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Mr. Morgan advised that staff is considering that option under the plan 
amendment application. In particular, staff is investigating the potential to 
allow development within the 1:20 by infilling if the technical information is 
provided to show that it would not cause increased flood levels. On the 
Sackville Downs‘ site, where some of the land is in the 1:20 floodplain, staff 
received a submission from the property owners who actually used the model 
that was used to derive these flood models and altered some of the cross 
sections and ran a model again which took into account upstream and downstream 
flood levels. They show at their location that it did not appear the changes 
would be significant. He said that it is important to realize that because it 
might be that way at the Sackville Downs‘ locatior: we cannot be sure at 
another location unless that information is provided. 

Councillor Morgan stated that the hesitance on the part of staff left him to 
believe that there is prohibition of development in this area, although is it 
allowed in Bedford. He said that there has to be a zone that would allow this 
to proceed by development agreement. 

Councillor MacDonald commented that he hoped this municipality did not proceed 
like the Town of Bedford who has five associations fighting them for different 
things they are doing. He asked what the distance is from the proposed 
rezoning to the river, to which Mr. Morgan responded approximately 250'. 

Councillor MacDonald indicated that this particular area has been a problem 
for years. Recently there was a rezoning next to the church which was turned 
down due to concern for traffic in the region. He said that the existing 
property a few years ago was increased in the 250' setback. At that time, 
staff and the County rationalized that 250' was far enough because flooding 
problems were being experienced inthe Sunnyvale Subdivision. He asked if the 
infilling carried out on the property’ was done without a Topsoil Removal 
permit. 

Mr. Morgan advised that the Topsoil Removal permit would only apply to 
commercial development in excess of one acre. There has been considerable 
infilling recently, and the Engineering Department has been in contact with 
the property owner, expressing concern with what is occurring. 

Councillor Bates asked if there has to be permission granted for the 
infilling. 

Mr. Morgan advised that presently in the floodplain the only time a permit is 
needed is when the watercourse itself is filled in, at which time an 
Alterations to Watercourse Permit is required. 

Councillor Morgan asked if it would make much difference when these people 
already have C-2 on a large portion and are just looking to add more. 

Mr. Morgan responded that the further you extend into the floodplain, the 
deeper it gets. He said that when he toured the site, it looked like the fill 
was 12' deep. The more you displace the low lying areas around the river, the 
greater the chances it will be displaced on somebody else's property. 

Councillor Merrigan referred to Map 4 and noted that it appears the majority 
of the rezoning request is within the 1:20 year floodplain. Also, that staff 
are looking to turn down the application because it is within the floodplain 
and are concerned with infilling. He said that he felt the development could 
proceed by development agreement.
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Mr. Morgan nted that presently a development agreement is required for any 
development within 100' of the Little Sackville River. He advised that there 
are proposed amendments that would allow consideration of the structure in the 
flood fringe between the 1:20 and 1:100. 

Councillor Herrigan asked if the proposed amendments would allow this 
development. 

Mr. Morgan responded that as drafted now, there could still be problems. 
Staff is investigating with the Federal/Provincial authorities to see if 
development of a property could be considered by development agreement if a 
person was interested in modifying the floodplain such that it would not cause 
increased flooding to neighbouring properties by using the same modelling 
techniques and design mapping. 

Councillor Boutilier indicated that it was pointed out the Engineering 
Department might have concerns with that topsoil being put in place. He noted 
that the infilling has taken place, even if no development takes place. If we 
are talking about effecting somebody downstream, the damage is already done 
and whether you build a structure 12 - 14' higher is not going to effect 
anything. 

Councillor Poirier referred to statements in the conclusion which state that 
"... the proposed development could also have adverse effects on other 
upstream or downstream properties... The development proposed could cause 
flooding problems to other properties and have adverse enviromental 
consequences towards the river... , and suggested that Council should hear 
about the effects of infilling. 

