
                           
              
1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  Regular Meeting  14 December 2015 
        
 Business Arising from Minutes 
 
3. OPENING REMARKS OF COUNCIL 

 
3.1 Declaration of Conflict of Interest 

 
4. DELEGATIONS  
 4.1 Appleby Subdivision   Andrew McKay 
  6 January 2016   Memorandum from Town Clerk Banks with 

attachments 
 To be dealt with under item 8.4 
  
5. CORRESPONDENCE FOR ACTION 
5.1 6 January 2016  Memorandum from Town Manager Jarvie RE: UNMB Strategic Plan 
 9 December 2015 Letter from the Union of Municipalities New Brunswick RE: Strategic 

Plan 
Accept the recommendation 
5.2 14 December 2015 Letter from Tourism, Heritage and Culture RE: National Heritage Day 

with attachments 
Refer to the Heritage Preservation Review Board 
5.3 16 December 2015 Letter from Fundy Wellness Network RE: Community Wellness Fair 
Refer to Mayor 
5.4 24 December 2015 Letter from resident RE: Rothesay Common and Solar LED Crosswalks 

for Hampton Road 
Refer to the Public Works and Infrastructure Committee and the Heritage Preservation Review 
Board 
5.5 6 January 2016  Letter from Brian Gillis RE: Active Transportation Champion(s) 
Refer to Staff for a Response 
 
6. CORRESPONDENCE - FOR INFORMATION 
6.1 14 December 2015 Letter from Mayor Driscoll RE: Joint EMO 
6.2 15 December 2015 Letter to James Hoyt, NB Transportation and Infrastructure RE: Five 

Year Program – Provincially Designated Highways in Rothesay 
 22 December 2015 Letter from Roger Melanson, Minister of Transportation and 

Infrastructure RE: Municipal Designated Highway Program 
6.3 17 December 2015 Letter from Heather Stilwell and Tracy Friars RE: Let’s Celebrate 

Concert sponsorship thank you 

ROTHESAY 
COUNCIL MEETING 
Rothesay Town Hall 

Monday, January 11, 2016 
7:00 pm 
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ROTHESAY 
Regular Council Meeting 
Agenda -2- 11 January 2016 
 
6.4 17 December 2015 Letter from Hon. Bill Fraser RE: Endorsement of the Framework for 

Recreation in Canada 2015 
6.5 21 December 2015 Letter to the KV Committee for Disabled Persons RE: 2015 Report on 

Accessible Transportation 
6.6 21 December 2015 Letter to the Kennebecasis Regional Joint Board of Police 

Commissioners RE: Request for a Contingency Fund 
6.7 21 December 2015 Letter to the Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department Inc. RE: Approval of  
     Surplus Re-allocation for a vehicle in 2015 
6.8 23 December 2015 Letter to Rory Grant RE: Remembrance Day Service 
6.9 6 January 2016  Letter to resident RE: Snow Plowing on Hampton Road 
 
7. REPORTS 
7.0 January 2016   Report from Closed Session 
7.1 30 November 2015  Draft unaudited Rothesay General Fund Financial Statements 
 30 November 2015 Draft unaudited Rothesay Utility Fund Financial Statements 
7.2 16 December 2015 Draft Public Works and Infrastructure Committee Meeting Minutes 
7.3 16 December 2015 Draft Utilities Committee Meeting Minutes 
7.4 16 December 2015 Draft Heritage Preservation Review Board Meeting Minutes 
7.5 December 2015  Monthly Building Permit Report 
7.6 5 January 2016  Fundy Library Region Annual Report 2014/2015 
7.7 6 January 2016  2015 Capital Projects Summary 
7.8 8 January 2016  Nominating Committee Report 
 
8. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
        
TABLED ITEMS 
8.1 Traffic By-law 1-14 (Tabled June 2014) 
No action at this time 
 
8.2 Water By-law (Tabled June 2015) 
No action at this time 
 
8.3 Amending Agreement and Variance (47 Clark Road) (Tabled December 2015) 
No action at this time 
               
 
8.4 16 Lot Subdivision off Appleby Drive (Tabled December 2015) 
See item 4.1 
 
9. NEW BUSINESS 
9.1 Almon Lane and Peters Lane Reconstruction 
 5 January 2016  Report prepared by DO McLean 
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ROTHESAY 
Regular Council Meeting 
Agenda -3- 11 January 2016 
 
 
9.2  Local Improvement Levy – Kennebecasis Park 
 6 January 2016 Memorandum from Town Clerk Banks with Warrant of Assessment 
 
9.3 Standby Power Design – Town Hall and Maintenance Garage (Generators) 
 6 January 2016 Report prepared by DO McLean 
 
9.4 Provincial Government Strategic Review 
 8 January 2016 Memorandum from Town Manager Jarvie  
   
10.  NEXT MEETING 
 Regular meeting Monday, February 8, 2016 
 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
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ROTHESAY 
MEMORANDUM 

             
TO  : Mayor and Council 
FROM  : Town Clerk Mary Jane Banks 
DATE  : 6 January 2016 
RE  : 16 lot subdivision – off Appleby Drive (PIDs 30175467 & 30175475) 
             
 
Attached for your information, please find a Request to Appear before Council from Mr. 
Andrew Mckay, along with the information provided to Council at the December Council 
meeting in relation to the application noted above. 
 
As Council will recall, the proposed 16 lot subdivision off Appleby Drive was reviewed by 
the Planning Advisory Committee at its regular meeting on December 7, 2015 and 
recommendations were made to Council.  At the December 14th Council meeting, four 
(4) area residents spoke to the application.  Mr. Mckay was present at the December 
Council meeting but did not speak, as indicated in his request. 
 
Council passed the following motion at the December 14th Council meeting: 
 

MOVED … and seconded … the proposed 16 lot subdivision off Appleby 
Drive (PIDs # 30175467 & 30175475) be tabled pending completion of a 
secondary planning study.  

 
Mr. Mckay has been in contact with staff and subsequently requested to speak to 
Council at the January Council meeting to rebut the comments/concerns expressed at 
the December Council meeting. His request was granted.  
 
In the event Council wishes to review/discuss the application, please refer to Section 87 
of Procedural By-law 2-14, more specifically: 
 

87. Notwithstanding Section 33, no by-law, question, motion or matter that 
has been disposed of by a vote shall be introduced for reconsideration 
prior to the expiration of three (3) months from the disposal thereof 
without a two-thirds (2/3) majority vote of the whole Council. 

 
OPTIONS: 
1. Council can receive/file Mr. Mckay’s comments and leave the matter tabled until 

such time as the secondary planning study is completed. 
 
2. Council can remove the matter from the table on a two-thirds (2/3) majority vote of 

the whole Council [requires 6 of 8 affirmative votes] and review/discuss the request 
from Mr. Mckay. 
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From: Andrew Mckay
To: Mary Jane Banks
Cc: Brian White
Subject: [BULK Possible SPAM] Request to appear
Date: January-06-16 1:56:38 PM

Hi Mary Jane
I wish to appear before council at the upcoming meeting to ask the council to remove the file from the table and
 approve it as originally submitted. As you are aware, the last council meeting was not a open public meeting but 3
 individual’s requested to speak. I was not able to rebut and was not asked to. I would like to address their concern’s.
 Number 1 concern I feel was the traffic issue on the intersection between Horton and Dunedin as the street narrow’s
 right at the corner not allowing enough room for 2 vehicles to pass by each other. This can be easily corrected by
 widening horton right at the intersection. I would be prepared to work with the town and do the work at my cost. 
 Number 2 issue kinda links to number 1 in that there was a feeling that the Crandall traffic report was not correct as
 everyone from the new extension of Appleby would backtrack and go up and down Dunedin. The Crandall report
 said that most people would use Appleby. All three of the people who spoke and the other 2 or 3 in attendance are
 from the Dunedin side. No one on the Appleby side was there to object. Based on these accusation’s, I took it upon
 myself to go and do a drive test. I started at the bottom of Dunedin and drove to the entrance of Appleby new street
 off of Higginson. This took 1 minute and 53 seconds. I then went around to the Appleby side of the new extension
 and drove to the Rothesay rd. This took 47 seconds. This would lead me to believe the Crandall traffic study is
 pretty accurate.
The 3rd issue with one of the people was their well’s being affected during construction. This is not likely as we will
 not be doing wells as will be running water lines for municipal servicing and should not need to do any blasting. I
 have already and will again make the offer that if any of the owner’s on the adjacent street want to provide current
 water testing at the time of construction start and the results are normal, if while we are building the street and
 putting the services in, we affect the water, we will either repair the well or run a line in and connect them to the
 municipal water system.
We already know that number 1 both the police and the fire department see this as a major improvement in public
 safety connecting these two really long Cul-de-sac’s, number 2 This fixes a problem the town now has without this
 connection on two cul-de-sac's that are too long and will assure no future liability could come to the town in the
 event one of the streets are blocked and a emergency situation happens and number 3 the ground water will be
 drastically improved with a storm drainage extension.
Based on all of this, I see no reason not to proceed as is as will be beneficial to the town, the citizen’s and myself as
 the developer. We will create lot’s of needed tax revenue while addressing a couple issue's of public safety, and
 create so more needed lot’s for high end home’s in Rothesay.
In the event counsel still has reason to not proceed with initial proposal, there is a plan B that we have that really has
 no reason to be denied but plan A is much better for all.

Thank You
Andrew Mckay
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ROTHESAY 
MEMORANDUM 

             
TO  : Mayor and Council 
FROM  : Town Clerk Mary Jane Banks 
DATE  : 10 December 2015 
RE  : 16 lot subdivision off Appleby Drive 
             
 
The above-noted matter was discussed at the Planning Advisory Committee meeting on 
Monday, December 7, 2015.  Additional letters were received at the Committee meeting 
and by the Clerk’s office following the meeting.  In addition, 3 requests were received to 
appear before Council on 14 December 2015.   
 
The attached map outlines the proposed development area and the “gray” properties 
represent property owners who either submitted comments and/or spoke at the Planning 
Advisory Committee and/or requested to appear before Council. 
 
The following documentation is provided for your information and review: 
 
8 December 2015 Recommendations from the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) 
9 December 2015 Supplemental report from DPDS White with revised agreement 

per the PAC recommendation 
Various Correspondence received from:  Catherine Chiasson (2), Chris 

Bell (2), Tom Mueller (1) and Michael Start (1) 
2 December 2015 (Original) staff report from DPDS White 
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ROTHESAY 
MEMORANDUM 

             
TO  : Mayor and Council 
FROM  : Recording Secretary – Planning Advisory Committee 
DATE  : 8 December 2015 
RE  : 16 lot subdivision off Appleby Drive 
             
 
Please be advised the Planning Advisory Committee passed the following motions at its 
regular meeting on Monday, December 7, 2015: 
 
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by Craig Pinhey the Planning Advisory 
Committee recommend that Council authorize the Mayor and Clerk to enter into a 
Development Agreement as amended with A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. for the 
development of a 16 lot subdivision on the property identified as (PIDs # 30175467 & 
30175475).  

CARRIED.  
 
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by Tracy Langley the Planning Advisory 
Committee recommend that Council assent to the public roads to be known as the 
extensions of Appleby Drive and Higginson Avenue for the development of a sixteen 
(16) lot subdivision on the portion of lands identified as PIDs # 30175467 & 30175475.  

CARRIED.  
 
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by Counc. Lewis the Planning Advisory 
Committee recommend to Council to assess the design of the Horton Road and Dunedin 
Road intersection.  

    CARRIED. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 Council authorize the Mayor and Clerk to enter into a Development 

Agreement as amended with A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. for the development of a 
16 lot subdivision on the property identified as (PIDs # 30175467 & 30175475). 
 

 Council assent to the public roads to be known as the extensions of Appleby 
Drive and Higginson Avenue for the development of a sixteen (16) lot subdivision 
on the portion of lands identified as PIDs # 30175467 & 30175475. 
 

 Council direct staff to assess the design of the Horton Road and Dunedin Road 
intersection and report back to Council 
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70 Hampton Road 
Rothesay, NB 
E2E 5L5 Canada    

 

 Rothesay Council 
 

 December 14, 2015 
  

 
TO:   Mary Jane Banks, Town Clerk 
 
 
SUBMITTED BY: 
 

Brian White, Director of Planning and Development Services 
 
DATE:   9 December 2015 
 
SUBJECT:  Appleby Drive Subdivision Agreement (As Amended by PAC) 
 

INFORMATION REPORT 

 
 
ORIGIN 
On December 7, 2015 the Rothesay Planning Advisory Committee did at their regular meeting consider 
an application from A.E.MacKay Ltd. to subdivide land off Appleby Drive.  In review of the application 
PAC passed the following Motion: 
 
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by Craig Pinhey the Planning Advisory Committee recommend 
that Council authorize the Mayor and Clerk to enter into a Development Agreement as amended with A.E. 
McKay Builders Ltd. for the development of a 16 lot subdivision on the property identified as (PIDs # 
30175467 & 30175475). 
 

YAY votes recorded from: Chairperson Kean, Counc. Wells, Ewen Cameron, Tracy Langley,     
 and Craig  Pinhey. 
NAY votes recorded from: Counc. Lewis and Laurie Gale. 

  CARRIED. 
 
Staff have revised the DRAFT development agreement as directed by the PAC, several of the 
amendments are non-substantive and clerical in nature.  The primary amendment, as highlighted in 
yellow, is to defer the requirement for land for public purposes until such time that Rothesay has 
conducted secondary planning and would be in a better position to define its LPP needs more precisely. 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Attachment A- Appleby Drive Subdivision Agreement (As Amended) 
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Rothesay 

Page 1 of 12 

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT  
 

Land Titles Act, S.N.B. 1981, c.L-1.1, s.24 
 
 
Parcel Identifiers 
of Parcels Burdened   
by Agreement:   30175467 and 30175475 
 
 
Owner of Land Parcels: A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. 
    380 Model Farm Road 
    Quispamsis, N.B. 
    E2G 1L8 (Hereinafter called the "Developer") 
 
 
Agreement with:  Rothesay 
    70 Hampton Road 
    Rothesay, N.B. 
    E2E 5L5 (Hereinafter called the "Town") 

 
a body corporate under and by virtue of the 
Municipalities Act, RSNB 1973, Chapter M-22, 
located in the County of Kings and Province of New 
Brunswick  

 
WHEREAS the Developer is the registered owner of certain lands located 

off Appleby Drive and Higginson Avenue PIDs 30175467 and 30175475 and 
which said lands are more particularly described in Schedule A hereto 
(hereinafter called the "Lands"); 
 

AND WHEREAS the Developer is now desirous of entering into an 
development agreement to allow for the extension of public roads and the 
development of a subdivision containing not more than sixteen (16) lots for 
sixteen (16) single family dwellings on the Lands as described in Schedule A. 
 
NOW THEREFORE THIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH that for and in the 
consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements herein expressed and 
contained, the parties hereto covenant and agree as follows: 
 

1. The Developer agrees that the number of Lots situated on the Lands 
indicated on Schedule A shall not exceed sixteen (16) lots. 
 

2. The Developer agrees that the number of residential dwellings situated on 
the Lands indicated on Schedule A shall not exceed sixteen (16) single 
family dwellings. 
 

3. The Developer agrees to submit for approval by the Town, prior to 
commencing any work on the subdivision, the following plans, each 
meeting the requirements in accordance with the minimum requirements, 
standards and specifications as prescribed in the Standard Specifications 
for Developers of Rothesay Subdivision By-law No. 4-10; 

 
i. Plan of Subdivision prepared by a person registered to practice land 

surveying in the Province of New Brunswick; 
ii. a letter of engagement from the project engineer retained by the 

Developer to design the proposed works, along with engineering 
design drawings for all municipal services as specified herein; and 

 
4. The Developer agrees that the Building Inspector shall not issue a 

building permit to the Developer for work directly connected with the 
development of the Lands, nor shall the Developer be entitled to such a 
permit unless and until the Developer deposits with the Town an 
Irrevocable Letter of Credit from a Canadian Chartered Financial 
Institution or other security acceptable to the Town: 
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Development Agreement  Rothesay & McKay Builders Ltd. 

 

Page 2 of 12 

 
a) Valued at 50% of the cost of construction to execute the work 

approved by the Engineer pursuant to this agreement; and 
b) Containing a provision that upon the expiration of a thirty-six (36) 

month term it be renewed and extended (with appropriate 
amendments to reduce the sum to an amount sufficient to recover 
the remaining work) from year to year until such time as the Town 
has accepted “final completion” of the work mentioned in this 
agreement, by resolution of the Town Council. 

Schedules 

5. The Developer agrees to develop the Lands in a manner, which, in the 
opinion of the Development Officer, is generally in conformance with the 
following Schedules attached to this Agreement:  

a. Schedule A Legal Description of Parcels 

b. Schedule B Proposed Plan of Subdivision 

Subdivision 

6. The Developer agrees that all Lots shall meet the requirements of the 
Single Family Residential – Standard Zone [R1B] as described in the 
Rothesay Zoning By-law No. 2-10. 
 

7. The Town and Developer agree that the Development Officer may, at 
their discretion, consider a reduction in the total number of Lots and the 
resulting applicable and necessary changes to Schedule B as non-
substantive and generally in conformance with this Agreement. 
 

8. The Developer agrees, that except as otherwise provided for herein, the 
development, subdivision and use of the Lands shall comply with the 
requirements of the Rothesay Zoning By-law and Subdivision By-law, as 
may be amended from time to time. 

Land for Public Purposes 

9. The Town and Developer agree to defer the requirement for Land for 
Public Purposes (LPP) until such time that the Town has completed the 
necessary secondary planning study to determine the preferred location 
of LPP. 
 

10. Furthermore, the Town and Developer agree that an amount no less than 
2996 square meters being 10% of the area being subdivided or 
$32,356.80 as cash in lieu LPP being 8% of the market value as 
calculated by by-law shall form a debit owing on the lands. 

Site Development 

11. The Developer agrees to develop the Lands in a manner, which, in the 
opinion of the Development Officer, is generally in conformance with 
Schedule B.   

 
12. The Developer agrees to not commence clearing of trees, excavation of 

topsoil or blasting activities in association with the construction of the 
subdivision until the Town has provided final approval of the subdivision 
design as determined by the Development Officer, in consultation with the 
Town’s Engineer. 

