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Procedure for Addressing the Committee

An opportunity will be provided to all citizens to address the Committee on each agenda item shown
on this Agenda or added to the Agenda by the Committee. Individuals who wish to address the
Committee are asked to note the following:

° On each matter on the Committee’s Agenda, the Chair will seek public comment upon the
completion of staff’s presentation.

. Each person shall state their name.

° All statements and questions shall be directed to the Chairperson.

° Presentations shall be limited to 10 minutes. Persons wishing to address the Committee a
second time will be given opportunity to do so once all others in attendance have had the
opportunity to address the Committee. Persons addressing the Committee for a second
time shall limit their presentations to 5 minutes.

Anyone wishing to address the Committee on a matter not included on this Agenda can have the
matter added to the next meeting’s Agenda by contacting Jeff Merrill, Director of Planning, at 902-
541-1340 or by email at planning@modl.ca
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Date: October 26, 2023
Authorization: J. Merrill

Municipality of the District of Lunenburg

Request for Decision

Report to: Planning Advisory Committee
Submitted by: Ella R. Gindi, Planner |
Date: October 12, 2023

Re: Coastal Protection — Policy Recommendations

Recommendation
That the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) respectfully recommend to Council that:

Council endorse the recommended coastal protection measures contained in Option 1
below and instruct staff to draft a Municipal Planning Strategy amendment and new
Land Use By-law respecting these measures to be brought before Council for First
Reading.

Discussion

The Municipality of the District of Lunenburg (MODL)'s Council directed staff to develop coastal
development land use regulations after the province indefinitely delayed the implementation of
the Coastal Protection Act (CPA) regulations, initially scheduled for spring 2023.

The objective of the new regulations is twofold: first, to prevent the construction of new
homes, businesses, and structures in areas vulnerable to coastal flooding or erosion; second, to
safeguard sensitive coastal ecosystems from the detrimental effects of human activity and
development. The report presents planning staff policy recommendations for coastal protection
in MODL, focusing on protecting residential buildings from severe stormes, rising sea levels, and
erosion while preserving the natural environment from harmful development.

The proposed policies also aim to conserve coastal access and protect sensitive ecosystems,
preserving the region's natural beauty and biodiversity. By adopting these recommended



policies, MODL can establish comprehensive and sustainable coastal protection strategies,
ensuring the community's well-being and quality of life while effectively mitigating the impacts
of climate change and rising sea levels.

What Has Been Done:

Preparation of background report (attached)

Staff compiled a comprehensive coastal protection background report that analyzed legislation
from federal, provincial, municipal, and nongovernmental levels. The report focused on climate
change's impact, addressing sea level rise projections, subsidence, and storm events causing
coastal flooding. It also examined coastal erosion and ecosystem preservation, including
wetlands and dunes. The assessment encompassed municipal regulations, a jurisdictional
review of othe municipalities, and consultations with experts from government and nonprofits.
The report offered illustrative examples of regulatory tools to tackle flooding, erosion, and
ecosystem protection, providing valuable insights and solutions.

Workshop with Council and Experts

On May 9th, 2023, a comprehensive Coastal Protection workshop convened council members
and experts from various organizations. The event featured professionals from ClimAtlantic, NS
Department of Environment and Climate Change, Dalhousie University, Natural Resources
Canada, Ducks Unlimited Canada, TransCoastal Adaptations, Environment Canada, and NS
Department of Natural Resources and Renewables. They shared insights on Coastal Flooding,
Erosion, and Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems. Staff also presented regulatory tools for
safeguarding developments and ecosystems. The workshop facilitated a valuable knowledge
exchange, fostering effective coastal protection strategies.

Public Engagement Campaign

The Coastal Protection project's public engagement campaign prioritized widespread access to
information and community involvement. The campaign aimed to educate the public by
employing varied communication methods like postcards, newspaper ads, radio ads, social
media (especially Facebook), and newsletters. The central focus was the Engagement Website,
launched in late May, offering fact sheets, images, and infographics on Coastal Protection
topics. It also featured an FAQ section and an Expert Interview Podcast Series for in-depth
insights. Community input was collected through an 18-question survey available online and in
paper format at municipal offices and open house events. The survey garnered participation
from 369 individuals. The campaign utilized an Interactive Map to pinpoint erosion and flooding
areas and sensitive coastal ecosystems. Open houses, including in-person and virtual formats,
drew around 240 attendees each, offering informative presentations, Q&A sessions, and
interactive activities.



What We Heard Report

The What We Heard Report (WWHR) provides a summary of the feedback gathered from
community members during the first round of public engagement on Coastal Protection. The
feedback covers various topics, including coastal erosion, sea level rise, and coastal ecosystems.
The survey and open houses were conducted to involve the community in the process of
developing coastal regulations, and the feedback received will serve as a valuable starting point
for this endeavor. The Coastal Protection project commenced in mid-April 2023, and the
Municipality is actively working on formulating the necessary regulations. The aim is to have
these regulations in place and implemented by the end of 2023.

Further Consultation with Experts

Following the initial round of public engagement, staff took additional steps to enhance their
expertise by consulting with experts to assess coastal flooding and erosion accurately.
Collaborating with specialists from the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Natural Resources
Canada, and a Climate Change professor from Dalhousie University School of Planning provided
valuable data for calculating the necessary Vertical Elevation and Horizontal Setbacks.

Moreover, staff conducted detailed mapping efforts, carefully identifying, and categorizing
protected and unprotected coastal wetlands. By integrating this information with the wetlands
and dunes layer from the interactive open house map, they five wetlands were recommended
for evaluation by Ducks Unlimited, aiming to determine the significance and value of these
wetlands and their potential for preservation and protection.

Coastal Flooding

One of the primary objectives of these land use regulations is to prioritize human safety,
protect critical infrastructure, and preserve the natural environment against the potential
impacts of coastal flooding. These regulations will aim to ensure that residential structures and
other developments can withstand the challenges posed by coastal hazards throughout their
lifespan, including up to 2100. To achieve this, commonly employed approaches include
implementing vertical elevation setbacks and establishing flood zones where development is
restricted. By incorporating data on Sea Level Rise (SLR), tidal patterns, and storm surges, these
regulations can safeguard residential buildings and other vulnerable assets from anticipated
severe storms and sea level rise.

Possible Regulatory Tools

e A Vertical Elevation Setback is a regulatory measure applied in coastal regions to mitigate
flood risks and safeguard properties. It entails setting a specific height requirement for
constructing buildings. To adhere to this regulation, property owners would elevate new



structures (or portions of them) above the prescribed height standard by constructing them
to meet the requirement or raising the land beneath them.

e Coastal Flood Risk Zoning is a regulatory measure that would designate vulnerable areas
along the coastline that are at risk of periodic or permanent inundation during specific
weather conditions. New development would be limited or outright prohibited in these
areas due to the risks of flooding.

e Education and Public Awareness Initiatives are largely in the form of communications tools
to foster a proactive and informed approach to coastal development. These efforts would
involve informing residents and stakeholders about new regulations that may apply, as well
as general risks associated with coastal flooding and the significance of adopting responsible
coastal development practices.

Calculating Vertical Elevations

Vertical elevation regulations involve a combination of three specific elements: sea level rise,
tides, and storm surge. The following details the information gathered that has informed the
recommendations contained further in this report.

Sea Level Rise

Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) has developed a comprehensive dataset for present and
future relative sea levels in Canada that consider three Representative Concentration Pathways
(RCP) climate scenarios (low, medium, and high emissions) and an enhanced scenario. The
scenarios take global emissions data provided by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate
Change (IPCC) into account and project potential sea level rise in Canada for the decades
leading up to 2100.

The IPCC uses the 5th percentile and the 95th percentile as statistical measures to represent
the range of possible outcomes for future climate scenarios. The 5th percentile is a low
estimate, indicating the lower end of projected outcomes, with a 95% probability that the
actual outcome will be higher. It is associated with scenarios having lower greenhouse gas
emissions or more optimistic assumptions. On the other hand, the 95th percentile represents a
more conservative estimate, indicating the upper end of projected outcomes, with only a 5%
probability of exceeding this value. It is associated with scenarios having higher greenhouse gas
emissions or more pessimistic assumptions. The enhanced scenario introduces an additional 65
cm of global sea-level elevation to the middle forecast of the most extreme (95th percentile)
climate scenario by 2100. This increment of 65 cm accounts for a potential supplementary input
arising from the Antarctic Ice Sheet.



Following extensive meetings and discussions with experts from the Federal Government's
departments, such as the Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Natural Resources Canada, and
Dalhousie University School of Planning, the 95th percentile has been determined to be the
most appropriate climate projection for Sea Level Rise (SLR).

Based on this dataset and incorporating the conversion from CGVD28 to CGVD2013,
ClimAtlantic provides the following sea level rise projections for MODL:

e 5th Percentile (low emissions): 0.52m
e 95th Percentile (high emissions): 1.57m
e Enhanced Scenario: 2.39m

Projected Sea - Level Change
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Figure 1: Projected SLR by 2100 using IPCC emission scenarios.

Higher High Water Large Tide (HHWLT)

HHWLT is a high-water level often occurring during 'winter spring tides.' These tides happen
several times a month (not just during the winter or spring) and are associated with a full moon
or a new moon approximately every two weeks. Based on data provided by Fisheries and
Oceans Canada for the small craft harbours located throughout MODL, the projected HHWLT
(in CGVD2013) for MODL ranges from 0.68 to 0.77m. By using a conservative approach, a 0.77m
tide is the most appropriate to use in this case.



Storm Surges

Storm surges can elevate water levels during extreme weather events. They occur because of
strong winds and low air pressure during coastal storms, bringing water above HHWLT or any
other simultaneously occurring tide level. The maximum storm surge scenario ever measured in
Nova Scotia is based on Hurricane Juan in 2003, which was measured to be 1.63m.

Final Projections for MODL

The total sea level rise in CGVD2013 for MODL is estimated at 2.34m (SLR + HHWLT). When we
add the maximum storm surge, the final projection for MODL, including SLR, HHWLT, and storm
surge, is 3.97m.

What We Heard Report

Among all respondents, 40% are extremely concerned, and 31% are very concerned about
coastal flooding. Similar viewpoints are held by waterfront property owners with existing
structures, with 42% concerned and 31% very concerned, making it a combined 73% of them
being very concerned about coastal flooding.

For vacant property owners, 24% are extremely concerned, 21% very concerned, and 18%
moderately concerned, totaling 63% expressing moderate to extreme concern regarding coastal
flooding.

Among coastal property owners, 31% believe their properties are impacted by coastal flooding
from storms and hurricanes. While not all respondents own coastal property, 80% acknowledge
community-wide effects of coastal flooding. A common community request is for "realistic
regulations," as 65% feel current land use rules fall short in addressing coastal flooding.

