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Councillor Mont then questioned what Mr. Clark's opinion was, in light
of the above, as to whether Council had already approved the P.U.D.
Agreement at this stage in time.

Mr. Clark advised that the question posed by Councillor Mont was a
Municipal law question; he reitereated that the P.U.D. Agreement was
aprpoved in principle according to the motion of January 1982, subject
to the recommendations of the ECC. He indicated his understanding that
Council was now merely deliberating on the three issues discussed
throughout the Hearing. He further advised that the Developer could
certainly arrange to dedicate the proper amount of Parkland to the
Municipality. .

Councillor Snow questioned whether Mr. Clark had a copy of the Agree-
ment of Purchase and Sale to which he replied that he did.

Councillor Snow questioned when he would have an opportunity to review
the document.

Deputy Warden Margeson indicated that it would be submitted as an
exhibit and could be studied at any time. Mr.Clark agreed to submit
the document as an exhibit.

Councillor Mont questioned whether there would be a deed to Cobequid
Industrial Park, prior to the signing of the Agreement.

Mr.Clark advised that it could be arranged as the two companies Rennai-
sance and Cobequid were so closely related; they could take the mort-
gage back and accomplish this fairly expediently.

Solicitor Cragg advised that, at such time as the Agreement is ready
for signing, it will be signed by the Municipality and the Registered
Owner .

There were no further questions for Mr. Clark.

ADJOURNMENT

Councillor DeRoche noted that the time had gone beyond the Curfew of
the previous evening of hearing this issue. He advised that based on
the complexity of this issue, it was unlikely that a decision could be
reached this evening. He, therefore, proposed the following motion:

It was moved by Councillor DeRoche, seconded by Councillor Poirier:
"THAT the Hearing be recessed until September 9, 1983, at 7:00
P.M."

Motion Carried.

Therefore, the Public Hearing adjourned at 11:30 P.M. until Friday,
September 9, 1983 at 7:00 p.m.
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SEPTEMBER 9, 1983

PRESENT WERE: Warden MacKenzie, Chairman
Deputy Warden Margeson
Councillor Walker
Councillor Poirier
Councillor Larsen
Councillor Gaudet
Councillor Baker
Councillor Deveaux
Councillor DeRoche
Councillor Adams
Councillor Gaetz
Councillor Reid
Councillor Lichter
Councillor Snow
Councillor MacKay
Councillor McInroy
Councillor Eisenhauer
Councillor MacDonald
Councillor Wiseman
Councillor Mont

ALSO PRESENT: Mr. K. R. Meech, Chief Administrative Officer
Mr. G. J. Kelly, Municipal Clerk
Mr. Robert Cragg, Municipal Solicitor :
Mr. Keith Birch, Chief of Planning and Development

SECRETARY: Christine E. Simmons

——— e —— —————— S S S S W S S . S S S S S

OPENING OF PUBLIC HEARING

Warden MacKenzie brought the Public Hearing to order at 7:10 P.M. with
The Lord's Prayer.

ROLL CALL -
Mr. Kelly then called the Roll.

APPOINTMENT OF RECORDING SECRETARY

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

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

PUBLIC HEARING - COBEQUID INDUSTRIAL PARK - DAY III

Warden MacKenzie reiterated the procedure to be followed for the Public
Hearing, advising that on September 1, 1983, the Public Portion of the
Hearing was completed and the floor was now open for a motion and
discussion of Council.
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MOTION AND DISCUSSION OF COUNCIL

It was moved by Councillor Snow, seconded by Councillor Walker:

“THAT the Application for the Planned Unit Development Agreement
No. 3-79-14 for the Cobequid Industrial Park, Cobequid Road,
Halifax County, be rejected by Municipal Council."

Motion Withdrawn.

The above motion was withdrawn subsequent to clarification of Mr. Cragg
that if Council wished to reject the P.U.D. Agreement, then the pre-
vious motion, of January 19, 1982, approving the Agreement in principle
would have to be rescinded.

It was moved by Councillor Snow, seconded by Councillor Walker:

"THAT the motion of Council, January 19, 1982, with regard to ap-
proval in principle of the Cobequid Industrial Park proposal be
rescinded by Municipal Council."”

