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MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT OF LUNENBURG
Memorandum
Report to:
Date:
Re:

Mayor Downe & Members of Municipal Council.
March 1st 2016
Development Agreement application:
PID #60195708, #3017 Highway 332, Bayport
Riverport & District Plan Area

Attachments to this Memo:
A
-Staff Report to PAC.
B
-draft Development Agreement, as presented to PAC.
C
-written correspondence (via e-mail) from members of the public.

Origin.
A Development Agreement application, submitted by Ms. Lori Fuller, asked Council to consider permitting a licensed
Lounge use, by way of Development Agreement, to be co-located within an existing licensed restaurant
establishment (“The Purple Leprechaun”) located at the above civic address, in Bayport. The matter was referred by
Council to the Riverport & District Area Advisory Committee in December. Since then:
 a Public Information Meeting (January 14th);
 a Riverport & District AAC meeting (February 17th); and
 a Planning Advisory Committee meeting (February 25th) have all been held, in relation to this application.
There has been input provided by residents at each step along the way, expressing both identified concerns and
general support, in Council’s consideration as to allowing this proposed development to proceed. Written
correspondence received from the public, to include individuals in support of the application, and from a number of
individuals with stated concerns, can be found as Appendix C.
The Staff Report submitted to Planning Advisory Committee, attached as Appendix A, included a draft Development
Agreement (Appendix B) for consideration. It is noted that PAC made no recommendation, for or against, on
whether Council should enter into such an Agreement (as it is drafted), so as to allow for the proposed Lounge use.
Both an initial motion and an amendment to the motion put forward at the PAC meeting were defeated.
The specific matter identified with the lack of any successful PAC motion is whether the Development Agreement
should include, or not include, conditions that would look to restrict potential noise -related impacts that may be
associated with development of this particular type of use. (licensed establishments such as Lounges)
At past meetings, the applicant noted where she has operated a licensed restaurant on the property that has had no
identified concerns since she opened in 2014. It is her perspective that the establishment will not change, in terms of
possible noise impacts, with the incorporation of a lounge element, as part of the business.
A number of neighbouring residents have voiced their concerns, at both RDAAC and PAC, with the potential changes
that can occur, in relation to the allowance of a Lounge, and related nature of the clientele. Specifically, the concerns
cited are with the amount of noise that occurs, particularly with patrons in late evening hours, and with noise that can
be associated with use of the outside portions of the establishment for (related) entertainment activities.
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Discussion.
This additional memorandum to Council, following the PAC Report, serves two purposes.
[Part 1] Updated input from RCMP
Staff needs to update Council, as it pertains to input received from external agencies, in reference to Council’s
consideration of this application. The input came to the Municipality following the PAC meeting, which was held on
Thursday February 25th.
On Monday February 29th, staff received email correspondence from the RCMP, identifying that their agency was no
longer in a position to support this particular application. Previous discussions / email in January with RCMP staff had
identified there had been no reports or known concerns (at that time) in connection with the property, or with the
conduct of operations at the existing establishment.
Staff’s report to Council considers input from the RCMP, where it pertains to Policy 7.1.4(b) -vi of the Riverport
Secondary Planning Strategy, re: “Council shall be satisfied that the development is not premature or inappropriate
due to the adequacy or proximity of schools, recreation, emergency services, and other community facilities.”
This revision as noted in the RCMP’s response to the Municipality, is to be taken into serious consideration by
Municipal Council, where it pertains to the degree in which a proposed use can impact substantively on protective
services resources, which are provided to the greater community. If the RCMP are not identified as supportive of an
application, Council can consider such a development to be inappropriate at this time.

[Part 2] Alternatives re: Conditions in relation to Noise
The second objective of this memo is to provide Council with alternatives, as to possible conditions that can be
considered, in trying to address (or restrict) the potential noise impacts that may be associated with a proposed
Lounge use. Having had no recommendation from PAC, in either direction, staff recognizes where this aspect can be
considered a matter where Council would prefer to see an array of alternatives put before them, before Council then
proceeds to make any specific recommendation that will result in a Public Hearing.
Council can then, through its own deliberations, determine whether or not any of these possible conditions are to be
added into the draft Agreement.
Staff would note that in the twenty+ year of planning regulations being established in this Municipality, that this is the
second occasion where a Development Agreement application has concerned the proposed development of a
Lounge / Beverage Room -related use. (Heron Pub & Marina application in 2013.) In the one previous application, a
condition re: noise restriction was included in the final Agreement. Staff would observe that each case is to be
considered separately by Council, given the size, location, and variety of other relevant factors that go into each
application process. Staff would also note - as the matter was asked at previous meetings - where there are identified
licensed establishments that do already exist in the Municipality, that do not have any Development Agreements
associated with their use, due to their long-standing history (i.e. established more than 25 years ago).
Staff would also note that this matter has been re-labeled as a secondary priority, given the substantive nature of the
Update re: RCMP statement, above. It is possible for Council to consider any further deliberation as to possible
conditions associated with noise to be inconsequential, with the new information that has come to the Municipality on
February 29th.
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The chart below highlights possible alternatives that Council may consider adding, as conditions, to the drafted
Development Agreement.
Given the lack of any substantive history of Agreements associated with such uses in this particular Municipality, staff
reviewed where recent Agreements adopted in the Town of Lunenburg (in 2009 / 2011/ 2013) all had conditions
associated with noise. Note the Town of Bridgewater has no Agreements in place, with similar types of uses, located
in its jurisdiction, but for a recent Agreement (2015) with the Lanna Thai restaurant, so as to permit for a Lounge
license within that establishment. In both Towns, there are examples of existing establishments which pre-dated the
legislation that enabled Development Agreements to be put in place.
Condition
Alternative 1 (TOL)
That unless further restricted by the Province of Nova
Scotia, Alcohol & Gaming Division, the Lounge use
shall be open only from 11.00AM until _____ daily.
Alternative 2 (-)
That unless further restricted by the Province of Nova
Scotia, Alcohol & Gaming Division, any outside
serving area of the establishment shall be open only
from 11.00AM until _____ daily.
Alternative 3 (TOL / Heron Pub)
That no entertainment is to be provided outside of the
building.
OR
That the Developer is prohibited from using or having
amplified sound or live music located on the deck, or
any outside area of the property.

Notes
A definitive restriction placed on hours of operation
reduces any possible noise occurring from the use.

A restriction placed on the hours of operation of a
Lounge use on the deck portion of the establishment
would move any associated noise to the inside of the
building after a set hour.
A restriction to keep entertainment inside the building
reduces possible noise occurring from associated
activities. (i.e. live music, karaoke)
This condition may also be associated with certain times
of day, and may be “unassociated” with certain holidays.

Alternative 4 (TOL)
That the windows and doors of the building are to be
closed when entertainment is being provided within the
building.

Reduces risk associated with entertainment activities.
Can, again, be associated with certain times of day, or
unassociated with identified holidays.

Alternative 5 (TOL)
That the operation of the use, to include the actions of
both patrons and staff, shall not interrupt the quiet
enjoyment of the neighbouring properties.

“Quiet enjoyment” becomes a matter of interpretation,
and would lead to potential conflict with different levels
of expectations of compliance.

Alternative 6 (Riverport LUB)
That sound levels generated or as may be associated
with the use, shall not exceed ___ dB(A) at adjacent
property lines.

Long associated with proposed wind turbine uses where turbines are associated with set sound emission
rates (@ point of manufacturing). Considered to be
potentially problematic in its enforcement.

At PAC, Councillor Ernst asked whether a Development Agreement may include conditions that he identified as
“performance standards” as a means to address potential issues, should certain circumstances arise, following the
approval of the application and signing of the Development Agreement. In such a case, the intent is (as staff
interprets) for the Municipality to be able to re-consider what conditions that the (Lounge) use would operate under.
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MGA s.227 outlines what terms may be contained within a Development Agreement. It includes as s.227(1)h “security or performance bonding”, suggesting that a Municipality can require, as a condition, that the Developer be
prepared to place forward a bond, as a means to ensure that the proposed use shall continue to meet certain preidentified standards. Staff also reviewed where the three recent Development Agreements in place for associated
Lounge uses within the Town of Lunenburg included what may be defined as “options” that the Developer agreed to
in signing an Agreement with the Town. These “options” evidently permitted the Town to change certain restrictions,
as identified in the Agreements, if it so desired to do so, at some point in the future, based on “performance”.
Staff has asked for legal advice as to whether such “options,” as scripted, have standing, if the Developer were to
determine at a future date that the conditions were not tied to the content identified under s.227 in the MGA.
“Optional” Conditions (found in TOL Agreements)
That the Town may restrict the hours of operation of the Lounge from ______, if, in the opinion of Council, the
quiet enjoyment of the neighbouring properties has been interrupted.
That the Town may restrict the ability to have live entertainment if, in the opinion of Council, the quiet enjoyment of
the neighbouring properties has been interrupted.

Conclusion.
Revised correspondence sent from the RCMP, as it pertained to this application, resulted in a re-assessment of the
satisfaction of policy statements, as identified in the Municipality’s related Secondary Planning Strategy.
At this time, with what information is known to planning staff, there is no longer a recommendation for the Municipality
to enter into a Development Agreement, as it is drafted. This conclusion is irrespective to the noted issue, and the
lack of recommendation from PAC, as it pertained to potential conditions associated with restrictions on noise.
At this time, staff is recommending that the Municipality either:


reject Ms. Fuller’s application, on the basis of the application being unable to address Policy 7.1.4(b)-vi
satisfactorily at this time.