Regarding the desired level of protection, 54% of all respondents prefer high restrictions, with
77% supporting either moderate or high restrictions against coastal flooding. Comparing
responses from coastal property owners with structures to all respondents shows consistent
patterns. However, those owning waterfront properties tend to favour higher regulations for
coastal flooding. Among these property owners, 46% opt for high protection and 22% for
moderate protection. Among property owners with vacant land, 31% seek strong protection,
24% moderate protection, and 27% some protection.



Staff Recommendations

1. Utilize 1.57m Elevation Reference for Sea Level Rise:

e Base all calculations on an elevation of 1.57 metres relative to the 2013 CGVD, providing a
standardized basis for assessment. This is consistent with recommendations from experts
and aligns with the 95 percentile of the IPCC report on sea level rise.

2. Employ a Two-Zone Coastal Flooding Approach:

Area A — Coastal Inundation Area (0 — 2.34 m)
e Includes areas at highest risk of coastal flooding by year 2100.

e Based on a combination of sea level rise and high tides — areas projected to be frequently
under water by 2100.

e LimitProhibit new residential and institutional uses within the inundation area due to their
higher risk and higher probability of frequent flooding in these areas.

e Restrict infilling in this area, as raising ground level does not eliminate other risks such as
emergency access, well contamination, etc.

Area B — Storm Surge Area (2.34 m-3.49 m)
e Includes areas at a lower risk of coastal flooding by year 2100, when compared to Area A.

e Based on a combination of sea level rise, high tides, and storm surge — areas projected to be
under water only during a storm event.

e LimitProhibit new institutional uses within the storm surge area due to them being the
highest risk and possibility of containing vulnerable populations such as seniors or children.
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Figure 2: Two Zone Coastal Flooding Approach

3. Exemptions:

Allow exemptions for low-value accessory structures (sheds, decks, piers, boardwalks,
gazebos, etc.).

Extend exemptions to essential marine-related functions and activities that necessitate a
presence within low-lying areas. This includes provisions for boat builders, fish shacks,
marinas, wharves, and similar enterprises.

4. Non-Conforming Allowances:

Permit non-conforming developments to undergo renovations, rebuilding, or relocation, if
these actions do not result in increased floor space or further elevation reduction.

5. Flexibility for Existing Developments:

Allow flexibility for property owners to shift existing developments away from areas prone
to coastal flooding risks. Property owners wishing to relocate existing structures from
coastal inundation risk areas to higher elevations should be encouraged. However, there
might be constraints to such relocations due to existing development criteria, such as
property line setbacks or even the minimum vertical setback requirement. In scenarios
where these constraints apply, the emphasis should be on mitigating flooding hazards
rather than adhering strictly to regulations governing development standards.



6. Public Awareness and Education:

e Introduce initiatives to raise public awareness about the new regulations and promote
education about coastal protection and the associated risks of coastal flooding.

7 Conduct a 5-year Policy Review:

e Review the coastal protection regulations regularly and update them in accordance with
the latest climate change models and projections.

Coastal Erosion

A variety of factors can influence coastal erosion. Erosion refers to the natural process of rock
and sediment breaking down above and below the water surface due to waves, tides, wind,
storms, ice, rain, and runoff. Rates of erosion vary across the coast due to factors like

e Exposure to the elements
e Tide

e Sediment type

e Human activities

e Climate change.

Soil density affects erosion rates, with tightly packed soil eroding slowly and irreversibly, while
loosely packed soil erodes faster and can be restored naturally or with human help. Erosion
occurs at the bottom of slopes due to wave action, leading to slope collapse. MODL's surficial
geology varies across the municipality, with areas like Ground Moraine and Streamlined Drift
more prone to erosion (annual rates of 0.4m to 0.7m). Some coastal communities with exposed
bedrock have lower erosion risk. Development regulations, particularly near watercourses, can
help mitigate erosion and sedimentation.

Possible Regulatory Tools

To protect coastal properties, three different approaches for implementing horizontal setbacks
have been reviewed:

Approach 1: Site-Specific Setbacks:
Qualified professionals assess individual properties to determine risk levels for coastal
flooding and erosion. This approach provides the most accurate and suitable setback
requirements but could add the most cost for property owners and would increase work
for staff to review the relevant documents by the designated professional that indicate
the justifications for the horizontal setbacks.



Approach 2: Zoning and Setbacks:
Setbacks would be determined based on the surficial geology and erosion rates in
various areas. This approach considers the differences in erosion rates and soil types,
making it significantly more accurate than using universal setbacks. Due to the limited
data available on coastal community erosion rates and the varying requirements among
different communities, additional work would need to be done to study local erosion
rates across the municipality.

Approach 3: Universal Setbacks:
The approach involves using predetermined setbacks that are uniformly applied across
the municipality. While this method is easier to enforce, it is less accurate compared to
other methods, which may result in setbacks that are either inadequate or excessive in
certain areas.

Education and Awareness

Understanding coastal erosion through public education is crucial due to various reasons.
Coastal erosion, driven by human activities and environmental influences, requires awareness
of its causes and effects to identify risks to communities and properties. This helps residents to
adopt resilient building practices, consider relocating structures from vulnerable areas and use
natural-based solutions such as a living shoreline instead of hard infrastructure. Raising
awareness fosters collective responsibility, promoting conservation efforts and advocacy for
coastal resilience. Informed citizens contribute to policy shaping for responsible coastal
development.

Calculating Horizontal Setbacks for Erosion

To calculate a horizontal setback, the annual erosion rate is multiplied by the lifespan of a
structure which, for the purposes of this work, is approximately until the year 2100. During
discussions with experts, one suggested method for assessing the annual erosion rate is
examining historical erosion records. However, there is a limitation in our region, as few
historical erosion records are available. According to the provincial historical erosion records for
Hirtle's Beach, the annual erosion rate ranges from 0.7 metres to 0.9 metres. Based on this
data, the potential horizontal setbacks would be as follows:

Erosion rates X life of a structure = m setback

e For an annual erosion rate of 0.7 metres: 0.7 metres * 77 years = 53.9 metres
e For an annual erosion rate of 0.9 metres: 0.9 metres * 77 years = 69 metres

What We Heard Report

In the survey, 38% of respondents are extremely concerned, and 32% are very concerned about
coastal erosion. This pattern holds among coastal property owners with structures, where 38%
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are extremely concerned, and 33% are very concerned. However, those with vacant properties
show moderate (34%) or slight (27%) concern. Coastal erosion affects 42% of property owners
with structures and 46% of vacant property owners, while 85% overall note its impact on
community properties.

Over 65% believe current regulations inadequately protect coastal properties from erosion.
Respondents favor moderate to high regulations against coastal erosion. Owners of properties
with existing infrastructure lean towards high protection (46%), followed by moderate (27%),
and some protection (18%). For vacant waterfront property owners, preferences vary: 28% high
protection, 27% moderate, 24% some protection, and 21% no new regulations.

Responses diversify when asked about regulating hard barriers like rock armouring and sea
walls. The Coastal Protection public engagement aimed to educate on erosion combat,
specifically living shorelines, partnered with TransCoastal Adaptations for a public training
session. Survey results on best erosion-slowing methods reveal 46% favoring a combination of
soft and hard barriers, 36% preferring soft barriers, and 11% endorsing hard barriers. 'Other’
responses vary, both supporting and opposing hard barriers.

Staff Recommendations:

1. Implement a Universal Setback
Option 1: Establish a universal coastal horizontal setback of 50 metres, measured from the top
of the bank adjacent to the water.

e Auniversal horizontal setback of 50 metres is largely based on a provincial assessment of
the annual erosion rate of Hirtle's Beach derived from established erosion rates of 0.7
metres/year and projected across a 77-year timeframe. The setback will help to protect new
development from the impacts of coastal erosion and ensure a safe distance from the
coastal shoreline.

2. Allow Some Reductions to Setbacks

e Erosion rates can vary between areas, with some experiencing lower rates compared to
Hirtle's Beach. To accommodate this, property owners would be permitted to engage a
professional to demonstrate that a lower erosion rate exists and could build closer than 50
(option 1) or 30 (option 2) metres. Setback distances could be reduced, but only down to a
minimum of 15 metres from the top of bank.

w

. Vegetative Buffers:

Require a 15-metre vegetative buffer from the top of bank to mitigate erosion, minimize the
risk of flooding and allow for habitat protection. Natural barriers help stabilize the soil and
absorb excess water, strengthening coastal resilience. An allowance for water access and
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use calculated as a percentage of the total frontage (to a maximum amount) would be
permitted.

S

. Flexibility for Existing Developments

e Allow property owners with existing developments to expand beyond existing footprints,
provided that the expansion is furthest from the erosion area.

e Property owners interested in relocating existing structures away from eroding banks

should be supported. To allow this, obstacles like other development standards, including

property line setbacks or even the minimum horizontal setback, might hinder such

relocations. In such scenarios, hazard avoidance would be prioritized over regulations

relating to community aesthetics.

5. Exemptions for Water-Related Uses and Activities

e Allow exemptions from horizontal setbacks to address specific cases, including minor
vegetation clearance, recreational and scientific installations, safety structures, and
buildings that rely on water access for their intended functionality. These exemptions would
encompass a variety of water-related uses and activities, such as fish plants, boat
construction, boat houses, piers, decks, marinas, and slipways.

6. Public Awareness and Education

e Raise public awareness about coastal erosion and the use of soft barriers like living
shorelines. Living shorelines, made of natural materials such as plants, sand, or rock,
promote ecosystem growth and resilience. Unlike hard structures, i.e., rock armouring, they
support the growth of plants and animals, ensuring the long-term health of coastal
ecosystems.

7 Conduct a 5-year Policy Review:
e Review the coastal protection regulations regularly and update them in accordance with the
latest climate change models and projections.

Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems

Coastal ecosystems, including salt marshes, dunes, and beaches, form an interdependent and
intricate system. Their sensitivity to development pressure is notable, as they collectively
contribute to a multifaceted ecosystem. These environments provide essential functions such
as coastal protection and serve as habitats for diverse plant and animal species. Nevertheless,
human actions like development can disrupt wetland habitats and hinder their crucial
ecological roles.
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Possible Regulatory Tools

e A Conservation Zone could be established to prevent development on or near significant
environmental features that are critical to the coastal ecosystem. This could include
provincially identified wetlands, dunes, spits, and gravel beaches. For those wetlands not
identified by the province already, NGOs such as Ducks Unlimited could be engaged to assist
in evaluating and mapping them.

o The Municipality of Argyle implemented a Coastal Wetlands (CW) Zone for specific
activities in line with coastal habitat classifications. Additionally, the County of Kings,
Region of Queen’s Municipality, and Town of Mahone Bay have conservation zones
to protect wetlands and preserve their ecological integrity.

e A Horizontal Setback and Riparian Buffer around wetlands could mitigate potential
development impact on wetlands. Some municipalities have applied setbacks from
wetlands instead of a conservation zone. For example, in the Municipality of Chester,
setbacks of 20 metres apply to all water bodies, including wetlands. In the Municipality of
Cumberland, a horizontal buffer of 30.5 metres is established along all wetlands.

