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COUNCIL MEETING
By WebEXx Videoconference

Monday, December 14, 2020
4:00 p.m.

PUBLIC NOTICE:
Rothesay Council meetings will be held by teleconference (or videoconference) while
the Province is under a State of Emergency and physical distancing is mandatory.

Public access to the Live stream will be available online:
https://www.rothesay.ca/town-hall/agendas/

1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

2.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES Regular Meeting 9 November 2020
Public Budget Presentation 16 November 2020
Public Budget Approval 30 November 2020

» Business Arising from Minutes
3.  OPENING REMARKS OF COUNCIL
3.1 Declaration of Conflict of Interest

4. DELEGATIONS
N/A

5. CORRESPONDENCE FOR ACTION

5.1 16 November 2020 Letter from the Retail Council of Canada RE: Single use plastic checkout bag
ban by-law

Refer to staff

5.2 26 November 2020 Sponsorship request from the New Brunswick Environmental Network for the
Great Minds Think Outside (GMTO) teacher training program

Refer to the Finance Committee

5.3 4 December 2020 Email from the Asian Heritage Society of New Brunswick — Saint John
Chapter RE: Request for letter of support for Asian Heritage Month May 2021

4 December 2019 Letter to the Asian Heritage Society of New Brunswick — Saint John RE:

Asian Heritage Month (May 2020)

Provide letter of support

6. CORRESPONDENCE - FOR INFORMATION
6.1 5 November 2020 Letter from Minister Green RE: Administration and control of highways
inside municipalities

6.2 6 November 2020 Donation request from the Saint John Theatre Company
(approved in 2021 budget)
6.3 16 November 2020 Letter to Mulberry Lane residents RE: Local Improvement Charges


https://www.rothesay.ca/town-hall/agendas/

ROTHESAY

Regular Council Meeting

Agenda

6.4.1 1 December 2020
6.4.2 1 December 2020

6.4.3 1 December 2020

6.5.1 4 December 2020
6.5.2 4 December 2020
6.5.3 4 December 2020
6.6 8 December 2020

7. REPORTS
7.0 December 2020
7.1 26 October 2020
7.2 24 June 2020

June 2020

31 May 2020

19 August 2020

August 2020

31 July 2020

23 September 2020

21 October 2020

October 2020

31 August 2020
7.3 9 September 2020

30 September 2020

10 November 2020
31 October 2020
7.4 31 October 2020
31 October 2020
31 October 2020
26 November 2020
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-2- 14 December 2020

Letter from Quispamsis to the Kennebecasis Public Library RE: 2021 Budget
Letter from Quispamsis to the Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department RE:
2021 Budget

Letter from Quispamsis to the Kennebecasis Regional Police Force RE: 2021
Budget

Letter to the Kennebecasis Public Library RE: 2021 Budget

Letter to the Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department RE: 2021 Budget

Letter to the Kennebecasis Regional Police Force RE: 2021 Budget

Letter from the Department of Environment and Local Government RE: 2021
Operating Fund Budgets

Report from Closed Session

Fundy Regional Service Commission (FRSC) Meeting Minutes
Kennebecasis Public Library (KPL) Board Meeting Minutes
KPL Librarian’s Report

KPL Comparative Income Statement

KPL Board Meeting Minutes

KPL Librarian’s Report

KPL Comparative Income Statement

KPL Board Meeting Minutes

2021 KPL Proposed Operating Budget Overview vs. 2020
KPL Board Meeting Minutes

KPL Librarian’s Report

KPL Comparative Income Statement

Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department Inc. (KVFD) Board Meeting Minutes
KVFD Statement of Expense

2020 KVFD Capital Budget

KVFD Chief’s Report

KVFD Response Report

Draft unaudited Rothesay General Fund Financial Statements
Draft unaudited Rothesay Utility Fund Financial Statements
Donation Summary

Draft Finance Committee Meeting Minutes

» Safe Restart Funding
» Climate Change public meeting request (see Item 8.2)

7.5 17 November 2020
7.6 17 November 2020
7.7 7 December 2020
7.8 9 December 2020
REVISED
November 2020
7.9 10 December 2020

Draft Rothesay Hive Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
Draft Parks and Recreation Committee Meeting Minutes
Draft Planning Advisory Committee Meeting Minutes
Information Report prepared by DPDS White

October 2020 Monthly Building Permit Report

Monthly Building Permit Report

Capital Projects Summary
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Regular Council Meeting
Agenda -3- 14 December 2020

8.  UNFINISHED BUSINESS

TABLED ITEMS
8.1 Wiljac Street Reconstruction and Extension — Design (Tabled March 2019)
No action at this time

8.2 Mayor’s Round Table on Climate Change (Tabled October 2019) Remove from table
7 December 2020 Memorandum from Finance Committee
9 October 2019 Memorandum from Deputy Mayor Alexander

8.3 Sagamore Heights — 55 Lot Subdivision (Tabled November 2020) Remove from table
(PIDs 00241240, 00246603, 30128680, 00062737, 00246595, 00223453, 00224147, 30145890,
30147318)
11 December 2020 Memorandum from Town Manager Jarvie
11 December 2020 Information Report prepared by DPDS White

6 November 2020 Letter from resident RE: Proposed Subdivision (Sagamore Heights)
8 November 2020 Email from resident RE: Sagamore Heights
Various Correspondence (9) from resident RE: Sagamore Heights

8.4 Draft Fire Prevention and Protection By-law 3-20
8.4.1 4 December 2020 Memorandum from Town Clerk Banks
30 November 2020 Public Notice

DRAFT Fire Prevention and Protection By-law 3-20
8.4.2 By-law 3-20 Schedule “A”
4 December 2020 Memorandum from Town Clerk Banks
DRAFT Schedule “A” of the Fire Prevention and Protection By-law 3-20

8.4.3 Appointment of By-law Enforcement Officers
10 December 2020 Memorandum from Town Clerk Banks

9.  NEW BUSINESS
ADMINISTRATION
9.1 Committee Appointments
4 December 2020 Memorandum from Nominating Committee

FINANCE
9.2 Reserve Motions 2020
9.2.1 General Fund
7 December 2020 Memorandum from Treasurer MacDonald

9.2.2 Utility Fund
7 December 2020 Memorandum from Treasurer MacDonald
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ROTHESAY

Regular Council Meeting

Agenda -4- 14 December 2020
OPERATIONS

9.3 Water Treatment Plant Pipe Replacement

9.4

9.5

10.

11.

9 December 2020 Report prepared by DO McLean

Clean Water and Wastewater Fund Treatment Plant Application Requirements
10 December 2020 Report prepared by DO McLean

Fleet VVehicle Purchase — Utility Department
11 December 2020 Report prepared by DO McLean

NEXT MEETING
Public meeting (Sagamore Heights) Tuesday, December 15, 2020 at 6:00 p.m.
Regular meeting Monday, January 11, 2021 at 4:00 p.m.

ADJOURNMENT
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Suite 201

Halifax, NS B3J 1K1
(902) 422-4144
1(855) 422-4144

November 16, 2020

Mayor Nancy Grant
Town of Rothesay, New Brunswick
e-mail: nancygrant@rothesay.ca

Mayor Grant,

On behalf of retailers in your community and throughout New Brunswick, | am asking your Town
Council to ensure that any proposed bylaw related to single use plastic checkout bags is harmonized
with existing best practices from within the Atlantic Region. The current proposal from the Fundy
Regional Service Commission is not harmonized with legislation / bylaws in the rest of Atlantic Canada
and thus, there are aspects of the proposal that are not supported by Retail Council of Canada (RCC).

RCC calls on the Fundy Regional Service Commission’s municipal members to consider the consultative
efforts that have occurred between RCC and various levels of government in Atlantic Canada. This
inclusive and constructive process has led to a standardized approach in banning single use plastic
checkout bags. The result has been almost identical provincial legislation in Newfoundland and
Labrador, Prince Edward Island and Nova Scotia; as well as municipal bylaws in Moncton, Dieppe and
Riverview, New Brunswick. This collaboration and recognition of the benefits of harmonized legislative
initiatives have allowed governments and businesses to achieve environmental objectives, without
needlessly creating administrative red tape and frustrating customers.

Regrettably, such consultation has not occurred with the Fundy Regional Service Commission. Last
week, Retail Council of Canada discovered that the Service Commission had already voted to have its
members return to their respective Municipal Councils and pass bylaws to ban single use plastic
checkout bags as of June 30, 2021. This is a disturbing trend with the Service Commission as it also did
not inform important stakeholders of its decision in late 2019 to stop collecting single use plastic
checkout bags. The Service Commission has stated that retailers in the area were made aware of the
following actions:
o The Service Commission’s 2019 decision also tasked its municipal members with passing
municipal bylaws to ban single use plastic checkout bags
e The Saint John Region Chamber of Commerce conducted a survey of its members where a high
percentage of retailers stated that they were in favour of a single use plastic checkout bag ban.

RCC has a great deal of respect for the staff and members of the Saint John Region Chamber of
Commerce. However, the Chamber does not represent all retailers. In speaking with the Canadian
Federation of Independent Business and Restaurants Canada, it is clear that they were also unaware of
the Service Commission’s actions. Therefore, a significant percentage of the business community was
not consulted and is likely not aware of the Service Commission’s initiative. Furthermore, RCC believes
that the retail support shown in the Chamber survey would have been lessened if retailers were told
that there would only be a six month timeline (approx.) between the passage and enforcement of a
bag ban bylaw.

Retailers work long hours to ensure that their business remains viable. They need to make operational
decisions based on actual rules and regulations as opposed to musings about future dates for bylaws
that may or may not come into effect. If the Service Commission had consulted with industry

RetailCouncil.org
Vancouver - Winnipeg - Toronto - Ottawa - Montréal - Halifax
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Retail Council of Canada | Conseil canadien du commerce de détail

associations like RCC, a greater percentage of the business sector could have been informed of this
pending action. Given that the retail, small business and restaurant sectors are the ones most
associated with the public distribution of single use plastic checkout bags, it is disappointing that none
of these associations were consulted.

If RCC had been consulted, the Service Commission would have discovered that our members are
generally supportive of the Service Commission’s proposed action on single use plastic checkout bags.
Retailers that conduct business in multiple provinces are often appreciative when governments take
action in a harmonized manner. For these retailers, legislative action at the provincial level is often
preferable to municipal action as it creates a harmonized approach across a larger geographic area.
Nevertheless, if municipal units can work together to create harmonized bylaws that impact a large
economic area, retailers will often be supportive of such a unified position. Regardless of municipal or
provincial action, the key is to harmonize initiatives so as to reduce customer confusion and
administrative red tape for businesses. The Fundy Regional Service Commission’s proposed approach
is generally harmonized with existing best practices across Atlantic Canada. However, the Service
Commission’s proposal fails to understand that one of the key conditions to implementing successful
single use plastic checkout bag bans in other parts of Atlantic Canada is in providing adequate time for
retailers to exhaust their existing supply of single use plastic checkout bags.

The municipal and provincial governments in the rest of Atlantic Canada acted harmoniously in giving
businesses approximately one year from the passage of each government’s respective bag ban
legislation / bylaw until the enforcement date. The one-year period is necessary as virtually all retailers
- regardless of their size — receive a better price by making bulk purchases of a year’s supply of single
use plastic checkout bags. Given that many retailers are finally experiencing an increase in business
with the beginning of the important holiday shopping season, many have recently made bulk orders of
single use plastic checkout bags in order to serve the customer.

Under the current mandate from the Fundy Regional Service Commission, municipal members have
been tasked with passing bylaws that would ban single use plastic checkout bags as of June 30, 2021.
Even if member Councils are able to quickly pass such bylaws, this deadline would only give retail
businesses approximately 6 months to exhaust up to a year’s supply of single use plastic checkout bags.
Many retailers will not be able to meet this tight deadline and would thus, be faced with the additional
costs and frustration of trying to deal with a stockpile of unusable single use plastic checkout bags. To
be fair, a stockpile of plastic bags is not going to put a retailer out of business. However, as the
struggles of 2020 lead into the municipal elections of 2021, RCC feels that municipal governments
should avoid such non-consultative actions and at least allow adequate time for retailers to exhaust
their supply of single use plastic checkout bags.

In the interest of harmonization, Town Council should also be aware that the bylaws passed in
Moncton, Dieppe and Riverview are not completely identical with the provincial legislation in the rest
of Atlantic Canada. The divergence in these legislative initiatives relates to the use of paper checkout
bags as an alternative to single use plastic checkout bags. For instance, Newfoundland and Labrador
and Nova Scotia’s legislation did not force retailers to charge fees on paper checkout bags. In PEI
however, the provincial legislation mandated that a fee be charged on paper checkout bags. Despite
this mandate, PEIl recognized the specific challenges for restaurants - with drive through pick up
windows - in maintaining food safety by keeping food orders separated. With this recognition, PEI

RetailCouncil.org
Vancouver - Winnipeg - Toronto - Ottawa - Montréal - Halifax
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Retail Council of Canada | Conseil canadien du commerce de détail

exempted paper bags of a certain size —that are used for drive through take out - from being subject to
the fee. This exemption has allowed food to be served quickly, efficiently and safely (eg: food
separation) through drive through windows without increasing the customer’s cost through multiple
paper bag fees.

The municipal governments in Greater Moncton did not follow PEI's example and only exempted small
paper bags from the fee. The refusal of Moncton, Dieppe and Riverview to harmonize completely with
the legislation in PEI has created confusion for customers and businesses in Greater Moncton’s drive
through restaurants. At most drive through restaurants, the customer at a fast-food take-out window
has to pay for their food order before receiving the food. The employee taking food orders and
payment is often in a different part of the restaurant (eg: different take out window) from the
employee preparing the food order. Given this reality, Greater Moncton’s refusal to exempt paper
bags at drive through take-out windows means that the employee taking the food order and payment
has to input fees on some - but not all - paper bags without knowing the number and type of bags that
need to be used to fulfil the food order in a safe and satisfactory manner (eg: bags are placed inside of
larger bags so as to keep food orders separate).

Retail Council of Canada’s Recommendation: Despite the lack of consultation, Retail Council of Canada
is not opposed to much of the Fundy Regional Service Commission’s plan to push its members to enact
single use plastic checkout bag ban bylaws that would be harmonized with existing bans across Atlantic
Canada. In order for harmonization to occur, RCC requests that your Council:

e allow one year between the passage of a single use plastic checkout bag ban bylaw and the

bylaw enforcement date so as to allow most retailers the opportunity to exhaust their existing
supply of single use plastic checkout bags.

e harmonize with the existing bag bans in Newfoundland and Labrador and Nova Scotia by not
mandating that retailers charge a fee on paper checkout bags.

Should Council feel it necessary to force a charge on paper checkout bags, it should at least recognize
the administrative challenges caused by the mandated system in Moncton, Dieppe and Riverview. In
the interest of business efficiency and food separation / safety, RCC recommends that if your Council
choose this approach, it should harmonize its bylaw with the paper checkout bag rules in PEI.

Thank you again for taking the opinions of the retail sector into consideration on this issue. Should you
have any questions or comments regarding the information provided in this letter, please feel free to
contact me at (902) 422-4144.

Sincerely,

Jim Cormier
Director (Atlantic)
Retail Council of Canada

cc: Town Councillors and RCC members who conduct business & employ people in Rothesay

RetailCouncil.org
Vancouver - Winnipeg - Toronto - Ottawa - Montréal - Halifax
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Liz Pomeroy

From: Sarah Villafuerte

Sent: December 4, 2020 3:21 PM

To: Liz Pomeroy

Cc: Somaditya Das; AHSNB Saint John Chapter

Subject: re: Asian Heritage Month - Asian Heritage Society of New Brunswick SJ
Attachments: 4. Letter of Support - Town of Rothesay.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments
or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.

Hello Liz,
My name is Sarah and I'm with the Asian Heritage Society of New Brunswick - Saint John Chapter.

The AHSNB has recently started to prepare for Asian Heritage Month 2021. As I'm sure you know,
we are a non for profit that organizes and supports activities aimed at supporting Asian Canadian
history, culture and art. This year's celebration may not have gone according to plan but we hope we can
make Asian Heritage Month 2021 just as special and unique!

In order to put on these events, we apply for grants and funding from the government and they ask
that we include letters of support from organizations, businesses, or people we have collaborated
with in the past. The AHSNB-SJ would greatly appreciate it if you would help us by writing us a letter
of support on behalf of the Rothesay Council. If you have any questions, please ask either myself or
Som whom | have cced in this e-mail and we will gladly assist you.

I have attached your letter from last year as a reference.

Thank you for your continued support,

Sarah and the AHSNB-SJ team
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16 November 2020

Form Lettel

Dear

Re: Local Improvement Charges — By-law No. 1-19-01

The project to have the Town assume ownership of Mulberry Lane and
bring it to municipal standards was completed late in 2019. The costs
have been incorporated into a local improvement bylaw.

Regrettably, the cost of the project exceeded the estimates provided to
property owners effected. Subsequently several residents raised
concerns over the increased cost and the matter was referred to the
Works and Utilities Committee of the Town. That Committee met
several times and heard a presentation from on behalf of
the property owners. Staff were asked to provide additional
information regarding the alignment of the road and the design of the
turning circle.

Council met on November 9t and based on the recommendation of the
Committee, a decision was made to reduce the Local Improvement
Levy for Mulberry Lane by half of the cost overrun. Accordingly, a new
local improvement tax roll will be created and revised invoices issued
in 2021. For those whose account is current, a credit will be applied.

Unfortunately, the pandemic has contributed to an extended duration
in dealing with this matter. We appreciate your patience.

Yours truly,

John Jarvie, MCIP, RPP
Town Manager

Cc Rothesay Council


LizPomeroy
Typewritten Text
Form Letter
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Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department Inc.

