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PUBLIC HEARING
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Kenzie, Chairman
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Walker
Poirier
Baker
Deveaux
McInroy
Topple
Gaetz
Smith
Lichter
Margeson
Eilisenhauer
MacDonald
Wiseman

Meech, Chief Administrative Officer
Kelly, Municipal Clerk

Mr. Robert Cragg, Municipal Solicitor

Mr. Bob Gough, Director of Development

Mr. Keith Birch, Chief of Planning & Development
Mrs. Dorothy Cartledge, Staff Planner

Mr. Mike Hanusiak, Staff Planner

Simmons

SECRETARY: Christine E.

OPENING OF PUBLIC HEARING - THE LORD'S PRAYER

Warden MacKenzie brought the Public Hearing to order at 7:05 P.M. with
The Lord's Prayer.

ROLL CALL
Mr. Kelly then called the Roll.

APPOINTMENT OF RECORDING SECRETARY

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

"THAT Christine E.
Motion Carried.

Simmons be appointed Recording Secretary."
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REZ ONING APPLICATION, NO. RA-24-9-82-04

Warden MacKenzie advised that the first item to be dealt with this
evening was Rezoning Application No. RA-24-9-82-04, a request to rezone
Estate Lot of the G. Redmond Subdivision located on the Penn Road Shad
Bay, Halifax County, District No. 4 to T (Mobile Home Park Zone), while
retaining its present R-2 (Residential Two Family Dwelling Zone)
status.

This property was owned by Doris Cooper.

STAFF REPORT

Mr. Mike Hanusiak, Staff Planner came forward at this time to present
to Council the Staff Report relative to this application. He first
advised that the application to rezone had been duly advertised in the
newspaper as per the provisions of the Planning Act and that no corres-
pondence had been received either in favour or in opposition to the
application.

The Staff Report indicated:

"An application has been received requesting that the Estate Lot of the
G. Redmond Subdivision, located on the Penn Road at Shad Bay, be zoned
T, Mobile Home Park zone, while retaining its present R-2 Zone. It is
the intention of the applicant, Mrs. Doris Cooper, to locate a mobile
home on the site.

The land in question was purchased by the applicant on March 9, 1979.
Prior to purchase, the applicant rented the property and accompanying
dwelling for approximately 12 years. In light of the fact that the
existing dwelling has rapidly deteriorated over the past few years, it
is the intention of the applicant to have it demolished. A permit
authorizing the demolition was granted on July 28, 1982."

The Staff Report also gave a detailed description of the lot and sur-
rounding area (please refer to Staff Report for information).

The Report outlined the comments of the Building Inspection Department
as follows:

" In speaking to staff of the Building Inspection Department, concern
was expressed over the present condition of the Cooper dwelling. In
light of prohibitive costs in repairing the structure, staff feels its
demolition and the establishing of a mobile home on a permanent founda-
tion would be acceptable."

The comments of neighbours in the immediate area were:

"On July 30, 1982, the Department of Planning and Development received
two proclamations containing the names of 28 individuals who are in
support of Mrs. Cooper's proposal. It should be noted that the names
of all property owners within the immediate wvicinity of the subject
property appear on the proclamations."
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Mr. Hanusiak outlined the comments of the Department of Planning and
vevelopment, advising:

"The Department of Planning and Development recommends that this appli-
cation be approved for the following reasons:

1. The size of the lot all but dictates that any new dwelling to be
established must be of a small scale or size. Given the dimensions
of the intended mobile home (60' X 12'), it can be considered as
falling within this requirement.

2. While the intended mobile home may interrupt the continuity of
housing design on Penn Road, the mode of housing accomodation
(i.e. the single family dwelling) will be preserved.

3. The proposed rezoning would create the potential for a considerable
improvement in the quality of living accomodation on the site.

4. The proposed rezoning is in direct response to the wishes of
citizens on the Penn Road, many of wham urged the applicant to seek
approval for locating a mobile home."

