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The Deputy Warden then outlined to those present in the Council
Chambers, the procedure which would be used for the Public Hearing;
advising that a member of the Planning Staff would give a presentation
on the application subject to questions from Council, subsequent to
which speakers in favour and then speakers in opposition would be
heard. Subsequent to this, the floor would be open to comments and a
motion from Council.

ZONING APPLICATION # 15-81

Ms. Dorothy Smith of the Planning Department came forward at this point
to outline to Council the request to zone Block E-9 and Lots 1139 to
1143 inclusive, located on Colby Drive and Hampton Green at Colby
Village, Cole Harbour, District 7 from an unzoned status to TH (Town-
house) Zone.

Ms. Smith advised that the application had been duly advertised as per
the provisions of the Planning Act and that one letter had been
received in opposition to it, which would later be read to Council.

Ms. Smith advised that the application had been received from Clayton
Developments Limited, requesting that Block E-9 (Colby Drive) and Lots
1139 to 1143 inclusive (Hampton Green) in Colby Village be zoned to TH
(Townhouse) Zone.

The purpose of the request, as stated by Clayton Developments Limited,
is to permit the eventual subdivision and sale of both sides of the
approximately thirty semi-detached buildings that they plan to
construct.

Ms. Smith advised that the present zoning (unzoned) of the properties
in question permits the construction of semi-detached structures; TH
(Townhouse) zoning is required to enable the developer to subdivide and
sell separately the two units which will be located in each building.

With the use of an overhead projected map Ms. Smith described the
surrounding area and the lots in question, advising:

"This particular zoning application covers two separate parcels of land
totalling approximately 7.5 acres.

The first parcel Block E-2, is located on Colby Drive and when
subdivision is complete will total approximately fifty (50) lots.

Block E-9 is bounded to the West by Afton Court along which are located
semi-detached units. Directly across Colby Drive to the North from the
parcel in question, are situated a number of Single Family Dwellings
and Colby Village Elementary School.

To the East of Block E-9, Single Family Units line Colby Drive while
to the South, lies raw land slated for future development.

The other parcel of land, Lots 1139 to 1143, for which TH (Townhouse)
Zoning has been requested is located on Hampton Green.
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This parcel, which will be eventually re-subdivided into ten lots, is
bounded to the West and North by vacant land and to the East by
Hollyocake Lane along which are situated Single Family Units.

Directly across Hampton Green from the area in question, lies a number
of Single Family Dwellings and the point where Heathland Way, a street
totally comprised of semi-detached units,accesses onto Hampton Green'.

Ms. Smith then went into detail in regard to the present zoning
advising:/ "Block E-9 is presently of an unzoned status as is
surrounding land excepting property immediately to the West fronting on
Afton Court which is zoned TH Zone.

Lots 1139 to 1143 are also of an unzoned status while property
immediately to the west is zoned R-1 (Residential Single Family
Dwelling ) Zone. The zoning in effect to the Southwest is TH Zone
while remaining property in the immediate area is unzoned."

Ms. Smith informed Council that as the parcels of land in question are
located within a serviced area of the Municipality, the application was
submitted to the Department of Public Works and Engineering, who
advised: "There would be a total of 25 lots, i.e. 50 units. The
proposed density of Block E is only about 23 per acre, which is higher
than the design densities of the sanitary sewer. However, the overall
density in that area would be within the design density. Therefore,
there is no reason from Engineering and Works point of view why the
rezoning approval cannot be given....Lots 1139 to 1143 inclusive abut
on Hampton Green. There would be a total of 5 lots and 10 units.
Similarly, there is no reason from Engineering and Works point of view
why the re-zoning approval cannot be given."

Ms. Smith then proceeded to outline the opinion of the Municipality's
Planning and Development Department.

