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REGULAR SESSION OF THE 52nd COUNCIL
OF THE
MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT OF SHELBURNE
October 25, 2023| 6:00 PM
AGENDA

TIME PAGES

. Call to Order 6:00pm

. Approval of Agenda

a. October 25, 2023 1

. Approval of Minutes

a. October 11, 2023 2-5

Business Arising

5. Administration

a. Request to Support Action Ecology Centre - Warren MaclLeod 6-17

. Other

a. Monthly Building Report — September 2023 18

. Committee Reports/Warden’s Update

a. Committee Reports
b. Warden’s Update 2023

. Adjournment

Warren MacLeod CAO Penny Smith, Warden

Warren.Macleod@municipalityofshelburne.ca www.municipalityofshelburne.ca  warden@municipalityofshelburne.ca
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Municipality of

Shelburne

Naturally Yours

414 Woodlawn Drive, PO Box 280 Shelburne, NS BOT 1WO, Phone: (902) 875-3544 - Fax: (902) 875-1278

REGULAR SESSION OF THE 52nd COUNCIL
OF THE
MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT OF SHELBURNE
Wednesday, October 11, 2023

The Regular Session of the 52nd Council of the Municipality of the District of Shelburne was held on Wednesday,
October 11, 2023, at 6:00 pm in the Municipal Council Chambers.

THOSE IN ATTENDANCE:

Warden Penny Smith

Deputy Warden Dale Richardson
Councillor Doris Townsend
Councillor Sherry Thorburn Irvine
Councillor Ron Coole

Councillor Anthony Gosbee
Councillor Heidi Wagner

ALSO IN ATTENDANCE:

Warren MaclLeod, CAO

Carolann Atwood, Recording Secretary

Robin Smith, Community Development Coordinator

Adam Dedrick, Director of Recreation & Parks - Via Teams

Erin Hartley, Deputy CAO — Via Teams

Marcia d’Eon, Director of Operations & Protective Services — Via Teams
Val Kean, Director of Economic & Community Development — Via Teams
Michelle Williams, Director of Finance — Via Teams

1. CALLTO ORDER:
The meeting was called to order at 6:00 pm by Warden Smith.

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA:
a. October 11, 2023

Warren MacLeod, CAO Penny Smith, Warden
Warren.MacLeod @municipalityofshelburne.ca www.municipalityofshelburne.ca warden@municipalityofshelburne.ca
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Council Meeting
September 27, 2023

2(a) MOTION: APPROVAL OF AGENDA — October 11, 2023

Being duly moved and seconded, be it resolved that the Agenda for October 11, 2023, be approved
as circulated.

- MOTION CARRIED

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
a. September 27,2023

3(a) MOTION: APPROVAL OF MINUTES — SEPTEMBER 27, 2023

Being duly moved and seconded, be it resolved that the Minutes of September 27, 2023, be
approved with the addition of discussion points on Councillor Identification and correspondence
on Tin Mine Road.

- MOTION CARRIED

4. BUSINESS ARISING:
There was no business arising.

5. PRESENTATION
a. Shelburne Curling Club Request for Funding “Chiller Project” — Allan Mountford, Vice-President

of Shelburne Curling Club

b. Fire Response & Revised Opinion of Value — Paul Beazley & Rod Tremblay, Property Valuation
Services Corporation

5(a) Warden Smith welcomed Allan Mountford, Vice-President of Shelburne Curling Club. Mr. Mountford
gave a quick overview of the Curling Club and its importance to our community. He also explained the
need for a Chiller to keep the club operational. It was noted that the club is in the process of reaching out
for further funding, but they are not aware of any federal money available for this type of project.
Warden Smith thanked Mr. Mountford for attending and a staff report will be requested and considered
at a future meeting.

5(b) Warden Smith welcomed Paul Beazley & Rod Tremblay, with Property Valuation Services Corporation.
Mr. Tremblay gave Council an overview of the Fire Response & Revised Opinion of Value due to the
Barrington Lake Wildfire to be able to assess those properties impacted by the fire. It was noted that PVSC
reviewed property loss and/or damage due to fire for the purpose of residential tax relief. It was advised
that this can only be provided where the municipality makes a request pursuant to s. 69A of the Municipal
Government Act. Warden Smith thanked them for all their hard work and for presenting their findings.

