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Fl" 
...4 the operation would have any detrimental affects on 

environment. 
Ill 

Decision of Council 
It was moved by Councillor Meade, seconded by Councillor ?ralick: 

"THAT the amendments to the Land Use By-law for planning 
Districts 1 and 3, as Appendix "A". be approved.” 
MOTION CARRTED 

RA-EP/CB-17-89-06 - Application by Kiel Developments Limited to 
rezone lands to the south of Cherylann Drive in Cow Bay, from R- 
7 and R-6 to R-1 

Mr. Spanik presented the application stating that the lots are 
located to the south of the Cow Bay Road, off an extension of 
Cherylann Drive. Five lots have been subdivided by Kiel 
Developments Limited along the existing roadway. An additional 11 
lots would be created along the roadway extension. 
Mr. Spanik stated that although the R-6 Zone has the same minimum 
lot size requirements as the R-1 Zone, the more restrict R-1 Zone 
has been requested as it is the developer's intention to develop 
only single dwellings. 

He stated that lands within 500 feet of the Cow Bay Road are 
designated Residential "A" by the MP3. This designation 
establishes areas where priority is given to residential 
development while recognizing historic and contemporary differences 
between the Eastern Passage and Cow Bay communities. Lands within 
the Residential "B" designation constitute a secondary area for 
residential development. This designation, which encompasses a 
substantial portion of the Cow Bay area, has remained largely 
undeveloped as the soils have a limited capacity for accepting on- 
site sewage disposal systems. 
Mr. Spanik stated that residential development on lots of less than 
80,000 sq. feet may be considered by amendment to the Land Use By- 
law. The proposed subdivision is a natural extension of existing 
development on Cherylann Drive and allowance has been made to allow 
for access to abutting undeveloped lands. -Development of single 
unit dwelling on these lands is also consistent with development 
in the surrounding area. 
The Department of Health and Fltness has advised that high arsenic 
concentrations may be encountered in drilled wells and that this 
will be noted. on its permits. The large lots sizes proposed 
indicate that this development would maintain a low density 
environment, as envisioned by the plan. Single unit dwellings would
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be consistent with neighbouring development and the subdivision 
layout is a logical extension to this community. Provisions have 
been made to allow for access to adjacent undeveloped lands and or 
protection of environmental features. 
Mr. Spanik showed slides of the location. 

Questions from Council 
None. 

Speakers in Favour 
None. 

Speakers in Opposition 
None. 

Decision of Council 
It was moved by Councillor Deveaux, seconded by Councillor 
MacDonald: 

"THAT the application by Kiel Developments Limited to 
rezone lots i06 to 115, as illustrated by a tentative 
plan of subdivision of the lands of Kiel Developments 
Limited, from R-6 (Rural Residential) zone and R-7 (Rural 
Estate] Zone to R-1 [Single Unit Dwelling) Zone, be 
approved." 
MOTION CARRIED 

Adjournment 
It was moved by Councillor Boutilier, seconded by Councillor 
Cooper: 

"THAT these public hearings adjourn." 
MOTION CARRIED 

The public hearings adjourned at 7:30 p. m.
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SECRETARY: Twila Simms 
warden Lichter called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
It was moved 
Sutherland: 

by councillor MacDonald, seconded by councillor 

"THAT Twila Simms be appointed as Recording Secretary." 
MOTION CARRIED 

USE!‘ FEES 
warden Lichter stated that this is being discussed so that staff can have a clear direction on how to advertise the public hearing on this issue. 

Mr. Butler stated that the staff report clarified that some of the suggested fees require public hearing, some just ministerial 
approval. He stated that these fees recognize that the service provided does have benefit of one person not the whole community.
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Councillor Boutilier asked why the fee for a minor variance is $45 
and not $40. Mr. Butler stated that there was no reason. 
Councillor Morgan stated that in the comparison they are using the 
two cities, Bedford and Cape Breton, but a large portion of the 
county abuts other municipalities and questioned if these fees were 
more for urbanized areas than the rural. He asked that information 
be made available for the May 28, 1990 Public Hearing on what the 
other municipalities are charging for these services, if anything. 
warden Lichter stated that there was no difficulty in separating 
each proposed fee, but stated that no final decision would be made 
until after the public hearing. 
Mr. Butler stated that Subdivision Final Approval would be $100 and 
$10 per lot where applicable - for lots that would require the 
extension of a road or extension of municipal services. He added 
that the applicant would still pay the advertising fees. 
It was moved by Councillor Mclnroy, seconded by Councillor Bates: 

"THAT we advertise the suggested fee of $100 for 
Subdivision Final Approval and the $10 per lot where 
applicable." 

