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MINUTES of the REGULAR MEETING of the COUNCIL of the DISTRICT OF MISSION 
held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 8645 Stave Lake Street, Mission, 
British Columbia, on February 3, 2014 commencing at 6:00p.m. 

Council Members Present: Mayor Ted Adlem 
Councillor Dave Hensman 
Councillor Jeff Jewell 
Councillor Tony Luck 
Councillor Larry Nunda! 
Councillor Jenny Stevens 
Councillor Nelson Tilbury 

Staff Members Present: Ken Bjorgaard, Chief Administrative Officer 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Tina Penney, Acting Manager of Corporate Administration 
Jennifer Russell, Legislative Assistant 
Tina Mooney, Administrative Clerk 

Mayor Adlem called the meeting to order. 

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

Moved by Councillor Nunda!, seconded by Councillor Jewell, and 

RESOLVED: That the agenda for the regular Council meeting of February 3, 2014 be 
adopted. 

CARRIED 

3. DELEGATIONS AND PRESENTATIONS 

Laura Wilson, Child and Youth Committee 
Re: Overview of Child and Youth Committee Activities 

Katy Brooks and Tamara Throssell, Mission Child and Youth Committee, appeared before 
Council to provide an overview of the CYC's vision, beliefs, membership, programs, goals 
and accomplishments in 2013. They asked Council to support the CYC's plans for a 
Youth Centre expansion, creation of Safe Space for youth, and an updated skate park. 

Mayor Adlem thanked Ms. Brooks and Ms. Throssell for the information and stated that he 
would schedule a meeting with the Manager of Social Development to discuss the skate 
park. 

4. PUBLIC HEARING 

Zoning Amending Bylaw 5410-2014-5050(128) 
(R13-020- OTG Development Concepts)- a bylaw to rezone property at 32448 
Dewdney Trunk Road from Rural 36 Zone (RU36) and Commercial Highway One 
Zone (CH1) to Rural16 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RU16s) and Commercial 
Highway One Zone (CH1) 
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The purpose of the proposed zoning bylaw amendment is to rezone the property located 
at 32448 Dewdney Trunk Road and legally described as: 

Parcel Identifier: 013-384-252 
North Half Legal Subdivision 11 Section 20 Township 18 Except Part Lying 
North of the Highway Shown Plan 13712, New Westminster District 

from the Rural 36 (RU36) Zone and the Commercial Highway One (CH1) Zone to the 
Rural 16 Secondary Dwelling (RU16s) Zone and the Commercial Highway One (CH1) 
Zone to create two (2) lots of a minimum 1.6 hectare (4 acre) lot size; one lot will continue 
to permit commercial uses and the other lot will permit a residential use with a secondary 
dwelling unit. 

Gina MacKay, Planner, showed a PowerPoint presentation that provided the following 
information: 

1. purpose and outline of the proposal; 
2. subject property map and site photos; 
3. surrounding area designation; 
4. environmentally sensitive and riparian areas; 
5. development requirements; and 
6. land use question. 

The Acting Manager of Corporate Administration stated that no correspondence pertaining 
to the subject application had been received. 

Randy Courrier, Mission, asked for clarification as to which portions of the property would 
be residential and which portions would be commercial. 

Hearing no further questions or comments, the Mayor declared the Public Hearing for 
District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5410-2014-5050(128) (R13-020 - OTG 
Development Concepts), closed. 

Zoning Amending Bylaw 5411-2014-5050(129) 
(R 13-024- Wurster) - a bylaw to rezone property at 11061 Wilson Street from 
Rural16 Zone (RU16) to Rural Residential? Secondary Dwelling Zone (RR7s) 

The purpose of the proposed zoning bylaw amendment is to rezone the property located 
at 11061 Wilson Street and legally described as: 

Parcel Identifier: 018-767-478 
Lot 1 Section 10 Township 15 New Westminster District Plan LMP16694 

from the Rural 16 (RU16) Zone to the Rural Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling (RR?s) 
Zone to accommodate the subsequent subdivision of the subject property into two (2) lots 
of a minimum 0. 7 hectare (1.73 acre) lot size; each lot would permit a secondary dwelling 
unit. 

Marcy Bond, Planner, showed a PowerPoint presentation that provided the following 
information: 

1. purpose and outline of the proposal; 
2. subject property map and site photos; 
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3. surrounding area designation; 
4. environmentally sensitive and riparian areas; 
5. development requirements; and 
6. land use question. 

The Acting Manager of Corporate Administration stated that no correspondence pertaining 
to the subject application had been received. 

Hearing no further questions or comments, the Mayor declared the Public Hearing for 
District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5411-2014-5050(129) (R13-024- Wurster), 
closed. 

5. PROCLAMATIONS 

February 17 to 23, 2014 as "Heritage Week" 
Heritage Week Committee, Mission District Historical Society 

Moved by Councillor Nunda!, seconded by Councillor Hensman, and 

RESOLVED: That February 17 through 23, 2014 be proclaimed as "Heritage Week" 
within the District of Mission; the District to assume no costs related thereto. 

CARRIED 

6. ADOPTION OF INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 

Moved by Councillor Hensman, seconded by Councillor Luck, and 

RESOLVED: That the minutes of the Cultural Resources Commission meeting held on 
December 12, 2013 be received as information. 

CARRIED 

7. RESOLUTION TO RESOLVE INTO COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Moved by Councillor Luck, seconded by Councillor Hensman, and 

RESOLVED: That Council now resolve itself into Committee of the Whole. 

CARRIED 

8. CORPORATE SERVICES 

Mayor Adlem Chaired the first item under the Corporate Services portfolio. 

Summation of Legal Opinion Regarding Conflict of Interest Issues Raised 
and Explanation of Prior Proceedings 

A report from the Chief Administrative Officer dated February 3, 2014 summarizing the 
legal opinion received by the District regarding the alleged conflict of issues raised and to 
explain previous proceedings on this matter was provided for the Committee's information. 
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A lengthy discussion ensued wherein each member of Council made comments and 
statements respecting the matter. Additionally, Council discussed placing these 
comments and statements into the minutes. Please see Appendix A to these minutes 
that provides a summation of Council's expression of views. 

Councillor Luck assumed the Chair. 

Amendment to Bylaw 3819-2005 - Utilities Commission Establishment 
and Delegation Bylaw 

Moved by Councillor Nundal, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That the District of Mission Utilities Commission Establishment and Delegation 
Bylaw 3819-2005 be amended by deleting the following in its entirety and 
renumbering the sections accordingly: 

"(a) District of Mission Council members appointed to the Utilities Commission or 
their alternate shall receive a stipend of $102.00 per meeting for each joint 
Utilities Commission meeting that they attend; and 

(b) A stipend of $1,111.00 per calendar year will be paid to any District of 
Mission Council member elected Chair of the joint Utilities Commission, with 
such remuneration being pro-rated for a partial calendar year of service." and 

2. That this amending bylaw receive first three readings at the February 3, 2014 regular 
meeting of Council. 

CARRIED 

2013 Investment Performance Report 

A report from the Manager of Finance dated February 3, 2014 summarizing the District's 
investment holdings as at December 31, 2013 and the performance of the overall 
investment portfolio was provided for the Committee's information. 