6. FINANCE
a. Barrington Lake Wildfire Tax Reduction* — Michelle Williams & PVSC
b. Financial Update — October 2023 — Management
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Council Meeting
September 27, 2023

6(a) Michelle Williams, Director of Finance, presented to Council the Barrington Lake Wildfire Tax Reduction
staff report.

Ms. Williams advised Council that there were 82 properties affected by the fire: 26 properties completely
destroyed and 56 properties affected in other ways. With assistance from Department of Natural Resources
and Renewables as well as Property Valuation Services Corporation it has been determined that there are 38
properties eligible for a tax reduction.

MOTION: BARRINGTON LAKE WILDFIRE TAX REDUCTION

Being duly moved and seconded, be it resolved that the Council of the Municipality of the District of
Shelburne approve a tax reduction totaling $24,736.98 using GL 00-21243-300 and allocate the credits
to the Assessment Account Numbers using the chart contained within this report.

- MOTION CARRIED

6(b) Directors presented to Council the financial update, summarizing the key points about departmental
revenues and expenditures. A forecasted outlook to March 31, 2024 was discussed, including a projected
surplus of $79,174.

7. ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT
a. Shelburne Events Committee — Appointment of Committee Members — Robin Smith

7(a) Robin Smith, Community Development Coordinator, presented to Council the Shelburne Events
Committee-Appointment of Committee Members staff report.

Ms. Smith advised Council that after the Dock St. Days event in August, three committee members resigned
for personal reasons. The Committee put out a call for new members and received two written expressions
of interest, Jill Webb and Jeanette Nickerson. The Committee are in agreement that they both would make
great additions to the Shelburne Events Committee.

MOTION: APPOINTMENT OF COMMITTEE MEMBERS

Being duly moved and seconded, be it resolved that the Municipality of the District of Shelburne
appoint Jeanette Nickerson and Jill Webb as members of the Shelburne Events Committee.
- MOTION CARRIED

8. OPERATIONS & PROTECTIVE SERVICES
a. Waste Diversion Officer Report — Ryan Jamieson

8(a) The Waste Diversion Officer Report was presented by the Waste Diversion Officer. Discussion was held
regarding HHW,RMRF, education and enforcement as well as EPR and the litter incentive program.

9. OTHER
a. The Little Peoples Place Open House Invitation

10(a) Warden Smith presented correspondence received from The Little Peoples Place. They are having an
Open House on October 28, 2023 from 1-3pm to celebrate 45 years of service.
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Council Meeting
September 27, 2023

10. COMMITTEE REPORTS/WARDEN’S UPDATE:
a. Committee Reports
b. Warden’s Update

10(a) Councillor Townsend advised that she attended the Western Regional Library Meeting in September.

Councillor Gosbee Advised that Shelburne County Arena is up and running with recent upgrades as
expected.

10(b) Warden Smith advised she attended, and provided updates on, the following events:
e Seniors Day at NSCC-Launch of the CORAH Program — October 3, 2023

e Announcement in Lower Ohio - Paper Excellence’s contribution towards rebuilding efforts for the
individuals’ families and communities in Shelburne and Barrington impacted by the Barrington Lake
Wildfire — October 11, 2023

e Luncheon In Barrington re: Wildfire relief — October 11, 2023

e Warden advised she will be on vacation from October 18 — 28, 2023, and Deputy Warden will chair
the next Council Meeting

11. ADJOURNMENT:

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned at 8:10 pm. The next Council meeting will be held
on Wednesday, October 25, 2023.

Carolann Atwood
Recording Secretary

Date

Penny Smith, Warden

Erin Hartley, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer
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STAFF REPORT

TO: Warden and Members of Shelburne Municipal Council
FROM: Warren Macleod, Chief Administrative Officer
APPROVED BY: Warren Macleod, Chief Administrative Officer

DATE: October 28%", 2023

SUBJECT: Request to Support Action Ecology Centre

PURPOSE

To discuss and consider a request by the Action Ecology Centre to sign onto a letter
which calls for the Provincial Government to immediately release and implement the
Coastal Protection Act regulations. The letter is attached as an Appendix.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND & DISCUSSION

On October 5", 2023, the Ecology Action Centre sent an email to the Warden requesting
that the Municipality agree to be one of the signatories to the Action Ecology Centre
letter to the Province. The letter is short and to the point and essentially states that “We
are calling for the immediate release and implementation of the regulations before any
more reckless development puts our communities and ecosystems further at risk.”