Mr. John Sheppard indicated that the Engineering Department does have 
concerns. He referred to Councillor Bouti1ier's comments that the infilling 
has already been done and agreed that to some degree it has, but pointed out 
that the development as proposed would require more infilling. Also, that the 
Engineering Department has endeavored to get the owner of the property, Mr. 
Dean, to apply for a Topsoil Removal Permit which has not been done. He said 
that he thought the municipality's interest would be better served at this 
time to have that topsoil removed rather than encroaching with further 
development in the floodplain. He indicated that he felt staff's 
recommendation that the proposal be considered only if the proper site work is 
done is appropriate. There might be some benefit to permitting some minor 
infilling to streamline, but only if they are required to do the proper 
designing. 

Speakers in Favour of this Application 

Hr. Lou Noseworthy, Planning Consultant, L.S. Noseworthy and Associates 
Planning Consultants 

Hr. Noseworthy advised that he has been retained by Mr. Hanna to provide 
consulting and architectural services with respect to his proposed 
development. 

Hr. Noseworthy stated that the drawings submitted by Mr. Hanna referred to in 
thestaff report to the Planning Advisory Committee were intended to service a 
preliminary proposal only to indicate Hr. Hanna's intentions. Final site 
development drawings would require onsite work as well as a review of existing 
documents. Hr. Hanna is reluctant to become involved in large consultant fees 
until a sense of direction is determined by Council.



PUBLIC HEARING HINUTES - 12 - la! 29, 1989 

Mr. Noseworthy indicated that the preliminary site plan only deals with 
construction in an area shown as commercial on the plan an allows for parking 
and setbacks. The access and exit to the site would be as approved by the 
Department of Transportation. Points not mentioned are that Mr. Hanna has 
considered a 200' buffer on which no building could be built. Further, that 
this area would include trees and landscaping for a distance of 25' from each 
side of abutting residential properties and the same treatment for a distance 
of 50' from the River shore. Also, no construction would be within 100' of 
the property lines of Sunnyvale Crescent. He indicated that Mr. Hanna's 
development would be consistent with the surrounding neighbourhood. Also, 
every effort will be taken to control signage which will be part of the 
architectural detailed project. He stated that it is the intention to work 
closely with the County and the various departments to ensure that the by-laws 
are upheld. 

Questions from Council 

Councillor HacKay noted that it was said no development would take place 
within 250' of the River or within 100' of Sunnyvale Crescent. He questioned 
whether Mr. Noseworthy was referring to the proposal for the large piece of 
land in back. 

Mr. Noseworthy responded that comments have been made to the effect that there 
is a possibility of rezoning that piece of land completely. There is 
consideration of rezoning the entire property and if that should take place, 
no development would be within 250'. 

Councillor Meade asked Hr. Noseworthy how much more infilling was planned. 

Mr. Noseworthy pointed out on the map where infilling and removal of fill 
would take place. He said that the end result would be a better floodplain 
area than is there now. 

Mr. Roger Corkum, Solicitor for Mr. Hanna 

Hr. Corkum stated that there is no real reason for having the boundary of the 
commercial lines existing as they do today. He pointed out that his client is 
asking for an extension so that the property can have some real useful 
purpose, otherwise, the property is really too small to adequately develop for 
any kind of major project. He said that it is a very large project and has 
more than $2,000,000 going into it which is a sizeable amount of tax money. 

Mr. Corkum indicated that they are faced with a problem because the property 
is not owned by Mr. Hanna. If something is not done before the expiration of 
the contract, then the project is likely to die. 

Mr. Corkum said that he would like Council to consider Mr. Hanna developing 
what is presently zoned C-2. Hr. Hanna is asking for a minor extension of 
what is already zoned C-2 and would allow the property to be acquired as soon 
as possible. 

Questions from Council 

None.
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Mr. Antoinne Hanna 

Mr. Hanna advised that he was the developer of the project. He said that he 
would like Council and the public of Sackville to do what is best for 
Sackville. He pointed out that the floodplain amendments are not law yet and 
questioned why he should have to pay the price. 

Mr. Hanna noted that the Federal Government, who paid the money for the 
survey, did not take into consideration the culvert that is supposed to be 
circulation for the area underneath the Beaverbank Road. There are only two 
culverts there built of old ties which are not able to carry the water 
pressure in times of flooding. 