Council questioned the Solicitor's ruling in this matter. Councillor
Poirier, in particular, questioned how Council could rescind the motion
when all Councillors cannot vote on the original project.

Solicitor Cragg advised that any Council can rescind a motion of a pre-
vious Council so long as no action has been taken.

Councillor MacKay questioned whether it was legally appropriate that
every Councillor in attendance this evening would be eligible to vote
on that motion, to which Solicitor Cragg advised that they would be
eligible. Councillor MacKay then questioned if the above motion is
defeated and a subsequent motion is proposed to accept the P.U.D.
Agreement, who would be eligible to vote on the second motion.

Solicitor Cragg advised that should the motion to rescind pass, it
would then be inappropriate to have another motion following thereafter
to approve it.

Counillor Lichter did not think it was proper that Council should be
told that only a portion of the Council can vote on the issue because
some Councillors were not present at the outset and know little about
the issue, yet all Council can vote to rescind the approval when pre-
sumably they still know little about it. He felt that two to three
months ago, Council was directed to hear three specific issues and he
felt that all Council Members should be permitted to vote on those
three issues. He indicated it was a disservice to both the Developer
and the opposing Residents, to hear an issue, refer it to the ECC, hold
ECC hearings, accept recommendations of the ECC, then hear the three
contentious issues and then to turn around and rescind the previous
motion of approval in principle which had referred the issue to the ECC
in the first place. Councillor Lichter indicated that he would not
vote on a motion to rescind the previous motion.
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Warden MacKenzie questioned Mr. Cragg as to Council's position if the
motion to rescind were approved by Council, and was advised by Mr.
Cragg that should this motion pass, it would void and nullify the pre-
vious motion of January 19, 1982 and there would be no motion whatso-
ever on the floor.

Councillor Mont indicated that once there was no motion on the floor,
that the Staff recommendation would either have to be accepted or
rejected in order to dispose of the matter; however, he agreed that it
would make little sense to accept it.

Council then entered into lengthy debate regarding the restriction to
three items and the present motion which would effectively place the
entire issue of the P.U.D. on the floor for consideration. As well,
Council discussed how this would tie in with the Solicitor's previous
ruling relative to the voting procedure which would restrict at least
seven Councillors from voting on the issue.

This discussion resulted in the following motion of deferral:
It was moved by Councillor Poirier, seconded by Councillor Deveaux:

“"THAT the decision relative to the Cobequid Industrial Park

P.U.D. Agreement, be deferred subsequent to a short Public Hearing
in which the entire issue can be aired before all Councillors, who
can then make a proper decision."

Motion Defeated.

Councillor MacKay questioned whether all Councillors in attendance
tonight were eligible to vote on a positive motion to accept the whole
P.U.D. proposal.

Solicitor Cragg advised that he saw no reason why all members of
Council cannot vote on the motion to rescind or why they could not all
vote on a motion to reconfirm a previous motion of Council, subject to
whatever changes.

Councillor MacKay then question whether all Councillors present this
evening were eligible to vote on the three issues discussed throughout
the Hearing regardless of their attendance during the Hearing to which
Mr. Cragg advised that if all Councillors in attendance this evening
feel that they are competent to vote on it and if they feel they have a
firm grasp on all facts and facets of the proposal, then yes, they
should be permitted to vote on the entire issue.

Councillor MacKay took exception to this new ruling based on the incon-
sistency of the ruling. He advised that on the evening of September 1,
he was told by the Solicitor that he would be ineligible to vote as he
was not present on August 22, 1983. The Councillor further stated that
a clear concise ruling should have been circulated to all Councillors
relative to voting with alternatives included.
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Solicitor Cragg advised that if Council wishes him to underscore his
previous ruling that only those Councillors who were in attendance for
each and every portion of both Public Hearings, could vote then he
would do so; however, he advised that in fairness to all Councillors,
in order that no-one would be disqualified from voting and so that all
members of Council could participate, he is allowing them to vote, if
they feel they are adequately apprised of all pertinent information
relative to the Cobequid Industrial Park proposal.

Councillor Lichter advised that at the outset of each and every Public
Hearing, the Chair indicates to Council, the manner in which a Public
Hearing is to be conducted. He requested that Warden MacKenzie read to
Council, the last sentence in that instruction.