At the present time it appears that 11 units have agreed to sign onto the letter. These
include Annapolis County, Town of Bridgewater, District of Chester, Town of Clark’s
Harbour, Town of Digby, Town of Kentville, Kings County, Town of Lunenburg, Town of
New Glasgow, Pictou County, Regional Municipality of West Hants.

To put this request into context of our Municipality, in September 2021 we submitted a
letter to the Province (along with the other four Shelburne Municipalities) listing a
number of concerns that we had with the proposed regulations. As of the present time
the proposed regulations have not changed, and our original concerns have not been
addressed.

Our 2021 letter stated that the Municipalities recognize the need to plan for the effects
of climate change and carefully consider the environment and the safety of our families,
property, and business. We also understand firsthand the increasing risk of coastal
erosion and the effects of storm surges that can temporarily increase water levels.
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We are a coastal region, and it is important to protect the coastline. However, the
implementation of any regulations must take into consideration the use and future
development of private property. Here are our comments and questions, from a
municipal perspective, on the proposed regulations:

Availability of Designated Professionals

The availability of designated professionals to certify the setback in a report for property
owners could be problematic. We are small rural municipalities and towns where there
are very limited professionals (i.e. one surveying company) that could complete this
work. On top of that, they are extremely busy and often book months in advance. The
shortage of these qualified professionals is a major concern for our Development Office.

Added Costs

The proposed regulations will increase costs to property owners as they will have to hire
a designated professional to determine the appropriate setback distance and submit the
designated professional’s report when applying for a building permit.

More Red Tape

The requirement for a report from a designated professional will not allow
municipalities to issue building permits unless all regulations are met, thus lengthening
the permitting process for both the property owner and municipalities.

Time Limits

The proposed regulations would require that any building permits issued prior to the
date of the regulations be closed within two years. This could be a challenging for
developers as many are issued building permits and take years to complete projects as
they want to pay for it as they go. This is presently acceptable as long as some work is
completed every year and required inspections are carried out.

Mobile Home and Travel Trailers

The proposed regulations exempt mobile homes and travel trailers. In this case, if a
developer wanted to build a new home in the coastal protection zone, they would be
required to attain all the assessments and surveys but a mobile home which can also be
a year-round home, does not have to. Are there specific reasons why mobile homes are
being exempt? Will travel trailers also be exempt? It is common for individuals to locate
travel trailers and then an accessory building such as a storage building or cottage in
close proximity to one another.

This exemption could be a potential loophole which will force by-law officers and

building officials to address the problem and may expose municipalities to legal
challenges.
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Administration

The proposed regulations note municipalities will need to determine the location of a
proposed construction from a plot plan provided by the property owner, or from a
location certificate from a professional land surveyor. We are concerned with this as we
do not have a qualified surveyor on staff, therefore we would have to engage one to
confirm this. If we get a plot plan from a surveyor or property owner showing the
structure is to be built at a certain location and it meets the setbacks, we believe the
onus should be on the property owner or surveyor to prove that it is indeed in the right
spot. When a property owner signs a permit, they are confirming they are aware or
setbacks and where their property lines are.

Records Management

The proposed regulations state that the municipalities shall retain all reports and
documentation for a period of 10 years and provide this to the province if requested.
We find it odd that municipalities would be responsible for the provinces required
paperwork and the administration that comes with it. This will be an added cost and
administrative burden to municipalities. Our suggestion is that this requirement be
treated similar to on-site septic approvals. In that case, the Dept. of Environment is
responsible for approving, issuing, and providing copies to the property owner in
support of building permits.