 
13. The Developer agrees that driveways for each developed Lot shall 

conform as follows:  
 

a) All areas used for vehicular traffic or the parking or storage of a 
vehicle shall be paved with asphalt, concrete, interlocking stone or 
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Page 3 of 12 

other environmentally safe and dust-free equivalent surface. 
b) Every developed Lot shall have one (1) permanent driveway 

lighting fixture that shall as follows: 
i. provide illumination of the primary driveway entrance to the 

public street right of way; 
ii. be supplied from the property’s electrical system; 
iii. automatically switch on there is insufficient daylight; 
iv. be located not closer than 1.5 meters to the paved 

driveway edge and not closer than 2 meters to the public 
street right of way boundary; and 

v. be installed by the Developer and maintained by the 
successive lot owner(s) their successors and assigns, in a 
manner to ensure continuous operation during night time 
hours. 

Municipal Streets 

14. The Developer shall carry out, subject to inspection and approval by 
Town representatives, and pay for the entire actual cost of the following: 

a. surveying and staking of lots and streets; 
b. rough grading of streets to profiles approved by the Town; 
c. fine grading of streets to profiles approved by the Town; 
d. hard surfacing of the streets as shown on the plan to Town 

specifications; sub-grade standards, compaction and finish as 
approved by the Town Engineer, in writing, before final hard 
surfacing may be installed; 

e. constructing the roads as shown on the plan and complete the 
connection to the Gibbon Road as shown on Schedule A; 

f. supply and maintenance of for a period of one (1) year the topsoil, 
sod, landscaping and the planting of street trees calculated as one 
tree for each 10 meters measured along the linear centre line of 
the public street right of way, planted in location(s) approved by 
the Town and where such trees are as follows: 

(a) Not smaller than six centimeters (6 cm) in diameter 
measured at a point being 2 meters above the root ball 
such trees species as approved by the Town. 

g. engineering design and inspection of those works referred to in 
clauses b), c) d), e) and f) of this section. 

 
15. The Developer agrees to provide, upon completion of Part (13), signed 

documentation and progress reports from a practicing Professional 
Engineer, licensed in New Brunswick ensuring that applicable codes and 
standards have been met and that the work was completed and utilizing 
such materials as in accordance with the terms of this Agreement and 
approved specifications.  
 

16. The Developer agrees to provide, upon the request of the Town, as-built 
drawings that delineate all public infrastructure to be submitted to the 
Town in compliance with the minimum standards and requirements 
specified in the Town’s Digital Data Submission Standards for 
Infrastructure and Construction Drawings. 

 
17. The Town reserves the right to assign public street names, 

notwithstanding that the names may not correspond with those shown on 
Schedule A. 

 
18. The Developer agrees that all items, materials, pipes, fittings, and other 

such infrastructure following acceptance of delivery on site by the 
Developer shall remain the full responsibility of the Developer against 
their accidental breakage or vandalism until the completed works are 
accepted by the Town. 

 
19. The Developer agrees that it will not commence construction of any 

dwelling and no building permit will be issued by the Town for any such 
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dwelling until such time as the street, which provides the normal access, 
to each dwelling, has been constructed to Town standards as specified by 
the Town and is ready for hard surfacing at least beyond the point which 
shall be used as the normal entrance of the driveway to service such 
dwelling. 

 
20. The Developer agrees to restore, in so doing assuming all costs, any and 

all disturbed areas of the public street and public street right of way to the 
satisfaction of the Town Engineer following installation of the required 
municipal services. 

Storm Water 

21. The Developer shall carry out, subject to inspection and approval by 
Town representatives, and pay for the entire actual costs of the 
installation of a storm water system.  The Developer agrees to accept 
responsibility for all costs associated with the following: 

 
a. Construction, to Town standards, of a storm water system 

including pipes, fittings, precast sections for manholes and catch 
basins capable of removing surface water, to a predetermined 
location selected by the Developer’s Engineer and approved by 
the Town Engineer, from the entire developed portion of the lands 
as well as top soil and hydro-seeding of shoulders of roadways. 

 
22. The Developer agrees to submit for approval by the Town, prior to 

commencing any work on the storm water system such plans, as required 
by the Town, that shall conform with the design schematics and 
construction standards of the Town, unless otherwise acceptable to the 
Town Engineer. 

 
23. The Developer agrees that all roof leaders, down spouts, and other storm 

water drains from all proposed dwelling shall not be directed or otherwise 
connected or discharged to the Town’s storm water or sanitary collection 
system. 

 
24. The Developer agrees that the storm water drainage from all dwellings 

shall not be discharged: 
a. directly onto the ground surface within one meter of a proposed 

dwelling; 
b. within 1.5 m of an adjacent property boundary; 
c. to a location where discharged water has the potential to 

adversely impact the stability of a side yard or rear yard slope or a 
portion of the property where there exists a risk of instability or 
slope failure; or 

d. to a location or in such a manner that the discharge water causes 
or has the potential to cause nuisance, hazard or damage to 
adjacent dwellings or structures. 

 
25. The Developer agrees to provide to the Town Engineer written 

certification of a Professional Engineer, licensed to practice in New 
Brunswick that the storm water system has been satisfactorily completed 
and constructed in accordance with the Town specifications.   

Water Supply 

26. The Developer agrees to connect to the Town’s nearest and existing 
water system at a point to be determined by the Town Engineer and 
utilizing methods of connection approved by the Town Engineer.  

 
27. The Town agrees to supply potable water for the purposes and for those 

purposes only for a maximum of seven (7) single family residential 
dwellings and for minor and accessory purposes incidental thereto and for 
no other purposes whatsoever.  
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28. The Developer agrees to pay the Town a connection fee for each 
residential unit to the Town water system calculated in the manner set out 
by By-law as amended from time to time, to be paid to the Town on 
issuance of each building permit.   

 
29. The Developer agrees that the Town does not guarantee and nothing in 

this Agreement shall be deemed to be a guarantee of an uninterrupted 
supply or of a sufficient or uniform water pressure or a defined quality of 
water.  The Town shall not be liable to the Developer or to any person, 
firm or corporation for any damage or injury caused by the interruption of 
the supply of water, the lack of uniform pressure thereof or the quality of 
water.   
 

30. The Developer agrees that all connections to the Town water mains shall 
be approved and inspected by the Town Engineer or such other person 
as is designated by the Town prior to backfilling and that the operation of 
water system valves is the sole responsibility of the Town.  

 
31. The Developer agrees to comply with the Town’s Water By-law and 

furthermore that a separate water meter shall be installed, at their 
expense, for each residential connection made to the Town’s water 
system. 

 
32. The Developer agrees that the Town may terminate the Developer’s 

connection to the Town water system in the event that the Town 
determines that the Developer is drawing water for an unauthorized 
purpose or for any other use that the Town deems in its absolute 
discretion. 
 

33. The Developer agrees to provide, prior to the occupation of any buildings 
or portions thereof, written certification of a Professional Engineer, 
licensed to practice in New Brunswick that the connection of service 
laterals and the connection to the existing town water system has been 
satisfactorily completed and constructed in accordance with the Town 
specifications.   

Sanitary Sewer 

34. The Developer agrees to connect to the existing and nearest sanitary 
sewer system at a point to be determined by the Town Engineer and 
utilizing methods of connection approved by the Town Engineer.  

 
35. The Developer agrees to pay the Town a connection fee for each 

residential unit to the Town sewer system calculated in the manner set 
out by By-law as amended from time to time, to be paid to the Town on 
issuance of each building permit.   

 
36. The Developer agrees to carry out subject to inspection and approval by 

Town representatives, and pay for the entire actual costs of the following: 

a. Engineering design, supply, installation, inspection and 
construction of all service lateral(s) necessary to connect to the 
existing sanitary sewer system inclusive of all pipes, laterals, 
fittings, and precast concrete units.   

37. The Developer agrees to submit for approval by the Town, prior to 
commencing any work to connect to the sanitary sewer system, any plans 
required by the Town, with each such plan meeting the requirements as 
described in the Town specifications for such development.  

38. The Developer agrees that all connections to the Town sanitary sewer 
system shall be supervised by the Developer’s engineer and inspected by 
the Town Engineer or such other person as is designated by the Town 
prior to backfilling and shall occur at the sole expense of the Developer.  
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Municipal Service Easements 

39. The Developer agrees to secure and grant to the Town, its successors 
and assigns, unencumbered easements crossing the Lands of the 
Developer and the Lands of PID 00239632, in the form customarily used 
by the Town, providing for the full, free and uninterrupted right, liberty, 
privilege and easement to install, construct, reconstruct, repair, clean, 
maintain, inspect and use as part of the municipal services of the Town 
and as appurtenant thereto, and for all times hereafter, including sewers, 
water system mains, storm water collection infrastructure and other 
municipal services of such kind, size, type and number as the Town may 
from time to time determine necessary.  

Retaining Walls 

40. The Developer agrees that dry-stacked segmental concrete (masonry 
block) gravity walls shall be the preferred method of retaining wall 
construction for the purpose of erosion control or slope stability on the 
Lands and furthermore that the use of metal wire basket cages filled with 
rock (gabions) is not an acceptable method of retaining wall construction. 
 

41. The Developer agrees to obtain from the Town a Building Permit for any 
retaining wall, as required on the Lands, in excess of 1.2 meters in height 
and that such retaining walls will be designed by a Professional Engineer, 
licensed to practice in New Brunswick. 

Indemnification 

42. The Developer does hereby indemnify and save harmless the Town from 
all manner of claims or actions by third parties arising out of the work 
performed hereunder, and the Developer shall file with the Town prior to 
the commencement of any work hereunder a certificate of insurance 
naming the Town as co-insured evidencing a policy of comprehensive 
general liability coverage on “an occurrence basis” and containing a 
cross-liability clause which policy has a limit of not less than Two Million 
Dollars ($2,000,000.00).  The aforesaid certificate must provide that the 
coverage shall stay in force and not be amended, canceled or allowed to 
lapse within thirty (30) days prior to notice in writing being given to the 
Town.  The aforesaid insurance coverage must remain in full force and 
effect during the period available to the Developer pursuant to this 
agreement to complete the work set out as described in this Agreement. 

Notice 

43. Any notice or advice which is to be given under this Agreement shall be 
deemed to have been satisfactorily given to the Developer if delivered 
personally or by prepaid mail addressed to A.E. MCKAY BUILDERS 
LTD., 380 MODEL FARM ROAD, QUISPAMSIS, N.B., E2G 1L8 and to 
the Town if delivered personally or by prepaid mail addressed to 
ROTHESAY, 70 HAMPTON ROAD, ROTHESAY, NEW BRUNSWICK, 
E2E 5L5.  In the event of notice by prepaid mail, the notice will be 
deemed to have been received four (4) days following its posting. 

By-laws 

44. The Developer agrees to be bound by and to act in accordance with the 
By-laws of the Town as amended from time to time and such other laws 
and regulations that apply or may apply in future to the site and to 
activities carried out thereon. 

Termination 

45. The Town reserves the right and the Developer agrees that the Town has 
the right to terminate this Agreement without compensation to the 
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Developer if the specific proposal has not commenced on or before 
December 14, 2020 being a date 5 years (60 months) from the date of 
Council’s decision to enter into this Agreement accordingly the 
Agreement shall have no further force or effect and henceforth the 
development of the Lands shall conform with the provisions of the 
Rothesay Zoning By-law. 

 
46. Notwithstanding Part 44, the Parties agree that development shall be 

deemed to have commenced if within a period of not less than three (3) 
months prior to December 14, 2020 the construction of the public street 
and municipal service infrastructure has begun and that such construction 
is deemed by the Development Officer in consultation with the Town 
Engineer as being continued through to completion as continuously and 
expeditiously as deemed reasonable. 

 
47. The Developer agrees that should the Town terminate this Agreement the 

Town may call the Letter of Credit described herein and apply the 
proceeds to the cost of completing the work or portions thereof as 
outlined in the agreement. If there are amounts remaining after the 
completion of the work in accordance with this agreement, the remainder 
of the proceeds shall be returned to the Institution issuing the Letter of 
Credit.  If the proceeds of the Letter of Credit are insufficient to 
compensate the Town for the costs of completing the work mentioned in 
this agreement, the Developer shall promptly on receipt of an invoice pay 
to the Town the full amount owing as required to complete the work. 

Security 

48. The Developer expressly agrees and understands that notwithstanding 
any provision of the Town’s Building By-laws or any statutory by-law or 
regulatory provision to the contrary, the Building Inspector shall not issue 
a building permit to the Developer for work directly connected with the 
development of the Lands, nor shall the Developer be entitled to such a 
permit unless and until the Developer deposits with the Town an 
Irrevocable Letter of Credit from a Canadian Chartered Financial 
Institution or other security acceptable to the Town; and 

 
a. Valued at 50% of the cost of construction to execute the work 

approved by the Engineer pursuant to this agreement; and 
b. Containing a provision that upon the expiration of a thirty-six (36) 

month term it be renewed and extended (with appropriate 
amendments to reduce the sum to an amount sufficient to recover 
the remaining work) from year to year until such time as the Town 
has accepted “final completion” of the work mentioned in this 
agreement, by resolution of the Town Council. 

Failure to Comply 

49. The Developer agrees that after 60 days written notice by the Town 
regarding the failure of the Developer to observe or perform any covenant 
or condition of this Agreement, then in each such case: 
(a) The Town shall be entitled to apply to any court of competent 

jurisdiction for injunctive relief including an order prohibiting the 
Developer from continuing such default and the Developer hereby 
submits to the jurisdiction of such Court and waives any defense 
based upon the allegation that damages would be an adequate 
remedy; 

 
(b) The Town may enter onto the Lands and perform any of the 

covenants contained in this Agreement or take such remedial action 
as is considered necessary to correct a breach of the Agreement, 
whereupon all reasonable expenses whether arising out of the entry 
onto the Lands or from the performance of the covenants or remedial 
action, shall be a first lien on the Lands and be shown on any tax 
certificate issued under the Assessment Act; 
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(c) The Town may by resolution discharge this Agreement whereupon 

this Agreement shall have no further force or effect and henceforth the 
development of  the Lands shall conform with the provisions of the 
Land Use By-law; and/or 

 
(d) In addition to the above remedies, the Town reserves the right to 

pursue any other remediation under the Community Planning Act or 
Common Law in order to ensure compliance with this Agreement. 

Entire Agreement 

50. This Agreement contains the whole agreement between the parties 
hereto and supersedes any prior agreement as regards the lands outlined 
in the plan hereto annexed. 

Severability 

51. If any paragraph or part of this agreement is found to be beyond the 
powers of the Town Council to execute, such paragraph or part or item 
shall be deemed to be severable and all other paragraphs or parts of this 
agreement shall be deemed to be separate and independent therefrom 
and to be agreed as such. 

Reasonableness 

52. Both parties agree to act reasonably in connection with any matter, 
action, decision, comment or approval required or contemplated under 
this Agreement. 

 
This Agreement shall be binding upon and endure to the benefit of the parties 
hereto and their respective heirs, administrators, successors and assigns. 

 

IN WITNESS HEREOF the parties have duly executed these presents the day 
and year first above written. 
   
Date:    , 2016 
 
    
Witness:  A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. 
 
 
________________________ _____________________________ 
 Director 
  
 
   
 
Witness:  Rothesay: 
 
 
________________________ ____________________________ 
      Mayor 
      
      
________________________  ____________________________ 
      Clerk 
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SCHEDULE A 

 
PID: 30175467  

Apparent 
Parcel 
Access: 

Public Access  

Status: Current  
Effective 
Date/Time: 

2008-09-08 16:14:55  

Page: 1  
Legal 
Description: 

Place Name: Rothesay Parish: Rothesay County: Kings Label of 
Parcel on Plan: 97-2 Title of Plan: Subdivision Plan, Phase Electric Ltd. 
Subdivision Registration County: Kings Registration Number of Plan: 
201095 Registration Date of Plan: July 10, 1997  

 
 
 
PID: 30175475  

Apparent 
Parcel 
Access: 

Private Access  

Status: Current  
Effective 
Date/Time: 

2010-09-24 09:58:15  

Page: 1  
Legal 
Description: 

Place Name: Rothesay Parish: Rothesay County: Kings Label of 
Parcel on Plan: 97-3 Title of Plan: Subdivision Plan, Phase Electric Ltd. 
Subdivision Registration County: Kings Registration Number of Plan: 
201095 Registration Date of Plan: July 10, 1997 Together with the 
benefit of a right of way as described in Deed number 328565 
registered in the Kings County Registry Office on July 14, 1997 in book 
1342 at page 582. Save Except: Lands conveyed to Her Majesty the 
Queen (Transportation) by Transfer 29259562 filed in the Kings 
County Registry Office 2010-09-23  
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•
•

  Saint John, New Brunswick

KIERSTEAD QUIGLEY
and ROBERTS Ltd.
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Form 45 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF CORPORATE EXECUTION 
 

Land Titles Act, S.N.B. 1981, c.L-1.1, s.55 
 
 
Deponent: Andrew McKay 
    A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. 

380 Model Farm Road  
Quispamsis, N.B. E2G 1L8 

 
Office Held by Deponent: Director 
 
Corporation:   A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. 
 

 
 
Place of Execution:  Rothesay, Province of New Brunswick. 

 
Date of Execution:    ________________, 2016. 
 
I, Andrew McKay, the deponent, make oath and say: 
 
1. That I hold the office specified above in the corporation specified above, and 

am authorized to make this affidavit and have personal knowledge of the 
matters hereinafter deposed to; 
 

2. That the attached instrument was executed by me as the officer(s) duly 
authorized to execute the instrument on behalf of the corporation; 

 
3. the signature “Andrew McKay” subscribed to the within instrument is the 

signature of me and is in the proper handwriting of me, this deponent. 
 
4. the Seal affixed to the foregoing indenture is the official seal of the said 

Corporation was so affixed by order of the Board of Directors of the Corporation 
to and for the uses and purposes therein expressed and contained; 

 
5. That the instrument was executed at the place and on the date specified above; 
 
DECLARED TO at Rothesay,  
in the County of Kings,   ) 
and Province of New Brunswick,   ) 
This ___ day of ________, 2016. )  

) 
BEFORE ME:    ) 
     ) 
      ) ____________________________ 
Commissioner of Oaths  ) Andrew McKay 
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Form 45 
 

AFFIDAVIT OF CORPORATE EXECUTION 
 

Land Titles Act, S.N.B. 1981, c.L-1.1, s.55 
 
 
Deponent: MARY JANE E. BANKS     

 
Rothesay 
70 Hampton Road 
Rothesay, N.B. 
E2E 5L5 

 
Office Held by Deponent: Clerk 
 
Corporation:   Rothesay      
    
 
Other Officer Who  WILLIAM J. BISHOP 
Executed the Instrument:  

Rothesay 
70 Hampton Road 
Rothesay, N.B. 
E2E 5L5 

 
Office Held by Other 
Officer Who Executed the 
Instrument:   Mayor 
 
Place of Execution:  Rothesay, Province of New Brunswick. 