Or, Council may choose to


defer their decision on Ms. Fuller’s application, in consideration of Council (or PAC) receiving legal opinion,
as to the adoption of any “optional” conditions, as previously identified in Part 2 of this Memo.
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MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT OF LUNENBURG
REPORT TO:
SUBMITTED BY:
DATE:
RE:

Planning Advisory Committee.
Douglas Reid.
February 19th 2016.
Development Agreement Application: Lori Fuller (Purple Leprechaun)

RECOMMENDATION.
[The Planning Advisory Committee respectfully recommends that:]
Council enter into a Development Agreement with Lori Fuller, to allow for the proposed development of a
licensed Lounge on the property identified as PID #60195708, located at 3017 Highway 332 in Bayport.

ATTACHMENTS.
Appendix A
Appendix B

Location Map, related information materials
Development Agreement - DRAFT dated February 19

ORIGIN.
On November 25th, 2015, the Municipality received a Development Agreement application from Lori Fuller pertaining
to a proposed additional use, to be co-located with an existing restaurant (The Purple Leprechaun), located at 3017
Highway 332, in Bayport. (PID #60195708) On December 8th, Council referred the application to the Riverport &
District Area Advisory Committee.
On January 14th, an initial Public Information Meeting was held at the Leprechaun, as a means to inform the general
public and surrounding community that this particular application was under consideration. On February 17th, staff
presented a Report on the proposed Agreement to the Riverport & District Area Advisory Committee. The Area
Advisory Committee passed a motion recommending that Council consider entering into a Development Agreement,
following a discussion on proposed identified conditions.
At this time: Ms. Fuller’s stated intent is to pursue a Lounge license with the Province (via Alcohol, Gaming, Fuel &
Tobacco). Presently, the Leprechaun operates as a licensed eating establishment, which, under s.59 of the
Province’s Liquor Licensing Regulations, allows for the sale of liquor only if/when the customer is also served food. A
Lounge license allows the Leprechaun to serve liquor without a food order to customers within a defined portion of
the premises, and/or throughout the entire premises, after an identified hour (9.00PM), per s.71 of the regulations.
Ms. Fuller’s application noted there would be no expansion to the existing structure, nor were there plans for any
other proposed changes to be made to the property, in reference to incorporating the Lounge use. Any interior
modifications to the existing restaurant would be cosmetic (i.e. placement of tables in the space) and would comply
with potential direction from licensing agents re: designated areas for the Lounge and eating establishment.
Attached as Appendix A is a Location Map, and related materials, highlighting the identified property’s location
within the surrounding geography.
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BACKGROUND.
Authority
The NS Municipal Government Act allows municipalities to consider certain types of developments by way of a
Development Agreement, on those matters that are identified in the local planning strategy [s.225]. The MGA allows
municipalities to determine specified terms of any such agreement [s.227]. The Act also sets out procedural
requirements for municipalities that seek to enter into a development agreement.[s.228 & s.230], which includes the
holding of a Public Hearing by Council on the matter.
The proposed development is located in the Rural Three (RU-3) Zone of the Riverport & District Land Use By-law.
Under By-law section 5.2.3(c)iii: the development of a Lounge in the Rural Three Zone is considered to be a
Restricted Development, permitted only by Development Agreement. A review of relevant policy, found in the
Riverport & District Secondary Planning Strategy, and a decision by Council, is therefore required.
Pertinent Property Details.
The Purple Leprechaun has been in existence as a restaurant since the summer of 2014. The days and hours of its
operations have varied in the time since opening - however, it is noted that under the current eating establishment
license, permitted hours for the serving of liquor to patrons is from 10.00AM to 2.00AM, seven days per week.
The structure that houses the restaurant was extensively renovated in 2005. Re-modeling/alterations/expansion of
the pre-existing residence on the property resulted in approximately 1,470 square feet of new commercial space,
specifically designed to accommodate an eating establishment use on the first floor (includes kitchen, washroom &
serving area), and approximately 890 square feet of residential space, located on the second floor. A separate
stairway entrance to the single-unit second-floor residential use is located at the rear of the structure. A previous
operator began operations in 2006 as “The Kilted Frenchman” before closing their business. In May 2014, Ms. Fuller
acquired the property, and shortly thereafter opened the Leprechaun as a licensed establishment.
Also attached to the building is a deck, also built in 2005, that runs along a portion of both the southern and western facing portions of the structure. This deck provides another approximately 650 square feet of space to the restaurant.
To the north of the building, is an existing gravelled driveway and parking lot area, with two entrance points that
access onto an extended (paved) portion of Highway 332. This “portion” of the NS Transportation -owned highway
parcel is, per a 2005 survey, actually the location of an “old” Feltzen South Road, before that particular roadway was
built in its present location. The asphalted entry point onto the main part of Highway 332 is approximately 50 m wide.
The parking area for patrons and staff on the Leprechaun property is approximately 25m x 20m.
The remainder of the 1.1 acre property is currently wooded. There are no areas of steep slope found on the property,
nor are there any provincially-identified wetlands, per the local By-law’s Development Constraints Map. At one time, a
watercourse was identified as running to the north of the identified parcel, on immediately adjacent properties. This
watercourse no longer appears on updated provincial watercourse mapping data sources.
There are two immediately adjacent properties. To the east and south: there is an undeveloped 5.5 acre property,
also owned by Ms. Fuller, (PID #60632890), which runs to the shoreline with Lower South Cove. To the north: there
is an undeveloped (wooded) 6 acre property. Several other properties in the vicinity can also be pointed out.
PID / Civic Address
2984 Highway 332
3024 Highway 332
PID #60194016
5 Feltzen South
PID #60693454

Current Use
Residence
Farm/Residence
undeveloped / cleared
Residence
undeveloped/wooded

Notes
next development to the north along the #332.
large farm property located across the #332.
separated lot, associated with Farm use identified above.
closest development, located to the south, at intersection.
large undeveloped property adjacent to northwest lot line.
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DISCUSSION.
Intent of Local Policy.
The intent of the Secondary Planning Strategy, in regard to this type of development, is stated in Policy 4.1.5.
Lounges are one of the 25 specified types of land use in the Riverport By-law where Council wishes to have flexibility
in controlling how they are developed, due to the potential of the use negatively impacting on the community at-large.
SPS Policy 4.1.5
“….in recognition of the need to provide flexibility and more specific control of certain land-uses, it
shall be the policy of Council that specific uses that are considered to be hazardous or that have
the potential for creating unacceptable land-use conflicts or nuisances are permitted in the Rural
Three (RU-3) Zone only by Development Agreement, regardless of size or scale of the operation.”
Note the intent is not to prohibit such a use from developing in the local community. Further, as the entire Riverport &
District Plan Area is zoned RU-3 under the By-law (excepting provincial wetlands), there are no specific areas in the
community identified as being “more” suitable locations for this type of restricted commercial development. All
properties in the Plan Area can be considered, through the Development Agreement application process.
Beyond a review of relevant statements under Policy 7.1.4 and Policy 7.1.5 of the Planning Strategy, staff would also
offer input to the Advisory Committee and Council, as to where the specificity of this particular application would be
consistent (or inconsistent) with the general intent of Policy, and concerns re: potential negative impacts.
Staff would point to where the proposed incorporation of a Lounge use with an existing restaurant establishment may
be identified as having some evident implications, but where the amount of identifiable change may be considered to
be less than if Council were considering the permitting of an entirely new development on an undeveloped parcel.
The following chart highlights where there may be some consistency, in terms of related characteristics, between
what is in place now with the existing use on the property, and with the proposed incorporation of a new lounge use.
as a Restaurant (only)
summer 2014 - present day

potential Restaurant & Lounge

Size of establishment.

~1400 (internal) square feet.

Same size. (no new plans)

Hours of operation.

10AM - 2AM (permitted re: eating
establishment license)

Same potential hours associated with a
Lounge use (10AM-2AM, six days/week
and noon-2AM on Sunday).

Traffic / Parking.

No restrictions, save for occupancy
under Fire Code / Liq. Licensing
(Occupancy allows for 50)

Any potential increase in patrons must fit
within same occupancy constraints.

Entertainment activities.

No constraints currently imposed.

DRAFT Agreement does not identify any
new imposition affecting entertainment.

Signage /
Site maintenance

Current permit identifies 2 signs.

