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MINUTES 
  

 

Regular Meeting of Council 

(held via Virtual Video Conferencing and live-streamed) 

April 29, 2020 

 PRESENT Warden Jim D. Smith  

Deputy Warden Michael Perry 

 

  Councillors:  Cecil Dixon  

 Wayne Greene 

 Eldon Hebb 

 Stephen King 

 Pam MacInnis 

Elie Moussa 

Keith Rhyno 

Heather Smith 

Eleanor Roulston 

 

 REGRETS:   

 STAFF Ms. Kim Ramsay, Chief Administrative Officer 

Ms. Kate Friar, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer 

Mr. John Woodford, Director of Planning & Development 

Mr. Adam Clarkson, Director of Parks, Recreation & Culture 

Mr. Jesse Hulsman, Director of Infrastructure & Operations 

Ms. Sue Surrette, Director of Finance 

Ms. Jody MacArthur, Communications Officer 

Mr. Tom Gignac, Manager of Information Systems 

Ms. Rachel Gilbert, Manager of Planning 

Ms. Sheralee MacEwan, Assistant Municipal Clerk 

Ms. Tutu Erikitola, Administrative Assistant 

 

 CALL TO ORDER  

 Warden Smith called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.    

 LAND ACKNOWLEDGEMENT  

 Warden Smith respectfully acknowledged that East Hants is in the Ancestral Unceded 

Territory of the Mi’kmaq people. 

 

 MOMENT OF SILENT CONTEMPLATION  

 A moment of silent contemplation was observed.  

 APPROVAL OF OR AMENDMENTS TO THE AGENDA  

C20(90) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors King and Smith: 

Moved (later amended) that the Agenda be approved as presented. 
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MOTION CARRIED 

C20(91) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors King and MacInnis: 

Moved to amend motion C20(90) to bring forward, for discussion, Correspondence 

for Information prior to the Public Hearing.  

 

AMENDMENT CARRIED 

 

 For clarification, motion C20(90) is as follows:  

 On the motion of Councillors King and MacInnis: 

Moved that the Agenda be approved as presented with the amendment to bring 

forward, for discussion, Correspondence for Information prior to the Public 

Hearing.  

 

AMENDED MOTION CARRIED 

 

 CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION  

 A complete copy of “Correspondence for Information” is attached to and forms part 

of the minutes. 

 

 Requests to cancel or postpone Public Hearing scheduled april 29, 2020 

- Item 47 – Email from Kelly Cigolotti 

- Item 46 – Email from Paul Lewis 

- Item 44 – Email from Jean Cameron 

- Item 32 – Letter from Kathy Manuel 

 

 The municipality received several emails from residents expressing their concern that 

a public hearing was scheduled during a State of Emergency and the potential not to 

have full participation from the public. 

 

Councillor King questioned if municipal legal counsel was consulted and if other 

municipalities have conducted public hearings in this format. 

 

Staff confirmed that municipal counsel was consulted, with counsel confirming that 

the proposed format is appropriate.   

 

Staff confirmed we are not the first municipality to hold a virtual public hearing via 

livestream. The District of Lunenburg held a virtual public hearing and other 

municipalities are considering to do so as well. 

 

 APPROVAL & SIGNING OF THE MINUTES  

C20(92) 

April 

On the motion of Deputy Warden Perry and Councillor King: 

Moved that the minutes of the March 10th, 2020 Regular Meeting of Council 

(Policy) and March 26th, 2020, Special Meeting of Council be approved.  

MOTION CARRIED 
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 CORRESPONDENCE FOR DECISION  

 Item 30 - Expression of interest sought for partnership to install Electric Vehicle 

(EV) charging stations 

[00:03:14] 

 Council received a letter on behalf of Nova Scotia Power and the Department of Energy 

and Mines, seeking Expressions of Interest in partnering to install Electric Vehicle (EV) 

charging stations within East Hants.  

 

This program will cover up to 50% of charging station infrastructure costs. Each 

charging station is approximately $7,000 - $8,000 installed. Expressions of Interest 

deadline is May 4, 2020. The application is due June 11, 2020 and funding decisions 

will be made by October. Due to the current pandemic, successful applicants will have 

until April 2022 to install and commission the chargers. 

 

C20(93) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors MacInnis and Smith: 

Moved that Council direct staff to reply with an Expression of Interest. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

CAO 

 PUBLIC HEARING [00:05:39] 

 The Public Hearing was live-streamed through the municipal website and YouTube.    

 Note: All comments/questions have been summarized and are not to be considered a 

verbatim transcript. 

 

 Warden Smith noted that there is one (1) item on the public hearing agenda.  The 

purpose of the hearings is to hear input from the public, prior to making a decision on 

the application. 

 

 To the members of the public who have chosen to participate this evening, welcome. 

Anyone who wants to comment or ask questions will be provided an opportunity to do 

so via previously submitted written comments, pre-arranged telephone call-in, and 

live chat tonight via our YouTube livestream on the municipal website.   

 

 Warden Smith noted Council’s Procedural Policy.  He advised that Council may 

approve, reject or defer its decision on the proposal to a later date.  Council approval 

is required for the proposal to proceed. 

 

 Warden Smith asked the Chief Administrative Officer/Municipal Clerk to outline when 

the public hearing advertisements were published. 

 

 The Chief Administrative Officer/Municipal Clerk noted that the public hearing notice 

appeared in the April 15th and 22nd editions of The Chronicle Herald.  The notice 

described the proposal, gave the date, time and location of the public hearing, and 

indicated that staff reports were available to the public. Details were also provided 

on how the public may make written and verbal submissions at the public hearing. 
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 DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR A MIXED-USE DEVELOPMENT AT PID# 45085248, 

HIGHWAY 214, ELMSDALE 

[00:05:55] 

 Warden Smith noted the public hearing is an application by Leno Ribahi to enter into 

a Development Agreement with the Municipality to enable a mixed use, commercial 

and residential development on land located along Highway 214, Elmsdale. 