Councillor Merrigan requested clarification. Mr. Butler stated 
that there would be a $100 fee per application, regardless of the 
number of lots because the same amount of paperwork and preparation 
would go into each application. Councillor Merrigan asked what is 
done. Mr. Butler stated that letters are sent to the Department 
of Highways, the Department of the Environment, the Department of 
Health, the application is examined by the planner and it is made 
sure that all regulations comply with the by-law and then it is 
taken to council. Mr. Butler added the fee is for final 
application only, not preliminary or tentative. 
Councillor Herrigan stated that the small developer developing one 
lot would pay the same as a large developer developing 10 lots. 
He questioned how this could be justified. He stated that if the 
fee relates to the work involved and the time and effort, then this 
is an arbitrary fee and not a user fee. He stated that this would 
be an arbitrary fee to reduce property taxes down the road and 
should be classified as an application fee and not user fee. Mr. 
Butler stated that this would go towards the administration costs 
for processing. 
Councillor Bates asked Councillor Merrigan if all he wanted to do 
is change the word ‘user’ to 'application'. Councillor Merrigan 
stated that he was being technical.
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Councillor MacDonald clarified that the person would be paying for 
the application. 
Councillor Richards stated that Council was getting hung up on the 
word user. He stated that processing fee would be better 
terminology. He stated that it was not the intent that these fees 
would offset the cost of processing applications. He stated that 
the fees are meant to offset revenue. 
warden Lichter stated that euphemism is euphemism no matter what 
you call it. He stated that the person who pays in the end is the 
consumer. 

MOTION CARRIED 11 FOR 
9 AGAINST 

It was moved by Councillor Sutherland, seconded by Councillor 
Deveaux: 

"THAT we advertise a suggested fee of $40 for Minor 
Variances." 

Councillor Fralick asked why we were not asking $45 and thereby being consistent with adjacent municipalities. Mr. Meech stated 
that even with $45, the Town of Bedford has increased to $60 and would still not be consistent. 
Councillor Morgan stated that the review of applications seems to generally come from the rural areas and we should not set fees thinking that people have a lot of money. He stated that we should 
keep this at $40. 

warden Lichter clarified that this would be charged regardless of whether it passes or fails. Mr. Butler stated that was correct. The fee would he charged because abutting property owners have to be notified. 
MOTION CARRIED 

It was moved by Councillor Cooper, seconded by Councillor Mclnroy: 
"THAT the zoning/By-Law/Plan amendment fee be advertised 
as $150." ‘ 

Councillor cooper stated that these areas are those that require 
a large portion of staff time and effort. He stated that they require research and negotiations. He stated that the fee should be $150.
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Councillor Boutilier stated that they are also required to pay $500 
in advertising fees. 
Councillor Merrigan stated that it was bad enough that one has to 
pay for the advertising and now they will be charged a fee. He 
stated that this was difficult to accept. 
Councillor Bates stated that he preferred the staff recommendation 
of $100. 

warden Lichter stated that in the past, PAC has initiated rezoning 
applications, etc., if a mistake has been made on our part. Mr. 
Butler stated that this would not change. 

MOTION DEFEATED 
It was moved by Councillor Morgan, seconded by Councillor Poirier: 

"THAT the zoning/By-Law/Plan amendment fee be advertised 
as $100.“ 
MOTION CARRIED 

It was moved by Councillor Bates, seconded by Councillor 
Sutherland: 

“THAT the fee for Development Agreements be advertised 
as $100." 
MOTION CARRIED 

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

"THAT the Zoning Verification fee be advertised as $25." 
MOTION CARRIED 

Next Mobile Home in park. Mr. Butler stated that the suggested fee 
is an average fee and is $100 per $25,000 of assessment and would 
be a building permit fee. 