*necessity of any proposed conditions
discussed at local Advisory Committee*.
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Should Ms. Fuller not be able to proceed with obtaining a Lounge license with the Province, the chart documents
where she would be quite clear in operating the Purple Leprechaun (as a licensed restaurant) without a constraint
placed on hours, or type of entertainment, etc. The Municipality may therefore wish to consider what conditions are
necessary within an Agreement, which takes into consideration the potential conflicts that specifically arise with the
sale of liquor to patrons without any accompanying food orders. Staff considers that the slight but potentially not
inconsequential results of the Leprechaun being able to serve patrons liquor might result in two possible outcomes:
 An increase or decrease in the number of patrons.
 A change in patron behaviour patterns, regardless of their future numbers, in that there is a potential for a
more discernible “noise” impact in late evening hours.
Land use regulations are not evidently involved with determination of the first bullet.
In terms of potential conditions in an Agreement that staff would associate with impacts re: second bullet, it is noted
that, in a previous proposal that involved a licensed establishment, the recommendation from the Riverport & District
AAC as forwarded to PAC, recommended there be no amplified sound or speakers on the deck of that establishment.
In that case (Heron Pub - 2013): the expressed concern was with the ease of sound travelling across water, given the
building’s location being immediately adjacent to Ritcey Cove. In this case - and after notably extensive Committee
discussion - the recommendation as forwarded to PAC/Council from the local AAC is that there be no condition in
regard to the use of amplified sound, or a limitation re: hours, or a specificity in the Lounge use being restricted to the
indoor portions of the establishment.
In short: the Area Advisory Committee considered whether any proposed Development Agreement with the
Municipality required a possible condition associated with the potential impacts of noise, and considered that this
particular change, in allowing for a Lounge use at the Leprechaun, would not vary from what was in existence with
the restaurant establishment found on the property at present.
Conformance with Plan Policy.
All Development Agreement applications require a review of relevant policy identified in the local Planning Strategy.
A criteria chart referencing the specific Policies considered for this application, with staff comments as to the
relevance and/or applicability, is found in table format on the following pages.
There are no Policy matters considered outstanding. In terms of assisting Council in their ability to proceed with
making their decision to accept or reject Ms. Fuller’s application, staff has prepared a Draft Development Agreement,
dated February 19. (See Appendix B) The conditions found in this Draft Agreement may be considered in relation to:
the policy statements identified in the Criteria Chart; public input received to-date; and the recommendation and input
provided by the Riverport & District Area Advisory Committee.
In particular, staff would note where, based on the input provided by the Area Advisory Committee to omit such
matters, there are no conditions associated with limiting the potential impacts of noise, nor are there conditions
associated with ongoing site maintenance. Staff would also note where it is expressly worded that Signage is not
considered part of an Agreement, but would still be regulated under the Land Use By-law.
Staff has identified a condition re: the retention of an existing vegetated buffer along the northwest lot line, as a
screening measure. (7.1.5d) This proposed condition was not included as one of the matters to omit in the RDAAC’s
recommendation.
It is noted that any Changes in Use, or changes / alterations in the size of the use or any related structures involved
with the commercial use of the property, are considered as substantive changes, and would require the property
owner to undertake an amendment process with the Municipality.
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4.1.5
Development
Agreement is
required.

Policy

In recognition of the need to provide flexibility and more specific control of
certain land-uses, specific uses considered to be hazardous, or have the
potential for creating unacceptable land-use conflicts or nuisances are
permitted in the Rural Three (RU-3) Zone only by Development Agreement,
regardless of size or scale of the operation.

Applicant proposes to operate a Lounge within a portion of an
existing licensed restaurant establishment, located at #3017
Highway 332, Bayport (PID #60195708)
A Lounge is listed as a Restricted Development in section
5.2.3(c) of the Land Use By-law.

Requirement
Where Council determines on the advice of a qualified person that there is a significant risk of
environmental damage from any industrial development which may be permitted by
development agreement, an environmental impact assessment shall be undertaken by the
developer for the purpose of determining the nature & extent of any impact. No development
agreement shall be approved until Council is satisfied that the proposed development will not
cause or result in environmental damage.
Development near a significant watercourse, as shown on Schedule "B", Development
Constraints Map of the Land Use By-law, shall be setback from the ordinary high water mark in
order to minimize the impact of development on fish, wildlife, aquatic ecosystems, and the
natural aesthetic characteristics of waterbodies and the immediate shoreline.
To reduce soil erosion & minimize sedimentation of watercourses, the removal of natural
vegetation, infilling & excavation in areas in close proximity of the ordinary high water mark of a
significant watercourse, as shown on Schedule "B" of the By-law, shall be subject to erosion
control standards as specified in the By-law....

Staff Commentary
No comments identified from NSE.

7.1.7
*Various
conditions
identified.

A Development Agreement, approved by Council pursuant to this Planning Strategy, may
contain terms with respect to any or all matter specified in the Municipal Government Act for
the matters that may be addressed by Development Agreement.

proposed Agreement Conditions:
-Size and type of commercial use
-Maintenance of treed buffer on NW lot line.

7.1.8
(Concerns
Process)

A Public Participation Program (MDL-66) shall be held prior to any proposed amendment....

Letters to surrounding landowners - Dec 29.
Public Information meeting - Jan 14.
AAC meeting - Feb 17.
PAC meeting - Feb 25
Council First Reading TBD

4.3.1
Satisfied.
(n/a)

4.3.2
Satisfied.
(n/a)
4.3.3
Satisfied.
(n/a)

7.1.9
(Concerns
Process)

Council shall meet with the Area Advisory Committee when Council is considering a proposal for
a rezoning or Development Agreement, or an amendment to the Planning Strategy or the LandUse By-law.
A public hearing shall be held by Council, pursuant to the Municipal Government Act (MGA),
prior to entering into any Development Agreement & no Development Permit shall be granted
until the appeal period and any appeals pursuant to the MGA have been completed.
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No significant watercourse identified on
property.
No significant watercourse identified on
property.

-relevant after decision of Council at First Reading-

7.1.4
Policy

In considering Development Agreements in addition to all other criteria as set out in the various policies of this Secondary Planning Strategy, Council
shall be satisfied that: [for conditions listed under clause (b), read: that the development is not premature or inappropriate due to...]
Requirement
the proposal conforms to the intent of the Municipal Planning Strategy and of the
Secondary Planning Strategy

Staff Commentary
See Report section entitled “Intent of Local Policy” re:
incorporation of Lounge use within an existing licensed
restaurant establishment.

(b) I
n/a.
(b) ii
Satisfied.

financial ability of the Municipality to absorb costs related to the development;

Proposal does not impact municipal financial capacity.

adequacy of Municipal services;

No municipal water/wastewater services provided.
Property is provided solid waste management services
(as it also has an on-site residence).

(b) iii
Satisfied

adequacy of physical site conditions for on-site services;

No comments identified from NSE - Property received
occupancy permit for current use in 2005. (OP05333)

(b) iv
Satisfied.
(b) v
Satisfied.

creation or worsening of a pollution problem including soil erosion & siltation;

No new construction proposed. Use of existing structure

adequacy of storm drainage and effects of alteration to drainage pattern including
potential for creation of a flooding problem;

No new construction or alteration to cleared portion of
the property (parking lot area) is proposed.

(b) vi
Satisfied.

adequacy and proximity of school, recreation, emergency services, and other
community facilities;

Responses from local Fire Department and from the
RCMP cite no issues with proposed development of a
Lounge use.

(b) vii
Satisfied.

adequacy of street networks and site access regarding congestion, traffic hazards
and emergency access;

Response from NS Transportation cited no concern with
stopping site distances, and appropriate parking area for
proposed use.

(c)
Satisfied.

the development site is suitable regarding grades, soils, geological conditions,
location of watercourses, flooding, marshes, bogs, swamps, and susceptibility to
natural or man-made hazards as determined by a qualified person.
all other matters of planning concern have been addressed.

No comments identified from NSE. No environmental
constraints identified on By-law Schedule “B”.

(a)

(d)
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Provincial licensing process follows after the applicant’s
confirmation of compliance with local By-law.

7.1.5

Pursuant to Policy 4.1.4, Commercial, Industrial, and Institutional developments may be permitted by Development Agreement provided Council is
satisfied that:

Policy
(a)
Satisfied.
(b)
No condition
identified
(c)
Satisfied.
(d)
*Condition
identified.

(e)
Satisfied.
(f)
Satisfied.

(g)
n/a
(h)
Satisfied

(i)
Satisfied.

Requirement
the development shall not create undue traffic hazards, traffic congestion, or
pedestrian hazards;
the development shall not generate emissions such as noise, dust, radiation, odours,
liquids or light to the air, water, or ground so as to create a nuisance or health hazard
or so as to compromise the development potential or value of properties in the
vicinity;
subject to the physical characteristics of the site, the development shall achieve
optimum separation from adjacent properties which are not in Commercial or
Industrial use.
screening in the form of fences, vegetation, or berms as appropriate shall be
constructed or installed wherever possible in order to minimize impact on the abutting
uses and ensure public safety;
all structures shall be built, repaired, and maintained with durable, weather-resistant
building material, such that the appearance complements the natural surroundings
and existing built environment;
signs shall satisfy the requirements of the Land Use By-law;

Staff Commentary
NS Transportation response cites no concerns.
Noise > Area Advisory Committee specifically
recommended the Agreement not contain conditions (as
initially proposed by staff) in regard to limitations on use
re: amplified sound / hours (re: noise) as unnecessary.
Use of existing structure on property.
AAC’s recommendation was to not include conditions
associated with site maintenance. Removed from Draft.
Draft agreement includes condition re: maintenance of a
vegetated buffer along northwest property line.
Existing structure extensively renovated in 2005.
2 signs included with 2005 permit. Any future signage
not considered as part of draft Agreement - identified as
still needing to meet LUB requirement in Agreement.

no development shall increase traffic volume so as to have an undue negative effect
on properties that are served by a residential street;
the applicant has shown that the development can be serviced .... as well as the
demand on the water source will not have a negative impact on the environment or
the quality and quantity of the water resources;

Property adjacent to provincial highway.

driveways, parking areas, and any areas used for the open storage of equipment or
stock shall be surfaced with stable materials to prevent dust from blowing onto
adjacent properties.

Use of existing parking area identified on property.
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NSE: applicant remains responsible for the continued
adequacy of on-site treatment. Conditions associated
with water also associated with provincial standards re:
Food Safety in eating establishments.