 
Date of Execution:    ________________, 2016. 
 
I, MARY JANE E. BANKS, the deponent, make oath and say: 
 
1. That I hold the office specified above in the corporation specified above, and 

am authorized to make this affidavit and have personal knowledge of the 
matters hereinafter deposed to; 
 

6. That the attached instrument was executed by me and WILLIAM J. BISHOP, 
the other officer specified above, as the officer(s) duly authorized to execute the 
instrument on behalf of the corporation; 

 
7. the signature “William J. Bishop” subscribed to the within instrument is the 

signature of William J. Bishop, who is the Mayor of the town of Rothesay, and 
the signature “Mary Jane E. Banks” subscribed to the within instrument as 
Clerk is the signature of me and is in the proper handwriting of me, this 
deponent, and was hereto subscribed pursuant to resolution of the Council of 
the said Town to and for the uses and purposes therein expressed and 
contained; 

 
8. the Seal affixed to the foregoing indenture is the official seal of the said Town 

and was so affixed by order of the Council of the said Town, to and for the uses 
and purposes therein expressed and contained; 

 
9. That the instrument was executed at the place and on the date specified above; 
 
DECLARED TO at town of  
Rothesay, in the County of Kings,  ) 
and Province of New Brunswick,   ) 
This ___ day of ________, 2016. )  

) 
BEFORE ME:    ) 
     ) 
      ) ____________________________ 
Commissioner of Oaths  ) MARY JANE E. BANKS  
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136 Horton Rd; 
Rothesay, NB 
E2H 1P8 
  

Sunday, December 6, 2015 

Mr. Brian L.White 
Director of Planning and Development Services 
Town of Rothesay 
70 Hampton Rd 
Rothesay, NB 
E2E 5L5 
 

RE: Proposed 16 Lot Subdivision 

Dear Mr. White, 

I am writing to express concern about the proposed A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. 16 lot subdivision off of 
Appleby Drive. There are several items that I feel need to be addressed for community safety and 
wellbeing:  

• water and sewerage  concerns- while it will be provided for the new homes how will these 
homes affect the well water of those houses surrounding them? Will our natural filtration 
systems be affected with the additional homes and their lawn maintenance chemicals; and in 
the winter salt and sand for driveways? 

• Has there been a study of the effect on the well water should this land be disturbed and 
developed? It is our expectation that this will have been done by an independent organization 
not connected to the town of Rothesay or A.E. McKay Builders Ltd 

• roads on the lower portion of Appleby and Dunedin have bends which can already be hazardous 
for the existing residents; these safety concerns will only be increased with all of the trucks and 
equipment needed to build these homes and it will be an ongoing issue with the additional 
residents and their vehicles- these roads were not built for moderate traffic 

• where Horton meets Dunedin is unnavigable for two vehicles at one time. One car must wait 
while the other makes the turn- this problem will also be intensified and ultimately cause 
accidents with the addition of other vehicles 

• the residents of Horton Rd and Appleby have enjoyed wooded areas behind their homes since 
they were built in the 70s. We know that with the development of this subdivision most of this 
green space and privacy will be lost. Should this subdivision be approved we want our privacy to 
be maintained with a buffer zone of trees and berms  

• what is the developer’s obligation, with the development of subdivisions, to provide green 
spaces for its residents? 
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• should these homes be built, what are the days and hours of construction? How long will our 
peaceful neighbourhood be polluted with the sounds of building 16 new homes? 

I would like the opportunity to speak and have these  issues addressed at the PAC meeting December 
7th, 2015. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine Chiasson, B.Ed;DAUS; M.Ed 
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136 Horton Rd; 
Rothesay, NB 
E2H 1P8 
  

Tuesday, December 8, 2015 

Town of Rothesay 
70 Hampton Rd 
Rothesay, NB 
E2E 5L5 
 

RE: Proposed 16 Lot Subdivision 

Mayor William Bishop and Councillors 

We came away from Monday night’s PAC meeting feeling a lack of confidence in the 
committee. We raised several concerns about the apparent short-sightedness in the Proposed 16 
LOT Subdivision at the top of Dunedin and Appleby Road. While several of the points in my 
letter to Mr. Brian White (attached) were skimmed over, there seemed to be no consideration for 
existing homeowners in this plan nor in the plan for 60+ homes that may be built between 
Horton Rd and Maple Crest. 

Mr. Chris Bell of Dunedin Rd. referred to Councillor Wells’ comments concerning the intent of 
council to have a plan for the area to be developed. While this resulted in some discussion 
around the table, Councillor Wells motioned for the subdivision to be approved simultaneously 
ignoring the requirement for Rothesay to do its due diligence in creating a responsible plan. 
Astoundingly, apart from two members, the committee seconded the motion. 

 We echo Mr. Chris Bell’s words in his letter to the Mayor and Councillors: 

Although I understand the benefits of new developments in Rothesay, I have very serious 
concerns about the integrity and legality of the process being followed in this instance. 

Mr. Bell goes on to quote specific sections of the Rothesay Municipal Plan 2010, Paragraph 
14.2.1 of the Rothesay Municipal Plan 2010 (by-law 1-10), which will be violated should the 
development be approved without having created the secondary plan.  In addition, he highlighted 
inequalities in the way the PAC is handling this development plan, based on information found 
in the October 13th minutes. 

In that same meeting, on Monday, December 7th, we heard Mrs. Donna Moore speak of the 
disaster created in her home and property by the unattractive commercial development on Clark 
Rd. Needless to say, our fears about the lack of proper planning are mounting, with Mrs. 
Moore’s story, the well-known flooding issues created in Oakville Acres and the large amount of 
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money that has been spent trying to beautify and rectify poorly planned commercial sections of 
Rothesay.  

Councillor Miriam Wells stated that a new plan is currently in the budget for 2016. That being the case, 
why are we in such a rush? It seems we are at risk of putting the cart before the horse. (Bell, 2015) 

Why not wait for the completion of proper planning, one that addresses infrastructure and 
beautification concerns for existing homeowners, so that we can be confident that our homes and 
community continue to be safe and attractive places to live. 

We would like the opportunity to address our concerns before the Mayor and Council on 
Monday, December 14th, 2015. 

Sincerely, 

Catherine and Paul- Emile Chiasson 
 

 
 

 

Bell,Chris. Letter to Rothesay’s Mayor and Council, Rothesay, NB December 2015 
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From: Brian White
To:

 
Subject: FW: OBJECTION to Proposed 16 LOT Subdivision
Date: December-07-15 10:55:53 AM

 
 
From: Chris Bell  
Sent: 07 December 2015 09:36 AM
To: Brian White
Subject: OBJECTION to Proposed 16 LOT Subdivision
 
Dear Mr. Brian White
 
Please consider this e-mail as my written objection to the Proposed 16 LOT Subdivision as
 described in your letter dated November 18th, 2015.
 
I purchased a home on Dunedin Road in July 2012. My wife and I were drawn to the area due
 to the unique residential character of the neighborhood. Having lived in several other larger
 cities, we chose to raise our family in Rothesay due to this unique charm.
 
Formerly known as “Country Club Heights”, the area of Dunedin / Appleby is a unique
 neighborhood that fully embodies the Rothesay lifestyle. It is characterized by mature well
 treed lots, pride of home ownership, low traffic and most importantly a safe area to raise a
 family.
 
Before I would support such a plan, I would like to better understand the following areas of
 concern:

i)                    Secondary Planning Area: This area is within the Secondary Planning
 Area, as such, my understanding is that a secondary plan would need to be created
 before any development occurs. Has this been completed?
ii)                   Architecture of homes in current proposal: A.E. McKay’s previous
 developments (such as Hillcrest Gardens and Riverside Springs) are inconsistent
 with the unique architecture and character of the Dunedin/Appleby area. A.E.
 McKay’s houses within a given subdivision are all very similar and would be at a
 stark contrast to the current homes in the area.
iii)                 Speculative Build: We are currently in a very weak real estate market.
 My understanding is that this is a speculative build. Should demand remain weak,
 adding more supply will negatively impact existing home prices in the area.
iv)                 Traffic / Infrastructure: Dunedin Road is already quite busy, how will
 this development impact traffic and at what point (e.g. how many additional units)
 would additional roads be required to handle the increased traffic.

I look forward to attending the Planning Advisory Committee to gather additional information
 on the proposed subdivision.
 
Best regards,
Chris Bell
20 Dunedin Road

2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_045

mailto:/O=FIRST ORGANIZATION/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=BRIAN WHITE42B


December 9, 2015 
 

Mayor William J. Bishop and Councillors 

 
 

I am writing this letter to object to the Proposed 16 LOT Subdivision at the top of Dunedin Road and Appleby Drive (the 
“Proposed Development”).  

On December 7, 2015, I attended the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) meeting (the “Meeting”) to gather additional 
information and voice my concerns regarding the Proposed Development. Although I understand the benefits of new 
developments in Rothesay, I have very serious concerns about the integrity and legality of the process being followed in 
this instance. 

Paragraph 14.2.1 of the Rothesay Municipal Plan 2010 (by-law 1-10) (the “Municipal Plan”) provides that “Several areas 
in Rothesay should only be developed once a secondary plan is in place. These include the undeveloped area between 
the Riverside Country Club and Rothesay-Netherwood School, the area southwest of the Club and northeast of 
Maplecrest Drive, on the northeastern boundary of the municipality and the area southeast of the Mackay Highway 
which is considered a longer term area for development.” 

Paragraph 14.2.3(b) of the Municipal Plan goes on to state that “Council will undertake secondary planning in the areas 
of the community as designated on Schedule G”. A review of Schedule G (as presented during the Meeting) shows that 
34.97%, excluding the Land for Public Purposes (the “LPP”), of the Proposed Development is located within the 
secondary planning area referred to in paragraph 14.2. Including the proposed LPP, over 50% of the Proposed 
Development is located within the secondary planning area. 

The Municipal Plan unmistakably provides that a secondary plan is a condition precedent to the development of any 
land located in a secondary planning area.  There is a process in place and I am afraid it is not being followed. 

I brought these concerns to the attention of the PAC at the Meeting. With the exception of 2 members (Laurie Gale and 
Councillor Peter J. Lewis), the PAC failed to consider the importance of these concerns, particularly in light of the 
Development Officer’s obligation not to approve a subdivision plan unless it is consistent with the Municipal Plan (see 
Paragraph 11.1 of the Rothesay Subdivision By-law No. 4-10). 

During the Meeting, Mr. Brian White discussed several features of the Proposed Development that were clearly related 
to a potential larger development (e.g. the location of the LPP was placed near a potential future Arterial road). This 
reinforced my fear that decisions were being made which are not consistent with the secondary planning provisions of 
the Municipal Plan. Mr. White is clearly very knowledgeable, however, I was disappointed by the unbalanced view he 
presented to the PAC and his lack of concern regarding compliance with the Municipal Plan and the Subdivision By-law. 

Furthermore, according to a letter sent to Mr. White from A.E. McKay dated September 24, 2015 (found in the October 
13th, 2015 Council minutes) related to proposed development off of Renshaw Road, Mr. McKay stated that “As a result 
of our meetings with you, we were advised that their lands fall within Rothesay’s secondary planning district which 
necessitates a study be undertaken by Council to determine the scope and nature of the development that can occur 
there”. Why has Mr. White taken a different position with respect to the Proposed Development? 

Councillor Miriam Wells stated that a new plan is currently in the budget for 2016. That being the case, why are we in 
such a rush? It seems we are at risk of putting the cart before the horse. 

Given the foregoing concerns regarding non-compliance with the Municipal Plan and the Subdivision By-law and the 
potential impact on the legality of the Proposed Development, I would ask the Mayor and Council to take the prudent 
step of waiting until the new plan is complete before considering this Proposed Development. 

Lastly, I am requesting time to speak during the December 14, 2015 Council meeting to highlight the concerns I have 
raised in this letter. 

Best regards, 
Chris Bell 
20 Dunedin Road 
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From: Bill Bishop
To: Mary Jane Banks; Brian White; John Jarvie
Subject: FW: Permission to address next council meeting
Date: December-09-15 2:33:33 PM

For your info.    Bill B.
 
William J. Bishop
Mayor
848-6662

Any correspondence with employees, agents, or elected officials of the town of Rothesay may be subject to disclosure under
 the provisions of the Right to Information and Protection of Privacy Act, S.N.B. 2009, c. R-10.6.

 

From: tom mueller  
Sent: December-09-15 10:35 AM
To: Bill Bishop; Nancy Grant; Matthew Alexander; Miriam Wells; Bill McGuire; Blair MacDonald; Peter
 Lewis; Pat Gallagher Jette
Subject: Permission to address next council meeting
 

To the mayor and councillors of the Town of Rothesay:

I beg your permission to make a presentation at your next meeting.

For your information, the last PAC meeting at the Town Hall raised a number of issues and
 concerns!

To wit:

1 – According to modern standards, the dead-ends of Applebee and Horton would never have
 been built today for safety and security concerns; and on this the police, ambulance and fire
 departments are in agreement.  The new subdivision will fix that.

Of course, PAC neglected to acknowledge that this supposed problem could have been easily
 remedied by paving the already existing connection between Applebee and Horton.  The
 presumed problem requires no new subdivision.

2 – I was shocked that PAC has compounded our consternation by the suggestion that traffic
 for the most part would be directed up and down Applebee.  My son and I performed a quick
 experiment last evening, in the sincere hope that PAC’s proposed new route may serve us
 well, as we are only a couple of lots away from the new development.  We would be eager to
 discover a better route up and down the hill, especially in winter.  But alas and to no avail, the
 Dunedin/Horton route is far more direct!  That means traffic on Horton/Dunedin will increase
 by another 32 cars (and by yet another 120 cars if the developer is allowed to piggyback
 another 60 homes in future)!  I presume parking spots for winter parking at the bottom of
 Dunedin will not play part in the plans for this new development.
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3 – What really irks me is the repeated assurances provided by Town Hall in verbal
 communications past, that Dunedin is already not equipped to handle any more traffic, and as
 a matter of fact the road is already not up to spec according to modern standards.  During
 the last meeting, one member of PAC even suggested that in retrospect, the Dunedin
 upgrade should perhaps have been done differently and may require redress.  In any case, I
 (and several of my neighbors) were assured by Town Hall, on several occasions that NO
 further development would ever occur until road connections to some extended version of
 Millenium Drive parallel to the highway were in place.  Imagine my chagrin to discover that
 these assurances are no longer operative.  I am certain there was no malicious intent at the
 time, which begs of course the entire question of ad hoc piece-meal planning on the part of
 PAC!

4 – Just to let everybody know, the sewer line serving the top of Horton is already
 compromised and substandard and is already is unable to serve current residents’ needs.  A
 further load will create even more sewage backups than have already occurred in the past. 
 Meanwhile, the dead-end of the proposed waterline will require regular flushing until the
 infrastructure can be extended further in future.  A possible, but not unlikely scenario will
 require current owners to abandon their wells and connect to city water due to ground water
 contamination by an unidentifiable plaintiff who cannot be sued.  Of course, the piece-meal
 planning of a dead-end water pipe will necessarily incur extra costs of an extension (of this we
 can be sure) and those costs will be customers of the utility (us), and not the Town of
 Rothesay and not the developer.  Ditto all the above for sewage.

These are all legitimate concerns that could easily be addressed by proper long term planning
 (concerns already elucidated by others far better than I am able) instead of adopting a
 piecemeal puzzle-piece approach as currently proposed by PAC. 

The bottom line: current infrastructure (especially roads) cannot support further
 development.  I am not opposed to further development.  I merely ask that further
 development be properly planned and not occur in a piece-meal “puzzle-piece” fashion.  I
 further ask that safety considerations take primary consideration, specifically the steep and
 sharp corner on Dundedin.

These are my thoughts, and I thank you for your patience and your indulgence,

Tom Mueller
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From:
To: Rothesay Info
Subject: Mayor & Council - re: Appleby Development
Date: December-09-15 11:54:44 AM

Dear Mayor and Council.

In response to your invitation for comments regarding the possible development of 16 new
 single family homes at the top of Appleby I have a comment on the process and based on an
 incomplete understanding of the Municipal Plan, some questions:

Regarding the Process:

While I applaud the Town for requesting comments from residents on activities that could
 affect them I find the information included with this request insufficient. If the process of
 local involvement is to be effective it must include the Towns initial due diligence. This due
 diligence, at a minimum, must include:

How does this development meet the intent of the Municipal Plan? In this specific case
 how will this development, as the Plan requires, support the intension “to remain a
 preferred residential community offering high quality housing options that suit the need
 of the existing population as well as offering attractive choices for future residents”.
 The intent of the Plan seems clear: how will this development “suit the need” of the
 existing population and secondly what standards does it meet to ensure it is offering an
 “attractive choice”? These questions need a response.
If, in the Towns opinion, the proposed development meets the Plan intent; how does it
 meet the goals and policies articulated in the Plan? Specifically I assume the goals to be
 met and the policies that apply are those set out in 5.2 of the Plan that I will not include
 here. Support for these goals and conformance with the policies needs to be confirmed.
If these are not the goals to be met what are the goals? And what policies apply?

Without this contextual information I find it very difficult to make an informed comment. I
 find myself left reacting to anecdotal information, community whispers and my own
 limitations; none of which I judge to be a base for responsible comment.

I would add that in my limited experience it is the developer’s  proposal that responds to and
 illustrates full conformance with Plan intensions, goal compliance, policy adherence as well
 as all the technical requirements of well preservation, water access, storm water implications,
 sewer, etc, etc. It is upon this complete submission that comments are solicited and
 adjustments’ made. Perhaps this complete developer submission is available as a base for
 comment?

However, despite the forgoing; I will forge ahead with a couple of questions.

1. The property to be developed is currently zoned for higher density “Mixed Residential”
 as illustrated in the Land Use Map within the Municipal Plan.

2. This higher density zone falls under the requirement for Secondary Planning as
 illustrated in the “Secondary Planning Areas” within the Municipal Plan and described
 in Section 14.2; 5.2.3

3. This area identified for higher density would be served, exclusively, by a single local
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 road as illustrated in the Road Network diagram of the Municipal Plan.

