


Cape Breton Regional Municipality
General Committee Meeting
Monday, November 2", 2015

10:30 a.m.

AGENDA ITEMS

Roll Call

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: (Previously Distributed)

> General Committee — October 6, 2015

2. BUSINESS ARISING:

2.1 General Committee February 3“1, 2015:

a) Wood and Coal Burning Stoves in Accessory Buildings: Malcolm
Gillis, Director of Planning and Development (See page _4 )

2.2 General Committee September 1%, 2015:

a) Staff Response Bob Seward’s Written Submission at the
September Meeting of Council’s General Committee: Malcolm
Gillis, Director of Planning and Development (See page _11 )

3. PLANNING ISSUES:

3.1 Request for Municipal Planning Strategsy Amendment:

a) Gratten (Duke) Fraser’s Letter to CBRM: Malcolm Gillis,
Director of Planning and Development (See page _28)

3.2 Necessary Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use Bylaw
Amendments Affecting the Watersheds of Sand Lake and John Allen
Lake — Case 1014: Malcolm Gillis, Director of Planning and
Development (See page _30 )

Continued...



General Committee Meeting Agenda
November 2", 2015
(Continued)

4. CORPORATE SERVICES ISSUE:

4.1 Membertou Development Corporation’s Latest Request to Purchase
CBRM Land: Malcolm Gillis, Director of Planning and Development

(See page 33 )

S. PROTECTIVE SERVICES ISSUE:

5.1 Dangerous & Unsightly Premises (DUP) Statistical Complaint Report -
October 2, 2015 to October 28, 2015: Paul Burt, Manager Building,

Planning & Licensing Laws (See page _41)

For Information Only.

6. FINANCIAL STATEMENTS: For information only
Marie Walsh, Chief Financial Officer (See page _45 )

» Corporate
> Protective Services:
o EMO
o Fire Services
> Public Services:
o Engineering & Public Works
o Recreation
o Water Utility
> Planning
» Police

ADJOURNMENT







What has been done to date.

This is not the first time a CBRM councillor requested a Motion from Council or one of its

committees to look into this after receiving complaints from constituents. Back in 2009,

Councillor Tom Wilson lobbied Council to instruct staff to investigate the matter and come back

with a report. The original Motion was made by the Protective Services Committee. The staff

response was an Issue Paper from Manager of Inspections and Bylaws Rick Fraser. His report
provided three options:

1. Council passes a Motion requesting the Province amend the Building Code Act. Rick didn’t
recommend this option because it can be a long and difficult process and he questioned if
this was an issue that could be effectively regulated by the Code. The Committee did not
pursue this option.

2. The CBRM do nothing and let people exercise their right to take legal action against their
neighbours, and hopefully, before that happens, neighbours attempt to work it out
between themselves. While the Committee was fine with this approach, they wanted to
learn more about the possibility of the next (3") option made in his report.

3. Council adopts an amendment to CBRM’s two land use bylaws essentially imposing a
significant setback on accessory buildings with such a furnace appliance in urban areas in
hopes it would curtail their use. This led to a report by me dated October 1*, 2009.

My report did not advocate using the zoning provisions of a Land Use Bylaw to regulate such

developments for two reasons.

1. Such a provision as a significant setback would be the equivalent of a ban in urban
neighbourhoods. That, in my mind, is too heavy handed and punishes everyone because of
a few and | didn’t recommend it.

2. Any provision implemented would be based on the naive assumption people will actually
even think to apply for a Development Permit when contemplating the installation of a coal
or wood burning furnace in a tiny accessory building. That just doesn’t happen. CBRM
would be essentially reacting to complaints after it was installed and in operation. In
circumstances like that there is no remedy other than the removal of the furnace, because
these complaints originate from densely developed urban residential neighbourhoods
where in just about every case, no one will have the land to relocate both the furnace and
the accessory building it will be in. People most likely simply would not comply because the
By-law wouldn’t provide any reasonable alternative and we’ll be left to take court action.
The prospect of taking court action regarding such matters would not be well accepted by
the judiciary and would be a misuse of the scant development control and legal resources at
the CBRM'’s disposal. Imagine the Regional Municipality taking someone to court over the
installation and operation of a stove.

Neither report (i.e. Rick Fraser’s or mine) were acted upon.

What realistic legal options are available?

There are three alternative options consider. The first 2 do not involve the CBRM. CBRM’s By-
law Enforcement staff contingent is thin (it was 3 and is now down to 2 with a greater range of
responsibilities than when there were 3) and because of CBRM’s precarious financial situation,



an expansion of the workforce to enforce more and more Bylaws must be considered
prudently.