OUTCOMES FROM PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING. [January 14]
On January 14th, staff provided a presentation in regard to the applicant’s proposal, as well as a brief overview on
the process and particulars of Development Agreement applications. The meeting took place at the Purple
Leprechaun itself, and provided an opportunity for Ms. Fuller to engage directly with interested citizens. Letters
regarding the meeting were sent to all landowners within a 305m radius of the property, with more general
communications provided via the Planning Services e-list serve. Approximately 25-30 residents attended the
meeting. Items that drew additional discussion from members of the public in attendance included:
Noise: Concerns were expressed as to what additional noise impacts could occur with the allowance of this type of
development, and, in particular, the potential for increased amounts of noise that would be generated in the evening
hours, and how noise is/could be dealt with by the Municipality, on an ongoing basis.
Hours: Ms. Fuller identified what current hours that her business was free to operate.
Property values: As has been the case in previous meetings, a member of the public asked if there was any
consideration of the impact on nearby residential property values. Staff’s response was/is that there are a number of
factors that affect the value of a property, which can include the uses found on a neighbouring or adjacent property.
When staff refers to determination of “impacts” associated with a proposed use, it looks to where such impacts are
defined in Council’s policy, and, where possible, what mitigative actions can be taken. In the case of the impacts on
future property values: as there are an unknown number of buyers, and unknown variables that each potential buyer
might seek in a possible future transaction, the impact is considered as a potential unknowable.
Support for local enterprise: While there were identified concerns from residents, it would be remiss for staff to not
also note that a number of citizens did speak publicly and positively to Ms. Fuller’s development of the existing
business, and encouraged the community’s ongoing support of business establishing within the community.

OUTCOMES FROM AREA ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING. [February 17]
At a meeting on February 17th, following staff’s report and presentation to the Riverport & District Area Advisory
Committee, a few residents re-iterated to the AAC directly both the concern regarding noise (in particular the lack of
possible restraint in the late evening hours) while others voiced support in seeing the restaurant be able to add a
Lounge use within the existing establishment. In total, 8 members of the public attended.
AAC members also asked staff a number of questions in regard to possible conditions, and the impacts associated
with each, which the Municipality could incorporate in a Development Agreement, regarding noise. Ms. Fuller noted
to the Committee that she considered that any such potential conditions would be constraints upon the success of
her enterprise. She outlined that, in her opinion, what activities would go on at the Leprechaun as a restaurant/lounge
would remain consistent with what is in place at present, as a (permitted) licensed restaurant.
In making a recommendation to Council/PAC, the RDAAC therefore noted that they were in support of Council
entering into a Development Agreement with Ms. Fuller, and that their recommendation omitted the inclusion
of any proposed condition associated with noise/hours, as well as site maintenance.
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CONCLUSION.
Staff’s recommendation is that a Draft Development Agreement be reviewed by members of the Planning Advisory
Committee, and it be determined by the Committee if such a document can then be recommended to Council.
ALTERNATIVES / OPTIONS.
The Planning Advisory Committee may consider a number of four options in making any recommendation:
[1] They can recommend that the proposed Development Agreement, as drafted and dated November 19th, be
approved.
[2] They can recommend that the proposed Development Agreement, be approved, subject to additional conditions.
Committee members may identify what particular (substantive) changes are to be made to the draft document that
would be in addition to what has been presented, and/or where particular changes may alter or delete what has been
presented.
[3] They can recommend that the proposed Development Agreement not be approved, and that it is the Planning
Advisory Committee’s recommendation that Council not enter into any Development Agreement with Ms. Fuller as it
pertains to her application.
[4] They can defer a recommendation or further comment, until such time as the Committee is able to consider
information, presented to them by the applicant, or by planning staff, or by identified agencies. Committee members
may include in such a motion what specific information is considered necessary that requires a deferral.

18

Appendix A

Location Map, related information materials.
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DRAFT Development Agreement - Lori Fuller, dated February 19th 2016

THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT made this ________ day of _________________, A.D., 2016.
BETWEEN
LORI FULLER, of Bayport, in the County of Lunenburg, in the Province of Nova Scotia.
(Hereinafter called the “DEVELOPER”)

OF THE FIRST PART

and
MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT OF LUNENBURG, a municipal body corporate, with offices in the Town of
Bridgewater, in the County of Lunenburg and the Province of Nova Scotia.
(Hereinafter called the “MUNICIPALITY”)

OF THE SECOND PART

and
[Name of Lender cited in Final Agreement]
(Hereinafter called the “MORTGAGEE”)
WHEREAS the Developer has good title to the property identified as PID #60195708, which is also more commonly
known as civic address 3017 Highway #332, in the community of Bayport, Lunenburg County, Nova Scotia, and
which is more fully bounded and described in “Schedule A” attached hereto;
AND WHEREAS the Developer indicated to the Municipality their intention to develop an identified portion of the
property located at 3017 Highway #332 specifically as a Lounge, within an existing restaurant establishment, subject
to the liquor licensing regulations of the Province of Nova Scotia;
AND WHEREAS the property described in “Schedule A” is subject to the Riverport & District Secondary Planning
Strategy and Riverport & District Land Use By-law for the Municipality, and is located in the Rural Three Zone;
AND WHEREAS Policy 4.1.5 of the Riverport & District Secondary Planning Strategy and Subsection 5.2.3(c) of the
Riverport & District Land Use By-law, provide that specific uses that are considered to be hazardous, or that have the
potential for creating unacceptable land use conflicts, shall be permitted in the Rural Three Zone only by
Development Agreement, regardless of size or scale of the operation;
AND WHEREAS the Developer’s proposed commercial use of the property as a Lounge is considered by the
Municipality as a restricted development, identified under Subsection 5.2.3(c)iii of the Riverport & District Land Use
By-law;
AND WHEREAS the Municipality, by Resolution of Council, passed at its meeting held on the XXXXX day of
XXXXXX, 2016, approved the proposed development subject to the execution of this Development Agreement by the
parties hereto; and
NOW THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH that in consideration of $1, now paid, by the Developer to the Municipality
and the foregoing recitals, the agreements contained herein, and for other good and valuable consideration the
receipt and sufficiency of which is hereby confirmed, the parties hereto agree as follows:
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DRAFT Development Agreement - Lori Fuller, dated February 19th 2016

1.

DEFINTIONS

a.

Property unless where otherwise described, means the identified PID #60195708, located at civic address
3017 Highway 332, as described in Schedule “A” and identified on Site Plans included in Schedule “B”

b.

Lounge means a licensed establishment operating according to established provincial regulations
concerned with the serving of alcohol to the general public.

c.

Restaurant means a commercial establishment where food and beverages are prepared, served and
consumed by the public, and which may be licensed to serve liquor, as according to provincial regulations.

2.

CHANGES AND ALTERATIONS

a.

That all matters in this Agreement which are not specified in clause 2 (b) below, are considered nonsubstantive matters, and may be changed or altered by amendment to this Agreement in accordance with
clause 230(7) of the Municipal Government Act, provided that the Municipality determines that the changes
do not significantly alter the intended effects of this Agreement.

b.

That the matters identified below are substantive matters, and can only be altered by amendment to this
Agreement:
i.
the identified Commercial Uses of the property, identified in section 3 of this Agreement;
ii.
any changes or alteration to the Site Plans, identified in section 4 of this Agreement, and included
as “Schedule B” of this Agreement, where it would result in changes, alterations or expansions to
buildings or structures associated with the identified Commercial Use of the property, or the
identified vegetated buffer along the northwest lot line.

3.

USE

a.

That the development and use of the property shall be for a provincially licensed lounge and a provincially
licensed restaurant, in accordance with the Definitions identified in this Agreement, and consistent with the
Developer’s application received November 25, 2015, any related addendums submitted by the Developer
with their application, and with Site Plans identified in “Schedule B” of this Agreement.

b.

That the existing single-unit residential use of the property, located on the second floor of the structure, and
any identified accessory uses pertinent to the residential use of the property, is not considered part of this
Agreement.

4.

SCHEDULE B - SITE PLAN DETAILS

a.

That the Site Plans, identified in Schedule “B” of this Agreement, show the location of all existing buildings,
structures (to include any decks, wharves, etc ), identified parking areas, and any associated outdoor
storage spaces, in relation to the identified commercial use, defined in section 3 of this Agreement.

b.

That the Developer will inform the Municipality of any proposed changes or alteration to the Site Plans,
identified in Schedule “B,” and that any changes, alterations, or expansions to existing buildings, structures,
or to the identified vegetated buffer located along the northwest lot line, are considered substantive matters
under Section 2 of this Agreement.
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DRAFT Development Agreement - Lori Fuller, dated February 19th 2016

5.

SCREENING FROM ADJACENT PROPERTY

a.

That the Developer will maintain an existing vegetated buffer (forested land) of no less than 10 metres from
the lot line, to serve as screening, extending from the side lot line shared with the adjacent property located
to the northwest, identified as PID #60693454, as and where described on the Site Plans identified in
Schedule “B”.

6.

SIGNAGE NOT APPLICABLE

a.

That any existing or proposed signage, in relation to the identified use, must satisfy requirements of the
Riverport & District Land Use By-law, and any other regulations as may be applicable, but for clarity
purposes, it is identified that signage is not considered to be part of this Agreement.

7.

SITE VISIT AND INSPECTIONS

a.

That the Developer agrees to the Municipality performing an evaluation of conditions identified in this
Agreement by undertaking site inspections of the property as and when necessary, and by reviewing any
related written materials with the Developer.

8.

REGISTRATION, EFFECT OF CONVEYANCES AND DISCHARGE

a)

That the Municipality shall cause this Agreement to be registered, at the expense of the Municipality, in the
Office of Registrar of Deeds in Bridgewater, Lunenburg County;

b)

That pursuant to the Municipal Government Act, where the lands described in Schedule “A” or any part
thereof which are subject to this Agreement is conveyed to a person not a party to this Development
Agreement, this Agreement shall continue to apply to the lands described in Schedule “A” until discharged
by the Municipality;

c)

That this agreement shall be in effect until discharged by resolution of Council of the Municipality pursuant
to the Municipal Government Act, whereupon the Land Use By-law shall apply to the Property;

d)

That the Municipality may discharge this Development Agreement if the use described herein has not yet
commenced within twelve (12) months of the date of this Agreement;

e)

That the Municipality retains the option of discharging this Development Agreement should any fact
provided by the Developer to the Municipality constitute a material misrepresentation of the facts;

f)

That the provisions of this Agreement are severable from one another and the invalidity or unenforceability
of one provision shall not affect the validity or enforceability of any other provision; and

g)

That this Agreement shall ensure to the benefit of, and be binding upon the Municipality and the Developer,
and their successors and assigns.
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DRAFT Development Agreement - Lori Fuller, dated February 19th 2016

9.