Statement of Expense with Budget Yauapee. o nher140penSessionFINAL_105
For the 9 months ending: September 30, 2020

Line REVENUE:
1 Members Contributions

Local Service Districts
Revenue Fee Structure
Misc. Revenue

Interest Income C/A
Deficit 2nd previous year

o ~N O Ok WN

EXPENSES:
ADMINISTRATION:
9 Admin. Wages and Benefits
10 Convention/dues/training
11 Administrative Agreement
12 Professional Services

13 Office supplies/Copy Machine/ S/C
14 Computer hardware/software/IT

15 Telephone/ Internet
16

FIREFIGHTING FORCE:
17 Salaries Basic
18 Overtime
19 Vacation Pay on Retirement
19 Force Benefits

20 Career Uniforms and maintenance

21 Medical and Fitness Testing
22 Career Recognition

23 Holiday Relief Wages and overtime

24 Holiday Relief Benefits
25

TELECOMMUNICATIONS:
26 Cellular Telephones
27 Communication Equipment
28 Maintenance / Repairs
29

INSURANCE:
30 Insurance
31

As of September 30, 2020

Rebate of Property Tax (Miscellaneous Revt

9.1

BUDGET ACTUAL VARIANCES BUDGET
YEAR TO DATE YEARto DATE  YEAR TO DATE 2020
(Under Budget)
$4,112,968 $4,118,070 $5,103 $5,346,858
$47,593 $46,755 ($838) $47,593
$0 $0 $0 $0
$0 $0 $0 $0
$750 $18,014 $17,264 $1,000
$5,738 $4,784 ($954) $7,650
($79,278) ($79,278) $0 ($79,278)
$4,087,770 $4,108,345 $20,575 $5,323,823
$474,728 $458,863 ($15,866) $644,400
$13,500 $9,858 ($3,642) $18,000
$9,000 $9,000 $0 $12,000
$16,000 $30,044 $14,044 $40,000
$5,587 $6,357 $770 $7,450
$11,175 $5,649 ($5,526) $32,900
$10,350 $10,161 ($189) $13,800
$540,341 $529,932 ($10,409) $768,551
$1,996,827 $1,867,251 ($129,576) $2,732,500
$42,500 $45,572 $3,072 $60,000
$0 $0 $0 $0
$507,051 $482,133 ($24,919) $646,800
$21,000 $15,696 (%5,304) $28,000
$15,000 $11,613 ($3,387) $20,000
$2,500 $85 ($2,415) $2,500
$239,400 $241,610 $2,210 $327,600
$85,281 $67,882 ($17,399) $116,700
$2,909,559 $2,731,840 ($177,719) $3,934,100
$4,500 $2,791 ($1,709) $6,000
$500 $943 $443 $1,000
$350 $0 ($350) $700
$5,350 $3,734 ($1,616) $7,700
$34,000 $36,971 $2,971 $34,000
$34,000 $36,971 $2,971 $34,000
Page 1 of 1



BUDGET ACTUAL VARIANCES BUDGET
2020DecembeElGtORS HAGESIPBRRIBLDAPE  YEAR TO DATE 2020
PREVENTION AND TRAINING:
32 Firefighter / Co. Officer Training $27,000 $8,328 ($18,672) $36,000
33 Fire Prevention $6,000 $6,248 $248 $8,000
34 Public Education $3,375 $0 ($3,375) $4,500
35 Training Supplies $1,500 $128 ($1,372) $2,000
36 $37,875 $14,703 ($23,172) $50,500
FACILITIES:
37 Station 1 Operating $163,259 $152,820 ($10,439) $185,120
38  Station 2 Operating $15,000 $14,359 ($641) $20,000
39 Station 2 Rent - Quispamsis $38,918 $38,916 ($1) $51,890
40  Station Supplies $9,000 $8,195 ($805) $12,000
41 $226,176 $214,292 ($11,885) $269,090
FLEET:
42 Fuel Vehicle $15,000 $9,917 ($5,083) $20,000
43 Registration Vehicle $400 $304 ($96) $550
44 Vehicle Maint. & Repairs $65,250 $47,307 ($17,943) $87,000
45 $80,650 $57,528 ($23,122) $107,550
OPERATIONS:
46 New Equipment $13,500 $8,423 ($5,078) $18,000
47 Maint. & Repairs Equip. $18,278 $20,643 $2,365 $23,000
48 Maint. & Repairs Bunker Gear $1,250 $0 ($1,250) $5,000
49 Medical Supplies $5,250 $7,834 $2,584 $7,000
50  Fire Fighting Supplies $2,625 $7,399 $4,774 $3,500
51 H&S/Cause determination $1,500 $1,832 $332 $1,500
52 $42,403 $46,130 $3,728 $58,000
WATER COSTS:
53 Water Costs - Quispamsis $3,816 $3,816 $0 $5,088
54 Water Costs - Rothesay $19,833 $19,833 $0 $26,444
55 $23,649 $23,649 $0 $31,532
OTHER:
56 Miscellaneous $2,250 $1,300 ($950) $3,000
57 Retirement Allowance $44,850 $44,856 $6 $59,800
58 Deficit 2nd Previous Year $0
58 $47,100 $46,156 ($944) $62,800
59 $3,947,103 $3,704,936 ($242,168) $5,323,823
60 (DEFICIT) SURPLUS FOR THE PERIOD $403,409 $262,742 $0
As of September 30, 2020 Page 2 of 2



Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department Inc.
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Budget Variances Analysis greater than $5,000
For the 9 months ending September 30, 2020

9.2

Line # Description Budget YTD Actual YTD Variance Details
(Under Budget)
17  Salaries Basic $1,996,827 $1,867,251 ($129,576) Two members on LTD
9 Admin. Wages and Benefits $474,728 $458,863 ($15,866) Finance billed 1/2 normal amount due to COVID/seasonal slowdow
12 Professional Services $16,000 $30,044 $14,044 Lawson Creamer/Dr. Pishe/Montana HR
14  Computer hardware/software/IT $11,175 $5,649 ($5,526)
19  Force Benefits $507,051 $482,133 ($24,919) No pension contributions for members on LTD
20  Career Uniforms and maintenance $21,000 $15,696 ($5,304) As required
37  Station 1 Operating $163,259 $152,820 ($10,439) Lower propane and electricity costs
24 Holiday Relief Benefits $85,281 $67,882 ($17,399) New HRFF's with no benefits
42 Fuel Vehicle $15,000 $9,917 ($5,083) Lower fuel prices
44 Vehicle Maint. & Repairs $65,250 $47,307 ($17,943) As required
46  New Equipment $13,500 $8,423 ($5,078) As required
32  Firefighter/Co. Officer Training $27,000 $8,328 ($18,672) COVID cancellations/will be made up by year-end
Material Variances $3,396,071 $3,154,311 ($241,761)
Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department Inc.
Invoices over $5,000
For the month of September 2020 (since last board meeting)
Non-Recurring Monthly Invoices Amount Description
09-22-20 Fitworks $9,977.29 Capital item - New Exercise equipment
09-25-20 Security Electrical $5,750 Capital item - Lighting retrofit
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Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department - 2020 Capital Budg

et

Year to Date

2020 Year End

Fleet Approved Nov 2/20 Estimate Notes
Could be further reduced with allocation of misc. revenue

Replace 2000 Freightliner 1250 gallon Tanker $ 375,000 $430,627 $ 430,627 from operating budget (+/- $18,000)
Replace 2010 Toyota Sienna - Deputy Chief/Fire Investigation unit - (158,000 km) $ 45,000 $47,259 $ 47,259
Repaint body of Engine 1 to prevent further corrosion issues $ 15,000 $0 $ -

$ 435,000 $477,886 $477,886
Equipment
Bunker gear (11 suits) - Year 4 of 4 year replacement cycle $ 32,200 $28,607 $ 28,607
Firefighter helmets - replace 44 helmets (10-year expiration) $ 22,000 $18,587 $ 18,587
Fitness - update and/or replace exisiting equipment (Year 5 of 5 year plan) $ 10,000 $9,048 $ 9,048
Replace Smart Board $ 11,000 $0 $ 9,600 | estimate

$ 75,200 $56,242 $65,842
Facilities
Removal and replacement of siding at 7 Campbell Drive $ 110,000 $31,181 $ 42,521 | Bid price minus warranty rebate from Hardy Plank
Station #1 lighting retrofit $ 30,000 $27,825 $ 22,825 | Includes $5K rebate from NB Power

$ 140,000 $59,006 $65,346
12 Civic Drive Purchase $ 525,000 $0 $ 485,000
TOTAL CAPITAL BUDGET (including Civic Drive) $1,175,200 $593,134 $1,028,232

$146,968 Under (Over) Budget

€6
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Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department

Fire Chief’s Report to the Joint Board of Fire Commissioners

November 10, 2020

Significant Incidents

10 Rafferty Court, Quispamsis — October 25, 2020

A neighbour called 911 to report a fire at the residence across the street from him around dinner time.
When crews arrived, they found heavy smoke conditions with fire coming from multiple windows of
this 1 %2 story home. The fire which had started in the main floor kitchen had extended through the
walls into the attic space eventually burning a hole through the roof. A second alarm was requested
and additional personnel were sent to the scene to assist with the physically demanding task of
pulling down lath and plaster ceilings to access and extinguish the fire.

The home suffered extensive damage and fortunately there were no civilian or department injuries
reported. The fire was caused by an unattended pot left on the stove.

24 Hibbard Lane, Rothesay — October 29, 2020

Originally reported as a chimney fire, arriving crews found dense black smoke and zero visibility when
they first entered the single story dwelling. Crews were able to find the fire in the living room and
quickly extinguished it before ventilating the smoke from the home. An ember from the fireplace
sparked the blaze which caused limited structural damage but extensive smoke damage throughout
the home.

58 Roberts Lane, Quispamsis — November 1, 2020

The third, mid-afternoon structure fire in a calendar week also generated the third consecutive second
alarm of the week. Heavy smoke and flames were reported by Division Chief White who was first on
scene, with flames engulfing the exterior of the home with fire extension into the roof. All residents of
the home were outside but their three dogs were still trapped inside. As the fire was being attacked
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from the exterior, a second crew made entry to rescue the missing pets. Fortunately, all three dogs

were rescued and safely returned to their caregivers.

The majority of the damage to this residence was on the exterior and the roof structure. Crews spent
considerable time covering furniture and appliances with tarps to prevent further damage while also
removing irreplaceable personal items for the occupants.

The fire investigation determined that the fire started on the exterior of the building as the result of the
improper disposal of smoker’'s materials.

6 Rosedale Avenue, Rothesay — November 2, 2020

An early morning passerby reported smoke and flames in the vicinity which turned out to be a fully
engulfed storage shed located in close proximity to the residence. Crews were able to get the fire
quickly under control before it spread to the house and caused further damage. The shed and its
contents were destroyed by the fire. A charcoal fueled meat smoker that had been used recently was
determined to be the cause of the blaze.

Senior Firefighter Karen Trecartin Earns ECFO Aspire Bursary

| am pleased to advise that Senior Firefighter Karen Trecartin has been awarded a bursary by the
Canadian Association of Fire Chiefs to offset the costs of her enroliment in the newly created
Executive Chief Fire Officer Aspire program.

The ECFO Aspire program is designed for those not yet eligible for the ECFO designation. It serves
as a pathway for aspiring leaders to identify their key competencies and serves as a succession
planning tool for the department. The heart of the program consists of training and development in a
number of competencies within seven important themes related to management within the fire
service. | am proud to support the continuing professional development of our future fire service
leaders and SFF Trecartin is a worthy recipient of this award.

Virtual Fire Prevention Week — 2020

Like many things impacted by the ongoing pandemic, our annual fall open-house had to be cancelled
this year. We are disappointed that we were not able to welcome all of the families that have made a
visit to the fire station part of their October routine.

Cooking is one of the leading causes of home fires and injuries so this year’'s theme for Fire
Prevention Week was “Serve Up Fire Safety in the Kitchen!” During the week of October 4-10™, the
department used its social media platforms to promote a series of fire safety messages.
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K] K] K] T T T T T T T K]
Response Types Jan -§ Feb -§ -§ April '§ VEW; '§ June '§ July '§ Aug '§ Sept '§ Oct '§ 2020 -§
Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department 2020 | @ 2020 | @ 2 2020| 2 < |2020| 2 < [2020| & < [2020| 2 < |2020| 2 < |2020| 2 < |2020| @ YTD [ 2
I I I I I I I I I I I
Fire/explosion - dollar loss 5 3 1 4 4 2 4 3 2 3 4 3 6 3 1 4 3 3 2 4 32
Rubbish/grass fire - no dollar loss 1 2 2 1 3 2 9 7 15 12 5 8 4 9 15 7 5 6 0 4 59
Chimney Fire 2 2 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Total Fire 8 7 3 6 7 6 13 10 17 16 9 10 10 13 16 11 8 8 2 8 93
Rescue - Miscellaneous 1 1 2 1 1 0 1 0 2 0 1 1 0 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 12
Vehicle Accident 10 10 7 8 2 7 4 6 9 8 7 8 8 9 7 9 8 9 6 9 68
Total Rescue 11 10 9 9 3 8 5 6 11 8 8 9 8 10 9 10 9 9 7 10 80
Public Hazard - gasoline or fuel spill 1 1 1 0 0 0 0] 1 0 1 0 1 0] 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 2
Public Hazard - power line down / utility 1 5 1 2 2 1 7 2 2 2 2 1 (6] 7 1 2 4 2 (6] 3 20
pole hazard
Public Hazard - miscellaneous 1 2 1 1 0 1 1 1 3 2 1 1 0 2 2 1 2 1 1 1 12 13
Total Public hazard 3 7 3 4 2 2 8 8 5 4 3 3 (0] 9 3 4 6 B 1 5 34 45
Gas Leak - propane 1 1 1 1 (6] 0 6] 0 (6] 1 (6] 0 (6] 0 1 0 (6] 0 1 0 4 5
Gas Leak - response to carbon monoxide 5 2 6 1 5 1 5 1 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 24 9
detector alarm
Total Gas leak 6 2 7 2 5 1 5 1 (0] 1 (0] 1 2 1 1 1 (0] 1 2 1 28 13
Public Service - first aid 49 49 51 51 42 56 30 52 37 49 37 50 43 52 45 48 46 43 49 52 429 501
Public Service - assist police or other 2 2 2 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 2 1 0 1 1 1 10 8
aaencv
Public Service - mutual aid 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0] 1 0] 1 0] 1 0] 1 0 1 5 10
Public Service - animal rescue 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 (6] 0 (6] 1
Public Service - flooding 0] 5 0] 1 0] 2 1 0 0] 1 0] 0 0] 1 0] 0 0] 2 0 1 1 13
Public Service- miscellaneous 0 3 0 1 0 1 0 1 3 1 2 1 0 2 1 2 1 2 3 2 10 16
Total Public services 52 60 54 54 43 61 32 53 41 52 41 53 44 56 48 51 47 49 53 57 455 545
Alarm No Fire - accidental miscellaneous 4 3 5 3 1 4 3 2 7 3 0 3 2 2 3 4 3 4 6 4 34 33
Alarm No Fire - smoke or steam mistaken 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 1 2 1 0 1 0 2 4 11
Alarm No Fire - sprinkler surge or discharg 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
Alarm No Fire - detector activated 6 4 4 4 4 5 4 2 7 3 3 6 6 7 0 7 4 8 3 8 41 55
Alarm No Fire - unknown odours 1 0 1 1 0 1 0] 1 0 1 0 0 0] 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 3 5
Alarm No Fire - miscellaneous 2 2 1 1 0 2 0 2 0 2 0 2 5 3 4 3 1 2 2 2 15 21
Total Alarm no fire - No malicious intent 13 12 11 10 6 13 7 6 15 11 3 13 13 14 9 15 8 16 12 17 97 126
False Alarm (Mischief) - miscellaneous 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 5
Total False alarm - Mischief 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 5
Total Response Types Kennebecasis Valley Fire 93 99 87 85 66 91 70 86 89 93 64 88 77 105 86 94 78 89 77 99 787

Department 929
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ROTHESAY DRAFT
@-n ROTHEQ,%\QPﬁﬁ%bRB%)gBEQ%FESWA%;[TEE’MEETING ]

BY WEBEX VIDEOCONFERENCE
Pursuant to the Local Governance Act and the Province of New
Brunswick State of Emergency (declared 19 March 2020)

Tuesday, November 17, 2020 at 10:00 a.m.

PRESENT: MAYOR NANCY GRANT, ex-officio member (joined the videoconference at 10:30 a.m.)

COUNC. MIRIAM WELLS, CHAIRPERSON
JULIE ATKINSON

ANGELA CAMPBELL (joined the videoconference at 10:05 a.m. and left at 10:25 a.m.)

JILL JENNINGS

DR. SHAWN JENNINGS

DIANE O°’CONNOR, VICE-CHAIRPERSON
NEA STEPHENSON

ROBERT TAYLOR

TOWN MANAGER JOHN JARVIE (joined the videoconference at 10:30 a.m.)
INTERIM RECREATION COORDINATOR KIRSTIN DUFFLEY
RECORDING SECRETARY LIZ POMEROY

ABSENT:  CHRISTINA BARRINGTON
JEAN PORTER MOWATT

Chairperson Wells called the videoconference to order at 10:00 a.m.

1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
MOVED by R. Taylor and seconded by S. Jennings the agenda be approved as circulated.
CARRIED.

2.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES
2.1 Rothesay Hive Advisory Committee meeting of October 20, 2020.
MOVED by R. Taylor and seconded by S. Jennings the minutes of October 20, 2020 be adopted as
circulated.
CARRIED.

3.  RE-OPENING OF THE ROTHESAY HIVE UPDATE:

K. Duffley reported the following: the Rothesay Hive officially reopened on November 2, 2020; to
date there are 37 members (new and returning); November programming includes Older Adult
Fitness, Flex & Flow, Sittercise, Chair Yoga, Beginners Latin Line Dancing, and a Book Club
meeting; staff are pleased with the turnout and positive feedback was received from members; and
staff have not had to turn away participants due to limited capacity. She added the Book Club
meeting is postponed to November 27" due to minimal initial interest. Staff will monitor registration
but if it does not increase a Book Club meeting will not be scheduled in December.

A. Campbell joined the videoconference.
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Minutes -2- 17 November 2020

K. Duffley reported she spoke with Anita Punamiya of the Art4Life program to determine if there
IS interest in providing similar activities at the Rothesay Hive. She noted Ms. Punamiya indicated
this is a busy time for the Art4Life program but suggested the idea could be explored in the new
year. When questioned, K. Duffley advised the cost for each Art4Life activity varies (drawing,
painting, clay, theatre, etc.). Hosting a drawing class at the Rothesay Hive 2 hours per week over a
4 week period for 10 participants would calculate to a cost of $65 per person (without materials) or
$85 per person (with materials). D. O’Connor and J. Jennings noted they participated in an art class
provided by another instructor with a lower cost. D. O’Connor and K. Duffley agreed to contact the
instructor and see if there is interest in offering a class at the Rothesay Hive. She added classes
provided by this instructor are also available on the BellAliant Lifestyles television channel which
could be explored as another option to provide the class to members. Counc. Wells suggested
Rothesay Hive members be polled to determine if there is interest in participating in an art class of
some sort. K. Duffley agreed to conduct the poll. Counc. Wells added individuals have expressed
interest to her in either participating or instructing a program to play Bridge. In response to an
inquiry, K. Duffley advised the facility can be set up so each participant will have their own table
for an art class. She added she will continue discussions with Ms. Punamiya early in the new year.
Counc. Wells added a partnership may encourage Art4Life participants to join the Rothesay Hive.

K. Duffley advised she spoke with the YMCA fitness coach that conducted the Rothesay Hive
Membership Questionnaire. She reported the fitness coach expressed interest in instructing a class
and will provide her availability once her work schedule is confirmed.

J. Jennings inquired if more volunteers are needed. K. Duffley advised at this time there is no need
for additional volunteers aside from the two students from Rothesay High School. She added it is
expected more volunteers will be needed once the facility returns to regular hours and normal
capacity. In response to an inquiry, K. Duffley confirmed the two students are scheduled to
volunteer until the end of the school year. She added the students have expressed interest in offering
assistance in roles other than the welcome desk as they become available (ex. computer program
instructor).

There was a lengthy discussion regarding the Speaker Series. D. O’Connor noted she and K. Duffley
are discussing options to host the program while adhering to COVID-19 protocols. She reassured
the Committee the speakers are eager to return but are awaiting details regarding logistics. When
questioned, D. O’Connor noted attendance for the program varies depending on the topic; however
past attendance ranged from 10-35 individuals. She added it is likely the matter will be revisited
early in the new year following the holidays. She further noted the Oldies 96 radio station has
expressed interest in promoting senior’s health initiatives which could include announcements for
the Rothesay Hive.

J. Jennings questioned if the new operational hours will impact the availability of speakers. She
noted the program was previously hosted in the evenings. D. O’Connor noted she does not anticipate
this will be a problem as long as the speakers are scheduled well in advance. J. Jennings suggested
some individuals that work during the day also would not be able to attend the program. D.
O’Connor noted the matter will be discussed further in the new year.