1. Rick Fraser’s option to advise and encourage people to resolve their disputes between
themselves (there are examples in which this has worked) or personally take legal (civil)
action in the courts when the actions of their neighbours become an intolerable nuisance.
Using Provincial Legislation like the Protection of Property Act or common nuisance laws are
always an option available to anyone. People are reluctant to do this because they fear it
will be expensive. Successful litigation can include some reimbursement for the legal costs
incurred.

2. Aslunderstand it, the person who complained to Councillor MacDonald was suffering from
a medical condition which was allegedly aggravated by the smoke and fumes from a
neighbour’s stove. Thatis a health matter. The Health Hazards Regulations of the Province
under the Nova Scotia Health Protection Act states that a medical officer of the Province
could investigate a report of a health hazard caused by a “... solid, liquid, gas, or heat
emanating from premises”. If a medical health officer is convinced a health hazard does
exist he/she can issue an Order to remedy.

3. Section 172 (1) of the Municipal Government Act enables municipalities to adopt a Bylaw
“.. respecting the health ... and protection of persons ... the safety and protection of
property ... nuisances ... that, in the opinion of Council, may be or cause nuisances including
burning, odours, fumes ...”.

Having the authority under the enabling legislation is one thing, choosing to exercise it is
another matter. It is my opinion that there are three things to consider:

e do we want such a Bylaw;

¢ whatis it that we want to regulate; and

¢ who will administer and enforce it?

1. Do we want such a Bylaw?

With the staff resources we currently have, CBRM has a difficult enough time attempting to
regulate development let alone regulate how people maintain appliances within their accessory
buildings. Knowing that neighbours always have the legal right to take civil action against their
neighbours, plus when neighbours actually bring the matter up with their neighbour, the
matter sometimes gets resolved between them. Should the Regional Municipality attempt to
adopt a Bylaw when quite possibly the legal tools are already available under Provincial
legislation? This does beg the question ... how big a problem is this?

2. Whatis it that we would want to regulate, and how would it be enforced?
What causes the problem is either one or more of three possibilities. Drafting a Bylaw focusing
on these three causes would not be difficult. Enforcing it would be another matter.

a. A poorly maintained furnace and/or its stack chimney, or a stack chimney that is not
high enough. Only a plumbing and heating specialist would be qualified to determine if
the furnace and its component parts, including the chimney are the cause of the
problem. A By-law Enforcement Officer would have to engage the services of someone
with those skills to conduct an inspection along with them.



b. Inferior fuel (e.g. coal with a high sulphur content, wet wood). Again, if we are to be
expected to enforce such a provision (i.e. defend ourselves in a court of law) we would
need the services of an expert to confirm that.

c. Inappropriate fuel (e.g. plastics, tires). You may not need an expert to determine this,
but we will most likely be expected to respond very quickly when this happens.

3. Who will administer and enforce it?

The prospective enforcers which are usually put forth by proponents of enforcement are:

¢ The Police;

e The Bylaw Enforcement Officers;

e Building Officials; or

e The Property Maintenance Officers responsible for the dangerous and unsightly premises
provisions of the Municipal Government Act.

The Police certainly would have the jurisdictional authority and the Police Department has the
largest staff complement by far. However, the Police also have, by far, the widest range of
enforcement responsibilities. There is a general understanding that the Police should focus on
protecting our communities from criminals and that any violator of such a Bylaw would be less
of a criminal and more of an irresponsible, and possibly inconsiderate, violator. The Police also
may not be the best enforcement resource to determine the nature of such violations (e.g. is it
a poorly maintained furnace, the chimney is too low, the wood is wet etc.).

The Bylaw Enforcement Officers are appointed as Special Constables to enforce only very
specific Bylaws of the CBRM. The logic behind this is to have staff which are not making the
salary of a Police Officer to enforce regulatory Bylaws of the Regional Municipality which are
really not so much about enforcement against criminal behaviour. The range of such Bylaws
currently includes the Parking Meter Bylaw, the Taxi Bylaw, the Vending Machines Bylaw, and
the Vendors Bylaw. And when there is criminal activity involved (e.g. breaking into parking
meters for the money) the Police are called in. But as with the Police, CBRM’s Bylaw
Enforcement Officers do not have the special skills to make the necessary determinations of a
violation of such a Bylaw. As well, CBRM’s current complement of two Bylaw Enforcement
Officers is a reduction down from three several years ago without any reduction in
responsibilities.