If these understandings are correct my questions are:

1. Has the zoning plan been amended to facilitate the proposed development to be
 accomplished within the ‘Low Density Residential zone?

2. If this rezoning has not occurred; has a “Secondary Planning” exercise been undertaken
 and are its outcomes available?

3. If the “Secondary Planning” exercise has been completed opening up the higher density
 zone is it the Town’s intension to use the existing local roads, through the low density
 residential area, to provide access to the higher density zone?

4. When I look for the development guidelines or standards to support the Plan, I am
 unable to find standards other than the reference to the standards (yet to be developed)
 covering Street trees and Beautification? Please direct me to where I can access the
 Town’s specific design and development standards.

I look forward to Councils response.

Regards

Michael Start, 79 Dunedin Road
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ROTHESAY 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

  
TO  : Mayor Bishop & Council 
FROM  : John Jarvie 
DATE  : 6 January 2016 
RE  : UMNB Strategic Plan 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended Council approve advice to the UMNB regarding the development of a 
Strategic Plan as follows: 

1. Encourage the Government to consult directly with individual municipal municipalities on 
major policy issues. 

2. Develop clear, democratic processes for arriving at the Union’s position on issues, 
particularly between annual conferences. 

3. Develop a more structured approach for communication and negotiation with other 
municipal associations in New Brunswick. 

4. More emphasis on fully informing all member municipalities of the activities of the UMNB 
particularly with respect to discussions with the provincial government on policy issues; 
e.g. bi-weekly newsletters, copies of correspondence; summaries of meetings attended 
and information on discussions when confidentiality is requested by government. 

5. Maintain the UMNB website with current information and add policy position papers and 
the capacity to poll members on emerging issues. 

6. Hold more frequent zone meetings to convey information and gather the views of the 
members. 

Background: 

The Union of Municipalities of New Brunswick has requested its members to identify aspects 
which should be considered in the preparation of a strategic plan for the organization (copy of 
letter attached).   

The UMNB is frequently asked to represent New Brunswick municipalities in discussions with 
the Provincial Government on policy matters related to municipal finance, legislation and other 
aspects of the relationship between the two orders of government.  A few municipalities are not 
members of any association.  Staff believe that the Government should make greater efforts to 
directly engage municipalities rather than asking the UMNB and other municipal associations to 
develop a position of its membership.  Such ‘consensus’ may simply be the least controversial 
or most easily stated and may not provide much opportunity for dissenting opinions.  To be 
effective in representing its members, the Union needs efficient and effective communication 
tools and feedback mechanisms and needs to share information widely. 

Modern communication tools include the capacity to summarize ongoing exchanges with 
government and with the other associations and convey these effectively to the membership.  A 
current website and perhaps a blog or Facebook page allowing an active exchange of views 
among representatives of its members may help to strengthen the positions of the UMNB and 
enhance its credibility with government.  Regular communication regarding current issues and 
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UMNB Strategic Plan Issues 2 06/01/16   

highlighting specific decisions to be determined and time frames would be helpful in eliciting 
municipal responses.  Generally agendas of Board meetings could be circulated or posted in 
advance of the meetings such that member municipalities have an opportunity to be more fully 
informed and participate in the business of the Union.  Such increased involvement cannot help 
but make the Union more effective in representing the needs of its membership. 

Financial Analysis 

Currently membership fees for the UMNB are calculated using the relative tax base.  Increasing 
the communication activities and otherwise strengthening the organization may result in some 
cost increases but if these result in a more vibrant, effective voice for New Brunswick villages, 
towns and cities the costs may well be worth it. 
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December 9, 2015 

 

 

Dear Members: 

 

As you will remember a resolution was brought to the floor of our annual 

general meeting in October 2015 which did not proceed because it did 

not receive unanimous consent from the floor. As a result it was brought 

forward by one of our Directors at the November meeting of our Board 

and adopted. (Please see attached). Since then UMNB has hired Bonny 

Hoyt-Hallett to carry out the work required and at a meeting held recently 

discussion ensued on how to proceed. Some time limits have been 

established and some questions need to be answered. We are looking at 

January 22
nd

 for responses from our members. 

 

The following questions are important and need to be addressed as we 

move forward with development of a strategic plan as the adopted 

motion requires – 

 Consider where you would like to see the association in 10 years 

 What goals would you like set by the association over the next 5 

years? 

 List 5 issues in order of priority that need to be addressed by the 

association. 

Should there be other information which you consider pertinent please 

add it so that it may be considered. Please reply to Bonny Hoyt-Hallett at 

bonnyhh@gmail.com by January 22
nd

 so that work may be started. In 

addition, please copy UMNB on your response. Thank you -  

 

Yours truly 

 

Mayor Arthur Slipp 

President 
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New,NouveauBrunswick
Decemberl4,2015 C A N A D A

Mayor William Bishop W 11’

Town of Rothesay 9n5
70 Hampton Road
Rothesay, NB E2E 5L5

Your Worship and Council:

National Heritage Day has been in existence since 1974, and was established by the Heritage
Canada Foundation to encourage Canadians to identify, protect and enhance their natural,
cultural and built heritage. In New Brunswick we set aside an entire week for this purpose, and
focus upon a different heritage theme each year. Included within the week’s celebrations are
National Flag of Canada Day (February 15) and National Heritage Day (the third Monday in
February).

In 2016, Heritage Week will take place February 8 — 15, and the theme will be Leadership &
Legacy — Les legs de leadership. This topic touches upon many aspects of New Brunswick’s
past, including the accomplishments of New Brunswick women, as well as those who have
forged a place in our provincial memory. As a member of the Heritage Week 2016 Celebrations
Committee, I invite you to reflect upon the individuals in your community who have helped
shaped our identity, and think about ways of commemorating their legacy during Heritage Week
2016.

Please take a moment to review the resources and ideas presented within this package, and
think about how you can help nurture an appreciation for past individuals within your community.
Civic meeting places are at the heart of every community, and Heritage Week 2016 presents an
excellent opportunity to recognize this.

The attached proclamation can be easily adapted for inclusion upon the municipal council
meeting agenda for the week, and more ideas can also be found on the Heritage Week 2016
web site located at: http://www.qnb.ca/heritage.

Choose to celebrate and participate in Heritage Week 2016! All events registered by January
31 will be posted on the Heritage Week web site, and will be included in listings prepared for
public distribution. All individuals and groups registering events will also receive a “Certificate of
Participation”.

Join with us in celebrating New Brunswick’s heritage on February 8 to 15, 2016!

Sincerely,

I,

Cynthia Wallace-Casey, PhD
Heritage Branch

Tourism, Heritage & Culture! Tourisme, Patrimoine et culture
b

P.O. Box 6000, Fredericton, NB E3B 5H1 I OP. 6000, Fredericlon (Nouveau-Brunswick) E3B 5H1
www.gn .ca

TeIe.ITél. 506-453-2324 Fax/Téléc. 506-453-2416
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HERITAGE WEEK 2016 PROCLAMATION

WHEREAS the second week in February is provincially recognized
as the time to celebrate our heritage; and

WHEREAs the third Monday in February is National Heritage Day in
Canada; and

WHEREAs the significant heritage which we have inherited from our
ancestors plays a vital role in providing a unique identity
to our and

WHEREAs this heritage provides us with a legacy to be handed
down for the benefit and enjoyment of future
generations; and

WHEREAS

______________

wishes to remember those individuals
who have helped shaped our identity, and who have
forged a place in the history of this

______________

,.

Now THEREFoRE I, , Mayor of

_________________________

do hereby proclaim the
week of February 8 -15, 2016 as HERITAGE WEEK in the

__________________

and Monday, February 15, 2016
as HERITAGE DAY in the

________________________and

urge all citizens to support and participate in heritage
activities occurring throughout the

____________

IN WITNESS WHEREOF: I have set my hand and caused the seal of the Mayoralty
of the

______________to

be affixed hereto.
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New,NouveauBrunswick

December 14, 2015 1
DEC 17 2015

Dear Friends of Heritage: L
Subject: Heritage Week 2016

As Minister for the Department of Tourism, Heritage, and, Culture, I invite you to
celebrate Heritage Week 2016, taking place February 8 to 15.

The theme for Heritage Week 2016 is Leadership & Legacy — Los legs do leadership.
This topic touches upon many aspects of New Brunswick’s past, including the
accomplishments of New Brunswick women, as well as those who have forged a place
in our provincial memory. I invite you to please take a moment to reflect upon the
individuals who have helped shaped our identity and think about ways of
commemorating their legacy during Heritage Week 2016.

Now is the time to begin planning. For this reason, New Brunswick’s Heritage Week
Committee is pleased to provide you with this resource package, commemorating
Leadership & Legacy. It is hoped that the enclosed material will assist you in organizing
and promoting your activities.

Please take a few moments to review the material provided and think about what you
can do to recognize Heritage Week 2016. Then plan your event and complete the
enclosed registration form.

Heritage Week 2016 offers a fitting opportunity to commemorate our shared past.

Sincerely,

Hon. Bill Fraser
Minister

Enclosure

Minister I Ministre
www gnb caTourism, Heritage and CulturelTourisme, Patrimoine etCulture

P.O. Box I CR 6000 Fredericton New Brunswick I Nouveau-Brunswick E3B 5H1 Can Tel. I Tél. (506) 453-3009 Fax I TEléc. (506) 457-4984
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October 14th, 2014 

              www.facebook.com/rmef.fwn     www.twitter.com/fwn_rmef                 fwn.rmef@gmail.com 

 5th Annual Warm-Up to Winterfest                                                                                                                                  
Fundy Wellness Network Event – Community Wellness Fair 
 
Good day Hon. Bill Bishop and the counsellors of the Town of Rothesay: 
 
On Sunday, January 24, 2016, the Fundy Wellness Network is hosting an event from 1:00-4:00 p.m. 
at the Saint John Market Square Atrium. The towns of: Rothesay, Quispamsis, Grand Bay/Westfield 
and the city of Saint John have come together to provide a Community Wellness Fair that will 
celebrate the many health related businesses and organizations we have in the region. There will be 
booths, activities, and information that will encourage positive changes in attitudes, behaviors, and 
perceptions towards healthy eating, physical activity, mental fitness, and tobacco free living. This will 
be an inclusive event that provides an opportunity to network, educate, and promote wellness to 
citizens of all ages in the region.  
This is a great opportunity for individuals, friends, and families to learn about accessible, affordable, 
community-based programs that focus on physical activity, healthy eating, and mental fitness. Local 
organizations, groups, and clubs will be highlighted so that people can be educated on what is 
available or for them to become, and remain, in motion.  
This event will act as a platform to help promote the region’s Winterfest 2016 events that are taking 
place two weeks thereafter. There will be indoor and outdoor activities all around the Greater Saint 
John area promoting family fitness and recreation. Both of these events encourage outdoor recreation 
for families and showcase the possibilities for year round participation.  
 
Thank you for considering this request to be in attendance, 

Alberta Stanton Rousselle & Jill Roberts 

Co-chairs Fundy Wellness Network 

 

www.fundywellness.ca 
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Office of the Mayor Town of Quispamsis
12 Landing Court I P.O. Box 21085 Quispamsis, NB I E2E 4Z4

T: 506 849 5778 I F: 506 849 5799 I quispamsis©quispamsis.ca

December 14, 2015

Mayor William J. Bishop
Town of Rothesay
70 Hampton Road
Rothesay, NB E2E 5L5

Your Worship and Members of Council,

RE: JOINT EMO

DEC 17 2015

This is to acknowledge and thank you for your letter of November 19, 2015 relating that
Rothesay desires to proceed with its own emergency preparedness plan, independent from
Quispamsis.

Your correspondence was reviewed by the Quispamsis Town Council at its December 1,
2015 Regular Meeting. Given Rothesay’s decision, Quispamsis will now proceed to amend
its Emergency Measures Action Plan and associated documentation to reflect the
Quispamsis EMO. Town Council also, at its December 1, 2015 Regular Meeting, officially
appointed Mr. Brian Shanks as the Quispamsis EMO Director.

If Rothesay wishes to present to us a mutual aid agreement for cooperation in areas of

common interest and in those catastrophic events that affect both our Towns, we would be
happy to pass it along to Council for consideration.

Trusting this meets with your approval, and wishing you all the best of the Christmas
Season,

Yours truly,

(..
G. MurJrcol1
Mayor

www.quispamsis.ca
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Rothesay
Capital Plan - Public Works

Designated Highways: Total

 Provincial Share 

at 75% 

 Rothesay Share at 

25% 

2016 -                          -                         

Designated Highways 2016: -                          -                         

Asphalt Surface Course, resurfacing Rothesay Road between Rothesay Corner 
and East Riverside Kingshurst Park (2000 m x 9.5) , (Incl eng'g) 570,000$       427,500                  142,500                 
Curb : Rothesay Road between  Rothesay Corner and East Riverside Kingshurst 
Park (incl eng'g) 404,000$       303,000                  101,000                 

-                          -                         

Total Designated Highways 2016: 974,000$       730,500                  243,500                 

-                          -                         

2017 -                          -                         

Designated Highways 2017: -                          -                         

Asphalt Surface Course, resurfacing Rothesay Road between East Riverside 
Kingshurst Park and Fox Farm Road  (1785 m x 9.5), (Incl eng'g) 610,000$       457,500                  152,500                 

Curb: East Riverside Kingshurst Park and Fox Farm Road (incl eng'g) 359,650$       269,738                  89,913                   

Storm sewer repair at 2466 Rothesay Road (colllapsed storm sewer discharge crossing) 45,000$         33,750                    11,250                   
-                          -                         

Total Designated Highways 2017: 1,014,650$    760,988                  253,663                 

-                          -                         

2018 -                          -                         

Designated Highways 2018: -                          -                         
Asphalt Surface Course, resurfacing Rothesay Road between Fox Farm Road and 
City Limit (1166 x 9.5), incl eng;g) 398,000$       298,500                  99,500                   

Curb: East Riverside Fox Frm Road and City Limit (incl eng'g) 235,740$       176,805                  58,935                   
-                          -                         

Total Designated Highways 2018: 633,740$       475,305                  158,435                 

-                          -                         

2019
Designated Highways 2019:

Storm Sewer Improvement, replace CSP between Scotia Bank and Common 
lookoff 60,000           45,000                    15,000                   

Asphalt Surface Course, resurfacing Hampton Road between Henderson and 
Rothesay Corner  (526.4 m x 10.98), (Incl eng'g) 173,000         129,750                  43,250                   

Curb: Hampton Road between Henderson and Rothesay Corner (incl eng'g) 106,096         79,572                    26,524                   
-                          -                         

Total Designated Highways 2019: 339,096$       254,322                  84,774                   

2020 -                          -                         

Designated Highways 2020: -                          -                         
Fox Farm Road between Mackay Highway and Rothesay Road (772 x 9.5), (icl 
eng'g) 264,000$       198,000                  66,000                   

Retaining wall / Slope stabilization including new railing, Fox Farm Road 105,000$       78,750                    26,250                   

-                          -                         

Total Designated Highways 2020: 369,000$       276,750                  92,250                   

-                          -                         

Total 3,330,486$    2,497,865               832,622                 
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=ECEllVElD TheFriarsSist ‘ j.’i

DEC 222015
Let’s CELEBRATE with Tracy Friars,

Family & Friends

December 17, 2015

Town of Rothesay
Attn: Mayor Wm. Bishop & Council
70 Hampton Road

- I’
Rothesay, N B

YOUR SUPPORT HELPED TO MAKE THIS HAPPEN! $55,281.41

The Tracy Friars Family & Friends, “Let’s Celebrate” concert held on November 23, 2015 at the
Imperial Theatre performed to a sold out audience for the l2 consecutive year.

On Thursday, December 17tui the Five Priority Neighborhoods received a cheque

for $55, 281.41. Your generosity in being a sponsor of this concert, along with the support of
those who bought tickets made this possible!

Whether you were a first time donor or have been supporting our efforts for the past 12 years, we want
to express our heartfelt appreciation for your sponsorship. The monies raised this year will go a long
way in helping to fund sustainable projects in the Lower South End, Waterloo Village, Crescent Valley,
Old North End and Lower West Side.

Please find attached a copy of the program, which featured your company’s name and logo. Your logo
was also featured prominently on a large screen at the Imperial and the names and level of
sponsorship were read aloud. We “sing” your praises!

In the next few months the “Around the Block” newspaper, circulated widely in the Five Priority
Neighborhoods, will send out a very public Thank You to you the Sponsors of our Concert. You will
receive a copy of this. Your financial support of these neighborhoods has brought renewed energy to
the good work that is being led by the residents themselves.

The following quote sums up the impact of what can happen when we come together. “People trapped
in a cycle of destitution often don’t realize their lives can be changed for the better through their own
activities. Once they understand that, it’s like a light gets turned on.”

Once agai thank you so much.

Heather Stilwell, Concert Chairperson
506-849-1424
e-mail: kajennbnet.nb.ca

_________________

Tracy Friars
506-647-1317
e-mail: tfriars(nbnet.nb.ca

Five Priority

I
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m
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New7NouveauBrunswick

December 17, 2015

Mayor William J. Bishop and Council
Town of Rothesay
70 Hampton Rd.
Rothesay, NB E2E 5L5

Dear Mayor Bishop and Council:

RECIEIIVó\

Subject: Endorsement of the Framework for Recreation in Canada 2015

Thank you for your correspondence of November 30, 2015 relating to Rothesay Town
Council’s Endorsement of the Framework for Recreation in Canada 2015.

A small working group has been established to review and monitor the implementation
of the Framework throughout the province in order to encourage continuous momentum
and uptake. They will be reporting back to stakeholders in 2016 on progress and best
practices resulting from the release of the Framework.

I wish you and Council continued success with efforts towards providing recreation
opportunity for the citizens of Rothesay and the wellbeing of all New Brunswickers.

Sincerely,

Hon. Bill Fraser
Minister

Minister! Ministre
Tourism, Heritage and Culture! Tourisme, Patrimoine et Culture
P.O. Box / OP. 6000 Fredericton New Brunswick / Nouveau-Brunswick E3B 5H1 Canada Tel. / Tél. (506) 453-3009 Fax / Téléc. (506) 457-4984

www.gnb.ca

2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_099



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_100



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_101



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_102



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_103



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_104



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_105



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_106



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_107



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_108



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_109



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_110



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_111



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_112



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_113



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_114



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_115



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_116



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_117



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_118



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_119



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_120



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_121



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_122



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_123



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_124



2016Jan11OpenSessionFINAL_125



                           
 
PRESENT:  COUNCILLOR MATT ALEXANDER, CHAIR 
   COUNCILLOR PETER LEWIS 
   SCOTT SMITH 
   RAHA MOSCA (arrived at 8:51 a.m.)    
 
