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public utilities board. She said if this did not work out, he
could reapply.

Mayor Ball asked if the applicant would have to modify his
application or could he reapply and put the same application
forward.

Ms. Corser said he could but whether he would.

Councillor Hendsbee asked if the applicant was aware of the
things that could happen tonight.

Ms. Corser said she has been through the process with him and he
was notified on May 4th about this meeting.

Councillor Hendsbee said he would like to defer this to give the
applicant notification of the urgency and for him to perhaps
provide more information to council in regards to the type of
building and to clean up the property.
It was moved by Councillor Hendsbee,

'THAT THIS BE DEFERRED"

Motion lost due to lack of seconder.

ORIGINAL MOTION CARRIED

DA-1&3-01-94-01 - DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT TO ALLOW FOR TOURIST
CABINS AND ASSOCIATED RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES ON THE LANDS OF
LAMONT AND KATHLEEN FADER IN INGRAMPORT

Ms. Corser gave the staff presentation. She said this
application is for a development agreement. It is a request to
allow for twelve tourist cabins and associated recreational
activities on lands owned by Lamont and Kathleen Fader in
Ingramport. It is a thirty two acre parcel. The Faders
currently live on the property. They have some agricultural
uses such as Christmas Tree farming, etc. It is their intention
to start with four cabins and eventually develop into twelve.
Each cabin would have sleeping, kitchen and bathroom facilities
and be fully winterized and serviced with electricity for year
round use. The recreational activities in association with the
cabins would include hiking, horse back riding, cross country
skiing and canoeing. These would be offered to patrons of the
cabins. In the event that this venture was successful, the
Faders are hoping to develop a camp ground on the rear of the
property. She said this is a longer term proposal and approval
is not being requested under the agreement being put forward
tonight.

She proceeded to show slides of the property to council. The
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property is characterized by drumlins and is characterized by
some high elevations and when you are up on the high areas there
is some quite impressive views of the area. The cabins would be
located so as to take advantage of these views. She said it is
all mixed forest covering the property. A portion of the site
was clear cut about three years ago but that is now in regrowth.
There are a number of well defined trails crossing the property.
The property does not have frontage on a public roadway and
access to highway 3 St. Margarets Bay Road is obtained via a
right of way easement. She said they have a license agreement to
cross a railway right of way which they have obtained from CN.
The railway is no longer in use. There is a driveway that comes
in over the right of way and extends right to the rear of the
property.

She said the Faders home is located on the property to the
Southern portion and they are currently working on improving the
home and doing some landscaping etc. The property is designated
mixed rural residential under the planning strategy that is in
effect in district 1 and 3 and this designation supports a broad
range of land use activities which are traditionally associated
with this coastal area. Mixed use such as residential
commercial, community facilities as well as small scale resources
are all permitted in this designation. The designation also
recognizes the attractiveness of this area for campground
development. She said tourist cabins are defined under
campground. The plan does not permit them by right but rather
allows them to be considered by development agreement so that any
potential for nuisance to adjacent landowners can be minimized.
The development of a campground is subject to specific criteria
contained in policy 40 which is outlined in point form in the
staff report.

She said by virtue of the scale of the development and the nature
of the development proposed staff feels that it is very well
suited to this site. Twelve cabins over a thirty two acre site
is a very low density development and this will allow much of the
property to be left in its natural state which is the applicants
intention. The cabins would be located a considerable distance
from highway 3 where much of the other development in the area is
currently located thereby minimizing potential for adversely
affecting their neighbours. Traffic generated from a development
of this scale would be small in terms of its impact on highway 3.
The Department of Transportation has advised that he existing
access would comply with their requirements for sight distance,
etc. They have expressed no concerns.

She said CN did express some reservations primarily because at
this time they are only able to offer the Faders what they call a
roadway license to cross the railway right of way and this
license can be cancelled upon sixty days notice by either party.
She said they questioned whether this would be satisfactory for



PUBLIC HEARING 13 MAY 30, 1994

commercial development. There is strong evidence that the
cancellation of the license is unlikely as this line is no longer
in use. Tenders are currently being sought for the removal of
the lines and the ties. This line is in its final abandonment
process. Once this has occurred, the Faders are in a position to
secure a more permanent right of way across that line. Given
this information and the fact that the Faders are aware of this
fact and are prepared to accept it, there is no apparent reason
why the municipality should not be prepared to authorize this
proposal.

