we're able to take through this procedure and Councillor Eieenhauer is 
on the Recreation Comittee and therefore on the Joint Committee which reviews donations or contributions to be made 
under this requirement. I think a situation when there is very little development and there are maybe four, five or 
six lots that it seems less acceptable perhaps to extract this 5 percent as it is now than it would be if the area's 
building up. but when you have a subdivision which begins by maybe 5, ID, 20 lots or so, grandually builds up to the 
extent, for example, of the Highland Park one, which has I think, something like 150 households now, that recreation 
land that is set aside through this process is valued enormously by the people who live there. The rationale for 
increasing the percentage with the increased density, I think, is fairly clear. If you're getting a density in an area 
that is for example, there are parts of Bedford that are zoned R-fl and quite large parts of Bedford are toned ass. 
Apartment house development, a large scale amount of it, certainly does not usually leave anything in the way of space 
around those buildings other than parking lots. Parking lots are not a good place for kids to play or for people to be 
able to have an outdoor barbeque if they don't have balconies or something like that and I really think that this 
provides a means of setting aside some land or setting aside some money that can be used to buy land for the people who 
are going to live in those kind of developments. 

Councillor Lichter: Just a couple of comments. one of them is that maybe you're right councillor Lawrence that in 
areas where there are highrises or four storey buildings, at caters, those things are necessary. but any time a 
statement is made in the Planning act that applies to the entire Province - now the day people in my area are going to 

ask for parkland is going to be a day probably in the year three thousand. our parklands are the lands that we haven't 
been able to develop and never will be able to develop. I understand that the donation is required only when you go 
beyond three lots. haybe our people don't get to complain at all, they have never been fortunate enough to be able to 
go beyond the three lots because of the legional Development Permit requirements. Now I mentioned earlier that I have 
a few comments that I'd like to make general to the Planning Act and one of the is that when the Act contain a set of 
interpretations I believe that no one should be allowed to change any of these and use his own interpretation and I'll 
tell you in a minute what I mean. Now as I understand it we have no Subdivision By-Laws in this County, isn't that 
correct? 

hr. cough: we don't have a Subdivision by-law but we do have Subdivision Regulations. 

Councillor Lichtar: Ihat's not the same thing. That calls for extra interpretation. we have no Subdivision By-Law, 
thus if we follow the Act and if we don't.violate it we must act under Section l(i)(2) I believe and not under Section 
1(i}(1). It states quite clearly there that the interpretation of this Act is, which we are not to violate, is 
subdivision means any area of land which has been divided, into two or more parcels where a Hunicipal Subdivision 
By-Law is in effect. It doesn't say Hunicipal Subdivision By-Lew or Regulations or some uderstandings or some 
agreements, it just simply states unicipal Subdivision By-Law and if I have learned anything on this Council, and I 

think I have, a Subdivision By-Law would be a By~Law that's approved by the Minister. Regulations need not be approved 
by the Minister, is that correct? 

Hr. cough: Both Subdivision Ey-Laws and Regulations have to be approved by the Hinister. 

Councillor Lichtsr: They do have to be approved. so do they mean Subdivision By-Law and Subdivision Regulation to 
mean exactly the same thing? 

Hr. cough: for our purposes, we're under a transitional period and the Minister has ordered our Subdivision 
Regulations kept in effect, the same as the zoning By-Law. 

Councillor Lichter: Okay, so we are legally using the term subdivision, any piece of land divided into two or more. 
Number two point, Section 3(3) speaks about notice before designation. All right, I agree, the Minister shall - but 
the interesting thing here is that he shall inform us 60 days in advance. but than if you go to the next point which 
is é(1}, this to me means that in 1975 what may have happened, this Hmnicipelity was informed 60 days in advance that 
we were going to be included in a regional development plan and than they exercised their prerogative not to consult 
you people because the word ‘may’ appears there. I strongly urge PAC that they definitely make representation that 
where, in Section 3(3) and Section £(2) the wording should read ‘the Hinister shall‘ rather than ‘the Minister may”. If 
we are informed that something is going to happen to us, than at least we should be consulted and the Minister should 
have no option on that consultation process. I think you understand what I'm saying. Number 3, Councillor Deveaux 
spoke on this but I think I've got to add to that. Part (a), lbnconforming uses. on the principle that nonconforming 
users were there first and zoning came after, I feel that this whole Section should be revised extensively. I think I 