"Given that the surrounding land use of both parcels is residential -
the proposed use of the property is of a residential nature - the
requested zoning will permit only residential development; the purpose
of the request is simply to allow the sale of both sides of
semi-detached units (that can be constructed but not sold separately
under the present zoning status) the Planning and Development
Department recommends that this application be approved by County
Council."

Ms. Smith advised that the Planning Department has had enquiries from
many of the local residents who seem to be somewhat confused about the
zoning requests. She reiterated the fact that the Developer can
construct the Townhouse now, under the present 2zoning but, they cannot
be subdivided and sold or rented separately with separate water and
sewer hook-ups. With the requested zoning Townhouses can be.
semi-detached with separate water and sewer and can be sold:
generally, she advised a home that is sold will be taken better care of
and thus, will enhance the neighbourhcod. She felt this proposed
rezoning would benefit the neighbourhood and stressed, that the
Developer was not requesting a status which would enable him to build
"Row Housing".
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Questions and Comment From Council

Councillor McInroy requested whether, if left unzoned (or general
zoned) would the Developer then be permitted to construct "Row
Housing".

Ms. Smith answered that he would not.

Councillor MacKay questioned why all the rest of the Land in Colby
Village came to be zoned while these two parcels were left out. Ms.
Smith advised him that there were large portions of Colby Village which
were, as yet, unzoned and have been for years.

At this point in the meeting, Mr. Kelly read to Council the letter
which had been written by some of the area residents in response to the
Public Hearing advertisement, and which was in opposition to the
proposed TH Zoning.

The letter stated that they were opposed to any zoning other than R-1
on the land in question for the following reasons:

1. "The natural flow of housing from Cumberland Drive to Heathland
Way would indicate that R-1 zoning is appropriate for these lots;

2. There would be a "green belt" buffer zone between these lots and
commercial property facing on Cole Harbour Road. There
fore, no need exists to zone them other than R-1;

3. Zoning other than R-1 will promote high density problems such as
severly increased traffic flow, increased pedestrian traffic, the
possibility of increased vandalism all leading to a decrease in
the value of existing properties;

4. Statements made to several residents by the developer of Colby
Village at the time the residents purchased their homes, clearly
indicated that Single Family Residences were to be built on these
lots."

The letter concluded as follows: "We feel that any zoning other than
R-1 on these properties prior to formal approval of the Municipal
Development Plan, is inappropriate. .. It is our intention to make our
view known to the committee currently studying the Municipal
Development Plan."




PUBLIC HEARING - 5 = OCTOBER 26, 1981

The letter was signed by the following persons:

Mr. Donald and Mrs. Bernice Dawe, 120 Hampton Green.
Mr. & Mrs. G. S. MacLeod, 112 Hampton Green.

Mr. Robert G. Harris, 71 Hollyoake Lane.

Mr. Doug Rawle, 110 Hampton Green.

Mr. Stan and Mrs. Barb Riley, 108 Hampton Green.

The above named residents were in attendance in the Council Chambers.

Speakers in Favour of the Zoning Application

Mr. Mike Lawd, Clayton Developments Ltd.: Mr. Lawd advised: Lots 1139
to 1143 inclusive, as well as Block E-9 have been given final subdivi-
sion approvals for R-2 (Residential Two Family Dwellings). However, he
advised that Clayton Developments did not want to proceed under the R-2
zone, as in that manner, one person may end up owning the whole struc-
ture, with one other family renting the other half, or you could end up
with two renters. As well he substantiated Ms. Smith's statements in
regard to the separate hook-ups for sewer and water, etc. He felt it
would be a good idea to have Housing Units on the market in a good
price range, which is not available, presently, in Colby Village.

He reminded Council that Clayton Developments had a Public Hearing in
regard to these same lots, in 1977, at which time they had requested
Commercial Zoning, which was turned down by Council. He proceeded to
outline to Council the zoning of the surrounding areas and the struc-
tures built on these lands, as well as pointing out the Green Belt. He
advised that he did not know why the residents have been expecting R-1
zoning in the area when it has been obvious all along that the area
would be a mixture of Commercial and Residential Zoning.