The applicant is committed to develop the cabins as shown on the
site plan. Access to the facilities would be restricted to
existing right of way. One parking space would be required for
each cabin and that would have to be located adjacent to the
cabin. One, non illuminated, sign would be permitted at the
driveway entrance to the development. General maintenance of the
facility is found in part five of the agreement and it states
specifically that the operator would have to reside on the
property. The operator would be prohibited from selling
alcoholic beverages to patrons. The operator would be
responsible for the removal of litter and the storage of waste
and no garbage would be allowed to be burned or disposed of on
the property. Maintenance of the cabins would also be subject to
the provinces hotel requlations act and these regulations are
quite extensive and they will require them to have a license
which will have to be renewed every year.

The development would be serviced by an on site sewage disposal
system(s) and an engineer from the department of environment has
looked at the proposal and has actually been out and inspected
the site and feels that this development poses no evident
difficulty for on site servicing. There were no particular
environmental concerns identified and as such there are no
specific terms in the agreement other than that the development
must comply with all municipal, provincial and federal
regulations and by-laws.

The agreement establishes minimum setbacks, maximum floor area
restrictions and height limitations of the structures and
requires that all cabins be founded on posts or pylons. The size
and footing requirements imposed are intended to ensure that the
cabins would not be converted to permanent residences.

Provisions are made in the agreement for expansion of the
existing home as well for new agricultural building and for
accessory buildings which would be subject to the requirements of
the land use by-law. Any amendment to allow for additional
cabins, beyond the twelve, would have to be made by resolution of
council. They would have to come back with a revised proposal.
The agreement allows for subdivision of the property in
accordance withe the requirement of the municipalities
subdivision by-law. She said it says quite specifically that all
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the cabins have to be on one lot to prevent any ability to
subdivide and to sell a cabin off. The creation of additional
lots will not be possible, at this time, as road frontage cannot
be obtained.

The agreement specifically requires that provincial approval for
the design of the on site sewage disposal system be subject to
the provincial government regulations and the construction of a
tourist cabin subject to the hotels regulations act. These
things will have to be complied with prior to a municipal
development being issued. She said policy P81, a summary
evaluation, is attached to the staff report. This evaluation
indicates that municipal controls imposed by the agreement in
conjunction with provincial regulations should adequately address
any of those issues. She said they have no major concerns there.
She said overall staff feels the proposal is consistent with the
intent of the municipal planning strategy to allow for tourist
related developments which can take advantage of the amenities of
this area. This proposal is relatively small in scale planned
over a large parcel of land which is isolated from neighbouring
development. She said staff feels the contents of the agreement
will adequately control and address issues expressed in the
planning strategy and therefore recommend approval of this
application.

QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL

Councillor Meade asked about lot #1 being deleted.

Ms. Corser said in the development agreement there is a Schedule
A which contains the legal descriptions of the property and lot
#1 and #2 have been included. She said lot #2 is the property in
question and lot #1 should not have been included. This was an
error. She said it does not change the intent of the agreement.
On page 1 of the agreement is specifically says "illustrated as
the remaining land of lot #2 on the plan of subdivision". She
said there is no reference to lot #1 in this agreement. She said
it was just a clerical error and it is her understanding that
that can be removed tonight.

Councillor Meade asked if any letters had been received opposing
this application.

Ms. Corser said she had not received any letters in opposition
but had received one letter which identified a few concerns from
Mr. Gillen.

Councillor Sutherland referenced page 8 of the staff report. He
said the Department of Transportation has authorized access
across the right of way over the property and the applicant has
also obtained permission from David Moore the private property
owner. He asked if that formed part of any deed or ownership
document of the applicant.
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Ms. Corser said they have a legal right of way over those
properties. If is part of their deed. They have a right to
cross both properties.