COMPLIANCE WITH OTHER BY-LAWS AND REGULATIONS

a)

That nothing in this Agreement shall exempt the Developer from complying with other By-laws or
Regulations in force within the Municipality, or any provincial or federal statutes and regulations, and the
Developer agrees to observe and comply with all such existing laws and future by-laws, statutes and
regulations, in connection with the development and use of the Property; and

b)

That where the provisions of this Agreement conflict with those of any by-law of the Municipality or any
provincial or federal statute or regulation, the higher or more stringent requirements shall prevail.

10.

OWNERSHIP AND INTERESTS

a.

The Developer hereby certifies that Lori Fuller is the sole owner of the property described in attached
Schedule “A” and that a Statement of Registered and Recorded Interests (SRRI) has been provided to the
Municipality to evidence same.

b.

The Developer also certifies that Lori Fuller has not disposed of any interests in the property and there are
no judgements, mortgages, or other liens or encumbrances, unless noted herein this Agreement, affecting
the property.

c.

Whereas, the Mortgagee, pursuant to a mortgage dated May 9th, 2014, and registered as Document
#105035159 in the Bridgewater Registry of Deeds, has consented to the Agreement and to give effect
thereto by their signature, provided nonetheless the Mortgagee shall not, by reason only of its execution of
this Agreement, be obligated to fulfil the obligations of the Developer herein.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed by affixing their seals
and corporate seals on the day and year first above written.
……signatures/seals/witnesses, etc…….
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DRAFT Development Agreement - Lori Fuller, dated February 19th 2016

Schedule “A”

PARCEL DESCRIPTION:
PID 60195708
Municipal Unit: District of Lunenburg, Lunenburg County
Civic Number: Lot 05-1A, Bayport
Lot Designation on Plan: Lot 05-1A (area 1.14 acres more or less) on a Plan by Bruce Hyson,
N.S.L.S., dated 22 April, 2005 (his #05-026)
Plan Recording Number: 82200693
Plan Recording Date: 2005-06-15
Registration District: Lunenburg County
The parcel originates with an approved Plan of subdivision that been filed under the Registry Act or
registered under the Land Registration Act at the Land Registration Office for the registration district
of Lunenburg County as plan or document number 82200693.
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Appendix C in Staff Report to Municipal Council, March 8th 2016

Comments received from the Public
(via e-mail to planning staff)

Re: Development Agreement application
- Lori Fuller, 3017 Highway #332, Bayport.

*Please note that staff’s presentation to Municipal Council on this item will also refer / make note of public comments,
as made by other members of the public, including the (recorded) statements received at the Planning Advisory
Committee meeting, held Thursday February 25th, 2016.
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From: Sandy Sarty
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Lori Fuller, Development Application
To Whom it may concern:
We are writing to express our full support to Lori Fuller / Purple Leprechaun Roadhouse in her application for a
lounge license. Our understanding is that basically nothing changes except a customer would be able to order an
alcoholic beverage without ordering food. It’s come to our attention that some people are opposing this. We fail to
understand how this has provoked others into believing it’s suddenly going to become a noise problem.
Lori and Bruce are a gift to this community. They have worked hard and supported fundraisers, community events
and charitable donations. They have warmly welcomed everyone at the Purple Leprechaun, including families with
children. We have taken our young grandchildren there, and my granddaughter on the way home commented “it was
magical”. We always enjoy the food and atmosphere, and to date we don’t know of any instances where noise has
been a problem. They are kind people who care and respect others.
The majority of patrons are mature, working or retired adults. We seriously doubt there will be music on the deck after
dark when the mosquitoes strike.
The Purple Leprechaun is a genuine asset to this community. We urge you to use common sense and look at their
track record in regard to noise, and dismiss any assumptions of “ what could possibly occur at a later date”. We think
they’ve already proven they will act responsibly.
Regards,
John & Sandy Sarty
(address omitted) Crouses Settlement, NS

From: Vincent & Nancy Slauenwhite
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Purple leprechaun Lounge application
Dear sir or madam;
My husband and I have been members of the Riverport community for 65 years. We have recently have been
informed about the application by the owners of the Purple Leprechaun Roadhouse for a LOUNGE LICENSE.
Subsequently we have been informed that there has been some opposition to it.
We both wish to acknowledge our support and insist that it be approved. The lounge will provide a place where folks
can enjoy an evening of dance without having to travel to the surrounding towns. We need this because it will
provide a place of employment for locals. I also see it as a tourist attraction.
Therefore please do not vote against this much needed place of business - our community needs all the business it
can get!
Respectfully
Nancy and Vincent Slauenwhite
(address omitted) Riverport, NS
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From: Alan Altass
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Purple Leprechaun roadhouse
Good Morning,
I wish to add my support to the Purple Leprechaun Roadhouse Lounge licence application, This
establishment is an asset to the community and as well as providing employment for several people it provides a
service to older people such as us who do not wish to drive to Bridgewater or Lunenburg for a meal and some
entertainment. We try to go there at least once a week to support them, I have never seen any drunkenness or bad
behaviour and I have no reason to believe this will change when a lounge licence is issued.
Alan . H. Altass
From: Vera Altass
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Lounge license - Purple Leprechaun
I would like to add my support to Lori Fuller in her application for a Lounge license. I have been a regular customer
and have never witnessed any problems regarding people drinking too much or any other problems. We are lucky
having this establishment in our community and people enjoy going there. It will be a great loss if they can not
continue as it provides much needed jobs in the area and they, themselves, in return support local events & groups.
Vera Altass

From: Ashley Slauenwhite To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Purple leprechaun roadhouse lounge license.
To whom it may concern,
I fully support their motion for a lounge license. I am not from the municipality but I did work there. Best work place
ever and big community supporters, going as far as closing their restaurant to take part in local events. I am behind
any small business in any endeavor that does not create a hazardous toxic environment.
With things going the way they are in Nova Scotia with so few jobs and people my age and younger fleeing to where
there are jobs, why would you let the voice of a few play God with the livelihood of many.?
One of the reason I dont work there now, is because of lack of business. People stopping there primarily just wanted
a beer or two after a long day and didn't want to pay for a meal in order to eat. In fact, people left without spending a
cent because of the restricted liquor license they held.
Just my two cents.
Sincerely,
Ashley Slauenwhite
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From: Dylan Haines
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Purple Leprechaun
My name is Dylan Haines and along my wife, we have been homeowners (address omitted) in Bayport for over 18
years, since 1998. Our house is a little over 200 m from The Purple Leprechaun, using measurements provided in
the PDF that was sent out for this meeting. As a preamble I would like to state that I strongly believe that people (like
myself) who settled here from other places, have as much value to offer to the community as those who have always
lived here. The welcoming community we discovered here when we arrived is warm and friendly, and has exceeded
any expectations we had about living in a rural area. As such I try to be as welcoming to newcomers myself.
I was tied up with previous commitments on the night of the public meeting at TPL and could not attend, and the
recent meeting of the Riverport & District Area Advisory Committee was not well publicized, so I did not hear of it until
after it took place. As a result of that, I take issue with the RDAAC deciding unilaterally that no noise limitations are
required in this case – did they ask anyone who lives within 350m? I was certainly not approached for my input. As a
result, I am here before you tonight to express my thoughts on this development agreement application.
When the Kilted Frenchman opened up down the road a few years ago, we were glad to see a small business start
up in the area, especially one we could walk to. When TPL showed up more recently we were again hopeful that
someone could make a go of it. To be clear, I am a big supporter of small local businesses and do my best to support
them and shop local as much as I can. In the years the Kilted and now The Purple Leprechaun has been in business
we have not seen any major issues with noise – there were a few open air BBQs and the like which were fine in the
context of a fine summers day, and we have heard a few voices from The Purple Leprechaun on occasion, including
one instance of outdoor music (or karaoke) during the day. I have no issues with anything like that.
However, having worked in the hospitality business for 15 years as a musician, in hundreds of locations and
businesses, I know full well the difference between a restaurant license and a lounge (effectively a bar) license,
specifically with regards to overall tone of the business and activity/noise levels. Given that there are no noise bylaws
in the area (and I do not wish to see such a thing – lots of things that make noise around us are part of country life –
but they generally do not happen at 12, 1 or 2am.) I am very concerned about the possibility of excessive noise in to
the early AM hours, whether it is boisterous customers on a deck or any kind of amplified music outdoors.
Again none of this has been an issue up to now because largely, these things have taken place inside TPL with
doors and windows closed. I may be mistaken but I believe the Knot in Lunenburg has very strict limits on
noise/music/open windows etc., as does River Pub in BW – don’t know if those are town bylaws or specific to those
businesses.
I am working fulltime, and am also on-call 24/7/365 so getting a good night’s rest is already a challenge. We also
have a 14-year-old son, and my wife is on a long term recovery from an injury and requires a decent amount of rest.
In short, our house is our refuge and our oasis in the country. We choose to live rural for the peace and quiet.
This statement concerns me :“A change in patron behaviour patterns, regardless of their future numbers, in that there
is a potential for a more discernible “noise” impact in late evening hours.” RDAAC - Heron Pub was to have limits,
why not TPL? The Knot has limits, as do possibly the river pub and the mug and anchor.
In conclusion I will say, that I must object strenuously to this development agreement in its present form, if there are
no reasonable provisions included in writing in the Development Agreement, to limit the hours and terms where
outdoor noise is allowed. I would ask that it be denied in its present form, and re-introduced with some reasonable
protections for those of us who live in close proximity to TPL.
Dylan Haines
Bayport NS
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From: AJ CONRAD
Subject: Document1

