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MUNICIPAL COUNCIL
Bridgewater, NS
Tuesday, February 27, 2018 — 9:00 a.m.

Time & Page

CALL TO ORDER

ANNOUNCEMENTS, ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS, RECOGNITION:
2.1 Carroll Randall re 55+ Games

PUBLIC INPUT (15 Minutes)

APPROVAL OF AGENDA

APPROVAL OF MINUTES — February 13, 2018

BUSINESS ARISING FROM MINUTES: (Nil)

AWARDING OF TENDERS/RFPs:
7.1 Award of Tender #2017-05-006 “On-Site Sewage Disposal System” ................cevueeee. 1-4

PRESENTATIONS/SCHEDULED TIMES:

CONSIDERATION OF CORRESPONDENCE:

RECOMMENDATIONS FROM COMMITTEES & BOARDS:
10.1 Audit & Finance Committee

10.1.1 Uncollectible Accounts for Write Off Consideration..............ccccooeviviiiiinennn. 5-8
10.1.2 Approval of 5 Year Financial Strategy & Debt Affordability Model............. 5,9-24
10.1.3 Development of Policy for User FEes ... 5,24
10.1.4 Letter to DOTIR re Land Hell’s Point, Kingsburg.........cccccooeviiiiiiiiiiinnnnn. 5, 25-26

10.2 Fire & Emergency Services Committee
10.2.1 Proposed Amendments to Policy MDL-36 “Fire & Emergency Services”.... 27-43

STAFF REPORTS:
11.1 LaHave River Project Team
11.1.1 Update on LaHave River Project

11.2 Planning Department
11.2.1 Request from Rhyno Lake Road Improvement & Maintenance Assoc........ 44-49
11.2.2 Receipt of Petition Requesting Land Use Planning — Hemford Forest ........ 50-63

MAYOR'S/DEPUTY MAYOR'S/COUNCILLORS’ MATTERS:

12.1 Update — Lunenburg County Lifestyle Centre (LCLC) (M. Ernst/E. Hustvedt)
12.2 Update — Deputy Mayor

12.3 Update — Mayor

IN CAMERA:

13.1 Contract Negotiations re Indian Falls under Section 22(2)(e) of the MGA ..... 11:00 a.m.
13.2 Contract Negotiations re Wile’s Lake under Section 22(2)(e) of the MGA

13.3 Land Negotiations re Green Bay/Broad Cove Trail under Section 22(2)(a) of the MGA

ADJOURNMENT
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Municipality of the District of Lunenburg

MEMORANDUM

REPORT TO: Council
SUBMITTED BY: Maria Butts, LaHave River Project Coordinator
DATE: February 27, 2018

RE: Tender Award: On-Site Sewage Disposal System Installations for LaHave
River Properties. Project — Group #1

RECOMMENDATION

Authorize staff to award tender 2017-05-006 to Gerhardt Property Improvement in the amount of
$561,740.00 plus HST.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Twelve bids were received for Tender 2017-05-006 On-Site Sewage Disposal System
Installations for LaHave River Properties. Project — Group #1. Two were rejected and ten
accepted.

The scope of work consists of the supply and installation of five septic systems located on
private property belonging to homeowners who have applied to participate in the LaHave River
Straight Pipe Replacement Program, administered by the Municipality of the District of
Lunenburg (MODL).

This is the first tender for installation for the Straight Pipe Replacement Program (SPRP).
BACKGROUND

In the Spring of 2016, Our Living Future campaign was launched to bring awareness and
education around the issue of straight pipes and their impact on the LaHave River and Council
authorized staff to make an application to the New Build Canada Fund for a SPRP. Staff were
directed to prepare a Wastewater Management District (WWMD) By-Law and policies to
implement such a program. The drafted By-Law and policies have since been adopted by
Council.

On June 29, 2017, federal and provincial authorities announced joint funding along with the
Municipality for the replacement of straight pipes with on-site sewage disposal systems along
the LaHave River.
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Replacement of straight pipes with functioning septic systems required the services of a
gualified engineer to select, design, and oversee the installation of approved septic systems. As
such, council authorized staff to award of RFP 2017-05-400 On-Site Sewage Disposal System
Design for Lahave River properties to Able Engineering Services Inc (Able) on August 22, 2017.