In response to questioning from Councillor MacDonald, Mr. Lawd advised
that the price range for this housing would be approximately the middle
sixties.

There were no more Speakers in Favour of the Zoning Application.

Speakers in Opposition to the Zoning Application

Mr. Greg MacLeod, 112 Hampton Green, Colby Village: Mr. MacLeod was
one of the residents who had signed the aforementioned letter in oppo-
sition to the zoning requests.

Mr. MacLeod reiterated the concerns of the residents expressed in that
letter and further advised that when he had gone to purchase his home,
he had asked the Developer point-blank, what type of dwellings or other
structures would be built on the vacant properties. He had been
advised that they would be single family dwellings. It was his conten-
tion that R-1 zoning would be the most appropriate zoning for lots 1139
to 1143 inclusive; it was his feeling that any other zoning would im-
pair his property value and the properties up as far as Heathland Way.
He advised that the Housing on the other side of the road up to Holly-
oake Drive is all Single Family Residences and he felt the same would
fit in with this area.
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In regard to the comments by Clayton Developments Limited; that the
Townhouses would provide a buffer between the Housing and the Commer-
cial areas, it was his contention that the Green Belt that is already
there, serves as an adequate buffer zone and no additional buffer is
needed.

Councillor Margeson questioned whether the Planned Unit Development
Plan called for any particular type of zoning and Mr. Lawd indicated
his understanding that once the PUD is in effect all existing unzoned
land will become R-1 and any requested development after that point in
time would have to apply for a rezoning.

Councillor Eisenhauer indicated that if the Developer could build his
Townhouses under the present zoning, but they could be rented rather
than owned; the Developer has, of his own free will, applied for a TH
Zone status which would enable the units to be sold; it would seem to
him, that the neighbourhood would be better off with the proposed zon-
ing status than with the present status. He reiterated Ms. Smith's
comments in regard to the fact that the owner of a home would generally
take better care of it, than a renter, which would probably mean that
the Townhouses under TH Zoning would lend themselves more aesthetically
to the neighbourhood.

However, since the residents seemed to desire the R-1 Zone, Councillor
Eisenhauer questioned the Solicitor as to whether or not it would be
legally possible to zcne the Lots in question to that status this even-
ing, when it had not been advertised that this would be a possibility.

The Solicitor advised that Council could make a more restrictive
decision, but not one that would be less restrictive; in effect,
Council could, if it desired, zone the lots to the R-1 Zone. However,
there were also other options; 1) Council could deal with the applica-
tion in its present form and reject it, leaving the property in its
present status, 2) Council could reject part of the application, and
rezone either Block E-9 or Lots 1139 - 1143, or approve the whole
application; 3) or zone to a more restrictive status.

At this point in the meeting, Mr. MacLeod was requested by Councillor
Lichter, to go to the map and point out exactly where he lived. Also,
upon the request of Deputy Warden Deveaux, Mr. MacLeod pointed out
where the other persons who had signed the letter 1lived.

In response to further questioning from Councillor Lichter, Mr. MacLeod
advised that he had resided there since September of 1980, at which
time there were Townhouses on Hampton Green.

Councillor Lichter then guestioned, how Mr. MacLeod could have stated
that he had been given the impression by the Developer, that the sur-
rounding area would be all Single Family Dwellings when there were
Townhouses already constructed on Hampton Green.

However, Mr. MacLeod replied that he and his wife had made that request
to the Developer, as there was still a good deal of vacant land there
and after hearing about the recent Public Hearings in 1977 which
requested Commercial Zoning, they had wanted to protect themselves
against any other uncomplimentary zoning.
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There were no more questions for Mr. MacLeod

Mr. Sheldon Hawes, 115 Henneberry Lane: Mr. Hawes advised that, if the
Residents only had a choice between zoning the area to a status which
would allow the Townhouses to be semi-detached and sold, as opposed to
a status which would allow them to be rented only, then it was his
feeling that the residents would prefer the TH zoning. Otherwise, they
would desire the area to be zoned R-1 only.