A. Campbell left the videoconference.
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Minutes -3- 17 November 2020

Counc. Wells explained due to busy holiday schedules committee meetings are typically cancelled
in December. She questioned if the Committee is amenable to cancelling the December meeting.
The Committee agreed to cancel the December meeting. R. Taylor suggested the Committee be
informed of any updates by email if necessary before the scheduled meeting in January.

Mayor Grant and Town Manager Jarvie joined the videoconference.

K. Duffley advised she does not anticipate any pressing matters as the December program schedule
for the Rothesay Hive will be similar to the November schedule. Counc. Wells commended K.
Duffley on the work done to reopen the Rothesay Hive. R. Taylor suggested a note be included on
the December schedule identifying the intent to expand programming once the pandemic subsides.
K. Duffley added members have also expressed their appreciation that the facility was reopened.

4.  ROTHESAY HIVE SPONSORS
e Points to Discuss: Recognition of sponsors, past sponsors, possible new sponsors,
and uses for donations.

After a lengthy discussion it was agreed:
» Go Ahead Seniors Sponsorship
0 D. O’Connor will confirm details regarding the invoice(s) for the sponsorship of
$100 per month
0 A thank you letter be sent to the organization
0 The Go Ahead Seniors banner (no logo, only “healthy active living for 50+”) will
be put up in the vicinity of the Rothesay Hive
> K. Duffley will design a digital poster for online recognition of sponsors on the webpage
and Facebook page (for all sponsors as past sponsorship benefits were cut short by closure
of the facility)
» N. Stephenson will follow up with Rothesay Kings Rotary as interest was expressed prior to
the pandemic. She will request a logo for the digital poster if interest is confirmed.
» K. Duffley will share logo requirements for potential sponsors
» A Sponsorship Sub-Committee videoconference will be scheduled to revisit sponsorship
levels and benefits
» D. O’Connor will follow up with potential lead for another sponsorship
> K. Duffley will comprise a list of items (with cost) required in the facility to determine the
total amount of donations needed

D. O’Connor commented on a Regional Development Corporation Community Investment grant
for COVID-19 expenses. She questioned if this is something the Rothesay Hive should pursue.
Town Manager Jarvie advised there is intent to submit an application for the Town. He noted he
will investigate if funding can be secured for the Rothesay Hive as well.
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5. WIFI IN THE ROTHESAY HIVE

K. Duffley reported the Rothesay Hive no longer has access to WIFI as this service was provided by the
YMCA. She added due to security precautions public access to Town WIFI is not permitted. She
questioned if the Committee is interested in restoring the service at a cost of roughly $1000 for
equipment and installation. D. O’Connor asked if there will be a monthly fee required following
installation. It was noted sponsorship could be obtained to cover the cost of the amenity. K. Duffley
advised she will investigate and report back to the Committee. The Committee agreed to revisit the
matter in January as there is no immediate need for the service at this time.

D. O’Connor listed local businesses in the area to approach for potential sponsorship. She acknowledged
the hard times organizations are facing during the pandemic but noted some may be willing to provide
small donations. Counc. Wells advised the Sponsorship Sub-Committee will discuss the matter and
report back to the Committee in January.

There was discussion regarding the deadline to renew the Town’s Age-Friendly designation. It was
noted the deadline is either in the spring of 2021 or 2022. Town Manager Jarvie advised he will confirm
the date and report back.

When questioned, K. Duffley advised she will design a template for new letterhead for the Rothesay
Hive as the previous one was designed with the YMCA logo.

6. DATE OF NEXT MEETING
The next meeting will be a WebEx videoconference on Tuesday, January 19, 2021 at 10:00 a.m.

7. ADJOURNMENT

MOVED by D. O’Connor and seconded by S. Jennings the meeting be adjourned.
CARRIED.

The meeting adjourned at 11:00 a.m.

CHAIRPERSON RECORDING SECRETARY
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WEBEX VIDEOCONFERENCE

Pursuant to the Local Governance Act and the Province of New
Brunswick State of Emergency (declared 19 March 2020)

1z

Tuesday, November 17, 2020 at 6:30 p.m.
PRESENT: MARY ANN GALLAGHER, CHAIRPERSON

COUNC. PETER LEWIS

MAUREEN DESMOND (joined the videoconference at 6:40 p.m.)
DR. SHAWN JENNINGS

ALLYSON MURRAY

GARY MYLES, VICE CHAIRPERSON

COUNC. MIRIAM WELLS

TOWN MANAGER JOHN JARVIE

DIRECTOR OF PARKS AND RECREATION CHARLES JENSEN
INTERIM RECREATION COORDINATOR KIRSTIN DUFFLEY
RECORDING SECRETARY LIZ POMEROY

ABSENT: RAHA MOSCA
JON McEACHERN
HOLLY YOUNG
FACILITIES COORDINATOR RYAN KINCADE

Chairperson Gallagher called the videoconference to order at 6:30 p.m. noting she and DRP Jensen
are in the office at the Rothesay Arena observing physical distancing requirements, and wearing
masks. She thanked M. Desmond, R. Mosca, and A. Murray for their service on the Committee
noting their terms are expiring in December.

1. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by Counc. Lewis the agenda be approved as circulated.

ON THE QUESTION:
Counc. Wells requested clarification regarding an item in the budget to purchase equipment for
grooming trails. She noted she understood a similar piece of equipment is already owned by the
Town. DRP Jensen advised the Town owns equipment to groom ball fields. The intent was to use
this equipment to groom trails and crusher dust pathways, however this proved unsuccessful, so
another piece of equipment is required.

CARRIED.

2.  APPROVAL OF MINUTES
2.1 Regular Parks and Recreation Committee meeting of September 22, 2020.
MOVED by G. Myles and seconded by S. Jennings the minutes of September 22, 2020 be adopted
as circulated.
CARRIED.

3. DELEGATIONS
N/A

4. REPORTS & PRESENTATIONS
N/A
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Minutes -2- 17 November 2020

5. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

5.1 Wells Ball Field update

DRP Jensen reported the project is moving along despite a drainage issue. He advised Council
approved additional funds for the project to install a pipe to resolve the issue. Work is currently
underway, and it is anticipated the drainage concerns will be resolved by next week. Staff are
optimistic the project will be completed by next summer as scheduled. DRP Jensen explained the
field will sit idle in 2021 to allow the grass to mature properly, and the field will be playable in
2022. In response to an inquiry, DRP Jensen advised the contractor reassured staff the installation
of the pipe will resolve the drainage problem. Counc. Wells questioned if a decision was made
regarding future use of the Scribner Crescent ball field. DRP Jensen advised the matter has not been
discussed further at this time. Town Manager Jarvie added he does not anticipate a decision for a
few years.

M. Desmond joined the videoconference.

5.2 2021 Draft Parks and Recreation Budgets

» Operating Budget

» Capital Budget
DRP Jensen reported a Public Budget Presentation videoconference was held yesterday (November
16, 2020) to review the municipal budget. Residents are encouraged to submit written comments
before noon on November 24, 2020 to rothesay@rothesay.ca to be reviewed by the Finance
Committee, and subsequently Council. He advised there were minimal changes to the proposed
Parks and Recreation budgets discussed at the last Committee meeting.

Counc. Lewis requested a status update on his email to DRP Jensen suggesting solar lights be
installed at the Wells Dog Park. DRP Jensen confirmed three solar lights were installed late in the
day yesterday. He noted the lights were not as bright as expected but this could be due to the time
of installation which may not have given the lights enough time to charge. He will revisit the area
to inspect further. In response to an inquiry, DRP Jensen estimated the cost of each light was roughly
$250. He added the lights are not intended to act as floodlights but will provide adequate light.

S. Jennings inquired about the difference between revenue and expenses compared to prior years.
DRP Jensen advised the pandemic caused a loss of revenue related to closure of the Arena and the
Bill McGuire Centre; however bookings for the arena and fields also experienced a significant
increase over prior years. Chairperson Gallagher added rates for Town facilities have also increased.

Counc. Wells questioned if the allotment for the Rothesay Hive will be shown in the Parks and
Recreation budget. Town Manager Jarvie clarified the item is included in the municipal budget
under Personnel (Parks and Recreation). Counc. Wells questioned if the item for Trails pertains to
the Wells Recreation Park. DRP Jensen advised it does, and also includes the Rothesay/Quispamsis
trail connection. He reported it is expected trail work in the Wells Park will conclude next year and
then return to regular maintenance. Funds are included as a placeholder for the
Rothesay/Quispamsis trail until the project can move forward. When questioned, DRP Jensen
advised staff are working to advance the project but must acquire land in the area before it can
progress to the design phase.
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Chairperson Gallagher requested clarification on the $350,000 allocated to Arena Renovations.
DRP Jensen explained the funds are intended to complete a design for the renovations. Chairperson
Gallagher requested a status update on the Wells Building sub-committee. DRP Jensen advised the
group is confirmed, and an electronic meeting will be scheduled to begin discussions.

6. CORRESPONDENCE FOR ACTION

6.1 9 October 2020 Letter from Rothesay High School students RE: Request for a skate park
Counc. Wells commented it is positive to see students becoming involved in their community. She
questioned if constructing a skate park is a possibility for the Town. DRP Jensen advised an
investigation is required to determine if the proposal is feasible in terms of cost, and proposed
location. S. Jennings commented on the popularity of the skate park in Saint John and noted he
would support the initiative. When questioned, A. Murray agreed it is likely the amenity would be
well received by students. DRP Jensen agreed to investigate the idea and report back to the
Committee. Counc. Wells suggested a response be sent to the students noting their letter was
reviewed by Council, and the Committee, and the feasibility of the idea is being explored. DRP
Jensen noted this can be done.

Counc. Wells requested a status update on the Kennebecasis Park volleyball court. Chairperson
Gallagher noted the proposal was under review by the School District prior to the onset of the
pandemic. She noted the matter will be revisited in the spring. When questioned, DRP Jensen
advised an expenditure was not required in the 2020 Capital Budget due to the inexpensive cost. He
noted staff will assist with the installation and community members have offered to donate
materials. Chairperson Gallagher added the Kennebecasis Park Ratepayers Association also
expressed interest in contributing $1500 towards the project.

7. NEW BUSINESS
7.1 Parks and Recreation Update

> Parks
DRP Jensen reported the following: fields are now closed but were used steadily during the season;
work on the trails in Wells Park remains ongoing and preparations are underway to provide roughly
7 kilometers of groomed ski trails for winter; work on the Wells Park ball field continues; and staff
are putting up Christmas decorations around Town.

DRP Jensen advised while the intent is to open the Rothesay Common ice surface as early as
possible this year, it all depends on the weather. It has become evident that individuals prefer the
facility be available earlier in the season. Staff are investigating the potential benefits of closing the
facility earlier as use typically dwindles during March Break as most people travel during this time.
However, this trend may differ with the continuation of the pandemic. DRP Jensen reviewed
proposed changes to operations in response to the pandemic such as: use of a signal visible on the
public webcam stream to inform residents the facility is at maximum capacity (50 person limit),
washrooms will be limited to one individual at a time, dressing rooms are to be used as washrooms
only, and benches will available so individuals can put on their skates outside. Chairperson
Gallagher noted it is expected the facility will be well used as individuals look for winter activities
to keep busy and active while the pandemic continues.

Counc. Wells inquired about grooming trails for winter. DRP Jensen advised some trails in Wells
Park will be groomed for cross country skiing, and the Hillside trail will be groomed for walking.
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DRP Jensen advised individuals are adhering to the new pandemic protocols in place for the arena.
He added the stands were removed as part of the renovations but individuals are practicing proper
social distancing and are limiting spectators to one per player.

S. Jennings inquired about the outdoor exercise equipment. DRP Jensen advised Council voted
against the purchase of the equipment. Counc. Wells explained she voted against the purchase due
to the significant cost and likelihood that the equipment would not be well used. She noted despite
a warmer climate she has not seen significant use of similar equipment in Florida.

> Recreation
K. Duffley reported the Rothesay Hive reopened on November 2, 2020 with reduced hours and
limited capacity. Pandemic protocols are in place and the facility offers programs such as: Older
Adult Fitness, Flex & Flow, Sittercise, Chair Yoga, Beginners Latin Line Dancing, and a Book
Club. Staff are pleased with the initial turnout, and positive feedback was received from members.
She encouraged Committee members to inform interested individuals that information is available
on the Town website, the Rothesay Hive Facebook page, or by contacting Town staff.

K. Duffley relayed cancellations as a result of the pandemic including: special skating events at the
Rothesay Common, the Mayor’s Tree Lighting ceremony, and the Kennebecasis Valley Santa Claus
Parade. DRP Jensen added the events were cancelled as large gatherings are not encouraged during
the pandemic.

Counc. Wells commended K. Duffley on her hard work to reopen the Rothesay Hive. In response
to an inquiry, K. Duffley advised individuals can register for Rothesay Hive programs by either
phone or email.

G. Myles referenced a comment made by Counc. Brenan at the August 10, 2020 Council meeting
regarding available Provincial or Federal funding for the arena renovations. He noted he does not
fully support the decision to renovate the facility but noted he would favour the idea more if external
funding was secured. He questioned if an application was submitted for the funding. Town Manager
Jarvie advised an application was submitted and staff are awaiting a response. When questioned, he
explained through the Bilateral Agreement for Infrastructure there is an opportunity to cost share
projects (80% federal and provincial funds and 20% municipal contribution). In response to an
inquiry, he noted it is unclear when a response is to be expected.

Counc. Wells, as Chair of the Nominating Committee, once again thanked M. Desmond (as she
joined the videoconference late) for her service as she concludes her six year term on the Committee.

8. CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION
N/A
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9. DATE OF NEXT MEETING

DRP Jensen advised typically committee meetings in December are cancelled due to busy holiday
schedules. He noted unless pressing matters arise it is likely the next Parks and Recreation
Committee meeting will be held in January.

The next meeting is tentatively scheduled for Tuesday, December 22, 2020.
10. ADJOURNMENT
MOVED by Counc. Wells and seconded by M. Desmond the meeting be adjourned.
CARRIED.

The meeting adjourned at 7:10 p.m.

CHAIRPERSON RECORDING SECRETARY
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BY TELECONFERENCE
Pursuant to the Local Governance Act and the Province of New ¥ -9
Brunswick State of Emergency (declared 19 March 2020) e

Monday, December 7, 2020 at 5:30 p.m.

PRESENT: COLIN BOYNE, CHAIRPERSON [DRAFT]

COUNCILLOR BILL MCGUIRE

COUNCILLOR DON SHEA

TRACIE BRITTAIN

JOHN BUCHANAN (joined the teleconference at 5:35 p.m.)
ANDREW MCMACKIN

CRAIG PINHEY, VICE-CHAIRPERSON

TOWN CLERK MARY JANE BANKS
DIRECTOR OF PLANNING/DEVELOPMENT (DPDS) BRIAN WHITE
RECORDING SECRETARY LIZ POMEROY

ABSENT:  ELIZABETH GILLIS
TOWN MANAGER JOHN JARVIE

Chairperson Boyne called the teleconference to order at 5:30 p.m. noting he, Director of Planning
Brian White, Town Clerk Mary Jane Banks, and Ms. Maritess Flores of 19 Chapel Road are in the
Common Room at Rothesay Town Hall wearing masks, and observing physical distancing
requirements. He added Mr. Tim Webber, co-owner of Long Bay Brewery (82 Marr Road), along
with the remaining Committee members and Town staff were connected remotely.

1. APPROVAL OF THE AGENDA
MOVED by Counc. Shea and seconded by Counc. McGuire the agenda be approved as circulated.
CARRIED.

2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

2.1  Regular Meeting of November 2, 2020

MOVED by T. Brittain and seconded by C. Pinhey the minutes of November 2, 2020 be adopted
as circulated.

CARRIED.
3. NEW BUSINESS
3.1 82 Marr Road Tim Webber & Jon Chouinard
OWNER: Trevor Marr
PID: 30209167
PROPOSAL: Conditional Use

DPDS White advised the application is from the new owners of Long Bay Brewery, a microbrewery
at 82 Marr Road, to increase seating at the facility from 25 to 44 persons. He provided background
noting, in August of 2016 the Planning Advisory Committee passed a motion permitting a
microbrewery with required provincial licensing for a facility not exceeding 25 persons as a
conditional use at 82 Marr Road. Since approval was granted the facility has grown and expanded
with the construction of a dedicated taproom (tasting room).
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Staff calculate the by-law parking requirement for the proposed 44 person tasting room at 15 parking
spaces (1 for every 3 seats). The property, inclusive of a mix of other businesses, currently has 38
parking spots (40% is required for the microbrewery’s proposal). Since the other businesses (pet
grooming, pool services, and auto parts) have peak parking requirements at different times from the
brewery (primarily evenings and weekends) the property can efficiently share parking among the
businesses.

J. Buchanan joined the teleconference.

Counc. Shea expressed appreciation for the report from the Fire Marshal. He noted a portion of his
copy of the report was cut off, and asked if there is any information under the
Violations/orders/comments section that is noteworthy. DPDS White explained the Fire Marshal’s
report is intended to provide the applicants with a list of required actions. He noted there are no
items that give staff pause or concern. He added the space cannot be occupied until the items are
properly addressed.

Counc. McGuire asked what would happen if a new business, a restaurant for example, opened on
the property and required spaces during the brewery’s peak times. DPDS White advised a letter was
submitted by the property owner indicating, if necessary, more spaces could be constructed. He
added if further spaces are required the arrangement would need to be re-evaluated. C. Pinhey
inquired about seasonal outdoor seating. Mr. Webber noted the current application is solely for
interior seating but there is interest in exploring the possibility of providing seasonal outdoor seating
in the future. He added in that case another application would be submitted. DPDS White advised
such an application would be reviewed by the Fire Marshal as well as the Town’s Building
Inspector.

Chairperson Boyne asked if Mr. Webber would like to add any additional comments. Mr. Webber
noted he has nothing further to add.

MOVED by C. Pinhey and seconded by Counc. McGuire the Planning Advisory Committee hereby
permits a microbrewery with a liquor establishment special facility license not exceeding 44 persons
as a conditional use at 82 Marr Road (P1D 30209167).

CARRIED.

Mr. Webber left the teleconference.

3.2 19 Chapel Road Maritess Flores
OWNER: Maritess Flores
PID: 00064725
PROPOSAL: Assisted Living Facility

DPDS White summarized the report, highlighting: Ms. Flores is requesting approval to operate a
six person assisted living facility at 19 Chapel Road; the Committee granted a Conditional Use
approval to operate an assisted living facility not exceeding three persons on August 6, 2019 subject
to the facility being licensed in accordance with Provincial requirements for such facilities;
following approval Ms. Flores was informed by the Department of Social Development of a
requirement for a sprinkler system when there are four or more residents; the estimated cost to
install the sprinkler system is in the range of $60,000 — 70,000; Ms. Flores is prepared to make this
significant investment however she has indicated the investment for a three resident facility does
not justify the expense.
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DPDS White advised no concerns were raised by either the Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department
or the Town Engineer regarding installation of a proposed sprinkler system. It was noted Ms. Flores
informed staff before the meeting that she does not anticipate parking will be an issue as some
occupants of assisted living facilities have vehicles, however it is not very common. DPDS White
added there is considerable space for parking on the property. He further noted in the last decade
residential care facilities have been permitted in Rothesay however, if approved, this would be the
first facility of its kind in the Town. He explained it would be a positive learning experience to
observe its integration.

When questioned, DPDS White clarified the letter of opposition was received, and reviewed by the
Committee, prior to granting approval in August 2019. He explained the August 2019 staff report
(with the attached letter) was included to provide as much information as possible. In response to
an inquiry, DPDS White advised polling was not conducted following the request for a six person
facility.