 

Warden Smith asked the Chair of the Planning Advisory Committee to present his 

report. 

 

 Councillor Greene, as Chairperson of the Planning Advisory Committee noted that the 

Planning Advisory Committee considered the proposal on behalf of Municipal Council, 

reviewed staff’s reports, completed their evaluation and would make a 

recommendation to Council during the Hearing. 

 

 The Manager of Planning  presented the staff report titled “Resubmission of 
Application by Leno Ribahi to enter into a development agreement for a mixed-use 
development”, dated February 28, 2020. A copy of the report and related documents 
were attached to the agenda and available to all Council members. 

 

 Warden Smith opened the floor to comments or questions from members of Council. 
 

Councillors Dixon, Rhyno, MacInnis and King had their questions answered by staff. 

[00:18:00] 

 Warden Smith asked if the owner or a representative had any comments or would like 
to make a presentation.  

[00:23:35] 

 The Communications Officer had the applicant ready to speak via telephone.  

 Mr. Leno Ribahi – Applicant 
 
The application was refused in the past because of the set back from the river. The 
set back now surpasses the provincial regulation about what’s required. 
 
I am sticking with the six storey idea and I wish I could get it granted, because 
economically and financially it makes more sense to up than go out.  The first plan  
three years ago we were going to put two buildings in the back to accomplish as many 
units as we can, but then we decided to go with one unit because financially and 
economically it makes more sense. 
 
This is the project and it’s what I’m hoping to get approved. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 

 

 Warden Smith asked if there were comments or questions from members of the public 
by written submission. 

 

 The Assistant Municipal Clerk read seven (7) submissions from the following members 

of the public: 

[00:25:51] 

 • Judith & Sheryl Weaver – 373 Highway 214, Elmsdale 

• Jean Cameron – 445, Highway 214, Elmsdale  
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• Kathy Manuel - 450, 214 Highway 214, Elmsdale 

• Kelly Cigolotti – 445, Highway 214, Elmsdale 

• Matt Cigolotti – 445, Highway 214, Elmsdale 

• Nathan Manuel -  8456 Highway 14 in Hardwoodlands 

• Paul & Jeanette Lewis – 447 Highway 214, Elmsdale 

 The written submissions are attached to these minutes.  

 Warden Smith asked if there were comments or questions from members of the public 

by pre-arranged telephone call in. 

[01:05:24] 

 There were none.  

 Warden Smith asked if there were comments or questions from members of the public 

via live chat on YouTube. 

[01:05:24] 

 The Communications Officer read two (2) comments submitted via live chat on 

YouTube:   

 

 Comment 1 - from Jean Cameron 

Why is the 6-storey building two different heights in two proposals? 

 

Answer – Staff 

The height is the same as the original proposal.  I don’t know where that 25.8 meter 

number comes from but the height remains the same as in the previous application. 

 

 Comment 2 – from Paul Lewis 

I think the staff need to look at future subdividing this land and don’t put it off because 

staff said it might be too hard to do at this public hearing meeting. 

 

The Communications Officer confirmed it was a comment and there were no additional 

questions from Paul Lewis. 

 

 Warden Smith made a last call for comments or questions via live chat on YouTube.  [01:06:29] 

 The Communications Officer confirmed there were none.  

 Warden Smith asked if staff had any final comments. 

 

There were none. 

[01:07:18] 

 RECOMMENDATION [01:07:22] 

C20(94) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Greene and Moussa: 

Moved that Council give final consideration and approval to enter into a 

development agreement for a mixed-use development on land located at PID# 

45085248, Highway 214, Elmsdale; with an amendment to the Development 

Agreement, permit section, as follows: 

 

 



Regular Meeting of Council – April 29, 2020 

Page 6 of 13 

- A Development Permit shall not be issued until a sidewalk from the 

Superstore to the subject property is an approved project of Council under 

the Local Improvement Bylaw with the owner of the subject property at 

minimum paying the cost of the sidewalk fronting onto their property 

 

Six (6) voting in favor.  Five (5) voting against. Councillors Rhyno, King, Dixon, Roulston 

and Smith voting nay. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

 Warden Smith asked Councillors if they had any final comments or questions. 

 

Councillors King, Rhyno, Moussa, Roulston and Deputy Warden Perry made final 

comments. 

[01:09:00] 

 That concluded the public hearing and the Warden thanked members of the public for 

their comments and for those attending via livestream. 

 

 CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION – cont’d [01:20:35] 

 Warden Smith asked Council if there were any further comments.  

 Deputy Warden acknowledged the condolences received from various mayors and cities 

across Nova Scotia and thanked them for their messages. 

 

 COMMITTEE REPORTS  

 EAST HANTS SOURCE WATER PROTECTION COMMITTEE [01:22:38] 

 Warden Smith, as Chair, presented the EH Source Water and Protection Committee 

report from the meeting held on April 15, 2020.  The minutes from that meeting were 

made available to all members of Council. 

 

 There are no recommendations going forward to Council.  

C20(95) 

April 

On the motion of Warden Smith and Councillor King: 

Moved the adoption of the report. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

 AUDIT COMMITTEE [01:23:10] 

 Councillor Roulston, as Chair, presented the Audit Committee report from the meeting 

held on April 16, 2020.  The minutes from that meeting were made available to all 

members of Council. 

 

 There are no recommendations going forward to Council.  