SPEAKERS IN FAVOUR

Ms. Nancy Butler, 12 Allan Road, St. Margarets Bay, spoke in
favour of the application. She said most people are in favour of
the project. She presented a letter, with seventeen signatures,
in favour. Six letters from businesses in the neighbourhood that
feel that they will get spin off through referrals to restaurants
etc. The business community is pleased with this. Some of the
things they wanted to point out is that they are creating year
round employment. She said it is recreational. She said there
was a proposed landfill site in that area a while ago and if more
tourist industries developed in that area then it would be much
harder for the people to end up with a landfill. Bowater Mersey
lands, which is the land behind these lands, have been
recreational for many years. She said this project is going to
protect the environment. She said there is a shortage of
cottages in the area and there are no winter cottages for cross
country skiing. She said the patrons will be spending their
money year round. She said it will create spinoffs as well as
the possibility of attracting people to the area. She said Mr.
Fader has good knowledge of the area and good respect for the
people. It won't propose a hazard to anyone and it should not
increase traffic. She said if he can create employment for
himself and his four children that is better than having them all
on welfare at some point in time when the base closes down. She
said it is traditionally a fishing community but people can't
fish anymore. She said Mr. Fader has a deeded right of way
through one other direction so access is not a problem. She said
CN will probably offer him a 99 year lease on the railway
crossing. She read the names of the residents who had written
letters in support of the application.

Mr. David Moore spoke in favour of the application. He said the
right of way runs through the original deeds. He said he has
known Mr. Fader since he came to live on his property and has
always found him helpful and courteous and has kept him up to
date on every phase in terms of the use of the property. He said
he sees no objection to Mr. Faders idea and will be of benefit to
the community.

Mr. David Lantz, Christies Road, Boutiliers Point. He said he
has know Mr. Fader for a number of years. He said he believes
that this is definitely a good thing for the community.

Stan Gunther owner of the Seabreeze Inn spoke in favour of the
application. He said from his knowledge of the tourist business
there is definitely a need for more accommodations. He said
there is a great need for recreational facilities that are
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planned. He feels Mr. Fader is a responsible person and very
capable of dealing with this project. He said it would benefit
the community and feels there is a continual growing need for
this type of facility.

Gary Morris, Queensland, spoke in favour of the application. He
said he would like to reaffirm his support for what was expressed
by the previous speakers. He said he is in favour of the whole
recreational facility that is proposed.

SPEAKERS IN OPPOSITION

No speakers in opposition.

DECISION OF COUNCIL

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

'THAT APPLICATION DA-1&3-01-94-01 - DEVELOPMENT
AGREEMENT, WITH THE DELETION OF LOT 1, TO ALLOW FOR
TOURIST CABINS AND ASSOCIATED RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES
ON THE LAND OF LAMONT AND KATHLEEN FADER IN INGRAMPORT
BE APPROVED"

Councillor Boutilier referenced Lot 1.

Ms. Corser said lot 2 is the lot the development agreement will
apply to but lot 1 was inadvertently attached to the schedule as
well. She said lot 1 is a parcel of land that according to land
registration is an unresolved parcel. She said there are several
people with claims on it but is not part of this development
agreement.

Councillor Giffin said he knows most of the people involved and
who spoke in favour of this and knows the area very well and he
feels it is a credit to Mr. Fader that when the people who are
going to be in business opposition to him comes down and speaks
in favour of the application.

MOTION CARRIED

ADJOURNMENT

It was moved by Councillor Barnet, seconded by Councillor
Hendsbee:

"THAT THE MEETING BE ADJOURNED"

MOTION CARRIED
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PUBLIC HEARING

June 13, 1994

PRESENT WERE: Mayor Ball
Councillor Meade
Councillor Rankin
Councillor Fralick
Councillor Mitchell
Councillor Deveaux
Deputy Mayor Bates
Councillor Hendsbee
Councillor Bayers
Councillor Smiley
Councillor Peters
Councillor Merrigan
Councillor Brill
Councillor Snow
Councillor Barnet
Councillor Harvey
Councillor Sutherland
Councillor Cooper

ALSO PRESENT: K.R. Meech, Chief Administrative Officer
Fred Crooks, Municipal Solicitor
Bill Butler, Director of Planning and Development
Julia Horncastle, Recording Secretary

The meeting was called to order 6:00 p.m. Mrs. Horncastle,
Recording Secretary, took attendance.

Mayor Ball outlined the procedure followed for a public hearing.

SB-03-94 - APPLICATION BY HALIFAX COUNTY MUNICIPALITY TO AMEND
THE SUBDIVISION BY-LAW SO AS TO REQUIRE A FEE FOR EACH ENDORSED
LOT.

Mr. Bill Butler made the staff presentation. He said the
amendment before council this evening would establish a fee for
the endorsement of lots within the subdivision approval process
and, in principal, this is somewhat similar to the building
permit that the county charges for now to cover some of the costs
relative to inspection. He said the fee that is proposed would
be a partial user fee. It would not go to the entire costs of
that administrative function. The idea of a subdivision fee was
presented during this years budget session and has been included
as a revenue item within the planning departments budget for the
1994/95 year. He said two years ago a similar proposal was also
considered by council at that time and was not approved.