The Building Officials probably would be the most appropriate to determine the nature of any
violation under such a Bylaw. However, theirs is a very specific appointment i.e. under the
Building Code Act. And their former Manager, Rick Fraser, already determined in his report a
few years back, that there is no provision under the Building Code to regulate this use. Other
municipalities use their Building Officials to multi-task in the enforcement of other Bylaws, but
they are small municipalities with workload responsibilities which do not warrant having a full
time Building Officials. Probably their most appropriate role would be in support of the staff
person with the responsibility to enforce this nuisance Bylaw by providing technical advice to
determine what most likely is the cause of the complaint.

The Property Maintenance Officers responsible for enforcing the dangerous and unsightly
premises provisions of the Municipal Government Act may be a good fit because there are






Excerpt — General Committee Minutes — February 3™ 2015

Smoke From Outdoor Furnaces:

Motion:

Moved by Councillor Eldon MacDonald, seconded by Councillor Saccary, that Building
Services staff be directed to reexamine the issue regarding smoke emitting from outdoor furnaces
housed in sheds/garages in CBRM neighborhoods and bring forth an issue paper to Council for
review.

Motion Carried
















Mr. Seward ends the paragraph by stating “it’s important to note no personal or public notice
as to these proposed changes was made known.” The first part of that sentence is correct i.e.
he was not personally notified. However, the direction of the Bylaw was not changed. Staff
agreed on a consistent interpretation of this provision after discussing the matter with
representatives of the staff which drafted the Bylaw. The entire Bylaw was eventually re-
written and the revised version which clarified this interpretation was adopted by Council. But
staff already agreed with our current interpretation before the Bylaw amendments were
adopted. In other words the Bylaw was not changed to prevent Mr. Seward’s subdivision
proposal. There were conflicting interpretations of the same provision. This could not
continue. The result was an interpretation that now prevents us from granting subdivision
approval if Mr. Seward was to submit a formal application.

Even if there was a deliberate attempt to change the direction of the Bylaw with an
amendment adopted by Council, there is no legal obligation to notify each and every person
who came into the office in the past to discuss a subdivision proposal that may, or may not be
adversely affected by that change. Not only is there no legal obligation it is unrealistic to expect
a member of staff to notify someone regarding an issue years since he last met the person. In
the time | have spent writing this document Development Officer Brian Spicer has met with at
more than a dozen people with a broad range of development and subdivision proposals with a
varied list of questions and it is our experience that many of these proposals will never
materialize as a formal application.

Under the title “Stewardship and Ownership” Mr. Seward claims the owners of the private
roads (i.e. MacNevin Lane and Lakeview Drive) servicing his lot parcel asked the former
Municipality of Cape Breton County and the CBRM to take over these roads. I'm not sure what
he means by that, but if he means accept ownership of course we didn’t and nor should we. It
would be a slap in the face to every developer who complies with our Subdivision Bylaw in the
construction of their public street/road or private road to the CBRM’s specifications.

Also in that paragraph he says these two private roads have been improved to “standard”.
Although Public Works East have conducted improvements to these private roads Engineering
and Public Works staff have verified they have not been improved to the minimum standards
for private roads in our Subdivision Bylaw that would allow for further subdivision and nor
should they. Public Works provides limited maintenance service afforded all unlisted private
roads which were qualified in a decision of the former Municipality of Cape Breton County back
in 1994. It is not the responsibility of the rest of the taxpayers of the Regional Municipality to
pay for upgrades to a private road development to bring it to even our private road minimum
standards.

Also on page 4, under the title “Fairness and a Double Standard” Mr. Seward claims the CBRM
is obliging the MacNevins and every other owner of a private road to bring the road up to the
urban specifications for a public street/road (e.g. storm sewers, pavement, curb and gutter
etc.). That is a misrepresentation of the facts. We are expecting the owners of current private
road subdivisions who wish to further subdivide their property, including re-subdivision by






CBRM

A Community of Communities

TO: CBRM Council

FROM: Malcolm Gillis

SUBJECT: REQUESTED AMENDMENT TO THE CBRM
SUBDIVISION BYLAW — from Bob Seward

DATE: __August 5', 2015

Introduction

Before you read this report it is important that you understand the definition of three terms.

1. Public street/road means a street or road either owned and maintained by CBRM or by the
Province’s Department of Transportation and Infrastructure Renewal (DTIR).