Questions From Council

None.

Speakers in Favour

None .

Speakers in Opposition

None.

Motion and Discussion From Council

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

"THAT the Estate Lot of the G. Redmond Subdivision, located on the
Penn Road at Shad Bay, be zoned T (mobile home park) Zone, while
retaining its present R-2 (two family dwelling) zone."

Motion Carried.

Mrs. Doris Cooper retired from the Council Chambers.

APPLICATION NO. 1-77 - REQUEST BY W. P. V. CONSTRUCTION LIMITED TO
AMEND THE VILLAGE VILLAS P.U.D. AGREEMENT

Mr. Bog Gough, Director of Development came forward at this time to
provide Council with information relative to the requested amendment to:
the PUD. He advised that the request was for the following purposes: '~
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1. Assigning the last remaining interests in the Village Villas PUD
Agreement to co-operative housing operation be it the form propos-
ed by the Neighbourhood Housing Association or another co-opera-
tive organization;

2 Permitting four large lots (i.e. Blocks I, J, K, L) to be approved
rather than the 22 individual lots as provided for under the
agreement; and

3. Permitting services to be installed to the individual units on
four lateral service lines rather than the 22 individual lines as
provided for under the agreement.

Mr. Gough further outlined the recommendation of the Planning and
Development Department, advising that the Department has no objection
to the proposed transfer provided that the following conditions are
satisfied:

1. That any party wishing to assume liability for the last remaining
interests in the agreement meet with the approval of the County
Solicitor.

2% That the water and sewer services for this final phase are instal-
led to the satisfaction of the Municipal Engineer.

3 That the extension to Matador Court be bonded and eventually built
and paved and furthermore conveyed to the Department of Transpor-
tation as provided for in the Agreement.

4, That all areas designated for parkland be upgraded to the satis-
faction of the Department of Recreation and conveyed in such
condition to the Municipality.

5. That any existing drainage problems be rectified to the satisfac-
tion of the Municipal Engineer.

6. That any proposed servicing system (be it 22 separate lines or a
series of lateral lines) meet with the approval of the Municipal
Engineer.

7. That the design and construction of the buildings conform to
standards as set forth under the National Building code; That the
8. original intent of all specific terms and conditions as well as

the nature of the Agreement as a whole be preserved.

Mr. Gough had also distributed to Council copies of a letter to the
Planning Department from Mr. Walter Verge. This letter indicated:

"...this is to confirm the Company's desire to see the land we present-
ly own on Matador Court completely developed.

Unfortunately due to the economic climate today this project has not
been able to proceed as originally planned.

We do understand Council's desire to act in the best interest of its
citizens and that one way to do this is to have a public meeting. How-
ever, we would once again simply wish to state that because time limits
on financing and also the changing cost factor we felt that by the time
a Public Hearing took place the project would be lost. There still is
a possibility that this particular Co-operative might not be able to
proceed.
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However, we believe there is still a possibility that it could and if
not a similar project could be undertaken in the Spring. If the
present project is to proceed time still is very much of the essence.

In these difficult times, I am sure Council realizes that there just is
not that much home construction going on. This project would not only
provide more housing in the Sackville area but would provide much
needed jobs for the people in the Construction Industry.

Our Company has built in the Sackville area 150 homes and we want to
see home construction continue in the Sackville area. The value of
these homes which we have built have gone up approximately $10,000 per
unit.

Ater having consulted with our prospective purchaser, suppliers trades-
men and others we have decided to once again request that Council
approve of the sale of the land in question to Matador Court Co-opera-
tive or in the event that the Co-operative not be able to proceed, a
sale to a similar Co-operative be allowed.

Our company would finish the parklands, playgrounds and roads as set
out in the PUD agreement and we would also put in the sewer and water
prior to any conveyance.