Establishing Setbacks from Wetlands

Many regions provide varying recommendations for minimum vegetated buffer widths in
municipal planning documents, ranging from 10 to 30 metres. Identifying the optimal buffer
size for retaining runoff pollutants remains a challenge. Buffers within 20 to 30 metres have
shown impressive nutrient and pollution reduction rates of around 80% to 90% (Dennison,
2022). Alberta and British Columbia both have a 30m vegetative buffers to protect waterbodies
(Hoekstra & Hannam, 2017). Several municipalities in Nova Scotia established regulatory
measures such as conservation zones or setbacks to protect wetlands and dunes.

What We Heard Report

The survey results revealed that 57% of all respondents and 56% of coastal property owners
with existing infrastructure are extremely concerned about the potential loss of coastal
environmental features like wetlands and dunes. Concern levels among vacant coastal property
owners varied. Most respondents had a moderate to high understanding of the benefits of
sensitive coastal ecosystems. Additionally, 84% expressed a strong value in protecting
ecologically sensitive coastal areas (Appendix A, Question 11).

Beyond the survey, residents emphasized the significance of safeguarding coastal ecosystems
to preserve natural beauty, essential habitats, erosion prevention, and water contamination
filtration. Public engagement feedback outlined observed changes to coastal ecosystems,
including sand loss, wetlands flooding, and disturbances from development.
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Overall, 84% of survey respondents considered protecting sensitive areas a high priority. While
83% of property owners with existing infrastructure and 67% of vacant property owners shared
this priority, opinions on the level of protection varied among vacant property owners.

Likewise, a significant portion of respondents, both overall (66%) and property owners with
existing infrastructure (58%), believed a high level of regulation was suitable for coastal
ecosystems. Vacant property owners displayed more diverse responses regarding the necessary
level of protection.

Staff Recommendations:
1. Establish a 30 m Horizontal Setbacks for Coastal Wetlands

e Establish a 30-meter horizontal setback around protected and identified coastal wetlands.

e Utilizing a constraint overlay approach (vs. a zone approach) allows more flexibility when
inaccuracies in mapping are identified. This approach would require property owners to
engage a professional to show differences from mapping when they exist but avoids the
lengthy process of zoning amendments.

N

. Require Vegetative Buffers

Vegetative buffers act as natural barriers, preserving critical biodiversity and maintaining
the ecological balance of the coastal ecosystem.

w

. Collaboration

e Continue partnerships with Ducks Unlimited Canada and other groups to scientifically
identify and map coastal wetlands that are currently not covered by provincial mapping.
This would aim to enhance the comprehensive understanding of coastal wetland
ecosystemes, facilitating informed decisions for their conservation and effective
management.

4. Public Awareness and Education

Launch public awareness campaigns to highlight the ecological importance of wetlands and
dunes. Educating the community about their ecological services will foster appreciation and
support for their preservation.

5. Conduct a 5-year Policy Review:

Review the coastal protection regulations regularly and update them in accordance with the
latest climate change models and projections.
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Options for Consideration:
The following options are for the Planning Advisory Committee to evaluate before providing
their recommendations to the council.

Option 1 (Recommended): Proceed with all staff policy recommendations (see appendix 1)
to mitigate risks associated with coastal protection.

These policies are formulated following scientific data from governmental and non-
governmental organizations. They conform with the coastal protection regulations applicable in
neighbouring regions and establish a framework for managing coastal flooding, erosion, and the
regulation of delicate coastal ecosystems, guided by coastal management best practices, with
the primary aim of mitigating the risks associated with flooding and erosion while preserving
the integrity of sensitive coastal ecosystems.

Option 2: Proceed with all staff recommendations except for:

Coastal Flooding:

e Apply a vertical elevation setback of 0-3.97m relative to CGVD 2013 in which institutional
uses will be prohibited and residential uses will be permitted provided that the habitable
space meets the elevation requirement by either building on higher ground elevating the
habitable areas.

o A vertical elevation setback is considered a best practice in coastal management to
mitigate the impacts of coastal flooding on development. It is an approach all
neighbouring municipalities and many local and provincial jurisdictions across
Canada have used. However, the act of elevating residential structures in low-lying
areas still needs to be improved. This approach carries inherent risks, including the
need for evacuations during flooding events and potential damage to critical
infrastructure such as wells and sewage treatment systems. Moreover, it
perpetuates the reliance on coastal armouring practices, increases access-related
challenges, and can potentially encroach upon vulnerable coastal ecosystems.

e Enableinfilling to increase the elevation requirements and have an access route if it does
not encroach on ecological sensitive areas.

e Non-conforming allowances: Enable the expansion of the footprint of existing, non-
conforming uses, provided the expansion is at or above the elevation of the existing
structure.

Coastal Erosion:
e Apply a 30m horizontal setback from top of bank to the main wall of a structure to mitigate
coastal erosion. Enable exemptions for marine related uses.
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The Region of Queens Municipality employs this approach. Nevertheless, a 30-meter horizontal
setback may prove inadequate in specific areas where erosion rates exceed the protection
afforded by such a setback. Consequently, Option 1 offers a broader setback to safeguard all
coastal areas, including those vulnerable to higher erosion rates. Furthermore, it includes a
provision that allows for reducing the setback distance. This reduction can be pursued by a

study from a qualified professional justifying a reduced setback in areas with lower erosion
rates.

Option 3:

No new regulations to address coastal protection.

e This option is not recommended due to the increasing severity of storms and rising sea
levels, leading to heightened coastal flooding and erosion risks. Such conditions pose a

significant threat to both development projects and the overall safety and well-being of
residents in coastal areas.

Department Planning and Development Services
Report Prepared by Ella R. Gindi, Planner |
Report Approved by

Date Reviewed by C.A.O.
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Appendix |

Coastal Protection Policy Recommendations

Coastal Flooding

Utilize 1.57m Elevation Reference for Sea Level Rise:

e Base all calculations on an elevation of 1.57 metres relative to the 2013 CGVD, providing a
standardized basis for assessment. This is consistent with recommendations from experts
and aligns with the 95th percentile of the IPCC report on sea level rise.

Employ a Two-Zone Coastal Flooding Approach

Area A (Orange): Coastal Inundation (0-2.34m)
O Limit-Prohibit Residential and Institutional Uses
O LmitProhibit Infilling

Area B (Yellow): Storm Surge (2.34m-3.97m)
O LmmitProhibit Institutional Uses

n:

Specific Exemptions from vertical setback for:
e Low-value accessory structures (i.e., sheds, decks, piers, boardwalks, gazebos, etc.).
e Marine related activities
Non-conforming allowances
e Permit non-conforming developments to undergo renovations, rebuilding, or relocation, as
long as these actions do not result in increased floor space or further elevation reduction.
Flexibility for Existing Development

e Encouraging the relocation of existing structures in coastal inundation risk areas.

Public Awareness & Education

e Introduce initiatives to raise public awareness about the new regulations and promote
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education about coastal protection and the associated risks of coastal flooding.

Conduct a 5-year Policy Review

e Update in accordance with the latest climate change models and projections.

Coastal Erosion

Implement a Universal Setback of 50m

® A universal horizontal setback of 50 metres, measured from the top of the bank adjacent
to the water.

Allow Setback Reduction

® Engage a professional to demonstrate that a lower erosion rate exists and could build
closer than 50 meters down to a minimum of 15m.

Vegetative Buffer Requirement
e Enforce a 15m buffer from top bank.
Flexibility for Existing Developments

e Allow property owners with existing developments to expand beyond existing footprints,
provided that the expansion is furthest from the erosion area.

® Property owners interested in relocating existing structures away from eroding banks
should be supported. To allow this, obstacles like other development standards,
including property line setbacks or even the minimum horizontal setback, might hinder
such relocations. In such scenarios, hazard avoidance would be prioritized over
regulations relating to community aesthetics.

Exemptions for Water-Related Uses & Activities

o Allow exemptions from horizontal setbacks to address specific cases, including minor
vegetation clearance, recreational and scientific installations, safety structures, and
buildings that rely on water access for their intended functionality. These exemptions
would encompass a variety of water-related uses and activities, such as fish plants, boat
construction, boat houses, piers, decks, marinas, and slipways.
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Public Awareness and Education

e Raise public awareness about coastal erosion and the use of soft barriers like living
shorelines.

Conduct a 5-year Policy Review

e Review the coastal protection regulations regularly and update them in accordance with
the latest climate change models and projections.

Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems

Establish a 30m Horizontal Setback for Coastal Wetlands

e Wetland Constraint Overlay Mapping
o To manage ecologically sensitive areas by limiting development in these zones

Require a Vegetative buffer.

e Vegetative buffers act as natural barriers, preserving critical biodiversity and maintaining
the ecological balance of the coastal ecosystem.

Collaboration with Environmental non-governmental organizations

o Continue partnerships with Ducks Unlimited Canada and other groups to scientifically
identify and map coastal wetlands that are currently not covered by provincial mapping.

Public Awareness & Education

® Launch public awareness campaigns to highlight the ecological importance of wetlands
and dunes.

Conduct a 5-year Policy Review

e Review the coastal protection regulations regularly and update them in accordance with
the latest climate change models and projections.
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Coastal Protection What We Heard Report
August, 2023

This What We Heard Report was completed by the
Municipality of the District of Lunenburg's Planning &
Development Services Department.
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01 Report Summary

In response to the indefinite delay of the
province's Coastal Protection Act
regulations, the Municipality of the District
of Lunenburg (MODL) is developing new
rules that will regulate how development
occurs along our coast. The new
regulations aim to prevent construction on
the coast in areas that are vulnerable to
coastal flooding and erosion, while also
safeguarding coastal ecosystems, such as
wetlands, from harm caused by
development.

The Coastal Protection project is part of
the broader MODL2040 project, a land use
planning project with the end goal of
establishing comprehensive municipal
zoning and planning regulations
throughout MODL. While the Coastal
Protection regulations will be implemented
separately, coastal development will
ultimately be integrated into the final
Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use
Bylaw under the MODL2040 project.