2. Private road approved in a plan of subdivision means a privately owned road servicing lot
parcels in a plan of subdivision approved by a CBRM Development Officer. This category of
private road can only be approved in relatively remote locales of the CBRM beyond a 20
kilometer commute along the public street/road network from the center of the major
urban communities. A map of the CBRM showing where private road subdivisions are
permitted colored greed is included with this report. These private roads must also:

e be built to certain minimum construction specifications, although not the same
standards as for a public street/road; '

e they must have a defined right-of-way boundary; and

* they are not to be maintained by the Regional Municipality. These specs are in the
CBRM Subdivision Bylaw.

3. Unlisted private road means a privately owned road servicing building lot parcels that was
never in a plan of subdivision approved by the Development Officer and which is not
constructed to any minimum specification.

Bob Seward owns a 2.75 acre lot parcel with water frontage along Catalone Lake in the
community of Catalone. Access to this property from the nearest public street/road (i.e. the
Catalone Gut Road) is by means of two unlisted, privately owned roads; MacNevin Lane
Intersects the Catalone Gut Road and, approximately 0.5 kilometers down this Lane it intersects
Lakeview Drive. Mr. Seward’s lot parcel begins approximately 0.3 kilometers down the Drive.

The Map titled “MacNevin Lane and Lakeview Drive” illustrates the situation as described in this
paragraph.



Mr. Seward would like to further subdivide his lot parcel to create up to an additional 2 lot
parcels. The Province's on-site sewage disposal system regulations under the Environment Act
may allow for this if the soil conditions are ideal. However, although both Lakeview Drive and
MacNevin Lane are in the part of the CBRM where private road subdivisions are permitted,
neither the Lane or the Drive are constructed to the minimum specifications for private roads in
the Subdivision Bylaw. Qur Development Officers spoke to a representative of the owner of
both the Lane and Drive to ascertain if they would be interested in constructing improvements
to both unlisted private roads to bring them to CBRM private road construction specifications,
but they were not interested, apparently because there is little market to sell further building
lots as most of the water frontage has already been conveyed.

There are 320 private roads in the CBRM. Only 24 were approved in a plan of subdivision and

constructed to CBRM's private road construction standard. The remaining 296 are unlisted
private roads which were generally created before municipalities began to effectively regulate
subdivisions. Consequently, they were built with:

¢ awide range of construction standards;

e ownership issues ranging from one owner (like MacNevin Lane and Lakeview Drive); to
 several owners; and

e awide range of boundary issues from a defined boundary to no defined boundary at all.

129 of those unlisted private roads are receiving at least some level of service from a Public
Works division of the CBRM. This is a practice that was inherited from the former
municipalities prior to amalgamation. At one time there were over 300 unlisted private roads
receiving at least some level of service from their Municipality. This number was eventually
culled down to the current 129 based on criteria that considered the number of dwellings along
the road and whether or not the Municipality had invested in any infrastructure on the road
(e.g. water or sewer mains, or asphalt surface). 13 of the 129 are paved and receive full
maintenance service. 97 are gravel roads receiving full maintenance service (i.e. gravel, grading
and winter plowing). Both MacNevin Lane and Lakeview Drive receive this level of service. The
remaining 19 gravel roads do not receive winter plowing.

The reasons for reducing the number of unlisted private roads which were receiving
maintenance from the Municipality and the eventual prohibltion on private road subdivisions
unless they were built to certain standards, albeit lesser than public street/road standards, are
as follows.

« Municipalities have no business spending tax payer's money maintaining privately owned
roads.

e Money spent on maintaining unlisted private roads either results in less money spent on
public streets/roads or results in higher taxes for all because no specific levy is imposed on
properties serviced by unlisted privately owned roads which are maintained by the
Municipal taxpayer.



¢ The ban on private road subdivisions within 20 kilometers of the major urban communities
is in effect because it is understood people investing in the purchase of building lots in a
newly approved plan of subdivision have high expectations the road network servicing the
subdivision will be to a certain minimum standard, including asphalt.

» The reason why there is still a minimum standard of road construction where private road
subdivisions are permitted is that, even in relatively remote areas of the Regional
Municipality people are still expecting a minimum standard of construction to be used to
access their property, even in cottage country.