2013 Budget Carry Forward Requests 

Moved by Mayor Adlem, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That the 2013 capital budget carry forwards and re-budget requests attached as 
Appendices "A" and "8" respectively to the report from the Manager of Accounting 
Services dated February 3, 2014, be approved and that the 2014 Financial Plan be 
amended accordingly (final dollar amounts will depend on year-end balances); and 

2. That the 2013 operating budget carry forwards and re-budget requests attached as 
Appendix "C" to the report from the Manager of Accounting Services dated 
February 3, 2014, be approved and that the 2014 Financial Plan be amended 
accordingly (final dollar amounts will depend on year-end balances). 

CARRIED 
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Policies/Procedures Audit Update 

Moved by Councillor Nunda!, and 

RECOMMENDED: That all of the policies listed in Appendix A of the Policies/Procedures 
Audit Update report by the Administrative Clerk dated February 3, 2014 be rescinded and 
deleted. 

CARRIED 

Council Remuneration and Expenses 

The Chief Administrative Officer showed a PowerPoint presentation summanzmg the 
information contained in the report dated February 3, 2014 and provided for the 
Committee's information. 

Moved by Councillor Nunda!, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That the new draft Council Remuneration and Expense Policy be presented to the 
public for comments; and 

2. That Council consider annual salaries of approximately $70,000 for the Mayor and 
approximately $26,000 for Councillors. 

CARRIED 

Resolution Released from Closed Council meeting of January 20, 2014 

The following resolutions were released from the Closed Council meeting of January 20, 
2014: 

Curbside Collection Service Contract Extension 

That the existing curbside collection contract with Remple Disposal Ltd. be 
extended to March 31, 2019, with options within the contract to discontinue 
recycling collection services and change collection frequencies for any 
material stream at any time during the contract term, without penalties and 
with associated cost savings. 

Economic Development Select Committee Membership 

That Mr. Cory Padula, owner of Cimtex Industries, was re-appointed to an 
additional two-year term to the Economic Development Select Committee. 

9. DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 

Councillor Hensman assumed the Chair. 

Rescind Readings for Zoning Amending Bylaw 5319-2012-5050(89) and 
Close Rezoning Application R12-032 (Born) - 9442 Barr Street 

Moved by Councillor Stevens, and 
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RECOMMENDED: 

1. That first, second and third readings of Zoning Amending Bylaw 5319-2012-
5050(89) be rescinded; and 

2. That Rezoning Application R12-032 be closed. 

CARRIED 

Request for Extension to Rezoning Application ROS-035 (Robert Ciccozzi 
Architecture Inc.)- 34048, 34054 and 34142 Parr Avenue 

Moved by Councillor Jewell, and 

RECOMMENDED: That in accordance with Council Policy LAN.13 Development File 
Closure and Extension Policy, a twelve month extension be granted to Rezoning 
Application R06-035 (Robert Ciccozzi Architecture Inc.) for the properties located at 
34048, 34054 and 34142 Parr Avenue to enable the applicant to hold the outstanding 
rezoning requirements until local market conditions improve for multi-family development. 

CARRIED 

Temporary Change to Liquor-Primary Club Licence for the Royal Canadian 
Legion Outdoor Special Events Tent 

Moved by Councillor Nundal, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That the Temporary Change to Liquor-Primary Club License #152527 at 32627 
Logan Avenue for the Royal Canadian Legion to allow the use of an outdoor tent 
accommodating up to 95 occupants for the following special events in 2014: 

• June 14- Father's Day BBQ 

• July 1 - Canada Day Car Rally 

September 13 -Annual Barb Quinn Chili Cook Off 

• November 11 - Remembrance Day 

be supported as "no objection" within Part 12 of the Application to the Liquor Licence 
Control Branch for a Temporary Change to a Liquor Licence; and 

2. That the following comments be included within Part 12 of the Application to the 
Liquor Licence Control Branch for a Temporary Change to a Liquor Licence: 

• The potential for noise if the application is approved -the Royal Canadian Legion 
is located in an area that is primarily zoned and designated for commercial land 
uses. Furthermore, the activities undertaken at the legion are such that would 
not generate excessive noise, even within the proposed tent. In this regard, no 
adverse impact is anticipated. 

The impact on the community if the application is approved - the amendment 
application is to enable use of a tent for four special event days by the existing 
Royal Canadian Legion. No adverse impact on the community is anticipated in 
this regard. 
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• The views of residents - views of residents were not sought as the application is 
considered to be a minor amendment to an existing operation in an area that is 
primarily commercial in nature. 

CARRIED 

Rezoning Application R13-034 (Lyons)- 30180 Berg Avenue 

Moved by Councillor Jewell, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That a bylaw be prepared to amend District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by 
rezoning the property located at 30180 Berg Avenue from the Rural Residential 7 
(RR7) Zone to the Rural Residential Secondary Dwelling (RR7s) Zone. 

2. That the bylaw be considered for first and second readings at the regular Council 
meeting on February 3, 2014. 

3. That following these readings, the Bylaw be forwarded to a Public Hearing on 
February 17, 2014. 

4. That the final reading of the amending bylaw be held until the following has been 
satisfied: 

a. Confirmation that an area for a new septic system for the proposed garden 
cottage has been approved or confirmation that the existing septic system can 
service both the proposed single family dwelling and the proposed garden 
cottage. 

b. A well report, prepared by a professional engineer with expertise in ground water 
supply, has been received and that the subject well(s) meets the provisions of 
the Subdivision Control Bylaw and Council Policy WA T.19 - Well Water Quality 
- Aesthetic and Health Parameters. 

CARRIED 

Rezoning Application R13-028 (Beland)- 31173 Dewdney Trunk Road 

Moved by Councillor Tilbury, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That a bylaw be prepared to amend District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by 
rezoning the property located at 31173 Dewdney Trunk Road from the Rural 16 
(RU16) Zone to the Rural16 Secondary Dwelling (RU16s) Zone. 

2. That the Bylaw be considered for first and second readings at the regular Council 
meeting on February 3, 2014. 

3. That following these readings, the Bylaw be forwarded to a Public Hearing on 
February 17, 2014. 

4. That adoption of the amending Bylaw be withheld until the following have been 
satisfied: 

a. Confirmation that an area for a new septic system for the proposed coach house 
has been approved or confirmation that the existing septic system has been 
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upgraded to service both the existing dwelling and proposed coach house; and 

b. A well report, prepared by a professional engineer with expertise in ground water 
supply, has been received and that the subject well(s) meets the provisions of 
the Subdivision Control Bylaw and Council Policy WA T.19 - Well Water Quality 
-Aesthetic Parameters. 