Warden MacKenzie read to Council as follows: "Each Person will be
allowed to speak only once on each Application following County Council
hearing all opinions in favour of and opposed to the Application, as
well as all written submissions, they will try to reach a decision that
is fair and impartial." -

Councillor Lichter indicated his understanding then that the emphasis
was placed on fair and impartial. He asked Mr.Cragg whether it was
fair and impartial to lead a party to believe for two years and two
months that Council approves of their proposal in principle and then
because Council is weary of Public Hearings, to change its opinion, in
a motion of rescission. He felt that if the three issues which had
been addressed throughout the Hearing have been met and agreed to by
the Developer, that Council then has an obligation to approve the
proposal; if he has not or will not meet the ECC recommendations,
relative to the three contentious issues, then and only then, should
the proposal be rejected.

Councillor Lichter further advised that the present Developer has pur-
chased the proposed site, with the understanding that approval of the
project was imminent and further that Council has unwittingly and unin-
tentionally increased the price of that land by its approval in princi-
ple which had increased its value.

Solicitor Cragg advised that based on Councillor Lichter's comments,
then the only other motion which would be acceptable would be a motion
to approve the project. Unfortunately, Councillor Snow had already
placed a motion of rescission on the floor; that motion, he advised, is
technically in order.

Councillor Lichter advised that the Solicitor had misunderstood the
intent of his statements; Councillor Lichter advised that if even one
of the three issues this Hearing was called to discuss, does not meet
with the agreement of the Developer, then a motion of rescission of
approval thus rejecting the proposal, would be acceptable.

Solicitor Cragg then advised, that obviously Councillor Snow did not
feel that all three issues were acceptable to the Developer or to the
Resident's Association.
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Several Councillors debated this issue at length and were opposed to
Councillor Snow's motion as it ignored the three issues and dealt with
the entire P.U.D. from day one. Subsequent to this discussion, the
guestion was called on the motion to rescind:

It was moved by Councillor Snow, seconded by Councillor Walker:
"As previously written." Motion Defeated.
It was moved by Councillor Snow, seconded by Councillor Walker:

“"THAT the Application for the Planned Unit Development Agreement
No. 3-79-14 for the Cobequid Industrial Park, Cobequid Road,
Halifax County, be rejected by Municipal Council."

Councillor Snow advised that the proposed site for the Cobequid Indust-
rial Park was one of the most environmentally-sensitive areas in the
Region. He advised that studies are underway by the Federal Department
of the Environment and the Provincial Department of Environment, to
determine the impact of development in the area. On-Site sewers posi-
tively would not be feasible in this area. He advised that the site is
poor one for what is proposed by Cobequid Industrial Park Limited Part-
nership. The cost to the residents had been high and will escalate
further if the development fails and someone else has to take it over.
He advised that the establishment of a waste water management district,
if holding tanks are approved, could result in area tax payers having
to pay the cost of cleaning up the lakes, should there be a control
failure. Councillor Snow indicated that the proposal was not worth the
risk of all the potential problems and costs. He indicated that the
approval of the Cobequid Industrial Park was not in the best interests
of the Municipality or of District No. 14. He advised that the risk
associated with the Park far outweighs any possible benefits and fur-
thermore there is no economic need for an additional Industrial Park in
the Municipality at the present time. He indicated that all informa-
tion suggests that there is an overabundance of parkland now and suf-
ficient industrial parkland to service demands in the future.

Based on the above information, Councillor Snow requested Council's
support in his motion of rejection of the proposed Industrial Park.

Councillor Lichter advised that he would not support the motion based
on the fact that the proper manner in which to address this issue would
have been to debate every single item of the three and should any one
of those three items have failed, according to the opinion of Council,
then the project should be rejected.

Councillor Deveaux indicated that he was not in support of the motion
either, as the proposed use of holding tanks would prevent any poten-
tial damage to the area, in his opinion.