Counc. Shea questioned why polling was not conducted following the second application. DPDS
White explained additional polling is not expected to produce further information due to the short
timeframe between the first and second application — 2019 and 2020, respectively. Counc. Shea
suggested residents may be amenable to a three person facility, but not a six person facility. DPDS
White advised the Committee can decide to table the application until additional polling is
conducted.

Counc. Shea inquired about wheelchair accessibility, additional plans, and if the Fire Marshal has
inspected the property. Ms. Flores noted: the property is not wheelchair accessible; if a resident’s
level of care increases to require a wheelchair, a social worker will be contacted for an assessment
to determine if the individual should be transferred to another care facility; there are no plans to
modify the property aside from what was submitted in both applications; and an inspection by a
Fire Marshal was not completed. Counc. Shea commented he found the Fire Marshal’s report,
submitted with the Long Bay Brewery application, informative. DPDS White clarified a fire
inspection will occur following the installation of the sprinkler system. He commented on the
thoroughness of the licensing requirements in the Community Placement Residential Facilities
Regulation of the Family Services Act.

Counc. McGuire asked if any complaints were received since the facility was opened. DPDS White
clarified the facility was never opened, and cannot be operated until the sprinkler system is installed.
Counc. McGuire noted residents of assisted living facilities can still take care of themselves, to an
extent, thus it is not anticipated the facility will cause major disturbances to surrounding properties.

Chairperson Boyne clarified the reason Ms. Flores is before the Committee again is because of a
discrepancy in the requirements to operate an Adult Residential Facility, more specifically
regarding the need for a sprinkler system. DPDS White advised this was correct.

Chairperson Boyne asked if Ms. Flores has any additional comments. Ms. Flores indicated she
hopes the Committee will grant her the opportunity to help community members and seniors by
operating an assisted living facility in Rothesay.
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DPDS White added inspections are completed by the Department of Social Development annually
for assisted living facilities. He noted the reports are available online, and the link was provided in
the staff report.

When questioned, DPDS White advised, if requested, additional polling would be conducted
immediately and reviewed at the next Committee meeting in January. Counc. Shea expressed
interest in conducting additional polling.

MOVED by Counc. McGuire and seconded by T. Brittain the Planning Advisory Committee grant
a variance and Conditional Use approval to operate an Assisted Living Facility not exceeding six
(6) persons, from the residential dwelling located at 19 Chapel Road (PID 00064725) subject to the
following conditions:

1. The facility be licensed and inspected in accordance with the Community Placement
Residential Facilities Regulation of the Family Services Act.

2. The facility complies with fire prevention standards and building standards as authorized by
the Office of the Fire Marshal.

ON THE QUESTION:
In response to an inquiry, DPDS White confirmed, if the motion is defeated, the proposal would not
advance.
NAY vote recorded from Counc. Shea.
CARRIED.

Chairperson Boyne thanked Ms. Flores, and she left the meeting.

4. OLD BUSINESS

TABLED ITEMS
Tabled February 5, 2018 — no action at this time
4.1 Subdivision Approval - 7 Lots off Appleby Drive (PID 30175467)

Tabled September 8, 2020 — no action at this time
4.2 Removal of PAC conditions and variance — 59 Dolan Road (PID 00094938)

S. CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION
N/A

6. DATE OF NEXT MEETING(S)
The next meeting will be held on Monday, January 4, 2021.

DPDS White, on behalf of the Town, thanked Chairperson Boyne and C. Pinhey for their service as
they conclude their maximum six year term on the Committee. Counc. McGuire, on behalf of the
Nominating Committee and Council, echoed DPDS White’s appreciation for their service on the
Committee. Chairperson Boyne and C. Pinhey thanked the Committee.
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7. ADJOURNMENT
MOVED by Counc. Shea and seconded by C. Pinhey the meeting be adjourned.

CARRIED.

The meeting adjourned at 6:05 p.m.

CHAIRPERSON RECORDING SECRETARY
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Rothesay Council
December 14™, 2020

Mary Jane Banks, Town Clerk

Brian White, Director of Planning & Development Services

DATE: 9 December 2020

SUBJECT: REVISION OCTOBER 2020 BUILDING REPORT
INFORMATION REPORT

BACKGROUND

Staff have identified an error in the tabualtion of the October building report. The “Summary for
2020 to Date:” incorrectly lists $19,991,649.00 as the total value of construction. The error has
been corrected in the attached revised report for October. The yearly totals for October and
November are now correctly reported as follows:

1. Oct 2020 Summary $19,364,649.00 Building Permit Fee $143,241.75
2. Nov 2020 Summary $19,662,249.00 Building Permit Fee $145,943.75

Figure 1 - Identified Error in the October 2020 Building Report
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BUILDING PERMIT REPORT

10/1/2020 to 10/31/2020

Value of Building

Date Building Permit No Property Location Nature of Construction Construction Permit Fee
10/01/2020 BP2020-00013 7 HIGHLAND AVE ADDITION $25,000.00 $181.25
10/26/2020 BP2020-00069 19 BROADWAY ST FENCE $8,000.00 $58.00
10/16/2020 BP2020-00138 3 BENJAMIN FENCE $10,000.00 $72.50
10/01/2020 BP2020-00143 2056 ROTHESAY ROAD STORAGE SHED $1,000.00 $20.00
10/05/2020 BP2020-00152 19 RIVER RD RENOVATION $5,000.00 $36.25
10/30/2020 BP2020-00170 15 HUTSON ST STORAGE SHED $2,500.00 $21.75
10/22/2020 BP2020-00177 76 LONGWOOD DR. IN GROUND POOL $20,000.00 $145.00
10/16/2020 BP2020-00200 172 GONDOLA POINT RD DETACHED GARAGE $35,000.00 $253.75
10/01/2020 BP2020-00202 32 ISAAC ST FENCE $4,600.00 $36.25
10/23/2020 BP2020-00203 5 MAPLE CRES STORAGE SHED $1,200.00 $20.00
10/05/2020 BP2020-00204 93 APPLEBY DR ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,000.00 $20.00
10/19/2020 BP2020-00205 2432 ROTHESAY RD ACCESSORY STRUCTURE $3,500.00 $29.00
10/01/2020 BP2020-00206 2160 ROTHESAY RD WINDOWS $3,200.00 $29.00
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10/1/2020 to 10/31/2020

Value of Building

Date Building Permit No Property Location Nature of Construction Construction Permit Fee
10/05/2020 BP2020-00207 1 DEVONAYER CT WINDOWS $600.00 $20.00
10/01/2020 BP2020-00208 3 WOODLAND AVE DECK $1,200.00 $20.00
10/01/2020 BP2020-00209 3 WOODLAND AVE SIDING AND WINDOWS $4,000.00 $29.00
10/06/2020 BP2020-00211 24 ISLAY DR ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $2,000.00 $20.00
10/14/2020 BP2020-00212 39 CHATWIN ST DETACHED GARAGE $30,000.00 $652.00
10/07/2020 BP2020-00213 18 WANDA CRES ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,500.00 $20.00
10/13/2020 BP2020-00214 149 JAMES RENFORTH DR TEMPORARY ELECTRICAL $300.00 $20.00
10/20/2020 BP2020-00216 106 FRENCH VILLAGE RD DETACHED GARAGE $26,500.00 $195.75
10/30/2020 BP2020-00217 30 CHAPEL RD ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,000.00 $20.00
10/14/2020 BP2020-00218 62 RIVER RD ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,200.00 $20.00
10/14/2020 BP2020-00219 98 WILJAC ST ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $800.00 $20.00
10/23/2020 BP2020-00220 44 BURPEE AVE DETACHED GARAGE $15,000.00 $108.75
10/14/2020 BP2020-00221 22 MAPLECREST DR ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,000.00 $20.00
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10/1/2020 to 10/31/2020

Value of Building

Date Building Permit No Property Location Nature of Construction Construction Permit Fee
10/22/2020 BP2020-00222 2240 ROTHESAY RD ADDITION $30,000.00 $217.50
10/22/2020 BP2020-00223 21 SHIPYARD RD STORAGE SHED $1,000.00 $20.00
10/23/2020 BP2020-00224 22 CHARLES CRES SIDING AND WINDOWS $20,000.00 $145.00
10/15/2020 BP2020-00225 105 GARDEN ST ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,500.00 $20.00
10/30/2020 BP2020-00226 1 NORTH ST ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,500.00 $20.00
10/19/2020 BP2020-00227 3 HIBISCUS CT STORAGE SHED $1,500.00 $20.00
10/19/2020 BP2020-00228 9 DOBBIN ST SIDING $20,000.00 $145.00
10/20/2020 BP2020-00229 6 DOBSON LN ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,500.00 $20.00
10/23/2020 BP2020-00230 291 GONDOLA POINT RD DECK $500.00 $20.00
10/22/2020 BP2020-00231 15 SILVERTON CRES WINDOWS $3,300.00 $29.00
10/30/2020 BP2020-00232 9 DOBBIN ST IN GROUND POOL $60,000.00 $435.00
10/26/2020 BP2020-00233 1954 ROTHESAY RD WINDOWS $10,000.00 $72.50
10/30/2020 BP2020-00234 141 HAMPTON RD ADDITION $35,000.00 $253.75



2020December14OpeBEHPDING PERMIT REPORT

10/1/2020 to 10/31/2020

Value of Building
Date Building Permit No Property Location Nature of Construction Construction Permit Fee
10/30/2020 BP2020-00235 3 SIMONE ST ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $600.00 $20.00
10/27/2020 BP2020-00236 9 SILVERTON CRES STORAGE SHED $2,700.00 $21.75
10/30/2020 BP2020-00238 31 CHAPEL RD ACCESSORY BUILDING $3,500.00 $29.00
Totals: $397,700.00 $3,576.75
Summary for 2020 to Date: $19,364,649.00  $143,241.25

2019 Summary

Value of Construction

Building Permit Fee

Montlhy total: $960,750.00

Summary to Date: $9,243,745.99

$7,507.25

$69,605.00
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BUILDING PERMIT REPORT

11/1/2020 to 11/30/2020

Value of Building

Date Building Permit No Property Location Nature of Construction Construction Permit Fee
11/25/2020 BP2020-00237 2747 ROTHESAY RD RENOVATION $15,000.00 $108.75
11/09/2020 BP2020-00239 17 NIOMI ST WINDOWS $7,800.00 $58.00
11/09/2020 BP2020-00241 29 CRESCENT DR. SIDING $18,000.00 $130.50
11/17/2020 BP2020-00242 20 DUNEDIN RD FENCE $7,500.00 $58.00
11/17/2020 BP2020-00243 18 COVE CRES FENCE $5,000.00 $36.25
11/17/2020 BP2020-00244 7 CROSSWIND CRES DETACHED GARAGE $10,000.00 $72.50
11/19/2020 BP2020-00246 66 GREEN RD ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $2,500.00 $21.75
11/19/2020 BP2020-00247 5 CHANTALE ST ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,500.00 $20.00
11/19/2020 BP2020-00249 2927 ROTHESAY RD STORAGE SHED $5,000.00 $36.25
11/24/2020 BP2020-00251 2716 ROUTE 1 ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $2,000.00 $20.00
11/23/2020 BP2020-00252 88 RIVERSIDE DR ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,900.00 $20.00
11/24/2020 BP2020-00253 86 HAMPTON RD WINDOWS $1,500.00 $20.00
11/24/2020 BP2020-00254 75 ELIZABETH PKWY DEMOLITION $0.00 $500.00
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11/1/2020 to 11/30/2020

Value of Building
Date Building Permit No Property Location Nature of Construction Construction Permit Fee
11/26/2020 BP2020-00255 6 JONES AVE FENCE $8,000.00 $58.00
11/25/2020 BP2020-00256 120 APPLEBY DR ELECTRICAL UPGRADE $1,900.00 $20.00
11/25/2020 BP2020-00257 9 DOBBIN ST ACCESSORY BUILDING $10,000.00 $72.50
11/30/2020 BP2020-00259 566 MILLENNIUM SELF STORAGE BUILDING $200,000.00 $1,450.00
Totals: $297,600.00 $2,702.50
Summary for 2020 to Date: $19,662,249.00 $145,943.75

Montlhy total:

Summary to Date:

2019 Summary

Value of Construction

Building Permit Fee

$472,566.00

$9,716,311.99

$3,462.50

$73,067.50
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM s
TO : Mayor Grant & Council
FROM John Jarvie
DATE 10 December 2020
RE : Capital Project — Status Report

The following is a list of 2020 capital projects, the 2019 capital projects and the status of each
along with continuing projects from 2016.

$TO
PROJECT BUDGET 31/10/20* COMMENTS

General Specification for Contracts 40,000 40% Draft document under review by staff

WWTP Phase I $22M - Funding Application resubmitted

Trail & sidewalk connector Wells $1.62M - Subject to grants; estimate revised to current — land
acquisition discussions with Province underway

Secondary Plan road design 50,000 - Wiljac — decision tabled

Shadow Hill Court water 450,000 1% Preliminary design and cost estimates complete

Turnbull Ct sewer replacement $1.11M 56% Pipework complete, pump station under construction

Production Wells 250,000 46% Will follow completion of the model development being
created under “water quantity” section

Station Rd cast iron replacement 250,000 - Deferred until 2021

Digital Radio 65,000 5% Hardware ordered

Town Hall (elevator) 120,000 25%

IT equipment & software 45,000 40%

Fire Department 480,000 50%

2020 Street Resurfacing $1.3M 100% Substantially complete

Curb & Sidewalk 305,500 100% Substantially complete

2020 Designated Highways 525,000 100% Work complete

Fleet Renewal 675,000 60% | Ton truck to be purchased; one truck to be delivered

Scribner Field replacement (Wells) 550,000 60% Work underway

Parks Equipment 50,000 26%

Trails 50,000 -

Arena renovations 1.02M 45% Structural improvements underway, seating removed; work
to be completed in spring 2021

2021 Resurfacing Design 60,000 20% Estimated complete; design underway

Brock/Goldie service renewals 125,000 100% Completed

Water Tower repairs 175,000 100% Completed

* Funds paid to this date.
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TO: Mayor and Council
FROM: Deputy Mayor Alexander
DATE: 9 October 2019
RE:  Mayor’s Roundtable on Climate Change

Our climate is changing and will continue to change. More frequent, heavy, and intense precipitation
events and warmer temperatures are our new normal. Under a changing climate, southern New
Brunswick is experiencing more extreme and variable weather patterns; from flooded homes to ice storms
to damaged infrastructure.

On Friday 27 September 2019, a strong contingent of Rothesay youth participated in a Global Climate
Strike for the Global Week for Future at Rothesay Town Hall. The week of action was spurned in part by
Sweden’s Greta Thunberg’s address at the UN Climate Action Summit. All told, 7.6 million people from
185 countries at 4 500 locations participated in the strike. The movement focuses on: 100% clean energy;
keeping fossil fuels in the ground; and helping climate refugees. One of the primary goals is to reduce
GreenHouse Gas (GHG) emissions.

The 2018 report by the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) notes that human activities
are estimated to have caused approximately 1.0°C of global warming above pre-industrial levels, with a
likely range of 0.8°Cto 1.2°C. Global warming due to GHG emissions is likely to reach 1.5°C between 2030
and 2052 if it continues to increase at the current rate. The IPCC’'s recommended course of action is for
GHG emissions to reach net zero by 2050.

Mayor Grant addressed Rothesay’s youth who took part in the event on 27 September 2019 and noted
that the municipality has set a target of reducing corporate GHG emissions by 15% from 2015 levels by
2023. Rothesay has also established targets for reducing community GHG emissions: by 7% from 2015
levels by 2025; and by 14% from 2015 levels by 2035. The municipality is making strides at combating
climate change, but there is always more that can be done.

Each of us must continue to take action individually, but we also must work together socially,
economically, and politically for collective change if we are to reach net zero emissions by 2050.
Rothesay’s youth are demanding action and it is time for municipal leaders to work with them. Rothesay
Council should form a roundtable on climate change with Rothesay’s youth who can provide advice and
guidance on climate change initiatives through a climate lens as part of the town’s annual budgeting
process starting in 2021.

The Town of Sackville, New Brunswick recently developed a Mayor’s Roundtable on Climate Change and
Edmunston and Moncton have both passed climate emergency motions. The motion below recognizes
the importance of addressing climate change locally and allows youth to participate in developing
strategies at the local level to combat GHG emissions.

WHEREAS recent reports from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change and Environment and
Climate Change Canada make it abundantly clear that the world faces a climate crisis;

WHEREAS young Rothesay citizens made it clear on 27 September 2019, as part of the global climate
strike, that our collective actions to deal with this crisis have been inadequate and are demanding further
action;

WHEREAS adequately dealing with the crisis will require coordinated action on a global level;

WHEREAS appropriate action will not happen without significant public pressure;
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AND WHEREAS public pressure will only happen if the public is aware of the facts and engaged in
combating this crisis;

BE IT RESOLVED that Rothesay Council acknowledges that the world faces a climate crisis and to help
locally will establish a Mayor’s roundtable on climate change, comprised of various community

stakeholders, with a mandate to provide advice and guidance on climate change initiatives as part of the
town’s annual budgeting process starting in 2021.
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INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM

TO : Mayor & Council

FROM : John Jarvie

DATE : 11 December 2020

RE : Comments of Residents re Sagamore Heights Subdivision Plan

Recommendation:
It is recommended:

1. Council raise the Matter from the Table,

2. Receive the attached report for Information, and

3. Table decisions on the acceptance of the lands for public purposes and adoption of the
agreement with the Developer until the January 11", 2020 Council meeting.

Background:

Town staff have received many questions and comments regarding the proposed Sagamore
Heights subdivision plan. Attached is a list of over 60 of these and the best efforts of staff to
provide responses. These responses have been prepared in consultation with the Developers
and more fulsome answers will be available at a later stage in the project when more
engineering work has been completed.

As Council will note, the proposed development meets the Town zoning and subdivision bylaws
with no variances and as such can be said to meet the intentions of the Town respecting
residential land development. The ongoing process will be subject to the requirements of Town
bylaws and the detailed requirements of the development agreement. Some questions or
comments are related to various regulations at the Provincial level.

Several of the comments relate to existing conditions on Maliseet Drive or River Road. While
these would not normally be expected to be answered by the Developers, the approval process
has identified some issues that could involve improvements to infrastructure in the established
neighbourhoods. For example, there is a depressed portion of Maliseet Drive that is susceptible
to flooding during the freshet and it will be raised during the 2021 Town resurfacing program.
Issues with substandard internet have been identified to the provider. Staff will work with the
neighbourhoods on these issues irrespective of the subdivision development but there may be
same opportunities to resolve some of these issues due to the new subdivision.

Following the Tuesday evening video session when residents can voice concerns directly to
Council, staff will assemble a report with recommendations regarding any changes to the
proposed development agreement or other aspects for presentation to Council at its January
meeting.
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Rothesay Council
December 14t 2020
John Jarvie, Town Manager

Brian L. White, Director of Planning and Development Services

DATE: Friday, December-11-20
SUBJECT: Sagamore Heights Subdivision Application — Supplemental Report
INFORMATION REPORT

ORIGIN:

At the November 9 2020 regular Open Session meeting of Council the following Motion was

passed:
MOVED by Deputy Mayor Alexander and seconded by Counc. Brenan the
application pertaining to Sagamore Heights — 55 Lot Subdivision be tabled until at
least next month, December 14, 2020 or until such time as a summary document
can be prepared answering the residents’ and Councillors’ questions and perhaps
identifying a process whereby residents can give a presentation on their questions
or designate someone to speak on their behalf.