CARRIED 

Rezoning Application R13-032 (District of Mission)- Text Amendment to 
Permit Barge Loading at 29920 Lougheed Highway, 7277 Nelson Street, 
7150 Bank Street, and 33516 Harbour Avenue 

Moved by Mayor Adlem, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That a bylaw be prepared to amend District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 by: 

a) Deleting 902 INDUSTRIAL GENERAL (lNG) ZONE at properties addressed 
29920 Lougheed Highway, 7277 Nelson Street, 7150 Bank Street, and 33516 
Harbour Avenue and replacing it with a new Section 902 INDUSTRIAL 
GENERAL TWO (ING2) ZONE as outlined in Appendix 2 to a report, dated 
February 3, 2014, from the Acting Manager of Planning; and by 

b) Rezoning the four waterfront properties presently zoned INDUSTRIAL 
GENERAL (lNG) ZONE to INDUSTRIAL GENERAL TWO (ING2) ZONE. 

2. That the Bylaw be considered for first and second readings at the regular Council 
meeting on February 3, 2014. 

3. That following these readings, the Bylaw be forwarded to a Public Hearing on 
March 3, 2014. 

4. That discussions be initiated with the four property owners to determine 
opportunities to obtain public access, for trail purposes, through their properties with 
the results being reported back to Council. 

CARRIED 

Development Variance Permit Application DV13-016 (Demers)-
8973 Manzer Street 

Moved by Mayor Adlem, and 

RECOMMENDED: That Development Variance Permit Application DV13-016 to waive 
Subdivision Control Bylaw 1500-1985, Works on Adjacent Highways: 

a. As a condition of subdivision approval, the owner of any lands being subdivided 
shall be required to provide on a highway adjacent to the land being subdivided: 
vehicular and pedestrian access systems, 

for the southern half of Anderson Avenue adjacent and contiguous to 8973 Manzer Street, 
be approved. 

CARRIED 
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Councillor Hensman excused himself from the Chair and declared a possible conflict of 
interest in considering the following agenda item, based on the fact that he operates a 
business in the downtown area. 

Councillor Hensman excused himself from the meeting at 8:26 p.m. 

Councillor Jewell assumed the Chair on behalf of Councillor Hensman. 

Request for Funds to Complete the Detailed Design Concept for Downtown 
Streetscapes, Plazas and the Gateway 

Moved by Councillor Nundal, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That funding of up to $50,000 be allocated to the Downtown Detailed Design 
Concept Project from the Gaming Reserve Fund; and 

2. That the District's financial plan be amended accordingly 

CARRIED 

Councillor Hensman returned to the meeting at 8:28p.m. and resumed the Chair. 

Excerpt from the Minutes of the Public Hearing held on September 12, 2011 
and related Staff Report dated August 22, 2011 (R1 0-034 - OTG Development 
Concepts) 

Moved by Councillor Luck, and 

RECOMMENDED: That the excerpt from the minutes of the Public Hearing held on 
September 12, 2011 and a copy of the related staff report dated August 22, 2011 provided 
as background information to assist in the consideration of adoption of Zoning Amending 
Bylaw 5236-2011-5050(52) for property at 33277 Richards Avenue, be received as 
information. 

CARRIED 

Excerpt from the Minutes of the Public Hearing held on April15, 2013 and 
related Staff Report dated April 2, 2013 (R13-003 - Moody) 

Moved by Councillor Luck, and 

RECOMMENDED: That the excerpt from the minutes of the Public Hearing held on April 
15, 2013 and a copy of the related staff report dated April 2, 2013 provided as background 
information to assist in the consideration of adoption of Zoning Amending Bylaw 5354-
2013-5050(1 06) for property at 9716 and 9732 Dewdney Trunk Road, be received as 
information. 

CARRIED 
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10. ENGINEERING AND PUBLIC WORKS 

Councillor Jewell assumed the Chair. 

Commercial Asbestos-Containing Material at the Mission Landfill - Update 

A report from the Environmental Coordinator dated February 3, 2014 regarding the 
suspension of accepting commercial asbestos-containing materials at the Mission Landfill 
was provided for the Committee's information. 

Creation of a new Account for the Construction of a Bus Pullout Project 

Moved by Councillor Nunda!, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That a new capital account in the amount of $30,000 be created by the Finance 
Department for the construction of a bus pullout project to be funded by a grant from 
the Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure; and 

2. That the 2014-2018 Financial Plan be amended accordingly. 

CARRIED 

Asset Management Progress and Direction 

A report from the Manager of Assets and Infrastructure dated February 3, 2014 regarding 
staff progress on two of Council's identified objectives surrounding a sustainable asset 
management system was provided for the Committee's information. 

Pavement Management Program Funding 

Moved by Mayor Adlem, and 

RECOMMENDED: 

1. That the annual pavement management program budget be increased to $3.2 
million for the years 2014 through 2018 in order to maintain the current pavement 
condition, while also eliminating $100,000 of ongoing funding from accumulated 
surplus, with the total required funding coming from the Community Works Gas Tax 
Reserve Fund, as follows: 

2014 $1,484,188 

2015 $1,235,188 

2016 $1,235,188 

2017 $1,235,188 

2018 $1,235,188 

2. That the Financial Plan be amended accordingly; and 
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3. That the financial plan for the use of Community Works Gas Tax (CWGT) funds for 
pavement management be revisited, should other priority projects that qualify for 
CWGT funding come forward and/or once more information is available on the future 
of gas tax funding. 

CARRIED 

11. FORESTRY 

Councillor Stevens assumed the Chair. 

Forestry Operations 2013 Quarter 4 (Q4) and Year-End Budget Report 

A report from the Director of Forestry and the Manager of Accounting dated February 3, 
2014 regarding the year-end financial results, activities, strategies and plans of the 
Forestry Operation was provided for the Committee's information. 

12. RESOLUTION TO RISE AND REPORT 

Mayor Adlem resumed the Chair. 

Moved by Councillor Hensman, seconded by Councillor Jewell, and 

RESOLVED: That the Committee of the Whole now rise and report. 

CARRIED 

13. ADOPTION OF COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE REPORT 

Moved by Councillor Nundal, seconded by Councillor Hensman, and 

RESOLVED: That the recommendations of the Committee of the Whole, as contained in 
items RC14/077 to RC14/098, be adopted. 