Mapping

The proposed regulations state that the province will produce digital maps to make it
easier to determine whether a proposed construction location is above the minimum
building elevation for each area of the coast. We are hoping that this new mapping will

be provided to all municipalities as, again, we are small rural municipalities and have
very little GIS capabilities and no full-time planner.

Beaches

These new regulations will likely impact any work performed on or near our local
beaches as they would be within the zone. We have focused a lot of time and energy on
developing a plan and implementing positive changes to make our beaches more
accessible, safe and welcoming and we would hope that there would be consideration
of this.

Subdivisions

The proposed regulations would also affect how subdivisions are processed. If a
subdivision affects a piece of land that would be in the Coastal Protection Zone, we
would be required to advise the property owner that the new regulations may affect
their development plans and further, a qualified person may have to verify horizontal
setbacks in subdivisions. This could cause a newly created lot to be increased in size
from what it would have to be to meet today’s regulations. For example, Barrington’s
present Land Use By-Law has a minimum lot size in the Rural Development Zone of
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40,000 sq. ft. if on water provided all approvals are received from the Department of
Environment for on-site sewer and the Department of Transportation for access. A
40,000 sq. ft. lot can be 200 by 200. If we were to use the proposed setback of 80 m,
that would mean a structure could not be within 262 feet of the natural high-water
mark, which would be impossible with a 200 x 200 lot. Therefore, the lot may have to be
increased or a valid report from a qualified person must be received prior to any permit
being issued.

Exemptions

Public infrastructure and commercial or industrial operations that need direct access to
the water, such as tank houses, are exempt, as are activities that are licensed or
permitted under the Fisheries and Coastal Resources Act, Marine Renewable Energy Act,
Wilderness Areas Protection Act, and Special Places Protection Act. That said, how will
accessory buildings that do not require direct access to water, be treated?

Potential Impact to Mortgages

There is a need to gather feedback from the banks regarding mortgage renewal.
Different institutions have different mortgage terms, however, when a mortgage comes
up for renewal on a coastal property (usually every five years or so) it may be possible
that banks may have the ability to request a re-evaluation of the property. If this is the
case, the property assessors would likely identify the new regulations as a restrictive
covenant on the property and may lower the assessed value. If this were to happen then
many homeowners may no longer qualify for a mortgage and be forced to sell their
homes and properties. There are quite a few assumptions in the above scenario,
however there are potential negative impacts that require the province to conduct a
more meaningful enquiry into this concern and set in place protections for property
owners who may find themselves facing such a scenario.

Potential Impacts to Existing Property Owners

The restrictions imposed on existing property owners who own a home or purchased a
property prior to these regulations and whose properties fall within the minimum
building elevation or the site-specific horizontal setback (as determined by a designated
professional) are far too restrictive. For many people they will have made a sizeable
investment in a property with the intention of building or expanding a home. These
regulations would in effect render many sizeable property investments worthless and
cause serious undue financial stress. These regulations do not recognize the value and
importance of people’s investments that were made prior to the regulations taking
effect. There needs to be some form of protection. One consideration would be to allow
these property owners to submit plans for a period of time after the regulations take
effect and for those plans to be protected for a period of time (say five years). A
modification such as this would allow people who had been planning to build on their
property or modify a home (but who may not yet be able to afford to build quite yet)
the opportunity to at least put their plans in motion and not see their initial sizeable
investment rendered worthless.
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The restrictions imposed on existing structures are far too strict, there should be more
leniency towards people wanting to upgrade their structures. For example, under these
regulations, a person owning a cottage with a loft wouldn’t even be able to turn their
loft into a full second story as it is deemed to have increased the living volume in the
home. Development with changing the footprint should be given consideration.

Need for Educational and Promotional Material

There should be educational and promotional material created to assist developers and
homeowners with planning for potential projects on a coastal property.

In summary, we believe these proposed regulations will create undue financial hardship
on municipalities and property owners, add another layer of red tape that could
significantly delay the permitting process and negatively impact current use and future
development of private property. We urge the Department to conduct more
consultation with agencies, organizations and industries that could be impacted by
these regulations (i.e., building officials, real estate, banking, insurance, etc.) and
seriously reconsider the implementation of such a large Coastal Protection Zone. In the
event these proposed regulations would be approved, we would respectfully request
that the province take full responsibility of the administration of the regulations, similar
to what is being done with on-site sewer regulations.