CARRIED.
BACKGROUND:

At their November 2, 2020, regular meeting of the Rothesay Planning Advisory Committee
(PAC) considered an application from Mr. Edward Harley and Mr. Patrick Shea, Directors of
619699 N.B. Inc. (developer) to subdivide 31.3 acres of vacant land in Sagamore Point. The
subdivision includes the following facts:

1. The proposed subdivision is for fifty-five (55) single-family home lots. More than half
of the lots are larger than 2000m2 (¥ acre), more comparable in size to abutting
Maliseet Drive lots and generally larger than the River Road lots next to them.

2. The proposed lots average over 1800m2 and all lots meet the Town’s by-law
requirement of 1350m3 for the low-density single-family zone.

3. The subdivision agreement includes LED streetlights at public street intersections and
mandatory driveway lights for every new home;

4. The subdivision plan includes a ¥s-acre neighbourhood playground park and an
asphalt trail along the main public streets, Sage and Greenbrier.
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5. No wells will be drilled and no septic fields will be permitted; all homes will be
connected to Town water and sewer.

6. The Developers have been asked to have a traffic study prepared by a qualified traffic
consultant.

7. A professional engineering firm will prepare a stormwater management plan to

address runoff from the new homes as well as existing stormwater concerns from the
surrounding topography. These plans are subject to review and approval by Town
staff.

8. All municipal services (water, sewer and storm) will be connected at Maliseet Drive.
Public utilities (electricity, phone, internet, cable) will enter from River Road. There
are no planned service interruptions, impacts or improvements anticipated for existing
residents because of the proposed development.

9. Town staff have confirmed that the existing sewage treatment facility can
accommodate the additional sewage flows from the proposed 55 new homes.
Announcement of a major upgrade to the wastewater treatment facility is pending.

10. The subdivision process requires that Council enter into a subdivision agreement with
the developer for the municipal services and dedication of property for public purposes.
No variances from Town bylaws are requested and this application is not a ‘rezoning’
as the land is zoned for this type of development.

At the November 2, 2020 meeting, Planning Advisory Committee made several
recommendations, which were then forwarded, to Rothesay Council. Subsequently at the
November 9 2020 regular Open Session meeting of Council considered the PAC
recommendations were are as follows:

1. Council authorize the Mayor and Clerk to enter into a subdivision development
agreement with 619699 N.B. Inc. to subdivide vacant land accessed off Maliseet Drive to
allow for 55 single-family home building lots with new public road connections to
Maliseet Drive and River Road.

2. Council assent, as per Section 88(2) of the Act, to the creation of public streets Sage
Street, Greenbrier Street, Juneberry Court, and Goldenrod Lane with connections to
Maliseet Drive and a future street connection to River Road and as shown on the
Sagamore Heights Subdivision tentative plan Drawing No. T-0758-R1 for the subdivision
of land (PIDs 00241240, 00246603, 30128680, 00062737, 00246595, 00223453,
00224147, 30145890, 30147318).

3. Council assent, as per Section 88(3) of the Act, to setting aside of land for public purposes
as shown on the Sagamore Heights Subdivision tentative plan Drawing No. T-0758-R1 for
the subdivision of land (PIDs 00241240, 00246603, 30128680, 00062737, 00246595,
00223453, 00224147, 30145890, 30147318).

4. Council assent, as per Section 88(7) of the Act, to the creation of a Local Government
Service Easement as shown on the Sagamore Heights Subdivision tentative plan Drawing
No. T-0758-R1 for the subdivision of land (PIDs 00241240, 00246603, 30128680,
00062737, 00246595, 00223453, 00224147, 30145890, 30147318).
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Council deliberated on the PAC recommendations and then as noted in the ORIGIN section of this
report decided to TABLE the application pending a summary report, which provides Council with

answers to residents’ questions.

Staff reviewed the emails and documents sent to the Town regarding the subdivision and
selected all questions as submitted (quoted verbatim). Staff then prepared a summary table of
those questions and provided that table to the developer. The answers provided in the table as
follows represent responses from the Developer including comments from Town Staff (see

below).

RESIDENT QUESTION

RESPONSE

1. Besides Harley and Shea who are the
others within 619699 NB Inc. in case
there is a conflict of interest?

Mr. Harley and Mr. Shea are the only registered
owners of the holding company 619699 NB Inc.
(see attached company registration form)

2. Will people think about leaving
Rothesay in 20 years because the way
of life that originally attracted people is
now lost due to overpopulation and
congestion thanks to tax greedy
council?

The question is rhetorical, and presents a false
dilemma where by Council's decision on this
application turns Rothesay into an overpopulated
and congested community, that results in the
alienation of long standing residents. The
argument however offers no evidence. Staff
believe the baseline for “overpopulation and
congestion” in Rothesay can be benchmarked
against other residential single-family
neighbourhoods in Rothesay.

For example, the proposed subdivision would add
55 homes to the existing 48 homes in Sagamore
Point thereby creating a neighbourhood of 104
homes. The land area of Sagamore Point is 95.8
acres therefore the overall density is 1.08
dwellings per acre. For comparison,
Kennebecasis Park has 333 Single Family
Dwellings and 309.8 acres of land for an overall
density of 1.07 dwellings per acre.

Staff have confidence based on this comparison
(Sagamore Point versus Kennebecasis Park) that
the proposed subdivision will continue and
reinforce the low-density residential pattern of
development that reflects our “Rothesay lifestyle”
that makes our community attractive.
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RESIDENT QUESTION

RESPONSE

STORMWATER

3.

How will flooding on the 75ft of road
frontage (ditch & front lawn) on River
Rd. be alleviated if the proposed future
street from Sagamore Heights to River
Rd. goes through? It already floods
now in the winter due to ditch drainage?

Stormwater is always a major matter for any
subdivision development; accordingly, Rothesay
requires that stormwater management systems be
designed by a Professional licensed engineering
firm to address the new development and existing
stormwater concerns from the surrounding
topography as it relates to the new subdivision.
The plans prepared for the new subdivision are
also reviewed, revised and approved by the
Town’s engineer. Also existing drainage issues
along existing public streets should be reported to
the Town as a service request for regular
maintenance.

Our major concern is potential flooding
of our property when the developers
build up the land. What will be the
elevation of the land?

It is the Developer’s responsibility to develop
properties in a manner such that drainage does not
become a nuisance for neighbouring properties.

Property specific drainage questions related to
existing problems or very specific issues on
individual properties cannot be addressed until the
project engineering is completed and in many
cases, the details are specific to the actual house
design proposed for individual lots.

The proposed subdivision lands have a
significant water retention capacity
absorbing both regular precipitation
and melt water. How is the loss of this
capacity going to be offset and how will
the increased runoff (especially given
the possibility of increased heavy rain
events due to climate change) be
managed?

It is the Developer’s responsibility, which is spelled
out in the subdivision agreement, to hire a
Professional Engineer to design and certify that
the storm water system is constructed in
accordance with Rothesay specifications.

It is the Developer's responsibility to address
drainage concerns that are related to existing
problems or very specific issues on individual
properties through the detailed project-
engineering phase.

6.

We are concerned that development of
these lots may lead to increased water
flow during rain events. Can you assure
us that this will not be the case?

The Developer would be bound by contract
(subdivision agreement) to adhere to Rothesay’s
by-laws at the issuance of a building permit, to
include swales, dry wells and other stormwater
controls as required, to control surface runoff and
direct it away from neighbouring properties.
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RESIDENT QUESTION

RESPONSE

7.

What will be put in the area called
“municipal services”, behind Lots 10-
14?

This is drainage easement for the Town of
Rothesay to accommodate drainage originating
from River Road.

Are we now going to have flooded
ditches and yards as a result of runoff
and storm drains?

It is the Developer’s responsibility to prepare a
stormwater management plan that utilizes net zero
strategies that have a stormwater-neutral effect
and where the amount of stormwater generated is
equal to the existing pre-development total
stormwater. It is the Developer’s responsibility to
present to the Town a stormwater system in
accordance with Rothesay specifications.

Can the stream handle the storm drain
activity of all the paved areas that no
longer have soil to gather moisture?

It is the Developer’'s responsibility to ensure all
stormwater infrastructure will be properly designed
and sized according to engineering specifications
to handle future runoff.

10.

What prevents a new homeowner from
trenching his property the way they like
only to have their runoff end up
following gravity in my ditch or front
yard or backyard?

Rothesay by-laws regulate how homeowners
grade their properties and require techniques such
as swales, dry wells and other stormwater controls
to control surface runoff and direct it away from
neighbouring properties.

11.

Can the town of Rothesay ensure that
my yard will not become the path of
runoff from higher ground?

Property at a lower elevation from the surrounding
land, already receives runoff from that land. While
neighbours owe a duty not to cause nuisance to
one another, it is beyond the scope of the Zoning
By-Law to enforce non-development related
drainage between adjoining landowners.

Rothesay does have the authority to enforce
development related drainage from new homes,
driveways and garages.

12.

Removing trees and building roads and
houses will affect rainfall and snowmelt

runoff. What are the town’s and
developer's plans to protect the
environment from these adverse

effects during the period of construction
and into the future?

The Developer or new homeowner must adhere to
the Town by-law that requires a site-grading plan
including an erosion and sediment control plan to
be submitted and approved before a development
or building permit is issued.

Rothesay also requires that the entire
development have stormwater management plan
designed by a Professional licensed engineering
firm to address the existing and future stormwater
concerns as it relates to the proposed subdivision.
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RESIDENT QUESTION

RESPONSE

13.

Has an environmental impact
assessment been completed for the
proposed subdivision?

Rothesay has no by-law requirement for an
environmental assessment of development
projects. Only major residential subdivisions
located outside incorporated areas are required to
be registered under the Provincial Environmental
Impact Assessment Regulation.

PROPERTY VALUES

14.

Can anyone reviewing this proposal tell
me seriously that looking out my
backyard and seeing two homes to my
one is going to maintain or increase my
property value?

One of the most frequently used indicators of
residential home value are recent sale prices of
comparable homes in your neighbourhood. If the
value of new housing exceeds the average value
of homes presently in the neighbourhood, the
overall effect on the neighbourhood could be an
increase in home value.

However, the value of any home is associated with
specific property details, age and condition of the
home, style of home, home size and usable space,
modern upgrades and updates.

15.

Can the town of Rothesay ensure my
property value remains the same or
increases with a proposed 55 homes?

Municipalities do not offer any insurance regarding
property values. Furthermore, the basic economic
principle of supply and demand is a major factor of
home value. When more houses are listed for sale
than there are buyers willing to buy those houses,
prices will go down. The opposite is also true.
Housing inventory is in a constant state of
adjustment, which in turn creates an unpredictable
real-estate market.

As previously stated the value of an individual
property is related to market value and as long as
demand keeps pace with supply, the value of local
properties will not fall. In fact, they will probably
rise, particularly if the new development boosts the
desirability of a home in the up and coming
Sagamore Point neighbourhood.

16.

In reviewing the current proposal
however, it appears the current
developers have decided to plan for
more smaller lots. We are concerned
how this will affect our property value.
Can the developers comment on this?

The Developers estimate their investment value of
the subdivision development at ~$35 million, and
further believe that through this investment the
neighbourhood will become both more desirable
and valuable.




Sagamore Heights

2020Decemberi Aﬂ;r)ZnﬁancinnFll\lAl 171

December 14 2020

RESIDENT QUESTION

RESPONSE

GROUNDWATER - WELLS

17.

What studies have been done, or will
be done, to be sure of Water Quality
and Quantity for the future of River Rd.
residents?

The Developer has not conducted any
groundwater studies. However, the Developer is
required to connect all proposed homes to Town
water and sewer. No wells will be drilled into the
existing groundwater resource in the area and no
septic fields will be permitted.

18.

For those of us on wells, who do we
contact if there is an unforeseen
deterioration in our water
quality/supply?

The New Brunswick Department of Environment
and Local Government establishes regulations
regarding groundwater exploitation under the
Clean Water Act and aquifer protection is
addressed in Regulation 90-79 under the Clean
Water Act.

Provincial aquifer protections do not apply to a
private well not on same property.

19.

As we are all on wells, how does the
developer plan on dealing with run-off
during expansion? Have there been
studies done as to whether the water
table can actually support such
expansion?

No wells will be drilled into the existing
groundwater resource in the area and no septic
fields will be permitted, and for that reason, the
proposed development is not expected to affect
the groundwater in the area.

20.

Can the town of Rothesay ensure our
wells will remain clean and deliver the
current volume?

The Town cannot offer any such assurance.

21.

Has the effect on groundwater and
water table been assessed by a civil
engineering company?

The Developer has not conducted

groundwater studies.

any

TRAFFIC

22.

It is also a concern with all the extra
traffic to feel safe walking on the side of
the road. Is it possible that we can get
sidewalks as well?

The need for sidewalks along public streets is a
competitive priority among many Rothesay
neighbourhoods that is managed through
recommendations from Town Staff vetted through
Committee process and brought forward to
Council’s annual capital budgeting process.
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RESPONSE

23.

How does the Town of Rothesay and/or
the developer plan to not only improve
these current issues (traffic and lack of
sidewalks on Maliseet) but help to
prevent them in the future if expansion
takes place?

Observations regarding the lack of amenities or
state of existing municipal infrastructure along
existing streets has been noted by Staff and will
assessed by Council in annual budget
considerations to focus financial and staff
resources where they are most needed throughout
Rothesay.

24,

Are there any plans for a sidewalk on
any of the street sections that will see a
significant increase in traffic?

The subdivision plan requires sidewalks along
Greenbrier Street to Sage Street. There are no
other planned sidewalks in the subdivision.

25.

Lot 77 on River Road appears to be
owned by the development company
requesting this proposal. Does the plan
include turning this lot into a roadway?
It is in line with "Future Street" coming
off Fern Street?

This Lot will become a public street “Sage Street”
as it connects to River Road down through the
subdivision to Maliseet Drive.

26.

What plan does the town have in place
prior to the start of construction to deal
with possibly 110 additional cars trying
to access Gondola Point Road in the
morning from River Rd.

Staff do not anticipate the need for signalization at
the Gondola Point / River Road intersection.
However, Staff will continue to monitor the level of
service (LOS) for this intersection and recommend
improvements if required.

27.

Has a traffic assessment been done
taking into consideration the new
subdivision / River Road and Maliseet
Drive access to the Gondola Point
Road at peak hours?

No study has been done and Staff do not
anticipate the need for signalization at the Gondola
Point / River Road intersection.

28.

Being that the River Rd is a long and
narrow road, with what we consider to
already have a traffic problem we ask
what plan or considerations (if any)
may be offered to address these
particular concerns?

The Developer states that they are not required to
address existing traffic problems on River Road.

29.

Also, being that the new sub-division
will have 3 access roads off of Maliseet
Dr, we question as to why another
access road even needs to be
connected to the River Rd at all? If not,
can it be omitted from the plan?

Town Staff note that Maliseet Drive is the only
entrance and exit to Sagamore Point.

The safety of the entire Sagamore Point
subdivision will benefit from a secondary public
road access therefore the River Road connection
cannot be omitted.
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RESPONSE

30

.When do we slow development to

address infrastructure? When traffic
comes to a standstill? When
pedestrians are at risk and vehicle
accidents increase?

Staff have evaluated the proposal with due
consideration for traffic safety and are
recommending approval.

31.

Can the town of Rothesay ensure that
the increase in traffic will not put our
residents at risk while walking on their
narrow sidewalk less street?

Rothesay offers no such insurance. However Staff
point to the Kennebecasis Park subdivision of 333
homes and ~10 kilometres of public streets without
sidewalks as an example of a safe and desirable
neighbourhood.

32.

Fifty- five new homes will increase the
traffic exiting onto Gondola Point Road
at River Rd, especially in the mornings.
What plans are being made to deal with
this and avoid backups? One car
turning left could cause major delays.

Staff do not anticipate the need for signalization at
the Gondola Point / River Road intersection.
However, Staff will continue to monitor the level of
service (LOS) for this intersection and recommend
improvements if required.

33.

Dead-end streets — Why would Fern
Street not be a through street to
Maliseet Drive?

Maliseet Drive does not connect to the proposed
Greenbrier Street (Fern Street) as the existing
Maliseet cul-de-sac road right of way would not
allow for a public street geometric design that
could meet the standards for a safe intersection.
Furthermore, Staff are concerned about speeding
along Maliseet and the potential for speeding on
Greenbirier.

CONSTRUCTION PROCESS

34.

Will the land be clear-cut immediately
or will roads and infrastructure be
installed, and properties cleared as
sold?

It is the Developer’s responsibility to cut only those
trees that are specifically required to facilitate
development. The trees on the proposed roads will
be cut out and roughed in (grubbing and rough
grading). Municipal services and completed public
streets will be installed in Phases. Individual
building lots will be cleared as they are sold.

35.

What time of day will construction be
allowed to start and have to end by,
each work day?

It is the Developer’'s responsibility to not start
construction noise before 7:00 a.m. and to stop
construction by 9:00 p.m.

(Refer to By-law 4-03 — Rothesay Nuisance By-
law)
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RESIDENT QUESTION

RESPONSE

36. Will construction be allowed on L :
weekends? Yes, construction is permitted on weekends.
The Developer intends to bring municipal services
37. How will services (water, sewer, storm (water, sewer and storm) to approved connections
'runoff electricity cable/internet}phone at Maliseet Drive. Public utilities (electricity,
and ’others) bé brouaht into  the phone, internet, cable) will enter from River Road.
proposed subdivision’? Wil the The Developer intends to have limited or no

construction process bring service
interruptions to existing residents? Will
the end result bring worse or improved
services to existing residents?

service interruptions for existing residents
because of the proposed development. The
Developers are prepared to work with public
utilities to facilitate service improvements to the
degree that they are not absorbing any additional
construction costs.

38.

How will flooding and land debris be
alleviated during, and after construction
of the 300ft of property border?

It is the Developer's responsibility to see that
construction adheres to best practices for erosion
and sedimentation control. Town Staff and the
developer’s onsite construction management will
routinely inspect construction.

39.

Can the town of Rothesay ensure that
the developer leaves a tree line
between our lots and any new ones?

It is the Developer’s responsibility to encourage all
new homeowners to retain natural vegetation,
mature trees and natural topography wherever
possible. However, new homeowners are not
required to maintain or retain tree lines.

40.

We are greatly concerned with rampant
clear cutting that most likely will need to
happen to support these lots. How is
this going to protect the existing tree
lines on already developed lots?

It is the Developer’s responsibility to only remove
trees in order to clear out stumps and remove the
top soils to build roads and install services. The
Developers are further restricted from widespread
“clear cutting” on the entire property. Individual
home lots will be sold and developed to the new
resident’s specifications. Homeowners are also
encouraged to only clear and grade that portion of
their land, which they intend to build on.
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RESPONSE

41.

Construction process — with simply an
announcement of the proposed
subdivision and a map of its proposed
final appearance, current residents
have no idea how the significant
construction process involved with
such a development will impact them.
When will it start? Will it be done all at
once or be done in phases over a
decade?

The Developer would begin construction through
the winter of 2020/21 with development
proceeding in six phases with an anticipated
buildout time of 6-8 years depending on market
conditions.

SEWAGE/WATER

42.

Has an assessment been completed
with adding 55 new single family homes
on new sewer system and can the
Town of Rothesay accommodate with
the current (sewer) septic field system?