heard mentioned in this Council many times that first come is the consideration that we have given to rezoning 
applications and so on. In particular, the following Sections should become less restrictive: Section éltl), which 
just talks about no structure alterations, at caters; Section fi1(3}, when a fire destroys a building 50! or more the 
hardship suffered by the owners is substantial without adding to this, yet the clause referred to here does nothing 
more than create further hardship and I think this was the point Councillor Deveaux was making. In some cases this 
hardship is extended to those who may be gainfully employed up to the time of the fire and following that will not be 
able to remain in the employ of that firm. Section &7{5), discontinuance of use for a period of six months. Now since 
it is not inconceivable, particularly if you're watching the stockmarket and if you're going to watch how many small 
businesses are going to go down the drain in the next few months, it's not inconceivable that, due to market conditions 
and the industry or an apartment building or any such nonconforming user may discontinue to be in use for 6 months and 
the change in conditions after 6 months may make it possible to have to start up again, the section referred here makes 
it impossible or very nearly impossible, so I think that 6 month period is totally unfair. Section 5?(2)(a), (b) and 
{c} which deals with the powers of the Supreme Court. I must state that these Sections are far too harsh. New in 
addition to the fines that are stated elsewhere, it is inconceivable, at least to me, that someone's property would not 
only be ordered to be demolished by Supreme Court, but in addition the owner would be charged for all costs, including 
legal fees, et cetera.
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Councillor Eisenhauer: A suggestion for development permits on appeal, I agree with the 20 days rather than 10. 

Solicitor Cragg: In the notes prepared by PAC it states that the appeal period for regional development permits is 
presently 10 days and it is where an appeal is from the granting of a permit. I think the majority of appeals from the 
directorates decisions are for the refusal of the permit, which is 60 days. My experience has been that there's been a 
great many more appeals from the refusal not the granting. 

Councillor Deveaux: The only comment I have Hr. Chairman is regarding the suggestion by Councillor Lichter regarding 
Section 4(2). Certainly I have no objection to changing the word ‘may’ to ‘shell’ but perhaps some of the Councillors 
weren't around at that time. when the Regional Development Flan was made public it was made public 2 years prior to 
caning into effect. There was a meeting held at the government buildings downtown and all members of Council of the 
three local municipalities were invited to attend and there were a number of public hearings held during the following 
2 years. Unfortunately, not as many suggestions were made to amend it as should have been but it's only fair to state 
that we certainly did have an opportunity to express our objections. If I remember correctly, and perhaps someone can 
look up the records, but I think I'm safe in stating that when it came time to approve the Plan, I believe Council 
really did not give their consent to the Regional Development Plan. 

warden Settle: I think that's quite true councillor and I think it went further than that. I can recall a meeting 
held down in the Legislative Chamber where there were I think 30 or £0 briefs tron con-unity groups suggesting things 
that were wrong with the Plan but I don't think very many of them were listened to then. 

Councillor I-Isrgeson: We were all asked to submit anything we- had in the form of good suggestions or that we thought 
were good suggestions. It is necessary. and since being on the Pan, 1 find that a person's knowledge of applications 
and permits. setbacks and things of that nature, becomes broadened and I also have iound that some of the developers 
voluntarily like to contribute to a playground area in their areas and not only asks a cash donation but sometimes add 
a piece of land for this purpose. one of the things that I have found is that when we hand out permits for various 
things in our own Municipality that perhaps we should be helping the people that we hand out permits to so that we can 
be giving them pieces of literature that would be helpful to than in the implementation of what they wish to do. I 
think this is a very valuable thing and I would like our Planning people to consider this. The Regulations and acts 
are put there to help our people but sometimes the interpretation of them is what we need and in some ways we might be 
able to help the people when they come in for these things. I'm not in favour. of course, of disclosing anything that 
I on publicly. If anybody wishes to know what I have they can come over and talk with me and I'd be happy to set this 
down before them. That’: eons of the things that I've seen and I think there are seen good changes and good thoughts 
that were expressed here this evening and perhaps it's a very worthwhile exercise. 