Over the past few months, MODL has been working with Able to produce sewage disposal
designs for each property owner enrolled in the SPRP. Five designs were selected from those
completed to date for inclusion in tender 2017-05-006.

No Municipal dollars are being spent on this program as the federal and provincial grants cover
up to two thirds of the cost and all eligible homeowners are required to pay the remaining one
third.

DISCUSSION

Tender 2017-05-006 was posted on Tuesday, January 30", 2018 and closed on Thursday
February 15, 2018. A non-mandatory meeting was held at the municipal office for contractors to
attend who were interested in the installation tender. Sixteen contractors were in attendance.

Twelve bids were received by the deadline. Two bids were rejected for failure to include the
addendum as explicitly stated in the tender documents. Accepted tenderer names and bids are
described in Table 1 below:

Funding Total
Provincial/Federal Grants 2/3
Property Owner 1/3
Tenderers Total Bid (w/o HST)
Gerhardt Property Improvement $51,740.00
Dennis Lively Construction and

Backhoe Serzices Ltd $69,500.00
C. Eugene Ingram Construction Ltd $80,737.00
LaHave Paving Ltd $81,218.40
Rhyno's Landscaping Inc. $86,572.00
All Outdoors Landscaping Ltd $98,751.97
H&H Landscaping $109,415.00
}/rigtor Landscaping and Excavation $111,053.00
WK Sharpe and Sons Contractors Ltd $124,000.00
Tri-Ex Construction Ltd. $189,600.00

Table 1: Accepted Bids



Rejected tenderer names and bids are described in the Table 2 below:

Tenderers Total Bid (w/o HST)
Town and Country Property

Improvements Ltd $63,994.32
Maughan'’s Construction Inc. $164,000.00

Table 2: Rejected Bids

Under the scope of work, the successful bidder is required to complete all excavation, bedding,
pipe laying, backfill and compactions. They are to supply all septic tanks, miscellaneous fittings,
filter sand, stone and concrete. The successful bidder is also required to complete leakage
testing, and all surface restoration and any other work as specified and shown on the design
drawings.

CONCLUSION

Of the ten accepted bids received, the lowest bid was submitted by Gerhardt Property
Improvement of Lunenburg, Nova Scotia. Successful award of this first tender for installation
services, represents a significant milestone in the Straight Pipe Replacement Program.



Tender Award Recommendation

Tender: 2017-05-006 On-Site Sewage Disposal System Installation for LaHave River Properties.
Project - Group #1.

Scope of Work: Install five On-Site Sewage Disposal Systems on five properties along the LaHave
River.

Closing Date: February 15, 2018 Rejected Tenders: 2
Funding Total
Provincial/Federal Grants 2/3
Property Owner 1/3
Tenderers Total Bid (w/o HST)
Gerhardt Property Improvement $51,740.00
Dennis Lively Construction and
Backhoe Services Ltd $69,500.00
C. Eugene Ingram Construction Ltd $80,737.00
LaHave Paving Ltd $81,218.40
Rhyno's Landscaping Inc. $86,572.00
All Outdoors Landscaping Ltd $98,751.97
H&H Landscaping $109,415.00
Xiitor Landscaping and Excavation $111,053.00
WK Sharpe and Sons Contractors Ltd $124,000.00
Tri-Ex Construction Ltd. $189,600.00

Tender Award Recommendation:

Council award Tender 2017-05-006 to Gerhardt Property Improvement for the cost of $51,740.00
plus HST.
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Municipality of the District of LLunenburg

REQUEST FOR DECISION

REPORT TO: Mayor Bolivar-Getson and Members of Municipal Council

SUBMITTED BY: Norma Schiefer, Municipal Development Officer

DATE: February 20, 2018
RE: Adding one property to the Rhyno Lake Private Road Charge Area
ORIGIN: Request from the Rhyno Lake Road Improvement and

Maintenance Association

RECOMMENDATION

That Municipal Council approve PID 60476934 be added to the Rhyno Lake Road
private road maintenance charge area. Further that the Municipal Clerk and
Mayor be authorized to sign an addendum to the private road maintenance
agreement with the Rhyno Lake Road Improvement and Maintenance Association
to implement the same.

BACKGROUND

The Municipality has a Private Road Maintenance and Improvement By-law. The by-
law sets out a process for property owners on private roads to have their road
maintenance fees collected by the Municipality. The by-law requires a petition to be
signed by 66.66% of the lot owners in the charge area. The Municipality currently has
19 agreements with private road owner Associations to collect their private road
maintenance fees. For the service the Municipality charges a 5% administration fee.
The Municipality’s role is to collect the money for the Association. The road association
is responsible for all work on the road.