Mr. Hanna pointed out that the former Sackville Downs site is in the 1:100 and 
1:20 floodplain. If the infilling does effect downstream and upstream, he 
asked if he had the right to sue the County who issues permits, including to 
the Department of Housing, for allowing infilling right into the watercourse. 

Mr. Hanna stated that he was willing to sign an agreement as a commitment. 
Also, that they are willing to stay 250' with the construction of the building 
from the River and 100' from the lot lines of the Sunnyvale Subdivision. He 
said that the infilling would be very minor; no more than 102 of the total 
cubic footage of the entire flood area. 

Mr. Hanna advised that he was proposing a project that would create close to 
$100,000 in taxes every year and at least seventy-five permanent jobs. 

Speakers in Opposition to this application 

Mr. Ed Mullen, District 16 

Mr. Mullen advised that he was a Director with the Sackville Rivers 
Association. 

Mr. Mullen said that from everything he heard tonight, it just confirms 
further a classic example of how we develop in Sackville. There has already 
been illegal infilling and the Engineering Department has recommended that it 
be removed. Also, the property that is being proposed for rezoning is not yet 
owned by the developer. 

Mr. Mullen commented that they were ot concerned so much about whether 
somebody is going to develop a project, but rather were concerned that 
development is done well; in the right place and conforms with the municipal 
planning strategy. He said that he agreed with the Planning and Engineering 
Departments. He indicated that everything he heard about this development 
does not conform with the floodplain designation under the policies stated in 
the municipal planning strategy for Sackville. He also noted that nothing 
said tonight conforms with the permitted uses mentioned in the floodplain 
designation of the land use by-law for Sackville. 

Mr. Mullen indicated that this is another example of doing what one wants and 
then applying to the County after the fact for a permit. He said that it is 
assumed from past experience that the permit will be granted. 

Mr. Mullen commented that it seems nobody really understands what a floodplain 
really means and went on to explain. He commented that the Town of Bedford is 
going to have a legal stance as to what is causing flooding in Bedford and 
will look upriver to see what has been done in Sackville.
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Mr. Mullen referred to the staff report dated November 21, 1988, which 
specifies the intention to prepare the floodplains of the Sackville River. He 
said that there has been a lot of contention about the map shown in the 
rezoning proposal. The excuse used in the past has been that there was no 
hydrotechnical survey on the Little Sackville River, but pointed out that that 
mapping is now available to show the floodplain. 

Mr. Mullen stated that structures have been built in the River, there has been 
illegal infilling and all kinds of garbage. Every structure in the River 
means that the water is diverted somewheres else. Structures can be put in 
the middle of the floodplain and floodproofed, but pointed out that there is a 
floodplain. 

Mr. Mullen stated that 25' buffer zones are too small and no good because they 
are subject to high wind and erosion. 

Mr. Mullen indicated that part of the project consists of a parking lot and 
noted that the storm water has to go someplace. Every time there is 
development of this size, the water funnels into these rivers that have been 
obstructed by infilling. 

Mr. Mullen stated that there is a aster plan and expressed concern with 
changing it to the point that nothing is relevant any more. 

Mr. Mullen concluded that he agreed with the comments of the Planning and 
Engineering Departments. He said that if the rezoning is approved, then we 
can throw everything away and start from scratch. 

Questions from Council 

Councillor Merrigan commented that the residential lots on Millwood Drive are 
swaled. He noted that the area can be developed with residential houses now 
and will have to be built up so that it will not cause any problems with the 
floodplain. He felt that the only question now was whether or not it should 
be C-2 or R-1. He asked Mr. Mullen if he felt C-2 development would cause 
more problems with the floodplain than R-1 development. 

Mr. Mullen responded that the R-1 in the area was developed when it was 
believed there was no concern. He said that a developer could go ahead an 
put homes there, but as stated in the staff report, there will be no 
responsibility for any kind of reimbursement. 

Councillor Morgan noted that residential development would only be subject to 
the provisions of the R-1 zone. He felt there were two considerations. 
First, that because of the configuration of the lot, it would be hard to 
develop with residential development. Secondly, under the terms of the 
Floodplain Damage Reduction Program Agreement, even if lots are approved and 
somebody builds a home there and is flooded, they are not going to receive any 
compensation under any flood damage assistance program. 