To: Douglas Reid

Dear Mr. Reid,
I wish to take this opportunity to show my support towards Lori Fuller’s, Purple Leprechaun Roadhouse application
for a lounge application. The establishment has provided much needed jobs in our area, has supported charity
organizations such as Riverport Fire Department, Rum Runner Seafest, Lunenburg Neptune Sea Cadets and the
local Make a Wish Rope for Hope Team - South Shore Seagulls to name a few. They even brought tourist into the
area just for the food and atmosphere. Word of mouth is the best advertisement. In our community there is very
limited after hour’s places to go, if any.
As for the noise level, there is no more noise coming from this establishment as from someone’s backyard party or
events held at the Community Center, Fire Hall or the Old IOOF Hall. There are avenues to complain about noise
such as RCMP or discussing matter with owners in a private, civil manner if such noise is bothersome. Why put “the
cart before the horse” on the assumption that there may be a noise problem. There are rules in place for drunk and
disorderly patrons, which this establishment has to follow as well as other places. I know for a fact that there is an
arrangement with taxis to come out here to pick people up for a discounted fee. Lori has even offered her RV to let
people “sleep it off”. The workers have driven people home so drunk drivers are not on the road. Most people have
designated drivers too. This is more than establishments in Bridgewater or Lunenburg does with intoxicated people.
So there is not a problem.
In closing, I truly believe that making The Purple Leprechaun a lounge will not only be an asset to the community but
will help the business to thrive bringing much needed jobs and revenue to the community. Something that we are
greatly lacking here at the present time.
Perhaps that it would be best if the community member(s) who oppose the license and the owners should privately
meet and discuss this matter instead of making it a public problem thereby ruining it for others.
Yours truly,
Annette J. Conrad

From: Linda Tooley
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Re: Planning Advisory Committee Notice, February 25
Dear Mr Reid
This is just written confirmation of our conversation this morning concerning 3017 Hwy 332 Bayport, otherwise known
as The Purple Leprechaun.
[excerpted] I dont think we will have much luck in selling the house where loud music is being played at all hours. I
hope your department can help in not allowing music to be played so loud outside from this establishment.
Kind regards
Linda Tooley
(address omitted), Bayport
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From: Susan Corkum-Greek
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Re: Report on Development Agreement application, Bayport.
Dear Mr. Reid,
Thank you for providing me with links to the previous staff reports and notices regarding the current application by the
owners of the Purple Leprechaun for a development agreement that would allow them to operate a lounge at 3017
Highway 332 in Bayport.
As the owner of an adjacent property (address omitted), I am generally unopposed to the application, and moreover,
hope this change of usage will assist the owners in creating a successful business model. However, I believe it is
essential that any agreement include specific conditions regarding entertainment activities and potential noise
pollution relating to those activities. I agree with the staff report that suggests such restrictions could be structured
around time of day; i.e. that music or entertainment on the Leprechaun’s outdoor deck be restricted to daylight hours
and that the agreement also include provisions to protect neighbouring property owners’ rights to the quiet enjoyment
of their homes lest noise from even indoor entertainment spill from windows or doors at late-night hours.
With such provisions in place, I would wholly-heartedly support Ms Fuller’s application.
I thank you again for your assistance in this matter.
Sincerely,
Susan Corkum-Greek and Jody Greek
(address omitted), Bayport

From: Sidney Strowbridge
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Purple Leprechaun lounge licence
We support the purple leprechaun in their application for lounge licence, the municipality should not be supporting
any initiative to limit business development in any part of Lunenburg county, let alone development in an area with
depressed economy.
Sid Strowbridge

From: Rebecca Corkum
Subject:

To: Douglas Reid

I live 1km from the Purple Leprechaun and support the business owners in their application for a lounge licence. The
municipality should be promoting small business!
Rebecca Corkum
(address omitted)
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From: Lea Boutilier
To: info@modl.ca
Subject: Purple leprechaun lounge application
Hello,
I am writing this email on behalf of myself and my family. We are all long time residents of Riverport and surrounding
communities, and we would like to show our support for the purple leprechaun roadhouse in their application to
obtain a lounge license.
I was hired last summer by Lori and Bruce as a waitress and they are two of the nicest people I have ever
encountered, let alone worked for. They have invested so much energy into the community, and created jobs in a
place where they were hard to find. Because of the restaurant I was able to work a second job close to home and
save money for my university education keeping me out of debt. Without Bruce and Lori hiring me, it was not likely I
would have been able to obtain a second job within a reasonable distance from my home.
We support their application as we believe it is a smart business move. This will be an asset to the community as it
will bring more local jobs and allow employees to acquire more skills without requiring transportation to lunenburg or
bridgewater everyday.
Thank you,
Lea Boutilier
On behalf of Dan Boutilier, Wanda Publicover, and Gary Conrad as well.

From: Zac Scottcrnec
To: Douglas Reid
Subject: Purple Leprechaun - support for Lounge License
Good afternoon,
My wife and I live at (address omitted) Rose Bay which is just down the road from 3017 Hwy 332 - The Purple
Leprechaun Roadhouse.
We both SUPPORT the application for a Lounge License for Lori Fuller and The Purple Leprechaun Roadhouse. If
you have any questions please feel free to call me at (omitted) or email me.
Thank you,
Zac Scottcrnec
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MUNICIPALITY OF THE DISTRICT OF LUNENBURG
Memorandum
TO:
SUBMITTED BY:
DATE:
RE:

Heritage Advisory Committee.
Douglas Reid.
February 17th 2016.
Proposed Alteration to Registered Municipal Heritage Property
19 Hospital Road, Garden Lots

STAFF RECOMMENDATION.
[The Heritage Advisory Committee respectfully recommends to Council that:]
Council approve the proposed substantial alteration to the Registered Municipal Heritage Property located at
19 Hospital Road, Garden Lots, the alteration being the addition of a vent pipe, approximately 5 metres in
length, to be located on/at the northeast corner of the building façade.

ATTACHMENTS.
Appendix A
Appendix B

Location Map & related Photographs
Applicant Sketch of proposed Alteration

ORIGIN.
On February 1st, 2016, planning staff received correspondence from the current property owner (Nancy Selig) of a
Registered Municipal Heritage Property, located in Garden Lots. The property owner’s request was associated with
the proposed installation of a new secondary heating system. The heating system - a pellet stove - requires venting
to the exterior, and involves changes being made to the existing façade, more specifically: impacting the structure by
creating a new opening on the wall located at the northeast corner. A vent pipe, approximately 5 metres in height,
would then run vertically alongside the edge of the building.
Such an alteration / addition can be identified as a substantial alteration per section 4.1 of the Municipality’s Policy
[MDL-27] respecting the review of Alterations to Municipal Heritage Properties. Ms. Selig’s request therefore comes
forward to the Heritage Advisory Committee, for their review and recommendation to Council.
DISCUSSION.
Property and associated Heritage-associated Details
19 Hospital Road, Garden Lots was first registered as a Municipal Heritage Property in December 1999. The
reasons provided for designation at that time were associated with the age of the structure (erected in 1899); the
external architecture of the structure being reminiscent of the “Four Square” style of the Victorian Era; and the local
historical significance of the home, being associated with the MacIssac family. (long referred to as “MacIssac House”)
The Municipality refers to Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historical Places in Canada (Parks
Canada, Second Edition, 2010, accessible at: http://www.historicplaces.ca/en/pages/standards-normes.aspx) as the
relevant authoritative source, in consideration of any requests involved with the alteration of municipal heritage
properties. In this particular case: the proposed alteration can affect the (identified) heritage aspect of the building’s
exterior architecture, by adding a new vent pipe to the existing structure’s north facing façade.
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Standards and Guidelines
The assessment of any proposed alteration can be first identified with a review of acknowledged Standards
associated with any Preservation and/or Rehabilitation project affecting the conservation of a Heritage Property.
There are (9) Standards identified with Preservation (which apply in any project type), and there are (3) Standards
identified specifically with Rehabilitation. In the table below, staff has pointed to where certain Statements may be
noted, in review / recommendation of this particular proposed alteration.
Standard (Statement)

Staff Comment

S 1. Conserve the heritage value of an historic
place. Do not remove, replace or substantially alter
its intact or repairable character-defining elements.
Do not move a part of an historic place if its current
location is a character-defining element.

The character defining element of the “Four Square” styled
architecture is not compromised by the addition of a vent pipe
opening. The housing style is commonly associated with a
square-box shape, a hipped roof, and a wide front porch (in
this case, the porch is already closed in). None of these
elements would be affected by this alteration.
The vent pipe would require a new opening along one of the
facades - in this case, the owner’s chosen location will not
alter the front façade, but would affect the façade visible when
travelling towards the building, along a well-travelled street,
before the Hospital Rd intersection.
The location of the wall opening is identified as the NE corner
of the building, in proximity to where other additions were
made to the building, in previous eras. (Note: back porch)

S 3. Conserve heritage value by adopting an
approach calling for minimal intervention.

S 11. Conserve the heritage value and characterdefining elements when creating any new additions
to an historic place or any related new
construction. Make new work physically and
visually compatible with, subordinate to and
distinguishable from the historic place.

