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Economic Development 
Background 

East Hants has long identified the need to attract commercial development to provide 
services and employment for a growing population.  In addition, attracting commercial tax 
assessment is an important goal to reduce the burden on residential taxpayers.  Through land 
use planning there has been an attempt to identify appropriate locations to enable 
commercial development.  These include business parks and more mixed use areas within 
existing communities. 
 
Recent work completed related to Economic Development include the East Hants Economic 
Development Plan 2015-2020 and the East Hants Business Parks Market Analysis, Readiness 
and Expansion Plans.  Both of these documents provide excellent guidance to planning policy 
and will inform proposed changes going forward. 
 
East Hants Economic Development Plan 2015-2020 

Earlier this year, the East Hants Economic Development Plan 2015-2020 was completed.  This 
plan replaces the economic development plan developed in 2004.  The plan contains five 
guiding principles as follows: 
 

 Create local jobs 

 Grow Commercial Assessment & Investment 

 Think Regionally 

 Be Open for Business 

 Lead by Example 
 
There are also four strategic goals: 
 

 Strong, Local Business 

 Market & Investment Ready 

 Equity of Opportunity in East Hants 

 People & Population Growth 
 
The plan then identifies eight major focus areas and sectors: 
 

 Business Care (BREA) 

 Placemaking (virtual) 

 Employment Lands 

 Agricultural Development 

 Natural Resources 

 Tourism Development 

 Renewable Energy & Clean Technology 

 Ocean Sciences 
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Municipal Council endorsed the plan in September 2015.   As a result, this important piece of 
work can inform land use decisions regarding economic development. 
 
Agriculture 

The plan highlights the importance of the agricultural industry in East Hants.  The plan 
recommends a number of ways to promote and enhance agriculture in East Hants.  From a 
land use perspective staff believe that maintaining the Agricultural Reserve (AR) designation 
is the appropriate response to provide an area this industry can operate without conflict.  
Further recommendations are contained in Background Paper 20, Agriculture with respect to 
agritourism.  
 
Home Based Business 

The economic development plan recommends that the Municipality “Work on EH home-based 
business policy that supports growth & expansion”.  Home based businesses are recognized as 
an important business incubator environment and land use policy should continue to support 
this in East Hants, while attempting to prevent land use conflicts. 
 
Business Parks 

The Municipality has developed business parks in both Elmsdale and Mt Uniacke.  In addition, 
there is a privately developed business park in Milford.  These parks are seen as an important 
part of the Municipality’s economic development efforts by providing pre-zoned and available 
land for business development, particularly businesses that are land consumptive or 
incompatible with more residential areas.  To review and update the municipality’s approach 
to business parks, Stantec was engaged to prepare the East Hants Business Parks Market 
Analysis, Readiness and Expansion Plans.  This study was completed in July 2015 and provides 
policy guidance in the current plan review. 
 
The study points to the success of the Mt Uniacke Business Park and highlights the need to 
secure additional land for an expanded or satellite park in that area.  However, no land has 
yet been secured by the municipality so consideration of rezoning would be premature.  
However, this should be considered a future priority once expansion plans are further 
advanced. 
 
The study also provides an expansion plan for the Elmsdale Business Park.  Land was 
purchased by the Municipality several years ago and it would now be appropriate to 
redesignate and rezone these lands from Rural Use to Business Park to enable park expansion 
planning to proceed. 
 
The private park in Milford has seen recent success in attracting several new businesses and 
as a result will soon be built out.  As a result, it would be prudent to redesignate and rezone  
additional land along Highway 102 from Rural Use to Business Park to enable continued 
commercial development in this area. 

 
Overall, regulations for business parks appear to be working well and do not require dramatic 
changes.  For example, Stantec considered open space dedication and whether or not it 
should continue to be required for subdivision applications within business parks.  Stantec 
concluded that open space in business parks is an important amenity to attract park clients 
and recommended that the requirement remain.   
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Permitted uses within business parks are extremely wide-ranging.  In reviewing the list of 
uses, staff feel that there are some uses currently permitted in business parks that would be 
better located within village core areas or more mixed use commercial areas.  As a result, 
staff believe uses such as daycares, restaurants, travel agencies, retail, finance & insurance & 
pharmacies should no longer be permitted in business parks. 
 
Core Villages 

A key goal in the current community plan is “To reinforce village centres as the focal point of 

commercial and community activity…”.  Based on feed back at public sessions held to date, 

staff feel this is still an appropriate goal and therefore should be maintained.  