Municipality of Yarmouth Comments:

Victoria Brooks, CAO: MODY PAC reviewed this report with draft responses to the latest
questions from the Province. There could be significant impacts operationally to
Municipalities. In addition, as MODY’s planner points out, there could be a high
opportunity cost from a marine industrial and residential development perspective if a
“site specific” approach is not taken in conjunction with openness to new building
approaches and environmental technologies. Not in a position to support the EAC at this
point. Too many unanswered questions.

Municipality of Argyle Comments:

Alain Muise, CAO: Too little information to sign, this is a request to nudge the
government to speed up, when we are not favoring aspects of the Act as it was last
presented. Likely my council wouldn’t.

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

There are no budget implications.

RECOMMENDATION

It is the recommendation of the CAO that the Municipality NOT be included on the list of
supporting signatories to the Ecology Action Centre letter for all the reasons listed
above. Of particular concern to the CAO are the fact that the financial institutions were
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not consulted and that the Province has no idea what the implication of these
regulations will have on property assessments and the knock-on effect on mortgage
renewals. In addition, it is our understanding that the Province has not consulted the
insurance companies and made a determination as to whether or not property owner
insurance policies will be impacted. Either way, the regulations do not include any
language to protect property owners from punitive actions that may be imposed on
property owners by banks, financial institutions or insurance companies.

The CAO would also like to draw Council’s attention to the paragraph about potential
impacts to existing property owners. The current regulations seriously restrict what
these property owners can and cannot do with their existing homes. To put it in context,
under these regulations, an existing property owner within the impacted zone will not
be able to increase the footprint or living volume of their home. For those property
owners who have purchased a property with a dream to renovate or expand their home
would be prevented from doing so under these regulations. As CAO, | do not have an
issue with these regulations being applied to future development, but not to existing
homes. It’s far to punitive and can seriously impact the value and dreams of property
owners who purchased coastal properties before the Coastal Protection Act was
implemented.

ATTACHMENTS

e Action Ecology Centre Letter
e Sept 2021 Letter by the five Shelburne units responding to Provincial request on
feedback to the Coastal Protection Act Regulations.
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H P. 902-429-2202 2705 F L
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F. 902-405-3716 Halifax, NS | B3K 4L3

Dear Minister Halman:

We the undersigned Municipalities of Nova Scotia are writing to express our deep disappointment over your
decision to indefinitely delay regulations for the Coastal Protection Act. We are calling for the immediate
release and implementation of the regulations before any more reckless development puts our communities
and ecosystems further at risk.

The province must step up and act on behalf of all Nova Scotians. We are in a climate emergency, and this
delay is irresponsible and unacceptable. Our coasts are an integral part of our economy and our identity as
a province, and we urge you to do the right thing and act to protect them immediately.

A vast majority of Nova Scotia’s coast has no significant development regulation. The Province’s continued
delay of the regulations is an unfair offloading of labour and costs onto Municipalities, leaving them to either
pass their own bylaws, or continue to suffer degradation of our coastal communities and environment.

The Coastal Protection Act was passed in 2019. Extensive consultation since then has shown that Nova
Scotians and municipalities support strong protective measures along our coasts. In response to more than
$385 million in damage from Hurricane Fiona, you pledged in the fall of 2022 that Coastal Protection Act
regulations would come into effect in the first half of this year. This delay breaks your promise to
communities and represents a failure to protect Nova Scotians from sea level rise.

ecologyaction.ca



A
L1
e
2
AT ‘@I

BARR

INGTON 8:d manicipaity of
—E e - Shelburne/
An acean of spporlunily gL /)‘ D T =

57 N7 o)

Feedback on the Proposed Regulations of the Coastal Protection Act

September 20, 2021

The Municipalities recognize the need to plan for the effects of climate change and
carefully consider the environment and the safety of our families, property, and business.
We also understand firsthand the increasing risk of coastal erosion and the effects of
storm surges that can temporarily increase water levels.