Councillor Horne said that it was his understanding that the mouth of the 
Sackville River is going to be dredged. He asked Mr. Mullen if he felt the 
Little Sackville River would flow faster and therefore have the flooding 
upstream.
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Mr. Mullen responded that you have to look at the source. The water has to go 
someplace and infilling has taken place downstream. By dredging at the mouth 
of the River, the water has more room in that immediate area. Overall, 
considering the elevation of the Sackville River and the Little Sackville 
River, he felt it would have no effect. 

Mr. John Sheppard indicated that in response to Councillor Horne's question, 
he felt the area being referred to at the mouth of the River is too far 
removed from the site being discussed to have any impact on the flow. 

Councillor MacKay asked Mr. Mullen if he was speaking on behalf of the 
Sackville Rivers Association. 

Mr. Mullen responded that he was speaking as an individual and also as a 
member of the Association. He said that he had no hesitation in saying that 
the members of the Association would agree with his comments. 

Councillor MacKay asked if the Sackville Rivers Association discussed this 
particular proposal at a meeting and by resolution opposed it. 

Mr. Mullen responded that their Association did not have a meeting to consider 
this particular problem, but have had meetings and discussions in the last 
year dealing with these issues. He said that in that sense he truly 
represented the desires of the Sackville Rivers Association. 

Councillor MacKay commented that in the Town of Bedford things are properly 
addressed it: a concise and constructive manner and developments are built 
along the edge of the River. 

Councillor Poirier commended Mr. Mullen for his remarks and for his concerns 
about the environment and the conservation. She noted that the Urban Services 
Committee recently went to look at a site in Eastern Passage, at which time 
they saw the results of allowing development when it should not have occurred. 

Councillor MacKay offered his apologies for having to leave. 

Glen Nickerson, Resident of District 22, Judy Avenue 

Mr. Nickerson presented a petition with the signatures of at least 
twenty-three people who objected to the consolidation of land. He said that 
he personally would be very concerned about that area. He noted that there 
are areas in Sunnyvale Subdivision which at times he thought would flood, and 
questioned whether this development would further damage homes in that area. 

Questions from Council 

None. 

Mrs. Moore, Resident, Sunnyvale Subdivision 

Mrs. Moore advised that they lived in Sunnyvale for one year and pointed out 
on the map on Page 9 where they lived. She said that if there is more than 
just a slight rainfall they have a mini lake in their backyard, but that it 
has not ‘yet encroached on their house. She stated that they signed Mr. 
Nickerson's petition and were definitely against any more infilling, though 
they had no major problems with Mr. Hanna's proposal. She expressed concern 
thag with every truckload of infilling, it would mean more water in their yar .
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Questions from Council 

Councillor Morgan asked Mrs. Moore if she was aware that in order to create 
their lot, 8 - 12' of infilling took place. 

Mrs. Moore responded that she was not surprised, though they were not 
technically aware. 

Councillor Morgan asked Mrs. Moore if she would be opposed to R-l development 
on the Hanna property. 

Mrs. Moore responded that she would not be opposed to anything as long as she 
did not receive more flooding in her back yard. 

Councillor Morgan noted that residential development could take place by 
infilling as was done for Sunnyvale Subdivision. He asked Mrs. Moore if she 
would be opposed, to which she responded yes. 

Councillor MacDonald said that he thought the development of Sunnyvale was a 
mistake that made the problem worse. The more you infill, the more the water 
will squirt out and rise up. He indicated that he has seen water in that area 
up to the back door. He stated that he did not think the Hanna property 
should be developed with residential or commercial development until technical 
reports are done. 

Councillor Morgan asked Mrs. Moore if she has looked across to where the 
present infilling has taken place. 

Mrs. Moore responded that she could ot see the area from their backyard 
because of the trees. 

Katherine Burke, 56 Beaverbank Road 

Mrs. Burke advised that she has been a resident for the past twenty-four 
years, and that for approximately the last fifteen years she has seen a 
considerable amount of flooding. She noted that the Sackville River has 
overflowed and the water has gone up to her back door. The Department of 
Transportation was called and at that time it was recommended that the culvert 
on the Beaverbank Road was too small to carry the flood water from the Little 
Sackville River. She pointed out that nothing has been done about that 
to-date. 