   TOWN MANAGER JOHN JARVIE 
   RECORDING SECRETARY LIZ POMEROY 
 
ABSENT: DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS (DO) BRETT McLEAN 
   RYAN SCOVILLE 
 
Chairperson Alexander called the meeting to order at 8:32 a.m. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
MOVED by Scott Smith and seconded by Counc. Lewis the agenda be approved as circulated, with 
the following addition: 
 
 Item 6.4  Painted Crosswalks in Kennebecasis Park 

CARRIED. 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  Regular meeting of 18 November 2015  
MOVED by Counc. Lewis and seconded by Scott Smith the minutes of 18 November 2015 be 
adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED. 
3. DELEGATIONS: 

N/A 
 
4. REPORTS & PRESENTATIONS: 

 N/A 
  

5.   UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 
5.1 Update on Capital Projects. 

All projects are almost complete. The Wells trail will be completed in the spring. It was noted there 
are a few clean-up items to be done for Renforth and the Bill McGuire Centre. The Common project is 
progressing nicely. There was a brief discussion on Rothesay ball fields.  

 
5.2 Update on RA-5 crosswalks. 

It was noted the Town is still waiting on the delivery of the poles. The bases have not been installed at 
this point in time but the Town is planning to do so soon.  

 
5.3 Update on solid waste 
 Tonnage report 

The Committee reviewed the tonnages for solid waste, compost and curbside recycling. Town 
Manager Jarvie showed the Committee a dolly designed to assist residents with transporting their 
recycling bins to the end of their driveways if they are too heavy. The bins are able to hook onto the 
dolly one above the other. It was noted the dolly could be used to reduce storage space and provide a 
convenient method to transport the bins. Town Manager Jarvie advised the price is still being 
discussed. There was a general discussion with respect to the recycling bins.     
 
 
 

ROTHESAY 
PUBLIC WORKS AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

COMMITTEE MEETING 
Rothesay Town Hall 

Wednesday, December 16, 2015 
8:30 a.m. 
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ROTHESAY 
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee  
Meeting Minutes -2- 16 December 2015 
 

5.4 Update on RNS curbside recycling collection  
 4 December 2015  Letter from Town Manager Jarvie to Paul Kitchen, Headmaster RNS 

It was noted Paul Kitchen the Headmaster of Rothesay Netherwood may attend the next regular 
meeting of Council to discuss the issue further. Town Manager Jarvie advised the matter was 
discussed with FERO and a rough estimate of the cost was provided. Concern was expressed noting 
the street was not up to municipal standards. There was a general discussion on possible options.  
 
 5.5    Update on Almon and Peters Lane 
Town Manager Jarvie showed the Committee the proposed design. It was noted Staff intend to meet 
with the residents soon.  
 
Raha arrived at 8:51 a.m. 

 
5.6 Update on video inspections - Maiden Lane, Goldie Court, Gondola Point Rd. and Kaitlyn 
Street 

The Committee agreed to keep the item on the agenda for the next meeting. 
  

5.7 Update on Runner signage in bike lanes 
 29 October 2015  Letter from resident RE: Request for runner signage  
     in bike lanes 
 9 November 2015  Email from resident RE: Running in the bike lane 

11 November 2015     Website Contact Message from resident RE: Runners in bike lane  
Town Manager Jarvie noted the NB Motor Vehicle Act states it is unlawful for pedestrians to travel 
along or upon an adjacent roadway where sidewalks are available. It was discussed painting a symbol 
in the bike lanes could be said to be encouraging a disregard of the law.  

 
5.8 Update on drainage issue on Elizabeth Parkway 
4 November 2015  Letter from resident RE: Drainage issue on Elizabeth Parkway 

There was general discussion regarding the issue and options available. The Committee agreed the 
resident should be contacted to discuss possible solutions.  

 
5.9 Update on Gondola Point Road traffic/parking 
1 December 2015  Email from Chief McIntyre  

It was noted speeds signs of 30 km/hour have been installed in the area. The residents expressed 
gratitude for the signs. There is still concern of entering and exiting the townhouses when vehicles are 
parked in close proximity to the driveway. It was suggested the Town discuss possible solutions with 
Saint David’s Church. It was noted if signs are painted on the road during the winter months it is 
unlikely they will get noticed under the snow. There was a discussion of traffic in the area and traffic 
calming solutions.   
 

5.10 Update on Dobbin St. Flooding 
 11 December 2015  Memorandum from Town Clerk Banks with attachments 

The matter was discussed at the regular Council meeting on December 14, 2015 and Council tabled 
the motion to approve a variance allowing a fourth building to be constructed on 47 Clark Road. The 
Committee noted the land occupied by Vito’s and the Brodersen developments was zoned residential 
many years ago and later rezoned to commercial.  Town Manager Jarvie advised the standards for 
storm water management have changed over the years.  There was general discussion with the 
following comments: the rainfall on September 30, 2015 was heavier than usual; the development of 
47 Clark Road did introduce more pavement into the area which reduces natural absorbency; if the 
new building is approved the owner must adhere to current stormwater standards for the whole 
property; home maintenance is important both internally and externally especially in older homes; and 
the issue was caused from an improper sanitary sewer and storm sewer connection at the residence. 
There was discussion on current drainage infrastructure in the Town and possible solutions. Two 
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ROTHESAY 
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee  
Meeting Minutes -3- 16 December 2015 
 
weather stations have been acquired and will be used to provide information to help understand the 
changing weather.   
 

6.  NEW BUSINESS: 
 6.1 7 December 2015 Memorandum from Recording Secretary RE: Bike Rack  
     Motion 

It was noted the item was discussed at the regular Council meeting on December 14, 2015. The Town 
is in discussion with the New Brunswick Community College to determine if the college would be 
interested in helping create the bike racks. It was further noted the college would look into the matter 
once the winter term commences in the new year. There was a general discussion on bike racks. Town 
Staff will report back to the Committee with options.  
 
 6.2 14 December 2015  2016 Budget 
The Committee reviewed the item for information.  
 
 6.3 23 November 2015 Email from Counc. Lewis RE: Church Street Parking 
The Committee agreed the item will be kept on the agenda for the next meeting to discuss with the 
Director of Operations.  
 
 6.4 Painted Crosswalk in Kennebecasis Park 
Counc. Alexander advised he received correspondence from a resident requesting a painted crosswalk 
in the area of Kennebecasis Park near the elementary school. It was noted crosswalks are typically 
used to connect areas with sidewalks. Since the area requested does not have sidewalks it cannot be 
determined if residents will use the crosswalk. There was a general discussion with respect to the area. 
It was noted the cost would be minimal and signs would be needed. The Committee agreed an 
estimate of the cost should be provided at the next meeting and the item will be kept on the agenda.    
 

7.    CORRESPONDENCE FOR ACTION: 
N/A 
 
8. CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION: 

 8.1 7 December 2015 Letter from DO McLean RE: Drainage concerns on Robinson 
Counc. Alexander gave background information on the issue. It was noted the Town Engineer has 
offered to meet with the homeowner to assist by discussing possible solutions. There was general 
discussion with respect to the area and infrastructure. The Committee expressed concern that some 
possible solutions could solve the initial issue but could lead to problems in other areas.    
 
   8.2 7 December 2015 Letter from DO McLean RE: Speeding concerns 
Counc. Alexander explained the letter and noted it is to be received for information.  
 
10.  NEXT MEETING 
  
Wednesday, January 20, 2016  
 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
MOVED by Scott Smith and seconded by Raha Mosca the meeting be adjourned. 
 

CARRIED. 
The meeting adjourned at 9:54 a.m. 
 
 
 
CHAIRPERSON 

 
 
RECORDING SECRETARY 
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PRESENT:  COUNCILLOR MATT ALEXANDER, CHAIR 
   STEPHEN WAYCOTT 
   BLAINE JUSTASON 
   PAUL BOUDREAU    
 
   TOWN MANAGER JOHN JARVIE 
   DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS (DO) BRETT McLEAN 
   RECORDING SECRETARY LIZ POMEROY 
 
ABSENT: DR. BRIAN CRAIG 
 
Chairperson Alexander called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
MOVED by Paul Boudreau and seconded by Blaine Justason the agenda be approved as circulated. 
 

CARRIED. 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  Regular meeting of 21 October 2015  
MOVED by Paul Boudreau and seconded by Blaine Justason the minutes of 21 October 2015 be 
adopted as circulated. 

CARRIED. 
3. DELEGATIONS: 
  N/A 
 
4.  REPORTS & PRESENTATION: 

 N/A 
 

 5.   UNFINISHED BUSINESS: 
 5.1 Update on water exploration. 
DO McLean advised all the permits are in place to drill additional wells in the Carpenter Pond well 
field. Work was scheduled earlier in the week but has been delayed because of weather conditions.  

 
 5.2 Update on Wells Park. 
The trail will be paved and the dog park will continue construction in the spring. There was a general 
discussion with respect to possible cross-country skiing on the trail and boulders to protect the trail 
from vehicles. 

 
 5.3 Update on Water By-Law. 
DO McLean advised he met with the multi-unit building owners group. Concerns expressed were as 
follows: high upfront cost, cost per unit, accountability for water consumption among tenants, and low 
interest in switching from wells that are already meeting demand. DO McLean noted averaged over 
five years based on standard demand the aggregate amount is roughly $16/month per apartment. He 
added water can be purchased on a metered basis which could be read monthly as opposed to quarterly 
to detect possible unusual water consumption amounts early. It was noted the multi-unit building 
owners group seemed more inclined should the connection costs be waved or reduced. DO McLean 
advised the matter must be discussed by Council. There was general discussion with respect to 
solutions. It was agreed the issue would be discussed in the new year.  

 
   

ROTHESAY 
UTILITIES COMMITTEE MEETING 

Rothesay Town Hall 
Wednesday, December 16, 2015 

5:30 p.m. 
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ROTHESAY 
Utilities Committee Meeting 
Minutes -2- 16 December 2015 
 

 5.4 Update on Capital Program. 
All projects are completed, only a few tidying up items remain. The mixing system for the Hillside 
Storage water tank will be reinstalled below the 75% draw level in the spring. DO McLean advised 
the McLachlan tank mixing system was installed below the normal band of fluctuation so Staff do not 
expect the same problem to occur.  

 
 5.5 RFP – Engineering Design Services for Wastewater Treatment Plant Pumping  
  Stations and Transmission Lines – verbal report 
DO McLean advised there is a lot of interest and it is proposed to be awarded at the February regular 
Council meeting.  

 
6.  NEW BUSINESS: 

6.1 2016 Budget 
The Committee reviewed the 2016 Utilities Operating Fund budget and the 2016 Utilities Capital 
Fund budget. It was noted the base rate for water has increased from $1.06 per cubic metre to $1.15 
per cubic metre. Sewer rates also increased from $340 per equivalent user to $350 per equivalent user. 
It was noted should the work for Almon Lane and Peters Lane be approved it will not have an effect 
on any rates at this point in time. It was further noted Staff intend to meet with the residents of Almon 
Lane and Peters Lane to discuss the most recent proposed design. The design includes using the 
existing width of the lanes and incorporating minimal curb. There was a discussion on the timeframe 
of the project should it be approved.     
 

7.    CORRESPONDENCE FOR ACTION: 
 N/A 
 
8. CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION: 
 N/A 
 
9.  NEXT MEETING 
  
Wednesday, January 20, 2016  
 
10. ADJOURNMENT 
MOVED by Stephen Waycott and seconded by Blaine Justason the meeting be adjourned. 
 

CARRIED. 
The meeting adjourned at 6:20 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
CHAIRPERSON 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
RECORDING SECRETARY 
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PRESENT:  MICHAEL WENNBERG, CHAIR 
   COUNCILLOR MIRIAM WELLS 
   JIM BAIRD, VICE CHAIR 
   RANDOLPH GIFFIN 
   J.P. FOISY 
   HOWARD PEARN (left at 7:27 p.m.) 
 
   DIRECTOR OF PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT (DPDS) BRIAN WHITE 
   RECORDING SECRETARY LIZ POMEROY 
 
ABSENT: GREG MURDOCK 
   LORRAINE FORBES 
 
Chairperson Wennberg called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by Howard Pearn the agenda be approved as circulated, 
with the following amendments:  
 

Item 4.1  Church Windows 7 Gondola Point Road (moved to Item 4.3) 
Item 4.1  Rothesay Common 
Item 4.2  Board Nominations 

CARRIED. 
 
2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES  Regular meeting of 21 October 2015  
MOVED by Jim Baird and seconded by Howard Pearn the minutes of 21 October 2015 be adopted as 
circulated. 

CARRIED. 
3. REPORTS: None 

 
4. NEW BUSINESS: 
 
4.1 Rothesay Common 
 
DPDS White explained he is requesting advice from the Board regarding whether or not an 
application is needed for a Certificate of Appropriateness to erect temporary seasonal winter skating 
fencing surrounding the Rothesay Common ice surface. He displayed an image of the desired design 
for the fencing. A definition of development was provided as it relates to the Heritage By-law and it 
was noted it mentions “permanent recreational facilities”. DPDS White noted the fencing would be in 
place for approximately 90 days then removed. He further noted the Heritage By-law states the Board 
can determine if a Certificate of Appropriateness is not required. Concern was expressed regarding the 
following: the issue has not come before the Parks and Recreation Committee; if the fencing is used 
every winter can it be classified as temporary; a fence has not been erected in previous years; the 
effect the fencing will have on the snow clearing process; and the Board had approved the initial 
design and this would be considered an amendment. The Board inquired if a safety concern was 
present to warrant the fencing. DPDS White advised the edge of the skating surface is in close 
proximity to the stream. It was noted the design does not include a puck lip. The Board agreed an 
application should be brought in explaining the clear need, purpose and how it will mesh with other 
accoutrements.  
 

ROTHESAY 
HERITAGE PRESERVATION REVIEW BOARD 

MEETING 
Rothesay Town Hall 

Wednesday, December 16, 2015 
7:00 p.m. 
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ROTHESAY 
Heritage Preservation Review Board 
Meeting Minutes -2- 16 December 2015 
 
Counc. Wells noted the grand opening of the Rothesay Common will be on Monday, December 21, 
2015 at 6:30 p.m. There will be skating, hot chocolate, refreshments, and a tree lighting ceremony.  
 
4.2 Board Nominations 
 
Chairperson Wennberg noted both his and Lorraine Forbes’ terms on the Heritage Preservation 
Review Board were coming to an end. It was suggested as Lorraine was part of the Board as a resident 
representative of the Heritage Area, the individual replacing her should also be resident of the 
Heritage Area. Any recommendations can be provided to Counc. Blair MacDonald chair of the 
Nominating Committee. Chairperson Wennberg announced his suggestions for possible members. 
There was a general discussion regarding the suggested individuals. The Board inquired if 
Chairperson Wennberg had approached any of the suggested individuals to gage their interest. 
Chairperson Wennberg advised he would do so pending the approval of the Board. There was 
consensus the Board agreed that Chairperson Wennberg could discuss the opportunity with the 
individuals. It was noted the Board will determine the new Chair, Vice Chair, and Secretary in the 
new year. Chairperson Wennberg thanked the Board and invited any further suggestions to be emailed 
to him.  
 
4.3 7 Gondola Point Road  David Price, Trustee 

 OWNER:   St. David’s United Church 
 PID:    00255786 

 PROPOSAL:   Heritage Permit – Replace Church Windows 
 
Howard Pearn declared a conflict of interest and left the meeting at 7:27 p.m. 
 
Mr. David Price, Trustee for St. David’s United Church was in attendance. DPDS White explained the 
application was to obtain a Heritage Permit to allow for the replacement of 8 Church windows. The 
definition of maintenance in accordance with the Heritage By-law indicates the replacement of 
damaged materials is permitted as long as the materials and design are the same. There was an 
extensive discussion on the materials replacing the windows. Concern was expressed regarding a 
precedent set by decisions made in the past. Comments were made with respect to the following: best 
suited materials, consistency, colour, price, and renovation history of the Church. J.P. Foisy noted 
changes can be made to buildings without a consideration for Heritage preservation so it may be 
beneficial to look at pictures and/or drawings of the initial design to compare. It was noted the Board 
and Mr. Price were unsure if any original drawings existed.  
 