Councillor Topple made the point that the Developer was not required to
come here this evening and apply for the rezoning. He advised that the
townhouses could have been constructed under the present zoning, but he
has only come forward at this time, to clear up the situation, when he
could have waited to be certain that his Townhouses were in and come
back to Council when it would be safe to request the rezoning as
Council would not likely reject it when a lot of money and work had
already gone into the project.

Mr. Hawes advised that the only point he was trying to make was that
the Residents were attempting to obtain some protection against any
development other than R-1; Residential Single Family Dwellings.

This brought the conversation back to the more and less restrictive
options that Council would have in zoning the area to another status,
other than TH. This issue was discussed at length and it was determin-
ed that Council, could, if it so desired zone the area to R-1.

Councillor Margeson questioned whether Mr. Hawes had taken an active
part in his Public Participation Committee and was advised by Mr.
Hawes, that he was indeed a member of this Committee. He also advised
that this particular issue had not been discussed at length, at that
Committee level, as it was a relatively new issue. It has, however,
been discussed more recently, since the Public Hearing has been adver-
tised.

Mr. Hawes alsoc advised, in response to a question from Councillor
Margeson, that he had lived in the area for three years.

Councillor MacKay questioned Mr. Hawes, in regard to a statement he had
made earlier in his presentation, in which he had suggested another
area, presently zoned R-1l which would be a more logical area to build
Townhouses. Mr. Hawes went to the map and pointed out this area.

Mr. Hawes advised that the owner of the property in question was also
Clayton Developments and advised that their plans for this property
would be to construct Townhouses or something similar and further
advised that Clayton Developments would be presenting to the PPC Com-
mittee the Master Plan for this proposal, on the following day. There-
fore, it would be premature to discuss this particular development at
the present time, as the residents have not yet had an opportunity to
review the proposal.

Councillor MacKay advised Mr. Hawes along the same lines as Councillor
Topple had previously, explaining that the Townhouses could be cons-
tructed under the present zoning and he pointed out as well that the
Developer has already been given subdivision approval.
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Councillor MacKay also pointed out that the Developer has already made
a large financial committment in the land at the present time and he
felt that if Development is stopped at this stage, the Developer would
have to go to someone to recoup his losses.

Councillor MacKay then questioned the Solicitor as to whether the
Developer could legally come back and try to recoup his financial
losses from the Municipality, to which the Solictor replied that he did
not think either the Municipality or the Residents Association could
be made to bear the brunt of such a large financial burden, unless it
could be proven that some kind of negligence had taken place on the
part of the residents or the Municipality in zoning the property to
status which was not usable for the Developer.

Councillor MacDonald questioned whether the Townhouses on Linden Court
and Heathland Way were owned or rented and was advised by Mr. Hawes
that they were owned.

Councillor MacDonald then questioned whether the residents had
experienced any problems with the people living in the Townhouses and
he was advised that no problems whatever were experienced.

Councillor McInroy clarified some confusion in regard to the Semi
Detached units on Linden Court, advising that they were not part of
Colby Village but that they are on the other side of Cole Harbour

Road. Also he indicated his understanding that building permits had
already been granted to the Developer for the Semi Detached Units which
were being proposed this evening.

Mr. Gouph of the Planning Department advised that building permits have
not been issued but subdivision approval has.

Councillor McInroy then questioned what would happen if subsequent to
these subdivision approvals, the land was downgraded or zoned to a more
restrictive nature to exclude the possiblility of the Townhouses being
constructed. He requested whether the Municipality's options included
zoning the area to R-1.