Mrs. Burke stated that the low area across the River from them has been filled 
in since they moved to the area. Also, the property on Gloria Avenue has all 
been filled in. As well, Mr. Dean's property over the past three - five years 
has been gradually filled in for construction. She indicated that the person 
living nextdoor to them over the past week has had their yard filled in with 
no permit, which meant that her backyard is pretty well level with the 
Sackville River. She advised that when there is a rainstorm, their backyard 
is flooded. If fill is continued to be dumped on that low area, the water has 
no place to go and will end up on their property. She agreed that the culvert 
is too small to take the water flow. 

Questions from Council 

Councillor Morgan asked Mrs. Burke if she felt the culvert restricts the 
normal channel of the river, to which she said yes.
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Councillor Merrigsn asked Mrs. Burke if she has noticed any more flooding 
since the Dean property has been filled in. 

Mrs. Burke responded yes, and said that as people are filling in around them 
that is atural to occur because there is no place for the water to go. 

Councillor Merrigan asked Hrs. Burke how much water she has seen on the Dean 
property. 

Mrs. Burke responded that there are trees behind their property and that she 
has never walked over to see how much water has been on his property. She 
said that she had to presume there would be quite a bit of water flooding near 
the waterbed. 

Councillor Boutilier asked Mr. Sheppard if he has looked at the existing 
culvert. 

Mr. Sheppard responded yes and thought it safe to say that all the culverts 
along the Sackville River are too small for the peak flows. He noted that the 
floodplain mapping would reflect upon every restriction on the river. 

Mr. Sheppard pointed out that one of the recommendations contained in the 
study was that consideration should be given to replacing the culverts to 
reduce the flooding potential. 

Councillor Boutilier suggested that that action should be initiated through 
the Engineering Department. 

Councillor Cooper asked where the water would go if all the culverts are 
increased in size. 

Mr. Sheppard indicated that it would increase the flows downstream and pointed 
out that the culverts would not be arbitrarily enlarged without making 
adjustments downstream. 

Councillor’ MacDonald commented that Sackville has been developed on these 
particular culverts and that the river will speed up and cause a lot of 
erosion. If not done properly, it will be a real problem. 

Mr. Kelly read into the record two petitions received; one supporting the 
project and one opposing the rezoning. 

Councillor Sutherland indicated that he listened to the pros and cons. He 
said that it was his general feeling that he would like Mr. Hanna to develop 
on his infilled portion, rather than have him proceed with R-1 development. 
Legally he can build within 100' of the river. He said that he believed 
Council is dealing with a small extension on the portion of the lot. He 
commented that he did have some concerns for the floodplain and would be 
reluctant to consider further intrusion of that floodplain. He thought it 
unrealistic not to permit development which fronted on a major highway. 

Councillor Sutherland moved, seconded by Councillor Snow: 

THAT THE APPLICATION BY MR. HANNA TO REZONE PORTIONS 
OF LOT 138, LOT X-1 AND LOT D-3, FROM R-1 T0 C-2 BE 
APPROVED.
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Councillor Meade asked if the County would be liable if it approved the 
rezoning application, allowing this infilling to occur, causing Hrs. Moore's 
property to flood. 

Hr. Cragg responded no and said that it is not easy to give a definitive 
answer. If the municipality agrees with a rezoning that flies in the face of 
expert reports that categorically state that this development would cause 
certain environmental concerns, resulting in damage or loss, the liability 
might attach, but indicated that he did not think it categorically stated that 
this would happen for this application. 

Councillor Cooper indicated that it would have been beneficial to have seen 
slides. He said that by putting a 6 - 8' culvert along the length of the 
Little Sackville River, filling it in and developing on top of it, he did not 
think there was any way to be able to say that this would or would not 
happen. Also, that he would have liked to have heard somebody prove that they 
are experiencing a 1 - 2' increase in water levels within that area. He 
expressed concern that because of the floodplain mapping and the policies in 
the plan which encourage no development in floodplain areas, that the 
municipality might be opening itself to legal action if it continues to allow 
development in floodplain areas. The other side of the coin is that it is 
only a small encroachment, but questioned for how long small encroachments 
would be allowed. He suggested that if the municipality is going to permit 
these developments that it should post an 8' x 12' sign warning that it is a 
floodplain area. He said that he could not support the motion because he had 
reservations about the unknown effects of the infilling. 