It was moved by councillor Morgan, seconded by Councillor Poitier: 
"THAT the mobile home in park fee be advertised as the 
building permit fee." 

Councillor MacDonald stated that he has not agreed with any of 
these fees. He stated that people were satisfied when we did not 
go along with this the first time. He stated that he did not agree 
with the mobile home charge and that prices of mobile homes are 
more like $35,000 to $50,000 now. He stated that mobile homes are 
moved more often and could be moved up to 2-3 times per year and
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each time they would be charged this building permit fee. He urged 
Council to vote against it. 

Councillor Bates stated that he agreed with Councillor MacDonald. 
He stated that mobiles are not considered by the banks as real 
property and it would be unfair to apply the fee to them. 

Councillor Mclnroy stated that he supported the fee for a number 
of reasons. he stated that this is the only one charged in every 
jurisdiction that was compared in the staff report. He stated that 
this is presently done in a discriminatory fashion in the rural 
areas. He stated that he did not see any logical argument for 
mobiles to be exempt. 

Councillor Deveaux stated that he agreed with Councillor MacDonald. 
He stated that a mobile home park is not the same as a separate 
lot. He stated that if the mobile is on a lot, it is usually on 
a basement and is very similar to a home. He stated that maybe 
this fee could be charged the first time it moves into a park. 

Councillor Fralick stated that he would like to know the percentage 
of mobile homes that actually move into the parks. Mr. Butler 
stated that some parks estimate 200 per year. He stated that with 
the new mobile home park by-law, now there are 2-3 mandatory 
inspections, one after one mobile moves out and another when the 
new one is moved in. 
Councillor Cooper stated that he has difficulty with this one and 
stated that the basic taxpayer gets charged for everything and the 
mobile home residents should be treated with courtesy. 
Councillor Mclnroy clarified that the fee recommended is not $100, 
but actually a building permit fee. Mr. Butler stated that $100 
would be the average fee for a $25,000 mobile home. Councillor 
Deveaux stated that this was misleading. 
Warden Lichter stated that Council has fought not to have building 
permit fees for mobile homes in mobile home parks. He stated that 
Council has tried to make the basic affordable housing as 
affordable as possible. 

Councillor Morgan asked if there was a deed transfer tax paid by 
mobile home owners. Ms. Spencer stated that there was not, unless 
land & mobile were outside of a park. 
Councillor Merrigan stated that mobile home owners should not be 
classed as different citizens. He stated that these people are getting a service and not paying. 
Councillor Harvey stated that it appears that one favours all or
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nothing. He stated that either council agrees with this change in 
policy or not. He stated that residents have expected these 
services as part of these taxes. He stated that the philosophy of 
user fees has possibilities and asked council to imagine user fees 
in schools. He stated that he was prepared to support Councillor 
MacDonald in this regard. 
Councillor Bates stated that mobile home owners have to pay sales 
tax on their home, while residential homes do not. 
Councillor Poirier stated that these mobile homes, or mini homes, 
are not any different from a residential home. she added that one 
cannot move from one court to another. 
Councillor MacDonald stated that these mobile homes are already 
built when they arrive on the site. Councillor Mclnroy stated that 
Kent homes are also pre-built. 
Councillor Bates stated that in banking the mobile home is a 
chattel, much like for a car, and is not considered real property. 

MOTION DEFEATED 10 FOR 
10 AGAINST 

It was moved by Councillor Merrigan, seconded by Councillor Morgan: 
"THAT this matter be reconsidered." 
MOTION CARRIED 13 FOR 

8 AGAINST 
It was moved by Councillor Morgan, seconded by Councillor Fralick: 

“THAT we advertise the building permit fee for mobile homes." 
MOTION DEFEATED 11 FOR 

11 AGAINST. 

Lawrencetown Municipal Plan 
Ms. Spencer explained the staff report. she stated that it is 
recommended that council adopt the proposed plan with any of the 
minor amendments (previous errors or omissions). She stated that 
the topics of concern and recommendations from the L.C.C. were 
major amendments and that Council was not in a position to simply 
incorporate these concerns. she stated that the recommendation is 
6 step process. she stated that if council was prepared to adopt 
the plan, this should be followed with a separate motion to direct 
staff and PAC to pursue a number of topics as amendments or changes 
that could amend the adopted plan and by-law. she stated that PAC 
advises council on all plan amendments with reports and
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recommendations. She stated that there would be staff 
recommendations, public recommendations and information that would 
be recommended to council as amendments to the plan. 