 

In Background Paper 15, Form Based Code, a modified approach was outlined for regulating 

development in these areas.  That paper outlines an approach that focus more on the built 

form and less emphasis on regulating land uses.  

 

A restriction on certain commercial activities from business parks that would be better suited 

in village centres (particularly local services) is discussed above and will aid in the goal of 

reinforcing village centres. 

 

Route 214 

Route 214, from Highway 102 to Trunk 2 is now viewed as “main street East Hants”.  The area 
near Trunk 2 is zoned Village Core up to the Royal Bank.  At the other end, near Highway 102, 
there is a mix of Regional Commercial and Village Core zoning.  The remaining lands are 
zoned R2.  This is a corridor that appears ideally suited for further commercial development 
and it is recommended that the village core zoning be extended a distance of approximately 
600 metres up to the Sobeys property. 
 
Milford Logistics Centre/Inland Port Opportunity 

Since 2006 the Municipality of East Hants has been investigating the concept of an inland port as part 

of the Atlantic Gateway Strategy. East Hants wants to “seize opportunities for regional growth and 

position itself to become a key player in the transportation logistics marketplace with overall goal of 

supporting development, increasing the tax base and improving the overall financial position of its 

community for the betterment of its residents” (Hatch Mott MacDonald). In conjunction with an inland 

port, the Municipality also considered the development of an Integrated Intermodal Logistics Centre, 

and other related spinoff opportunities, at the Milford site. In fact, an intermodal logistics centre has 

been discussed in many of the consultant reports prepared for East Hants, and the consultants have 

determined that some type of logistics centre related to the inland port would be required in order to 

make the inland port feasible.    

 

Due to the interest and concern from the Milford area, Municipal Council has requested through motion 

C13(224) that “Council direct Staff to consider land use impacts as part of the upcoming Plan Review 

Re: Proposed Inland Port/Intermodal Terminal.” Planning Staff have investigated land use issues that 

may arise from the development of an inland port/intermodal terminal but without an actual proposal 

it is difficult to identify the magnitude and extent of the possible land use impacts.  
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An inland port combined with some 

sort of multi-modal logistics park (as 

has been discussed in the inland port 

consultant reports) would require 

anywhere from 1000 to 3000 plus acres 

of land. A variety of concepts have 

been discussed. Much of the land is 

currently zoned Rural Use (R4), 

Agriculture Reserve (AR) and Single and 

Two Unit Dwelling (R2), and is used for 

agriculture purposes, residential uses, 

and is forested. The land is in private 

ownership and must be purchased or 

expropriated for the inland port to be 

located in Milford. Current policies for Agriculture Reserve (AR) Zoned lands require that an agriculture 

impact study be conducted prior to AR Zoned land being re-designated and rezoned. In 2010, the 

Municipality hired Stantec to complete an Agriculture Impact Study for the Inland Port. The report 

concluded that the inland port development could have a relatively low overall impact on agricultural 

production within the study area but there are caveats.  The report goes on to suggest there are a 

number of mitigation measures required and the loss of CLI Class 3 soil is unavoidable, contrary to 

current agricultural land conservation policies contained in the MPS.   

 

None of the reports to date have addressed how identified land use conflicts, such as noise, light 

pollution, traffic, air quality, stormwater runoff, fragmentation of current land holdings, and impacts 

of wetlands and the Shubenacadie River will impact the surrounding community and how these issues 

may be mitigated. These land use issues will have an impact on the community and an inland port will 

have a direct impact on the character of the surrounding community. Therefore, it is essential that 

these issues be debated in future discussions with the community.  

 

According to Hatch Mott MacDonald the main advantages of having an inland port/intermodal terminal 

developed in Milford are due to:  

 Proximity to rail – the 3,000 metre section of straight track provides a great advantage for 

intermodal movements.  

 Proximity to the airport – With a longer runway, HSIA can accommodate larger planes, which 

may attract more high value freight shipment.  

 Highway Access – the proposed site does not have direct access to Highway 102, but a future 

interchange could be located near the proposed site.  

 Land – there are large portions of undeveloped land available, but they are currently under 

private ownership. The Marinova Study recognized this fact but included land acquisition as a 

significant hurdle.  

 

The main disadvantages of having the inland port/intermodal terminal developed in Milford are:  

 Land Use Designation and Zoning – The parcels of land identified as the potential location for 

the inland port/intermodal terminal are not designated or zoned for such a use. The current 

use of the land is agriculture, residential, and rural uses.  

Agricultural Land on Woodworth Road 
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 Active Agriculture Land – not only is the soil in the proposed area class 3 soils, a portion of the 

land is also being actively farmed and there are farming uses on adjacent properties that would 

be impacted by an inland port/intermodal terminal.  