Solicitor Cragg advised the Councillor that subdivision approval means
that the Developer has approval to divide the land into 6,000 sq. ft.
lots. At present duplexes can be built on these lots and can be
entirely rented out, which is not what the residents want. The
applicant proposes putting up Townhouses on these lots which means each
lot will have 2,000 sq. ft. more than what is actually required; each
side of these Townhouses would have separate sewer connections and be
owner occupied. He further explained that except for the fact that
they will be fixed together they are in fact single family houses.

There were no further questions for Mr. Hawes.
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Mrs. Jennifer MacLeod, 112 Hampton Green: Mrs. MacLeod came forward to
re-emphasize that when she and her husband had purchased their 1lots
they had asked the Developer point-blank what kind of development would
be taking place in the area, to which he had replied it would be Single
Family Dwellings only. She then went to the map on the wall and
pointed out the location of her home, as her husband had done earlier
and pointed out all the different types of development in the
surrounding area. She also substantiated her husband's statements in
regard to the lack of necessity for another buffer zone, as there was
already a natural "Green Belt" buffer zone between the residential area
and the Commercial Area bordering the Cole Harbour Road.

Deputy Warden Deveaux indicated that it was unfortunate that Council
did not have any evidence of a written statement, from the Developer,
advising of his intention to build residentially only.

Mrs. MacLeod also pointed out that the children who will be eventually
living in the Developer's Townhouses will be attending Caldwell Road
School and would have to cross through the backyard of those people in
her area in order to get to school.

Councillor Margeson requested whether Mrs. MacLeod was on the Public
Participation Committee for her area and was advised that she was not

on the Committee, explaining that she and her husband had only moved to
the area a year ago. =

Councillor Topple felt that there should not be much emphasis put on
the PPC Committee as these Committees have no effect on planning as yet
and cannot prevent something from happening in the Community. He
advised that the mandate of that Committee is not to change existing
zoning; that is a role it will have input into, in the future.

Councillor Topple then questioned Mrs. MacLeod as to whether she was
confusing Townhouses with Row Housing, to which she replied she was
not. She realized that they would be semi~detached houses, one on each
lot and she was objecting to that.

Councillor Topple pointed out that the Townhouses are a good form of
affordable housing, to which Mrs. MacLeod replied that Colby Village
was not a difficult area in which to sell homes.

Councillor Poirier indicated that, in her view, the Developer should be
commended because he has the residents interests at heart, in trying to
ensure that the Townhouses will be owner-occupied rather than rented
out; expecially since he can build the Townhouses anyway, under the
present zoning. She also pointed out that there is a great shortage of
affordable housing available and she also indicated that Townhouses fit
in quite well with single family homes in all the cities. She did not
feel they would be difficult to live in or live beside. :

Mrs. MacLeod advised that she and the residents who signed the letter
which had been read tonight, are hoping that Council will defer the
zoning application until the MDP plan is implemented.
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Ms. Smith of the Planning Department advised, at this time, that the
zoning application, because of the MDP, was forwarded to the PPC who
had no objection to it.

There were no more questions for Mrs. MacLeod.

Mr. Ken Robb, Caldwell Road: Mr. Robb advised that he had been a resi-
dent of the Caldwell Road area for 24 years. He made it clear to
Council that he was opposed to any zoning other than R-1, due to the
overcrowding of highways, schools and especially the overloading put on
sewage systems. He felt it was ludicrous that the County was still
using general zoning and advised that all lands in the County should be
zoned R-1, with any intrusion into that 2zoning, requiring a subsequent
Rezoning Public Hearing. He was extremely concerned that the County
was ignoring the problems it already has with regard to the overcrowd-
ing of schools and sewer systems and that the County was willing to
overburden these systems even more by building so many new homes on
such a small parcel of land.

Mr. Robb engaged in heated conversation with several Councillors over
the above-mentioned issues for quite some time. It was pointed out to
him that the Engineering Department had approved of this proposal and
although he had some knowledge as a surveyor, the County could not
ignore the advice of its own knowledgeable Engineers.