C20(96) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Roulston and Dixon: 

Moved the adoption of the report. 
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MOTION CARRIED 

 CORPORATE & RESIDENTIAL SERVICES COMMITTEE [01:24:03] 

 Councillor Roulston, as Chair, presented the Corporate & Residential Services 

Committee report from meeting held on April 21, 2020.  The minutes from that 

meeting were made available to all members of Council.  The following motions are 

coming forward to Council as a result of that meeting. 

 

 COMFORT CENTRE FUNDING POLICY AND COMFORT CENTRE PLAN  

C20(97) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Roulston and Smith: 

Moved that Council approve to repeal and replace the 2009 Policy Regarding the 

Establishment of Comfort Centres; and  

 

Approve the updated 2020 Comfort Centres and Reception Centres/Shelters 

Funding Policy as outlined in the staff report as attached to the Executive 

Committee Agenda of April 21, 2020.  

 
MOTION CARRIED 

Friars 

C20(98) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Roulston and Moussa: 

Moved the adoption of the report. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

 INFRASTRUCTURE & OPERATIONS [01:26:16] 

 Councillor Dixon, as Chair, presented the Infrastructure & Operations Committee 

report from meeting held on April 21, 2020.  The minutes from that meeting were 

made available to all members of Council.  The following motions are coming forward 

to Council as a result of that meeting. 

 

 ROAD ACCESS PERMIT AND EAST HANTS ROAD ACCESS STANDARDS APPLICATION 

PROPOSED UPDATES 

 

C20(99) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and Greene: 

Moved that Council approve the proposed updates to the Application for Road 

Access Permit and East Hants Road Standards, as outlined in the staff report as 

attached to the Executive Committee Agenda of April 21, 2020. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 

C20(100) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and Smith: 

Moved that Council give authority to the Chief Administrative Officer to approve 

future updates of the Application Form for Road Access Permit, as outlined in the 

staff report as attached to the Executive Committee Agenda of April 21, 2020. 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 
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 COMBINING OF CAPITAL PROJECTS [01:28:30] 

C20(101) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and Moussa: 

Moved that Council approve the proposed combination of “Wastewater Collection 

Upgrade – Burgess Road” (20-015) and “Watermain Renewal – Burgess Road” to 

“Burgess Road Water and Wastewater Main Replacements” (20-020).    

 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 

C20(102) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and Smith: 

Moved that Council approve the proposed combination of “Lift Station Upgrade – 

Barney Brook” (10-050) and “Wastewater Collection Upgrade – Lantz” to “Lantz 

Wastewater Infrastructure Replacements” (16-009). 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 

C20(103) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and King: 

Moved that Council approve the proposed combination of “Sewer Upgrade – 

Highway 214” (10-041), “Lift Station Upgrade – Old Elmsdale School” (17-023), 

“Lift Station Upgrade – Industrial Way” (20-016), and “Lift Station Upgrade – 

Medical Centre” (20-017) to “Highway 214 Infrastructure Replacements”.   

 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 

 PROVINCIAL CAPITAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM (PCAP) APPLICATION ENDORSEMENT [01:30:12] 

C20(104) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and Greene: 

Moved that Council prioritize project 19-011, the “Highway 215 Watermain 

Replacement,” as the Municipality’s first priority for funding applications 

through the Provincial Capital Assistance Program for 2020. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 

C20(105) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and Moussa: 

Moved that Council prioritize project 18-011, the “Lift Station Upgrade Isenor 

Road,” as the Municipality’s second priority for funding applications through the 

Provincial Capital Assistance Program for 2020. 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 

C20(106) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and MacInnis: 

Moved that Council prioritize project 20-021, the “Humidity Control – 

Shubenacadie Water Treatment Plant,” as the Municipality’s third priority for 

funding applications through the Provincial Capital Assistance Program for 2020. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

Hulsman 

C20(107) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and Hebb: 

Moved the adoption of the report. 
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MOTION CARRIED 

 PARKS, RECREATION & CULTURE [01:34:00] 

 Councillor Rhyno, as Chair, presented the Parks, Recreation & Culture Committee 

report from the meeting held on April 21, 2020.  The minutes from that meeting were 

made available to all members of Council.  The following motions are coming forward 

to Council as a result of that meeting. 

 

 TOURISM GRANT APPLICATIONS 2020  

C20(108) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Rhyno and Greene: 
Moved that Council approve the Tourism Grant funding applications, totaling 

$33,300, awarded to the following groups, and that funds in excess of the 

$30,000 budget be funded from the Tourism Grant Reserve: 

 

• CHArt Society – $1,500  

• East Hants Historical Society – $13,500  

• Maitland District Development Association - $13,300  

• Walton Area Development Association - $5,000  

 

And that Staff release approved funds as confirmation of proposed expenditures 

is received from each group. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

Clarkson 

C20(109) 

April 

On the motion of Councillor Rhyno and Deputy Warden Perry: 

Moved the adoption of the report. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

 PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE  [01:36:35] 

 Councillor Greene, as Chair, presented the report on the Planning Advisory Committee 

from the meeting held on April 21, 2020.  The minutes from that meeting were made 

available to all members of Council.  The following motions are coming forward to 

Council as a result of that meeting. 

 

 JARSKY ARCHITECTURE (DEAN SHEA) - AMENDMENT TO DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

FOR MIXED USE BUILDING IN ENFIELD - INITIAL REPORT 

 

C20(110) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Greene and Moussa: 

Moved that Council give initial consideration to substantially amending an 
existing development agreement with 3313013 Nova Scotia Limited to permit the 
addition of two dwelling units for a total of ten dwelling units; and 
 
To enable a public hearing authorize staff to schedule a public hearing.  
 