The Municipality signed an agreement in 2013 with the Rhyno Lake Road Improvement
and Maintenance Association to collect their road maintenance fees on their behalf. At
the time the Association submitted a petition signed by 73% of the lot owners in the
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charge area. An addendum was signed in 2015 to add an additional 3 properties to the
charge area.

DISCUSSION

Staff received a request from the Rhyno Lake Road Improvement and Maintenance
Association to add one property to their charge area. The property is PID 60476934
and is noted on the map below.

The Rhyno Lake Road Improvement and Maintenance Association has passed a
special resolution to amend their charge area to include this property. PID 60476934
obtains their access from Lake Shore Drive.

The Private Road Maintenance and Improvement By-law allows for petitions to establish
a charge area, Section 3. However the by-law does not have any provisions to expand
a charge area. Council can deal with this request without amending the by-law. To
implement the request Council will need to sign an addendum to the existing
agreement, copy attached.
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ALTERNATIVES

B. Request a new petition be submitted

C. Amend by-law to add a process to have properties added to an
established charge area.

CONCLUSION

As a request to add properties to an established charge area doesn’t arise very often
Staff is recommending the Council deal with these types of situations on a case by case
basis.

In this case the subject property is using the private roads to access their property.
Staff recommends that Council expand the Rhyno Lake Road Improvement and
Maintenance Association private road maintenance charge area to include PID
60476934. To implement the change in the charge area an addendum to the existing
agreement between the Association and the Municipality will need to be signed by both
parties.
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THIS ADDENDUM AGREEMENT made this day of , 2018

Schedule B

THE MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT OF LUNENBURG

PRIVATE ROADS MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENT CHARGE
RHYNO LAKE ROAD IMPROVEMENT AND MAINTENANCE ASSOCIATION

WHEREAS the Rhyno Lake Road Improvement and Maintenance Association has
requested that the charge area that forms part of the private roads maintenance
and improvement charge agreement between the Rhyno Lake Road Improvement
and Maintenance Association and the Municipality of the District of Lunenburg be
amended to include one additional property,

IT IS HEREBY agreed that PID 60476934 is added to the charge area appended to
the agreement as shown on the inset map.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties to these presents have signed, sealed and delivered the
same the day and year first above written.

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED ) RHYNO LAKE ROAD IMPROVEMENT AND
MAINTENANCE ASSOCIATION
In the presence of: )
)
)
) Per:
Witness ) President
)
)
) Per:
Witness ) Vice President
MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT
OF LUNENBURG
)
)
) Per:
Witness ) Mayor Carolyn Bolivar-Getson
)
)
) Per:
Witness ) Sherry Conrad, Municipal Clerk
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PROVINCE OF NOVA SCOTIA )
COUNTY OF LUNENBURG )

ONTHIS dayof ,A.D., 2018, before me, the subscriber personally came and appeared,

, @ subscribing witness to the foregoing Indenture
who, having been by me duly sworn, made oath and said that RHYNO LAKE ROAD
IMPROVEMENT AND MAINTENANCE ASSOCIATION, one of the parties thereto, caused the
same to be executed in its name and on its behalf and its corporate seal to be thereunto affixed
by its proper officers in his/her presence.

A COMMISSIONER OF THE SUPREME COURT

NOVA SCOTIA
PROVINCE OF NOVA SCOTIA )
COUNTY OF LUNENBURG )
ONTHIS dayof ,A.D., 2018, before me, the subscriber personally came and appeared,

, @ subscribing witness to the foregoing Indenture
who, having been by me duly sworn, made oath and said that RHYNO LAKE ROAD
IMPROVEMENT AND MAINTENANCE ASSOCIATION, one of the parties thereto, caused the
same to be executed in its name and on its behalf and its corporate seal to be thereunto affixed
by its proper officers in his/her presence.

A COMMISSIONER OF THE SUPREME COURT

NOVA SCOTIA
PROVINCE OF NOVA SCOTIA )
COUNTY OF LUNENBURG )
ONTHIS dayof ,A.D., 2018, before me, the subscriber personally came and appeared,

, a subscribing witness to the foregoing Indenture
who, having been by me duly sworn, made oath and said that the MUNICIPALITY OF THE
DISTRICT OF LUNENBURG, one of the parties thereto, caused the same to be executed in its
name and on its behalf and its corporate seal to be thereunto affixed by its proper officers in
his/her presence.