CARRIED 

14. BYLAWS 

Moved by Councillor Nundal, seconded by Councillor Hensman, and 

RESOLVED: 

1. That District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 541 0-2014-5050(128), a bylaw to 
rezone property at 32448 Dewdney Trunk Road from Rural 36 Zone (RU36) and 
Commercial Highway One Zone (CH1) to Rural 16 Secondary Dwelling Zone 
(RU16s) and Commercial Highway One Zone (CH1), be read a third time; and 

2. That the final reading of the Bylaw be held until the following has been satisfied: 

a. The community amenity contribution in the amount of $2,815.00 in respect of the 
new lot has been received. 

CARRIED 
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Moved by Councillor Jewell, seconded by Councillor Hensman, and 

RESOLVED: 

1. That District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5411-20 14-5050( 129), a bylaw to 
rezone property at 11061 Wilson Street from Rural 16 Zone (RU16) to Rural 
Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RR7s), be read a third time; and 

2. That the final reading of the Bylaw be held until the following has been satisfied: 

a. A community amenity contribution in the amount of $2,815 is received. 

CARRIED 

Moved by Councillor Luck, seconded by Councillor Tilbury, and 

RESOLVED: That District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5236-2011-5050(52), a 
bylaw to rezone property at 33277 Richards Avenue from Rural 16 Zone (RU16) to Rural 
Residential 7 Zone (RR7), be adopted. 

CARRIED 

Moved by Councillor Hensman, seconded by Councillor Jewell, and 

RESOLVED: That District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5354-2013-5050(106), a 
bylaw to rezone property at 9716 and 9732 Dewdney Trunk Road from Rural 16 Zone 
(RU16) to Suburban 36 Secondary Dwelling Zone (S36s) and Rural Residential 7 
Secondary Dwelling Zone (RR7s), be adopted. 

CARRIED 

Moved by Councillor Hensman, seconded by Councillor Tilbury, and 

RESOLVED: That first, second and third readings of District of Mission Zoning Amending 
Bylaw 5319-2012-5050(89), a bylaw to rezone property at 9442 Barr Street from Rural 
Residential 7 Zone (RR7) to Rural Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RR7s), be 
rescinded. 

CARRIED 

Moved by Councillor Hensman, seconded by Councillor Luck, and 

RESOLVED: That District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5412-2014-5050(130), a 
bylaw to rezone property at 30180 Berg Avenue from Rural Residential 7 Zone (RR7) to 
Rural Residential 7 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RR7s), be read a first and second time. 

CARRIED 
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Moved by Councillor Nunda!, seconded by Councillor Luck, and 

RESOLVED: That District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5413-2014-5050(131), a 
bylaw to rezone property at 31173 Dewdney Trunk Road from Rural 16 Zone (RU16) to 
Rural16 Secondary Dwelling Zone (RU16s), be read a first and second time. 

CARRIED 

Moved by Councillor Luck, seconded by Councillor Tilbury, and 

RESOLVED: That District of Mission Zoning Amending Bylaw 5414-2014-5050(132), a 
bylaw to add a new Industrial General Two Zone (ING2) to Section 902, and to rezone 
29920 Lougheed Highway, 7277 Nelson Street, 7150 Bank Street, and 33516 Harbour 
Avenue from Industrial General Zone (lNG) to Industrial General Two Zone (ING2), be 
read a first and second time. 

CARRIED 

Moved by Councillor Luck, seconded by Councillor Tilbury, and 

RESOLVED: That District of Mission Utilities Commission Establishment and Delegation 
Amending Bylaw 5415-2014-3819(2), a bylaw to delete the provision for a stipend for 
Council members appointed to the Utilities Commission, be read a first, second and third 
time. 

CARRIED 

15. MINUTES 

Moved by Councillor Luck, seconded by Councillor Stevens, and 

RESOLVED: That the following minutes be adopted: 

(a) Regular Council Meeting (for the purpose of going into a Closed meeting)
January 20, 2014; and 

(b) Special Council Meeting- January 20, 2014. 

CARRIED 

16. NEW/OTHER BUSINESS 

Development Variance Permit Application DV11-009 (R1 0-034- OTG 
Development Concepts)- 33277 Richards Avenue 

Moved by Councillor Nunda!, seconded by Councillor Tilbury, and 

RESOLVED: That Development Variance Permit Application DV11-009, in the name of 
Esmial AI-Khaliq, to vary: 

(a) District of Mission Subdivision Control Bylaw 1500-1985 for Willingdon Street 
adjacent to 33277 Richards Avenue as follows: 
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(i) R-2A Y2 Road Rural Local Residential standard from 5. 7 metre asphalt to 3.2-
3.5 metre chip seal, 

(ii) No requirement to upgrade to R-2A Y2 Road Rural Local Residential standard, 

(iii) No requirement for ditch construction to R-2A Y2 Road Rural Local Residential 
standard, 

(iv) No requirement for road dedication to R-2A Y2 Road Rural Local Residential 
standard, 

(v) Cul-de-sac construction requirement to a 'hammerhead type' standard that 
meets the requirement of the Fire Department including requirements for two 
gravel pullouts constructed to rural road base standard; and 

(b) District of Mission Zoning Bylaw 5050-2009 as follows: 

(i) Section 301 Part D Setbacks 1. Accessory Building /Structure from 3.0 m 
(9.8ft) to 1.11 m (3.6 ft.) to the interior side lot line to allow for the existing shop 
to remain on Lot A, 

in a proposed single family residential development located at 33277 Richards Avenue, be 
approved. 

CARRIED 

17. MAYOR'S REPORT 

The Mayor reported on various activities, meetings and events attended since the last 
regular Council meeting. 

18. MEMBERS' REPORTS ON COMMITTEES, BOARDS AND ACTIVITIES 

Councillors Stevens, Tilbury, Luck, Jewell and Hensman reported on various activities, 
meetings and events attended since the last regular Council meeting. 

19. QUESTION PERIOD 

The following issues were addressed: 

• Council will consider how they wish to further publicize the summary of the legal 
opinion regarding conflict of interest issues. 

20. ADJOURNMENT 

Moved by Councillor Luck, seconded by Councillor Jewell, and 

RESOLVED: That the meeting be adjourned. 

CARRIED 
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The Mayor advised that he has requested from Councillor Luck that he be allowed to chair 
the first item which is a summation of legal opinion regarding conflict of interest issues 
raised and explanation of prior proceedings that is in the information package, I have a 
statement that I would like to read. Prior to the Mayor reading his prepared statement, 
Councillor Stevens questioned why and wanted it known that the Mayor chairing had no 
bearing on Councillor Luck's ability to chair the meeting, and it was answered that 
Councillor Luck (as the Chair) had given his permission for the Mayor to chair as a favour 
and to read his statement. 

Mayor Adlem read in its entirety the following statement: 

With reference to Council not fulfilling its responsibility of investigating whether or not 
downtown properties have been impacted by the District's purchase of the "Buy Low" 
property, the response from the Mayor is this: 

• Council's authority under section 111 of the Community Charter is not mandatory, 
rather it is permissive and discretionary. 