The Coastal Protection "What We Heard
Report" summarizes the feedback that was
collected from community members during
the initial round of public engagement for
the Coastal Protection project. The public
was provided with extensive informational
materials on Coastal Protection and was
engaged through surveys, open houses,
and various mapping activities. The data
collected through public engagement will
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help inform the creation of the coastal
development regulations.

Information about the various engagement
materials and events were distributed
through newspaper and radio ads, social
media posts, municipal newsletters, and
the Coastal Protection project page on
MODL's engage website. Fact sheets,
FAQs, expert interviews, surveys, and an
interactive map were made available on
the website, with the option to receive
project updates via email.

Seven open houses, both in-person and
virtual, were conducted across MODL's
communities. Residents engaged in
discussions, contributed to maps, and
completed surveys.

The online survey contained eighteen
questions covering coastal erosion, sea
level rise, and sensitive coastal
ecosystems. A total of 369 individuals
completed the survey between May and
July 2023. The interactive map allowed
residents to pinpoint areas prone to
coastal flooding and erosion and to identify
areas that have coastal ecosystems such
as wetlands, beaches, and dunes.

Initial public engagement for the Coastal
Protection project revealed concerns about
coastal flooding, erosion, and the
protection of coastal ecosystems. Many




respondents acknowledged the need for
regulations on coastal development. Others
voiced the desire for more public education
materials and programming to help further
the public's understanding of climate
change, and the ways they can combat
coastal flooding and erosion on their
properties.

The public feedback also highlighted the
importance of inter-governmental
collaboration, public access to the coast,
and the impacts of Recreational Vehicle
(RV) parks and campgrounds on the
coastline.

The next steps of the Coastal Protection
project include:

* creating recommendations for future
coastal development regulations (to be
presented to Council in September 2023)

» drafting regulations;

e conducting further public engagement on
the draft regulations in Fall 2023 and;

e obtaining Council's approval on the final
regulations by the end of 2023.

The Coastal Protection regulations represent
a step toward safeguarding MODL's coastal
areas, ensuring community resilience, and
preserving invaluable coastal ecosystems.




02 Introduction
and Background

Introduction

The Municipality of the District of
Lunenburg (MODL) is developing new rules
that will impact how development occurs
along our coast. MODL's new regulations
are intended to meet two primary
objectives:

e Protecting our communities from our
coast: Keeping human activity away
from the risks posed by coastal
erosion and flooding.

¢ Protecting our coastline from us:
Protecting our sensitive coastal
ecosystems from the impacts of
human activity and development.

MODL's Council made the decision to take
on the task of creating coastal development
regulations after the province announced at
the end of March 2023 that the
implementation of the Coastal Protection
Act (CPA) regulations would be delayed
indefinitely.

The CPA regulations were originally

intended to come into effect in the spring of

2023, but, as of the writing of this report,
the regulations have not yet been
implemented.

The Coastal Protection What We Heard
Report (WWHR) outlines the feedback
planning staff received from MODL
community members on various topics
related to coastal protection including
coastal erosion, sea level rise, and coastal
ecosystems.

Several methods of engagement including
open houses, a survey, an interactive map,
and informational materials were used
throughout the first round of public
engagement to inform the public on the key
issues and to collect feedback. The
feedback gathered will serve as a starting
point as MODL begins making steps toward
developing coastal regulations.

Work on the Coastal Protection project
began in mid-April 2023, and municipal
regulations are expected to be implemented
by the end of 2023.




Background

The Coastal Protection project is a part
of the larger MODL2040 project which
will introduce comprehensive zoning and
planning regulations throughout MODL
within the next couple years.

In 2018, the government of Nova Scotia
mandated that all municipalities create
and adopt comprehensive planning
regulations that cover the entirety of the
municipality.

Currently, MODL only has zoning and
planning regulations in the form of
Secondary Planning Strategies for the
communities of Blockhouse, Hebbville,
Hemford Forest, Oakland, Osprey Village,
Princes Inlet, and Riverport.

The MODL2040 project will produce a
Municipal Planning Strategy and Land
Use Bylaw that addresses a variety of
topics including the Statements of
Provincial Interest which are Drinking
Water, Flood Risk, Agricultural Land,
Infrastructure, and Housing.

The Coastal Protection regulations will
be implemented before the MODL2040
project is complete, but will ultimately be
included within MODL's final Municipal
Planning Strategy and Land Use Bylaw.




03 How We Engaged

Purpose

A variety of engagement methods were
used to try to ensure that as many
people as possible had access to
information about the Coastal
Protection project, and that everyone
was given a chance to provide input.
The following section includes details
about the content from the engagement
website, the design and limitations of
the survey, and the open house events.

Advertising

A combination of methods and materials
were used to advertise the various
events and informational materials
related to the Coastal Protection project
including:

e Postcards
e Newspaper ads
e Radio ads
e Social media

o Facebook postings
* Engagement Website
* Newsletters

o Municipal Matters

Postcard

A postcard was sent to every household
at the beginning of June to notify
residents that public engagement on the
topic of Coastal Protection was starting.
The postcard included a link to the
engagement website that contained
informational materials for residents.
Newspaper and radio ads were used to
advertise the dates and times of the open
house events. The Municipality’s
Facebook page was also used to
advertise open house and workshop
events as well as to share educational
content created by staff for the public
such as the fact sheets and expert
interview series which are discussed in
detail below.

MODLOAC

Talk To Us About
Coastal Protection

“-xN

The Municipality of the District of Lunenburg is intreducing hew
rules that will impact how development occurs along our coast.

Screenshot of postcard sent to all MODL residents.
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Engagement Website

The Coastal Protection project page, located
on the engage MODL website, was launched
at the end of May to provide residents with
easily accessible information on Coastal
Protection. Visitors to the page also had the
option to enter their email to receive
updates on the project as it progressed.

There were 2060 engage website visits
between June and August 2023. The project
page contained fact sheets, frequently asked
questions (FAQ), dates for open houses and

public workshops, an interactive map, and a Scan the GR code to visit the Coastal Protection
page on the engage MODL website,

survey.

IQ‘

STAY INFORMED

p A T - Comiunity Events
e _
June 14 2023
- June 14 2023
dume 19 2023
June 20 2023
Jume 212028

Protecting our communities from our coast
Juily 12 2023

Protecting our ¢ccastine from

NEWSFEED  SURVEY  MAP JUiypi=ia02a

Screenshot of Coastal Protection project page on MODL's engage website.
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Fact Sheets

Staff created ten fact sheets with Coastal
Protection terminology that are helpful for
understanding the topic of Coastal
Protection. The information was paired

with relevant pictures of locations in
MODL or infographics. Terms that were
covered by the fact sheets included:

e Coastal Erosion

e Sea Level Rise
e Horizontal Setbacks

* Vertical Elevation Setbacks Fa Ct
e Storm Surge
e Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems S h t

e Living Shorelines

e Social Coastal Assets
e Land Subsidence

e Saltwater Intrusion

Frequently Asked Questions

A FAQ section was created based on
questions staff expected to receive from
residents as well as comments gathered
from members of the MODL community.
The purpose of the FAQ section was to
provide as much information to residents
as possible so that they would feel
informed before attending an open
house, contributing to the interactive
map, or filling out the survey.
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Expert Interview Series

On June 12, 2023, a two-part expert
interview series was launched, focusing
on coastal wetlands and flooding.

A Ducks Unlimited Conservation
Program Specialist talked about the
utilization of wetlands for long-term
coastal protection, while a Dalhousie
University School of Planning Professor
discussed MODL's readiness for
heightened coastal flooding and
inundation.

The purpose of the interview series was
to offer residents in-depth insights
beyond municipal staff's capabilities,
with the goal of increasing the public's
understanding on the importance of
coastal protection.
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Survey

The purpose of the survey was to gather
public input on coastal erosion, sea level
rise, and sensitive coastal ecosystems. It
contained eighteen questions, with sixteen
question being multiple-choice or Likert
scale options and two questions being
open-ended.

The survey was accessible online through
MODL'’s engagement website, and paper
copies were offered at the municipal office
and open house events. Staff manually
inputted any paper survey submissions that
were received.

The survey ran for eight weeks, spanning
from May 29 to July 23, 2023. In total, 369
individuals completed the survey. The
results of both online and paper
submissions are reflected in the content of
this report.

Total
Respondents

369
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Survey Limitations

The survey's limitations are acknowledged
to address issues in design, distribution,
and analysis.

Time Limit

The survey was open for just eight weeks
due to the expedited nature of the Coastal
Protection project. Staff had a limited
amount of time to both collect survey
responses and to summarize the feedback
into the What We Heard Report.

Duplicate Survey Responses

Respondents were not required to register
or create an account to take the Coastal
Protection survey, which means there is a
possibility that individuals could have
submitted multiple surveys. Though the
potential for repeated responses was
possible, the ultimate goal of the survey
was to reach as many people as possible
and to avoid any barriers that might
prevent people from participating.

Data Analysis and
Subjectivity Bias

Qualitative data analysis utilizes the best
judgement of individuals to determine key
themes. Subjectivity bias is noted as a
potential limitation in this report because
a single individual was tasked with
creating themes from the data that was
collected through the various methods of
public engagement.




Interactive Map

Important Places to Me

Coastal Flooding Concern

Q
o Coastal Erosion Concern
@
Q

Envirenmental Feawre

Screenshot of interactive online map from MODL's engage website.

The purpose of the interactive map
was to provide an online option for
residents to identify areas throughout
MODL that experience coastal erosion
and flooding as well as to indicate the
location of beaches, dunes, wetlands,
and other sensitive coastal
ecosystems. Paper maps of MODL'’s
coastal communities were also
provided at the open house events for
the same purposes.
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Open Houses

A total of seven open houses (six in-person,
one virtual) were held throughout the months
of June and July 2023. The in-person open
houses were held in the communities of
Dayspring, LaHave, Blockhouse, Big Tancook
Island, Cherry Hill, and Riverport. The table
below indicates the community and date
where each open house took place as well as
the number of recorded attendees. Staff had
a sign-in sheet at the door of each of the in-
person open houses and at least 240 people

Community Name

Dayspring

LaHave

Virtual Open House

Blockhouse

Big Tancook Island

Cherry Hill

Riverport

Open House Date

signed in to the open house events.

Each open house began with an
informational presentation from staff and
concluded with a question and discussion
period, and, for the in-person sessions, an
interactive period that included a mapping
activity, question board exercise, and the
opportunity to fill out a paper version of the
online survey.

# of Recorded

Attendees

June 13, 2023 29
June 14, 2023 28
June 14, 2023 7
June 19, 2023 30
June 20, 2023 25
June 21, 2023 57
July 12, 2023 64

33




Staff’s presentation was intended to provide
information on the basics of coastal
protection and to outline the Municipality’s
objectives for the Coastal Protection project.