Councillor Wiseman advised that she had previously supported the motion
of approval in principle back in 1982; however, during this Hearing it
has become obvious to her that there were still no water-tight assur-
ances with regard to the environmental concerns. Based on this, she
was in support of the motion proposed by Councillor Snow.
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Councillor Mont advised that he could support the Development if the
Developer was agreeable to all three of the contentious recommendations
of the ECC. However, in his broad interpretation of the Minister's in-
tention when recommending the Treatment Plant, the Developer has indi-
cated that there will be no "industrial waste" and he is not agreeable
to construction of the treatment plant. Based on this he would not

support the Development but would support Councillor Snow's motion of
rejection.

At this point Mr. Birch interjected, referring Council to the summary
of disposal methods which indicated that a Treatment Plant discharging
into the Lakes would have a greater negative impact on the lake system
than would holding tanks, which the Developer has agreed to.

Councillor Poirier indicated her opinion, relative to the Environmental
concerns that there is no such thing as a water-tight solution. She
was in favour of the Development in the Municipality and felt that the
Businesses which would be located in that Park would be a boost to the
tax base of the area. Councillor Poirier further advised that there
was an Industrial Park in her area and she indicated that she would
prefer septic tanks in that park over the treatment plant which is
there now. She advised that the overflow of that treatment plant had
dirtied Governor's Lake. Based on these aspects she would not be sup-
portive of Councillor Snow's motion.

Councillor DeRoche indicated his opinion, that the motion on the floor
should be rejected subsequent to which the three issues, referred. to
repeatedly throughout the Hearing, and in fact for which the Hearing
was called, should be discussed.

Councillor Deveaux indicated his opposition to the motion on the floor
as did Councillor Gaetz.

However, Councillors Eisenhauer and MacDonald as well as Deputy Warden
Margeson spoke in support of Councillor Snow's motion, subsequent to
which the question was called on the motion.

It was moved by Councillor Snow, seconded by Councillor Walker:
"THAT the Application for the Planned Unit Development Agreement
No. 3-79-14 for the Cobequid Industrial Park, Cobequid Road,
Halifax County, be rejected by Municipal Council."
Motion Carried.

The above motion was carried 13 - 7.

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved by Councillor DeRoche, seconded by Councillor Walker:

"THAT the Public Hearing adjourn."
Motion Carried.

Therefore, there being no further business, the Public Hearing
adjourned at 9:10 P.M.
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PUBLIC HEARING
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Deputy Warden Margeson, Chairman

Poirier
Larsen
Gaudet
Baker
Deveaux
DeRoche
Adams
Gaetz
Bayers
Reid
Lichter
Snow
MacKay
McInroy
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MacDonald
Wiseman
Mont

ALSO PRESENT: Mr. Keith Birch, Chief of Planning & Development
Mr. Robert Cragg, Municipal Solicitor

SECRETARY: Christine E. Simmons

OPENING OF PUBLIC HEARING - THE LORD'S PRAYER

Deputy Warden Margeson brought the Public Hearing to Order at 7:10
P.M. with The Lord's Prayer.

ROLL CALL
Mr. Birch then called the Roll.

APPOINTMENT OF RECORDING SECRETARY

It was moved by Councillor McInroy, seconded by Councillor Snow:

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

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Deputy Warden Margeson reviewed, for the benenfit of those persons in
the Gallery, the procedure to be followed for the Public Hearing.
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REZONING APPLICATION NO. RA-SA-07-83-20

Rezoning Application No. RA-SA-07-83-20 was a request to rezone parcel
"D", Phase 11, of the Sackville Land Assembly, located on First Lake
Drive at Lower Sackville, District 20 From R-1 (Single Unit Dwelling)
Zone to R-4 (Multi-Unit Dwelling) Zone.

Staff Report

Mr. Bob Gough, Director of Development, approached Council to provide
information relative to this application.

Mr. Gough advised that the Public Hearing on this application had been
duly advertised as per the provisions of the Planning Act and that no
correspondence had been received in response, either in favour of the
application or in opposition.

Mr. Gough then advised that the N.S.H.C. had first requested that both
Parcels "E-2" and "D" of Phase 11 be included in the rezoning applica-
tion but that they had submitted a subsequent request that "E-2" be
deleted from the application and only Parcel "D" be dealt with. This
request has been received from the N.S.H.C. in writing.