Ms. Spencer stated that PAC has a standard public participation 
process that requires an open house in the community, newsletters 
with suggested changes and prior to making any changes, a public 
hearing would be required. She stated that to be fair, staff is 
suggesting that following the adoption, a 90-day limit be placed 
on PAC, staff, and the community, to work out recommendations and 
come back to council with any changes. She stated that this whole 
process should be kept together within a 90-day period. She stated 
that this plan would not be sent to the minister until council is 
finished at the end of the 90-day period. Therefore, when the plan 
is sent to the minister for signing, it will include the minor and 
major changes to the document as one complete package. 
Councillor Sutherland stated that there were common threads through 
the public hearing that could have been accommodated and he had 
expected staff to come to council with these concerns included in 
the plan. Ms. Spencer stated that 6 items have been noted as the 
major concerns with the plan. (Page 2 of the staff report). She 
stated that council was not in the position to deal with these 
without public participation. She stated that they cannot simply 
be put into the document as they are broad areas and require 
reinvestigation. 
Councillor Sutherland asked if this would ‘be considered as a 
continuation of the public hearing. Ms. Spencer stated that the 
public hearing portion is closed and there would be no new topics, 
and only the 6 areas noted would be taken to a public hearing. she 
stated that the urgency is that Council has a number of obligations 
and had given notice of the hearing and that they would make a 
decision. She stated that the process and plan is not perfect. 
She stated that to show this commitment, more information is needed 
on 6 specific areas. She stated that the 90 day limit is a matter 
of fairness. She stated that people want to know one way or the 
other. She stated that 90 days is a reasonable time frame for PAC 
and would also let the Minister of Municipal Affairs know that we 
are doing as much as we can to adopt a plan. 
Councillor Morgan stated that the County is presently operating 
under the proposed plan and By—Law 24. Ms. Spencer stated that 
this is done with all policies. she stated that if the plan is 
rejected, they will revert to By-Law 24 in part of the area. 
Councillor Morgan stated that the report given last week, nothing 
is different from when we started. Ms. Spencer stated that the 
difficulty is a matter of rewriting the amendments to give you a 
choice. She stated that legally you do not have a choice. She
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stated that Council could adopt the plan and leave it as is. She 
stated that anything else would be contrary to what we advertised 
for the Public Hearing. She stated that the 6 issues can be dealt 
with by Public Hearings on each subject and then could adopt as 
changes to the plan. 

Councillor Morgan asked why not to reject the plan. Ms. Spencer 
stated that if Council rejects the plan, the entire process will 
have to start over from the beginning. 
Councillor Merrigan stated that when people came to that public 
hearing, they were looking to council for guidance. He stated that 
there are major issues in the plan that are not right. He stated 
that by adopting this, we are not giving guidance. Ms. Spencer 
stated that staff is not suggesting that we leave the public 
hanging. she stated that a number of items have been identified 
that Council may want to reconsider. she stated that there were 
not objections to every page. She stated that it was a matter of 
closing the book on items that were acceptable and within 90 days 
use PAC as the amendment committee. She stated that staff is not 
in the position to give recommendation on what should be done. She 
stated that rejection of the plan and starting the entire process 
again is not warranted. 
Councillor Merrigan stated that there are 6 major problems and 
asked if Council could adopt excluding those issues. He stated 
that he could not support the entire plan because it was not what 
the people wanted. Ms. Spencer stated that every reference, cross 
reference and mention of these 6 issues would have to be deleted 
and this would leave gaps throughout the entire plan. Councillor 
Merrigan stated that he could not support the plan in total. 
Ms. Spencer stated that staffs recommendation is 6 steps and 
adopting the plan is only one of the six. 
councillor Merrigan asked if council could defer the decision on 
the plan and advertise these 6 major items in the plan and then 
approve the plan as a whole. 