S 12. Create any new additions or related new
construction so that the essential form and integrity
of an historic place will not be impaired if the new
work is removed in the future.

The vertical nature of a vent pipe would look to run parallel
with existing features that are already in place on the façade.
(Note: gutter, blue trimmed cornerboards).
The addition’s aspect in design may be considered as
subordinate - and distinguishable from - the “square -styled”
aspect of the building’s architecture.
Potential future removal of any vent pipe & opening would not
interfere with the integrity of the architectural aspects that are
recognized as being of heritage value.

Beyond the Standards, there is also reference made to Guidelines (“recommended / not recommended” actions)
associated with various types of additions or alterations that can affect a heritage property. In this particular case: the
relevant Guidelines relate to the possible introduction of a new mechanical system (heating system) that impacts on
an exterior wall considered to be part of the heritage significance of the property. Particular Guidelines that staff
would therefore make note of, found in the table below, are identified under Part 4.3.4 (Walls) and Part 4.3.9
(Mechanical/Electrical Systems) within the reference document.
Guidelines for Projects (Statement)

Staff Comment

4.3.4 (20) Designing a new addition in a manner
that preserves the character-defining exterior walls
of the historic building.

The diameter, and location of the opening in the wall for the
vent, can sized and positioned to be as unobtrusive as
possible.
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Guidelines for Projects (Statement)

Staff Comment

4.3.9 (4) Assessing the condition of mechanical
and electrical systems and their components early
in the planning process so that the scope of work is
based on current conditions.

In her request, the property owner referenced the need for the
house to have a secondary heating system, so as to make it
habitable for them.

4.3.9 (24). Installing new heating/air conditioning
units in a manner that does not damage or obscure
character-defining elements and generate
excessive moisture.

4.3.9 (26) - NOT RECOMMENDED - Installing
vertical runs of ducts, pipes and cables in places
where they will damage, radically alter, or obscure
character-defining elements.

Consideration of other possible additional heating sources
were not viable, due to their cost (electric, chimney liner)
and/or would result in a more substantial alteration occurring
(wood stove requires larger opening).
Location of opening was based on input of the professional
installer.
It is noted that the east wall would be considered the most
unobtrusive, given related additions (back verandah) added to
the house, post initial construction. The west wall is
considered the front of the house. Proposed opening and
location of pipe to be closest to the NE corner.
Vertical pipe runs parallel to trim and gutter features located
on corner of the building.

CONCLUSION.
Staff recommends that the Heritage Advisory Committee consider making a positive recommendation to Municipal
Council, permitting the proposed alteration, as described by the applicant.
The addition of a vent pipe, to appear along the northeast cornerboard of the north facing façade of the building, is
associated with maintaining a sufficient secondary heating system within the residence. The recognized heritage
significance of the property is associated with its squared structure and noted roof design, being elements found in,
or reminiscent to, the “Four Square” style of Victorian-era architecture. Installation of a new vent pipe does not
diminish the squared design of the building, or the roof line.
The required opening in the wall can be considered as a minor intrusion on the building’s structural integrity, and the
impact of a visible vent pipe may be minimized by its location being in proximity to the corner. While the pipe will be
recognizably of more modern design to passers-by, it can act in a visually subordinate fashion, where it would look to
line up as unobtrusively as possible with the gutter and vertical trim identified on the cornerboard.
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APPENDIX A

Location Map, related Photographs
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19 Hospital Rd, front (west)

Side re: proposed Alteration (north)
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APPENDIX B

Sketches (provided by Applicant) identifying location of proposed Alteration.
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MUN COUNCIL MEETING
DATE: MARCH 8, 2016
ITEM NO: 11.1.1
AUTHORIZATION: K. MALLOY
REQUEST FOR DECISION/DIRECTION

REPORT TO:

Council

SUBMITTED BY:

LaHave River Staff Leadership Team
Satu Peori A/Director of Engineering
Jeff Merrill, Director of Planning and Building Services
Brock Jeans, Municipal Engineer, EIT
Alex Dumaresq, Deputy CAO

DATE:

March 8, 2016

RE:

LaHave River Septic Installation Program

ORIGIN :

Council/Staff Working Session

RECOMMENDED MOTION
Move that Municipal Council approve a straight pipe replacement program in
principle as outlined in the staff report, including:
1. The development of a wastewater management district;
2. The development of a municipal onsite septic system Installation
program based on full cost recovery of municipal funds;
3. An application to federal and provincial governments to offset program
costs;
4. The pursuit of a municipal-provincial agreement on compliance, with the
aim of eliminating all straight pipes in the WMD.
And further, that final approval of the project be contingent upon successful grant
awards from the federal and provincial governments.
Optional Motion:
Move that Municipal Council direct staff to develop a draft low-income
assistance program for consideration based on Option B of the staff report.
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BACKGROUND
Water quality in the LaHave River Estuary has been a longstanding issue in the Municipality. A 1993
survey identified over 800 straight pipes from along the estuary. Water quality samples taken this
summer by the Bluenose Coastal Action Foundation (BCAF) have shown elevated levels of
contamination at Shipyards Landing in the Town of Bridgewater, as well as Dayspring and Upper
LaHave. The levels noted not only exceed Health Canada Standards for swimming, but also activities
where limbs are regularly wetted, such as rowing or canoeing.

This level of contamination of our waterways is unacceptable. The impact is not simply confined to the
environmental impact of high fecal contamination. The pollution also impacts our communities’ social and
recreational opportunities along the river. Tourism, economic development and our reputation as a region
with world class quality of life all suffer due to the poor health of the LaHave River. Water quality is
everyone’s responsibility. From individuals, property owners, community groups, and all levels of
government; every stakeholder has a role to play in protecting our environment. Council has committed
through its strategic priorities and its Integrated Community Sustainability Plan to play a role improving the
health of the LaHave River.
While Nova Scotia Environment (NSE) is primarily responsible for the discharge of harmful substances into
the environment, the Municipal Government Act does provide the municipality with some authority to assist
in addressing water quality concerns. For example, the municipality has a role in ensuring that additions
and new construction has an approved sewage disposal system through its enforcement of the Nova Scotia
Building Code regulations.
MODL also led a group of south shore municipalities in a lobbying effort to require an approved system be
in place when a property is sold. The Union of Nova Scotia Municipalities (UNSM) endorsed the resolution
at their fall convention and we are currently awaiting a reply from the provincial government. If such a
change were implemented by the Provincial government, it would, over a long period of time, greatly
reduce the amount of untreated effluent entering the estuary from non-compliant private systems.
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In addition to building code enforcement, the municipality has authority through the Municipal Government
Act to provide wastewater treatment services. For example, municipalities may construct and operate
waste water treatment facilities. Municipalities are also authorized to create wastewater management
districts, which provide greater control over the treatment of wastewater within the boundaries of the
established district. There have been examples of other municipalities in the province, such as the County
of Richmond, using these management districts to work with private homeowners to address the issue of
untreated effluent being released in to the environment.
The municipality is also committed to sustainability initiatives and has a number of environmental goals in
its strategic plans. The municipality can undertake education and public awareness campaigns to
encourage environmental stewardship at the household level.

BARRIERS TO THE ELIMINATION OF STRAIGHT PIPES
Information available since 1993 indicates that straight pipes running into the river are a major cause of the
unacceptable levels of contamination. There are a variety of potential barriers which may have contributed
to the failure to replace straight pipes with functioning systems:







Some lots do not have adequate size or soil conditions for traditional septic systems;
Some sites may require more complicated and costly systems than a traditional system;
Installing an onsite system represents a significant capital cost; a cost which requires a large
upfront cost or access to financing;
Homeowners have to manage the installation including appropriate notifications to NSE, retaining a
qualified QP who can design an appropriate system, and a QP approved to install.
Some homeowners may not be aware the extent of the environmental impact, or that solutions
exist even for difficult sites;
Some homeowners may remain resistant to installing an approved onsite system without some
form of enforcement requiring a change

MUNICIPAL OPTIONS
As noted above, Council has undertaken steps to reduce or eliminate some of these barriers. The “Our
Living Future” campaign will help inform the public of extent of contamination, the importance of eliminating
straight pipes, and the flexibility of newer systems to fit difficult building lots. Lobbying the province to
require an approved system at point of sale presents an opportunity to eliminate even resistant property
owners, albeit over an extended time frame.
Council also has the option to pursue a straight pipe replacement program. The proposed program,
administered through authority provided by a wastewater management district bylaw, would involve the
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municipality managing the installation of approved systems on properties that currently have a straight pipe.
The Municipality would apply for federal and provincial grants to reduce the total cost of the program. Any
costs not offset by the grants would be recovered through an infrastructure charge on the improved
properties, and would be paid off over a maximum of 10 years. The chief benefits of the program for
residents would be threefold:





The municipality manages the project, from design though installation, and maintenance for the
first 5 years, simplifying the process of installation.
The Municipality makes the application for grants to offset the total cost of the installation for the
homeowner. This also provides some certainty to the maximum cost of installing an approved
system, regardless of the lot type.
The homeowner pays the municipality for any costs not covered by grants. Homeowners will pay
these costs through an additional charge on their tax bill over a maximum of 10 years. These costs
would include inspection, design, installation, site recovery, system maintenance, communication
and potentially compliance costs.