Utilizing an Overhead Projected Map, Mr. Gough outlined to Council the
location and surrounding area of the Parcel in question. This Parcel
of land was 67,000 square feet, generally flat, with no significant
vegetation cover. He advised that the future land use designation in
the MDP for this parcel was Urban Residential.

Mr. Gough then advised that the avenue by which Council could consider
this application, and if deemed adviseable approve it, was set forth
under Policy P-31 of the Municipal Development Plan for Sackville,
which states: "Council may consider amendments to the Zoning By-Law to
permit Rowhouses and Multiple Unit Dwellings"”.

The Criteria for Evaluation as stated in the Staff Report was as
follows:

"In order to ensure that the proposed rezonings will not jeopardize
either the spirit of the Municipal Development Plan or the quality of
life in the plan area, Council has directed that such rezoning applica-
tions have regard to those provisions set forth under Policies P-31 and
pP-104."

The Comments from the Department of Engineering and Works, as specified
in the Staff Report, were:

"The Department of Engineering and Works indicates that the multiple
unit dwellings proposed on Parcel ... "D" will not overburden existing
sewerage capacity since the main sewage trunk line extends along First
Lake Drive. However, it is recommended that appropriate measures be
taken to prevent siltation of First Lake, both during and after con-
struction on Parcel "D"."
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The Comments of the Deparmtent of Planning and Development were:

"The Department of Planning and Development recommends that the pro-
posed rezoning be approved for the following reasons:

(a) The proposed rezoning meets the intent of the Municipal Develop-
ment Plan as required by Policy P-104(i).

(b) The proposed developments, being located on First Lake Drive have
adequate access to open space, shopping, and other community
facilities. This is a major requirement for consideration as
directed by Policy P-104(ii)(4d). :

(c) The Department of Planning and Development notes that in consider-
ing multiple unit rezonings, Council shall have regard to Policy
P-31(i) which encourages the adequacy of separation distances from
low density residential developments. In this regard, the
developer should be encouraged to expand upon the minimum side
yard requirement adjacent to the single and two unit dwellings on
Quaker Crescent, and retain tree coverage on this side yard.

These measures should ensure an adequate separation between the
Quaker Crescent Dwellings and the proposed higher density develop-
ment on this parcel.”

Questions From Council

Councillor MacDonald questioned whether, with this change, there would
be suitable protection for the R-1 area.

Mr. Gough advised that the N.S.H.C. are asking for the rezoning before
the people get there in order to avoid any future problems.

There were no further questions from Council.

Speakers In Favour of Application

Mr. Jim Georgianis, N.S.H.C.: Mr. Georgianis advised that he was
speaking in favour of the application on behalf of the N.S.H.C. He had
nothing to add to the Staff presentation but advised that he would be
happy to answer any questions Council may have relative to the applica-
tion.

Questions From Council

Councillor MacKay questioned why Parcel "E-1" had been deleted fram the
Application.

Mr. Georgianis advised that the N.S.H.C had received interest from a
Church Group to purchase this land for a use which was allowed under
the R-1 Zone; therefore, there was no reason to rezone it.

There were no further questions for Mr. Georgianis.
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Motion and Discussion of Council

It was moved by Councillor Wiseman, secpnded by Councillor MacDonald:

"THAT the Rezoning request for Parcel "D" of the Lands of the Nova
Scotia Housing Commission, Phase 11 of the Sackville Land Assem-
bly, Located on First Lake Drive, Lower Sackville, District 20,
from R-1 to R-4, be approved by County Council."

Motion Carried.

REZONING APPLICATION NO. RA-24-08-83-18

Rezoning Application No. RA-24-08-83-18 was a request to rezone Lot
"H-1" of the Lands of H. Graham Hefler, located on the Lucasville Road
at Lucasville, District 18, From G (General Building) Zone to T (Mobile
Home Park) Zone.

Staff Report

Mr. Gough advised that the Public Hearing for this Rezoning Request had
been advertised as prescribed under the terms of the Planning Act and
that no correspondence had been received either in favour or in opposi-
tion to the application.