A COMMISSIONER OF THE SUPREME COURT
NOVA SCOTIA
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Municipality of the District of Lunenburg
REQUEST FOR DECISION
REPORT TO:  Mayor Bolivar-Getson & members of Municipal Council
FROM: Douglas Reid.
DATE: February 16th 2018.
RE: Receipt of a Petition requesting Land Use Planning (Hemford Forest)

RECOMMENDATION.
Where a request has been initiated by a petition from the community that is consistent with MDL-21, planning staff is
recommending Council carry out the actions identified in MDL-21 sections 1.3 & 1.4.

Motions:

e That staff conduct two public information meetings to introduce the concept of land use planning in the
Hemford Forest subdivision.

That Council conduct a Plebiscite to determine the public’s opinion concerning whether land use
planning should be established for the Hemford Forest subdivision, with the date of the plebiscite to be
set no later than December 1st, 2018.

BACKGROUND.

On February 5th, 2018, a petition with 26 signatures was delivered to the Municipality. The petitioners identified
themselves as eligible voters residing in the Hemford Forest subdivision, located off the Upper Branch Road in the
community of Hemford, in Council District 5. The petitioners are requesting Council initiate the process of introducing
land use planning regulations for the Hemford Forest subdivision.

Since 2001, Council has adopted Policy (MDL-21) with respect to the process for considering citizen requests for
land use planning. In considering a request: a signed petition of 5% of eligible voters of the identified community must
first be forwarded to Council. Staff reviewed Voter Roll information used in the 2016 election. The table below
identifies the estimate number of eligible voters who reside in the community of Hemford; the number residing in the
Hemford Forest subdivision; and what would be required to meet the 5% threshold for each, as identified in Policy.

Polling District #521 2016 Voter Roll (estimates) 5% Threshold
Hemford (community) 206 11
Hemford Forest subdivision 47 3

18 of the 26 petitioners are identified on the 2016 Voter Roll. 7 other names are found on current title to property (4 of
the 7 petitioners purchased property since the 2016 election). Given these information sources, staff considers the
petition, as signed (*18-25), exceeds the minimum requirement identified in Policy. That is: the petition meets Policy
requirements for the entire community of Hemford, even where the petitioners’ request is specific to introducing land
use planning in the Hemford Forest subdivision.

In accepting the petition, the next step would be for the Municipality to conduct two public information meetings to
introduce the concept of land use planning to citizens. The two meetings would be advertised via applicable forms of
Public Notice. Following the information meetings, Council would undertake a plebiscite to gauge the respective
community’s opinion on the matter. Where there is more than 12 months before the date of the next municipal
election, MDL-21 identifies where Council can determine the plebiscite date of its own accord.
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The last plebiscite on planning (in Wileville) was held concurrent with the 2016 election. A plebiscite was carried out
(in Dayspring) in 2002, independent of an election. In terms of possible steps that would take place beyond such a
plebiscite: MDL-21 currently identifies where the implementation of land use controls would follow in those cases
where 66.6% of the ballots are cast in favour of land use planning. That outcome has not yet occurred.
DISCUSSION

Council may wish to consider the following matters, prior to providing staff with any direction on this request:

Hemford Forest Subdivision - the numbers

| dentified Number of Lots. | 1201154 |
Developed Lots. 49
Undeveloped. 56 (51%)
Properties held by the Hemford Forest Property Owners Association 15

(HFPOA) for access, recreation, or other purposes.

Civic Addresses. 50

Addresses identified on the 2016 Election Voter Roll. 29

Addresses not identified on the Roll. 21
Number of Signatures. (2018 Petition) 26 (18-25%)

Addresses identified with Petition. 13

Community Size / Geography

Hemford Forest subdivision is approximately 115 acres. The subdivision may be considered distinct where the
density of residential lots contrasts with the surrounding area’s large resource property holdings. The development
was created from a subdivision process initiated more than forty years ago. (1972 / 1974) The proximity of Hirtle Lake
at that point along the Upper Branch Road provided opportunity to develop attractive lakefront residential lots without
incurring extensive road development costs in to access the new parcels.