 Change to Surrounding Community Character – The character of the community is currently a 

rural agricultural community with some residential development mainly occurring along 

Highway 2. An inland port/intermodal terminal would change that character to industrial 

development.  

 Land Use Conflicts – light pollution, sound pollution, emissions, truck traffic, stormwater 

runoff, conflicts with existing agriculture, conflicts with existing residential, etc.  

 Local Water Quality – the proposed inland port/intermodal terminal will be located in an area 

where stormwater flows may impact local fish bearing streams as well as the Shubenacadie 

River. Development of the facility may also alter drainage patterns on adjacent agricultural 

land (Stantec 2010).  

 Private Ownership of Land – the concept plans all show the inland port/intermodal terminal 

being developed on land that is currently in private ownership. The land would either have to 

be purchased or expropriated from current owners.  

 Fragmentation of the Land – the inland port/intermodal terminal will cause fragmentation “to 

some sections [of land] adjacent to the existing rail line (Stantec 2010).  

 Lack of Utilities – the proposed site is not currently serviced by either water or sewer.  

 Grade – the proposed site to the west of the CN mainline will require significant earthwork to 

prepare a suitable site (Hatch Mott MacDonald) 

 Competition – current business parks/intermodal centres in Burnside and Halifax may be 

difficult to overcome (Hatch Mott MacDonald).  

 

Options 

The following options outline the possible ways in which planning documents could reflect the desire of 

Council to have policies in place to allow for the future development of an inland port and multi-modal 

logistics park. These policy approaches include the following:  

 

1. Status Quo 

Given that there is no specific proposal before the Municipality to develop an inland port or developer 

who has approached the Municipality, the committee may feel considering any amendments would be 

premature. Preparing amendments given this lack of specifics is also more challenging.   

 

Also, any amendments given consideration will, of course, involve a public process.  An earlier public 

consultation process was undertaken, which culminated in a public information session in March of 

2009.  That process revealed a significant amount of apprehension in the area to an inland port and 

reopening this issue now could be undesirable.  As a result, the Municipality could adopt a wait and see 

approach. 

 

A disadvantage of this approach is that it shows no commitment on the part of the Municipality as 

Economic & Business Development Staff attempt to gain interest in the private sector. 

 

2. MPS Policy Statement 

A policy statement could be added to the MPS indicating Council’s willingness to consider such a 

project in the general vicinity.   Such a statement would not permit the project to proceed or even 

allow a development agreement or rezoning to be triggered.  It would instead be an indication of 
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Council’s future intention.  If, later on, Council decides to amend the MPS and LUB to allow such a 

development the policy statement would be referred to. 

 

Such a statement might read as follows: 

 

 “The CN mainline railway located in East Hants has unique physical characteristics that could lead to 

an economic development opportunity.  In particular, the general area where the CN mainline 

intersects with the spur line leading to the Milford Quarry is recognized as having desirable 

characteristics for multi-modal rail freight activity given that there are over three kilometres of 

relatively straight and level track, which is a rare characteristic in Nova Scotia.  Therefore, in the 

interest of pursuing a unique economic development opportunity related to rail freight, Council shall 

consider future amendments to this strategy and the Land Use By-law.” 

 

Given the lack of a specific proposal before the Municipality, this might be seen as an appropriate level 

of commitment from Council at this stage.  The disadvantage is that further amendments would be 

required to planning documents before any project could move ahead.  This two stage approach may 

also be confusing for area residents. 

 

3. Redesignation & Rezoning 

Some or all of the area identified on the map in this report could be pre-designated and zoned to 

permit the integrated intermodal logistics centre.  Council could designate and zone the entire area 

Industrial Commercial (C5) or a zone specifically created and tailored to this use.  There is a size limit 

in the (C5) zone of 10,000 square feet for each building over which a development agreement would be 

needed.  Consideration could also be given to amending this zone to accommodate larger warehouses 

as-of-right. 

 

The advantages of this approach would be to send a clear signal that the Municipality is willing to 

permit such a facility.  This would also prevent additional residential development that would fragment 

the land holdings in the area that also interfere with any future footprint of an integrated intermodal 

logistics centre. 

 

 A concern with this approach is that the exact nature and footprint of such a project is not known and 

won’t be until there is a specific project.  In addition, such zoning could interfere with existing private 

land owners who have farms, homes and small businesses as they contemplate renovations/expansions 

and property sales.  Presumably it would also be involuntary as the land is in private hands. 