Utilizing the Overhead Projected Map, he located the subject property
which was about one-half way between the Hammonds Plains Road and the.
No. 1 Highway. :

ﬁeading from the Staff Report, distributed to all Councillors, Mr.
Gough indicated:

"An application has been received requesting that Lot H-1 of the lands
of H. Graham Hefler, located on the Lucasville Road at Lucasville, be
rezoned from G Zone to T Zone. As stated by the applicant, Mr. Graham
Hefler, the purpose of the rezoning is to permit a 20-30 unit expansion
to the present Timber Trails Mobile Home Park, thereby bringing the
total number of units to approximately 235.

As a matter of interest, it should be noted that the Park has remained
under the private ownership and operation of Mr. Hefler since it was
established in 1969. 1In addition, Mr. Hefler has been successful on
two previous occassions in gaining a "T" rezoning, once when the park
was being established and again in 1970 when the park underwent a major
expansion."

The Report then described the lot in detail relative to area, dimen-
sions and features, as well as surrounding land uses. (Please refer to
Report, if additional detail is required.)

The Comments of the Department of Health, as specified in the Staff
Report, were:
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"In light of the fact that the existing mobile home park is serviced by
private wells and two sewage treatment plants, the Department of Health
was asked to comment on the proposed rezoning with respect to the ex-
isting servicing system's capability to handle the increased volumes of
sewage and water consumption. The Department, while it feels an addi-
tional sewage treatment plant will be needed if an expansion takes
place, has replied that it, "has no objections to the proposed rezoning
provided that the technical requirements of water supply and sewage
collection and disposal are met"."

The Comments of the Department of the Environment were:

"The Department of Environment has stated that it has no objections to
the proposed rezoning. However, certain conditions would be compulsory
in order to sustain the number of units projected for the site. There-
fore, the Department, in conjunction with the Department of Health,
will be requiring the applicant to satisfy all necessary requirements
prior to any development taking place.”

The Comments of the Department of Engineering and Works Management Com-
mittee, were:

"Through correspondence received from various provincial agencies, it
is apparent that the applicant will be required to install a third
sewage treatment plant should the rezoning application be approved.
Given Council's policy of discouraging the development of private
servicing systems, the application was forwarded to the Department of
Engineering and Works for comment. The Department has replied that the
matter was brought to the attention of the Management Committee with
the result being: "so long as the requirements of the Departments of
Health and Environment are received, the Municipality has no objec-
tions" to the installation of an additional sewage treatment plant."

The Department of Transportation commented:

"The Department of Transportation has advised that it has no objection
to the proposed rezoning. However, the applicant will be required to

consult with the Department prior to any points of ingress to the park
being developed."

Mr. Gough advised that the recommendation of the Department of Plann-
ing and Development, was approval of the application for the following
reasons: g

1. The application has received favorable comments from all
Departments that will eventually have some involvements in the
park's development.

2. The historical record on the existing park clearly indicates that
the applicant has taken exceptional care in complying with all
applicable provincial and municipal regulations. This can be seen
in the park's well maintained appearance and respectable operating
record.

3. Given that the land surrounding the subject property is all but
vacant, the proposed rezoning will not create an incompatible or
competitive land use situation.
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This Completed the Staff presentation.

Questions From Council

None.

Speakers in Favour of Application

Mr. Graham Hefler, Owner of Mobile Home Park: Mr. Hefler indicated
that he was, of course, in favour of the application; however, he had
nothing to add to the Staff Report. He advised that he would be happy
to answer any questions Council may have.

Questions From Council

Councillor DeRoche questioned how large each Mobile Home Lot would be,
as intended by Mr. Hefler.

Mr. Hefler advised that each lot would be approximately 4500 sqg. ft.
There were no further questions for Mr. Hefler.

Speakers in Opposition to Application

None.

Motion and Discussion of Council

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

"THAT the requested rezoning of Lot H-1 of the Lands of H. Graham
Hefler, located on the Lucasville Road, at Lucasville, from G
(General Building) Zone to T (Mobile Home Park) Zone be approved
by County Council."”

" Motion Carried.

APPLICATION NO. ZA-TLB-26-83

Mr. Birch, Chief of Planning and Development came forward to outline
this application to Council: he read to Council the Report of the
Planning Advisory Committee, as follows:

"Upon consideration of permitting development on serviced, private
roads in Lakeside, the Report of the Planning Advisory Committee of
July 19, 1983, has directed that staff make the necessary amendments to
the zoning by-law for Timberlea-Lakeside-Beechville.