If the Subdivision Bylaw is to be amended to permit Mr. Seward’s request, at the very least all

subdivisions and neighbourhoods serviced with an unlisted privately owned road with the same

specifications as the Lane and Drive servicing his lot parcel should be expected to have the

same privileges. Both MacNevin Lane and Lakeview Drive have the following characteristics.

s Gravel service

s Full maintenance

¢ Under one ownership {i.e. although there is no defined right-of-way, both are within the
boundary of lot parcels owned by the MacNevin family)

Based on these characteristics, if the Subdivision Bylaw were to be amended to permit
subdivisions creating new building lots along MacNevin Lane and Lakeview Drive at least 63
unlisted privately owned roads would also be eligible. However, the line prohibiting subdivision
on ony unlisted privately owned road is a thicker line to defend than a prohibition an some
unlisted private roads when one of the criteria is that CBRM provides full maintenance to the
road. Think of it this way. We would have a policy that permits subdivisions on lot parcels
fronting along unlisted privately owned roads that the Regional Municipality maintains but not
on unlisted privately owned roads that we don’t maintain. How can that be interpreted as a
fair and equitable way of providing service using taxpayer’s money? Realistically, if the
Subdivision Bylaw is to be amended to allow the creation of new building lots on unlisted roads
like MacNevin and Lakeview then we better allow it on just about every other unlisted private
road.

There is another issue with this request that staff has a problem with. If this requested
amendment is granted we are implementing a double standard. We are saying CBRM will grant
subdivision approval to create additional building lots serviced by unlisted privately owned
roads which we maintain that are built to a standard less than the standard imposed for new
subdivisions. However, we will not grant subdivision approval for a new subdivision {which
could be nearby) unless it is built to our specifications plus we will not maintain it. At least,
with our current practice we are continuing to provide a service which was started generations
ago, but we will not permit further subdivision on these unlisted privately owned roads unless
and until they are built up to our private road construction specifications.













Excerpt from the CBRM Council Minutes — June 16%, 2015

Request from Peter Seward — Proposed Subdivision in Catalone Lake Area:

Motion:

Moved by Deputy Mayor George MacDonald, seconded by Councillor Cormier, that staff be
directed to prepare an Issue Paper to explain the implications of allowing Mr. Peter Seward
permission to subdivide property on an unlisted private road that does not meet CBRM
construction specifications.

Motion Carried.







Bob Seward ;‘55*: @mw
19 Bathgate Street R Regional Municipality
Glace Bay, Nova Scotia g@ﬁéé%’?d
B1A 1A3 ‘
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Attn: Deborah Campbell
Clerk’s Office (CBRM)
320 Esplanade

Sydney, Nova Scotla
B1P 7BS

Dear Ms. Camnphell:

During the days of my youth, the concept of “the bungalow” and subsequent acquisition of such an ideal
had always been a dream of mine. As an adult, with my family established, IHinally engaged in the
process of satisfying this dream. Ultimately, | was directed to a parcel of land on Catalone Lake, In 1975,
through consultation with my lawyer, | was successful in satisfying my dream of acquiring my own piece
of “bungalow country”. This parcel, which spans 3.5 acres, Includes a deeded, 66 foot uninterrupted
right of way to the Catalone Gut Road, This property is outlined in red on the enclosed map.

Initially, Lakeview Drive, which leads to Catalone Leke, was privately developed to meet the basic
requirements of service from utility providers, such as power, communication, sanitation and ofl/gas.’
However, since the early days of establishing this summer residence, the area surrounding our property
has grown to some 28 residential properties. Many of these residences are not summer retreats, but
rather full time dwellings that would rival homes in many residential Cape Breton neighborhoods. For
the past 20 years, the CBRM and the Provincial Department of Transportation has undertaken the
responsibility of upgrading and maintaining the roads that service these residences.

In 20086, | personally began the process of subdividing my property for family members. At this time,
Mr. Brian Spicer, a develepment officer with the CBRM, began the process of application for subdivision.
After a number of meetings, it was determined that the proposal would be given the “green light”.
When my family was ready to proceed, our surveyor met with the development office to initiate the
formal process of subdividing the property. Unfortunately, | was unaware of the proposed change in
language within Section 19-B of the CBRM’s subdivision bylaw (now Saction 13). This change in
language impacted my proposal for subdivision, as it was deemed “redundant” and as a result dismissed
from consideration. ! was not made aware of this change until May of 2012.