• Section 111 - to ensure complete clarity - is an application to the court for 
declaration of disqualification of a Council Member due to a Conflict of Interest 
matter. 

• Consequently, while a motion was put to seek a declaration of disqualification, the 
motion was defeated. 

• Council did receive legal advice that if it did proceed with an application to the 
court, it would most likely not be successful. 

• I am not aware of any evidence available to suggest that the District's purchase of 
the "Buy Low" property has affected the values of nearby properties in the 
downtown core. 

• Although some have contended that Council is required to get the information it 
needs to determine if properties have had a value change since the District's 
purchase of the "Buy Low" property, I can only reemphasize Council is not 
obligated to engage experts and undertake an appraisal to obtain evidence to 
indicate any change in values. On the contrary, given the legal opinion, it would 
be imprudent to do so since the idea is highly speculative and complicated by the 
facts that: 

o Property values could be impacted by any number of factors including: 

- Changes in the economy 

- Neighbourhood improvements like the downtown planning process that 
can affect the look, safety and cleanliness, etc. 

- Increase growth in the community 

- And other factors as well 

o And, Section 1 04 of the Community Charter that provides for, an exception 
related to "common interest" (i.e. a number of properties being affected in 
similar fashion; negatively or positively) 

• In short, Council has no obligations to proceed with a declaration of disqualification 
nor undertake an appraisal and since legal advice suggests otherwise, Council is 
proceeding no further in this matter of Conflict of Interest. 
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Councillor Jewell thanked the Mayor, we have before us here a staff report on the 
summation of legal opinion regarding conflict of interest and I would like to read a 
personal statement into the minutes of this meeting as commentary directly towards this 
report and I have it here. (Copies were distributed to Council Members) 

Councillor Nundal interrupted as Councillor Jewell was handing out copies of his 
statement, asking, are we dealing with this issue over again, that was dealt with, I can 
give a statement as well, just as well as any other Councillor can. I just want to know. 

Answer was inaudible. 

I read verbatim there's a copy which will be handed to the recording secretary for inclusion 
in the minutes of this meeting. A personal statement read by Jeff Jewell read into the 
minutes of District of Mission Council meeting on February 3, 2014 Council Meeting 
related to Item 8(a) Staff Report: Summation of Legal Opinion Regarding Conflict of 
Interest Issues. And here's the statement: 

Given that this alleged conflict of interest case will not be adjudicated in the court of law, it 
now falls to the court of public opinion for each person to form their own judgment. 

Only the courts could have determined whether there has actually been any violation of 
the law. And the courts could only do that once all the facts had been obtained through 
sworn statements, and tested through the legal process, which was entirely lacking in the 
legal opinion. 

It would have been fundamentally inappropriate for Council to attempt to determine guilt or 
innocence, as Council lacks the legal training and objective neutrality. And for this 
reason, Council restricted itself to deciding whether or not sufficient grounds existed to 
warrant sending the case to court. 

The result of extensive public debate by Council was in fact a 4-3 majority decision, 
without prejudice, to send the case to court. However, this motion failed because the BC 
Community Charter requires a two-thirds majority; it also allowed Councillor Hensman, the 
subject of the allegations, to cast the decisive vote that denied the people the opportunity 
of determining the truth of the allegations. 

The purpose of this document is to provide further information to help people have a 
better understanding upon which to come to their own conclusions. While acknowledging 
all statements in the summary of the legal opinion are probably correct, based on the 
limited information available to the lawyer, it is nonetheless believed that it is an 
incomplete review of the case. 

This document is of course not a "legal opinion", as that can only be given by a practicing 
lawyer. But it can be presented as a "learned opinion", given that I learned to read, I 
learned to think, and I learned to do basic research and analysis, which I have done on 
this subject matter, in order to establish a factual basis of an informed opinion, as others 
are encouraged to do for themselves. 

So here are what I believe to be some of the more important facts of the matter: 

1. The BC Community Charter clauses 100 through 111 contain the specific elements 
of our Conflict of Interest laws pertaining to elected officials. 
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2. Three Charter clauses were cited by Councillor Tilbury as alleged violations by 
Councillor Hensman with respect to his obligations under the Charter involving his 
responsibilities as Councillor in relation to the property he leased last September at 
First and Welton: 

a. Clause 101, having a pecuniary interest. 
b. Clause 102, attempting to influence a decision. 
c. Clause 108, use of insider information. 

3. The known facts, as reported in the Mission City Record, and unrefuted by 
Councillor Hensman, would appear to indicate that a "prima facie" case exists that 
would warrant sending the case to court for adjudication. A prima facie case does 
not imply that the allegations are true, rather that the known facts provide sufficient 
justification to call for further investigation under the due process of the law. 

4. The legal opinion received by Council does not refute the allegations under Clause 
101 or 102, and does not address Clause 108 as that allegation was only made at a 
later date. 

5. The legal opinion identifies probable grounds under the Charter for a finding that no 
violation was committed, probably on the basis of a defense claiming inadvertence 
or poor judgment in good faith. That might well have proven to be the case, 
however it would have been dependent upon the full facts of the case standing up to 
legal test in court. As Councillor Tilbury had noted to Council, it is unclear whether a 
claim of inadvertence (i.e. unawareness of legal obligations) would be sustained 
given that our obligations under the Charter were clearly presented to Council at the 
beginning of our term of office. Similarly, a claim of poor judgment made in good 
faith would need to withstand testing in court. 

6. The statement in the staff report "that legal opinion concluded that there are no facts 
that show the District's purchase of the downtown property has changed the values 
in the downtown core or affected the profitability of Councillor Hensman's business" 
is irrelevant to the question of conflict of interest under Clause 101 on the basis of 
pecuniary interest. There is nothing in the law that even speaks to the questions of 
profit or loss, or whether any financial impact has yet been realized. The legal term 
"pecuniary interest" simply means "financial interest", and holding a lease on a 
property (especially with an option of first right of refusal to purchase at a future 
time) certainly constitutes a pecuniary interest. Further, it is simply the existence of 
a pecuniary (or other) interest that is relevant in a question of conflict of interest; 
other details are immaterial, including whether there has yet been any gain or loss, 
and its magnitude. The immediately following statement in the staff report, again 
taken from the legal opinion, states: "The case law on this point is clear and says 
that there must be facts to support an allegation of conflict of interest: it cannot be 
based on speculation or a suspicion"; while this statement is undoubtedly true, it 
would appear to be a non-sequitur as the focus on property values in the previous 
statement is irrelevant. 