Ms. Spencer stated that staff did consider that, but as a matter 
of the notice of the intention to adopt, a decision has to be made. 
She stated that deferral is not a decision. She stated it is also 
a matter of the length of the transition period. She stated that 
the area is now in transition'and at the end of May this transition 
period ends and if the plan has not been approved by then, the area 
will revert back to By-Law 24. She stated that adopting the plan 
after the transition period is up would result in a flip-flop 
between the regulations. she stated that this causes difficulty 
in processing applications. She stated that one of the purposes 
of the 90 day time from and having council to adopt the plan and
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maintain the policies would be to maintain the status quo rather 
than flip-flop in the middle of building season. She stated that 
this is confusing to not only staff, but to residents. 
Councillor Eisenhauer raised concern about major changes and not 
having the ability to change the plan and stated that Council 
cannot change the most.fundamental thing in the plan. He stated 
that there were a lot of good things in the plan, but could not 
support it until the concerns of the residents were addressed. 
Councillor Cooper stated that it would be wrong to reject this and 
asked if Council was under any time frame from the Department of 
Municipal Affairs to which Ms. Spencer responded no. She stated 
that it was a matter of being fair with the process. Councillor 
Cooper stated that the process is that the municipality through PAC 
would take control to see this plan to its completion and 
presentation to Municipal Affairs. Ms. Spencer stated that PAC 
would do its normal job to recommend amendments to the adopted 
policy to Council. 
Councillor Cooper stated that it was feasible and reasonable that 
PAC would have some discretionary powers. Ms. Spencer stated that 
the policy for public participation is not at odds with PAC. She 
stated that PAC does whatever it feels what must be done for people 
in the area to know what is going on and to be heard. Council will 
involve citizens of Lawrencetown and will involve the L.C.C. and 
there would be notification. She stated that there must be no 
advantage given to any sides. 
Councillor Boutilier stated that to reject the plan would be wrong. 
He stated that a lot of work, as much as 5 years of work, has gone 
into this plan. He stated that there were many things that he 
personally did not like about the plan, but he stated that he 
agreed with the process and a starting place was needed. He stated 
that Council has gone 9/10 of the way. He stated that there are 
6 areas that will be looked at. He stated that rejecting the plan 
would be the worse thing that could be done. He stated that 
Council made a commitment to the people of Lawrencetown. He stated 
that the L.C.C. made up of volunteers, has put a lot of hard work 
into this as well as staff, Council and PAC. He stated that 
Council cannot go wrong when it goes to the people. He stated that 
this process allows us to go back to the people and listen. He 
stated that we cannot deal in broad general terms, and these areas 
are specific. He stated that if they can be accommodated then they 
will be. 
councillor Deveaux stated that he agreed with Councillor Boutilier 
in support of the staff recommendations and. will be able to 
complete this within 90 days.
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Councillor Fralick stated that he was in support of the staff 
recommendations and going back to the public and solving these 
particular issues. 
Councillor Randall stated that he agreed wholeheartedly with the 
amount of work done on this plan. He stated that there has been 
a lot of participation by the residents. He stated that the last 
thing he wanted to see was a rejection of the plan. He reminded 
Council of the uniqueness of the area with its waterways, marshes 
and beaches. Councillor Randall stated that in District 9 and 
throughout the remainder of the 8 & 9 Plan there is ample 
opportunity for industrial and commercial development. He stated 
that residents had stated that they did not want the commercial 
zoning in those areas of Lawrencetown. He stated that he hoped and 
expected that staff would come up with some possible alternatives 
to the plan that presents difficulties. 
Councillor Reid stated that there were major problems with some 
things in the plan. He stated that he was willing to support the 
process as long as normal parliamentary" procedure to rescind 
support if council is not satisfied. 
Councillor Eisenhauer stated that we should save the plan. He 
stated that these 6 items are major changes and there was no other 
way out. He stated that he had difficulty in signing a blank 
cheque. 