MOTION CARRIED 

Woodford 
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 ETTINGER FUNERAL SERVICES - DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT IN ELMSDALE - INITIAL 

REPORT 

[01:37:56] 

C20(111) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Greene and King: 

Moved that Council give initial consideration to entering into a development 
agreement with 3273265 Nova Scotia Limited to enable the development of a 
funeral home on lands zoned Two Dwelling Unit Residential (R2) Zone; and 
 
To enable a public hearing authorize staff to schedule a public hearing. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

Woodford 

 PARKING STANDARDS – INITIAL REPORT 01:38:58 

C20(112) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Greene and Roulston: 

Moved that Council give first reading to amendments to the Land Use Bylaw that 
require parking for multi-unit dwellings at a ratio of two (2) spaces per dwelling 
unit and one (1) space per every seven (7) dwelling units for dedicated visitor 
parking; and  
 
To enable a public hearing and authorize staff to schedule a public hearing.  
 
MOTION CARRIED 

Woodford 

 LOT GRADING AND DRAINAGE BYLAW AMENDMENTS - INITIAL REPORT [01:40:07] 

C20(113) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Greene and Moussa: 

Moved that Council authorize staff to proceed with developer consultation; and 
 
Authorize staff to bring first reading of Bylaw P-1200, Lot Grading and Drainage 
Bylaw, pending no substantial amendments to the Bylaw, straight to Council for 
Council approval at a future meeting. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

Woodford 

 PRIVATE ROADS - FURTHER DISCUSSIONS [01:41:03] 

C20(114) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Greene and King: 

Moved that Council approve a request for comments from stakeholders and the 
public on the issue of allowing new residential developments on private roads. 
 
Eight (8) voting in favor. Three (3) voting against. Warden Smith and Councillors 
Roulston, Moussa voting nay. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

Woodford 

C20(115) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Greene and Hebb: 

Moved the adoption of the report. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

 SECOND READING - BYLAW F-400-5, AN AMENDMENT TO BYLAW F-400, TAX 

EXEMPTION BYLAW 

[01:46:46] 
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C20(116) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Roulston and Moussa: 

Moved that Council give second reading to Bylaw F-400-5, an amendment to Bylaw 
F-400, Tax Exemption Bylaw, and be amended to reflect the following changes:  
 

• Remove AAN 889296 Burntcoat Community Hall  
• Remove AAN 10426014 Hants North Medical Association  
• Remove AAN 6395597 Maitland & District Development Association 

 
MOTION CARRIED 

Friars 

 RATIFICATION - WATER PAYMENT RELIEF [01:48:10] 

 The Director of Finance presented the staff report titled “COVID-19 - Water 
Payments”, dated April 9, 2020. A copy of the report and related documents were 
attached to the agenda and available to all Council members. 

 

C20(117) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors King and MacInnis: 
Moved that Council, in response to the COVID-19 pandemic, authorize no water 
disconnections take place on unpaid water accounts from April 1st, 2020 to 
September 30th, 2020, and that no interest be charged on water accounts from 
April 1st, 2020 to September 30th, 2020, with interest charges to resume October 
1st, 2020; and 
 
Authorize staff to seek approval with the NSUARB to authorize no water 
disconnections take place on unpaid water accounts from April 1st, 2020 to 
September 30th, 2020, and authorize that no interest be charged on water 
accounts from April 1st, 2020 to September 30th, 2020. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

Surrette 

 COVID-19 PROPERTY TAX FINANCING PLAN [01:50:00] 

C20(118) 

April 

On the motion of Deputy Warden Perry and Councillor King: 
Moved that Council gives notice of intent to approve the policy COVID-19 Property 
Tax Financing Plan at the next Regular Meeting of Council (Policy) on May 19th, 
2020. 
 
MOTION CARRIED 

Surrette 

 ACCEPTANCE & DISTRIBUTION OF DONATIONS [01:54:26] 

 Following the Portapique tragedy the municipality has been receiving requests to make 
donations to the municipality to be used to either support families of the tragedy or 
for memorials. 

 

C20(119) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Dixon and King: 
Moved that Council direct the CAO to establish a fund related to the Portapique 
tragedy in order to accept donations as per the Donations Policy. 
 

MOTION CARRIED 

Surrette 

 WARDENS REPORT [01:57:55] 

 At the request of the Warden, Deputy Warden Perry assumed the Chair. 
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The Warden provided a verbal report on his recent activities. 
 
The Warden acknowledged and thanked staff for their continued efforts and 
professionalism during this challenging time.   
 
The Warden resumed the Chair. 

 MEMORIAL AT WICKWIRE STATION PARK [01:58:30] 

C20(120) 

April 

On the motion of Warden Smith and Councillor Dixon : 

Moved (later amended) that Council direct staff prepare a report on options for a 

Memorial commemorating the victims of the Portapique tragedy to be located 

at Wickwire Station Park, to be funded from recently donated funds, future donated 

funds and other funding models. 

 

C20(121) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors Roulston and Dixon: 

Moved that motion C20(120) be amended to include or other suitable location. 

 

AMENDMENT CARRIED 

 

 For clarification motion C20(120) is as follows:  

 On the motion of Warden Smith and Councillor : 

Moved that Council direct staff prepare a report on options for a Memorial 
commemorating the victims of the Portapique tragedy to be located at Wickwire 
Station Park or other suitable location, to be funded from recently donated funds, 
future donated funds and other funding models. 
 
AMENDED MOTION CARRIED 

 

 COUNCILLORS BUSINESS REPORT [02:0942] 

 All Councillors expressed their condolences to families and friends, the RCMP and all 

within the community following the tragedy of April 18 and 19 April, 2020. 

 

 COUNCIL REMUNERATION/SALARY ADJUSTMENT [02:13:25] 

 Councillor Rhyno noted the financial pressure that COVID-19 is putting on all levels of 

government and what it may cost the municipality in the future. 