The fee being proposed, $50.00 per endorsed lot, would be applied
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at the end of the subdivision process and not at the beginning.
All approvals would be guaranteed. A developer would know he is
not going to be charged a fee for something that possibly may not
receive final approval. When lots are endorsed that is the final
step to making them legally transferable.

He said it is the belief of staff that the subdivision process is
a specialized one where it is not unreasonable to charge the
direct user a proportion of the related costs rather then leaving
those costs entirely to the general taxpayer.

Councillor Sutherland said the county has always been criticized
for doing something that restricts or interferes with
development. He asked if there were any comparative numbers with
the Cities as it relates to what is being proposed here.

Mr. Butler said he does not have any current figures. He said he
has figures based on 1989. The City of Halifax and the Town of
Bedford were charging a fee based on an acreage basis which was
$25.00 per acre or part thereof. 1In the Town of Bedford it was
$60.00 or part thereof. He said he does not know to what degree
they may or may not have changed in the interim. He said the
City of Dartmouth, at that time, was not charging a fee and he is
not aware that they are currently.

Councillor Hendsbee asked how much departmental time is taken up
in regards to this whole process such as its budgetary amount and
time amount.

Mr. Butler said within the branch offices it would be a minimum
of one third of the time would be spent on subdivision processing
and approval. He said the other two thirds which would be
building inspection as well as land use by-law administration and
by-law enforcement.

Councillor Hendsbee asked if the majority of time would be for
the development of new properties.

Mr. Butler said when he gave the estimate he did not include the
individuals within the subdivision process because they are not
directly involved. Within the office there is a development
officer and a manger and two or three technicians, depending on
which office you are in, who would spend a considerable amount of
their time directly related to subdivision approval.

Councillor Hendsbee asked what the overall departmental cost
would be.

Mr. Butler said a rough estimate would be about 1.5 million
dollars is the total operating cost for the three branch offices.

Councillor Hendsbee asked if realigning the responsibilities
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going to speed up the process and cut down on the application
time.

Mr. Butler said this was in the engineering department and
hopefully this will speed up and make it more efficient.

Councillor Bayers asked if this was a form of taxation.

Mr. Butler said a user fee could be perceived as a form of
taxation.

Councillor Bayers said he spoke against this the last time it was
before council and he had a number of calls from developers in
district 10. He said deed transfer tax was increased. He said
the municipality is also looking at another fifty dollar increase
for lot approval which he can't agree with. He said the last
time it was here council was looking at the assessment act. He
said at that time council was told that the municipality could
not get the act changed because the assessment act had to be
changed in order for the municipality to change. He said council
was told that there might be a way to improve on the process. He
said from his understanding, from talking to developers, that
never changed where instead of approving one hundred lots all at
once the developer could get two lots approved and when they were
sold he could come in on a days' notice and get two more
approved. That never proved out and he cannot see adding another
fifty dollars for approval of lots would make the services any
better.

Deputy Mayor Bates asked if the proposed fifty dollar charge
cover the one third time.

Mr. Butler said it would not. It is estimated based on last
years activity that this fee would generate in the order of sixty
thousand dollars per year which is not inconsequential. He said
he does not believe it would fully cover the administrative costs
related to the subdivision process by any means.

Deputy Mayor Bates said it is not being proposed that any

applications that are currently before the municipality wouldn't
be subject to this charge. It would have to be new applications
coming forward after this process is complete if it is approved.

Mr. Butler said he does not feel it would be unreasonable for the
municipality to make a decision that anybody who started the:
process without a fee should permitted to complete.

Councillor Merrigan said if people are going to pay a fee they
should have improved service. He asked if this had been looked
at and is Mr. Butler contemplating any improvements in service.

Mr. Butler said the municipality would always seek to improve the
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level of service. He said he is not aware of any specific
criticisms or areas where it fundamentally falls down. He said
this fee is not necessarily premised on being able to improve the
level of service. He said that is always an ongoing objective
but he does not want to suggest that this be tied to that. He
said this is quite simply a proposed fee that would recapture
some of those administrative costs that are being incurred to do
the function.

Councillor Merrigan said is Mr. Butler saying that if the
services are not improved down the road the municipality won't be
coming back asking for an increase in fees.