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by Randy Giffin that the Rothesay Heritage Preservation 
Review Board issue a Heritage permit for the replacement of poor functioning and deteriorated 
wooden windows with a combination of wood vinyl and wood aluminum clad windows at 7 Gondola 
Point Road (PID 00255786) subject to the following condition(s): 

1. Six vinyl clad wood windows matching dimensions, colour and appearance of the  
 original; 

2. All new windows shall match the exterior glazing muntin bar pattern and dimensions  
 of the original; and 

3. Two new exterior aluminum clad windows to be black in colour. 
CARRIED. 

 
Meeting Addendum: 
Counc. Wells thanked Chairperson Wennberg on behalf of the Board, Council and Town Staff for his 
many years of service on the Heritage Preservation Review Board. J.P. Foisy added he appreciated 
Chairperson Wennberg’s guidance.  
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ROTHESAY 
Heritage Preservation Review Board 
Meeting Minutes -3- 16 December 2015 
 
5. OLD BUSINESS: None 
 
6. CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION: None 

 
7. DELEGATIONS: None 
 
8.  NEXT MEETING 
  
Monday, January 20, 2016  
 
9. ADJOURNMENT 
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by J.P. Foisy the meeting be adjourned. 

CARRIED. 
The meeting adjourned at 8:10 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
CHAIRPERSON 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
RECORDING SECRETARY 
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December 2015 Building Permit Report 
Date Property Location

Value of 
Construction Building Permit 

Fee
Permit 
Number

Nature of 
Construction

2015-2392015/12/02 94 French Village Road $1,400.00 $20.00Electricial Upgrade

2015-2402015/12/03 11 Allison Dr. $25,000.00 $181.25New Roof Trusses and Roof

2015-2412015/12/05 62 Elizabeth Parkway $1,000.00 $20.00Temp Electrical Entrance

2015-2422015/12/07 2 James Street $1,500.00 $20.00Electrical Upgrade

2015-2432015/12/08 48  Hampton Road $125,000.00 $906.00Building Addition (Field House)

2015-2442015/12/03 73 Elizabeth Parkway $500.00Demolition

2015-2452015/12/08 54 Gibbon Road $2,500.00 $20.00Deck

2015-2462015/12/10 8 Summer Haven $350,000.00 $2,537.50Single Family

2015-2472015/12/10 84 Hampton Road $1,600.00 $20.00Windows

2015-2482015/12/11 17 Wanda Crescent $1,400.00 $20.00Electrical Upgrade

2015-2492015/12/03 73 Elizabeth Parkway $475,000.00 $3,443.75Single Family

2015-2502015/12/15 11 Marr Road $48,000.00 $348.00Renovation

2015-2512015/12/22 42 Sprucewood Ave. $1,600.00 $20.00Door

Page 1 of 2
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Date Property Location
Value of

Construction Building Permit
Fee

Permit 
Number

Nature of 
Construction

2015-2522015/12/18 6 Prince Albert Court $210,000.00 $1,522.50Single Family

2015-2532015/12/18 7 Victoria Crescent $220,000.00 $1,609.50Single Family

2015-2542015/12/18 59 Gibbon Road $10,000.00 $72.50Structural Roof Replacement

2015-2552015/12/22 16 Burpee Ave $1,000.00 $20.00Generator Connection

Monthly Total Dec. 2015 **

Steven Nason,CBCO

Building Inspector

Summary for  2015 to Date** $15,779,184.00

$1,475,000.00 $11,261.00

$130,464.70

Monthly Total Dec 2014 $10,800.00

$10,309,201.83 

Value of 
Construction Building 

Permit Fee

**Excludes Water / Sewage Fees

Summary for  2014 to Date **

$123,50

$80,266.98 

Page 2 of 2
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ROTHESAY 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

  
TO  : Mayor Bishop & Council 
FROM  : John Jarvie 
DATE  : 6 January 2016 
RE  : 2015 Capital Project – Status Report 

The following is a list of 2015 capital projects underway and the current status of each. 

PROJECT BUDGET $ TO 
15/12/15* 

COMMENTS  

Oakville Acres Detention Pond $2.0M** 65% complete  
Asphalt  Resurfacing 190,000 100% complete  
Micro-seal  Resurfacing 140,000 100% Florence, Raymond and Wanda completed.  
French Village Rd resurfacing 310,000 100% complete  
Curb/gutter/sidewalk - Eriskay 

$0.55M 2% 
Engineering only in 2015 due to condition of 
sewer system 

 

Anna Ave paving 350,000 100% complete  
Engineering 2016 streets 60,000 15% Consultant engaged  
Cross-walk signals Grove/ 
Church/Golf Club 

140,000 18% 
Equipment ordered; civil work in December, poles 
scheduled for February 

 

Recreation equipment 
160,000 81% 

Zamboni delivered, Dobbin St. playground 
installed, KPark rink house 90%, 

 

Arena Upgrade 25,000 100% Painting, lobby repairs, ammonia system, floor  
Miller Field Building 120,000 47% foundation work complete, floor, walls erected, 

trusses on-site 
 

Wells Trail $0.67M 86% Trail base in, culverts installed and wooden 
bridges substantially complete, contractor 
estimate 85% complete 

 

Wells Ballfield $0.67M 86% Field fenced, levelled and seeded with grass 
growing; dog park grading complete 

 

Rothesay Common Upgrade $2.4M 88% 90% complete and on schedule.  
McGuire Centre Site Work 100,000 95% Project substantially complete.  
James Renforth Water Ext 110,000 100% Project substantially complete  
Gondola Point water line 310,000 100% Complete  
Transportation Equipment 470,000 38% Skid steer delivered, SUVs  delivered, backhoe 

deferred to 2016,  
 

Water Treatment Plant Upgrade $0.7M 89% Changes in plant complete, membranes installed, 
system commissioning and calibration complete. 

 

Wellfield Development 250,000 51% Regulatory permission received, drilling sites 
confirmed, drilling of 2 wells scheduled for the 
week of December 14th 

 

Wastewater Collection Upgrade $7.5M - Engineering RFP closing Feb 2nd  
*  Funds paid to this date. 
**Estimated construction costs ±1.3M current phase 
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ROTHESAY 
MEMORANDUM 

             
TO  : Mayor and Council 
FROM  : Nominating Committee 
DATE  : 8 January 2016 
RE  : Committee appointments 
             
 
The Nominating Committee is recommending the following appointments: 
 
Public Works and Infrastructure Committee 
Shawn Peterson (new appointment)  Term until December 31, 2017 
 
Utilities Committee 
Mark McAloon (new appointment)  Term until December 31, 2017 
 
Kennebecasis Public Library 
Donna Hennessey (new appointment) Term until December 31, 2017 
 
Harbour Station Board 
Andrew Peters (new appointment) Term until December 31, 2017 
 
Rothesay Heritage Preservation Review Board 
Jim Baird (re-appointment)   Term until December 31, 2017 
 
Jon LeHeup (new appointment)  Term until December 31, 2017 
 
Catherine Grant (new appointment) Term until December 31, 2017 
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- Reduce curb by 45%
- Maintain status quo traffic flow
- No widening contemplated
- No tree removal for purposes of widening
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ROTHESAY 
MEMORANDUM 

             
TO  : Mayor and Council 
FROM  : Mary Jane Banks, Town Clerk 
DATE  : January 6, 2016 
RE  : Local Improvement Levy 
             
 
 
In accordance with By-Law 3-00, attached is the required Warrant of Assessment 
to allow for collection of Local Improvement Levy for 2016.  The full Assessment 
Roll is available in the Treasurer’s Office for examination. 
 
By-Law 4-00 relates to the water reconstruction project undertaken in 2000-2001 
in Kennebecasis Park. 
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Warrant of Assessment 
 

MOVED by Counc.     and seconded by Counc.     : 
 
Whereas projects were undertaken as local improvements in accordance with the 
pertinent By-laws, Rothesay Council hereby directs that a special warrant be 
issued for the sum set out in the local improvement assessment roll for 2016 and 
further directs the Clerk to cause such special assessments to be collected in 
accordance with By-law 3-00. 
 

Local Improvement By-law # Amount to be collected 
By-law 4-00 $59,268.53 

 
 
 

Dated:   11 January 2016   
 
 
 
             
Mayor       Clerk 
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ROTHESAY 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 

  
TO  : Mayor Bishop & Council 
FROM  : John Jarvie 
DATE  : 8 January 2016 
RE  : Provincial Government Strategic Review 

Recommendation: 

It is recommended that Council forward the following responses to the proposals in the 
Provincial Government’s Strategic Review: 

1. Adopt the attached responses and any others Council wishes to include; 
2. Forward the response directly to Minister Boudreau; and 
3. Attend the public Dialogue Session on January 13th. 

Background: 

The Provincial Government has published a document called CHOICES TO MOVE NEW 
BRUNSWICK FORWARD; Strategic Program Review (Strategic Review).  A copy is appended. 
This document is intended to set out potential options for the Government to generate additional 
revenue and/or reduce costs.  A public meeting (‘dialogue session’) is scheduled for 
Wednesday, January 13th at 6:30 pm at the Community College, 950 Grandview Avenue in 
Saint John and the Government has announced the annual budget will be tabled February 2nd.  
This budget is expected to implement some of the suggestions included in the Strategic Review. 

There are at least two perspectives from which Council might comment on this document.  
Some of the suggestions would directly affect the operation of the Town as a corporation either 
specifically or simply as a municipality in New Brunswick.  Council may wish to comment on 
these so as to identify costs or operational issues arising from the Choices. 

Council may also wish to advocate on behalf of Town residents where a measure would not 
directly affect the Town as a corporation but some or all segments of the community.  The 
comments in this memorandum are focused primarily on the former but Council may wish to see 
other items included in the position put forward to the Province. 

With respect to corporate concerns, a primary one is the (perhaps inadvertent) shifting of costs 
from other sources to the property tax payer, particularly at the municipal level.  The property 
tax is not a progressive tax and shifting costs to municipal governments invariably results in 
moving away from ability to pay toward other less acceptable distributive cost models.  In 
addition the property tax is generally seen by the public as a municipal fiscal tool even though 
the Provincial tax rates for non-residential and non-owner occupied property is higher in 
Rothesay than the municipal rates. Moving costs from the provincial to the municipal level may 
be good short term politics but it is likely to move even further from the prevalent model where 
the Province is responsible for services related to people while property-related services are a 
municipal responsibility. 
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A related aspect is the transparency of the effects of the changes at the Provincial level.  If the 
Province is raising revenue or reducing costs which then become the responsibility of 
municipalities without commitment changes in the Provincial/municipal transfers, fiscally 
responsible municipalities and their property taxpayers will be penalized for the Provincial 
financial condition.  Municipalities, individually and collectively, will need to communicate 
regularly and clearly to their taxpayers if Provincial Government policy changes result in 
increased costs to municipal governments. 

Financial Analysis: 

It is difficult to analyze the costs to the Town of many of the ‘Choices’ proposed since much of 

the detail is unknown.  However a few examples may be helpful.  A one percent increase in the 
tax on insurance company premiums might see a cost increase in the $1500 range while a 2% 
increase in Harmonized Sales Tax could range anywhere from a cost savings to a more likely 
increase of $90,000 or as much as $210,000 annually.  (The Town paid approximately 
$360,000 annually in HST over the past two years.) 

An increase in the fuel taxes could result in significant cost to Rothesay too.  An increase of 10¢ 
per litre would result in approximately $14-15,000 in additional fuel cost. 

Cost increases for some of the data used regularly would likely not have a major affect but 
would involve additional cost without the benefit of increased productivity.  Similarly it is difficult 
to accurately speculate on increased costs for policing due to higher tobacco taxes. 

The most significant of the Choices could be in Reforming local governance.  A rational set of 
changes could mean a fairer, more understandable system of inter-government transfers, a 
greater share of property tax revenue, opportunities for creativity in the delivery of services, a 
more equitable property tax system and a host of other improvements.  While a major financial 
gain is unlikely, the potential for overall improvement is significant. 
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ROTHESAY 
Comments on  

CHOICES TO MOVE NEW BRUNSWICK FORWARD; 
Strategic Program Review 

 

The following are observations on selected ‘Choices’ from the Review document. 

Reshaping the civil service – est. savings $20-45M 

Such measures should be supported and continually applied.  There may be opportunities to 
rationalize government service delivery in cooperation with all or some municipalities. (The fact 
that all municipalities are not capable of participation in shared service delivery should not be a 
basis for failing to pursue possibilities with willing and capable partners). There is overlapping 
jurisdiction and responsibilities between orders of government in a variety of areas and 
rationalization in this regard could produce savings at each level.  We are not aware that such 
rationalization savings are included in the estimates provided. 

Privatize custodial services – est. savings $5-7M 

While this measure would not directly result in costs to Rothesay, it may result in costs to 
community groups using schools for after-hours activities.  It may also increase the viability of 
the conversion of the existing arena building to a multi-use recreation facility if costs are raised 
for the use of school facilities. 

Reforming local governance – est. savings $25-30M 

Currently the Province spends millions of dollars annually in support of municipalities through 
direct grants such as the Community Funding and Equalization Grant (+$70M), designated 
highways funding ($25M), and discretionary cost sharing on capital expenditures.  In addition 
policing subsidies, transportation services to villages, economic development services and 
others may be construed as services provided by the Province to the benefit of municipalities.  
For the purposes of the Government analysis services to the Local Service Districts may also 
be included under this heading. 

Movement to a model of ‘pay for what you get and get what you pay for’ on a more rigorous 

basis should be pursued with respect to services in Local Service Districts and Government 
should be able to clearly account for expenditures in these areas.  Property owners in these 
geographical areas should expect to pay the costs of the services they consume and should not 
expect to be subsidized by other taxpayers.  Similarly the current ‘equalization’ aspect of the 

community funding formula should be reviewed with a stronger move toward municipalities 
becoming more financially independent.  Returning a greater share of the non-residential 
property tax (now 16¢) to municipalities and requiring municipalities with a high dependence on 
Provincial funding to develop fiscal management programs to phase out dependence on this 
subsidy for their operations are among the measures that should be implemented. 

Among the commitments under its strategic review, the Government should define a schedule 
for the long awaited municipal restructuring and reorganizing of the Provincial-Municipal fiscal 
arrangement.  This includes changes in the philosophy in the municipal and community 
planning legislation granting more authority and responsibility to municipalities.
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ROTHESAY Comments on  

CHOICES TO MOVE NEW BRUNSWICK FORWARD; Strategic Program Review 

Monetizing data registries – est. additional revenue $8-10M 

While there may be opportunities to generate addition revenue associated with some of the 
Provincially owned data, this could result in cost increases for municipal use of data such as the 
Land Titles Registry and related mapping services (Planet).  An associated outcome could be 
reduced utility in the systems such as currently with the assessment system where 
municipalities have limits on access even though the system is funded by a tax on 
municipalities. 

Increase tobacco tax – est. additional revenue $7-25M 

While increasing the tobacco tax will be generally considered favourably, there may well be cost 
increases for the policing of trade in contraband products.  The Government should revisit its 
decision not to return any of the revenue generated from fines revenue where cost for 
enforcement of these and other measures results in increased criminal activity and municipal 
policing costs. 

Increase the HST - est. additional revenue $175-295M 

While it will be difficult to avoid an increase in the HST rate due to the comparable rate in 
neighbouring jurisdictions, transparency should demand that the net rate charged to 
municipalities should not increase (presently 3.4288%).  In fact the Province should follow the 
lead of the Federal Government and make municipalities HST exempt for any expenditure that 
does not directly relate to revenue generation. 

Recovering highway maintenance costs - est. additional revenue $8M 

From the narrative in the discussion paper it seems that the option of tolls on Provincial 
highways has been considered in detail even to the point of identifying collection locations (8).  
Rothesay is adamantly opposed to tolls between the Kennebecasis Valley and Saint John.  
Such tolls are unlikely to affect New Brunswickers uniformly.  Increased policing and 
maintenance costs could be borne by local property taxpayers with no revenue offset and there 
is already in place a revenue generating measure through fuel taxes.  While some leakage 
would occur with increases in fuel tax rates, we doubt it would be greater than the costs 
incurred with the implementation of a system of tolls. 

It should also be noted that cost associated with maintenance should be analyzed when 
highway system expansions are being considered.  Cost avoidance should be part of the 
Province’s financial management strategy and expanding the highway system should only take 

place following a thorough analysis of the costs (including maintenance and replacement) and 
benefit of such expansion. 

Increase Insurance Premium Tax - est. additional revenue $15-20M 

It should be noted that municipalities pay insurance premiums in significant amounts and to 
some extent such a tax would be hidden from municipal property tax payers.  Since the 
Province has heretofore self-insured, such costs for government-owned structures and liability 
associated with operations in Local Service Districts would increase inequities.  A rebate for 
municipalities should be considered. 
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Message from Minister Victor Boudreau
Our government has pledged to focus on three 
priorities:
1.	 Job creation — growing our economy to create 

opportunities for New Brunswickers to stay here 
or return home and for new New Brunswickers to 
move here, all the while generating tax revenue to 
help pay for important services;

2.	 Getting our finances in order — if we do not 
make changes we will not be able to afford to 
invest in services like health and education to 
support families, nor programs that create the 
conditions for job growth; and

3.	 Improving services for families — making 
strategic investments in programs such as 
health, education, child care and senior care; and 
reducing poverty to make New Brunswick the best 
place to raise a family.

Without action, our province faces mounting 
debt. It now represents the fifth-highest cost to 
government when compared with departmental 
budgets. If we keep going down the same path, our 
credit rating could be downgraded and our interest 
costs could go up. The less money we spend on 
paying interest on debt, the more we have to invest 
in health and education.

If the province does not get its finances in order, 
decisions may be forced upon us. Ministers involved 
in a similar exercise undertaken in Saskatchewan in 
the early 1990s have since acknowledged that their 
decisions were made in New York and Toronto rather 
than the provincial capital of Regina because they 
waited too long to act.

This does not have to happen in New Brunswick. We 
can make changes now to protect social programs 
and the economy. If we do not take action today, 
much more difficult decisions will have to be taken 
in the future which could mean irreparable harm to 
New Brunswick’s social safety net.

The Strategic Program Review is about more than 
just balancing the budget. It is about making choices 
that will allow us to have a sustainable budget into 
the future that will enable us to make investments in 
health, education and other social services that New 
Brunswickers expect and deserve.

We know the status quo is not sustainable and 
changes need to be made for New Brunswick 
to thrive again. It is time to build a smarter 
government— a responsive government that is 
focused on the needs of New Brunswickers now and 
into the future.

Our government is committed to making these 
decisions, but we want New Brunswickers to 
participate in making them together. We all have 
a role to play in making the decisions necessary 
to get New Brunswick back on its feet financially 
and living within our means. The Strategic Program 
Review process will end when decisions are 
announced as part of the next provincial budget. 
While the review will be over, we will continuously 
focus on process improvements to ensure 
taxpayers’ dollars are spent wisely.

I thank those New Brunswickers who took the time to 
participate in the Strategic Program Review process 
so far, whether in person, online or by other means. I 
would also like to thank the members of the Advisory 
Committee and government employees for their 
work on this project since January.

Victor Boudreau
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Engagement process
The choices presented in this report are drawn from 
ideas brought forward by New Brunswickers from 
across the province.

The Strategic Program Review was launched 
on January 13, 2015, and included a variety of 
engagement opportunities for New Brunswickers:

�� 14 public dialogue sessions were held across the 
province in January and February;

�� five regional stakeholder sessions were held;
�� community groups hosted their own sessions 

using the guide produced to assist in holding a 
complementary public engagement session; and

�� New Brunswickers also had the opportunity to 
provide input online, by email and by mail.

More than 1,200 people attended our public 
dialogue sessions; more than 100 representatives of 
stakeholder groups attended our meetings; more 
than 9,000 ideas were submitted online, by email or 
mail; and 28 groups hosted complementary sessions. 
All of the input received from this first phase was 
summarized in the What Was Said Report that was 
released on March 26, 2015.

The Strategic Program Review Forum was part of 
Phase II, which also included budget review meetings 
hosted by departments.