 

C20(122) 

April 

On the motion Councillors Rhyno and King:  

Moved (later defeated) that Council approve requests from Councillors should they 

wish to return to Council renumeration amounts prior to April 1, 2020. 

 

Five (5) voting in favor.  Six (6) voting against.  Warden Smith and Councillors Roulston, 

Smith, Greene, Hebb and Moussa voting nay. 

 

MOTION DEFEATED 
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 SETTING DATE & TIME OF NEXT REGULAR MEETING OF COUNCIL [02:21:32] 

C20(123) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors and Greene and MacInnis: 

Moved that the next Regular Meeting of Council be held on May 19th, 2020 (Policy) 

and May 27th, 2020. 

 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

 ADJOURNMENT [02:22:00] 

C20(124) 

April 

On the motion of Councillors King and Moussa: 

Moved that Council adjourn at 9:22 p.m.  

 

MOTION CARRIED 

 

  

 

Approved By: Kim Ramsay, Chief Administrative Officer 

Date:  

 

 

Approved By: James D. Smith, Warden 

Date:  

 

/te 
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From: Jean Cameron <>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 4:22 PM 
To: Pamela Harvie <> 
Subject: Written commentary for Public Hearing 

Written Submission for Public Hearing April, 29,2020 

Proposed Development on PID# 45085248 Hwy 214, Elmsdale 

Good Evening, my name is Jean Cameron and I live at #445, Hwy 214. I have submitted a written response, to 
be read in full at this Hearing, regarding the proposed development. 

I will preference my specific questions and comments with general comments about this process. Understanding 
this time frame presents with uncharted challenges, I and others have registered the need to have this meeting 
postponed until the Government of Nova Scotia lifts restrictions on public gathering.  The necessity of 
“sheltering in place” and lack of access to scheduling of this meeting (all required access was through internet 
technology) resulted in reduced /complete lack of adequate notification of the rescheduling of this 
meeting.  Since the initial meeting scheduled for March 25, was cancelled/ postponed after being advertized, I 
find that the information that ‘… the Public Hearing to be scheduled and it has been advertised as required by 
legislation.  Staff do not have the authority to cancel or postpone it.’  is not accurate as to what could have been 
done. 

The format of live stream (with counselors I assume on a platform such as Zoom) and then having to ask 
questions through a moderator on Live Chat assumes access and competence with the technology 
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required.  This is certainly not the same and at the comfort level of a number of concerned residents would be 
available at a live public hearing. 

Since speaking at the last public hearing on December 19, 2019 on this same proposed development, I found 
that the format did not allow for response to questions/comments that I made prior to the actual vote.  To 
accommodate for this, for the past two months I have directly to speak to the specific written questions prior to 
the public hearing. I  was assured through representatives of the Municipality that this was a reasonable request 
and would be provided  to me. This has not occurred.  The result has been that I have not had fair access to 
information, reports, maps that were afforded the developer.  I go into this meeting again asking for clarification 
on a number of areas should have been provided to me prior to this meeting.  

I will now more specifics of this proposed development: 

1. Section 8.5.1 states

‘in the RC Zone no development permit  shall be issued except in conformity with the following requirements:’  

The chart that follows states the Maximum Building Height is 16 meters.  This means that the four storey 
building at 17.4 meters and the 6 storey building at 18.3 meters clearing do not conform.  This  certainly does 
not seem to be a “negotiated” option with counsel.  If the municipalities own by-laws are not followed, residents 
have no protection from anytype of development. 

The height of the 6 storey building also raises  another concern.  The initial proposal and the one discussed at 
the December, 2020 meeting stated that the height of the 6 storey building was to be 25.8 meters.  This Final 
Staff report shows that the  6 storey building will be 18.3 meters.  The Final Report states that ‘the height and 
design of the 6 storey residential  building will remain the same as the first application’.  Clearly this does not 
seem to be the case. 

On a technical point, how can a 6 storey building only be  .9 of a meter taller than a 4 storey building?  I also 
remain confused as to why the elevator shaft is not included in overall height as it is a structure attached to and 
adding to the height. 

2. Policy ED 34 c. states Proposed residential uses should have frontage on the Nile Mile River. The 4 storey
building, used for residential has no river frontage and so does not conform to this policy.  In the future ( as
mentioned repeatedly in the Planning report), if in the future these three buildings were to be on subdivided lots,
they would have no access to river frontage.

3. The Final report does address the issue of sidewalks.  The cost of this is estimated to be $600,000.  It states
that it could be paid for by existing and new commercial properties, through ‘ local improvement’ or be added
to the urban service rate.  The final two options would actually have an impact on the rates of residents or the
allocation of Municipal funds.  Under UD38,  the Final reports states ‘without any significant increase in
additional municipal infrastructure and services. $600,000  would be a significant cost to the municipality and
rate payers.

4. A number of concerns arise over the single storey commercial development.  Of particular importance is if it
is part of the proposed development or not.  This question was asked at the last public hearing by a counselor
which received a response of “yes and no”.  Although mentioned in the proposal information as a single storey
commercial building, no elevation and no design drawings for this building.  It was my understanding  that the
commercial aspect of the building had to be in the same building as the residential portion of the building. ED34
e The proposed commercial ground floor must equal or surpass the residential ground floor area. This
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commercial building ( with no development information provided) is being used to develop the 6 storey 
residential building.  This does not seem to be appropriate as to the guidelines. 

Throughout the report, it is mentioned that the properties could be subdivided in the future  (although this is not 
being asked for at this time).  If in the future, the lots are subdivided it would mean  that the 6 storey building 
would have no commercial attached to it.  This would then contravene building requirements in this zone.  It 
would appear that this would be a way to avoid the zoning restrictions. 