Councillor Smith: I just want to add my point and echo son of the contents that were already made. especially the one 
on Sections 22 and 51. I feel that it's being discriminatory, especially if it was suede mandatory that persons were to 
reveal their landholdings or declare them. It seems that our rights and privileges are being taken away from us little 
by little and things could be another way. If a person wants to declare it voluntarily, then that's up to them. In 
Section £u9(8)(b), it was my understanding that 5 percent was to be for recreation purposes and I believe that 52 should I be adequate to take care of the needs of the majority of the places. If the urban areas require mre then perhaps they 
should be loolted after in that nanner, not make it mandatory for the rural areas to give over £02 when we have more 
than enough recreation area in the rural areas as is. Then in the Miscellaneous Items, Section 3, I agree with the 20 
days instead of the 10 days of appeal. As well, there's the concern of dividing the portions of land. It's kind of 
hard to understand a person only wanting to take one lot of land. let's say 20,000 square feet for one lot and they 
have to go to work and sunny perhaps 50 acres. It doesn't make much sense to me when all that would be necessary 
would be to survey off the portion that they want instead of having to go to the added cost of surveying the 50 acres. 

Kr. Cough: Well, the last incident that Councillor Smith mentioned about somebody having to possibly survey the 50 
acres to maybe get one lot, that is not a requirement under the terms of our Regulations. All we require is the lot 
that is so being created to be surveyed. 

but in a manner of speaking on it, I believe the recreation areas should be determined by the sire of the subdivision 
that's going to be built. Now I know ot a subdivision that's being built up. 52 of land of that subdivision I don't 
believe is going to be very much in years to come for recreation purposes. Uhen a subdivider or developer comes in 
with a plan for 50 homes, you're going to have a lot more people than you would have with 15 or 20 homes and I think 
there should be a little more consideration given there. ‘But the main thing with me this evening is what it actually 
cost the County for the Municipal Development Plan. 

Deputy Warden Gaetz: Hr. Harden, this might not be quite in conformity with what we've been discussing this evening,

D 

Councillor Lawrence: I think that Mr. Ken Uilson could give you the exact figure but I know that 5:00 and some thousand 
dollars was our share. The total was twice that but the County paid only 502 and the Province paid the other 502. 

Councillor Llchter: I just want Councillor Smith to understand what she actually supports. When you indicated the 20 
day appeal period, that you do support it, I think you've got to understand that we are talking about once a Regional 
Development Permit is approve it's being held for 10 days so people could appeal against it. In other words, if your 
neighbour doesn't want you to build a home he has 10 days to appeal and what Psc is saying here is that that neighbour 
should be given 20 days. This is going to mean that the Regional Development Permit is going to be held in absysnce 
for 20 days. Subdivision plans are held in abeysnce for Id days. How many days are building permits held in aheyance, 
or are they? What I am getting at is that whenever we increase the number of days for appeal we are adding that many 
days to the process. 

Councillor Eisenhauar: What concerns me I guess with the Act is the power of the Governor-in-Council. If we could



Council hinutes ' T - October 22, 1979 

take the power fro: the Governor-in-council from this Act then I would be perfectly satisfied with this act. My whole 
problem is how we can limit the powers of the Governor-in-Council. can we make that request? 

Solicitor Crsgg: That's the Cabinet. 

Councillor Topple: I would suggest, H. Harden and Solicitor, that there's no such thing as a Municipal Government in 
the eyes of the British North America act and perhaps that's the answer. The Provinces are responsible, therefore 
they're not going to give that responsibility away. 

Mr. Hench: The Planning Act Review Committee has received a fair amount of briefs and submissions to date which would 
indicate there is great concern in other parts of the Province as well about the amount of involvment by the 
Provincial Government and it does seem to be coming across that, in fact, they feel the Hunicipalities are at the local 
government level; they should be given a little bit nore autonomy or independence in terms of planning because, in 
fact, while the Planning Act suggests that there's regional planning as well as municipal planning. The nly part of 
the Province that has a regional plan to date is in the Halifax Couty area, so that in fact, in many cases the 
Province is dictating that municipalities plan but they're not planning themselves. at least you cannot find out what 
their policies are on various issues and that message is coming through quite often actually. I just wanted to suggest 
to you that there's nothing wrong with expressing that concern because that is being said in almost all the areas that 
we've been to date. 