Sixty-seven attendees participated in the Strategic 
Program Review Forum, including members of the 
general public, non-profit groups representing 
various community interests such as youth, low 
income New Brunswickers, seniors, and persons with 
a disability. There were also representatives from 
organized labour, the education system, regional 
health authorities, the academic sector, municipal 
government and business.

The forum consisted of guest speakers from inside 
and outside of the province, small group discussion 
sessions and a deliberation of the larger group to 
build upon and refine the ideas from the small group 
discussions. Videos from the forum are available on 
www.gnb.ca/SPR.

Input from New Brunswick youth has also been an 
important part of the Strategic Program Review. 21 
inc. engaged its members and alumni in English and 
French dialogue sessions based on the format used 
for the public dialogue sessions. The Department 
of Education and Early Childhood Development, 
in collaboration with the Strategic Program 
Review Secretariat, initiated processes in both the 
anglophone and the francophone sectors to seek 
input from students related to the Strategic Program 
Review. Approximately 550 high school students 
participated in this process.

Throughout the Strategic Program Review 
consultation process, New Brunswickers made it very 
clear that they want us to first focus on eliminating 
waste and redundancy in government.

A review of spending and ideas brought forward 
through the consultation process has identified areas 
where we can better focus programs and services, 
streamline operations and transform the way we 
do business to achieve better results and meet the 
needs of New Brunswickers.

The ideas brought forward by departments, 
stakeholders and New Brunswickers through the 
Strategic Program Review process have been 
examined to ensure we are making evidence-based 
decisions. Each proposal has been given a fiscal 
impact analysis, an economic impact analysis, a 
gender-based analysis and a broader analysis for 
other possible public policy impacts.

More information about the Strategic Program Review 
process is available at www.gnb.ca/SPR.
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The current situation
It is not news that New Brunswick is facing fiscal 
and demographic challenges. The deficit at the end 
of the 2013–2014 fiscal year was $498.7 million. 
The deficit currently stands at $453 million for the 
second quarter of 2015–2016. New Brunswick has 
not been in surplus position since 2007. Our debt has 
increased significantly over the past decade, as has 
the cost of servicing that debt. Credit agencies have 
issued warnings. We currently spend $685 million per 
year to service our debt.

To put that in perspective, we are now spending 
more on servicing the debt than we are investing in 
post-secondary education. The combined budgets 
of Environment and Local Government, Energy, 

Agriculture, Aquaculture and Fisheries, Tourism, 
Public Safety and Justice do not add up to what we 
spend annually on interest for our debt.

We need to change how we do things now so that 
we can provide New Brunswickers the services and 
programs they need and allow us to continue to 
invest in health care and education and things that 
will lift people out of poverty.

More information about our current situation can be 
found by visiting following links:

�� 2015–2016 Budget
�� Economic Outlook
�� Economic and Social Indicators

Previously announced choices
Our government is committed to returning balance 
to our finances. We began addressing the fiscal 
situation on our first day in government and have 
made some difficult choices over the past year. 
Difficult choices continue to be necessary. These 
decisions will provide us the strong foundation we 
need to invest in the future.

We understand that some of the choices may not 
always be popular, but they are necessary if we are 
going to move the economy forward and make New 
Brunswick the best province to raise a family.

Prior to the commencement of Strategic Program 
Review and within the 2015–2016 budget, 
government took steps to decrease the cost of 
administration, eliminate waste and redundancy 
within government,  and implement process 
improvements to help ensure taxpayers’ dollars were 
being spent wisely. Early actions focused on finding 
savings internally first.

Some of the actions already taken include:
�� Premier Brian Gallant naming the smallest cabinet 

in 50 years;
�� continuing to freeze MLA salaries for the eighth 

consecutive year;
�� reducing the number of deputy ministers (the 

most senior rank in the bureaucracy) by nearly 
one-third;

�� Premier Gallant taking a 15% pay cut;
�� Ministers taking a 10% pay cut;
�� freezing 2014–2015 funding levels for officers of 

the legislative assembly;
�� centralizing some government services, including 

communications, inspections and enforcement; 
and

�� continuing to implement the Lean Six Sigma 
process to eliminate waste and improve processes 
within government.
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Choices
The choices contained in this report provide an 
estimated savings or revenue amount that would be 
achieved once fully implemented. Savings or new 
revenue will not always be seen immediately because 
some of these options will take time to implement. 
Some require legislative or regulatory changes; some 
will require negotiations; some will have an impact 
on employees; and some may require an initial 
investment in technology or infrastructure.

Not all choices contained within this report will be 
implemented, but the status quo is not an option. 
The challenge is to find the correct balance between 
revenue and spending measures to address the 
current fiscal situation while also recognizing the 
need to grow the provincial economy.

As decisions are made, we will follow the principles 
established at the outset of the Strategic Program 
Review. We will ensure that all regions of the province 
have appropriate levels of service. We will try to 
ensure that decisions align with our priorities, and 
we will also ensure coordination across government 
so decisions in one department are not at cross-
purposes with decisions in others. We will also 
conduct a gender-based analysis of each decision.

Choices: Savings
Finding savings does not need to mean a 
reduction of services. There are opportunities to 
find efficiencies and modernize processes that 
improve services while delivering those services at 
a reduced cost. Savings can also be found through 
cost-recovery initiatives, cost-avoidance or finding 
alternate ways to deliver services.

Inter-jurisdictional cooperation
New Brunswick, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward Island 
and Newfoundland and Labrador work closely on a 
number of initiatives, but our close proximity and the 
common demographic challenges facing all of the 
Atlantic Provinces mean that there are undeveloped 
opportunities to realize savings through economies 
of scale.

These opportunities could include working with the 
other Atlantic Provinces on achieving cost savings; 
improving public services; reducing and harmonizing  
red tape; and enhancing labour market skills, 
energy security and development, and international 
trade. There may also be further opportunities for 
collaboration in the health sector and procurement.

Additional savings could be achieved by actively 
pursuing opportunities for cooperation on a 
bilateral basis with other provinces and the eastern 
United States.

Estimated savings: $1 – $2 million
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Administrative efficiencies
An in-depth review of government spending has 
identified a variety of areas to eliminate waste and 
redundancy and find administrative efficiencies.

This includes:
�� rationalizing and optimizing items such as 

subscriptions, memberships, computers, 
telephones, printing, vehicles and travel;

�� limiting government employees’ ability to carry-
over vacation days to prevent employees from 
banking excessive time, which could result in 
replacement or payout costs; and

�� streamlining and optimizing procurement 
processes.

As we move forward, government would continue 
to employ process improvement techniques to 
continuously find efficiencies within government.

Estimated savings: $10 – $15 million

Reshaping the civil service
As with many large organizations, the civil service 
is complex with departments, divisions, branches 
and units. Within departments there can be 
deputy ministers, associate deputy ministers, 
assistant deputy ministers, executive directors, 
senior directors, managing directors, directors and 
managers and some of these management levels 
may only have one or two direct reports.

This can lead to silos and ineffective use of human 
resources. Each management position adds to the 
complexity of an organization from decision making 
to communications within the organization.

There are a number of opportunities to reshape 
the civil service and find savings. This includes 
attrition, reclassifying positions, combining positions, 
eliminating unneeded and vacant positions. In 
addition to these activities, there is opportunity to 
find savings within the civil service by rationalizing the 
layers of management and right-sizing management.

By undertaking organizational effectiveness 
exercises to remove redundancy, the New Brunswick 
Civil Service could be reshaped to simplify 
management levels and to be more innovative 
and flexible, allowing it to more easily adjust to the 
needs of New Brunswickers.

Estimated savings: $20 – $45 million

Consolidate customer contact centres
Government operates more than 40 different contact 
centres with varying levels of cost and service 
provisions. Each operates independently, has a 
different approach to call handling, and there are 
technological differences from centre to centre. There 
is also a lack of formal documentation and training 
materials across the centres.

There is a tremendous amount of experience 
represented on the various teams and these 
employees are passionate about their ability to serve 
New Brunswickers.

By consolidating these centres, we could achieve 
financial savings, invest in technology and improve 
services by establishing service level agreements that 
consistently meet customer needs, promote stability, 
respect privacy considerations and the Official 
Languages Act. This would provide a more consistent 
approach and service time when New Brunswickers 
are contacting government.

Employees working in the new consolidated centres 
would receive better training including the ability to 
be cross-trained and would have a wider knowledge 
of government programs and services.

Through consolidation, government could enhance 
service delivery of programs, increase overall quality 
of service and expand hours of service.

Estimated savings: $3 – $5 million

Consolidate non-medical 
laboratory services
Currently, non-medical laboratory services exist 
under two different governance models, six different 
mandates and six separate management teams.

In 2014–2015, a total of $13.6 million was expensed 
for laboratory services in these organizations, which 
include over 13 lab service areas with various sub-
labs. There is significant duplication and variation 
across the various lab services, creating overlap, 
waste and unnecessary costs in such areas as the 
services provided, client base, administration, 
fees, operational processes, service agreements, 
procurements, accreditations, equipment and 
facilities.
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Through consolidation, government could optimize 
services by ensuring they are in line with core 
services, find efficiencies, and remove duplication 
all while establishing consistent client service levels, 
increasing operating capacity, and respecting public 
health, safety and regulatory requirement.

Estimated savings: $1.5 – $3 million

Reducing visitor information centres
Government currently operates seven provincial 
visitor information centres throughout the province 
and a tourism communications centre that answers 
the toll-free line and responds to electronic requests 
for information. An additional 59 information centres 
are operated by municipalities and regions across 
the province.

Attracting visitors to New Brunswick is extremely 
important; however these centres are used by fewer 
than 10% of travellers, with more and more people 
looking to online resources for information. We need 
to find more effective ways to provide advice and 
information to visitors and potential visitors.

One proposal would see the closure of three visitor 
information centres beginning in the 2016 tourism 
season. The proposed centres are located at exit 
points, not entry points, and therefore do not result 
in increased visitation to the province.

Estimated savings: $200,000 – $300,000

Review of legislative officers
New Brunswick currently has eight legislative officers. 
The federal government and the other provinces 
each have no more than eight legislative officers. 
The provinces of Quebec, Nova Scotia, Prince Edward 
Island and Newfoundland and Labrador all have four 
or five legislative officers. If several of the offices were 
combined, government could realize savings either 
to reduce the deficit or to reinvest in the offices.

Estimated savings: $400,000 – $700,000

Education (kindergarten to Grade 12)
Education is a priority. It is essential that students 
receive the best education possible to succeed as 
they join the workforce. But that does not mean 
there are not tough decisions to be made in the 
education sector. We need to examine our education 

system and the services we are providing within it. 
Savings found within the education sector would be 
re-invested to best help our students achieve.

Increase class size
Nearly a decade ago, class size was reduced by four 
students per class. This was subsequently ratified 
in the teachers’ collective agreement. This decision 
has cost government approximately $50 million per 
school year.

The restrictions on class size have resulted in a vast 
variation in class sizes and while there is a maximum, 
there is no minimum; the number of students in 
a classroom can vary from five to as many as 29 in 
some cases.

There is an opportunity to reduce the variations by 
returning to former class size limits and increasing 
the maximum class size by four students.

Changes to class size would see a reduction in the 
number of classroom teachers required across the 
province and free up more resources to be spent in 
the classroom.

Estimated savings: $50 – $70 million

Reduce teachers to reflect decline in student 
enrolment
New Brunswick’s student population has been on a 
steady decline since the introduction of kindergarten 
in 1991.  We now have 30% fewer students than 
we did 23 years ago. Despite this, the number of 
educators in the school system has not declined 
in the same fashion. We had more than 7,600 FTE 
educators across the province in 2013–2014, an 11% 
decrease since 1991.

Over the last three years, we have had, on average, 
1,224 fewer students each year. We need to ensure 
that we are fiscally responsible while providing high 
quality education in New Brunswick.

There is an opportunity to align the number of 
teachers with yearly student enrolment numbers. 
It is proposed that, for each 20 students who leave 
our system, there would be one FTE reduction. This 
initiative would be managed through attrition.

Estimated savings: $10 – $12 million
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Reducing the number of education assistants
With the declining student population, there is an 
opportunity to readjust the funding formula for 
education assistants. This would bring the number 
of positions more in line with the student population 
and classroom needs and would be sustainable for 
the future.

Estimated savings: $3 – $6 million

Privatize custodial services
To reduce cost expenditures within the education 
system, there is an opportunity to privatize 
custodial services.

Currently, the majority of custodial services are 
performed at schools by employees of the school 
district. However, there are contracted custodial 
services being performed at 15 schools. Costs at 
these 15 schools are 22% lower than in other schools.

If this option is chosen, any outsourcing arrangement 
would include service standards to ensure the 
health and safety of students are protected through 
appropriate cleanliness standards.

Prior to any outsourcing, situations and potential 
suppliers would be evaluated for cost and for capacity 
to ensure an acceptable level of safety and security.

There may also be the opportunity to mitigate 
job losses if the approved service provider rehires 
custodians currently employed by districts.

Estimated savings: $5 – $7 million

Post-secondary education
Government is committed to moving New Brunswick 
forward, which includes developing a framework 
for post-secondary education that supports the 
success of students and ensures that post-secondary 
education is sustainable in the long-term.

While a priority, this does not mean that efficiencies 
and savings cannot be found and re-invested into 
the system to support students in their education 
pursuits and to ensure our post-secondary 
institutions are graduating students prepared to join 
the New Brunswick workforce. It is vital that our post-
secondary education system achieves and supports 
social and economic development, financial stability 
and accountability.

Government provides direct and indirect funding 
to public universities and colleges through various 
programs and agreements. Provincial operating 
funding to the four main public universities and two 
colleges in 2014–2015 was $310 million, or 61% of 
their budgeted operating revenue. 

A number of measures regarding the modernization 
of funding formulas, governance and administration 
are being proposed to help reform post-secondary 
education to ensure its long-term sustainability. Any 
savings found through these measures will be re-
invested into the system. These include:

�� Performance-based funding for universities — 
Government can have a more defined role in 
managing costs system-wide by fostering a 
well-developed post-secondary education system 
that identifies the outcomes to be met, such as: 
better graduation rates, having graduates aligned 
to provincial priorities, limiting duplication, and 
then having corresponding remuneration for 
institutional performance.

�� New funding formula for universities — A new 
performance-based funding formula for 
universities would allow government to manage 
the post-secondary education system by 
providing the funding framework within which 
the universities operate. A model that focuses 
on performance outcomes would deliver value 
and accountability, while allowing institutions to 
manage their operations.

�� New governance legislation — A revised 
governance model for universities would ensure a 
more effective link between government and the 
universities. This would operationalize the policies 
set by government, while being sensitive to the 
needs and constraints of the institutions.

Estimated savings: $15 – $45 million

Reforming local governance
A strong local governance structure can be a key 
contributor to improving the provincial fiscal 
situation, supporting economic and population 
growth while offering a high quality of life for 
residents.

Over the years, there have been many reports 
addressing the need for local governance reform in 
New Brunswick.  In the report Building Stronger Local 
Governments and Regions, Jean-Guy Finn identified 
the minimum viability criteria for communities as a 
population of 4,000 people or a property assessment 
base of at least $200 million. Today, only 54% of 
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New Brunswick’s population currently lives in a 
community that meets the viability test of 4,000 
population and a $200-million tax base.

Other recommendations from these reports include 
reducing the number of local government entities; 
providing the current unincorporated areas (local 
service districts) with formally elected representation 
and decision-making authority; better balancing 
of the property taxation system; improving cost-
sharing among communities; and modernizing local 
government legislation.

Local government stakeholders have also been 
vocal about the need for fundamental change in 
our local government system. During the public 
consultations held as part of the Strategic Program 
Review, the local governance structure was often 
raised as an issue – in particular, the inequity in the 
property tax system, both between municipalities 
and local service districts and between types of 
property within local service districts. The significant 
financial pressures facing smaller communities and 
the potential benefits of full municipalization were 
also raised as issues.  At the same time, government 
has heard the concerns of many New Brunswickers, 
particularly in rural areas, apprehensive about forced 
amalgamations of areas that may not have a clear 
community of interest.

Reforming local governance would consist of a 
number of initiatives aimed at creating viable 
communities, including modernizing legislation to 
give municipalities powers to promote development 
and become hubs of job creation; establishing fair 
taxation for local and regional roads in local service 
districts to support better planning; increasing 
provincial revenues; and improving the voluntary 
community restructuring approach.

While opportunities exist to find efficiencies, 
savings and work more collaboratively together, 
reforming local governance is a complex initiative 
and would need to be done in cooperation with local 
governance stakeholders.

Estimated savings: $25 – $30 million

Motor vehicle registration 
process improvements
Opportunities exist to make the motor vehicle 
registration process more efficient and convenient 
for New Brunswickers while being more cost-
effective to deliver.

Currently, vehicle owners receive a mailed reminder 
regarding their registration renewal. The annual 
cost of mailing these reminders is $500,000. Vehicle 
owners also have the ability to sign-up for an email 
reminder; approximately 150,000 vehicle owners 
receive an email reminder. However, even when 
registered for email reminders, vehicle owners 
continue to receive a mail reminder.

Savings can be found by allowing vehicle owners 
who have registered for email reminders to opt-
out of receiving mail reminders. This is unlike the 
previous elimination of the mail-out registration 
renewal reminders in years past. The changes would 
not be imposed on vehicle owners. Rather, they 
would be able to make the choice on which reminder 
option they would prefer to receive.

Another process improvement that could lead to 
more convenience for New Brunswick drivers is for 
multi-year vehicle renewals. Currently, vehicle owners 
must renew their registration on a yearly basis. 
Government is exploring the option of allowing 
New Brunswickers to renew every two years with 
potentially even longer renewal periods.

Estimated savings: $200,000 – $500,000

Outsourcing highway maintenance
Government currently delivers a full suite of 
transportation-related programs, many of which are 
delivered by the private sector in other jurisdictions 
at lower costs and/or improved levels of services.

The Department of Transportation and Infrastructure 
plans, designs, operates and maintains an extensive 
network of 18,785 km of highway connected by 
3,212 bridges and 10 ferry crossings.

The vast majority of winter and summer maintenance 
activities are undertaken by government employees, 
as well as the vast majority of signage, line striping 
and lighting maintenance activities. Government 
has three long-term Public-Private Partnership (P3) 
highway contracts where maintenance is outsourced.
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Routine maintenance of the highway network 
accounts for an annual expenditure of $110 million.