In IM28 a. The use and size of any new structures- the comments from the Planning Department states The 
proposal includes a four storey mixed use and six storey residential building. Once again no mention of the 1 
storey commercial building.  It  seems clear that the single storey building is being used only to allow for the 6 
storey residential building and yet they do not have it actually included in the proposal.   

5. It is stated that an environmental study is not required unless the buffer zone is going to be a landscaped
one.  In the previous meeting, a number of proposals were suggested leaving the selection up to the developer.  I
would suggest that the developer must indicate what exact plan is for the buffer zone, prior to any construction
so that the necessity of an Environmental study can be evaluated.

6. The planning department has referred to the semi-rural nature of this development and that the denser form
of this development is alright because in the future as commercial development will continue to happen in this
zone.  This is completely disrespectful to long time residents that want to continue to live in the residential rural
setting.

In conclusion, I will state that I am not against development, but let it be appropriate development that follows 
the bylaws set out by the municipality.  The rezoning of our properties into commercial was never in our best 
interest.  It was forced upon us and makes it difficult for us to accept why the Municipal planning department is 
recommending a development that does not follow by-laws and does not respect the concerns of long time 
residential property owners. 

The proposed development must once again be rejected. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
Verified virus free by MessageLabs 



Katherine Alice Manuel, 450 Highway 214, Elmsdale, NS B2S 2L7 

Good evening. 

Not having confidence that my thoughts given over the phone for this Public Hearing 

will be clearly heard by all concerned, I am opting to have my submission read aloud at 

this Hearing. 

I have many concerns regarding this development as it stands, not the least of which is 

the height of the buildings and the Planning Department's willingness to allow the 

excess height. 

Section 8.5.1 regarding Zone Requirements for the Regional Commercial Zone, clearly 

states: 

'In the RC Zone, no development permit shall be issued except in conformity with 

the following requirements:' 

The associated chart clearly indicates that the Maximum Building Height is 16 

meters. 

With the 4 storey building being a height of 17.4  meters, and the 6 storey building at 

18.3 meters, this requirement is clearly being violated. 

The Final Staff Report states: 'The height of buildings can be varied by Council 

through a negotiation of a development agreement.' 

Which statement is true? The one published in the Community Plan or the one stated in 

the Staff Report recommending acceptance of this development as is? 

If this is allowed to pass, a precedent is set.. Does this, in effect, eliminate and or 

subvert the by-law as it exists and create a new one?  Is this a path the Municipality 

wants to pursue? 

I note that the plan for which I had submitted my written concerns in January had the 4 

storey building at a height of 17.2 m and the 6 storey building at 25.8m. The numbers 

reflected in the Final Staff Report show a significant change in the height of the 6 storey 

building (25.8 m to 18.3) but the same number of stories. The Final Report also states,  

'The height and design of the six storey residential building remain the same as the first 

application.'  How do you account for this discrepancy? 



ED34 of the Final Staff Report states, 'All lots shall have public road frontage'. It does 

not appear that the 6 storey building has the public road frontage as required, especially 

if the lots are subdivided as is suggested may happen in the future. How might this be 

achieved? 

ED34 also states, 'The proposed commercial ground floor must equal or surpass the 

residential ground floor.' The six story building does not appear to adhere to this 

requirement. It is relying on the single storey building to fulfill this requirement. What 

happens when or if the properties are subdivided? 

Although I am no great fan of having commercial enterprises along this stretch of 

Highway 214, considering there is already an industrial park, I have questions regarding 

the type and number of commercial enterprises that will be housed in this development. 

Traffic remains a concern, not only for the increase caused by the residential component 

but also by the comings and goings of as yet unknown businesses. 

Municipal staff have estimated that the construction of a sidewalk between this 

development and the Superstore will cost approxamately $600,000, suggesting that  it 

could be paid for through a 'local improvement', paid for by existing and new 

commercial properties OR could be added to the urban service rate. Although I support 

safety measures for the inhabitants, does this mean that the construction of a sidewalk 

could become a part of my tax bill rather than being paid for by the developer? 

In Section C1 of the Municipal Planning Strategy, entitled Growth Management and  

Infrastructure, the preamble states that 'One of the main goals of growth management 

is to minimize or prevent urban sprawl...'. The Municipal Planning Strategy also notes 

that there should be 'clear, but gradual separations between low density residential 

neighbourhoods, and denser community centres.'  This development does not fit the 

rural nature of our neighbourhood – a statement made even by the municipality's own 

Planning Department. 

It is concerning that it appears that the excesses in this development will pale in 

comparison to the future commercial development that is proposed to be built along 

Highway 214. 

The destruction of the environment continues to be of major concern. This project, and 

others in the municipality, do not appear to adequately protect this precious commodity. 

The destruction of the land adjacent to the Nine Mile River, not only as what may occur 

with this development but also with future developments that will be considered, must 

be taken into account and protected. It is not empty, useless land.  Besides the river 

itself, other e,cosystems exist along the Nine Mile River.  There are ponds, streams, 

bogs, marshes swamps and vernal pools that support species such as salamanders, 



turtles, dragonflies, birds, fish and a variety of plant life. These areas also help mitigate 

flooding, help protect shores from eroding, absorb pollutants and filter water. I sincerely 

hope that this and future development proposals will seriously consider the impact that 

they will have on these ecosystems which, in turn, affect the quality of human life. 

Limiting such development is essential. 