Councillor Margeson questioned whether it would be possible to defer
the decision of this Public Hearing, subsequent to the upcomming Cole
Harbour PPC Meeting.

Solicitor Cragg advised that it was possible but it was his suggestion
that it be dealt with expeditiously this evening, as the Planning
Appeal Board would be surprised that it had not been dealt with, since
it was such a straight forward application.

Councillor Poirier pointed out that the matter had already gone through
the appropriate Public Participation Committee who had approved of it.

Councillor Lichter, however, was in agreement with Mr. Robb, in regard
to the overburden of the Sewer Systems. He quoted from the Planning
Department Report, "The proposed density of Block E is only about 23
per acre,..." Councillor Lichter spoke on the issue further, advising
that this problem should have been taken in hand many years ago, but
since it hasn't is no reason to continue to make errors in planning.

There were no more questions for Mr. Robb, and no more speakers in
opposition to the zoning application.

Comments and Motion From Council

It was moved by Councillor Lichter, seconded by Councillor Benjamin:

“THAT Lot E-9 and Lots 1139 to 1143 inclusive, located on Colby

Drive and Hampton Green at Colby Village, Cole Harbour, District
7, be rezoned from an unzoned general status to an R-1 Status."

Motion Defeated.
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Councillors Topple, MacKay and Eisenhauer spoke in opposition to the
motion, in light of the expense incurred by the Developer in the
development to this point; in regard to the expense incurred by
requesting, in the first place, a Public Hearing for a rezoning which
he did not require, to go ahead with his project.

Councillor Lichter, then suggested that, as in the case of Big Acres

Subdivision, in which the Municipality paid for the rezoning Hearing,
the Municipality could reimburse the Developer for money spent on the
Hearing tonight.

Councillor Benjamin advised that he had seconded the motion, because
Council is always requesting Public input; he advised that tonight
Council has heard an example of public input on the part of those
people opposed to the application.

Councillor McInroy could not support the motion on the floor because he
was only certain of his decision for one of the parcels in question and
would need further public input to make a decision on the best zoning
suited to the upper portion of land in question.

Councillor Poirier was also strongly opposed to the motion on the
floor, while Councillor Smith, subsequent to receving further
clarification, also advised that she would have to vote against the
motion.

Councillor Gaetz was opposed to the motion, based on the fact that the
application had been forwarded to the Executive of the Public
Participation Committee, who had not voiced any objection to it.

Subsequent to the above comments from Council, the motion as put forth
by Councillors Lichter and Benjamin was defeated.

It was moved by Councillor MacKay, seconded by Councillor Poirier:

"THAT the request to zone Block ‘E-9 and Lots 1139 to 1143
inclusive, located on Colby Drive and Hampton Green at Colby
Village, Cole Harbour, District 7, to TH (Townhouse) Zone, be
approved by Municipal Council."

Motion Carried.

Councillor Lichter spoke in opposition to the motion, pointing out that
in some cases even 10 acre lots are not approved in Rural areas, for
one home; while in this case the Council is approving of 60 homes on a
total of 7.5 acres.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved by Councillor MacKay, seconded by Councillor Gaetz:

"THAT the Public Hearing adjourn."”
Motion Carried.

Therefore, the Public Hearing adjourned at 9:30 P.M.
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SECRETARY : Mrs. Kay Beazley

Deputy Warden Deveaux called the meeting to order at 7:15 p.m.

APPOINTMENT OF RECORDING SECRETARY

It was moved by Councillor Poirier, seconded by Councillor Gaetz:

"THAT Mrs. Kay Beazley be appointed recording secretary."
Motion Carried.

DISCUSSION RE CHAIRMAN OF P.P.C.'s

Councillor Topple wished to clarify whether or not the P.P.C. Chairmen
for the respective committees would be free to speak at the meeting as
the meeting had been called as a Committee of the Whole meeting.
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It was moved by Councillor Margeson, seconded by Councillor Topple:

"THAT the Chairmen for the P.P.C.'s be permitted to take part in
the meeting."
Motion Carried.