Under these parameters, Council can provide leadership and assistance in tackling this critical issue, while
still ensuring that property owners do their part financially to fix this problem. Additional Program
parameters are discussed below.
Eligibility
Under the proposed program, properties would be eligible to participate in the installation program if:
 The property is located within the boundaries of the wastewater management district
 The property has a straight pipe (ie does not have an on-site septic system)
 It is the owner’s primary residence
Under these conditions, vacation homes and second properties would not be eligible for the municipal
installation program. In addition, properties with an existing onsite septic system that may have issues will
not be included. These criteria will help manage the size of the project and ensure that the program is
targeted where it will have the highest impact.
Timeframe Considerations
The program parameters are based on an estimated 600 straight pipes that may still exist today. MODL
would target 100 applications to the program in the first year, and installation of these systems would begin
in the spring of 2017. At such a rate, the installation phase would run until the end of the building season of
2022.
The development and installation program would require Council to approve a bylaw establishing a
Wastewater Management District. However, it is not required that the bylaw be established in perpetuity.
Staff recommend that a bylaw review clause be set for a maximum of once every 5 years be included,
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which would allow the municipality to dissolve the wastewater management district should it no longer be
required to meet the strategic objectives of the municipality. The ability to repeal the bylaw is critical in
ensuring that the regulation of onsite septic systems remains the primary responsibility of NSE.
Similarly, continued ownership of the onsite systems is not necessary to implement the program. Staff
recommend that 5 years after installation, ownership be transferred to the property owner, which would
include responsibility for maintenance and replacement. The primary objective of the program is to improve
water quality in the LaHave through the elimination of straight pipes. Continued ownership of the systems is
unnecessary to achieve the objective of the program.
Compliance Considerations
Despite an effective education and awareness campaign and an installation program that reduces barriers
to replacing straight pipes, it is not anticipated that all property owners with straight pipes will voluntarily
enroll in the program. As a result a compliance program may be required to identify and replace all straight
pipes within the wastewater management district.
MODL staff have been in discussions with NSE regarding the design of approved systems to help develop
a budget for the program. During these exchanges staff also discussed the potential for partnership with
respect to compliance. Initial discussion with NSE Staff have committed to meeting again with MODL to
discuss the legal issues associated with inspecting homes with the aim of identifying and ordering the
replacement of straight pipes.
Staff recommend that MODL explore opportunities for partnership with NSE to develop an inspection
program midway through the installation program.
Low-Income Program Considerations:
Despite the assistance provided by municipal project management and repayment over a number of years,
the annual charge may exceed the financial capacity of some low income homeowners. Council has some
options to consider if it is felt that this is an important component of the program:
A. The municipality could reduce the contribution required from homeowners who qualify for MODL’s
property tax reduction program for low income families. For example, if the municipality funded
50% of the homeowner costs for families with gross annual incomes under $25,000, the cost of the
low income program is estimated to be a maximum of $397,000 based on an estimate of 97 eligible
households1
B. The municipality could implement a low income deferral program, whereby the capital charges
could be deferred until the property was sold. A bylaw pursuant to section 70 of the municipal
government act would be required. The benefit of the assistance deferral program is that it
1

Note that application rates for such programs are regularly far lower than estimated prevalence of low income
rates. Using an application rate of 25%, the cost of such a program would be an estimated $99,425.
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provides relief with respect to monthly payments, while still recouping the benefit of the asset
investment when the property is sold.
C. Department of community services/Housing NS does offer grants and repayable loans for
households with low income. The programs can provide up to $6,500 in grants or up to $16000 in
repayable/forgivable loans as long as the applicant remains in the home. The income thresholds
range from $33,000 to $44,000 depending on the size of the household.

Subsequent Approvals
Should Council approve the broad program parameters today, there will still be several points of approval
required from Council. Approval will be required to establish a wastewater management district bylaw, and
Council must approve the RFP and tender awards for the design and installation work. Most importantly,
Council must approve the funding application to the Federal government. If the funding application does not
succeed, the municipality could choose not to proceed with the program.
While these three decisions are entirely within the authority and control of Council, the decision to award
grants is not. As a result, approving the program in principle publicly communicates that Council will
proceed with some form of installation program, contingent only on successful grant applications to the
federal and provincial governments.
BUDGET IMPLICATIONS
Costs estimates are currently in the preliminary stages. Staff continue to gather information to refine and
improve the draft program estimates. Before any grants or cost recovery from homeowners is estimated to
be $13,253,318.

Component
Design
Install
Install Coordinator
Property restoration
Maintenance
Education (Year 1)
Education (post year 1)

price per unit units
$
1,500
$
17,000
$
46,690
$
700
$
250
$
70,000
$
20,000

600
600
6
600
3000
1
5

Total

cost
$
900,000
$ 10,200,000
$
280,140
$
420,000
$
750,000
$
70,000
$
100,000
$

Net HST
$
38,574
$
437,172
$
$
18,001
$
32,145
$
3,000
$
4,286

12,720,140 $

533,178 $ 13,253,318

These costs can also be shown by stakeholder, based on the parameters outlined above:
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Total Cost
(inc. Net HST)
$
938,574
$ 10,637,172
$
280,140
$
438,001
$
782,145
$
73,000
$
104,286

cost by Partner
Homeowner
Municipality
Province
Federal
Total

Design
312,858
312,858
312,858
938,574

Education
Education for
Install
Maintenance
year 1
later years
Total
3,785,104
782,145
36,500
104,286
5,020,894
3,785,104
36,500
4,134,463
3,785,104
4,097,962
11,355,313
782,145
73,000
104,286
13,253,318

If all municipal program costs were to be recouped from the homeowner, then the total cost to the
homeowner would be approximately $9,955, resulting in an estimated average monthly payment within the
range of $75 - $95 over the 10 year repayment period.
Cost per Household
total Financing cost (10 yr @ 4%)
annual maintenance fee (5 yrs)
TOTAL Cost to Homeowner

$

$

7,065
$1,640
$1,250
9,955

This figure results in an estimated financial contribution from the homeowner that is slightly below the
average price range for an onsite septic system with ideal soil and site conditions.
Due to the stage of the project proposal, these figures should not be construed as final, or constitute a firm
figure for the homeowner portion of the project. There are some assumptions and variability which should
be noted for these budget figures:







MODL would be challenged to carry the cost of the program without funding from other levels of government, even with
full cost recovery from property owners. As a result project remains contingent upon successful application assuming
standard BCF cost sharing ratios.
Cost per system estimate based on estimates for more complicated installations that may be required. A conservative
approach is adopted to minimize risk of understating program costs in the federal/provincial funding applications. More
refined estimates are anticipated after first round of designs completed.
Costs assume net municipal HST rather than full 15% HST. Confirmation required to ensure all program costs are
eligible for the net HST expense.
Net financing costs have not been fully estimated, preliminary assumption is that 4% interest will cover short and
program interest costs

STRATEGIC PLANS
Addressing the issue of water quality by tackling the straight pipe problem aligns strongly with Council’s
strategic documents:
 Council’s Strategic plan for the municipality states that the municipality will work towards a
“sustainable and secure environment”.
 In its strategic priorities approved for 2016/17, Council included a focus on working to improve
water quality in the LaHave River.
 MODL’s ICSP Action item # 2 is to “Develop a strategy to reduce the number of wastewater
systems not operating to standards [in cooperation with residents and the Province]”.
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WORK PROGRAM IMPLICATIONS
Council included the LaHave River project in its strategic priorities and has incorporated the anticipated
tasks in departmental workplans.
ALTERNATIVES
Council included the straight pipe problem as a strategic priority for 2016/17. Council has also awarded a
contract for an education and awareness campaign related to straight pipes and the LaHave River. If the
size of the program is of concern for Council, Council could direct staff to explore modifications to the
program. For example, Council could design a program to replace 300 of the estimated 600 systems,
reducing the resource and financial carrying burden on the municipality. This approach may incent eligible
homeowners to more promptly enroll in the program, however it also may dissuade some from coming
forward for fear of not being included in the abbreviated program.
If Council is concerned with the provision of an installation program, then a revision to the goal in the
strategic priority is recommended. Some alternative options for pursuing action include:


MODL could continue with an education and awareness campaign to educate residents and
encourage the installation and maintenance of functioning onsite septic systems.



Council could also redouble advocacy efforts such as the point of sale approach and rebates on
HST for septic installation and repairs.

Council could still establish a wastewater management district bylaw and attempt to enforce compliance
with septic treatment standards without providing the straight pipe replacement program. There are
significant drawbacks to this approach. While it would increase the likelihood of identification of properties
with straight pipes, it would not remove any of the management, complexity or financial barriers to replacing
the straight pipes with approved onsite systems. As a result, there is likely to be higher resistance to the
program, and greater likelihood of issues including elevated enforcement costs, increased uncollected
taxes and greater incidence of tax sales.
COMMUNICATION CONSIDERATIONS
Council previously awarded an education and awareness contract to Warburton Communications and
BCAF. They will be launching the LaHave River – Our Living Future campaign on March 8th. Should
Council agree in principle to the installation program, the education campaign will provide the necessary
communication to the public.
CONCLUSION
Fecal contamination in the LaHave river is a major concern that has wide reaching impacts on the Municipality and
the region as a whole. Council has undertaken several actions to increase awareness and promote the replacement
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of straight pipes with approved onsite septic systems. The approval in principle of a straight pipe replacement
program would demonstrate continued council leadership and commitment to the River, our living future. The
proposed program is designed to marshal the resources of all stakeholders and address key barriers which have
contributed to the continued pollution of the LaHave River.
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South Shore Housing Action Coalition

Housing Survey
Do you rent or own your home?
Do you build, rent or sell housing?
Do you support people who face housing challenges?

We want to hear from you!
Please completed the online survey and let others know about it, too!
With your help, we will better understand how to ensure
healthy, affordable housing options for all.

Take the survey today:
http://sshac.ca

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492
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Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Housing Survey
http://sshac.ca
or call: 543-2492

Call 543-2492 for a paper copy or support.