7. The statement in the staff report that "The legal opinion concluded that the question 
of conflict of interest in this case is not clear and obvious, and there is a very strong 
chance that an application under section 110 of the Community Charter would fail" 
merits further analysis. It is understood that conflict of interest cases are generally 
complex, and determined on the specific details and whether any claims of 
extenuating circumstances are found to have merit under legal examination. A 
minority of Council indicated that this statement was sufficient reason not to send 
this case to court. But the majority took a different interpretation and arrived at the 
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opposite conclusion. In this view, the statement "The legal opinion concluded that 
the question of conflict of interest in this case is not clear and obvious" can well be 
taken to mean that the question remains open, and any determination of whether 
there has or has not been a violation could only be determined through the due 
process of the court. Given that this did not occur, people are left to form their own 
opinions and conclusions. 

8. The second part of the previous statement, "there is a very strong chance that an 
application under section 110 of the Community Charter would fail", also warrants 
comment. Given that none of the conflict of interest allegations have been refuted, 
the conclusion would appear to be that the claims of inadvertence and/or poor 
judgment in good faith would be upheld in court and lead to a finding of not guilty. 
However, if the fundamental objective was to ensure due process, to repair public 
confidence and trust in their elected officials, and to clear the reputations of the 
innocent, and to demonstrate to all that justice was done, then surely this should not 
be dismissed as a failure. 

Thank you for your attention, end of statement. 

Councillor Nunda!: 

I didn't prepare a statement but I would like to speak to the whole issue, I was listening to 
the telecast as I was very ill and would like to point out how I made my decision - first of 
all the Councillor has a lease with a first right of refusal and to me if property values go up 
it would appear that he's gonna have to pay more for the property. I don't see where that's 
in anybody's interest. So there is no gain. The other issue is, notwithstanding a legal 
opinion, I went through thoroughly the situation that was brought forward, and he is 
absolutely right. Just for your general information he is in the building now - cultural 
assemblies use are permitted. I'm going to read this to you - facility providing for the 
assembly of persons for religious or cultural purposes. And goes on limited to 
monasteries, abbeys, cultural events, and performing arts, excludes a Church. Right now 
if you take a look at this definition and you go into church he's permitted to have religious 
and cultural purposes, they are a complete conflict between that and the definition of 
church and that's what he brought forward at the meeting. Whether it was invert or not I 
agree with him. I read the legal opinion too and I guess my credibility has been somewhat 
shot down. I have to look at the purse strings here and I have to look at the money that 
would be expended and what's the likely hood of getting Councillor Hensman removed 
from office - why I concluded nil I also concluded by looking at this I was really amazed at 
my colleagues jumping to conclusions, all this information is available. Now just for your 
information I've sat at these meetings on water meters and at that particular point in time 
one of the Councillors has a suite in their house and they were referring to the suite and 
building and I personally didn't think this was a conflict but in essence I could have called 
this a conflict of interest too. This whole situation here, there's a lot of people don't want 
to believe the legal opinion and if they want to take the action why don't they put the 
money instead of the taxpayers money where the thoughts are. In other words it only 
takes 10 electors to go to court and challenge it, and they could take it and the fee if they 
lose they pay, the taxpayer doesn't, if they win then the taxpayers pay. So the options 
there are anyone dear to their hearts wants to proceed on their own and that goes for 
some citizens too. What I'm amazed at and I'm shocked at, you have really ruined a 
gentleman's reputation without a lot of thought, you did it in public- any of the Councillors 
could have brought this forward, checked with the CAO at any particular point in time. no 
they decided to jump onto the band wagon, and me, I'm almost to the belief of some 
personality conflicts - almost to the belief it has become political - it's sure political -
politically smart of me to say oh yah I'm gonna vote in favour, but I'm not doing the 
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taxpayers any justice in my mind. I have to weigh this thing thoroughly and I have to be 
objective, I have to eliminate who's, Councillor Hensman from the picture, look at the facts 
as I saw them and I come to the conclusions that there was no conflict. Yes maybe he 
shouldn't have discussed it, but there have been a lot of other times with other Counclilors 
around here a discussion and not necessarily a conflict of interest. The whole situation is 
here - the votes have been taken, and just for your general information, it required two 
thirds of the whole Council, now seeing if Councillor Hensman had abstained, it would 
have been positive, he didn't have to put his hand up, it would have been counted as a 
vote - that's why, it's a pretty serious nature and that is why it requires the majority of 
whole council, not just the clear majority. You don't respect that, I don't have no problem I 
can't help if you don't respect that particular provision, it's a serious nature, You have 
destroyed his reputation and he's probably going to have problems getting reelected if he 
does run. What a shame. I have principles too. I have got a lot of principles and one 
thing I am going to stick to my principles - not jumping on the band just to get elected. 
This has been discussed, and discussed, it was discussed at the meeting and personally 
I'm going to vote against it being read into the minutes unless what I state is read into the 
minutes and that I get to prepare a statement in writing for the minutes of the next 
meeting. It is absolutely ridiculous some people don't want to accept no. I would still vote 
the same way, it's anywhere from $60,000- $100,000 of taxpayers money to go to court
oh and by the way it's really easy to write a cheque on the taxpayers money. If these 
citizens have some concerns they can go on their own, put their own money up, go get 
their own legal opinion but based on the facts, but that hasn't been done. I think it is clear 
in the CAO's summary. So the bottom line is, I personally think anyone who's sitting in my 
position may or may not come to the same conclusion, but I certainly don't want to be 
rapped over the coals just because I differ with my colleagues and I certainly do. Dave's 
reputation is being somewhat destroyed over this and I don't know if he may not come 
back over it. I'm going to leave it at that. I'm annoyed that this thing has come up again. 
The facts are there. I don't know why you want that read into the records you might as 
well have what I say in the minutes as well. 

Mayor Adlem: 

Do we have a record of what Council Nundal just said? - It will be in the minutes. 

Councillor Stevens: 