We are a coastal region, and it is important to protect the coastline. However, the
implementation of any regulations must take into consideration the use and future
development of private property. Here are our comments and questions, from a municipal
perspective, on the proposed regulations:

Availability of Designated Professionals

The availability of designated professionals to certify the setback in a report for property
owners could be problematic. We are small rural municipalities and towns where there
are very limited professionals (i.e. one surveying company) that could complete this work.
On top of that, they are extremely busy and often book months in advance. The shortage
of these qualified professionals is a major concern for our Development Office.

Added Costs

The proposed regulations will increase costs to property owners as they will have to hire
a designated professional to determine the appropriate setback distance and submit the
designated professional’'s report when applying for a building permit.

More Red Tape

The requirement for a report from a designated professional will not allow municipalities
to issue building permits unless all regulations are met, thus lengthening the permitting
process for both the developer and municipalities.
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Time Limits

The proposed regulations would require that any building permits issued prior to the date
of the regulations be closed within two years. This could be a challenging for developers
as many are issued building permits and take years to complete projects as they want to
pay for it as they go. This is presently acceptable as long as some work is completed
every year and required inspections are carried out.

Mobile Home and Travel Trailers

The proposed regulations exempt mobile homes and travel trailers. In this case, if a
developer wanted to build a new home in the coastal protection zone, they would be
required to attain all the assessments and surveys but a mobile home which can also be
a year-round home, does not have too. Are there specific reasons why mobile homes are
being exempt? Will travel trailers also be exempt? It is common for individuals to locate
travel trailers and then an accessory building such as a storage building or cottage.

This exemption could be a potential loophole which will force by-law officers and building
officials to address the problem and may expose municipalities to legal challenges.

Administration

The proposed regulations note municipalities will need to determine the location of a
proposed construction from a plot plan provided by the property owner, or from a location
certificate from a professional land surveyor. We are concerned with this as we do not
have a qualified surveyor on staff, therefore we would have to engage one to confirm this.
If we get a plot plan from a surveyor or property owner showing the structure is to be built
at a certain location and it meets the setbacks, we believe the onus should be on the
property owner or surveyor to prove that it is indeed in the right spot. When a property
owner signs a permit, they are confirming they are aware or setbacks and where their
property lines are.

Records Management

The proposed regulations state that the municipalities shall retain all reports and
documentation for a period of 10 years and provide this to the province if requested. We
find it odd that municipalities would be responsible for the provinces required paperwork
and the administration that comes with it. This will be an added cost and administrative
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burden to municipalities. Our suggestion is that this requirement be treated similar to on-
site septic approvals. In that case, the Dept. of Environment is responsible for approving,
issuing, and providing copies to the property owner in support of building permits.

Mapping

The proposed regulations state that the province will produce digital maps to make it
easier to determine whether a proposed construction location is above the minimum
building elevation for each area of the coast. We are hoping that this new mapping will be
provided to all municipalities as, again, we are small rural municipalities and and have
very little GIS and no full-time planner.

Beaches

These new regulations will likely impact any work performed on or near our local beaches
as they would be within the zone. We have focused a lot of time and energy on developing
a plan and implementing positive changes to make our beaches more accessible, safe
and welcoming and we would hope that there would be consideration of this.

Subdivisions

The proposed regulations would also affect how subdivisions are processed. If a
subdivision affects a piece of land that would be in the Coastal Protection Zone, we would
be required to advise the property owner that the new regulations may affect their
development plans and further, a qualified person may have to verify horizontal setbacks
in subdivisions. This could cause a newly created lot to be increased in size from what it
would have to be to meet today’s regulations. For example, Barrington’s present Land
Use By-Law has a minimum lot size in the Rural Development Zone of 40,000 sq. ft. if on
water provided all approvals are received from the Department of Environment for on-site
sewer and the Department of Transportation for access. A 40,000 sq. ft. lot can be 200
by 200. If we were to use the proposed setback of 80 m, that

would mean a structure could not be within 262 feet of the natural high-water mark, which
would be impossible with a 200 x 200 lot. Therefore, the lot may have to be increased or
a valid report from a qualified person must be received prior to any permit being issued.