Ms. Spencer stated that Council is not legally in a position to 
make major changes before the plan is approved. she stated that 
they cannot be incorporated tonight. 
councillor Eisenhauer asked if, from a staff point of view, the 6 
areas of concern could be satisfied. Ms. Spencer stated that staff 
can recommend amendments but cannot guarantee that amendments will 
be recommended to respond to every single objection. She stated 
that council has to make the decisions. 
Ms. Spencer stated that council made a commitment to hear and adopt 
and listen to objections. She stated that this either has to be 
approved or rejected, which would mean starting all over again. 
She stated that there was a commitment to the policy and ideally 
making a commitment to reinvestigating these areas. she stated 
that she did not see this commitment being met with a deferral. 
councillor Merrigan asked if it could be approved, but not come 
into affect until a certain date. Hs. Spencer stated that she was 
not convinced that this was a possibility. 
Councillor Morgan asked when the rules changed and stated that when 
the public hearings were held for planning districts 14 & IJ
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concerns that were raised were included in the plan that night. Ms. 
Spencer stated that the Minister rejected this because major 
changes were made to the plan without notifying the public. 
Warden Lichter stated that it depends on the political will of the 
Minister. He stated that in this case we were not talking about 
one amendment, but a number of them. 
Councillor Cooper asked how staff would deal with those areas of 
concern. Ms. Spencer stated that keeping the transition provisions 
as is, they would administer the process and submit applications 
according to both the plan and by—law and inform residents that the 
areas are under reviews. She stated that if it allows something, 
it gives the applicant the liberty and staff will administer that 
liberty. 

Councillor Richards stated that he would. like to support the 
principle of the plan but that he was having difficulty supporting 
the process. He stated that he had hoped that Council would have 
staff's recommendations based on the suggestions at the public 
hearing. He stated that Council could then look at those changes 
to the plan and accept or reject them. He stated that to sign a 
blank cheque would leave major problems. He stated that he would 
like to pass this plan either as presented or with the amendments 
built in, not pass and within 90 days make changes. He stated that 
Council does not know what changes would be and if they would be 
favourable. 
Councillor Mclnroy asked why not let the 120 day transition expire. 
Ms. Spencer stated that the area is now in transition and expiring 
would revert back to By—Law 24 and if the plan was then passed with 
amendments, it would go back to another 120 days of transition. 
She stated that this flip-flopping was not desirable and was difficult to administer. 
Councillor Merrigan asked for clarification from Mr. Cragg to be 
provided on Section 41-1 of the £13nn1ng_Ag; which would clarify the distinction between the major and minor amendments. 
warden Lichter asked within how many weeks could staff come back 
with recommendations or options dealing with the 6 areas of concern 
without going to the public participation. Ms. Spencer responded 3-4 weeks. Warden Lichter asked if there would be any problem in 
approving or rejecting in 3-4 weeks. Ms. Spencer stated that at 
the May 15th Council session they would still be in transition. warden Lichter suggested having these options explored by staff and brought to Council on May 15, 1990, and then after council has seen 
the options, undertake the public meetings. 
Councillor Boutilier asked if this would mean that in 3-4 weeks
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staff would come back with specific recommendations on the 6 issues 
or options with recommendations of which option would be most 
satisfactory. warden Lichter responded yes and then PAC would 
undertake the public participation portion. 
It was moved by Councillor Randall, seconded by councillor 
Eisenhauer: 

“THAT staff bring back the options available to address 
the six areas of concern back to Council on May 15, 
1990." 

warden Lichter stated that once the alternatives for the six issues 
are addressed they can be passed on to PAC to carry out the public 
participation were necessary. He stated that he would check with 
Mr. Cragg and the Municipal Affairs staff as to what could be done, 
and added that he would be asking for a decision. Councillor 
Merrigan stated that Mr. Cragg should also clarify the issue of 
Section 41 of the £13nn1ng_ag;. 

MOTION CARRIED 
Adjournment 
It was moved by Councillor Eisenhauer, seconded by Councillor 
Morgan: 

"THAT this session adjourn." 
MOTION CARRIED 

The meeting adjourned at 9:30 p.m.
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Warden Lichter called the hearing to order at 7:00 p.m. with the 
Lord's Prayer. Mr. Kelly called the Roll. 
It was moved by Councillor Sutherland, seconded by Councillor 
Boutilier: 

"THAT Twila Simms be appointed as Recording Secretary." 
MOTION CARRIED 

PA-SA-02-B9 - Amendments to the Sackville Municipal Planning 
strategy and Land Use By-law, re: request by Antionne Hanna. 
Mr. Butler presented the staff report stating that Mr. Hanna has 
proposed to develop a retail-office mall over three lots situated 
on the west side of the Beaver Bank Road, across from the Glendale 
Avenue intersection. 
Mr. Butler stated that the initial plan amendment application 
requested. an extension of the C-2 zone over the entire site. 
However, due to concerns raised by the rezoning application, Mr. 
Hanna revised this application to require that a development 
agreement be negotiated for the entire proposal. This is enabling 
provision which , if approved by Council, would require that a 
development agreement be forwarded for approval at a subsequent 
public hearing. Ministerial approval of this plan amendment



application would be needed prior to Council's consideration of an 
agreement. 