Councillor Smith: i feel I should go on record as saying I did misunderstand that Section under Hiscelleneoue 3. I 
thought it was referring to the appeal period for persons whose permits were rejected and I do feel that the 
development permits are plenty long and there is another point I wanted to make. It's in the Planning Act, Section 
i7(3) concerning the nonconforming use. I feel that if a home is located on a property and it ill of a nonconformin 
use than that person should be allowed to rebuild, or anyone as far as that goes, if their business was destroyed by 
fire with no fault of their own. They should be allowed to rebuild. 

Councillor Margeeon: hr. chairman and friende,'when we had that situation in Bedford at that time I asked for some 
research. It doesn't happen very frequently but I'm wondering if there was some way that when somebody has suffered a 
loss because of a fire that we should be able to put our mechanism into gear and have an appeal within 30 days or 
something of that nature. I think that would be something that we could add to the act because of the nature of the 
hardship. 

Solicitor Gregg: ‘Hr. Harden, there's nothing in the Planning Act that provides for it. It may be a little stringent 
but I know it's interpreted very liberally. Hhathar that warrants some changes in the Planning act I don't know for 
sure. I don't think anyone's really been harmed. 

Councillor Mrgeson: You wouldn't see any objection though. to it being in there that, in a case of hardship, a 
hearing could be held within a period of 30 days? 

Solicitor Cragg: I'm not too sure that there really is a provision for a hasrin if somethin is damaged. There are 
some provisions for hearing an appeal, for example, if someone fails to comply with an ordinance re a nonconforming 
use. It perhaps may be one-sided there. But I know it's been interpreted quite liberally when it has been. 

hr. Reach: I think it's fair to say too, that this seems to be universal. There is a lot of apprehension about this 
particular section in the Planning Act and I would think that what people are concerned about is that at least there 
should be a mechanism whereby if one had a residential unit and it burned, even though it's a nonconforming use, that 
in fact they shuld be permitted to rebuild a residential unit. 

councillor Devaaux: Regards to our Solicitor's comments, in actual fact though if a residence or building which is 
nonconforming is destroyed by a fire or otherwise to the degree stated in the act than the Euilding Inspector cannot in 
fact issue a building permit. 

Solicitor crsgg: That's correct Hr. Harden. That's why I'm suggesting it perhaps is a little bit one-sided but it's 
only when it's destroyed over 50 percent of the value that is in issue and I'm really not aware of any nonconforming 
residential uses. 

Councillor Lawrence: Sr. Harden, for a dissenting view perhaps I could refer you to page 9 of the commentary that the 
Planning Staff circulated saying ‘Section #8 was based on the recognition that rather than suffering from being 
declared nonconforming an owner might actually enjoy a special privilege. He does not have his property rights 
restricted in the same way that his neighbours do. In the case of a commercial use this privilege could place the 
owner in a favourable competitive position since no other commercial use in the area can be developed without 
rezoning." I realize this perhaps is a minority view but I point it out to you. 