Exemptions

Public infrastructure and commercial or industrial operations that need direct access to
the water, such as tank houses, are exempt, as are activities that are licensed or permitted
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under the Fisheries and Coastal Resources Act, Marine Renewable Energy Act,
Wilderness Areas Protection Act, and Special Places Protection Act. That said, how will
accessory buildings that do not require direct access to water, be treated?

Potential Impact to Mortgages

There is a need to gather feedback from the banks regarding mortgage renewal. Different
institutions have different mortgage terms, however, when a mortgage comes up for
renewal on a coastal property (usually every five years or so) it may be possible that
banks may have the ability to request a re-evaluation of the property. If this is the case,
the property assessors would likely identify the new regulations as a restrictive covenant
on the property and may lower the assessed value. If this were to happen then many
homeowners may no longer qualify for a mortgage and be forced to sell their homes and
properties. There are quite a few assumptions in the above scenario, however there is
potential negative impacts that requires the province to conduct a more meaningful
enquiry into this concern and set in place protections for property owners who may find
themselves facing such a scenario.

Potential Impacts to Existing Property Owners

The restrictions imposed on existing property owners who own a home or purchased a
property prior to these regulations and whose properties fall within the minimum building
elevation or the site-specific horizontal setback (as determined by a designated
professional) are far too restrictive. For many people they will have made a sizeable
investment in a property with the intention of building or expanding a home. These
regulations would in effect render many sizeable property investments worthless and
cause serious undue financial stress. These regulations do not recognize the value and
importance of people’s investments that were made prior to the regulations taking effect.
There needs to be some form of protection. One consideration would be to allow these
property owners to submit plans for a period of time after the regulations take effect and
for those plans to be protected for a period of time (say five years). A modification such
as this would allow people who had been planning to build on their property or modify a
home (but who may not yet be able to afford to build quite yet) the opportunity to at least
put their plans in motion and not see their initial sizeable investment rendered worthless.

The restrictions imposed on existing structures are far too strict, there should be more
leniency towards people wanting to upgrade their structures. For example, under these
regulations, a person owning a cottage with a loft wouldn’t even be able to turn their loft
into a full second story as it is deemed to have increased the living volume in the home.
Development with changing the footprint should be given consideration.
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Need for Educational and Promotional Material

There should be educational and promotion material created to assist developers and
homeowners with planning for potential projects on a coastal property.

In summary, we believe these proposed regulations will create undue financial hardship
on municipalities and property owners, add another layer of red tape that could
significantly delay the permitting process and negatively impact current use and future
development of private property. We urge the Department to conduct more consultation
with agencies, organizations and industries that could be impacted by these regulations
(i.e., building officials, real estate, banking, insurance, etc.) and seriously reconsider the
implementation of such a large Coastal Protection Zone. In the event these proposed
regulations would be approved, we would respectfully request that the province take full
responsibility of the administration of the regulations, similar to what is being done with
on-site sewer regulations.

. K |
Warden Eddie Nickerson Mayor Rex Stoddard
Municipality of Barrington Town of Clark’s Harbour

L W——

Warden Penny Smith Mayor Cro'ry Nickerson
Municipality of Shelburne Town of Lockeport

.-_/_’,—-’:- — /,; - )/'?C
[reest? £ o
Mayor Harold Locke
Town of Shelburne
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|

Inspection Depariment
414 Woodlawn Drive, PO Box 280 Shelburne, NS BOT 1WO, Phone: (902) 875-3494 - Fax: (902) 875-1278

MEMORANDUM

TO: Warren MaclLeod, CAO

Andrew Goreham
Manager of Inspection Services

FROM:

DATE: October 4, 2023
RE: September Monthly Building Report

Fiscal Year 2023/2024 2022/2023
Number of Permits Issued in September 13 11
Number of Permits Issued to Date 83 92
Construction Values for September $ 1,951,000.00 $ 414,000.00

Total Construction to Date $ 6,073,000.00

$ 6,392,000.00

Highlights:
e 2 New Dwelling - $850,000.00

Yours very truly,

s A

Andrew Goreham, CRBO, CFl|
Director of Inspection Services
/aad

Andrew Goreham, Manager of Inspection Services

l ham@municinalitvofshel]
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