Policy P-21 of the Municipal Development Plan for Timberlea-Lakeside-
Beechville expressed the intention of Council to permit development on
private lanes identified by amendment to the Zoning By-Law. Policy
P-2]1 states:
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"It shall be the intention of Council to permit the subdivision
of lands abutting private lanes which have municipal sewer and
water services. 1In this regard, the zoning by-law may be amended
to identify unlisted travelled ways where subdivision and develop-
ment may be accomodated. In addition, Council shall establish a
schedule of priorities in co-ordinating the development of lands
with the road improvements necessary to provide a reasonable level
of service to existing and future residents and land users."

Council recently approved of entering into an agreement with the
Department of Transportation to permit subdivision on certain private
roads. In order that this may be effective in Lakeside, the area's
zoning by-law must be amended as follows:

1. By adding to Section 4.9 immediately after the words "are satis-
fied" the following:

"Further, where municipal central sewer and water services are
available, development permits may be issued for lots created
where the land to be subdivided abuts an unlisted travelled way
identified in Appendix "E" of this By-Law."; and

2. By adding "APPENDIX 'E' UNLISTED TRAVELLED WAYS" to the Table of
Contents and by inserting Map 1 (attached) as "APPENDIX 'E'" im-
mediately following "APPENDIX'D'" of the By-Law."

Questions From Council

Councillor MacKay referred to a portion of Pollcy P-21 where it stated:
"In addition, Council shall establish a schedule of priorities co-or-
dinating development of lands with the road improvements necessary to
provide a reasonable level of service to existing and future residents
and land users". He requested that Mr. Birch interpret the meaning of
this excerpt from Policy P-21.

Mr. Birch advised that this would involve, where appropriate, sugges-
tions for improving the quality of a private lane; he advised that he
could not speak directly to any one lane but that Council must estab-
lish its priorities.

Councillor MacKay questioned what other priority would there be other
than up-grading the road or providing other services that would not be
available at the present time.

Mr. Birch advised that as he was not directly involved with the Public
Participation Committee, he would not be able to answer this question:;
however, he agreed that, if required, he would bring this matter of the
priorities back before Planning Advisory Committee. However, he
advised that it was not an impediment in changing the By-Law.

At this time, Councillor Poirier indicated that she would wish to be
exempted from discussion and vote on this issue as it would represent a
Conflict of Interest. This was agreed to by Council.
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Councillor MacKay indicated that in the Beechville-Lakeside-Timberlea
area and also in the Eastern Passage area there was an agreement at-.
some point in time, years ago, with the Department of Transportation
that private lanes would be put on a list and as the funds became
available over the years, the Department of Transportation would up-
grade them to their standards and list them. He indicated his under-
standing that the intention of this recommendation, would be to take
that responsibility away from the Department of Transportation. He in-
dicated his concern that this would leave Council vulnerable, at some
future date, for a request from the residents on that road to provide
services such as snow removal or upgrading.

Councillor Deveaux indicated his understanding that this was no
different than the agreement reached for Eastern Passage, where sewer
and water services were being provided in Private Lanes. His interpre-
tation was that the last last portion of P-21 is only asking Council to
establish priorities but does not indicate that Council should pay for
the upgrading of all these lanes. If, in fact, some of the lanes have
to be brought up to Highway Standards, the decision will have to be
made at that time. He advised that in his area, unless the Provincial
Government was willing to cost-share in any upgrading that it would
have to be costshared by the people abutting the roadway.

Deputy Warden Margeson questioned whether any correspondence had been
received, either in favour of, or in opposition to, this application.

Mr. Birch advised that the Public Hearing on this application had been
duly advertised and that no correspondence had been received.

There were no further questions for Mr. Birch.

Speakers in Favour of Amendment

None .

Speakers in Opposition to Amendment

None .

Motion and Discussion of Council

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

“"THAT the Amendments to the Zoning By-Law for Timberlea-Lakeside-
Beechville, as outlined in the Staff Report be effected."
Motion Carried.

ADJOURNMENT

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

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

nggﬁgg ; Ehﬁgisb%iﬁg no further business, the Public Hearing