Councillor Bates advised that he too had difficulty in supporting the motion, 
particularly when twenty-three people from the effected area have signed a 
petition, especially since we are not sure if this project is going to effect 
these residents. 

Councillor Sutherland indicated that he did not agree with staff's approach 
of telling developers to prove that their development will not have an adverse 
effect. He pointed out that it is a sensitive area, but that the proposal 
being discussed tonight is for a very small intrusion into that area. 

Councillor Herrigan noted that the issue is to decide whether or not the land 
should be rezoned from residential to commercial. He asked Mr. Sheppard if 
there is any difference in the land being developed with R-1 versus 
commercial. 

Hr. Sheppard responded that he thought Councillor Morgan was correct in saying 
that we probably could not legally prevent a R-1 development in that R-1 zone, 
except from within 100' of the Little Sackville River. He said that if a 
proposal came before the Department to develop in that floodplain area they 
would make it as difficult as they could, and that he personally would be 
inclined to recommend that the development not be allowed. He indicated that 
the developer could challenge it in court, but that he would rather be told by 
a court of law to permit that development in the floodplain, rather than be 
involved in the approval as a staff member of the County of Halifax. He 
clarified that if somebody develops in that floodplain, two things will 
happen; either the development will be on a low enough elevation that the 
people will flood, or the alternative is that the land is built up and the 
people in Sunnyvale Crescent will be flooded.
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Councillor Baker expressed concern with Mr. Sheppard's comments. 

In favour of the motion - 7; Opposed to the motion - 11; 

Motion defeated. 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

THAT THE PUBLIC HEARINGS ADJOURN. 

Motion carried. 

The public hearings adjourned at approximately 10:15 p.m.
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Warden Lichter called the meeting to order at 4:10 p.m. He advised that since 
he has sat on Council. the School Board has argued that financial cuts cannot 
be made because they would only have SE12 of the calendar year to making the 
savings. which is impossible. Warden Lichter advised that this meeting is an 
effort to work out the details of a message to be sent to the School Board in 
order that the school system can be operated efficiently and children educated 
properly and Halifax County will not be caught in the same financial bind they 
have in the past. 

Warden Lichter advised that it was previously suggested that the Minister of 
Education should be approached about the cost-sharing formula for supplementary 
funding, and he agreed. stating it always appears that the municipal units are 
making all the cuts. but it is the Province robbing the School Board of three 
times the amount the municipal units cut back on. 

Mayor Christie suggested that a recommendation also be made to change the 
School Board's fiscal year because there is so much confusion given the 
municipal. the provincial. the School Board fiscal years and the school year. 

There was much discussion concerning mandatory and supplementary funding. 
particularly with regard to assessment.
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'Warden Lichter advised that Halifax County is sending notice to its Department 
"Heads that taxes in Halifax County for 1990 will be no greater than 1939 plus 
the cost of living, in order to prevent each department from presenting their 
wish book. He stated it is only fair to do this to our own departments. if it 

___is intended to address the School Board issue. Warden Lichter stated if a "fmessage is sent.to the School Board at this time indicating that next year the ‘total mandatory and supplementary funding will not exceed the 1989 level plus 
the cost of living. they will now a long time before the fiscal planning must 
be done. Should mandatory funding be raised by the Province. supplementary 
funding will not be increased because the additional mandatory will reach or 
exceed the 1989 level plus cost of living. Warden Lichter concluded that this 
formula alone will not work. but the Province must be _approached to pay 
supplementary funding regardless of the municipalities’ position and ability to 
pay. He stated he does not understand the Province's reasoning in terms of 
basing their funding on the municipalities‘ because they budget for a certain 
amount anyway. 

Councillor Bates argued that growth must also be taken into consideration. 
Warden Lichter suggested that growth is reflected in increased assessment 
because increased residential development is related to more students. 
Councillor Bates reiterated that School Board funding must be based on.student 
enrolment. He argued that the number of students cannot be based on 
assessment; School Board projections should be used for determining student 
population. Warden Lichter responded that the Province dictates what mandatory 
funding will be based on assessment. .' 