Rothesay currently has an aerated lagoon, not a
septic field. The Director of Operations for the town
of Rothesay has confirmed that the existing lagoon
system can accommodate the additional sewage
flows from the proposed 55 new homes.

43.

Is the new sewer system capable of
handling all these new houses along
with all the possible new development
as proposed in the new Town Municipal
Plan 20207

The “new” treatment system is the planned
upgrade of the Sagamore Point Lagoon to a
mechanical treatment plant. The preliminary
design is for a plant that can service the projected
2035 population with a contingency factor built in
for greater than expected growth. The plant will
also be designed to be scalable past 2035.

44,

What effect will 55 new homes have on
the sewer lagoon?

The addition of 55 new homes will have negligible
effect on the Town’s treatment system.

45,

During the floods of 2018 and 2019 the
sewer was flooded and portable toilets
had to be brought in. Has the
wastewater planning taken this into
account?

The development of the proposed subdivision will
have no effect on the existing situation with
sewage collection infrastructure in low-lying flood
prone parts of the Rothesay.

46.

Can the current sewage treatment
pond handle 55 more homes?

Yes, the Town'’s treatment system can handle the
addition of 55 new homes.
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47

. The infrastructure pipe was layed 2

years ago to divert the pond from K-
Park, the pump house has been
constructed, when does the rest of the
upgrade take place?

With the financial assistance of the Federal and
Provincial government, the Town was able to
complete Phase 1 of the new sewage treatment
project. Phase 2 will see the development of a new
modern wastewater treatment plant that will cost
upwards of $20 million. The project cost requires
funding from Federal and Provincial partners.
Rothesay is prepared to begin Phase 2 of the
project as soon as funding is announced.

MISCELLANEOUS

48.

The new proposed plan, how does it
compare to the original proposed plan?

In 1973, the Village of Fairvale approved the
Sagamore Point a subdivision plan that vested
Maliseet Drive as a public street. That 1973 plan
also showed a future conceptual phase for
Sagamore Point with 41 building lots and new
public streets. The developer’s application for that
future conceptual phase, now known as
“Sagamore Heights”, includes 55 building lots and
new public streets that follow the same general
configuration as the 1973 concept plan.

49.

Wasn't the plan originally for far fewer
houses?

The 1973 conceptual subdivision plan showed 41
building lots. The current proposal is for 55
building lots.

50.

Why was the original plan not
considered by the Town of Rothesay on
receipt of the application?

The 1973 conceptual subdivision plan has no legal
standing and was never submitted to the Town for
approval. The Town is obligated to review a
subdivision plan submitted by a landowner in
compliance with Town By-laws.

51.

Why does the new proposal have to be
55 houses ?

The subdivision does not have to be 55 homes;
however, the subdivision does meet the Town by-
law requirements.

52.

Is there any consideration being given
to a requirement for lot sizes to be
consistent with the other ‘Sagamore’
Point properties ie: Maliseet and
Malabeam lots?

The Developer is proposing a subdivision that
meets all requirements of the Town By-law
furthermore more than half of 55 total lots are
~2000m2 (*: acre) sized lots which is more
consistent with Maliseet properties.
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53.

Since municipal water is being put on
the properties, will this service be
offered to River Road residents?

The Developer is not responsible for extending
municipal services onto River Road, as it not
directly connected to the servicing of the
development proposal.

54.

Will there be an on- going mechanism
and recourse put in place for residents
to voice concerns and resolve issues
as the project develops? If so, what will
it be?

The Developer intends to maintain and provide
community contact for onsite construction issues
and concerns. Residents can report a concern or
issue to the attention of the Town’s Bylaw
Enforcement Officer by calling Town Hall.

55.

Why are the names of the owners of
River Road published on the plans, but
the owners of Maliseet Drive are not?

The use of homeowner names on some lots is not
within the control of the developer.

The tentative plan of subdivision was prepared by
licensed surveyors to meet the legal requirements
of referencing the proposed subdivision in context
for the Provincial Land Registry Office.

56.

Has an environmental assessment
been completed for the new proposed
sub-division?

No. Rothesay has no by-law requirement for an
environmental assessment of development
projects.  Furthermore, only major residential
subdivisions located outside incorporated areas
are required to be registered under the provincial
Environmental Impact Assessment Regulation.

57.

Who now owns the deeded access to
the water on Maliseet Drive? Will the
new subdivision residents have access
to this area?

The Developers’ own the waterfront lot on Maliseet
Drive and are planning to grant access to future
homeowners in the subdivision.

58.

Services for Existing Neighborhood: As
alluded to above, there are currently
many modern services missing within
the current Sagamore Paint
subdivision. Is there a plan to
modernize the current neighbourhood
in addition to the planned expansions?

It is not the Developer’s responsibility to maintain
or upgrade existing public utilities (electricity,
telecom, and internet) this infrastructure is owned
by NB Power that is regulated by the NB Energy
and Utilities Board, which in turn has the
responsibility to enforce Reliability Standards.
Complaints can be made online
http://www.nbeub.ca/complaint-form.
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59

. Current residents of Maliseet Drive and

Malabeam Lane have access to a
shared beach lot via deeded beach
rights. If deeded beach rights for the
same shared beach lot (which is small)
extend to new residents within the
expanded community, we feel this
would dilute the worth and usage of
these rights for the current residents.
What is the plan for deeded beach
rights for new residents?

The Developer notes that the only thing that is
changed with the private beach property is
ownership. The new owners have the same rights
as the previous owners and any existing Deeded
beach rights have not changed in any way.

The new residents will be extended those same
privileges however the beach will not be a public
beach.

60.

Is there an opportunity to have an
upgrade of the internet service as part
of the new infrastructure being putin for
the new subdivision?

The Developer is prepared to work with public
utilities to facilitate service improvements to the
degree that they are not absorbing any additional
construction costs.

61.

Currently there is no fire system fighting
infrastructure (hydrants) on Maliseet
Drive except at the entrance of the
road; assuming hydrants will be placed
at new traffic access points and cul-du
sac?

It is the Developer’'s responsibility to build new
municipal fire protection hydrants in the
development, the plan for services has not been
finalized by the engineering firm.

62.

Deer are already a big problem in
Rothesay, we are concerned that once
construction starts and continues, the
deer on that land will be forced out
(displaced) and onto roads and other
properties and will add to our deer
problem. So we ask what, if any plan
there may be to address this concern?

There is no specific plan to address displaced deer
or loss of deer habitat. Deer management is the
responsibility of the Department of Natural
Resources and the Town of Rothesay participates
in the annual Kennebecasis Valley Deer
Management Plan.

63.

How high of an elevation will the
proposed Fern St. be to the 300ft of
property border?

Engineering is not yet complete; however, it is the
Developer’s responsibility to ensure stormwater
water issues are addressed.
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64

. What studies if any have or will take

place on the possible Air Quality
changes due to more possible wood
stove smoke?

No studies have been completed and none are
required. Staff recognize that burning wood,
whether in a wood stove or a fireplace, releases a
variety of pollutants into the air.

The New Brunswick Department of Environment
and Local Government administers the provincial
Clean Air Act. However, there are currently no
regulations in place under that Act specific to
residential wood smoke emissions.

The New Brunswick Department of Energy
administers the provincial Energy Efficiency Act.
Regulation 95-70 under that act requires all solid
fuel burning heating appliances manufactured and
sold (retail) in New Brunswick to comply with CSA
standard B415.1-00.

65.

Is it possible to limit or not have any
Wood Burning appliances in this new
subdivision?

Municipalities do not have the authority to regulate
wood burning devices inside a home.

66.

What rights do we have as a property
owner?

Property rights will not change; homeowners will
retain their existing property rights. Property
owners should expect that the proposed
development follow all Town by-laws and that
there be little or no impact of the development on
their personal property.

67.

How will our rights as a property owner
or developer be protected by the
Town?

There will be no changes to your property rights
resulting from this proposed development.
Rothesay will investigate complaints and enforce
Town By-laws.

68.

Which side will the new Paved Pathway
on Fern St.be located?

The preliminary plan indicates that the paved
pathway will be located on the left or inside portion
opposite side from the river of the proposed public
street.

69.

What will happen with the ditch /brook
that runs between the two properties at
51,49 when they put the road through
connecting River Road and Fern
Street? Because the water that runs
through the ditch runs across my
property at 55 River Road ?

This is the location of the future street connection
of Sage Street to River Road. Detailed
engineering has not determined the exact manner
of stormwater management however a drainage
easement is proposed to accommodate
stormwater infrastructure.
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70

.What was the NB Department of

transportation and Infrastructure doing
with the lot that runs beside the
proposed future street to River Road or
has the town in talks to purchase it?

The property was acquired by the Province
through tax sale on July 20, 2015. Rothesay has
made a request to acquire the property for the
purpose of a public road and drainage
infrastructure.

71.

The forest on Sagamore Point would be
expected to absorb about 80 tonnes of
CO2 every year. What is the town’s
plan to offset and mitigate this?

The Developer has no responsibility to prepare a
detailed technical analysis of GHG impacts.
However, according to the community inventory,
more than 38.6% of the community's Greenhouse
Gas emissions come from the residential sector.
Improving energy efficiency in new home
construction is key means of reducing overall
community emissions. In addition, NB Power has
developed a series of financial incentive programs
such as replacement of home heating systems for
existing homes. The average implementation rate
of these measures is set at 50%.

72.

Can the town assure residents that
these street lights will use a shade or
other mechanism to light downwards
only, reducing glare, increasing
pedestrian and driver  safety,
benefitting migrating wildlife and
continuing to allow residents who wish
to see the dark night sky the chance to
do so?

NB Power will install and maintain the streetlights,
issues and concerns can be directed to NB Power
at 1-800-663-6272.

73.

Why was there not a public consultation
process with residents, the developer
and the Town? Why only allow
guestions to be submitted? How do we
know concerns will be taken into
consideration?

No public consultation process is required, as the
subdivision for 55 single-family homes does not
require a rezoning and no variances are required.
In situations where a homeowner or a developer
fully complies with the Town’s by-laws a public
hearing is not required.

All written comments submitted to PAC were
reviewed and considered before  their
recommendation to Council was made, likewise
Council has asked for additional clarification
regarding questions presented by the public.

74.

Are we only to see the results of
discussion with the Town of Rothesay
(Planning Advisory Committee) and
Developer?

Minutes from PAC and Town Council are available
for public review.
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75. STAFF NOTE that we received several
comments (not questions) regarding
the water lot allocation as land for
public purpose that demand why
Rothesay would accept “14.68 acres of
absolutely useless water covered,
inaccessible, sewage runoff, so called
“green space” for our use.”

The “water lot” was offered to the Town in
response to Rothesay’s request. This “water lot”
parcel is deemed essential to the current and
future upgraded sewage treatment plant facility
including the effluent pipeline infrastructure that
runs through that water lot parcel.

Staff agree that the water lot is not “green space”
however Staff believe that there is recreational
value especially recreational boating. Staff also
note that this water lot connects to surrounding
Town owned land along Maliseet Drive.
Furthermore, the water lot has a very important
public use other than recreational, which is
associated with future improvements to the Town’s
sewage treatment facility.
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Mary Jane Banks

From: Nancy Grant

Sent: November 6, 2020 3:12 PM

To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: Fwd: Nov 9 Council Meeting - Proposed Sagamore Heights Subdivision
Attachments: letter to town council re sagamore heights.pdf

Dr. Nancy Grant
Mayor

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:

Sent: Friday, November 6, 2020 2:52:16 PM

To: nancygrant@rothesay.ca <nancygrant@rothesay.ca>; mattalexander@rothesay.ca <mattalexander@rothesay.ca>;
miriamwells@rothesay.ca <miriamwells@rothesay.ca>; tiffanymackayfrench@rothesay.ca
<tiffanymackayfrench@rothesay.ca>; billmcguire@rothesay.ca <billmcguire@rothesay.ca>; peterlewis@rothesay.ca
<peterlewis@rothesay.ca>; donshea@rothesay.ca <donshea@rothesay.ca>; grantbrenan@rothesay.ca
<grantbrenan@rothesay.ca>

Subject: Nov 9 Council Meeting - Proposed Sagamore Heights Subdivision

Please see attached letter. | hope you will consider the issues it raises in an effort to establish the proposed subdivision
as a well-implemented model for the region.
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54 Maliseet Drive
Rothsay NB E2E 2E9

November 6, 2020

Mayor and Council Members
Town of Rothesay

70 Hampton Road

Rothesay NB E2E 5L5

Re: Proposed Subdivision (Sagamore Heights)

First, the development timeline from the perspective of Sagamore Point residents on both River Road
and Maliseet Drive:

e QOctober 19 [approximately, depending on mail service] - residents receive notice of proposed
subdivision

e QOctober 28 — date for residents to submit written questions or comments; as per notice received
approximately October 19

e November 2 - Rothesay Planning Advisory Committee meets to discuss proposed subdivision
including consideration of “ample correspondence from neighbouring residents” with “concerns
regarding the proposed subdivision [being] many” according to the PAC Report of October 30.
PAC meeting is essentially closed to the public but addresses all 40 pages of residents’ concerns
and makes various motions to approve the subdivision. Meeting adjourned in about 40
minutes.

e November 9 - Town Council to meet to [presumably] approve the recommendation of PAC and
enter into a Subdivision Agreement with the developer.

We only wish that answers to Maliseet Drive’s residents on questions related to street flooding or the
sewage lagoon were as quick, clear, consistent and concrete. Nevertheless, we strongly recommend
Rothesay Town Council consider several long-term quality-of-life aspects of this proposed subdivision
before entering into the proposed Subdivision Agreement including:

Meaningful green space — As proposed, the sole green space within the 31.4-acre subdivision would be
a 1/4 acre “tot park”. At less than 1% of the urban area, this is well below the norm for new
developments in even the downtown core of many large cities. It is much less than found in progressive
modern suburbs which are often centred around large parks, forested areas, lakes or even wetlands.
The 14.68 underwater acres of “green space” that is being touted as part of this development is
meaningless land to either existing River Road or Maliseet Drive residents or to future residents of the
proposed subdivision. It is now and will continue to be underwater. [It may make perfect sense for
Rothesay to acquire this water lease so as to control the lands around the routing of the effluent pipe
from the current sewage lagoon, but that is another issue.] These “lands” should in no way be
considered as green space for the proposed subdivision. Without this underwater acreage, the
subdivision’s green space is not compliant with by-law requirements [as indicated in the PAC Report].
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Water runoff - This issue has been raised by a number of residents and is purportedly being addressed
by the developer who must prepare a plan that meets Rothesay’s engineering standards. Given the low
elevation of the proposed subdivision, the potential for heavier storms due to climate change and the
fact that the 30-acre forest presently retains a significant volume of water, this issue should be
addressed first and foremost before any construction starts. Using an Environment Canada figure of 1-
1.5 metres of annual precipitation for the area, the 30+ acre subdivision will receive, and have to handle,
150 million litres of rainfall per year. This is a not insubstantial volume of water for a relatively flat, low-
lying and currently forested area. The downside to getting this part of the development wrong is
enormous and potentially much more costly than getting it right in the first place.

The development process — The draft Subdivision Agreement goes into significant detail on components
of the proposed subdivision that will end up being owned by Rothesay — sewer pipes, watermains, road
surfaces and sub-surfaces etc. This makes sense. If these are to be transferred to the Town, they should
be of top quality. The subdivision agreement also goes into details about what would seem to be minor
issues at present - street names as well as specifics on driveway lights [without specifying that they
should be non-glare, shaded, modern style, safe lighting fixtures] — and requires a mere $2 million of
liability insurance from the developer — equivalent to what many householders carry. The Subdivision
Agreement says very little about how the developer must proceed with the project or what its finished
form must be. Even with strict guidelines, current residents of River Road and Maliseet Drive are likely to
have to live with a decade of heavy construction activity. We should feel comfortable that such activity
will proceed in a logical, prudent and minimalist way. How are we going to be assured that the proposed
subdivision will not end up looking for decades as though it is half built, with a few well-built, nicely
manicured homes on the edge of a clear cut, gravelly area strewn with building debris, streams that
have been semi-diverted and the project basically stalled? Examples of such developments abound in
the area already.

Environmental impact assessment - Apparently it is completely within both municipal and provincial
regulations to cut a 30-acre mature forest in an urban setting without an Environmental Impact
Assessment. It is simply embarrassing to know this... The cost and time required to do a focussed EIA is
not significant compared to the potential benefit it can bring to the eventual development. Not doing
one just because none is required is not always the best solution.

While existing residents of River Road and Maliseet Drive get zero benefit and significant long-term
negative impact from this project, these comments are not designed to try to stop it. The decision that
such a subdivision is both needed and of benefit to Rothesay residents has apparently already been
made. These comments are designed, instead, to encourage Town Council to carefully consider how
this proposed subdivision is implemented. It is a large subdivision in a mature forested area; there is the
opportunity to make it into a real showcase housing development. We hope you take the time to
ensure that that is the way it is implemented.

Yours Truly,

SIGNED
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Liz Pomeroy

From: Liz Pomeroy

Sent: November 9, 2020 11:00 AM
To: Liz Pomeroy

Subject: FW: Sagamore Heights
Attachments: IMG_8310.jpg

From:

Sent: Sunday, November 8, 2020 7:49 PM
To: nancygrant@rothesay.ca
Subject: Fwd: Sagamore Heights

From:

Date: Sun, Nov 8, 2020 at 4:39 PM
Subject: Sagamore Heights

To:

Dear Mayor Grant,

I am writing with regard to the proposed development of Sagamore Heights. My main concern is the so called
Land for Public Purposes. Mr Harley and his group plan to leave 14.68 acres of absolutely useless water
covered, inaccessible, sewage runoff, so called “green space” for our use. Really! Has Mr Harley informed the
owners of water front properties along that so called green space that their lawns are no longer theirs? I believe
they would be very interested in knowing this. Pre Confederation water lot? Not green space.

I feel this development needs to be put on hold until the public has an opportunity for discussion. These Covid
times require patience. Mr Harley should allow us the chance to speak and for him to explain his plan.

Sincerely,
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Mary Jane Banks

From:

Sent: November 24, 2020 12:09 PM
To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: FW: Sagamore point

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Sent: Saturday, November 14, 2020 6:07 PM

To: 'brianwhite@rothesay.ca' <brianwhite@rothesay.ca>

Ce: 'mattalexander@rothesay.ca' <mattalexander@rothesay.ca>; 'tiffanymackayfrench@rothesay.ca'
<tiffanymackayfrench@rothesay.ca>; 'billmcguire@rothesay.ca' <billmcguire@rothesay.ca>; 'miriamwells@rothesay.ca
<miriamwells@rothesay.ca>

Subject: Sagamore point

Hi Brian,

I have finally gone through the minutes from the council meeting regarding proposed development in Sagamore Point.
Although many on the street are not very happy about this venture, many realize that we cannot stop projects on a
whim. Having said that there are a few things that just puzzle me to some degree.......; Brian it is clear that the project
checks ALL the boxes as you stated to me during a phone conversation. Councilors this may challenge your opinion as
well, but if we simply have a list of checks and balances, why is a council even relevant in these instances? If the PAC
determines it meets the requirements that the town likely determined, then why even have council waste their time
hearing about any proposed developments? | mean it does check ALL the boxes. This is what concerns me........A
proposal on Maliseet Drive faces different challenges than a proposal on Highland Avenue, or one off Gondola Point
road. | sincerely hope that | am wrong in thinking that ALL subdivision proposals in Rothesay use the exact same
checklist? That would be very naive on the part of an elected council, put in place to consider ALL impacts to ALL
residents of ANY proposal.