Thank you your Worship. I was meaning to make a very brief response to this and I am 
going to have to delay it a little. To express my huge regrets about what I have just heard. 
To the very best of my knowledge, no one has questioned Councillor Nundal's reasons for 
voting the way he did. Either his honesty in doing so or his motivation in doing so or 
anything else and I've discussed this with Councillor Nundal and I thought we had agreed 
that that was the case. I'm horrified that he still feels that he is being vilified even more 
horrified that in the last five minutes he has been doing just that to people who chose to 
vote the other way. Very unlike Councillor Nundal, I'm very shocked and really quite 
upset about this on a personal level. But I am going to put all that aside because what we 
are doing at the moment is looking at a staff report summarizing a legal opinion. Now I 
have to say immediately that I agree with the Mayor that this is the ultimate action this 
Council can take on this matter. It has worked through the process, it has reached this 
process but I don't see how any Councillor can do any more than has been done. 
However, I would also like to say that I find our CAO's summary of our lawyer's findings to 
be valid and respect that the opinions expressed by our lawyer were done so in a truly 
professional and correct manner based on the facts that she was provided and that is 
where I hit a hitch. Because to the best of my knowledge, at least the majority of this 
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Council or certainly the Councillor who initiated the allegations where never asked by the 
lawyer to in any way contribute towards the collection of evidence. The majority of this 
Council at the very least has never known, didn't know and still doesn't know what 
evidence was provided to the lawyer or by whom. Without that, the Councilors all seven of 
us, who were required to look at the lawyer's opinion and consider its contents, could not 
give it real weight because we don't know and haven't yet been able to find out on what 
evidence that opinion was given. I am really saying this whole business remains as sad as 
it was the first time it came out, nothing has been resolved. Mr. Hensman has not been 
found guilty, but neither has he been found innocent. Sadly this legal opinion goes no 
way towards resolving that question so I'm afraid whether we like it or not, Councillor 
Jewell is right. All that any of us can do now is look at the evidence that's being presented 
and what we do have knowledge of, and look at the legal opinion and make our own 
interpretation and use our own judgment every single one of us. But none of us could ever 
come to a certain conclusion because we are not qualified to do so and the machinery for 
doing so no longer exists. I'm very sad about this whole business, I find it regrettable and I 
was so proud of what this Council had achieved in its first 18 months. Of all the Councils I 
have served on, I felt this one had achieved more than any towards our ultimate goal of 
benefitting this community and this is a, I won't say death blow, but it's certainly a savage 
blow to this Council and there is no bandage that can be put effectively on this wound. I'm 
sorry if I'm getting somewhat emotional your Worship but I have felt this literally to the 
heart. It did not help frankly, and I have to say this, it did not help me at all when a 
defense mechanism was used to divert attention by trying to accuse me of conflict when 
my daughter bought me an apartment a year before this all came up for health reasons. 
To use that as a method of defence I'm afraid it has irrevocably ruined my relationship 
with one member of my Council. 
Thank you. 

Councillor Tilbury: 

I have a statement here that is in regards to the report here on the conflict of interest 
summarization. Councillor Tilbury read his prepared statement out loud: 

In my view releasing a statement such as this is like a Realtor advertising a property as 
waterfront when it is not. 

Because the Realtor did not do an investigation which showed the property was fronted by 
another property, such as a road or railway right of way, the Realtor in his defence at his 
disciplinary hearing, could insert the phrase, "that there are no facts that showed" then put 
in the deficiencies in question. 

In the real world this defence would surely fail. Lack of any investigation and false 
statements of that nature could cause the Realtor to lose their licence and rightfully so. 

Here we have a report to Council which contains such a statement. 

I would like to draw your attention to the first sentence in paragraph 3. 

"The District sought a legal opinion on these issues and that legal opinion concluded that 
there are no facts that show the District's purchase of the downtown property has 
changed the values in the downtown core or effected the profitability of Councillor 
Hensman's business." 

Mayor interrupted and apologized for the interruption and asked that Councillor Tilbury 
stop "flicking" his pen as it was distracting. 

I believe this is not a true statement in the context of these proceedings. 
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The answer would have to be no. The lawyer has received no supporting information 
because no investigation took place. The lawyer has correctly stated the legal opinion is 
based on the information received. If the lawyer receives no information then the legal 
opinion would be flawed. A good lawyer always qualifies their statements in this way. On 
this point I would agree. 

There is evidence however, and there are facts. 

There was no follow-up. No investigation. I was never called. The young entrepreneur 
who was involved in this was never called. 

And events now cause me to seriously question the bias of the writer of this report. 

This is not new. This has happened before. The last time I saw this nonsense such as 
this was during the downtown drug store fiasco. There are strong, strong, similarities 
between what is going on now and what happened then. And we know where that took 
us. 

I could make all kinds of further comment about this report. I am going to elect to call it 
short. This report is a white wash designed to wash over the events and make them 
seem insignificant, they are not. 

There is no question in my mind that Councillor Hensman breached the Community 
Charter. I was there, I saw it and I heard his responses. 

I also saw his response change and adapt to use the legal opinion to justify his actions. 

Councillor Hensman has had an opportunity to stand tall and clear his name, he did not. 

If you see me sitting here from now on and conversing in a cordial manner with him I 
would ask you not to confuse this with being some kind of friends with Councillor 
Hensman. We are not going to become BBQ buddies, I do not hang around with people 
like this and I certainly do not work with people I do not trust, but a professional 
relationship will have to endure. Thank you. 

Councillor Hensman: 

(shouting- order, order) I believe this is a slanderous statement sir, that's not called for. 
believe we took a course on how to treat one another and that was very unacceptable. 

Councillor Jewell: 

Thank you Mr. Mayor. I believe that it is on, the green light is flashing so I will take it to be 
on - Councillor Nundal's response to my carefully prepared statement I am sorry that it 
triggered such emotion on his part, but I want to primarily assure him and everybody in 
this room that I made no innuendo or attempt to guess or suggest whether there was any 
guilt or not - or any thought that he might have that I was trying to impugn Councillor 
Hensman I have no idea whether he violated the law. I have an opinion as to whether 
there appeared to be a breach of the law as written, I have looked at the law very carefully 
but I understand that I cannot make that determination and I have been very careful to 
never cross that line. But I would say to my friend Councillor Nunda!, it seems like If 
anybody has judged the case now it is you, because you have judged that he is not guilty, 
I am saying I do not know and I cannot and should not determine that but I am particular 
want to make it clear, I am not casting any guilt or that onto Councillor Hensman, for the 
first I heard this, I suggested that I thought Councillor Hensman was not likely guilty, or 
would be found guilty, the sad fact is with all of what's happened between then and now I 
still don't have any better basis of fact on which to form an opinion. All I'm trying to help is 
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to help people look at the facts for themselves with all the evidence that they have and it's 
very incomplete unfortunately, and you will all have to form your own opinions on this. I 
am not casting that accusation. 

Councillor Nundal: 