A drive along Upper Branch Road from Bridgewater to Hemford is indicative of the pattern of development that has
taken place in the Municipality over the the last century, with changes in personal mobility and employment patterns.
In Auburndale: residential lots of relatively small size consistently neighbor each other over the first 2-3 kilometres
leading out from town. Two unconnected subdivisions have developed off the road, but generally, large resource
holdings (agricultural or woodlots) are adjacent to the back of this consistent ribbon of residences fronting the road. A
ribbon development pattern continues into Midville Branch, becoming sporadic after crossing the river. In Upper
Branch: distances between residential lots along the road are longer, the lot sizes are generally larger, and, in many
places, undeveloped woodland immediately borders on the road. Where the Upper Branch Rd ends at Highway 208,
in the centre of Hemford, it is again noted where the lot sizes nearer to that intersection are again smaller, with the
segmentation of private resource properties again being found adjacent to the back of developed residential lots.

Per the 2016 Voter Roll: the estimated population of the Hemford Forest subdivision is approximately 23% of the
community of Hemford. It is ~9% of Polling District 521. Staff notes where there are 4 communities in Polling District
521 (Upper Branch, Hemford, Nineveh & Colpton) and ~13 communities identified in Council District 5.
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Population, development history, lot sizes, and geographic context are important elements in leading to questions:
e Is the Hemford Forest subdivision considered a distinct community?
¢ s the community of sufficient size for the Municipality to undertake separate land use planning controls?

o Does each community found in a Polling District, or each community within a Council District, warrant
development of their own land use by-law?

The municipal policy used in adopting planning (MDL-21) speaks to “community” without defining the term. Even
when the policy aim is to define a “community” as being a “common geographic location”, opposing public views can
emerge quickly, with reconciliation of views not always possible. Public debate on the variance of where one
community starts and another community ends may be considered problematic, if not unproductive.

Since adoption of MDL-21 in 2001, Council’s process has deferred the question of possible implementation to local
“‘communities” to pursue development and potential adoption of secondary plans, based on a demonstrated interest.
(a plebiscite vote) Council has consistently identified no interest in identifying or adopting municipal-wide planning.

By this petition, citizens who identified themselves as being residents (eligible voters) of Hemford Forest subdivision
have expressed their interest in seeing their local “community” adopt land use controls. The petition meets the
Policy requirement.

It is Council's consideration to determine if that registered self-interest is a sufficient scale to pursue further action. It
may be considered Council's responsibility, in their role of governing the one community identified as the District of
Lunenburg, to determine at what appropriate scale the development of local land use plans should be.

Specificity of local interests / Integration of a concentrated residential subdivision with surrounding area

Staff makes assumption - based on the evident predominance of existing residential uses found in the subdivision -
that a proportion of the petitioners are interested in planning because a Land Use By-law might restrict future uses
considered inconsistent with what residential development has occurred since the 1970s. The assumed objective
would be to adopt regulation that could identify this part of the Municipality as having a “restrictive-residential” -styled
Zoning designation, such as what exists in parts of Hebbville and Maders Cove.

This assumption is based, in part, on facts associated with Hemford Forest's historical development. Like other
subdivisions associated with lakefront development during the 1970s & 1980s, there was an inclination at the time of
initial lot creation in having restrictive covenants be placed on title. Covenants were likely identified by the developer
as a means to control future activities, once the new lots were conveyed. The identification of covenants may have
also been an associated aspect in marketing the lots to the public.

The administration and policing of covenants on title does not involve municipal government.

It is noted there was no supportive framework in place for the introduction of land use by-laws in this Municipality in
the 1970s, when this subdivision was first developed. (i.e. there wasn’t any municipal policy alternative on offer.) The
first secondary plan - identified for Hebbville - was adopted by Council in 1990. The identification and development of
four other community-based plans followed swiftly in the early 1990s. No new community-based Plan Area has
been identified by Council since 1997. The current Policy governing the procedure of creating a new Plan & By-
law in interested communities (MDL-21) was subsequently adopted in 2001.
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Pursuing the development of land use plans at very “localized” levels, to be based on clearly-identified local interests,
has both advantages and drawbacks. The Municipality’s current policy framework encourages interested citizens to
be substantively involved in the preparation and review of the Municipality’s planning documents in their community.
It also allows for possible debate over issues to also become very “localized” (i.e. debates between individuals within
communities), which not all citizens are prepared to undertake. A preference towards deferring to a community-based
framework can also require more time and resources be allocated towards addressing the issues identified at the
most local level.