Councillor Benjamin: 1 just want to comment on the nonconforming use. To me, the zoning that is put in there is s 
planning procedure. If we, at the time of changing toning, put in the wrong zone then we are at fault. Otherwise, the 
zoning program as I see it. would be a wasted effort if we're letting all these loopholes go through. Now I'm all for 
zoning and I'm going to stress that. because I feel that it is a substitute of the Municipal Development Plan and 
that's the only instrument I have to control the type of development in District In. Now the Hunicipal Development 
Plan. as has been commented here, has been very expensive. I think everybody in the County will agree with that, but 
there has been a lot of good value come out of that Municipal Development Plan. It's not all a waste. I think if we 
take those facts and build on then we can certainly build our communities, using the resources that they accumulated, 
and we can really go on to have planned development in all the districts. This 5 percent land use for recreational
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use, 1 would not be in favour of seeing that enlarged. Regardless of what you call it, whether it's a donation, 
regulation or anything else it is a good effective plan because it helps the developers, at least the people that buy 
the lands that the developer is opening up. We've got to look to the future and we've got to live in the area. How u it's only through careful planning that we can avoid these things and there's things, such as in the health field, that 
I would like to see, perhaps attached in a memo to the deeds, whereby if a particular lot has been rejected for health 
reasons, for water, for sanitation, unable to put septic fields in, perhaps that should be incorporated in the dead or, 
in other words when they sell that property the person that buys it will find out that, gee, I have no water on my ' property, or at least the voter I do have is contaminated. These are things that should protect the buyer. we don't 
have those in our present Planning Act. Uith regard to the time for appeal, I would feel that even 20 days is better 
than the 10 and 1 think. the idea of holding back development the extra 10 days, as Councillor Lichter has mentioned, I 
think it's a real safeguard. Us should be careful to consider it. Rather than being too free with our permits we will 
be more careful if we have this type of extended regulation. Noll the other points, such as declaring their holdings, I 
agree with sons of the other Councillors who have said it is not necessary. I see no point in that. 

Councillor ‘topple: I've listened to discussions both says and 1 don't completely agree with uhst we have in the 
Planning act on nonconforming uses. I feel that zoning is a good thing, i‘n for zoning but I don't think you should be 
able to zone somebody out of existence. I think the way the situation exists now, you can do that and I would not only 
feel that we protect residential nonconforming uses, I think. if there's a legal commercial or industrial nonconforming 
use in existence and if people choose to build nearby that type of dsvelopuesnt than I don't see that after they get 
there they should be able to ask to have it zoned out of existence. I feel that if, for instance, a commercial use 
does burn beyond 50 percent I think the say the Act should read is that that particular use should be allowed to 
rebuild no more extensively but at least rebuild to the level at which it was before. 

3-Ir. Ehecht Many of the things that have been raised tonight are not uncommon in other parts of the Province, there‘: 
no question about it. I think it's fair to say that at this point there's not a great amount of opposition to the 
Planning Act itself pct as but some of the specifics and more importantly, especially in the rural areas, the concern 
seems to be with regulations, such as health regulations and the process that people must go through to receive 
approvals, et cetera. I think the other thing that's coeing through is that people believe there should be a different 
attitude infused into the planning process when you're talking about rural areas versus urban areas and that, in fact, 
it may not be practical to expect that you're going to plan in rural conaunities and subject than to urban planning 
principales. The Pact of the matter is also in connection with the Regional Development Plan, I think one of the 
things that may be wrong with it from what I've heard about it, not having yet had the opportunity to read it clause by 
clause, that in fact, maybe it's gone too far in term of dealing with specifics and it would seem more appropriate 
that that be dealt with by the Municipal Development Plan process and not by the Regional Development Plan process. 
‘rhs other thing I think it's fair to say, for your own benefit, while in fact a committee was established to 
specifically review the Planning act, it seemed to have a fairly broad mandate in terms of, not suggesting they're 
going to be able to correct all these things but most of the submissions that are coming foruard in many cases relate 
to problems that people are having in, naturally their on areas, specific areas, and in fact these things are lasing 
encouraged. Nov granted, the Chairman oust qualify some, at least must make the people avers of the fact that it 
shouldn't be perceived that the Planning Act Review Consittea is going to resolve all these things, because at the end, 
naturally, the Committee is just going to nalte the report and racomsandations to the Minister and, as I understand it, 
then it will flow through to the Policy Board and then subsequently to Cabinet. Hbat we Hill try to do is take the 
transcript and than have the Staff maybe summarize the various views that have been put forward, then I think what we 
should do is circulate that draft again to all the Councillors so that at least you can insure that we have, in fact, 
interpreted your views appropriately " but then at some point I think there's going to have to be some specific 
direction as it relates to the brief from the Council itself. 'l'h.at's not to restrict any individual Councillor from 
going forward to the Planning Act Review Committee if, in fact, we'll say the Council as a Whole is not prepared to 
support it. I think they, as individuals, leave it wide open to go in and express those views personally if, in fact, 
they may differ from the collective view of Council. ' 
Councillor Margaeon: There is, in addition to what one sulaaitted by PAC, sonsthing to come from Staff? 

are actually two items; there was this suussery that we have done, nade up from actually certain planning techs that were 
available. The information use available to the Province and the Planning Advisory Committee's thoughts when they 
discussed the review of the Act. 