Due to the restrictions imposed as a result of the Covid-19 pandemic, we have had no 

access to documents regarding this development – documents which the Planning 

Department used and interpreted to formulate their final report. The developers, having 

worked closely with the Planning Department, obviously had access to these documents 

prior to the restrictions and prior to this hearing being scheduled. We were not afforded 

equal access and therefore lost the ability to form our own interpretations of the 

information contained within these documents. It must also be noted that not all 

residents of the area have internet or computer access, even if these documents were 

available on-line. 

Communities live with the consequences of planning decisions. It is my sincere hope 

that the decisions made by the Council and Planning Department take into serious 

consideration the needs and wishes of the residents and taxpayers that live in the 

area and who will be subject to the consequences of these planning decisions. Who 

benefits from these developments – residents or developers who do not have a 

vested interest in the area as residents themselves? 
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From: Kelly Cigolotti <> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 4:18 PM 
To: Pamela Harvie <> 
Subject: April 29 Hearing - Statement 

I am submitting this statement to be read in full at the April 29, 2020 public hearing regarding the proposed 
development by Mr Ribahi on Highway 214: 

Good Evening Warden, Council Members, and Staff, 

My name is Kelly Cigolotti and I reside at #445, Highway 214. 

First, let me start by expressing my severe disappointment in the Council by proceeding with this virtual 
hearing. In a previous email, I voiced multiple concerns about those that this proposed project might effect 
being unable to access this hearing- whether it be due to an unstable internet connection or not possessing 
the technology or knowledge to access the live stream of this hearing.  I do not feel that my concerns were 
properly addressed. The response I received was unsatisfactory, stating that staff did not have the authority to 
cancel or postpone this hearing as the council has authorized it to be scheduled and it has been advertised as 
required by legislation. If I recall correctly, a hearing that was scheduled on March 25, 2020 for the same 
proposed project on Highway 214 and advertised as required by legislation was already cancelled/postponed 
when the Government of Nova Scotia enforced the restrictions of public meetings. I do understand that this is 
an unknown time for everyone, which is why I think it would have been fitting to postpone this hearing until 
after the limitations were lifted. This would have ensured that everyone have an equal opportunity to have 
their say at this hearing. This just seems like another instance of the municipality letting down its community.  

Which brings me to my main concern with this project: the proposed height of the four-storey 
residential/commercial building (17.4 metres) and the six-storey residential building (18.3 metres). These 
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heights were one of the reasons that this proposal was refused at the 2019 hearing. Yet, they still remain 
unchanged. The Land By Use Bylaw permits building height in the RC Zone to a maximum of 16 metres. 
Neither of these building heights comply with this Bylaw. In the Zone Requirements of an RC Zone (8.5.1), it 
states: “no development permit shall be issued except in the conformity with the following requirements:”. 
One such requirement is the maximum building height: 16 metres. Why even have the bylaw if they are just 
going to exempt it through a negotiation of a development agreement? Why is it necessary to consider 
variations of this Bylaw for this development? I also would like clarification of how a 4-storey building can be 
17.4 metres in height and a six-storey building, a building with 2 more storeys, can be 18.3 metres. That is 
only a 0.9 metre difference. Is the public being presented with the correct information? How is this going to be 
possible? 

Thank you for your time and for answering my questions. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
Verified virus free by MessageLabs 
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From: Matt Cigolotti <> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 4:31 PM 
To: Pamela Harvie <> 
Subject: Written responsen public hearing 

Good Evening, 
I am Matt Cigolotti of #445, Hwy 214 and I am writing in response to the development proposal on Hwy 214.  I am asking 
that this response be read at the Publlic Hearing. 
I have concerns with basic by laws not being followed.  Of most concern is the violation of the height bylaw on both of 
the buildings.  If the Municipality cannot follow its own by laws then it is chaos that allows anyone to do anything they 
choose. 

The whole way this public meeting has been handle was unprofessional and disrespectful to local residences.  It sets a 
bad precedent for the whole municipality. 

This proposal , as it stands , must be rejected. 

Sincerely, 
Matt Cigolotti. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
Verified virus free by MessageLabs 
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From: Nathan Manuel <>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 3:14 PM 
To: Pamela Harvie <> 
Subject: Public Hearing Development Agreement Elmsdale. PID#45085248 

My Name is Nathan Manuel and I live at 8456 Highway 14 in Hardwoodlands. 

I am participating in this Public Hearing because I have a vested interest in the area in question, having grown 
up in that part of Elmsdale. At some time in the future I expect will once again be a co-owner of the property at 
450 Highway 214.  

Growing up in that part of theElmsdale was a great gift. Having the woods and the river, with all the nature they 
have to offer, so close at hand, helped to provide a childhood that many envy. 

East Hants is loosing its appeal to those who enjoy having a natural environment close at hand. Bad enough that 
it is developing in such a manner Highway 2, but to start such large developments along the 214 and near the 
Nine Mile River is concerning. My understanding of the community plan is that this is the first of many such 
buildings. Our rural way of life, and being able to enjoy nature is being destroyed by urban sprawl. 

I understand that development will inevidably take place. Time does not stand still but I want Council to 
consider carefully the scope, size and location of these developments. The Nine Mile River can't help but be 
negatively impacted by the proposed development. The number of people brought into the area can't help but 
stress the overall environment. The residents who live there, residents who have developed their properties and 
paid their taxes, residents who are losing their way of life, for a development such as this, need to have their 
concerns addressed. 

I am against this development as it stands. It is much too big, brings in too many people, and will have a 
negative impact on the natural environment. I am hopeful that Council will be able to reach a compromise so 
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that all parties involved will derive some satisfaction that their concerns have been heard and acted upon by 
their elected council and not be swayed solely by developers who do not live in the area and have no vested 
interest in the area, other than to profit from it. 