Finally, the current “localized” policy framework can generate heightened expectations of regulatory protectionism in
those areas with land use planning, especially where a map illustrates that a very large portion of the Municipality has
remained unregulated since 1997.

Zoning regulation can oftentimes be critiqued as a way to fragment communities. In MODL: this “fragmentation” can
also refer to the lack of integration between the areas of heavily-regulated interests and areas with no regulation.

STRATEGIC PLAN / POLICY RELEVANCE.
Citizens have presented a petition consistent with the process identified in Municipal Policy MDL-21.

WORK PROGRAM IMPLICATIONS / BUDGET IMPLICATIONS.

Any direction by Council would be integrated with the Planning Department's general operations for 2018. Where this
request was initiated by approximately two dozen citizens, staff considers that timelines be identified, in terms of the
provision of a clear decision on their request, and any subsequent actions to be carried out by staff, as is directed.

ALTERNATIVES
With the petition’s submission, staff has identified two alternatives for Council to consider:

1. Where the submitted petition meets the requirements of Policy MDL-21, conduct the public information meetings
and plebiscite. (Recommendation identified in box on Page 1 of Memo)

Similar to the 2016 process in Wileville, staff would propose an information meeting be done in early
summer [June] and then in the fall [September], to allow for possible variance in attendees, before an
October plebiscite.

The Municipality needs to be very clear in setting direction as to which part of the Municipality would be
under consideration for adopting land use planning, and - based on that geographic determination -
which subset of eligible voters would then be participating in the plebiscite.

2. Council may consider it cannot accept the specifics of the petition, as grounds for moving forward with conducting
the information meetings, or in undertaking a plebiscite that would be specific to the Hemford Forest subdivision.

This alternative may be considered inconsistent with Policy MDL-21. Such a perspective is based solely on
where the petition requests land use planning for only the Hemford Forest subdivision.

This memo has noted that the petitioners are of a sufficient number to be requesting planning for the entire
‘community” of Hemford - but have identified where they are asking only as voters (residents) of the
Hemford Forest subdivision. The issue is where the “community” has self-identified its own common area of
geographic interest, but where Council consider that it cannot respond at that scale.
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In addition to the two alternatives presented above, in direct response to the petition, staff would advise Council that
it consider making potential changes to Policy MDL-21. Any proposed changes can first be discussed and identified
via a staff report and presentation to the Planning Advisory Committee. Included in the Committee discussion will be
the points raised previously in this Memo.

MDL-21 was established in 2001, shortly before the Dayspring plebiscite in 2002. Council has then only referred to
the Policy, in response to the submission of a resident petition, in the fall of 2015 and (now) February 2018. As with
all policy matters, the conditions associated with its application, and the perspectives of current Council members
and citizens, change over time. The additional motion (below) would look to update the Policy, following further work
and discussion undertaken via the Planning Advisory Committee.

Additional Motion for Council’s consideration:

e That staff prepare a Report to Planning Advisory Committee, to review possible revisions to current
Municipal Policy MDL-21, regarding Council’s role in the determination of petitions, plebiscites, and
identified matters affecting the introduction or elimination of land use plans in local communities.

COMMUNICATION CONSIDERATIONS
Planning staff will inform those citizens who delivered to the petition to the municipal offices of this item’s appearance
on Council’'s agenda, so that they may hear Council's deliberations first-hand.

Citizens who reside in other parts of the community of Hemford, and those residing in other communities located in
Polling District 521 (or northwestern portions of the Municipality), may hear either directly or indirectly of Council's
consideration of this petition, and hold a strong interest with where such a process affects them.

Any actions to be undertaken by the Municipality with respect to a discussion on land use controls in “unplanned”
communities should look to be as clear as possible as to the purpose of the undertaking, and the scope of public
discussion.

ATTACHMENTS to this MEMO.

1. Petition from Hemford Forest subdivision residents
2. Policy MDL-21

3. Location Maps

Report Prepared By: Douglas Reid.

Report Approved By: Jeff Merrill.
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PETITION FOR LAND USE PLANNING IN HEMFORD FOREST

RECEIVED

To the Council of the Municipality of the District of Lunenburg,

We the undersignea, being eligibie voters in the Hemford Forest Subdivision, do petition
Council to accept this petition requesting land use planning regulations for the Hemford

Forest Subdivision.