Mr. Butler said he won't say that somebody won't be here for an
increase. He said he feels council will have to look at each
time it is proposed. He said when the last building permit
increase was looked at that was directly related to an increase
in service.

Mayor Ball said this was not brought forward by Mr. Butler but
was a suggestion within budget deliberations.

Councillor Merrigan said if the county is going to have a user
fee he has to try to equate that fee to service. He said if the
county is saying a fifty dollar fee per lot approval is
reasonable for the service people are getting today but if it is
to be increased in the future and not provide any increases in
service he would have a problem with it. He said if the county
is going to get into user fees he hopes that any increases in
those fees be based on services provided.

Mr. Meech said the county has been looking at the development or
the establishment of fees more from the perspective that the
county is already absorbing these costs and with the view that
maybe that costs should be apportioned on a more equitable basis
as to whether the actual user of the service should be paying a
larger percentage of those costs. He said there was some
additional monies in the budget this year to expand engineerings
capability to better respond to the servicing aspects of the
subdivision approval process. He said he appreciates that fact
that the whole business of improved services is in the eye of the
beholder because of the fact that for the regular routine kinds
of subdivision applications, that don't have a lot of
complications with them or a need for a lot of other inputs, the
process probably works quite fast. He said when the municipality
reaches the stage where the developer or their representatives
feel there should be able to accomplish their objectives one way
and the municipality staff feel that doesn't meet standards that
is what ends up creating a lot of the confrontation.

Councillor Mitchell thanked Mr. Butler for the service provided
by his division. He said he has received letters and phone calls
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about this increase. He said the people do not support it and he
does not support it. He said he feels council should vote this
issue down.

Councillor Deveaux said it is his understanding from the comments
made by Mr. Meech that at the present time this cost is being
absorbed at a deficit. He asked if the taxpayer is absorbing
this cost.

Mr. Meech confirmed this.

Councillor Deveaux said this would in effect relieve some of the
burden of the taxpayer.

Mr. Meech said that is the way it was worked through the budget.
He said he would like to point out that in the budget now it
would generate approximately six hundred thousand dollars in
revenue for building permit fees. He said he would not like to
leave the council with the belief that there aren't already
certain fees in place to offset some of those costs. He said any
increase in the fees will essentially reduce the amount that the
general property taxpayer has to pay.

SPEAKERS IN FAVOUR OF THE AMENDMENT

No speakers in favour.

SPEAKERS IN OPPOSITION

Bob Daniels spoke in opposition to the application. He said he
is the executive director for the Association of Nova Scotia Land
Surveyors and he has been asked by several members to present
their views with this proposed subdivision by-law amendment. He
said the association is not supportive of the proposed amendment
specifically with respect to the requirement or fee of fifty
dollars for each lot for which endorsement is being sought. The
impact of increased either from the private sector or government
will have negative impact on development. The additional fees
must be justified and result in improved service for the end
user. It is the opinion of the association that the proposed new
fees will not result in improved service or a more streamlined
process for the development of land. The proposed fee for each
lot for which endorsement of final approval is sought will have a
direct impact on the cost of developing land in the municipality.
In this time of restraint and efforts to keep costs as low as
possible there is no justification for such an increase. In
large subdivisions costs become significant. For example a one
hundred lot subdivision will require a fee of five thousand
dollars to be paid by the developer before a single lot is ready
for sale. These additional costs will be passed on to the
purchaser as the developer can no longer absorb additional
financial commitments due to their already small profit margin.
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Will there be an improvement in the development process to help
justify these additional fee? The development process is already
too time consuming and cumbersome causing delays to projects
which, when approved, result in more tax revenue for the
municipality. Perhaps consideration should be given to
eliminating much of the approval process now carried out by the
municipality by making the professionals involved responsible for
their services. The Nova Scotia land surveyor who certifies the
subdivision plan is in compliance with the Land Surveyors Act and
Regulations could and may which to certify that the plan also
conforms to the zoning by-laws, land use by-laws, development
agreement and planning act.

Engineers and architects be professionally responsible for their
services. This would allow the approval process to be a rubber
stamp process and the public would still be protected by the
professionals liability insurance. At the present time the
municipality collects a variety of taxes on land development such
as five percent of the assessed value for each new lot. The
present building permit fees plus the additional tax revenue from
each new lot as it is created. He said the municipality should
wish to ensure there is an environment of cooperation and
dedication to assist those to undertake development projects. It
is not in the best interest of anyone to have a process that is
so complex and expensive that development is stifled. The
Association of Nova Scotia Land Surveyors would therefore ask the
members of council not to approve the proposed subdivision by-law
amendment.