If the sale to a Co-operative is approved by Council we would like to
be able to install four main sewer and water lines, one to each build-
ing, rather than twenty-two individual laterals as this would cut down
on infiltration and cost. We would also prefer to give the Co-opera-
tive a deed for each block as opposed to each unit.”

Mr. Gough also advised Council, that as per the provisions of The Plan-
ning Act, tonight's Public Hearing had been advertised in the local
newspaper, and no correspondence, either in favour or in opposition had
been received in response.

Mr. Gough then provided Council with a brief history, advising that in
1978 an agreement was requested from W. P. V. Construction to construct
row houses in Sackville which would eventually lead to the individual
units being sold. This agreement had been reached and the development
proceeded. The agreement was divided into three phases and the first
two phases of construction have been completed along with one block of
buildings in phase three. This is in error. The legal subdivision
plans and surveyors certificate all indicate that this block of units
were in phase two yet the agreement indicates they were in phase three.

He continued to advise that two weeks ago the residents had a meeting
with staff and advised of the above mentioned concerns and also that
the agreement provided for street paving. Please be advised that the
agreement does provide for street paving and that the residents also
submitted a petition for street paving and hence it was paved under the
suburban street paving program and the bonds which were held for the :
street have since been released since the street was paved. This
matter is presently under investigation by the Department of
Engineering and Works.
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Deputy Warden MacKay requested clarification as to why construction had
been done in part of phase three, when it was supposed to be phase two
only.

Mr. Gough advised that some of the residents had advised the Planning
and Development Department that some of the third phase had been done.
He advised that the Department checked this with the Registry of Deeds
and found it to be true. However, the Subdivision Plan Documents had
indicated that the lots on which work had been done were in phase two.

The Deputy Warden also questioned the Agreement which called for street
paving which ended up being under suburban street paving which the
residents had paid for.

Mr. Gough advised that the Planning and Development Department were of
the opinion that the Developer was to do the paving; however, the
Municipality's Engineering and Works Department received a petition and
the residents received a bill. He reiterated that this was under
investigation.

The Deputy Warden then questioned what problems were presently existing
at the site and was advised by Mr. Gough that there is a drainage
problem of some concern. He indicated that the rear of the lots are on
a walkway and a park area and water runs off this area into the yards.
Some people have put up sand banks and some have even dug troughs. The
Engineering Department has, however, indicated many methods by which
these problems can be remedied.

Councillor Wiseman questioned why the Department of Planning and Devel-
opment would recommend approval of amendments to the PUD with Mr. Verge
when such serious problems are already in existence.

However, Mr. Gough advised that his Department was not recommending
approval, but were recommending that Council consider it since there is
no reason to disapprove.

Councillor Topple indicated concern over the issue of the paving which
was to be done by the Developer but was instead carried out by the
Lepartment of Transportation at the expense of the residents.

Mr. Gough indicated that he had spoken with the Developer regarding
this issue at great length in the last several days and there is no
question but that the Developer was responsible for the paving. The
Developer did provide funds to the Department of Transportation; how-
ever, the residents did somehow get hold of a petition which was
received by the Engineering and Works Department and the paving was
paid for by the residents. Subsequently, the Contractor received his
money back. However, some of the residents have refused to pay their
paving bill.

Referring to the conditions to be met before the Planning and Develop-
ment Department could recommend approval of the amendment to the PUD,
Councillor Deveaux questioned whether these conditions were part of the
original agreement or due to the requested amendment.
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Mr. Gough advised that the conditions specified in his report were as a
result of WPV's requested amendment.

Councillor MacDonald questioned whose responsibility it would become to
carry out the Amended PUD once it was approved.

Mr. Gough advised that the Building Inspection and Engineering Depart-
ments would be responsible to ensure that the PUD was carried out in
the proper manner.

Councillor MacDonald then questioned how the construction in phase
three had been managed, without anyone in the Municipality knowing
about it.