We understand that once this

meetings will be held for th
means.

Further, we understand that
Hemford Forest Subdivision,
Hemford Forest Subdivision

planning.

petition is received by Council that two public information

e voters of Hemford Forest to explain what land use planning

NAME AND SIGNATURES OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN
HEMFORD FOREST SUBDIVISION

prior to Council implementing land use planning in the
Council will conduct a plebiscite for the voters of the
with at least 66.66% of the ballots cast in favour of land use

Name
(please print)

Signature

Civic Address
(please print)
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PETITION FOR LAND USE PLANNING IN HEMFORD FOREST
To the Council of the Municipality of the District of Lunenburg,

We the undersigned, being eligible voters in the Hemford Forest Subdivision, do petition
Council to accept this petition requesting land use planning regulations for the Hemford
Forest Subdivision.

We understand that once this petition is received by Council that two public information
meetings will be held for the voters of Hemford Forest to explain what land use planning
means.

Further, we understand that prior to Council implementing land use planning in the
Hemford Forest Subdivision, Council will conduct a plebiscite for the voters of the
Hemford Forest Subdivision with at least 66.66% of the ballots cast in favour of land use
planning.

NAME AND SIGNATURES OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN
HEMFORD FOREST SUBDIVISION

Name Signature Civic Address
(please print) (please print)
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PETITION FOR LAND USE PLANNING IN HEMFORD FOREST
To the Council of the Municipality of the District of Lunenburg,

We the undersigned, being eligible voters in the Hemford Forest Subdivision, do petition
Council to accept this petition requesting land use planning regulations for the Hemford
Forest Subdivision.

We understand that once this petition is received by Council that two public information
meetings will be held for the voters of Hemford Forest to explain what land use planning
means.

Further, we understand that prior to Council implementing land use planning in the
Hemford Forest Subdivision, Council will conduct a plebiscite for the voters of the
Hemford Forest Subdivisionwith at least 66.66% of the ballots cast in favor of land use
planning. o

NAME AND SIGNATURES OF ELIGIBLE VOTERS IN
HEMFORD FOREST SUBDIVISION

Name Signature Ivic ress
(please print) (please print)
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Policy MDL-21

Municipality of the District of Lunenburg

POLICY

Title:

PROCEDURE FOR FORMATION OF A PLANNING AREA, THE EXTENSION OF
AN EXISTING PLANNING AREA, OR THE ABOLISHMENT OF ALL OR A
PORTION OF A PLANNING AREA

Policy No.
MDL-21

Effective Date:

October 9, 2001 Aug. 13, 2002, June 11, 2004, Nov. 8,

Amended Date:

2005, Jan. 11, 2011

Council of the Municipality of the District of Lunenburg hereby adopts the following
procedure for the formation of new planning areas, the extension of existing planning
areas or the abolishment of a planning area or portion thereof:

1 REQUEST INITIATED BY THE COMMUNITY

The following are the steps that shall be followed, in order of occurrence.

1.1

Request Made

Request for a new Planning Area, the extension of an existing planning area or
the abolishment of a planning area or portion thereof is forwarded to the Council
representative for the area in which the request is being made. The request shall
be in written form, and bear the signature of:

a)

where the request is for the establishment of a new planning area for a
Municipal Polling District or a community within the Municipality, a
minimum of 5% of the eligible voters, as defined in the Municipal
Elections Act, in each Municipal Polling District or community for which
the request is being made;

where the request is for an extension to the boundaries of an existing
planning area, a minimum of 5% of the eligible voters, as defined in the
Municipal Elections Act, in the area in which the expansion is requested;
or

where the request is for the abolishment of a planning area or a portion
thereof, a minimum of 5% of the eligible voters, as defined in the
Municipal Elections Act, in the area for which the request is made.
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1.2 Request Forwarded to Council

The Council representative forwards this request to Municipal Council for
consideration, within 30 days of receipt of the request.

If a request for planning or the abolishment of planning in the same area was
previously received, and a plebiscite was held within 24 months prior to the
receipt of the new request, it is at discretion of Municipal Council to accept the
new request and proceed in accordance with this policy. After a period of 24
months has elapsed since the date of the plebiscite any new request received
must follow this procedure.