________________________________________________________________________ 
Verified virus free by MessageLabs 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: paul lewis <>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 29, 2020 3:33 PM 
To: Pamela Harvie <> 
Subject: public hearing 

Good Evening, 
(Paul and jeannette lewis at 447 highway 214 Elmsdale) This is my written response to the proposed development on 
Highway 214.  I am asking that this be read at the Public Hearing on April 29, 2020. 

I do not support the proposed development by Mr.Ribahi on Hwy 214.  As with the previous submission it does not 
conform to a number of by-laws.  The Municipal Planning Strategy states clearly that the maximum building structure is 
16 meters.(Section 8.51)  The 4 storey building at 17.4 meters and the 6 story building at 18.3 meters clearly do not 
conform.  Your development plan  states that no development plan shall be issued unless they conform to this 
requirement.  This should not be negotiable.  

This also raises another issue, in the initial proposal the height of the 6 storey building was 25.8 meters and now it is 
18.3 meters.The final planning report states that the height and the design of the 6 storey building will remain the same 
as the first application.  Clearly this cannot be true.  Also from a building standpoint, how can you have two storeys 
more and only have .9 of a meter more in height from the 4 storey building?  I also do not understand why the elevator 
shaft is not considered in overall height. 

The other concern is the commercial development requirements.  It was my understanding that the the commercial 
footage requirements had to be in the ground floor of the building , as in  the 4 storey building.  It is still unclear if the 
one storey building is included in this proposal or not as in places it is being used for development of the 6 storey 
building and in many sections of the planning report it is not mentioned.  If the properties are subdivided in the future, 
as is indicated in the planning report as could happen, there would be no commercial linked to the 6 storey building .  
This seems to be a way around building residential units not connected with commericial as required by the by-laws. 
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Once again, I cannot support the acceptance of the proposed development. 

Paul and Jeannette Lewis 

________________________________________________________________________ 
Verified virus free by MessageLabs 
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Correspondence for Info - April 2020
Wednesday, May 20, 2020

# Date Summary Attachments

54. Apr 29, 2020 Condolences from Christine and David Curtis, Fredericton, NB Condolences - Christine and David
Curtis - Fredericton.pdf

53. Apr 28, 2020 Copy of an email to Premier Stephen McNeil from Rory Koopmans, B.Admin expressing condolences and regimental funeral for Cst.
Heidi Stevenson.

Rory Koopmans - regimental
funeral - letter to premier.pdf

52. Apr 28, 2020 Email to residents regarding options to participate in the Public Hearing tomorrow night. Email to residents - PH
participation options.pdf

48. Apr 28, 2020 Condolences from Inverness County Condolences - Inverness.pdf

47. Apr 28, 2020 Email from Kelly Cigolotti expressing concerns with the scheduled Public Hearing this week seeking postponement. Public Hearing concerns - Kelly
Cigolotti.pdf

46. Apr 27, 2020 Email from Paul Lewis seeking cancellation or postponement of the Public Hearing this week. Response from the Director of Planning
and Development also attached.

Public Hearing concerns - Paul
Lewis.pdf

Public Hearing concerns response
to Paul Lewis.pdf

45. Apr 27, 2020 Follow-up email from Jean Cameron Re: Public Hearing concerns. Public Hearing concerns follow up
from Jean Cameron.pdf

44. Apr 24, 2020 Correspondence from Jean Cameron, Elmsdale Re: Live-streamed Public Hearing Concerns Live-streamed Public Hearing
Concerns - Jean Cameron.pdf

Live-streamed Public Hearing
Concerns - Response to Jean
Cameron.pdf

SIGNED Minister's letter s.14 march
22 Final EMA munic HRM
(002).pdf

32. Apr 23, 2020 Correspondence from Kathy Manuel, Elmsdale Re: Live-streamed Public Hearing Concerns (Staff Response attached) Live-streamed Public Hearing
Concerns.pdf

Covid 19 Update from CAO #7
SIGNED Minister's letter s.14
march 22 Final EMA munic
HRM.pdf

Live-streamed Public Hearing
Concerns - Response to Kathy
Manuel.pdf

31. Apr 22, 2020 Condolences from Mayor David Kogon, MD Mayor of Amherst on behalf of town Council and Staff. Condolences - Amherst.pdf

11. Apr 15, 2020 Letter from NSUARB Re: Covid Response Relief Payment (Water Utility Customers) NSUARB -
Municipality_of_East_Hants_-
_Covid-19_Response.pdf

8. Apr 14, 2020 Covid 19 - Order FAQ - updated April 9, 2020 Covid 19 - Order FAQ-
updateApr9.pdf

7. Apr 14, 2020 Letter from Chuck Porter, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing Re: Call for Application - Provincial Capital Assistance Program
(PCAP) and Flood Risk Infrastructure Investment Program (FRIIP) - applications accepted between April 13 and May 25.

NO LOG FRIIP PCAP 20-21 April
2020.pdf

6. Apr 14, 2020 Letter from Gordon Wilson, Minister of Environment asking municipalities to report the impacts of Covid 19 on recycling processing
before approving a variance to allow recycling to go to landfills.

Covid 19 - Recycling Variance
56069 Leland Anthony.pdf

5. Apr 8, 2020 Covid 19 - Information for Businesses from NS Department of Municipal Affairs 10. 06 April 2020 DOB
Communique - COVID 19-1.pdf

4. Apr 7, 2020 Effective April 8th, 2020 the blood collection at LEMC will be closed until further notice. matheson blood collection closed
april 7-20.pdf
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30. Apr 22, 2020 Expressions of Interest sought for partnering to install Electric Vehicle (EV) charging stations in our community through a NS
Municipalities Joint Application for Electric Vehicle Infrastructure Funding (Nova Scotia Power and and the Department of Energy and

Mines). Application deadline is May 4, 2020.

Electric Vehicles.pdf
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