Mr. Gough advised that it had been a legitimate mistake as the plans
came in under the title of Phase Two ; therefore, the Municipality has
legal documents from the Developer referring to Phase Two.

Deputy Warden MacKay referred to an excerpt from the Developer's
letter, which read as follows: "We would also prefer to give the Co-
operative a Deed for each block as opposed to each unit." He questioned
the Solicitor regarding the exact meaning of this statement.

The Solicitor advised that the Developer is requesting that instead of
conveying all lands with 22 separate conveyances, he be permitted to
convey four blocks with four separate conveyances.

The Deputy Warden expressed his concern that once the Developer is
finished with his construction, his responsibility would end. However,
the Solicitor advised that if the Developer completes the project and
everything is acceptable to the Municipality then the intent of the
agreement would be satisfied.

There were no further questions for Mr. Gough.

SPEAKERS IN FAVOUR OF AMENDMENT TO PUD

Mr. Don McGrath, Solicitor for WPV Construction and Mr. Walter Verge,

P resident Of WPV Construction: Mr. McGrath advised that WPV Construc-
tion has requested the amendment to the PUD in order to see the project
tfinished and, due to the economic times, he felt this was the best way
to finish the project.

Mr. Verge added that the only way to complete the project, considering
the present economic conditions, especially the interest rates, would
be to develop the project through Co-operative Housing.

He further advised that he knew of a Group the Neighbourhood Housing
Association, who were interested in the property. He indicated that
these people ranged from accountants to school bus drivers and even
secretaries; all good people. He indicated that the drainage problems
could be partially eliminated once the park areas were developed. In
regard to the paving, he reitereated the comments of Mr. Gough which
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indicated that he had put up funds for the paving and did not know why
he had received them back. He advised that this is the first he had
heard of the road being paved and paid for by the Residents. He
requested that Council approve the amendment in order that the project
could be completed also indicating that a lot of men needed the work
this project offered.

In response to Mr. Verge's statement that he had not known the
residents had paid for the paving, the Deputy Warden questioned whether
he had not found it strange when he received his funds back fram the
Department of Transportation.

Mr. Verge replied that he had originally put up a $20,000 bond and had
received the bond back prior to the road being paved. Then he had
given the Department of Transportation an additional $4,000 bond which
he assumed was for the paving. He received that bond back a year or so
later. He admitted he had been surprised to get it back as he had
thought it was for paving; however, he did not investigate the matter
further.

The Deputy Warden advised Mr. Verge that before the Department of Tran-
sporatation is willing to take over a road, it must be brought up to
standard. He indicated his surprise that a Developer would hand over
$24,M0 in the first place if he did not know what it was for.

Mr. Verge explained that he knew he would get the $20,000 back but did
not know he would be getting the $4,000 returned. When he got that
back as well, he had assumed that the Department of Transportation had
paid for it.

The Deputy Warden then questioned Mr. Verge about the "Good Group" of
people who were interested in locating in Co-op Units in Phase Three of
the WPV PUD.

Mr. Verge advised that this Group had waited for a long time but final-
ly could wait no longer so they began to look elsewhere. However, he
was confident that a similar Group of people could be found to enter
into a Co~-operative Housing arrangement.

Deputy Warden MacKay questioned at what stage the lateral services are
installed.

Mr. Verge advised that they are normally installed before the house
goes up.

Deputy Warden MacKay then indicated that in the first two phases there
appeared to be many problems with regard to trucks getting stuck, etc.
He questioned how Mr. Verge intended to avoid these problems in the
future installations. :

Mr. Verge advised this was one of the reasons he wished to get Phase
Three finished soon.

Councillor Wiseman advised that when the request had come to her it was
understood that there was a bond to be used for street paving. She
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also understood there was to be a petition. She felt that the
residents would appreciate receiving the $4,000 back toward their
paving bill.

Councillor Topple questioned Mr. Verge as to whether the price of the
paving was included in the price of the units. Mr. Verge replied that
it was included.