My other concern is the suggestion that a “water lot” is considered green space?? Really? This is a lot from PRE-

CONFEDERATION!! 1800’s | am talking about, just to be clear. | find it interesting that the recommendation from PAC is

to accept as is the subdivision plan using a water lot from the 1800's as a green space, but we can’t consider a

subdivision plan from 197311 Almost laughable really, actually it is laughable, | mean come on guys. Is anyone going to

tell their kids to go ride their bikes on the water? Or | see the swing set out there in the river, you will have to swim to

get there. The “green space” should be part of the LAND and if the developer needs to give up 10% oh well. Accepting
1
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the water lot could mean a developer in the future could own separate parcels and deed them together and name a
woodlot a green space, outside of a proposed development.........not that unrealistic. The notion in the reply from you
Brian that the developer will address the water lot in the future?? Is he going to fill it in and put in some pick nick tables,
really a joke. This extra space on the river is being sold as some kind of windfall that we are getting, above and beyond
the requirement. Seriously, | and many others find it somewhat insulting, we are not drinking that kool-aid and sincerely
hope you are not as well. It vexes me to think that a developer could apply for a permit and say “I don’t have the 10%
space, but | will give you much more that is unusable later.” Most developers | think would not have such ignorance to
even suggest something so out of touch, | would hope a developer would understand the importance of maintaining a
standard and accept the 10% requirement that is realistic and propose a plan as such, unless of course our one brush
paints all checklist has the boxes covered.

As council members looking out for all the residents of our community | feel each case needs to be looked upon
separately. | get the checklist as a starting point, | get that we need to move forward and grow our community in a
meaningful way both to attract new and preserve the old. However we in Sagamore Point have no sidewalks, poor
underground wiring infrastructure, a road that is low as you round the bend past Malabeam, the still ongoing smell of
the treatment pond.....let's make sound decisions to grow responsibly and reduce the number of lots, adhering to a(not
1800’s) modern requirement of a LAND based greenspace, add a through street at the cul-de-sac, ideally raise the lower
section of Maliseet by a couple feet so residents at least are not stranded during floods, and finally upgrade the
treatment pond that is an environmentally unfriendly design, years out of date, and well past its effectiveness. Fecal
counts in the river are becoming a problem from all sources above and in Rothesay on the river system ,but | find it
concerning that a responsible community like Rothesay is content to approve another 55 homes dumping sewage into
an outdated and barely adequate treatment system. The effort to update the treatment pond should be a town priority,
and the approval of any development relying on the pond as is should be a major consideration for any construction
approvals. RESPONSIBLE development is my point, | am not opposed to this subdivision, | am opposed to it as
presented.

Regards,
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Ma:x Jane Banks —

From:

Sent: November 24, 2020 12:09 PM
To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: FW: Sagamore point

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 5:59 PM
To: 'NancyGrant@rothesay.ca' <NancyGrant@rothesay.ca>
Subject: Sagamore point

Mayor and Council,

| have finally gone through the minutes from the council meeting regarding proposed development in Sagamore Point.
Although many on the street are not very happy about this venture, many realize that we cannot stop projects on a
whim. Having said that there are a few things that just puzzle me to some degree.......; Brian it is clear that the project
checks ALL the boxes as you stated to me during a phone conversation, Councilors this may challenge your opinion as
well, but if we simply have a list of checks and balances, why is a council even relevant in these instances? If the PAC
determines it meets the requirements that the town likely determined, then why even have council waste their time
hearing about any proposed developments? | mean it does check ALL the boxes. This is what concerns me........A
proposal on Maliseet Drive faces different challenges than a proposal on Highland Avenue, or one off Gondola Point
road. | sincerely hope that | am wrong in thinking that ALL subdivision proposals in Rothesay use the exact same
checklist? That would be very naive on the part of an elected council, put in place to consider ALL impacts to ALL
residents of ANY proposal.

My other concern is the suggestion that a “water lot” is considered green space?? Really? This is a lot from PRE-
CONFEDERATION!! 1800's | am talking about, just to be clear. | find it interesting that the recommendation from PAC is
to accept as is the subdivision plan using a water lot from the 1800's as a green space, but we can’t consider a
subdivision plan from 1973!! Almost laughable really, actually it is laughable, | mean come on guys. Is anyone going to
tell their kids to go ride their bikes on the water? Or | see the swing set out there in the river, you will have to swim to
get there. The “green space” should be part of the LAND and if the developer needs to give up 10% oh well. Accepting
the water lot could mean a developer in the future could own separate parcels and deed them together and name a
woodlot a green space, outside of a proposed development......... not that unrealistic. The notion in the reply from you
Brian that the developer will address the water lot in the future?? Is he going to fill it in and put in some pick nick tables,
1
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really a joke. This extra space on the river is being sold as some kind of windfall that we are getting, above and beyond
the requirement. Seriously, | and many others find it somewhat insulting, we are not drinking that kool-aid and sincerely
hope you are not as well. It vexes me to think that a developer could apply for a permit and say “i don’t have the 10%
space, but | will give you much more that is unusable later,” Most developers | think would not have such ignorance to
even suggest something so out of touch, | would hope a developer would understand the importance of maintaining a
standard and accept the 10% requirement that is realistic and propose a plan as such, unless of course our one brush
paints all checklist has the boxes covered.

As council members looking out for all the residents of our community | feel each case needs to be looked upon
separately. | get the checklist as a starting point, | get that we need to move forward and grow our community in a
meaningful way both to attract new and preserve the old. However we in Sagamaore Point have no sidewalks, poor
underground wiring infrastructure, a road that is low as you round the bend past Malabeam, the still ongoing smell of
the treatment pond.....let'’s make sound decisions to grow responsibly and reduce the number of lots, adhering to a(not
1800's) modern requirement of a LAND based greenspace, add a through street at the cul-de-sac, ideally raise the lower
section of Maliseet by a couple feet so residents at least are not stranded during floads, and finally upgrade the
treatment pond that is an environmentally unfriendly design, years out of date, and well past its effectiveness. Fecal
counts in the river are becoming a problem from all sources above and in Rothesay on the river system ,but | find it
concerning that a responsible community like Rothesay is content to approve another 55 homes dumping sewage into
an outdated and barely adequate treatment system. The effort to update the treatment pond should be a town priority,
and the approval of any development relying on the pond as is should be a major consideration for any construction
approvals. RESPONSIBLE development is my point, | am not opposed to this subdivision, | am opposed to it as
presented.

Regards,
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Ma:z Jane Banks

From:

Sent: November 24, 2020 12:09 PM
To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: FW: Maliseet Drive

CAUTION: This email ariginated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 3:09 PM

To: 'NancyGrant@rothesay.ca' <NancyGrant@rothesay.ca>

Cc: 'mattalexander@rothesay.ca' <mattalexander@rothesay.ca>; 'miriamwells @rothesay.ca'
<miriamwells@rothesay.ca>

Subject: Maliseet Drive

Mayor and Council,

As a concerned citizen on Maliseet drive regarding the proposed Sagamaore point subdivision, | am kindly requesting the
approvals by the province to operate the present treatment pond. These should be easily obtained by the town and just
as easily sent to me electronically to this address. Also when the town finished the piping infrastructure to divert ALL
sewerage to the Maliseet Drive treatment pond from the K-Park pond, there should have been an independent OR town
engineering study completed to determine the effectiveness and capacity threshold of the current Maliseet treatment
system. | would like to see the results of that study also.

To summarize:
-provincial approval documents to operate current Maliseet Drive facility.

-engineering study documents to support the transfer of all sewerage from the old K-Park pond to Maliseet
pond.......... threshold capacity, effectiveness.

Regards,
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Mal.'x Jane Banks

From:

Sent: November 24, 2020 12:09 PM
To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: FW: Maliseet Drive

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 3:38 PM
To: 'brianwhite@rothesay.ca' <brianwhite@rothesay.ca>
Subject: FW: Maliseet Drive

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 3:09 PM
To: 'NancyGrant@rothesay.ca' <NancyGrant@rothesay.ca>
Cc: 'mattalexander@rothesay.ca' <mattalexander@rothesay.ca>; 'miriamwells @rothesay.ca'

<miriamwells@rothesay.ca>
Subject: Maliseet Drive

Mayor and Council,
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As a concerned citizen on Maliseet drive regarding the proposed Sagamore point subdivision, | am kindly requesting the
approvals by the province to operate the present treatment pond. These should be easily obtained by the town and just
as easily sent to me electronically to this address. Also when the town finished the piping infrastructure to divert ALL
sewerage to the Maliseet Drive treatment pond from the K-Park pond, there should have been an independent OR town

engineering study completed to determine the effectiveness and capacity threshold of the current Maliseet treatment
system. | would like to see the results of that study also.

To summarize:

-provincial approval documents to operate current Maliseet Drive facility.

-engineering study documents to support the transfer of all sewerage from the old K-Park pond to Maliseet
pond..........threshold capacity, effectiveness.

Regards,
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Mal_'z Jane Banks

From:

Sent: November 24, 2020 12:09 PM

To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: FW: Sagamore Point

Attachments: IMG_2512jpg; IMG_2511,jpg; IMG_2510.jpg; IMG_2509.jpg; IMG_2508 jpg; IMG_

2507.jpg; IMG_2506.jpg; IMG_2505.jpg; IMG_2504.jpg; IMG_2503jpg; IMG_2502,jpg;
IMG_2501.jpg; IMG_2500,jpg

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Sent: Sunday, November 22, 2020 4:10 PM

To: 'brianwhite@rothesay.ca' <brianwhite@rothesay.ca>

Subject: Sagamore Point

Brian,

Please see the attached photos of a wetland bog behind my house on Maliseet Drive. Under the description found on
the NB department of environment website, this area seems to warrant a “Wetland delineation.” | also consulted and

shared these photos with a friend of mine that has the qualifications to make a determination on this subject.

This area stays wet and boggy year round, the ground is essentially an extremely thick carpet like moss that has only
peat under it, | think the perimeter and size needs to be defined.

Your thoughts are most welcome.

Regards,
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Mal_'z Jane Banks

From:

Sent: November 24, 2020 12:08 PM
To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: FW: Sagamore Point

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 11:24 AM
To: 'Brian White' <BrianWhite@rothesay.ca>
Subject: RE: Sagamore Point

Brian,

This is an “unmapped” wetland feature, clearly stated on the provincial website, and a delineation is required to
determine if it is larger than 1 hectare in which case permitting and a measured approach is required.

At the very least a WAWA permit would be required as there will be cutting of trees and disturbance of soil......... actually

trees have already been cut as is clearly laid out in my pics.......you can see the tree markers and the bog and fresh cut
trees.......

Regards,
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From: Brian White [mailto:BrianWhite@rothesay.ca]
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 10:01 AM
To:
Subject: RE: Sagamore Point

| had a look at the Provincial wetland mapping when this application came in and it does not confirm the presence of a
wetland in the Sagamore Point area.

https://geonb.snb.ca/wawa/index.html|

Notwithstanding the map any activity, involving disturbance of the soil or cutting of trees, in or within 30 meters of a
wetland boundary will require a WAWA permit.

Brian

From:

Sent: November 22, 2020 4:11 PM

To: Brian White <BrianWhite@rothesay.ca>
Subject: Sagamore Point

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Brian,
Please see the attached photos of a wetland bog behind my house on Maliseet Drive. Under the description found on
the NB department of environment website, this area seems to warrant a “Wetland delineation.” | also consulted and

shared these photos with a friend of mine that has the qualifications to make a determination on this subject.

This area stays wet and boggy year round, the ground is essentially an extremely thick carpet like moss that has only
peat under it, | think the perimeter and size needs to be defined.

Your thoughts are most welcome.

Regards,
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ﬂary Jane Banks

From:

Sent: November 24, 2020 12:08 PM
To: Mary Jane Banks

Subject: FW: wetland Sagamore point

CAUTION: This email ariginated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when opening attachments or clicking links,
especially from unknown senders.

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2020 11:46 AM
To: 'Brian White' <BrianWhite@rothesay.ca>
Subject: wetland

Tab for “Protocol for wetland delineation in NB” under the “guidelines and facts” heading.

Clearly states that the “Mapping” is only a guideline and there can be wetland features not mapped on the ground. All
verification is to be done in the field.

https://www?2.gnb.ca/content/dam/gnb/Departments/env/pdf/Wetlands-
TerreHumides/ProtocolForWetlandDelineation.pdf

regards.
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18 Maliseet Drive. Town of Rothesay,

As a landowner and taxpayer in the town of Rothesay, I am
conveying my concerns regarding the planned expansion of the
Sagamore Point subdivision,

My wife and I purchased our property in 2006, we were well
aware of the possible future plans to expand Sagamore point and
develop the wooded section behind our home. At that time we
asked some of the long term residents on the street if they were
aware of the plans, and what the expansion may look like. It was
common knowledge through the Streeters that the lot size would
be similar to what we enjoy and beach rights as stated in each
and everyone’s deed would not be compromised. As you can see
by the attachment included, the lot size as planned ALL along is
significantly larger and equaling 28 lots in total! Much different
from the current proposal of 55 lots.

My concerns are as follows:

-There are NO sidewalks on our street, and the street is narrow
with blind rises and sharp turns. Combine this with an active and
elderly population on the street, the risk of being struck by a
vehicle increases tremendously with another 75 vehicles
travelling in and out daily. There are also many younger families
on this street and kids ride bicycles to and from the deeded
beach. Their safety will be compromised with the added traffic
on an already narrow street. Please do not suggest a few street
lights will remedy this, many of us walk during the day, not the
evening. Further to the point of lighting, many on the street do
not want lighting anyway, as the dark, quiet, low traffic is what
attracted many to the street. I have spoken to the majority of the
homeowners on the street, and this rings true for most.

-The added traffic trying to merge onto Gondola Point road will
add strain to an already busy and at times seemingly impossible
merge between 7:30 and 8:30 A.M. There is simply no other
way, all traffic needs to get on gondola point road, whether
through river road, or Ballpark or Maliseet. Traffic lights are the
only option and they will back up Gondola point road and
drastically slow everything to a crawl. Simply look at the Clarke
road stop sign and the Marr road lights at the intersection of
Hampton road during rush hour.......... the lights will slow
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-Can the current sewage treatment pond handle 55 more homes?
Itis NO secret that the gormentpondrstrogghes when there is dittle
rain, too much rain.........The infrastructurc pipc was layed 2
years ago to divert the pond from K-Park, the pump house has
been constructed, when does the rest of the upgrade take place? 1
would expect that if a subdivision is proposed to add 55 homes
that these things need to be considered? | have a call and email
to the NB Department of Environment, at this time I am
awaiting a response. If you have this information, then please
forward to my email.

In Closing,

I am not opposed to improving the Town of Rothesay, I question
if development is the only way to this? Rothesay needs to look
at traffic flow across the entire valley in order to sustain growth.
When do we slow development to address infrastructure? When
traffic comes to a standstill? When pedestrians are at risk and
vehicle accidents increase? There is nothing wrong with adding
a proposed subdivision in Sagamore point........but 55 homes is
not what the residents signed up for, 28 was the plan. Even with
28, there is no way to merge the traffic effectively? Can the
town of Rothesay ensure my property value remains the same or
increases with a proposed 55 homes? Can the town of Rothesay
ensure that my yard will not become the path of runoff from
higher ground? Can the town of Rothesay ensure our wells will
remain clean and deliver the current volume? Can the town of
Rothesay ensure that the increase in traffic will not put our
residents at risk while walking on their narrow sidewalkless
street? Can the town of Rothesay ensure that the developer
leaves a tree line between our lots and any new ones?

-1 would like the town to send me the details of the application
for this plan. The developer needs to produce the findings of
many impact assessments to the town for an approval of a
project of this size. As a taxpayer this information should be
readily available. I will gladly attend a council meeting before
this is approved to ask for this information, however with covid,
I suspect the town will need to send these documents to me via
email.

I look forward to your correspondence.

Regards,

-T
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MEMORANDUM
TO : Mayor and Council
FROM : Town Clerk Banks
DATE : 4 December 2020
RE : Draft Fire Prevention & Protection By-law 3-20 Enactment

RECOMMENDATION:

» Council authorize Reading by Summary of By-law 3-20, “A By-law of the
Municipality of Rothesay Respecting Fire Prevention and Protection” {requires
unanimous consent}

» Council give 3rd Reading by Title and Enactment, to By-law 3-20, “A By-law of the
Municipality of Rothesay Respecting Fire Prevention and Protection”

BACKGROUND:
Rothesay and Quispamsis began a review of their respective Fire Prevention By-laws in
April 2019, at the request of the Joint Board of Fire Commissioners.

Discussions and meetings were held with KVFD Fire Chief Ireland and representatives
from both Towns. In September 2019, a delay was requested to allow for a more thorough
review of the collection of fees for service and administrative penalties processes.

The process was further delayed in the spring of 2020 with the onset of the COVID-19
pandemic.

A subsequent virtual meeting was held in mid-October with KVFD Fire Chief Ireland and
representatives from both Towns and the final proposed draft of By-law 3-20 is presented
for Council review and adoption. Quispamsis Council enacted its By-law at its December
1, 2020 Council meeting.

Reading by Summary:

In accordance with Section 15 of the Local Governance Act, SNB 2017 c18, a summary
of a by-law may be read (rather than reading in its entirety) if proper notice has been given
and no member of Council objects.

Attachment: Public Notice 30 November 2020
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BY-LAW NO. 3-20 2020December140penSessionFINAL_216
A BY-LAW OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF ROTHESAY
Respecting Fire Prevention and Protection

Rothesay Council, under authority vested in it by Section 10 and Section 186 of the Local
Governance Act, SNB 2017, c 18 and regulations thereunder, hereby enacts as follows:

TITLE
1. This By-law may be cited as the “Fire Prevention & Protection By-law”.

DEFINITIONS
2. In this By-law:

a) “Automatic alarm system” includes an automatic fire sprinkler system, a fire
alarm system and a carbon monoxide alarm system;

b) “Council” means the elected Council of Rothesay;

c) ‘Department” or “Fire Department” means the Kennebecasis Valley Fire
Department Inc.;

d) “‘Order” means an order made under authority of this By-law by the Fire Chief, his
designate, or a Fire Prevention Officer;

e) “‘Municipality” means Rothesay;

f) “Fire Chief’ means the Fire Chief, or his designate, of the Kennebecasis Valley
Fire Department;

9) “Fire Prevention Officer’ means the Fire Chief and those persons appointed
pursuant to the Fire Prevention Act and Section 5 of this By-law;

h) “Officer in Charge” means the senior officer of the Kennebecasis Valley Fire
Department on scene;

i) "Consumer Firework" means an outdoor, low hazard, recreational firework that
is dealt with in Part 16, Sections 354 to 359 of the Explosive Regulations, 2013
(SOR/2013-211) of the Federal Explosives Act, and includes but is not limited to
fireworks showers, fountains, golden rain, lawn lights, pin wheels, Roman candles,
volcanoes and sprinklers;

i) "Display Firework" means an outdoor, high hazard, recreational firework that is
dealt with in Part 18, Sections 410 to 449 of the Explosive Regulations, 2013
(SOR/2013-211) of the Federal Explosives Act, and includes but is not limited to
rockets, serpents, shells, bombshells, tourbillions, maroons, large wheels,
bouquets, bombardos, waterfalls, fountains, batteries, illumination, set pieces and
pigeons;
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k) “Owner” means the registered owner of property and includes any person, firm or
corporation having control over or possession of the property or any portion thereof.