The question and discussion period
provided residents with the opportunity to
comment on the presentation, ask questions,
and express any concerns that had not
already been addressed.

The purpose of the mapping activity was to
identify areas throughout MODL that
experience coastal erosion and flooding as
well as to indicate the location of beaches,
dunes, wetlands, and other sensitive coastal
ecosystems.

The question boards were used to gather
information from residents about the coastal
changes they are experiencing in their
communities. Some residents also
submitted general comments into a
comment box.

The following questions were included on
the question boards:

1.What changes are you seeing in your
community related to coastal erosion,
sea level rise, or coastal ecosystem?

2.What impact do you think these changes
will have on your community in the
future?

3.What do you think are some of the
solutions to these changes?

4.Why do you think it is important to
address these changes?




04 What We Heard

The feedback collected through the various
forms of public engagement for the Coastal Who We
Protection project were thoroughly

analyzed and synthesized into this report Hea rd From

by MODL planning staff. All feedback was

considered, and a variety of perspectives Over 240 residents attended the seven

are depicted throughout the report. Any open house events held throughout June
survey results including a percentage that and July 2023. Many individuals also

are discussed within the report have been interacted with MODL's engagement
rounded up or down to the nearest digit. website, including the online mapping tool
For exact survey results, please see the which resulted in 42 points being added
Appendix located at the end of the report. that identified areas throughout MODL that
Graphs, maps, quotes, and pictures were have been affected by either coastal

used in the report to visually represent the flooding or erosion, or that contain sensitive
public input that was received and to coastal ecosystems.

emphasize the different perspectives that

exist on the topic of Coastal Protection. Furthermore, a total of of 369 people

completed the Coastal Protection survey. Of

the 369 survey respondents, 206 (56%)

indicated that they own coastal property.
T—— Out of those 206 coastal property owners,
173 (84%) stated that their property
currently has a structure (house or other) on
it while 33 (16%) indicated that their
property is currently vacant.

There were some differences in the
responses from coastal property owners that
have structures on their properties and
those with vacant properties. Notably, there
was more variety in the responses from
property owners with vacant properties
which resulted in an overall lower level of
concern and the desire for less strict
regulations when compared to property
owners with existing structures. The
differentiation in results will be discussed
throughout the following section.
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Within the
Project Scope

The scope of the Coastal Protection project
includes the topics of coastal flooding and
sea level rise, coastal erosion, and coastal
ecosystems, as well as the project objectives
of protecting communities and protecting
sensitive coastal areas.

When asked if there is a need to regulate
coastal development within MODL, 82% of
survey respondents said yes. Please see the
Appendix for a breakdown of the
quantitative data collected through the
Coastal Protection survey.
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Coastal Flooding
Concern for Coastal Flooding

Out of all survey respondents, most
indicated a high level of concern related
to coastal flooding caused by sea level
rise with 31% selecting very concerned
and 40% selecting extremely concerned.

B 40% Extremely Concerned

B 31% Very Concerned

B 13% Moderately Concerned

[ 13% Somewhat Concerned
3% Not At All

Concern for Coastal Flooding (All Respondents)

Responses from coastal property owners
(both with structures and vacant) were
similar when compared to the collective
response for level of concern about
coastal flooding.

B 40% Extremely Concerned

B 29% Very Concerned

[l 13% Moderately Concerned

I 14% Somewhat Concerned
4% Not At All

Concern for Coastal Flooding (All Waterfront
Property Owners)

The level of concern indicated by coastal
property owners with vacant properties
appeared to be more varied, with 24%
selecting extremely concerned, 21%
selecting very concerned, 18% selecting
moderately concerned, 31% selecting
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somewhat concerned, and 6%
selecting not at all concerned.

When considering the responses from
coastal property owners (both with
structures and vacant), 47% felt that
their property is currently being
impacted by coastal flooding caused by
storms, hurricanes, and other extreme
weather events while 43% indicated
that their property is not affected by
coastal flooding.

B 47% Yes
W 43% No
B 3% Unsure
B 7% Other

Is your property currently being impacted by
coastal flooding caused by storms, hurricanes,
etc? (All Waterfront Property Owners)

However, 80% of all survey
respondents indicated that coastal
flooding affects other properties within
their community.

B 80% Yes
H 10% No

[l 8% Unsure
B 2% Other

Do you believe coastal flooding impacts other
properties in your community? (All Respondents)




Feedback collected from public
engagement indicated that residents
are noticing the effects of coastal
flooding in their communities
including:

Interactive Map

During the open house events, staff
provided residents with large, printed
maps to indicate areas at risk of coastal

flooding using green stickers. Residents
appeared to be most concerned about
flooding along the LaHave River. The
communities of Blue Rocks, Broad Cove,
Cherry Hill, Corkums Island, Dublin
Shore, and Petite Riviere were also
identified by residents as areas that may
experience some form of coastal

* Roads flooding more regularly
(especially after big storms).

* Development encroaching on the
coast, reducing natural buffers to sea
level rise and storm surge.

* Boardwalks being damaged more
frequently.

* Sea level rise will change the current flooding.
landscape of coastal communities.
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Map showing areas that experience coastal flooding in MODL identified by residents.
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Level of Protection

A common request within the community
feedback was to implement “realistic
regulations" for coastal development. The
survey responses showed that 65% of all
respondents believe that existing land use
regulations do not provide adequate
protection from coastal flooding (See
Appendix, Question 8). When asked about
the level of protection that would be
appropriate, 54% selected a high level of
protection, with a total of 77% indicating a
preference for moderate to high level
protection related to coastal flooding.

B 54% High Protection

B 23% Moderate Protection
B 15% Some Protection

[ 8% No New Regulations

Level of Protection Against Coastal Flooding (All
Respondents)

When responses from all coastal property
owners (both with structures and vacant)
were examined, the feedback was similar
to the collective response.

B 46% High Protection

M 22% Moderate Protection
[l 20% Some Protection

[ 12% No New Regulations

Level of Protection Against Coastal Flooding (All
Waterfront Property Owners)
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Responses from coastal property owners
with existing structures were similar to the
collective of responses with 49% selecting
high protection, 22% selecting moderate
protection, 19% selecting some protection,
and 10% selecting no new regulations.

Responses from coastal property owners
with vacant properties were more varied
with 31% selecting high protection, 24%
selecting moderate protection, 27%
selecting some protection, and 18%
selecting no new regulations. The graph
below compares responses from all
respondents, coastal property owners with
structures (house or other), and coastal
property owners with vacant properties.

= Moderate Protection
No New Regulations

= High Protection
= Some Protection

60%
40%
20%
0%
All Respondents Waterfront Vacant
Property Owners  Waterfront

with Existing Property Owners
Structures
(House or Other)
Level of Protection Against Coastal Flooding
(Respondent Comparison)




Vertical elevation and horizontal setbacks
were discussed as methods for combatting
both sea level rise and coastal erosion. If
setbacks were included as part of MODL's

coastal development regulations, the setback

distances would be based on both projected
sea level rise and the lifespan of a typical
structure, which is usually about 100 years.
Many survey respondents indicated support
for development-related setbacks and other
alternatives within their feedback.

“Definitive setbacks and clear
acceptance of known and unknown risks
and costs by developers.”

(Anonymous Respondent

“Make substantial vertical and horizontal
setbacks mandatory.”
(Anonymous Respondent)

However, some survey respondents, and
residents who spoke directly with staff,
were concerned about the effect that
vertical and horizontal setbacks would have
on property value and insurance
coverage/rates.

A common anecdote heard throughout the
public engagement period was that people
had purchased coastal property as a
retirement investment or for their family to
build on in the future.

Many worried that large setbacks would
make their property undevelopable, or, that
if their property was shown to be
susceptible to coastal flooding, that they
would be denied insurance coverage, or
their insurance rate would increase. Some
indicated that education on climate change
is needed for people to better understand

the risks.

“I heard about setbacks and elevation for
addressing this, are there any other ways
of building on the coast like stilts? There
are some properties that won't be able to
be built upon if the setbacks are too
wide.”

“We have worked hard to own our
property and wish for it to remain in our
family for many generations moving
forward. Strict and restrictive rules will

(Anonymous Respondent)
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affect our property value and possibly
increase insurance rates and
insurability.”

(Anonymous Respondent)

“Impacts on property values may be
significant for some, however the
potential longer-term costs may be
higher. Finding that right balance is
difficult - but education is a must to
allow everyone to make better informed
decisions.”

(Anonymous Respondent)




Others stated that current regulations were
sufficient and that no more regulations were
needed, or that there are already too many
rules for coastal property owners.

"Instead of regulations limiting
development, let people use their
property. Make it clear that people have to
pay insurance and cover own risks if they
are impacted rather than making
government rules."”

(Anonymous Respondent)
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Coastal Erosion

Concern for Coastal Erosion

Out of all survey respondents, 32%
indicated they are very concerned about
coastal erosion and 38% indicated that
they are extremely concerned about
coastal erosion.

B 38% Extremely Concerned

B 32% Very Concerned

B 16% Moderately Concerned

M 13% Somewhat Concerned
1% Not At All

Concern for Coastal Erosion (All Respondents)

Like coastal flooding, when responses
from coastal property owners (both with
structures and vacant) were compared to
all survey responses, the percentages
were similar with 30% indicating that
they are very concerned and 36%
indicating that they are extremely
concerned about coastal erosion.

B 36% Extremely Concerned

B 30% Very Concerned

B 18% Moderately Concerned

[ 15% Somewhat Concerned
2% Not At All

Concern for Coastal Erosion (All Waterfront Property
Owners)
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When asked about their personal
experience with coastal erosion, 51% of
coastal property owners indicated that
their property has been affected while
42% indicated that their property has
not been affected and 7% indicated
they were unsure.

W 42% No

1 51% Yes
7% Unsure

Is your property currently experiencing the
effects of Coastal Erosion (All Waterfront
Property Owners)

However, out of all survey respondents,
85% indicated that they have noticed
coastal erosion affecting other
properties within their communities.

H 8% No

M 85% Yes
7% Unsure

Do you believe that erosion impacts other
properties within your community? (All
Respondents)




Feedback collected from public
engagement indicated that residents are
noticing the effects of coastal erosion in
their communities including:

* Eroded vegetation along shorelines and
changing landscapes.

e Erosion near shoreline development.

* Rocks being pushed back on beaches.

e Damage to roads.

e More rock wall installations.
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Interactive Map

During the open house events, paper maps
were provided for residents to identify areas
at risk of coastal erosion using a red sticker.
Many residents placed stickers identifying
erosion-prone areas in their communities
and the surrounding areas. Notably, most
stickers were concentrated around Big
Tancook Island and Green Bay. Stickers

were also placed around the communities of

Dublin Shore, Kingsburg, Lower LaHave, and
Broad Cove.