Based on the experiences of other jurisdictions, there 
is an opportunity to achieve a savings of 10% to 20% 
through the outsourcing of routine maintenance 
activities. If all routine maintenance activities were 
outsourced, a significant percentage of the vehicle 
fleet would no longer be required; this would result 
in a reduction of the capital budget associated 
with vehicle maintenance and replacement. This 
additional saving is estimated to be between $6 
million and $8 million.

If this option is implemented, service levels would be 
clearly stipulated in any contracts. These levels could 
be equivalent to current service levels or could be 
higher than current levels. New Brunswickers would 
not see service levels decline.

Estimated savings: $11 – $22 million

Reforming transportation 
and infrastructure
While the mandate of the Department of 
Transportation and Infrastructure has expanded 
over the years, the services and processes within 
the department have not necessarily adapted to 
the organization; rather, they were simply added 
to the department. This has led to inefficiencies, 
duplication and, in some cases, out-dated and non-
standardized practices.

Significant savings could be found by reforming and 
modernizing the department to remove inefficiencies 
and duplication; standardize processes such as 
procurement and tendering; develop a central supply 
chain; outsource some services; reduce positions; 
and implement process improvements.

Estimated savings: $10 – $14 million

Managing government 
buildings more effectively
Government owns and maintains various properties 
across the province. Some of these house provincial 
government offices, municipal government offices 
and private sector or non-profit offices. Some of 
these properties have been deemed surplus.

Part of the maintenance of these properties includes 
ensuring that they are being used to their full capacity 

and that they meet the needs of the tenants. This may 
require renovations and relocation of office space.

When a building no longer meets the needs of 
government, it is deemed surplus and is put up 
for sale providing an opportunity for individuals, 
businesses, organization or developers to purchase. 
Selling these properties not only generates revenue 
for the province but reduces expenses associated 
with the maintenance and servicing of these 
buildings. Refurbishment of these properties can also 
provide many benefits to the community, including 
revitalization of the area and job creation.

There is an opportunity for savings and revenue 
by actively examining how these properties are 
used; identifying and selling surplus property; and 
consolidating and moving provincial government 
offices to ensure the best use of government-
owned space.

Estimated savings: $1.5 – $3 million

Transforming our health-care system
The New Brunswick health-care system has 22 
hospitals, not including speciality and mental health 
facilities, which provide a variety of services from 
family medicine to complex surgeries. We also have 
the highest number of acute-care hospital beds per 
capita of any province in Canada.

With the health-care system structured the way it is 
now in New Brunswick, we spend more per capita for 
health care than other jurisdictions; however, we do 
not have better health outcomes.

Opportunity exists to redesign our health-care 
system to have better health outcomes in the 
province; to find savings in efficiencies, duplication 
and building maintenance; and to redirect resources 
to where they will make the greatest difference.

For many years, health policy experts and leaders 
have discussed the need to redesign the way we use 
hospitals in New Brunswick.

The proposals include closing many rural hospitals 
either altogether or converting them into community 
health centres. They also include a realignment 
of services in the major urban hospitals. They 
include decreasing the number of access points 
to specialized health services by moving to single 
centres of excellence at one location in the province.
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For instance, New Brunswick could move to six 
full-service emergency rooms located in such a way 
that 90% of New Brunswickers are within one hour’s 
drive of an emergency room. Other sites that remain 
would provide New Brunswickers with access to 
community care 12 or 16 hours per day.

Many specialized services would be treated like the 
New Brunswick heart centre in Saint John.  There 
would be a single, high-quality access point for a 
particular service.  While this would mean that some 
New Brunswickers would have to travel farther for 
particular services, they would receive a higher 
quality of care at a lower cost to taxpayers.

Estimated savings: $50 – $80 million

Optimize hospital laboratories 
and medical imaging
There is an opportunity to transform hospital 
laboratory services and medical imaging to improve 
quality of care and realize efficiencies.

The Department of Health has been working actively 
with the regional health authorities to make advance 
initiatives for medical imaging and laboratory 
services in an effort to transform these services to 
both improve quality of care/services and realize 
efficiencies. Optimizing hospital laboratories would 
see the creation of a single laboratory system for the 

province. There would be few changes to where New 
Brunswickers currently go for specimen collection.

Optimizing medical imaging would improve the use 
of existing resources to full productivity and meet 
provincial averages. There would be a shift in the 
service delivery models with decommissioning of 
equipment as well as business process changes to 
improve exam appropriateness.

Estimated savings: $20 – $23 million

Pension Plans: school bus drivers, 
school custodians and nursing homes
A variety of government pension plans, including 
those for MLAs, nurses and civil servants have been 
converted to a shared risk model over the past 
few years. However, the pension plans for school 
bus drivers, school custodians and nursing home 
employees have not yet been converted to a shared 
risk model.

Transitioning these plans to a shared-risk model 
and bringing them in line with other government 
pension plans would help ensure their long-term 
sustainability and reduce costs and future risks for 
the province.

Estimated savings: $7.5 – $9 million

Choices: Revenues
Through the Strategic Program Review process, many 
people have proposed raising taxes as a potential 
solution to government’s fiscal challenges. However, 
it is important to note that tax increases represent 
a withdrawal of money from the New Brunswick 
economy and can contribute to a slowdown 
in economic growth. In general, increases in 
consumption taxes are considered less damaging to 
the economy than increases in income taxes.

The tax measures presented in this report include 
estimates prior to any economic impact, which will 
vary depending on the combination of revenue and 
spending options chosen.

Once the province returns to fiscal balance, there 
may be an opportunity to decrease some tax rates as 
part of rebalancing the tax system, which would help 
promote economic growth.
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Monetizing naming privileges
An opportunity exists to generate new revenue by 
allowing companies and/or individuals to purchase 
the rights to name government-owned assets such 
as buildings, parks and bridges.

This practice is not uncommon.  National and local 
examples include: the Rogers Centre (Toronto), 
the B.C. Parks Program and Scotiabank Park North 
Complex (Fredericton). It is also actively used by 
universities and hospitals to recognize contributions.

New Brunswick examples under this initiative could 
include naming new or renovated buildings, wings 
of buildings, parts of trails or highways and program 
sponsorships. Part of this initiative could also include 
allowing advertising on or around certain assets such 
as ferries, roadways and government common areas 
(e.g., lobbies).

The objective would be to help cover the capital 
costs of building and/or maintaining the assets and 
program delivery. A policy would be established 
to oversee the selection and screening of partners, 
timeframes, value and the type and content of 
sponsors’ names and messages.

Estimated revenue: $1 – $2 million

Monetizing data registries
The provincial government delivers registry services 
to the general public, business community and other 
government organizations through a number of 
different registries including: Real Property Registry, 
Motor Vehicle Registry, Personal Property Registry 
and Corporate Registry.

In the past 20 years, many provinces have pursued 
partnerships with private-sector organizations for 
the management of these registries. Some of the 
provinces that have pursued these arrangements 
realized financial benefits through a lump sum 
payment and annual royalties from the service 
provider. Additional savings could be found in 
the future as it would be the service provider’s 
responsibility to invest in technology and upgrade 
the registries.

Ontario, Manitoba and Saskatchewan have already 
entered into alternative service delivery partnerships 
for the registration of some of their data registries. 
Ontario has recently resigned a 20-year agreement 
with its service provider. There is an opportunity 
to pursue arrangements similar to these other 

provinces. Before undertaking such an initiative, it 
would be critical to ensure the continued protection 
of New Brunswickers’ personal information.

Estimated revenue: $8 – $10 million

Monetization of NB Liquor
Government has been exploring multiple options 
to maximize the return to taxpayers from NB Liquor. 
These options could include the partial sale of the 
business, the sale of a minority stake in the business, 
or making strategic changes to how NB Liquor 
operates to increase revenues.

Estimated revenue: $15 – $20 million

Monetizing parks and attractions
Originally, provincially owned land and public 
attractions were established to preserve and 
protect public assets and were operated under a 
cost-recovery model. Now, many of the ski hills, 
golf courses, heritage attractions, parks and other 
recreational properties are not financially viable 
because the expense of running these operations 
surpasses the revenue generated. Government’s 
ability to absorb these losses has been greatly 
diminished as more investments have been made in 
health, education and social services.

Efficiencies could be gained by providing 
opportunities to the private sector to acquire, lease 
and/or operate these attractions. These opportunities 
could lead to one-time cash payments, reduced costs 
and increased revenue.

Estimated revenue: $3 – $5 million

Targeting the illegal trade of tobacco
Government loses millions of dollars a year in 
revenue due to the illegal sale of contraband tobacco 
products and smuggling of tobacco from other 
jurisdictions. That is why government is proposing 
to establish a dedicated enforcement unit to actively 
identify and investigate individuals involved in 
illegal activities; to primarily disrupt and dismantle 
smuggling networks; and to recover the tax losses 
linked to the trade of contraband tobacco.

Additional revenues could also be found by 
increasing the fines associated with the illegal trade 
of tobacco.
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It is estimated that a 1% interruption in the illicit 
tobacco trade would increase taxes collected by 
government by $1 million annually. A dedicated 
enforcement strategy is expected to see a greater 
interruption, which would result in additional annual 
taxes.

Estimated revenue: $2 – $4.5 million

Increase tobacco tax
Tobacco taxes are imposed to discourage smoking 
and help pay for the additional costs smoking 
imposes on our health-care system. New Brunswick 
has the lowest tobacco tax in Atlantic Canada and the 
third-lowest in the country; only Quebec and Ontario 
are currently lower.

New Brunswick’s tobacco tax is 6.52 cents/cigarette 
lower than in Nova Scotia and 4.10 cents/cigarette 
higher than in Quebec. It should be noted that, 
since New Brunswick also applies the Harmonized 
Sales Tax (HST), (Quebec does not apply the QST), 
Quebec’s taxes on tobacco products are significantly 
lower.

To raise additional revenue, consideration could be 
given to increasing the tobacco tax.

With a tobacco tax rate increase, more New 
Brunswickers may buy their tobacco products in 
Quebec or Maine. It would also be anticipated 
that purchases by Nova Scotia consumers in New 
Brunswick would decrease as the rate differential 
with Nova Scotia would be reduced.

Any tobacco tax increase could result in increased 
prevalence of contraband tobacco.

Increasing the tax rate could have a considerable 
impact on revenues. For example, the estimated 
revenue for an increase in the tobacco tax by two 
cents/cigarette or gram to 21 cents is $7 million. If 
government increased the tax rate by 6.52 cents/
cigarette or gram to match the rate applied in Nova 
Scotia, the estimated revenue could be as high as $25 
million.

Estimated revenue: $7 – $25 million

Increase the HST
Along with our neighbouring provinces, New 
Brunswick harmonizes its sales tax with the federal 
Goods and Services Tax (GST) and applies tax to the 
same goods and services as the GST.

New Brunswick currently has the lowest HST rate 
compared to its neighbouring provinces. The table 
below outlines the provincial sales tax components 
and total HST rates for New Brunswick and 
neighbouring provinces effective January 1, 2016.

NB NL PE NS QC

Provincial 
rate 8% 10% 9% 10% 9.975%

Combined 
HST rate 13% 15% 14% 15% 14.975%

The HST accounts for approximately 29% of total tax 
revenue in New Brunswick and 14% of total revenues. 
For 2015–2016, it is estimated that HST revenues will 
total $1.18 billion.

Increasing the HST by 2% would result in an increase 
in revenue of nearly $300 million.

To help mitigate the impact of an HST rate increase 
on low- to-middle-income New Brunswickers, a new 
HST tax credit could be created.

Estimated revenue: $175 – $295 million

Increase the corporate income tax
In 2013–2014, New Brunswick increased the general 
corporate income tax rate from 10% to the current 
rate of 12%.

For 2015–2016, the general corporate income 
tax accounts for an estimated $258 million, or 
approximately 6.4% of total tax revenue in New 
Brunswick and 3.1% of total revenues.

To raise additional revenue, there is an opportunity 
to increase the general corporate income tax rate 
from 12% to 13% or 14%.

With a general corporate income tax rate of 14%, 
New Brunswick would match Newfoundland and 
Labrador, still be lower than Nova Scotia and Prince 
Edward Island, but be higher than all other provinces.

Estimated revenue: $12 – $25 million
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Recovering highway maintenance costs
Maintaining New Brunswick’s highway system is 
a large expense for government. While there are 
measures such as gasoline and diesel taxes that help 
fund this maintenance, there are opportunities to 
recover more of these costs by increasing these taxes 
or implementing tolls.

Highway tolls
Tolls can provide an ongoing revenue source, which 
is not tied to the annual government budgetary 
process. The revenues collected can be dedicated 
to finance maintenance and rehabilitation of our 
transportation infrastructure.

A variety of possibilities were examined as part 
of Strategic Program Review, including electronic 
toll collection versus manned collection booths, 
locations and number of collection points.

Through the Strategic Program Review process, 
some New Brunswickers suggested that tolls should 
only be added to provincial border points or that we 
should only charge vehicles with out-of-province 
licence plates. However, traffic volume at the borders 
is too low to make tolls profitable, and the majority 
of traffic on the highway system consists of New 
Brunswick vehicles. For instance, the busiest stretch 
of highway is Route 1 between Saint John and 
Rothesay, made up almost entirely of commuter 
traffic. Various tolling options were considered. 
It is estimated that, to raise approximately $60 
million in revenue, we could situate eight electronic 
tolling facilities around the province in high-traffic 
areas. Under this scenario, a round-trip by car from 
Edmundston to Moncton would cost the driver $24, 
and a round-trip from Edmundston to Moncton for a 
truck would be $96.

Implementation of tolls would likely result in 
increased traffic on secondary roads, which 
would increase the deterioration of these routes. 
Highway maintenance budgets would need to 
be adjusted accordingly to compensate for this. A 
capital investment would also be required to build 
tolling stations. Government would likely need to 
increase commercial vehicle enforcement to ensure 
commercial vehicles do not avoid tolls by using 
alternate routes, which would increase the rate of 
deterioration on these routes.

In addition, a regular commuter could incur 
significant annual costs from the introduction of 
tolls. Higher costs for travel may also make it more 
challenging for sports teams, buses and emergency 
vehicles. The higher cost of freight movement may 
be shifted to consumers. Given that New Brunswick 
is the most export-intensive province in Canada, the 
economic impacts of implementing highway tolls 
could be significant.

Estimated revenue with eight provincial 
tolling locations: $60 million

Increase the diesel tax
The diesel tax is applied to transportation fuel to help 
finance the cost of roads and is considered by many 
to be a road-user charge.

The diesel tax in New Brunswick was last increased 
on April 1, 2015, putting the current rate at 21.5 
cents/litre.

With that increase, New Brunswick has the highest 
diesel tax in Canada, with Prince Edward Island and 
Quebec having the next-highest rates at 20.2 cents/
litre.

For 2015–2016, gasoline and motive fuel taxes 
account for an estimated $270 million, or 
approximately 6.7% of total tax revenue in New 
Brunswick and 3.3% of total revenues.

While the majority of diesel users are large 
commercial vehicles, some cars and light vehicles 
also use diesel fuel and would be subject to the 
higher rate if the rate is increased.

Additional highway maintenance costs could be 
recovered by increasing the diesel tax rate by 10 
cents/litre to 31.5 cents/litre.

With this increase, New Brunswick would continue to 
have the highest diesel tax rate of all of the provinces 
and would be 11.3 cents/litre higher than the two 
provinces with the next highest rates (Prince Edward 
Island and Quebec) and it would be 16.1 cents/litre 
higher than Nova Scotia.

Estimated revenue: $40 – $45 million
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Increase the Real Property Transfer Tax
The real property transfer tax is a one-time payment 
on the purchase of a property when the deed is 
registered.

The current real property tax in New Brunswick 
is 0.5% of the sale price or assessed value of the 
property, whichever is higher.

Although, the real property transfer tax rate was 
last increased June 1, 2012 from 0.25% to 0.5%, 
New Brunswick currently has one of the lowest real 
property transfer taxes of all the provinces.

For 2015–2016, the real property transfer 
tax accounts for an estimated $12 million, or 
approximately 0.3% of total tax revenue in New 
Brunswick and 0.1% of total revenues.

An increase in the real property transfer tax could 
yield additional revenue for the province.

For example, based on the average New Brunswick 
home price of $164,000 (Canadian Real Estate 
Association) a rate increase of 0.25% (from 0.5% to 
0.75%) would represent an additional tax of $410 on 
the purchase. While an increase of half a percentage 
point (0.5% to 1%) would represent an additional 
$820 on the purchase.

Estimated revenue: $4 – $10 million

Increase Insurance Premium Tax
New Brunswick’s Insurance Premium Tax is applied 
at a rate of 2% to life, accident and sickness; and at a 
rate of 3% to any other contract of insurance though 
this excludes marine insurance.

For 2015–2016, the insurance premium tax accounts 
for an estimated $54 million, or approximately 1.3% 
of total tax revenue in New Brunswick and 0.6% of 
total revenues.

Increasing the insurance premium tax by one 
percentage point for life, accident and sickness (from 
2% to 3%) and for any other contract of insurance 
(OTL) (from 3% to 4%) would raise additional revenue 
for the province.

An insurance premium tax of 3% applied to life, 
accident and sickness insurance would mean that 
only Alberta, British Columbia and Ontario would 
have lower insurance premium taxes applied to these 
forms of insurance. Newfoundland and Labrador and 
Prince Edward Island would have a higher insurance 
premium tax than New Brunswick.

An insurance premium tax of 4% applied to OTL 
insurance would mean that New Brunswick would 
have the same rate as Newfoundland and Labrador, 
Nova Scotia and Saskatchewan. Only British 
Columbia’s premium tax applied to property and 
automobile insurance would be higher, at 4.4%.

The insurance premium tax is levied on insurance 
companies, not individuals. However, it can be 
anticipated that insurance companies may pass 
any increase of the insurance premium tax onto 
the policyholder in the form of higher premiums or 
benefit changes.

There are some types of life insurance contracts that 
are bought in advance and in which the premium 
does not change over the term of the contract. In 
these cases, new policy holders may bear the full 
increase of the insurance premium tax while existing 
policyholders may not.

Estimated revenue: $15 – $20 million

We look forward to making the choices facing us with all New Brunswickers, and thank the thousands of 
residents who have actively participated in this important process.

Although we face many challenges we will overcome these challenges by making the right choices to make 
New Brunswick the best place to live, work and play. These choices will allow us to invest in New Brunswick’s 
priorities of creating jobs, improving health care and delivering a world class education system. These choices 
will move New Brunswick forward.
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