 

While this approach sends a clear signal about the Municipality’s willingness to accept such a facility, 

without a specific proposal this could be a difficult approach to defend.   

 

4. Policy to Enable Development Agreement 

In this approach the (R4) and (AR) zoning could remain in place but the MPS designation would be 

changed to a comprehensive development district that would have to be created (e.g., Transportation 

Facility Comprehensive Development District).  This would allow all existing homes, farms and 

businesses to operate under the existing zoning while allowing Council to consider an integrated 

intermodal logistics centre by way of development agreement.   
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The advantage here is that a development agreement only gets triggered when there is a specific 

proposal to review.  The key here will be the criteria added to the MPS that would be used for the 

review of such a facility.   

 

A disadvantage is that this approach would not prevent further development, particularly, residential 

development that could interfere with a future logistics centre footprint. 

 

Inland Port Conclusion 

To date, none of the reports have focused on the overall impact to the community an inland port and 

intermodal logistics centre would have. Development of such a facility will change the identity of the 

Milford community and will have an impact on nearby agricultural and residential development. In the 

context of land use planning, the impacts on the community should be studied in depth. Items such as 

light pollution, noise pollution, traffic, fragmentation of agricultural land, and such, should all be 

evaluated. Example questions include: how bright will be facility be lit, how far will the light travel, 

will the lights be on 24 hours a day, will nearby dwellings and agriculture barns be effected by the light 

at night, how loud will the facility be, how far will the sound travel, will the site be running 24 hours a 

day, will the trucks/trains/and other equipment use their whistles and backup signals at night, how 

will the noise effect other land uses, how many trucks are expected to visit the location per day, what 

measures will land owners have to take to access their fragmented portions of land, and so on. The 

same sort of questions need to be answered for other land use issues as well.  

 

These questions, and more, cannot be answered without having a concrete proposal in front of Council 

for Planning Staff to evaluate. Creating policies that could change the fabric of a community and that 

has the potential for creating conflicts between land uses should not be developed simply because a 

project “might” happen. A variety of conceptual plans have been developed but no one direction has 

been chosen. Until a private developer puts forward a proposal, policies should not be added to the 

MPS that would permit the consideration of an inland port.  

 

In addition, due to the sensitive nature of the development there is a potential for the Plan Review to 

become sidetracked due to this one polarizing subject. It would not be in the best interest of the many 

community members that have participated in the review, the Citizen’s Panel, and Municipal Staff to 

have their valuable contributions to the Plan Review overlooked and minimized due to the attention 

that one set of new policies could have. In addition, as previously mentioned, there is no specific 

proposal in front of Council which makes it difficult to construct policies that would be permissive to 

the development and fair to surrounding community members.  

 

It is also notable that the consultant engaged to draft a business parks strategy for East Hants stated 

“…we judged that competition in the Highway 102 corridor is substantial and introduction of a new 

business park when there is still substantial land for growth in Elmsdale is not timely”  (Stantec, 2015) 

 

Therefore, the suggested policy approach would be to not add policies to enable the consideration of 

an inland port/logistics centre in Milford through this plan review. 

 

Conclusion 

The East Hants Economic Development Plan 2015-2020 and the East Hants Business Parks 
Market Analysis, Readiness and Expansion Plans provide critical guidance to land use policy 
with respect to economic development.  As a result, a number of suggested policy approaches 
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are derived from these documents.  In addition, staff have further investigated a proposed 
inland port/logistics concept for Milford in this paper and offer a recommendation. 
 
Policy Approach 

 That the East Hants Economic Development Plan 2015-2020 form the basis of land use 
planning policy related to economic development. 

 That the Agricultural designation & zoning be retained to support that industry. 

 That all municipally owned land adjacent to the Elmsdale Business Park be designated 
and zoned Business Park. 

 That additional lands in Mt Uniacke be considered for designation and zoning to 
Business Park. 

 That additional land adjacent to the existing Milford Business Park be designated and 
zoned Business Park. 

 That no further action be taken at this time with respect to a logistics/inland port 
development in the Milford area. 

 That Village Core areas continue to be considered as important commercial centres, 
particularly for small and medium sized businesses providing local services.  

 That village core zoning be extended along Route 214 toward Highway 102. 

 That the Business Parks (C8) permitted uses be amended to reserve these lands for 
land consumptive business uses that generate trucking manufacturing, warehousing, 
highway commercial uses, transportation, wholesale trade and exclude community 
oriented uses (i.e., daycares, restaurants, travel agencies, retail, finance & insurance 
& pharmacies).  