Other places that residents indicated as
erosion-prone included Cherry Hill and
Maders Cove. The mapping activity
encouraged engaging discussion focused
on the challenges created by coastal
erosion between residents and municipal
staff.
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Map showing areas with Coastal Erosion identified by MODL residents.
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Level of Protection

Approximately 66% of all survey
respondents indicated that current
regulations are insufficient for protecting
coastal properties from erosion.

B 43% High Protection

M 27% Moderate Protection
B 20% Some Protection

1 19% No New Regulations

H 66% No
M 12% Yes
23% Unsure

Level of Protection Against Coastal Erosion (All
Waterfront Property Owners)

Coastal property owners with existing
infrastructure more often indicated the
desire for a high level of protection. When

Do existing land use regulations provide asked about coastal erosion, with 46%
appropriate protection from Coastal Erosion? (All selecting high protection, 27% selecting
EESPONCEHILS) moderate protection, 18% selecting some
When asked about the level of regulations protection, and 9% selecting no new

that would be appropriate, most regulations.

respondents indicated a need for moderate
to high regulations to combat coastal
erosion.

The preferences of vacant waterfront
property owners were more varied with 28%
selecting high protection, 27% selecting
moderate protection, 24% selecting some
protection, and 21% selecting no new
regulations. The graph below compares

B 52% High Protection feedback from the different types of
Bl 25% Moderate Protection respondents.
M 15% Some Protection

@ 7% No New Regulations s High Protection = Moderate Protection
= Some Protection No New Regulations

60%

Level of protection against Coastal Erosion (All
Respondents) 40%

When responses from all coastal property

owners (both with structures and vacant)

were examined, the feedback collected was

similar to the collective of responses. 0% All Respondents

20%

Waterfront Vacant
Property Owners Waterfront
with Existing  Property Owners
Structures
(House or Other)

Level of Protection Against Coastal Erosion (Respondent
Comparison)
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The variation in responses to the survey
questions emphasized how nuanced
coastal protection is as an issue.

The responses were again varied when
respondents were asked about the
possibility of regulating hard barriers
such as rock armouring and sea walls.

Going into the Coastal Protection public
engagement, the Municipality aimed to
spread information about the different
types of barriers that can help property
owners combat erosion, specifically living
shorelines.

Materials about living shorelines were
provided on the engagement website and
MODL also partnered with a local
organization, TransCoastal Adaptations,
to deliver a free, public training session
on living shorelines and the benefits they
can provide coastal property owners.

One survey question asked respondents
to select the option that they perceived as
being the best for slowing down erosion
from a variety of options including hard
barriers (rock armouring or sea walls), soft
barriers (vegetative buffers, living
shorelines), a combination of both types,
or an ‘Other’ option where respondents
could provide insight into their selection
or offer alternatives to the provided
options.

Most respondents, 46%, selected the
combination of soft and hard barriers
option.
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The soft barriers option was selected by
36% of respondents, and 7% indicated that
they perceived hard barriers to be the most
effective option.

B 36% Soft Barrier
B 7% Hard Barrier
M 47% Both
M 11% Other

What option would best protect the coast? (All
Respondents)

From the ‘Other’ category, respondents
shared a variety of responses both in
support and in opposition to hard
barriers.

Some commented on the need for more
information to be able to decide, or
suggested the need for experts to
determine what the best option is on a
case-by-case basis. Other respondents
indicated that hard barriers are
sometimes the only option or are
appropriate in certain scenarios.

Many survey respondents understood
the negative effects sea walls can have
and indicated that the reason they
believe a property owner may choose a
hard barrier, such as a sea wall, over a
soft barrier, such as a living shoreline,
is due to a lack of education and
awareness on the types of shoreline
barriers. Several people echoed the
need for more public education and




awareness on both sea walls and living
shorelines.

"Knowing what we know about sea level
rise, it is important that significant
setbacks be put in place as soon as
possible. Hard armoring our beaches is a
practice that is not beneficial - we now
know better - now is the time to do
better."

(Anonymous Respondent)

"Need for better visual resources to help
property owners understand importance
of natural processes for the health of
coastal ecosystems and costs and
benefits to different approaches for
mitigating coastal erosion and flooding."
(Anonymous Respondent)

"Provide ideas to help homeowners
prevent erosion - what materials, plants
are best. Also what kind of hard
landscaping is allowed?"

(Anonymous Respondent)

Other popular responses for why someone
might choose a sea wall included the
perceived high relative cost of
implementing living shorelines, the lack of
funding opportunities for living shorelines,
and the perceived lack of

effectiveness for living shorelines to prevent
erosion (See Appendix, Question 13).

Out of all respondents, responses were
varied when it came to the level of
protection appropriate for regulating
shoreline armouring with 41% selecting
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high protection, 27% selecting moderate
protection, 23% selecting some protection,
and 9% selecting no new regulations.

M 41% High Protection

M 27% Moderate Protection
M 23% Some Protection

W 9% No New Regulations

Level of protection for Shoreline Armouring and
Protection

Like the coastal flooding responses, most
people were in favour of realistic
regulations to combat coastal erosion.
Horizontal setbacks for coastal
development were discussed as one
method that could be used to combat
erosion along the coast.

As mentioned previously, there was support
for setbacks to protect both people and the
coast. The suggestion of horizontal
setbacks raised similar concerns around
property values and insurance coverage as
the vertical elevation setbacks for sea level
rise.




Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems
Concern for Coastal Ecosystems

Out of all survey respondents, 24% are very

concerned and 57% are extremely W 40% High
. o)
concerned about losing coastal gl ST
. B 11% Low
environmental features such as wetlands, o
M 2% None
dunes, and beaches. 29% Other
B 57% Extremely Concerned What is your understanding of the benefits
B 24% Very Concerned associated with Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems?
B 9% Moderately Concerned (All Respondents)
W 6% Somewhat Concerned
4% Not At All Outside of the survey, many residents

expressed the importance of protecting

coastal ecosystems, not only to maintain
the beauty of MODL's natural landscape,
but also to preserve important habitats,

prevent erosion, and filter contaminants
from water bodies.

Concern for Loss of Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems
(All Respondents)

When comparing responses from coastal
property owners to the collective of
responses, the numbers are similar with
22% indicating they are very concerned and
51% indicating extreme concern.

Feedback collected from public
engagement indicated that residents
are noticing changes to coastal
ecosystems including:

B 51% Extremely Concerned

B 22% Very Concerned * Sand loss and erosion.

B 12% Moderately Concerned * Wetlands flooding.
M 9% Somewhat Concerned ¢ Development disturbing sand dunes
6% Not At All and wetlands.

A few communities were repeatedly
mentioned by residents as areas with
coastal ecosystems that are already being
affected by coastal development including
Broad Cove, Cherry Hill, Crescent Beach,
and Green Bay.

) E

Concern for Loss of Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems
(All Waterfront Property Owners)

Out of all survey respondents, most ranked
their understanding of the benefits
associated with sensitive coastal
ecosystems as moderate to high.



The combined results of the online
interactive map and the mapping activities
from the open house events echoed the
statements about the above communities
and highlighted other areas that have
sensitive coastal ecosystems or are
generally important to community
members.
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Interactive Map

During the open house events, residents Dunes appeared to be clustered in the
mapped places they knew had sensitive communities of Green Bay, Crescent Beach,
coastal ecosystems like wetlands, dunes, and and Hirtle's Beach. Other places like Cherry
beaches. Different coloured stars were used:  Hill, Currie Cove, First Peninsula, Cape Bay

yellow for beaches, green for wetlands, and Beach, and Sand Dollar Beach also had
orange for dunes. stickers identifying areas with dunes.
People put a lot of wetland stickers on the Stickers for beaches were spread out along
map along the coastline. They used the most  the whole coastline. Most stickers were
stickers for wetlands between Crescent placed around Cherry Hill, Green Bay, and
Beach, Green Bay, Broad Cove, Cherry Hill, Hirtle's Beach.

and Cape Bay Beach. Another community
with many green stickers was Big Tancook

Island.
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¢
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Map showing areas with sensitive coastal ecosystems and areas of importance identified by MODL residents.
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Level of Protection

Out of all survey respondents, 84%
indicated that protecting areas that are
considered to be ecologically sensitives
such as beaches, dunes, and wetlands is a
high priority.

B 84% High

M 13% Moderate
M 1% Low

M 2% Other

How much do you value protecting areas that are
deemed ecologically sensitive along the coast? (All
Respondents)

When asked about the appropriate level of
regulations to protect coastal ecosystems,
66% of all respondents indicated the need
for high protection.

l 66% High Protection

B 9% Some Protection
B 7% No New Regulations

Level of Protection to protect Sensitive Coastal
Ecosystems (All Respondents)

When responses from all coastal property
owners (both with structures and vacant)
were examined, the feedback collected
was similar to the collective of responses.

B 54% High Protection
B 22% Moderate Protection
[l 14% Some Protection
[ 18% No New Regulations

Level of Protection to protect Sensitive Coastal
Ecosystems (All Waterfront Property Owners)

Most coastal property owners with existing
structures indicated the desire for high
protection of coastal ecosystems with 54%
selecting high protection, 22% selecting
moderate protection, 14% selecting some
protection, and 18% selecting no new
regulations.

The responses from vacant waterfront
property owners were more varied with 34%
selecting high protection, 24% selecting
moderate protection, 18% selecting some
protection, and 24% selecting no new
regulations. The graph below compares
feedback from the different types of
respondents.

Bl 18% Moderate Protection

® Moderate Protection
No New Regulations

m High Protection
= Some Protection

75%
50%
25%
0%
All Respondents Waterfront Vacant
Property Owners Waterfront
with Existing  Property Owners
Structures

(House or Other)

Level of Protection for Sensitive Coastal Ecosystems
(Respondents Comparison)
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Staff also collected feedback from
residents on the types of regulations that
they believe would protect coastal
ecosystems which included limiting
development close to sensitive
ecosystems through setbacks;
encouraging the use of living shorelines;
discouraging infilling of wetlands; and
requesting a moratorium on development
until regulations are adopted.
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Topics Emerging from Engagement

Some of the feedback received during the
initial Coastal Protection public
engagement fell outside the original scope
of the project.

Though the following topics may not be
directly addressed through the Coastal
Protection project, the wider MODL2040
project will cover more topics as MODL
works toward implementing
comprehensive zoning and planning
regulations.

The following section covers topics that fall
outside the scope of the Coastal
Protection project but arose during public
engagement.