QUESTIONS FROM COUNCIL

Councillor Hendsbee asked what parts of the subdivision process
did the speaker find redundant.

He said he could not answer this at this time.

Councillor Hendsbee said reference had been made to having
surveyors give confirmation with regards to zoning and land use,
etc.

Mayor Ball said he did not want to get into a debate with regards
to professionals rubber stamping the process of development. He
said what is being dealt with is this one particular item.

Councillor Hendsbee said if the speaker feels this fee is not
necessary or appropriate what services are not appropriate
because the county is providing the service and he does not see
it as a new service but a continuation of service.

The speaker said it could be argued that much of what the
department does is not necessary in that when a development goes
in a developer approaches the county with a development agreement
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and there are certain conditions and requirements that result
from that development agreement. He said county staff confirms
that these conditions are being met. He said, from his point of
view, there are no reasons why the surveyors, engineers, and
design people cannot be part of that process and they would
certify and be professionally responsible to ensure that the
requirements of the development agreement are met. He said the
same could be said with zoning conditions or land use by-law
conditions. If the professionals are part of the process on the
front end there is no reason that they cannot be responsible for
ensuring that the development meets all the requirements upon
finalization. The public and the developer pay for the
professional now.

Councillor Hendsbee said the question may be asked how the county
can ensure the purchaser that the interests to those
professionals may not become subjective because of who is paying
the bill.

The speaker said there is a professional reputation at stake. He
said the professionalism should be used in these particular
instances to help streamline the process and, if possible, keep
the cost down. He said surveyors ensure that plans are
mathematically correct, that the boundaries are proper, that the
title is proper, that the area is proper, that the lot meets
certain width requirements depending on zoning and configuration
of lots required. He said they do that as part of their process
now. He said if staff people are going through and redoing that
process, it is a duplication which is not necessary.

Councillor Cooper asked Mr. Daniels if there would be additional
costs for the services as outlined in his presentation for
example the land surveyor etc. just providing those services that
are outlined such as confirming the zoning by-laws, land use by-
laws, development agreements, etc. He asked if the professional
would charge extra for those services to the buyer.

Mr. Daniels said he would expect there would be an additional
charge.

Councillor Cooper said he would say it balances out whether the
costs comes from the municipality or the professional, the end
user still has to pay. He asked if the professional is subject
to law suit, by the municipality, if those services were provided
by the professional. '

Mr. Daniels said yes. He said every member of their association
that practices land surveying for the public has to have
professional liability insurance.

Councillor Cooper asked if Mr. Daniels had any idea what these
extra charges might be.
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Mr. Daniels said he does not have any idea as he has not done a
study on it but he would expect that they would not be
significant because a lot of the things that county staff does
their members already do as part of the process.

Councillor Cooper said it has been brought out that this is
supposed to be a cost saving process and he is suggesting that
possibly in the extra fees charged by the professionals the end
user would not be any better off than he would be under the
municipality side.

Councillor Merrigan asked when a developer puts in an application
and the work they get from the county is fifty dollars a lot does
Mr. Daniels feel that the service is over priced.

Mr. Daniels said he feels it is over priced.

Councillor Merrigan asked Mr. Daniels if he was saying they would
do the same for the developer for less than fifty dollars per
lot.

Mr. Daniels said he would say yes. He said they will supply a
complete subdivision field work for in the vicinity of three
hundred dollars per lot.

Mayor Ball asked on whos specs do they do up the subdivision, the
best interest of the municipality or the best interest of the
client.

Mr. Daniels said he would protect his own interest.

Mayor Ball asked him if he would also be protecting the interest
of his client.

Mr. Daniels said not if it puts him at risk.

Mayor Ball said some things are debatable and could go either
way.

Mr. Daniels said the same situation may be in here with
councillors representing their interest as opposed to the
interests of the whole.

Mayor Ball said that is possible but most councillors look at the
interest of the whole municipality.

Mr. Daniels said he would hope professionals surveyors would
approach this the same way.

Councillor Brill asked Mr. Daniels if he knew of any other
municipality that accepts the approval process that he is putting
forward tonight.