Councillor Reid noted that the Provincial formula is determined by a committee 
which meets in the fall of every year to determine of number of students 
throughout the Province; the formula is not just based on assessment. . 5 1 

Councillor Herrigan felt that supplementary funding should not be paid to the 
School Board unless the Municipality's are given some control over how it will 
be spent. Councillor Ball agreed that the Municipality should have.some say.in 

.L,the spending of supplementary funds. He stated people's needs -must be 
considered. as opposed to anticipated. He referred to the closure of-schools 
during evening hours which is a means of penalizing community groups and 

,hchildren; the municipality has no say. and only those at the bottom of therline 
_ suffer as a result. 0 

.4 
1:; 

.Council1or Baker advised that Council does have control over the.expenditure of 
.,§chopl_bBoard funds through the four Council representatives on the Schbol 
.,Board- He stated one must sit on the School Board to know how the system 
_works} Councillor Merrigan argued that ‘money supplied by Halifax County is 
always approved by Council and no other body. and it should be the same forrthe 
School Board. as they are presently the exception. 

Councillor Hacnonald argued against cutting supplementary funding. He stated 
the School Board does much to educate the future leaders. and there ‘must be 
formula that can supply money for this purpose to the School Board that will 
not provide any surprises to the municipal units. Student enrolment is also
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important. He also felt the Province should be approached about the cost- 
sharing formula for supplementary funding, stating the municipal units must 
balance their budgets. but the Province just puts excess expenditures into a 
deficit pot. 

Councillor Kelly questioned who would have control over this money. if the 
School Board does not. He stated it is about time they started taking control. 
He agreed that the municipal’units do have some say in how School Board money 
is spent through municipal appointments to the Board; if those representatives 
are not prepared to take on this responsibility, they should not be appointed. 

Councillor Deveaux stated he cannot support pre-determining an amount the 
School Board will receive in supplementary funds for 1990. He stated economic 
experts today -cannot predict what will take place within a few months. let 
alone one year. He stated the annual meeting to determine what funding will be 
allocated to the School Board is part of the democratic system. 

Councillor Deveaux advised that the resolution recently went to the UNSH 
requesting the Province to take over all costs of education. although this 
request has been turned down repeatedly. He stated the Province must 
continually be pushed in this regard in order to keep the municipal taxpayers 
rates"down. 

.Councillor Huntington expressed- concern about pre-determining supplementary 
funding for the School Board. He stated the only place where cuts can be made 
is to the number of teachers. which will be putting teachers on a collision 
course with the School Board. He stated there are few luxuries the School 

-‘Board can ill—afford, and one is under-utilized buildings. He stated the Board 
-must make cuts as a result of cut-backs on funding. but Councillors than fight 
for schools to remain open; money must be saved somewhere, particularly in 
areas that are over-spent HOW. 

Councillor Reid inquired about the purpose of this meeting. He stated there 
. must be an understanding of how the School Board operates and how the Province 

..,. 

rdictates to the School Board before a percentage increase of dollar amount for 
.- the School Board next year can be determined. ' =”" 
_.H. ,_ ._‘ gun? 
-;Warden'Lichter responded that the purpose of this meeting is to decide'whaE can 
be done to eliminate problems when determining School Board supplementary 
funding. He stated things can remain as they have for years. and hold the tanual spring auction between Halifax County and Bedford Town Council to 
-determine supplementary funds for the School Board. He suggested that if this 
option is pursued. at some time the two Councils will become so upset that they 
.will withhold all supplementary dollars. and the School Board will then suffer 

».greatly. - * 

Warden Lichter continued that a sincere effort must be made to discuss School 
U-Board =funding. in early May or June before the School Board makes the 
vvexpenditures for the upcoming school year. '
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.Council1or Horne comented that the School Board budget is upsetting. and he 
felt something must be done to resolve the difficulties. He stated the process 
can remain status quo. which does not seem desirable to most. The Province 
could be approached to increase mandatory funding so supplementary will ‘be-cut 
out: supplementary funding could be reduced over a number of years until it is 
gone so the School Board will be aware that it is being done away with; or: 
supplementary funding can be limited to the cost of living increase every year. 