Collaboration Between
Levels of Government

Several community members expressed
the need for inter-governmental
collaboration when regulating development
on the coast to encourage accountability
between levels of government. Some
people mentioned that higher levels of
government often have access to experts
in more fields than local government. It
was suggested that creating evidence-
based regulations with the help of experts
would result in rules that are reliable,
consistent, and free of loopholes.
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“The debacles at Crescent Beach,
Cherry Hill, and Eagle's Head
demonstrate we need to have a much
more integrated approach to managing
coastline development. Specifically, we
need greater collaboration amongst all
levels of government to ensure
appropriate enforcement of whatever
by-laws are put in place.”

(Anonymous Respondent)

Other residents indicated that the task of
protecting our coastlines should be the
responsibility of the province. Many people
called for MODL to demand a moratorium
on coastal development, until the
regulations could be implemented or for
the Provincial Government to implement
the CPA regulations.




“It is terrific that MODL is taking
action on this subject. However this
really should be a provincial matter
with provincial regulations dictating the
fundamentals of a coastal protection
strategy.”

(Anonymous Respondent)

Public Access to
the Coast

A recurring theme from the feedback was
public access to the coast. Many
community members voiced concern about
how new coastal developments are
blocking off previously accessible beaches
and coastal areas from the public.

Another related theme was the public’s
perception that private property owners are
restricting or completely cutting off access to
the shoreline, which raised questions about
both the municipal and provincial role in
facilitating public access to the coast.

"...is part of this plan to include permission

for public access to the beaches? Aren’t
beaches here crown land?”
(Anonymous Respondent)

RV Parks and
Campgrounds

Another concern heard from many
residents was related to recreational
vehicle (RV) parks and campgrounds being
developed along the coast, with references
being made to developments in the
communities of Green Bay and Cherry Hill.

When concerns about RV parks were raised
during the open house events, residents
were advised that the topic fell outside the
scope of the Coastal Protection project and
that RV parks would be discussed in more
detail within the larger, MODL2040 project.




05 Next Steps

Now that the Coastal Protection project WWHR has been completed, staff will begin drafting
recommendations for the new Coastal Development regulations. Recommendations will be
discussed with Council in September and then released to the public for further discussion
and engagement in Fall 2023. Final regulations will be approved by Council by the end of
2023.




The Municipality of the District of Lunenburg extends our gratitude to all
residents who participated in the initial phase of public engagement for the
Coastal Protection project. Whether you dedicated your time to completing the
survey, attended an open house, or shared your insights through email, your
contributions are valuable to this project.

Thank you.
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06 Appendix

Question 1
Do you own property directly on the coast?

W 55.8% Yes

W 42.3% No
1.9% Unsure

Question 1 gathered background information about respondents to get a sense of the level
of personal connection the respondents have to the way coastal properties are treated in
MODL.

Question 2
Does the property have a house or other significant structure on it currently?

W 80.1% Yes

M 16.0% No
3.9% Unsure

Question 2 gathered additional background to see if the respondent’s coastal properties
have existing structures that might be at risk of environmental change or if that property
might still have development potential.
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Question 3
Is your property currently experiencing the effects of coastal erosion?

B 29.2% Yes

[ 65.6% No
5.2% Unsure

Question 3 draws on the experience and conceptions of respondents with coastal structures
to see the current effects of erosion (Some properties are built on solid ground that will not
see any additional erosion).

Question 4
In your opinion, do you believe that erosion impacts other properties within your
community?

M 85.0% Yes

I 8.2% No
6.8% Unsure

Moving to a community-wide scale, Question 4 gathers further local information about the
impacts of coastal erosion. It also allows those without coastal properties to share what they
have observed.
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Question 5
In your opinion, do existing land use regulations provide appropriate protection from coastal
erosion?

W 11.7% Yes

M 65.5% No
22.8% Unsure

Question 5 considers the level of satisfaction with the current state of land use regulation
along the coast for erosion protection.

Question 6
Is your property currently being impacted by coastal flooding caused by storms, hurricanes,
etc.?

B 31.1% Yes
B 59.9% No
I 3.5% Unsure
5.4% Other (Specify)

Question 6 considers flooding both through rising sea level and storms, both of which are
linked to climate change.
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Question 7
In your opinion, do you believe coastal flooding impacts other properties in your community?

W 79.5% Yes
Bl 10.4% No
B 7.7% Unsure
2.5% Other (Specify)

Question 7 mimics Question 6 but allows those without coastal properties to share their
observation as well.

Question 8
In your opinion, do existing land use regulations provide appropriate protection from coastal
flooding?

M 11.4% Yes

I 64.9% No
23.7% Unsure

Question 8 considers the level of satisfaction with current regulations along the coast for
protecting from coastal flooding.
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Question 9
In your opinion, do existing land use regulations provide appropriate protection for sensitive
coastal ecosystems?

Ml 11.5% Yes

1 70.7% No
17.8% Unsure

Question 9 similarly considers current regulations along the coast for protecting coastal
ecosystems.

Question 10
What is your understanding of the benefits associated with sensitive coastal ecosystems

Il 39.8% High
B 45.5% Moderate
M 10.6% Low
2.5% None
1.6% Other

Sensitive coastal ecosystems provide important services including promoting biodiversity,
but also act as a soft barrier to flooding that can move upwards with rising sea levels.
Question 10 begins by establishing the general level of public understanding of this matter.
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Question 11
How much do you value protecting areas that are deemed ecologically sensitive along the
coast such as wetlands, dunes, and spits?

B 83.6% High
B 13.1% Moderate
[ 1.1% Low

2.2% None

0% Other

Building on the previous question, Question 11 asks respondents to indicate how valuable
those protected areas are to protect.

Question 12
What kind of protection do you feel would best protect the coast?

B 6.8% Hard barrier
M 36.1% Soft barrier
[l 46.5% Both
10.6% Other (Specify)

Question 12 asks respondents what form of coastal protection would be the most ideal to
protect MODL's coastline.
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Question 13
What factors do you believe would influence a decision to choose soft barriers like living
shorelines over hard barriers like rock armoring for coastal protection?

m Lack of education and awareness = High relative cost
® Lack of funding opportunities such as costs
= Lack of effectiveness Lack of local contractors
Other (Please specify))

200

150

100

50

Question 13 considers barriers, both felt and perceived, to the use of natural features like
living shorelines or other forms of costal restoration for the purpose of coastal protection.
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Question 14
How concerned are you about the following issues?

s Extremely concerned ® Veryconcerned = Moderately concerned
= Somewhat concerned Not at all concerned

Coastal erosion

Coastal flooding due to
sea level rise and storm
surge

The loss of environmental
features such as coastal
wetlands and sand dunes

The impacts of hardened
shorelines such as sea
walls and rock armoring

0 100 200 300 400

Question 14 broadly gathers the level of concern over topics related to coastal protection.
Erosion, flooding, the loss of environmental features, and the impact of concrete and rock
armoring are all concerns that have been raised by residents. As seen in the survey results,
(a majority of respondents ranged from very to extremely concerned about each issue.)
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Question 15
Do you believe that there is a need to regulate coastal development within the municipality?

B 81.8% Yes

7 9.8% No
8.4% Unsure

Question 15 plainly asks if respondents feel that regulation for coastal development is
needed.
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Coastal ecosystems

Shoreline armoring

Question 16

Stricter regulations would result in better protection for coastal development from the risks
posed by coastal erosion and flooding, as well as better protection for coastal ecosystems
from the impacts of development. However, stricter regulations typically come at a higher
initial impact or cost for affected property owners. What level of regulation would you support
to deal with the following issues:

m High protectioncon = Moderate protection ® Some protection
= No new regulations

196 93 a5 26

Coastal erosion

Coastal flooding

and protection

0 100 200 300 400

Question 16 generally considers how restrictive new regulations should be by asking
respondents to weigh the value of protecting the coast against the impact placed on property
owners.
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Coastal Protection What We Heard Report
2023
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Planning Advisory Committee
ltem:# 7.1
Date: October 26, 2023

Authorization: J. Merrill

Municipality of the District of Lunenburg

Report to Council

Report To: Heritage Advisory Committee
Submitted By: Ella R. Gindi, Planner I/ Heritage Planner
Date: October 26, 2023

Re: Policy 027- Heritage Property Policy Review

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the Heritage Advisory Committee consider making a positive
recommendation to Council, approving the proposed amendments to Policy 027- Heritage
Property Policy.

Background

On June 27, 2023, Council directed staff to review the heritage property policy. The primary
objective is to explore a viable solution for classifying the replacement of roofing material with
metal as a non-substantial alteration. This strategic approach is designed to streamline the
process, eliminating the need for staff to present each proposed alteration to the heritage
advisory committee and seek council's approval. The overarching goal of the policy review is to
foster a smoother and more efficient decision-making process in which the heritage planner will
assume the responsibility of making decisions while still ensuring the preservation of the
property's historical significance and character-defining elements are maintained. In addition,
to softening the provisions of metal roof installation, another critical observation made by the
staff during the review process was the absence of the phrase "character-defining element"
from the policy. This phrase is crucial as it aligns with Canada's Standards and Guidelines for the
Conservation of Historic Places and is the benchmark for assessing heritage and historic
properties and places. By adopting these revisions, there can be a balance between expediting
the process and safeguarding the property's heritage value.
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Discussion

Section 5 of the Heritage Property By-law:

Section 5 of the heritage property by-law does not explicitly mention the replacement of roof
materials as a substantial alteration. However, it does outline various alterations that are
considered substantial, which include changes to the building's original style, roof shape,
skylights, and dormers. These alterations are crucial to preserving the architectural and
historical character defining elements and the integrity of heritage properties.

Section 6 of the Heritage Property By-law:

Section 6 of the heritage property by-law discusses alterations that are deemed non-
substantial. Section 6(b) specifically mentions repairs or replacements of existing materials
where no change in size, style, placement, orientation, or materials will occur. For instance,
replacing wood clapboard with the same exposure to the weather or asphalt shingles with
asphalt shingles is considered a non-substantial alteration.

Interpretation of the Policies:

Following a thorough analysis of the policy provisions outlined in Section 5 and Section 6(b), it
has been determined that the replacement of roofing material constitutes a substantial
alteration. While the specific list of alterations deemed substantial in Subsection 5 does not
explicitly include roofing material changes, it is vital to note that Subsection 6 of the policy
explicitly identifies a change of materials as falling within the category of substantial
alterations. Therefore, based on the combined interpretation of these sections, it is evident
that the alteration of roofing material is to be deemed as substantial alteration and thus subject
to the corresponding guidelines and approval processes.