1.3 Public Meeting

Council shall authorize the conducting of two (2) public meetings including
associated costs. The public meetings shall be the forum through which the
concept of planning is introduced to the community. [Amended Jan.11, 2011]

The public meetings shall be advertised in the local papers, for two consecutive
weeks prior to the date of the meeting and notices of the public meetings shall be
posted in conspicuous places throughout the community. Staff shall conduct the
public meetings.

1.4  Plebiscite

1.4.1 Plebiscite Held

To gauge the community’s opinion respecting planning, Council shall
conduct a plebiscite for the area in which planning or the abolishment of
planning is requested. If the request for land use planning or the
abolishment of planning is made within 12 months prior to the date of a
Municipal Election, Council shall conduct the plebiscite in conjunction with
the Municipal Election.

1.4.2 Results of Plebiscite — Request for Planning

(a) Council shall proceed with the steps necessary to form a planning
area where:

i) for a Municipal Polling District or community a minimum of
66.66 percent of the ballots cast are in favor of land use
planning. For greater clarity where the request is for
planning in more than one Municipal Polling District or
community, Council shall only proceed with the steps
necessary to form a planning area in the Municipal Polling
Districts or communities in which 66.66 percent of the
ballots cast are in favor of land use planning; [Amended
Jan.11, 2011]
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1.4.3

1.5

1.5.1

1.5.2

1.5.3

1.6

i) for an extension to an existing planning area, a minimum of
66.66 percent of the ballots cast are in favor of land use
planning; [Amended Jan.11, 2011]

b) Where pursuant to subclause 1.4.2(a)(i) and 1.4.2(a)(ii), less than
66.66% of the ballots cast are in favor of land use planning,
Council shall not proceed with the establishment of a planning
area, except in accordance with Part 2 of this Policy. [Amended
Jan.11, 2011]

Results of Plebiscite — Request to Abolish Planning

a) Council shall proceed with the steps necessary to abolish a
planning area, or in accordance with the Municipal Government
Act where a minimum of 66.66 percent of the ballots cast are in
favor of abolishing planning, except in accordance with Part 2 of
this Policy. [Amended Jan.11, 2011]

b) Where pursuant to clause 1.4.3(a), less than 66.66% of the
ballots cast are in favor of the abolishment of a planning area or
portion thereof. Council shall not proceed with the establishment
of a planning area. [Amended Jan. 11, 2011]

Formation of an Area Planning Advisory Committee

If the results of the Plebiscite are such that a minimum of 66.66% of

the votes cast were in favor of planning, Council shall establish an Area
Planning Advisory Committee, by policy. The policy shall define the
geographical area to which the Area Planning Advisory Committee shall
apply, the purpose of the Committee, and the conduct of the Committee;
and [Amended Jan. 11, 2011]

Council shall appaoint by resolution, members of the public to serve on the
Area Planning Advisory Committee. Appointments shall be sought by
public advertisement with a subsequent application made to Council; or

Council shall appoint members of the proposed expanded Planning Area
to serve on the Area Planning Advisory Committee, and if necessary
rescinds the former resolution and adopt a new resolution establishing the
revised Area Planning Advisory Committee. Appointments shall be sought
by public advertisement with a subsequent application made to Council.

Commencement of Planning Process

Staff and the Area Planning Advisory Committee work together to draft proposed
land use policy and regulations.
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1.7 Adoption / Amendment Procedure; Public Participation Procedure

Previously established procedures for the adoption or amendment of Planning
Documents, and the Public Participation Program shall be subsequently
followed.

2.0 ACTION INITIATED BY MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

In the event that Municipal Council deems it necessary, for the betterment of a
community, to implement land use planning within a community, or to not abolish
a planning area or portion thereof, Municipal Council is exempt from satisfying
the requirements of Subsections 1.1 to 1.4, inclusive, as listed above.

Clerk’s Annotation for Official Policy Book

Date of Adoption October 9, 2001

Date of Notice to Council Members December 29, 2010
of Intent to Consider Amendments
(7 days minimum)

Date of Passage of Amendments January 11, 2011

| certify that this MDL-21 “PROCEDURE FOR FORMATION OF A PLANNING AREA, THE
EXTENSION OF AN EXISTING PLANNING AREA, OR THE ABOLISHMENT OF ALLOR A
PORTION OF A PLANNING AREA" was adopted by Council as indicated above.

Municipal Clerk Date
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