Seeing as though my request for subdivision took place prior to the changes in language to Section 19-B
of the CBRM subdivision bylaw, | am asking that this request be re-considered for grandfather status. As















Millennium Contracting Services Limited
15 Alder Point Road

Bras d’Or, Nova Scotia B1Y 2K2
902-736-1122 telephone

902-736-0631 fax

mcsl@eastlink.ca

To Cape Breton Regional Municipality Council:

My name is Gratten (Duke) Fraser and I'd like to request a change in the Planning Strategy policy to
allow for my conversion of the former medical clinic at 762 King Street New Waterford into a Robins
coffee site.

| was advised by planning department staff that they are unable to issue a development permit in
compliance with CBRM land use by-law. They do not have the authority, therefore they cannot accept
and application for zoning amendment.

I'd like to request an opportunity to meet with the general committee of Council to discuss my position.

Thank-you for your time,

Kind Regards,

Gratten (Duke) Fraser
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Memo

TO: Malcolm Gillis, Director Planning
October 2015

RE: Request to purchase CBRM Lands

Background

The CBRM Water Utility has an ongoing program of acquiring additional lands within our
watershed areas for source water protection. In the past number of years the Water Utility
purchased the following parcels, PID 15543507, 15543473, 15543481, 15543423, 15602857,
15543374, 15227770, for this very reason. The attached map shows the boundaries of these
parcels outlined in yellow. Portions of these properties are within the Sydney Well Field
Contribution Boundary. The area shaded in red on the attached Plan 1 indicates the Well Field
Contribution Boundary. The map clearly shows that each of these lots straddle that boundary i.e. a
part of each lot is within the boundary and part is outside.

These lands are immediately adjacent to parcels which were sold to Membertou Development
Corporation in 2014, based on a similar request. These parcels are identified in white on the
attached Plan 1.

In 2006 the CBRM Water Utility contracted Dillon Consulting to carry out “Groundwater
Resource Monitoring Plan on the Middle Lake Road Water Supply”. This Plan forms an integral
part of the Groundwater Protection Strategy for Middle Lake Road groundwater supply. The
report identified the Well Field Contribution Zone (area highlighted in Red on Plan 1), which is the
area around the well field that supplies the water for the aquifer in which the well field draws from.

We have reviewed this request through our CBRM Water Utility officials and have determined
that activities outside the boundary/contribution zone will pose no impact to source water supply
due to its location and distance. The attached Plan 1 identifies a 100meter buffer zone that was
added for additional protection beyond the boundary/contribution zone. This land within the 100m
buffer zone will remain to be owned by CBRM.

Issue

In a letter from Membertou Development Corporation’s Solicitor, Mr. Gary Corsano, Sampson
McPhee Lawyers, dated July 16th, 2015 (attached) the Membertou Development Corporation
submitted a formal request to be conveyed CBRM lands west of the Sydney wellfield watershed
protection area, and outside of the Middle Lake Wellfield Contribution Boundary. These lots are
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July 16, 2015

Cape Breton Regional Municipality jannifer &n
320 Esplanade Street
Sydney, NOVa SCOtia FESRHE LIGNEn
B1P 7B9

ATTENTION: MICHAEL MERRITT,
CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER

Dear Mr. Merritt:

RE: REQUEST TO PURCHASE SURPLUS PROPERTY
PIDS 15865066, 15543507, 15543473, 15543481, 15543523,
15602857, 15543374, 15227770, 15543432

As you are aware we are the Solicitors for the Membertou Development Corporation
(“Membertou”).

Further to correspondence to you dated January 14, 2015, correspondence to Mr. Ken Smith,
CBRM, dated March 3, 2015 and your most recent discussions with Bill Bonnar, Membertou,
we wish to provide the following comments.

Membertou is prepared to enter into a formal Agreement of Purchase and Sale with CBRM with
respect to the following nine properties:

PID 15865066 and a portion of each of PIDs 15543507, 15543473, 15543481,
15543523, 15602857, 15543374, 15227770, 15543432 ("CBRM Properties”}

The CBRM Properties, excluding a 100 meter buffer zone next to the Sydney Watershed, in
total, comprise approximately 206 acres. The CBRM Properties are conceptual shown and

www. sampsonmephes. com
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|Paul Burt,
\Manager Building, Planning &
icensing Laws
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Cape Breton Regional Municipality

320 Esplanade, Roomn 103
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9
Phone: 902-563-5175

Memo

TO: General Committee

FROM: Paul Burt, Manager Building, Planning & Licensing Laws
DATE: October 28, 2015

RE: DUP Statistical Complaint Report
Attached is the statistical report to the General Committee which outlines all the
complaints files opened since the last report that was presented at the October 6, 2015

meeting.

Respectfully Submitted,

Original Signed By

Paul Burt,
Manager Building, Planning & Licensing Laws
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