Councillor Topple then asked Mr. Verge if he would be willing to give
the $4,000 back to the residents to which Mr. Verge replied that he
would definitely be willing to do so.

Mr. McGrath advised that there was a guestion as to how best to do
this. He advised there had been a misunderstanding when Mr. Verge had
put up the bond in good faith.

Councillor Topple felt, however, that since Mr. Verge had included the
price of paving in the unit price that he should be prepared to give
this money back to the residents.

Councillor Margeson questioned whether Mr. Verge was willing to comply
with the conditions set out by Mr. Gough, should the amendment to the
PUD Agremeent be approved, to which Mr. Verge replied that he was will-
ing to comply with these conditions.

M . Gordon Stokel, Neighbourhood Housing Association, Spring Garden
Road: Mr. Stokel advised Council that his Group had been interested in
the project some time ago.

He advised that this Association was formed to assist people in the
development of Co-Operative Housing Programs. He indicated that,
although his particular organization was no longer interested in the
WPV Development, he did wish to speak to Council in favour of Co-opera-
tive Housing in general. The following were some of the points he
brought out:

L The Co-Operative Housing Developments are well maintained by those
living in them;

2. They are low-cost housing which is a necessity in this day and
age ;

3. People do not profit from selling them as they earn no equity
living in them;

4, One person can not own several;

5. Although, it is relatively low cost housing, the same type of
people live in these homes as in normal residential housing
developments.

Several Councillors indicated their opinion that Mr. Stokel's informa-
tion was irrelevant to the application. However, Mr. Stokel indicated
that he only wished to clear up some misconceptions about Co-operative
Housing which might be detrimental to Mr. Verge's success in the amend-
ment.
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Councillor Wiseman indicated that the people of Matador Court were not
objecting to Co-operative Development specifically, but they were op-
posed because they live in an area where their homes are individually
owned and not leased. The opposition, she advised had nothing to do
with fearing that a lower class of people would be moving in. It was
more a feeling that property values would go down.

M . Russ Smith: Mr. Smith advised that he wanted to give the Warden
and Councillors assurance that Co-operative Housing would not take away
from the local residential environment. He gave numerous examples of
such developments in Halifax, Dartmouth and vicinity which were witness
to this fact.

M .Brian Gifford, Neighbourhood Housing: Mr. Gifford merely reiter-
ated the comments of Mr. Stokel and Mr. Smith. However, Mr. Gifford
having resided for a length of time in Co-operative Housing, felt he
had first-hand experience of the efficient manner in which the programs
were run and advised that the properties and units were too well main-
tained to deteriorate surrounding property values.

He advised that the income range of persons living in Co-operative
Housing units was $9,000 to $30,000 with the average income being
15,000 to $20,000.

Councillor Margeson questioned whether Mr. Gifford had viewed the WPV
Site and whether or not he felt it was suitable for Co-operative
Housing.

Mr. Gifford indicated that he had not actually visited the site.

Mr. Terry Kiley: Mr. Terry Kiley was also a resident of a Co-op Hous-
ing Development and advised that the reason most of his neighbours and
himself are in Co-op Housing is that they cannot afford to buy a home
and becuase renting is so expensive. He advised that they can control
their rates and that they do not make a profit from the Housing Pro-
gram. He advised that they also have a maintenance budget to keep
their homes up. He reitereated that they can live in better accomoda-
tions than persons who rent for up to $500 or more; that, he stated, is
what Co-op housing is to those who live in them.

There were no further speakers in favour of the Application for Amend-
ment to the WPV Village Villas PUD Agreement.