URBAN MUNICIPAL PLANNING UPDATE, REPORT OF THE MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT
PLAN COMMITTEE TO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

It was agreed that since the members of Council present were basically
members of the Municipal Development Plan Committee there would be
little point in discussing the above report in detail.

Mr. Campbell advised that there are a few points in the report which
should be gone through. He mentioned that one item in Councillor
Topple's report which should be dealt with is whether or not detailed
presentations on the Municipal Development Plan's should be given to
Council.

Councillor Topple advised that some sort of detailed presentations of
areas concerned should be given to Council on the four plans as there
are significant differences.

Councillor Benjamin asked what the procedure would be with respect to
public hearings, advertising of maps, etc. He felt there should be an
avenue for greater public Participation by the entire communities.

Subsequent to discussion, it was moved by Councillor Lichter, seconded
by Councillor Benjamin:
"THAT detailed presentations of the four draft plans be made to
Council at the next regular session of Council."
Motion Carried.

Mr. Campbell outlined the format that would be followed during the next
few months. The format is as follows:

1. Detailed presentations be given to Council by the P.P.C.'s
Chairmen.

2. Staff, Department of Municipal Affairs and P.P.C.'s Chairmen review
and co-ordinate documents to ensure everything is correct and there
are as few ommissions as possible. (to ensure documents are legally
sound)

3. In January bring documents forward to Council for their review,
bring the final draft to Council in January for Council to give
intention to adopt and set a date for a public hearing.

Councillor MacKay expressed concern that the original target date of
November or December will now be sometime in March or April. He felt
that time is of the essence and any delays could be detrimental to the
plan. Other Councillors also expressed concern with the time frame.
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Mr. Campbell advised the members that the plans are still substantially
on schedule. However, he pointed out that it is essential for staff to
review and co-ordinate the four plans. He added that the substance of
the documents would not be changed.

Mr. Birch explained that from a staff point of view as far as
administration of the plans is concerned it is imperative to have the
plans in as best shape as possible. Any policies which are made must
be understandable to the people who admininster them.

Ms. Spencer explained that the purpose of pulling the plans together is
that other agencies will be using them and therefore these people must
be comfortable with the documents in order to use them efficiently.
They should be asked to learn only one new system.

Councillor Wiseman expressed concern that in dealing with four or five
different areas is it not possible to generallze. She added that if
this was the case then there had been no point in creatlng individual
documents.

A great deal of concern was raised by other members of the Committee
that the individuality of the plans would be 1ost if staff tried to
make the plans the same.

Mr. Birch explained the object is to have similar termonology in the
documents. He ensured that the individuality of the plans would not be
sacrificed for conformity. He added that he could not give a specific
time frame when this would be completed.

Subsequent to further discussion on this matter Mr. Campbell clarified
that staff is speaking of grouping plans only from an administrative
point of view. He stressed that staff wish to ensure that all four
documents are consistent in termonology and it is not the intent to
change policies. He used the Zoning By-Laws as an example and
explained that the Zoning By-laws must have the same format, headings,
etc.

Mr. MacGillivary asked if the same wording would be kept in the Lake
Major Plan as the four Municipal Development Plans.

Mr. campbell replied that in some cases it would be and in others
it would not. He explained that staff learn from going through a
process and therefore improve on it.

* Councillor MacDonald asked if each district would be dealt with

individually at the same time of the public hearing and Mr. Campbell
replied that this would be the case, however, he pointed out that staff
would like to be satisfied with all the docume nts together.

Councillor Eisenhauer expressed concern that 80,000 sq. ft. is required
in the Timberlea area for lot approval while in other areas lots are
created with lesser amounts of land. He referred to an area between
Sackville and Timberlea where there is a fair amount of rock formation
and problems with water.
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Mr. Birch advised that those policies have been selected by the
individual areas and have not been suggested or recommended by staff so
if a plan is being done in that particular area it would depend on what
the people of the area want as to the appropriate lot size for the
area.