I'm cooled down here a bit I'm excited for a good reason. No one gave me or showed me 
any evidence other than accusations. And what I have done is I have done some 
homework which initially came by because of the discrepancy in a definition in the 
assembly cultural use and the church. And was rightly taken and I agree fully there is a 
problem. There isn't an issue with Councillor Hensman using the particular building 
because if he wants to use it for prayer he may do so. There's no gain how I can see it for 
putting a church there I can't see innuendo. The other issue and I'm going to reaffirm that 
no one showed me in clear terms other that accusations about increasing property. I 
wasn't born yesterday and I have purchased property and normally what you do if you 
purchase a property you get an appraisal done. Now if I'm going to be pushing something 
and I'm leasing the property I wouldn't want that because the costs will go up if that is the 
case, which I don't believe it is the case. I can't see any evidence other than and the 
accusations. The way it was brought up caught everyone off guard. I think that I would 
have taken the approach first of all to see the CAO, tell him what my concerns were, I 
wouldn't have jumped to conclusions, ruined a man's reputation and left him in limbo. And 
why should he have to spend $50,000 or whatever to defend himself in the supreme court 
when it's clearly the evidence is not there. Now with regard to the investigation, what 
investigation? The facts are all there right before you. The facts are, bottom line it was 
brought up at a meeting when we were dealing with the uses downtown and the only use 
referred to was the church. The second issue was there was accusations that he was 
going to gain on the property, and well, I've looked at that too and I've thought about that 
too, reflected on it. How could you possibly gain, it will cost you more because you are 
not going to purchase the piece of property, nobody is going to sell it to you below the 
market value - both parties will want an appraisal done and it usually ends up in the 
middle. Somewhere in between the two appraisals if someone can show me the evidence 
instead of innuendo I would be really happy. But the point is, if any Councillor wants to 
proceed with this, same as I mentioned if there are a couple of people who are adamant 
who write negative letters to the paper and . . . they could put their money where their 
mouth is. Nine other electorates to go along with that. Haven't seen this come by, there 
was a mention that they didn't have the timeframe and that was why it was brought up on 
the 3rd, it was put over they wanted to give the time to the electorates in case they wanted 
proceed if we didn't proceed. That's where I'm coming from. I keep saying this- we are 
dealing with taxpayers money- we have a responsibility as a Council to make judgments, 
and if you believe that we do not need to go to court, you want to do an investigation and 
come to the conclusion that he is guilty for some offence you could still do it. But I'm a 
believer of actual rules of justice and administrative fairness I pushed that even during my 
election time and I would never come across without first doing a little bit of due diligence 
because in fact, Councillor Hensman has been tarred with something and you want to 
leave it tarred because you want the court to decide. The court can do it but I have made 
up my mind with the evidence that I have seen - if someone would like to show me some 
further evidence I would be willing to look at it. Too late to go to court now but I could 
change my tune as far as the so called conflict of interest. I will leave it at that. I guess 
that I was upset. Sorry that I wasn't here for the meeting. I should have been here for the 
meeting but I wasn't well so I'm still disturbed at the way we treated a fellow Councillor 
and the method we treated him. Put myself in his shoes if I was accused of something -
how would I defend myself? Anyways I'm going to leave the subject because it's getting 
carried away and there is no point on it. 
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This has spiraled out of control, no question about that -for example I heard a rumour the 
other day that I have a pecuniary interest in some property downtown. For the record I do 
not have any pecuniary interest in any property in downtown. I own my home here in 
Mission and that is it. This thing is spiraling absolutely out of control, I think that we are 
stuck, stuck in a place that nobody is going to be satisfied until somebody dies or 
something happens, or goes to Court. I think Councillor Hensman, it's been unfortunate 
for him that he has been dragged through all this as well and I feel for him - I think that if 
this was me myself and I had nothing to hide I think I would bring on the court case - let 
them prove otherwise to me. I think maybe, I'm not putting any words into Councillor 
Hensman's mouth or anything, but there might come a point where that has to be taken. I 
said that the other night that just because we had a vote around the Council table and it 
was defeated and I said it wouldn't be the end of it - it looks like I've become a little bit of 
a prophet it hasn't been the end of it and it is become very sad that we are becoming 
wrapped up in this and even though we have a legal opinion, I think it is very clear as 
some of the other Councillors around the table have pointed out that evidence is evidence 
and if we don't have all the evidence it's very hard to come to some conclusions on this. I 
have been wracking my brain over this the last number of weeks trying to come up with a 
conclusion. I wouldn't change my vote, I think in the interest of Councillor Hensman I 
would not change my vote, I think for him to clear his good name that might be the way to 
go. I don't know if he is guilty or innocent, but I just feel sometimes you just have to take 
the bigger step especially in the court of public opinion where he will have to deal with 
that. I think he says that a week or so ago that he will take his chances with the public at 
that time when it comes to the election, it is frustrating for a number of us, Councillor 
Hensman, the Mayor as well as Councillor Nundal there is no question about that - this 
has really put a wedge here between this Council and that is really unfortunate. 

Councillor Stevens: 

I hoped I had said enough for the evening on this in fact but good on this but really - I 
have to come back. (Sorry I'm just trying to get my thoughts together). This is exactly 
what I was saying, there is no resolution to this- there is not going to be. Now when I 
was faced with very similar charges - I actually voted for a full police investigation and I 
then went through several months through great discomfort including having property 
confiscated and I waited for the result of that impartial police investigation and never 
spoke on the subject to anyone on that for the whole of the four months. My only 
statement on the whole fact was after to let Council and the public know that lawyer had 
informed me that the police had completed their investigation and would not be 
proceeding in any way. I then went to election. Throughout the debate both in the 
afternoon and evening on January 201

h I repeatedly pointed out that sending this forward 
to Court would provide an impartial qualified body of people to judge this case irrefutably 
and I begged for that on Councillor Hensman's behalf. My reward was quite frankly I was 
looking forward to him coming forward with a factual defense and it turned out to be a 
report on his partial activities downtown and then later in the evening I was treated as 
before an attempt to pull me in on it. Which I do resent bitterly. I tried throughout this to 
look at this very, very fairly, but there were points that worried me. I'm still worried that the 
business license Councillor Hensman's company has for that building allows for a coffee 
shop and private events. I find it difficult to reconcile that business license with press 
advertisements publishing details of scheduled church services run by the pastor who is 
the Councillor who is the owner of the company who has leased the property building and 
holds the business license. I never heard any justified discussion from Councillor 
Hensman on that. Business licence says private events and yet public services are being 
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advertised, it's worrying. There are a lot of worrying factors. We could chew the fat from 
now until next Christmas and we still would be none the wiser which is why I said that this 
should be Council's last kick at this ball because everything that could be done by Council 
has been done. And I believe Councillor Nundal, along with everyone else, voted for what 
their heart has told them what to vote for. I voted to go forward with it because I wanted 
the situation resolved. I thank God I got mine resolved. I know what I went through, I know 
what Councillor Hensman is going through he has not got that resolution and I was 
praying that he would vote with us to send this to court so that he would have that 
resolution and I was bitterly disappointed that didn't happen. That is my last word on this 
subject. 

Mayor Adlem: 

Thank you. 

Councillor Nundal: 

If I may, I just want to respond regarding the business license - when you are doing 
anything that is done profitable because business is defined as for profit or for gain under 
the Charter so it's quite clear so for instance churches are not charged business license -
a lot of places and charities, Heritage Park, they are not charged a business license. So it 
is not a requirement to obtain a business license, if you took the business license out of ... 
so where are the business licenses required and those functions required - if he does 
anything else as long as he is complying with the zoning bylaw it is fine and my 
understanding is that he is complying with the zoning bylaw. There is nothing that he is 
doing illegal or contrary to the zoning bylaw, so that is all that I wanted to point out and I 
can understand Councillor Stevens' concern because that is not fully understood and I will 
leave it at that. 
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