SPEAKERS IN OPPOSITION TO AMENDMENT TO PUD

M . Paul Martin, 32 Matador Court: On behalf of the residents of
Matador Court, Mr. Martin advised he was present to oppose the applica-
tion. He advised that in the County of Halifax, years ago there were
no planning restrictions governing development; this resulted in hap-
hazard development. He advised that two and one-half years ago, he ha
moved to Matador Court from Riverside Drive and purchased from WPV, new
when they moved in. He felt that he and the other residents of Matador
Court have the right to expect that the remainder of the PUD be carried
out as per the original agreement. He indicated that he is not
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in opposition to Co-ops but there is an agreement for phases one, two
and three. The residents have expectations arising out of that agree-
ment and expect to have them carried through.

He also advised in regard to the street paving issue, that when the
residents were asked to sign the petition, they did so with the under-
standing that they were not going to be paying for it as it was intend-
ed to be paid for by the Developer.

Mr. Martin also distributed pictures taken just several weeks ago
depicting the severe drainage problems being suffered which he hoped
would soon be corrected.

Mr. Martin was questioned briefly by Council with regard to the paving
and the drainage problems.

There were no further speakers in opposition to the application.

MOTION AND DISCUSSION OF COUNCIL

It was moved by Councillor Wiseman, seconded by Deputy Warden MacKay:

"THAT the requested amendments to the Vilage Villas PUD Agreement be
denied by Municipal Council."
Motion Carried.

Prior to the passing of the above motion, Councillor Wiseman spoke at
length in opposition to the application. In doing so the Councillor
raised the following four major objections:

1% The existing residents were sold their townhouses with the assur-
ance from the Developer that the whole of Matador Court would be
developed in a like manner;

2. That because of the lack of control over the development as it has
progressed to this point by the County Inspection Department
because of the deficiencies that have occurred, because of viola-
tions of the PUD Agreement and of County By-Laws, there is not
willingness to leave anything including ownership of the land to
chance;

3. There is objection on behalf of the existing residents to the pos-
sibility of group ownership of the property;

4. No definite buyer has been identified.

The Councillor concluded her comments by requesting Council to listen
carefully to the concerns expressed by the homeowners and to support
denial of the requested amendments.

Deputy Warden MacKay also spoke in opposition to the requested amend-
ments, echoing many of the comments of Councillor Wiseman.

The motion was carried unanimously by Municipal Council.
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ADJOURNMENT

It was moved by Councillor Gaetz:

"THAT the Public Hearing adjourn.”
Motion Carried.

Therefore, there being no further business,
ed at 9:10 P.M.

the

September 1 3, 1982

Public Hearing adjourn-
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Councillor
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Walker
Poirier
Baker
Deveaux
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Smith
Lichter
Benjamin
Margeson
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Councillor
Councillor
Councillor

ALSO PRESENT: Mr. Robert
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Cragg, Municipal Solicitor

Mr. Dale Reinhardt, Administrative Clerk

Mr. Keith Birch, Chief of Planning & Development

Ms. Valerie Spencer, Supervisor, Planning Policy Division
Mrs. Dorothy Cartledge, Planner

Mr. Mike Hanusiak, Planner

Mr. Brant Wishart, Planner

Mr. Bob Gough, Director of Development

Mr. MacEachern, Sackville

Mrs. MacEachern, Sackville

SECRETARY: Christine E. Simmons

————————————— ————————————— —— ——————— ———— ———————

OPENING OF PUBLIC HEARING

Warden MacKenzie brought

ROLL CALL

the Public Hearing to order at 7:15 P.M.

Mr. Birch then called the Roll.

APPOINTMENT OF RECORDING

SECRETARY

It was moved by Councillor Margeson, seconded by Councillor MacDonald

"THAT Christine E. Simmons be appointed Recording Secretary."

Motion Carried.
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PUBLIC HEARING

Warden MacKenzie advised Council that this Public Hearing was called to
deal with a By-Law to amend the Municipal Development Plan for Sack-
ville.