Councillor Bayers felt the School Board should not be reporting to Council with 
regard to how they spend supplementary funding because it will only cause 
arguments among the two Councils. He felt supplementary funding should be 
limited to the cost of living every year. Councillor _Bayers expressed 
difficulty with how the School Board influence Councillors when it comes to 
budgets and how other issues are related to how Councillors vote on 
supplementary funding. He concluded that the Province should also be 
approached to change the 75-25 cost-sharing formula for supplementary funds. 

Councillor Cooper stated the School Board is a $121 million business that 
affects the children of Halifax County and Bedford. and their finances are 
controlled by the Province. Until the Province accepts responsibility for 
education. the two Councils will go through the annual auction year after year. 
He stated if the Councils cannot have control. why should they be involved in 
the $121 million business. He felt the Province should be told to run these 
programs because education is their responsibility. and they are pushing it off 
on the municipal units. -- 

Councillor Goucher asked if it is proposed to apply the cost of living limit to 
total school board funding or to the supplementary funding alone. Warden 
Lichter responded that it is intended the cost of living will be applied to the 
mandatory and supplementary together. If the mandatory is increased to much4to 
take all of the cost of living allowance. there will be no supplementary: 
otherwise. supplementary funding will only be increased by the cost of living 
allowance. 

Councillor Goucher stated it is difficult to put a cap on future spending of 
the School Board when it is difficult to cap municipal spending. He stated the 
needs must be known before a final decision can be made. He felt the School 
Board should be sent a clear message of restraint and requested to limit their 
budget; he had confidence that they would do so. He expressed difficulty with 
the 75-25 cost-sharing formula for supplementary funding. 

Councillor Bates felt the School Board budget for 1990 should be availabletnow, 
since the School Board are making the expenditures now. He stated it is 
unrealistic to expect that the Province will change their policy within”the 
next year. 

Councillor Draper suggested there should be totally elected School Board with 
their own taxation powers, and there should be no supplementary funding from 
Council. She stated it is inappropriate for Councils to be dealing with funds 
for such a intense budget. Warden Lichter advised that attempts have been made 
on several occasions to change the system in this regard. but there has been no



ggterms-of next.year's budget based on figures from previous years. 
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agreement. Councillor Draper felt this should be pursued, although it may not 
be-effective immediately. 

Councillor Merrigan stated the School Board budget is the major problem for 
increasing taxes in Halifax County. although the Councillors are responsible to 
the people for their tax bills. He stated he has learned that the people do 
not mind paying for something. but they have to be shown where the money is 
going. Therefore, he felt Councillors should be aware of the School Board 
budget and where their dollars are going. He stated he cannot support any 
further supplementary funding until Council can see where the money is going. 

Councillor Deveaux argued that the 15 percent tax increase was not the fault of 
the School Board. He concurred that the Province should be approached to 
change the cost—sharing formula or to take more responsibility for education 
costs. 

There was discussion about the implementation of a formula to determine 
.supplementary funding for the School Board. Councillor Merrigan stated it is 
not know what the Province will dictate in mandatory funding. and a formula can 
always be changed to suit the purpose. He stated Halifax County can only deal 

awith supplementary funding because those are the only dollars they have any 
control over. He stated a formula will not work, and the only way to deal with 
total dollars is with a budget. 

Councillor Reid felt the two Councils should discuss the formula again after 
they have had the opportunity to study it. He stated it was based on the level 
of-service, the cost to educate students in the past, and the cost of living. 
.and the two Councils were very close to implementing this in the past. 
':lt was moved by Councillor Reid, seconded by Councillor Herrigan: 

"THAT the formula for School Board funding be provided to all 
Members of both Councils. and that the two Councils meet again 
before June 30. 1989 to further discuss School Board funding 
and the formula."

1 
' 1 

-_ipunci11or Bates requested that figures from the School Board be presented in 
'..-v 

MOTION CARRIED 

.hAD1QHBHflENI 

firhere being no further discussion. the meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m. 
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