Mr. Butler stated that in light of the documented flood 
susceptibility of these lands, locating habitable structures may 
be less environmentally sound than a commercial project. Mr. Hhnna 
has proposed that a commercial structure would be situated towards 
the front of the property, where the flood risk is least severe and 
could be overcome without substantial placement of fill. 

Questions from Council 
None. 

Speakers in Favour 
Mr. Antoinne Hanna stated that he has been working as a developer 
since 1974. He stated that he is not new to Sackville and stated 
that he was a concerned member of the community and was interested 
in commercial development that would be good for the area and 
provide a service to the residents. He stated that there is an 
urgent need for commercial properties in the area. He stated that 
a tax base of 60% residential and 40% commercial provides a good 
balance, but he stated, that in Sackville the percentages are 9% 
commercial, 91% residential. He stated that the area urgently 
needs more commercial tax base. He stated that this facility will 
also bring’ benefits to the area ‘with convenient business and 
service and the employment of approximately 200 people. He stated 
that this would also increase the tax revenue. The lot presently 
collects $2,000; as residential it would collect $10,000-$12,000; 
as commercial $500,000. 
Mr. Hanna stated that an environmental impact study was done on the 
area and confirmed that there would be no impact on the elevation 
and 0.01% water elevation and would.improve the site from its 
present status. He assured that they have undertaken many steps 
to ensure the this would be a safe and sound project. 
Questions 
None. 

Speakers in Favour 
Mr. Walter Regan, sackville Rivers Association, thanked Mr. Hanna 
for coming to them with the proposals as well. He stated that they 
had general support for the development with only a few concerns: 
a wider buffer zone if possible and culverts at Beaver Bank should 
be widened and deepened to accommodate water flows. 
warden Lichter stated that a letter of support was also received 
from the Sackville Rivers Association. 
Questions



None. 

Speakers in Opposition 
None. 

Decision of council 
It was moved by Councillor Sutherland, 
Morgan: 

seconded by Counc il lor 

"THAT Council approve the amendments to the Sackville MPS 
as noted in the staff report." 
MOTION CARRIED 

It was moved by Councillor Sutherland, 
Morgan: 

seconded by Counc illor 

"THAT Council approve the amendments to the Sackville LUB 
as noted in the Staff Report." 
MOTION CARRIED 

- 14 & 17 
request by 

PA-F85-37-89 Amendments to the Planning Districts 
Municipal Planning strategy and Land Use By-law, re: 
Bernard MacDonald 
Mr. Butler presented the staff report stating that in November of 
1989, Mr. MacDonald's request to have his property situated within 
the Bennery Lake Watershed rezoned for industrial purposes not be 
approved. PAC directed staff to prepare the amendments necessary 
to accommodate Mr. MacDonald's rezoning request. Also, the 
environmental concerns of senior government agencies were to be 
sought before any development occurred on these lands. 
Mr. Butler stated that the amendments would remove the existing 
policy provisions which enable Council to consider industrial 
development within the Bennery Lake watershed by development 
agreements. Lands within this watershed would be given AB-4 zone 
which would permit development by right. No provision is made to 
extend this zone to additional lands in the watershed. 
Mr. Butler stated that amendments require that the Development 
officer forward development permit applications to the appropriate 
federal and provincial agencies. This requirement will alert these 
agencies concerning a proposed development, but he actual issuance 
of a development permit would not be contingent upon either the 
approval of these agencies or upon any conditions of such approval. 
The referral system would primarily be administrative. Enforcement 
would rest solely with provincial or federal agencies. 
Mr. Butler stated that staff believes that the existing development 
agreement requirements for the development within this watershed 
provides the greatest guarantee and. recommends not to approve