STAFF REPORT

Mr. Brant Wishart came before Council to outline the Staff Report with
regard to this application No. PA-S-2-82-18. The Report read:

"On June 14, 1982, the Planning Advisory Committee of the Municipality
of the County of Halifax requested that staff advise the Committee on
means of accomodating the expansion of an existing sheet metal shop on
the 0ld Sackville Road. The business, A. F. MacEachern Sheet Metal
Company Limited, had become non-conforming as a result of the adoption
of the Municipal Development Plan and accompanying Zoning By-Law for
Sackville.

The Planning Advisory Committee was expressly concerned with the non-
conforming status of this business as it had been in existence for a

number of years, was situated on a minor road and was compatible with
the surrounding land use.

When informed that the property was in the Rural Residential Designa-
tion, a designation which supports residential and resource uses but
not general business or industry as the main use of land, and that
expansion could therefore only be accomodated by actually changing the
provisions of the Plan, the Committee forwarded the matter to Council.
Council in turn instructed staff to prepare amendments to the Municipal
Development Plan for Sackville such that the A. R. MacEachern Sheet
Metal Company would be permitted to expand by development agreement.
Both the Department of Municipal Affairs and the Municipal Solicitor
have stated they have no objection to the proposal.

Therefore, it is recommended that County Council pass a by-law to amend
the Sackville Municipal Development Plan as follows:

A By-Law to Amend the Municipal Development Plan for Sackville

The Municipal Development Plan for Sackville is hereby amended by
inserting immediately after Policy P-46 the following:

"Within the Rural Residential Designation there is a sheet metal
operation on the 0ld Sackville Road which has been in operation for
a number of years. Although it is not proposed that new sheet metal
or like operations be permitted to establish within the designation,
the existing use is compatible with uses in the immediate area.

P-46A - Notwithstanding Policy P-44 it shall be the intention of
Council to consider the expansion of the existing A. F. MacEachern
Sheet Metal Company Limited (LRIS Index Number 458331) according to
the provisions of Section 33(2)(b) and 34 of the Planning Act. 1In

considering any agreement, Council shall have regard to the follow-
ing:
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i the adequacy of vehicular access and egress;

1i the location and extent of open storage and-or display;

iii the provision of adequate screening from uses in the
immediate area; and

iv the provision of Policy P-104"

It is further recommended that County Council approve in principal a
development agreement between the Municipality of the County of Halifax
and Angus F. and Mabel MacEachern of Lower Sackville. The Municipality
cannot formally enter into the agreement until such time as the amend-
ment to the Municipal Development Plan has received the approval of the
Minister of Municipal Affairs.

However, by adopting the development agreement in principal at this
time Council may, at the next regularly scheduled Council Session after
the amendment has received Ministerial approval, enter into the agree-
ment without the necessity of holding an additional public hearing."
There were no questions for Mr. Wishart from Council Members.

Warden MacKenzie then declared the Public Portion of the Hearing open.

SPEAKERS IN FAVOUR

None.

Although there were no "speakers in favour", the Deputy Warden ques-
tioned Mr. MacEachern who was in the Gallery, as to whether or not he
was in agreement with the amendment and the subsequent contract which
would be drawn up between hismself and the Municipality.

Mr. MacEachern advised Council that he was in full agreement.

SPEAKERS IN OPPOSITION

None.

MOTION AND DISCUSSION FROM COUNCIL

It was moved by Councillor Eisenhauer, seconded by Councillor
MacDonald:

"THAT Municipal Council of the County of Halifax approve a by-law
to amend the Sackville Municipal Development as specified in the
above staff report of the Planning and Development Department."
Motion Carried.

The above motion was passed unanimously by Municipal Council.

APPROVAL IN PRINCIPAL OF THE AGREMEENT BETWEEN THE MUNICIPALITY AND
ANGUS AND MABEL MACEACHERN

Mr. Wishart then reviewed with Council the Draft Agreement between the
Municipality and Mr. & Mrs. MacEachern, asking Council for its approval
in principal. (Refer to Copy of Agreement for details).