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada:

The Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada are essential
references in making informed decisions regarding the preservation of heritage properties. The
guidelines emphasize a preference for repair over replacement, and if replacement is
necessary, it should be "in kind" based on historical evidence.

Roofs and their elements play a vital role in defining the heritage value of a building. This
includes not only visible features such as cupolas, turrets, chimneys, and gables but also critical
components like cladding, insulation, and ventilation, which ensure the building's
weatherproofing and structural integrity.

Roofing materials have different lifespans, and their regular replacement can impact the
heritage value of the property. The guidelines recommend preserving durable materials
whenever possible to extend the building's service life and historical significance.
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The guidelines propose different approaches based on the condition of the roof:
Repairing: Reinforcing the character of the roof may involve limited replacement-in-kind of
deteriorated or missing elements, provided there are surviving prototypes available (e.g.,
cupola louvers, dentils, dormer roofing, slates, tiles, or wood shingles).

Preserving: For roofs with elements of significant heritage value, preservation should be
prioritized to maintain their historical integrity.

Rehabilitating: If the overall condition of the roof necessitates more than preservation, a
comprehensive rehabilitation plan should be undertaken.

Restoring: In cases where the roof requires reconstruction to a specific historical period, a
restoration approach is appropriate.

Please see appendix | for the exhaustive list of general guidelines for preservation,
rehabilitation, and restoration for roofs.

Character- Defining Elements:

The purpose of the Character-defining Elements policy section is to identify the key features of
a historic place that contribute to its heritage value. These elements give tangible form to the
heritage value and offer guidance to property owners, planners, municipal council, and others
involved in the conservation or management of heritage properties and places.

Character-defining elements encompass both tangible and intangible features that express the
heritage values associated with the historic place. They include materials, forms, location,
spatial configurations, uses, and cultural associations or meanings that must be preserved to
maintain its heritage value. These elements are crucial in conveying the significance and
importance of the place, and without them, the heritage value may be lost.

Conclusion

To enhance the effectiveness of Policy 027-Heritage Property Policy, planning staff
recommends the following revisions to sections 5 and 6:

Section 5:

We propose a rewording of this section to explicitly include the mention of "character-defining
elements." To achieve this, we suggest adding the phrase "character-defining element of a"
after the word "A," highlighting its crucial significance. Furthermore, to stress that the listed
elements are not exhaustive, we recommend adding the phrase "but not limited to" after the
word "include."
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Section 6:

It is recommended to introduce a new clause in subsection (b) specifically addressing roof
material alterations. The proposed clause will state that replacing an existing roofing material
with metal roofs will be permissible if the selected roof material is not deemed a character-
defining element of the heritage property.

Please refer to the attached document in Appendix | for a detailed overview of the proposed
amendments to the heritage property policy. The main objectives of these revisions are to
enhance the clarity and effectiveness of Policy 027-Heritage Property Policy, enabling improved
preservation and adaptation of heritage properties. Additionally, the suggested changes
provide some flexibility in roofing material alterations, benefiting the community. These
revisions aim to strike a fair balance between heritage preservation and adaptability,
safeguarding the municipality's cultural heritage legacy while promoting sustainable
development.

Department Planning and Development

Report Prepared by Ella R. Gindi, Planner | / Heritage Planner
Report Approved by

Date Reviewed by C.A.O.

Appendix |

Municipality of the District of Lunenburg
POLICY

Title:

Heritage Property Policy

Policy No. Legislative Authority:

027 Heritage Property By-law, Sections 6 and 9
Effective Date: Amended Date:

May 11, 2004 April 27, 2021

Amended April 27, 2021, by deleting sections 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 and replacing them with the new
sections 1 — 7 below.
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Short title

1

Definitions

2

This Policy may be cited as the Heritage Property Policy.

In this Policy, the Heritage Advisory Committee is as defined in subsection 5(2) of the Heritage
Property By-law.

Minimum threshold

3

(1)

(2)

The Heritage Advisory Committee may recommend to the Municipality that a building
be registered as a municipal heritage property in the Registry of Heritage Property, if the
heritage value of the recommended building is scored at least 75 out of 100 points.

The Heritage Advisory Committee may recommend to the Municipality that a public-
building interior, streetscape, cultural landscape, or area be registered as a municipal
heritage property in the Registry of Heritage Property, if the Heritage Advisory
Committee deems the heritage value of the recommended public-building interior,
streetscape, cultural landscape, or area as significant.

Evaluation guidelines

4

(1)

(2)

The score in subsection 3(1) is calculated by combining all the points of the criteria
stated in the evaluation guidelines in Schedule A.

The criteria in Section 3 must not be inconsistent with the Standards & Guidelines for
the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada.

Substantial alterations

5

Substantial alterations to a character defining element of a municipal heritage property
may include but limited to

(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(e)

demolition;

addition;

changing the colour scheme of the structure;

alterations that change the massing of the building;

alterations that change the building’s original style, such as

(i) building form with respect to orientation, proportion, and height,

(ii) roof shape with respect to style, pitch, and the addition of roof elements
such as towers and dormers,
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(iii)

(iv)

(v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(ix)
()

visual balance with respect to the arrangement of parts or elements of
the building including, but not limited to, windows, doors, bays, porches,
and dormers,

windows with respect to size, style, placement, orientation, and
materials,

doors with respect to size, style, placement, materials and the addition of
sidelights and transoms,

cladding with respect to style, placement, orientation, and materials,

moulding or trim with the respect to style, placement, materials and the
removal or addition of,

stairs, porches, decks, balconies, verandahs, and porticos with respect to
style, materials, and the removal or addition of all or part of the
structure,

skylights with respect to the addition, removal, or replacement of, and

dormers with respect to size, style, and placement.

Non-substantial alterations

6

Municipality deems the following alterations as non-substantial:

(a)
(b)

painting using the same colour scheme;

repairs to or the replacement of existing materials where no change in size, style,

placement, orientation, or materials is to occur, such as wood clapboard with

wood clapboard of the same exposure to the weather, and asphalt shingles with

asphalt shingles.

(i) Changing to metal roof materials is permitted as long as the roof material is

not deemed to be character defining element.

Alteration approval process

7

After receiving an application in Section 10 of the Heritage Property By-law, the heritage

officer must issue a letter to the owner of the municipal heritage property, stating that

(a)
(b)

under the criteria in Section 6, the application is a non-substantial alteration; or

the approval from the Council is required for the proposed alteration.
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Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in
Canada:

General Guidelines for Preservation, Rehabilitation and Restoration: Roofs

Recommended Not Recommended

1 | Understanding the roof and how it
contributes to the heritage value of the
historic building.

2 | Understanding the properties and Failing to consider the impact of previous
characteristics of the roof as well as changes and maintenance practices on the
changes and previous maintenance roof.
practices.

3 | Documenting the form, materials, and | Undertaking an intervention that affects
condition of roof assemblies before character defining roofs and roof elements,
undertaking an intervention, including | without first documenting their existing

the roof’s pitch, shape, decorative and | character and condition.

functional elements, and materials, and
its size, colour and patterning.

4 | Assessing the condition of the roof
assembly and materials early in the
planning process so that the scope of
work is based on current conditions.

5 | Determining the cause of a roof’s
distress, damage or deterioration
through investigation, monitoring and
minimally invasive or non-destructive
testing techniques.

6 | Protecting and maintaining a roof by Failing to maintain roofs on a cyclical basis.
cleaning and maintaining the gutters, Failing to replace deteriorated flashing, or to
downspouts, and flat roof drains, and clean and properly maintain gutters and
replacing deteriorated flashing in kind. | downspouts and flat roof drains so that water
Roof sheathing should also be checked
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for proper venting to prevent moisture
condensation and water penetration,
and to ensure that materials are free
from insect infestation.

and debris collect and damage roof fasteners,
sheathing and the underlying structure

Stabilizing deteriorated roofs by
structural reinforcement, weather
protection or correcting unsafe
conditions, as required, until repair
work is undertaken.

Removing deteriorated roof elements that
could be stabilized or repaired.

Repairing parts of roofs by patching,
piecing-in, consolidating, or otherwise
reinforcing, using recognized
conservation methods. Repair may also
include the limited replacement in kind,
or with a compatible substitute
material, of extensively deteriorated or
missing parts of the roof. Repairs
should match the existing work as
closely as possible, both physically and
visually.

10

Protecting adjacent character-defining
elements from accidental damage or
exposure to damaging materials during
maintenance or repair work.

11

Replacing in kind extensively
deteriorated or missing parts of roof
assemblies where there are surviving
prototypes.

Replacing an entire roof element, such as a
dormer, when limited replacement of
deteriorated and missing parts is possible.
Using a substitute material for the
replacement part that neither conveys the
same appearance as the surviving parts of the
roof element, nor is physically or visually
compatible

12

Testing proposed interventions to
establish appropriate replacement
materials, quality of workmanship and
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methodology. This can include
reviewing samples, testing products,
methods, or assemblies, or creating a
mock-up. Testing should be carried out
under the same conditions as the
proposed intervention.

13

Documenting all interventions that
affect the building’s roof, and ensuring
that the documentation is available to
those responsible for future
interventions

Additional Guidelines for Rehabilitation Projects

14

Repairing a roof assembly, including its
functional and decorative elements, by
using a minimal intervention approach.
Such repairs might include the limited
replacement in kind, or replacement
with an appropriate substitute
material, of irreparable or missing
elements, based on documentary or
physical evidence.

Replacing an entire roof element, such as a
cupola, dormer, or lightning rod, when the
repair of materials and limited replacement of
deteriorated or missing elements is feasible.
Failing to reuse intact roofing materials when
only the roofing structure or sheathing needs
replacement.

15

Improving the detailing of roof
elements, following recognized
conservation methods, to correct faulty
details. For example, adjusting the
slope of a cornice to prevent ponding,
or introducing a new drip edge at the
eave to better direct water runoff away
from a masonry wall. Such
improvements should be physically and
visually compatible.

16

Replacing in kind an entire element of
the roof that is too deteriorated to
repair — if the overall form and
detailing are still evident — using the

Removing a roof element that is irreparable,
such as a chimney or dormer, and not
replacing it, or replacing it with a new element
that does not convey the same appearance or
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physical evidence as a model to
reproduce the element. This can
include a large section of roofing, a
dormer, or a chimney. If using the same
kind of material is not technically or
economically feasible, then a
compatible substitute material may be
considered

serve the same function. Replacing
deteriorated roof elements and materials that
are no longer available with physically or
visually incompatible substitutes.

17

Replacing missing historic features by
designing and constructing a new roof
feature, based on physical and
documentary evidence, or one that is
compatible in size, scale, material, style
or colour.

Creating a false historical appearance because
the replicated feature is incompatible or based
on insufficient physical and documentary
evidence.
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