Hr. Cough: councillor Hargeson we've given an overview or sumaary of the Planning Act. It was attached to it. There

D 

same nature that the Council or the elected representatives would be. I know that there have been lots of councillors 
that have run into frustrating problems as far as it affects their political endeavours but believe you me, the problem 
is on the other side of us too. We're struggling with this thing and it isn't all, well if Councillor Lachanca was 
here he'd say ‘apple pic’, but I've got another word for it sometimes and you know, I can give you a very, very typical

U 

Mr. Cough: Hell, I guess I've got all sorts of concerns with the Act myself but I don't think they would be along the

' 
example of where a government or the process, really, could beat the poor applicant into the ground and they could 
never, ever recover through the appeal process and it really, in my opinion, isn't fair. Another interesting thing is 
that there's no provision in the Planning Act for a tentative plan, yet evsrybody's regulations has them. There's no 
appeal on a tentative plan, just a final plan. if you were a developer and you went out and you spent half a million 
dollars on roads and sewer and water and you received he, shall we say, objection or an appeal file on your tentative 
plan and then, because some little guy down the road doesn't like what you're doing or maybe you did something that I affected him and he feels he's been aggrieved, that's a word that I think you should get a meaning of in the Act there 
Mr. .“[eech, but he could file an appeal and, in essence, what he's done is he's put half a million dollars that's been 
invested in ground literally to a standstill for maybe six or eight months and that's what happened with one or two 
contractors, they just went bankrupt with the appeal process. There's another thing that sometimes people think and 
feel that an appeal could be lodged with the Planning appeal Board on a decision of the Department of Eiighuays or the 
Department of Health, and in the event that the Department of ‘Health has rejected a lot and the person was to appeal it
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the appelant feels that the Planning Appeal Board will overrule the Health Inspector and neybe if you asked an 
interpretation of the Act. maybe the Planning Appeal Board has the right to overrule the Health Inspector. But when it 
all boils down again what has he achieved? He's got an approved lot and he can't get a building permit on it so he 
hasn't achieved anything. 

Harden Settle: 3-Ir. Heath was going to make a constant, I think there was another itsns planned for tonight. 

31:. Heath: Yea, E-Ir. warden. the other ites that has been placed on the agenda relates back to some doclnssntstion or 
srritten material. that had gone out earlier, I guess over your signature, with respect to s sunnanr of the transcripts 
from the public meetings that were held in the urban area and I guess one of the things that use suggested in that was 
whether or not, after going through your first round or meetings in the urban area whether there was anything gained by 
discussing the present structure that's in place to achieve the Municipal Devslopoent Plan and. I guess specifically 
from any point of view, or at least as I interpret it. the present situation we have is the entire Council turns the 
3-lunicipal Development Plan Committee and I night as well issue ny own personal observations. I guess one of the things 
that we'd like to have discussed at some point, and maybe tonight is not suited to that because of the hour and the 
fact that, I guess, the elections are iepanding and us also have this organisational study underway, but at the sane 
tine whether, in fact. it's possible to believe we can achieve the development or the formulation of these plans by 
having the entire Council tore the I-Iunicipal Developaeent Plan Connittee. I think in the final analysis, it's the 
Council who has to approve, disapprove or whatever. but in practise, when you're developing the process. where it 
requires a fair amount of detailed, frank discussion on various issues, I just wonder whether or not it a committee the 
site of this council is a practical means of achieving that and that's essentially one of the things that we wanted to 
have the Council generally discuss without taking necessarily, any position on it at this time, but maybe in light of 
these other factors it say be better to defer it until subsequent to the election and the organizational study, at 
which time we could Just have another general rehash of the thing. 

Agreed by Council. 

It was moved by Deputy Harden Gaetz: 

"THAI Council adjourn.‘ 
3-lotion Carried.