Councillor Eisenhauer had major concerns with respect to well and
septic tank developments.

Mr. Campbell advised that staff have recognized this problem and a
policy should be included in the MDP stating Council may want to make
amendments at any time that policies conflict.

Councillor Benjamin reminded members that regulations for Health are
standard across the country regardless of the restrictions of any given
area and could go down to 20,000 sgq. ft. per lot providing all factors
are satisfactory.

Mr. Birch commented that lot sizes cannot be recommended that are less
than Provincial Health regulations.

A further discussion took place with respect to this matter.

Councillor Smith felt that if the Committee were to accomplish anything
at the meeting then they should move on to the implementation sections
of the plans.

It was moved by Councillor Smith, seconded by Councillor Adams:

"THAT the Committee move to the implementation sections of the
plans."

Mr. Campbell reminded the Committee that if they were to keep within
the time frame for the meeting it would not be possible to deal with
this item this evening. He felt this would better be left to an entire
session.

After discussion on this matter Councillor Smith withdrew the above
motion.

Councillor Lichter said there is still considerable work to be done
with respect to Zoning By-laws etc. He pointed out that the four plans
being discussed will have no effect whatsoever on the other plans which
will be worked on at a later date being the fringe and rural areas.
Councillor Lichter went on to say that the Regional Development Plan
had been designed basically to concentrate population close to the
metro area and restrictions in the outlying areas were put on to make
it more difficult and less desirable to live in those areas. He was
concerned with what will take place when the time comes for the fringe
areas and the rural areas to develop plans. He did nct feel that the
rural areas are going to agree with 80,000 sg. ft. per lot. He was
concerned that the Regioconal Development Plan would not permit these
areas to develop their own plans in respect to lot sizes etc. He
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added that he would like a clear cut indication from the Department of
Municipal Affairs stating the rural areas will be permitted to develop
their own plans.

Mr. Campbell advised there is a letter on file from the Minister of
Municipal Affairs indicating that this will be the case and said he
would bring the letter forward for the members of the Committee.

Deputy Warden Deveaux suggested that if members wished to pursue this
matter it could be brought up at the next regular session of Council.

Councillor Gaetz advised he had read an article in the Free Press that
Alderman Hart in Dartmouth is pressing the Minister of Municipal
Affairs to implement the Regional Development Plan in the Lawrencetown
area to restrict builidng in that area until land in Dartmouth is
developed. He did not think it was fair for an Alderman in Dartmouth
to make reference to restricting development in his district just to
further development in Dartmouth.

Mr. Birch advised that he had spoken to the Director of Planning and
Development in Dartmouth and had been informed that the Alderman is
under misapprehension.

DISCUSSION RE BUDGET FOR MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Mr. Birch made reference to the report and advised that expenditures
are listed last year to December 31 and from January 1 to September 30
which is the last figure received from the Finance Department. This
figure is a total of $346,000.00 and covers all the woework that the
#346,000.00 and covers all the work that the Policy Section does and
not only work done on the Municipal Development Plan.

He explained that specific hours spent on the Municipal Development
Plan by staff have not been identified, although the majority of their
time is spent on this matter. He added that the budget is supported
50% by the Province.

Mr. Birch said the total amount is not committed to the Municipal
Development Plan and some staff time is spent on other projects. Mr.
Birch added that this is common to other municipalities.

Mr. Campbell outlined the other general projects as follows:

l. Special Rural Task Force

2. Regional Development Plan Review
3. Annexation Reports

4. Musquodoboit Railway Lines Commission
5. Mapping Services

6. Sackville Mainstreet

7. Rivers Advisory Board

8. Lake Major Plan

9. Urban Study

10. Millwood

ll. Private Roads Report