) “Recreational Fire” means a small, controlled, outdoor fire that is contained in a
fire pit or outdoor burning appliance and is normally used for cooking, warmth, or
personal enjoyment.

ADOPTION OF CODES/STANDARDS
3. Except as modified by this By-law, it is declared that the most recent edition of The

National Fire Code, plus any codes/standards referenced therein, is in force in the
Municipality.

4. The Fire Prevention Act, RSNB, 1973, c. F-13, amendments thereto and regulations
thereunder, is deemed to be part of this By-Law in like manner as if it were set out herein.

APPOINTMENT OF FIRE PREVENTION OFFICERS
5. a) Any person appointed by the Fire Marshal for the Province of New Brunswick as a Fire

Prevention Officer shall be a Fire Prevention Officer for purposes of this By-law.

b) Council may appoint any person as a municipal By-law Enforcement Officer for the
specific purposes of enforcement under this By-law.

6. A Fire Prevention Officer is authorized to enforce the National Fire Code, the Fire
Prevention Act, amendments thereto and regulations thereunder, together with any other
laws of the Province of New Brunswick and the town of Rothesay relating to the prevention
and extinguishment of fires.

7. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, a Fire Prevention Officer shall have the
same powers under the same conditions as are conferred upon the Fire Marshal by
Sections 11, 12, 16, 19(3), 21(1) and 23 of the Fire Prevention Act.

8. The Fire Chief may establish, revise and maintain a regular system of property fire
inspections of buildings and premises. The frequency of such inspections shall be at the
discretion of the Fire Chief.

GENERAL PROVISIONS
9. Whenever the Fire Chief or Officer in Charge at the scene of a fire deems it advisable to

guard the locality of such fire from the crowding of persons or vehicles, they may place or
cause to be placed a barrier across any street or public place to indicate the area from
which persons or vehicles are prohibited.

10. No person, except a member of the Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department, a member of
the Kennebecasis Regional Police Force, or persons authorized by the Fire Chief or
Officer in Charge shall enter or be within an area marked off by barriers to indicate an area
from which persons or vehicles are prohibited.

By-law 3-20
Fire Prevention & Protection By-law Page |2
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11. No person shall disobey the orders or directions of the Fire Chief or Officer in Charge while
in the performance of their duties at a fire nor shall any person interfere with or obstruct
any such officer or any fire fighter while in the performance of any duty at a fire.

12. Every person attending a fire shall, upon the request of the Fire Chief or Officer in Charge,
assist any firefighter engaged at such a fire and shall obey all orders and directions given
to them by the Fire Chief or Officer in Charge in connection with such fire.

OPEN-AIR BURNING
13. Except as permitted in Section 14, no person shall burn or cause to burn any material out

of doors on public or private property within the limits of the Municipality.

14. Recreational fires are permitted within the Municipality provided the following conditions
are complied with and subject to any provincial laws or regulations to the contrary:

a)

By-law 3-20

The fire is to be in a contained area using only dry, seasoned wood as a fuel and
being no larger than one (1) square metre in area; (notwithstanding the foregoing, the
use of CSA approved outdoor burning appliances that may use an alternative fuel
source are permitted);

The owner of the property where the recreational fire is located has given consent for
the fire;

Not more than one recreational fire is located on a private lot at any one time;

The recreational fire is attended at all times;

A means of extinguishment of the recreational fire is readily available;

The fire is completely extinguished prior to the recreational fire area being vacated,;
Recreational fires shall not be set in windy conditions conducive to creating a running
fire or when the wind is in such a direction or intensity so that the fire or smoke causes
discomfort or safety risk to any person or causes loss of enjoyment of normal use of
the property in the immediate area as determined by the Fire Chief;

If smoke from a recreational fire causes an unreasonable interference with the use
and enjoyment of another person’s property, the fire shall be extinguished

immediately;

No person shall fail to immediately extinguish a recreational fire upon the request
of the Fire Chief or Officer in Charge.

Fire Prevention & Protection By-law Page |3
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BURN BAN
15. Recreational fires are not permitted during periods when the Province has restricted or

prohibited open-air burning.

16. Notwithstanding the provisions of this By-law, the Fire Chief may institute a burn ban at
any time, as may be deemed necessary in the opinion of the Fire Chief to be in the
interests of public safety.

17. No person shall open air burn or allow open air burning at any time during a burn ban.

FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS
18. Following the activation, or during a shut-down for any reason, of an automatic alarm

system, and where the Fire Department has been unable to make contact with the owner,
contact person or occupier, or that person fails to attend and reset the system within forty-
five (45) minutes after being contacted, the Fire Chief may contact a qualified service
person to restore the automatic alarm system to normal operating conditions. The total
cost of restoration of the equipment and related costs of hiring the qualified service person,
shall be the responsibility of the owner or occupier.

19. Whereas an inoperable automatic alarm system constitutes an emergency, the Fire Chief
may take whatever actions or measures are necessary to meet the emergency, including,
but not limited to, evacuating the building or requiring the posting of a fire watch.

20. An owner of property containing an automatic alarm system, where there has been more
than one (1) false alarm within a 30 day period, is guilty of an offence.

21. Every owner or occupier of premises having an automatic alarm system, monitored or
non-monitored, shall submit, on a form prescribed by the Fire Department, the names and
telephone numbers of 3 persons who are available to attend, enter and secure the
premises (“Contact Person”). The prescribed form may be obtained from the Fire
Department and shall be submitted yearly and upon any change in Contact Person. The
form must contain the written consent of each person named to act as a Contact Person.

22. At least one of the Contact Persons established in Section 21 must attend at the premises
within 45 minutes when requested by the Fire Department and must secure the premises
and when appropriate, release the Fire Department from the incident. When the Fire
Department responds to an alarm where the owner has failed to provide a Contact Person
or where a Contact Person fails to attend within 45 minutes, the owner or occupier shall
pay the applicable standby fee prescribed in Schedule “A”.

23. When an owner or occupier fails to provide proper Contact Person information they are
guilty of an offence.

24. Upon attending a fire incident, a Contact Person must identify him/herself to the Officer in
Charge on scene.

By-law 3-20
Fire Prevention & Protection By-law Page |4
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A Contact Person must have full access to the building and or occupancy of which they
have responsibility and be able to take control of the building or occupancy from the Officer
in Charge on completion of the incident.

CONSTRUCTION FIRE SAFETY PLANS

26.

27.

28.

Fire safety at construction or demolition sites must be in compliance with Section 5.6 of
the National Fire Code and Part 8 of the National Building Code.

The owner of a building under construction or renovation which requires the issuance of
a building permit under Part 3 or Part 9 (excluding single family dwellings and associated
accessory buildings) of the Building Code must submit a Construction Fire Safety Plan for
review and approval by the Fire Chief. A Construction Fire Safety Plan template is
available from the Fire Department.

Subject to Section 27, every building owner undertaking a construction or demolition
project which requires a Construction Fire Safety Plan must appoint a responsible person
as the Construction Fire Safety Director and submit the name and contact information to
the Fire Chief prior to the commencement of the construction or demolition work.

FIREWORKS

29.

No person shall set off fireworks when there is a burning ban issued by the Fire Chief or
the Province of New Brunswick.

Consumer Fireworks

30.

31.

Every person who sets off consumer fireworks shall:

a) provide and maintain fully operational fire extinguishing equipment ready for
immediate use and present at all times for a reasonable period thereafter, at the
location or site of the setting off of the consumer fireworks. This includes having
knowledge of the operational procedures associated with said fire extinguisher
equipment;

b)  Follow the manufacturer's requirements for the discharge of the fireworks;

c)  Permit the inspection of any site where consumer fireworks may be stored, set off or
displayed, and the consumer fireworks themselves, together with all associated
equipment, by anyone authorized to enforce this By-law, forthwith upon demand;
and

d) comply with the Municipality’s Noise By-law.

No person shall store, handle or set off Consumer fireworks in an unsafe manner or in a
manner that creates a nuisance, taking into account the noise, danger from fire and
explosion, and risk of death, injury and damage to property inherent in the storage,
handling or use of fireworks.

By-law 3-20
Fire Prevention & Protection By-law Page |5
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Display Fireworks
32. No person shall hold a public fireworks display using Display fireworks without first

obtaining a permit from the Fire Chief and paying the fee as set out in Schedule “A”.

33. A public fireworks display using Display fireworks shall be conducted under the direct
supervision of a person who is a licensed fireworks operator.

34. The person holding the display shall be responsible to ensure that the display is conducted
in conformance with the current Fireworks Display Manual prepared by Natural Resources
Canada.

35. The handling, storage and use of Display fireworks shall be in conformance with the
Explosives Act and its Regulations, the National Fire Code and the Fire Prevention Act.

FEES AND COST RECOVERY
36. Fees for services provided by the Fire Department are set out in Schedule “A” attached

hereto.

37. A person who receives a service listed in Schedule “A” shall pay to the Fire Department
the corresponding fee, which is also set out in Schedule “A”.

38. Schedule “A” may be amended from time to time by resolution of Council, on consultation
with the Fire Chief.

OFFENCES
39. A person who breaches or fails to comply with a provision of this By-law or fails to comply

with an order of the Fire Chief, an Officer in Charge or a Fire Prevention Officer commits
an offence punishable under Part Il of the Provincial Offences Procedure Act, SNB1987
¢ -22.1 as a category E offence, with a maximum fine of five thousand, two hundred dollars
($5,200.00).

40. No person shall refuse or neglect to carry out any direction of the Fire Chief or Officer in
Charge or a Fire Prevention Officer, made pursuant to this By-Law.

ADMINISTRATIVE PENALTIES
41. a) All contraventions of this By-law are designated By-law contraventions that may
be dealt with by a notice of penalty pursuant to the provisions of the Local
Governance Act.

b) The Administrative penalty for each applicable contravention of this By-law
shall be as set out in Schedule “A”, failing which the penalty shall be two hundred
fifty dollars ($250.00).

c) A person to whom a penalty notice is delivered may pay the administrative
penalty within 30 days of receipt of the penalty notice at the Municipality’s Office.

By-law 3-20
Fire Prevention & Protection By-law Page |6
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d) A person who pays the administrative penalty shall be deemed to have
contravened the provision of the by-law in respect of which the payment was made
and shall not be charged with an offence in respect of the same incident that gave
rise to the administrative penalty.

e) If the administrative penalty is not paid in accordance with Section 41.c), the
person may be charged with an offence pursuant to Section 39 and is liable on
conviction to a minimum fine of one thousand, five hundred dollars ($1,500.00).

f) Payment of an administrative penalty or a fine does not alleviate the
responsibility for compliance with the By-law.

SEVERABILITY
42. If any part of this By-law shall be held invalid, such part shall be deemed severable and

the invalidity thereof shall not affect the remaining parts of this By-law.

REPEAL and ENACTMENT
43.By-law 3-98, “A BY-LAW OF THE TOWN OF ROTHESAY RESPECTING THE
PREVENTION AND SUPPRESSION OF FIRES AND THE REMOVAL, DEMOLITION OF
BUILDINGS, STRUCTURES OR OTHER MATERIAL LIABLE TO FIRE” is hereby
repealed.

44. The repeal of By-law 3-98 shall not affect any By-law infraction, penalty, forfeiture or
liability, incurred before such repeal or any proceeding for enforcing the same completed
or pending at the time of repeal.

EFFECTIVE DATE
This By-law comes into effect on the date of final enactment thereof.

FIRST READING BY TITLE: 9 November 2020

SECOND READING BY TITLE: 9 November 2020

(Advertised as to content on the Rothesay website in accordance
with Section 15 of the Local Governance Act (S.N.B. 2017, ¢.18) 30 November 2020

READ IN SUMMARY:

THIRD READING BY TITLE
AND ENACTMENT

Nancy Grant Mary Jane E. Banks
MAYOR CLERK

By-law 3-20
Fire Prevention & Protection By-law Page |7
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MEMORANDUM
TO : Mayor and Council
FROM : Town Clerk Banks
DATE : 4 December 2020
RE : Draft Fire Prevention & Protection By-law 3-20

RECOMMENDATION:
» Council adopt Schedule A to By-law 3-20, “A By-law of the Municipality of Rothesay
Respecting Fire Prevention and Protection” with Fire Fees and Charges to take effect
January 1, 2022 and Administrative Penalties to take effect January 1, 2021

BACKGROUND:

Quispamsis Council enacted its Fire Prevention and Protection By-law at its December 1, 2020
Council meeting. It should be noted the Fire Fees and Charges will NOT take effect in Quispamsis
until January 1, 2022, while Administrative Penalties will take effect January 1, 2021. To provide
consistent enforcement for the Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department, staff are recommending the
same effective dates implemented in Quispamsis.
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SCHEDULE “A”

ATTACHED TO AND FORMING PART OF BY-LAW 3-20

FIRE SERVICES FEES AND CHARGES

Description FEE (incl. HST) — Effective
1 January 2022
Admin Reports (fire incident, fire investigation, etc.) $50 per report
File search $35 per address
Fire Code compliance letter $50 per address
Prevention Liquor License Inspection $100
Special Occasion permit inspection $100
Annual re-license inspections (non-liquor) $75
Display Fireworks permit $100
Requested Inspection (owner initiated) $50/hour
Apparatus Standb $200/hour
Administrative Penalties FEE (incl. HST) — Effective
1 January 2021
For an Response to non-compliant open-air burning
offence 1t time Penalty N/C
under
Sections 2" response to same address within 30 days Penalty $50
13, 14, 15,
16 and 17 3 and subsequent response to same address within Penalty $175
30 days
False alarm — automatic alarm system
For an 1st time Penalty N/C
offence
under 2" response within 30 day period Penalty $175
Section 20
3 and subsequent response within 30 day period Penalty $350
For an
offence
under Standby Fees — Section 22 Penalty $200/hr
Section 22
By-law 3-20

Fire Prevention & Protection By-law Page |8
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MEMORANDUM
TO : Mayor and Council
FROM : Town Clerk Banks
DATE : 10 December 2020
RE : Appointment of By-law Enforcement Officers (Fire By-law 3-20)

RECOMMENDATION:

» In accordance with Section 5(b) of By-law 3-20, “Fire Prevention and Protection By-law”,
the following named members of the Kennebecasis Valley Fire Department Inc. are hereby
appointed By-law Enforcement Officers for the purposes of enforcing By-law 3-20, “Fire
Prevention and Protection By-law” and further that said appointments may be revoked or
amended at any time by resolution of Rothesay Council:

Chief Bill Ireland

Deputy Chief Dan McCoy
Division Chief Mike Boyle
Division Chief Shawn White
Captain Doug Barrett
Captain Jim LeBlanc
Lieutenant Bob MacLeod
Senior Firefighter Karen Trecartin
Firefighter Dan Richard
Firefighter Harry Ludford
Firefighter Joel Armstrong



2020Dﬁ@%§§j& AL_226

MEMORANDUM
TO : Mayor and Council
FROM : Nominating Committee
DATE : 4 December 2020
RE : Committee Appointments

RECOMMENDATION: Council approve the following Committee/Board
appointments and terms.

KENNEBECASIS REGIONAL JOINT BOARD OF POLICE COMMISSIONERS
John Bujold December 31, 2022

KENNEBECASIS VALLEY FIRE DEPARTMENT INC. BOARD OF FIRE
COMMISSIONERS

Stephane Bolduc December 31, 2022

PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Matt Graham December 31, 2022

Kelly Adams December 31, 2022

Andrew McMackin December 31, 2022 *reappointment
Tracie Brittain December 31, 2022 *reappointment

WORKS AND UTILITIES COMMITTEE

Cynthia VanBuskirk December 31, 2022
Peter Graham December 31, 2022 *reappointment
Shawn Carter December 31, 2022 *reappointment

HERITAGE PRESERVATION REVIEW BOARD

Howard Pearn December 31, 2022
Raha Mosca December 31, 2022 *reappointment
Sarah MacKinnon December 31, 2022 *reappointment

PARKS AND RECREATION COMMITTEE

Annika Bagnell (RHS student rep) December 31, 2022

Holly Young December 31, 2022 *reappointment
Gary Myles December 31, 2022 *reappointment
Dr. Shawn Jennings December 31, 2022 *reappointment

KV PUBLIC LIBRARY
D.J. Allison Maxwell December 31, 2022 *reappointment
Susan Webber December 31, 2022 *reappointment

TRADE AND CONVENTION CENTRE
Ronalda Higgins December 31, 2022 *reappointment




ROTHESAY

TO: Mayor and Council .

RE: Committee Appointments -2-

AQUATIC CENTRE

Lloyd Foote December 31, 2021
ROTHESAY HIVE ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Nancy Haslett December 31, 2022
Willa Mavis December 31, 2022
Julie Atkinson December 31, 2022
Diane O’Connor December 31, 2022
Jean Porter Mowatt December 31, 2022
Jill Jennings December 31, 2022
Dr. Shawn Jennings December 31, 2022
Robert Taylor December 31, 2022
Anita (Nea) Creamer-Stephenson December 31, 2022

4 December 2020

*reappointment

*reappointment
*reappointment
*reappointment
*reappointment
*reappointment
*reappointment
*reappointment
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& Englobe

a. Baseline GHG Emissions - The baseline GHG emissions will be calculated for the existing
infrastructure included in the project assessment area.

b. Project GHG Emissions - The asset's GHG emissions will be calculated. GHG emissions fram
both the construction and operations phases will be considered.

¢. Net GHG Emissions Calculation - The net GHG emissions increase/reduction of the project will
be determined by subtracting the baseline emissions from the asset’s emissions. The
emissions results will be reported cumulatively beginning with the first year of construction
and ending in the final year of the projected service life of the asset. The cumulative results
for year 2030 and for the final year of the service life will be reported.

3. Complete Climate Change Resilience (CCR) Assessment — The CCR assessment will follow the guidelines
outlined in the Climate Lens General Guidance document (version 1.3) and will include the following:
a. Climate Data Research - Relevant climate change data for the Rothesay area will be researched.
b. Risk Evaluation - The climate change data will be used to complete a climate change risk
evaluation, The risk evaluation will include identifying climate change hazards (i.e. increased
precipitation, flooding, etc.), identifying the impact(s) of these hazards on the project asset (i.e.
reduced capacity of a wastewater system), and identifying the consequences of these impacts
(i.e. increased risk to public health, etc,). The likelihood and consequence of each risk will be
determined using the risk evaluation tables in the Climate Lens General Guidance document.
c. Resilience Analysis - Mitigation measures will be identified to address any of the climate change
risks that are rated as moderate/high.
d. Project Benefits and ROI - The CCR assessment will also include a summary of the project
benefits, including both quantifiable and non-quantifiable benefits. The quantifiable benefits
are typically used to estimate the return on investment (ROI) of the project, if possible.

FEE ESTIMATE

Our lump sum fee for the above scope of work is $30,000 plus HST. This fee is based on the following unit rates:

s Senior Municipal Engineer (Pierre Plourde) -

s Industrial Environmental Biologist (Jean-Luc Bugnon) -

s Project Engineer (Ryan Esligar) - '

¢« Environmental Engineer (Catherine Guilbeault) -
SCHEDULE

We are available to begin work on the Climate Lens immediately. We can have the Climate Lens completed
within 2 months following approval to proceed.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any clarifications or further information on this
proposal. As always, we look forward to working with the Town of Rothesay.

Yours truly,

e i

Ryan Esligar, M.Sc.E., P.Eng.
Project Engineer

1300701 Rothesay Wastewater Treatment Facility Upgrade - Climate Lens Assessment
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