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Land Acknowledgement 

Roll Call 

O’ Canada 

1. Approval of Agenda: (Motion required) 

2.  Approval of Minutes: (Previously circulated) 

 Special Council – February 18, 2025 (For ratification) 

 Council – April 8, 2025 (For ratification) 

 Special Council – May 1, 2025   

3.  Proclamations and Resolutions 

         3.1 Davis Day 

   To be circulated prior to meeting. 

 3.2 National Green Building Day 

   Councillor Steven MacNeil (See page ____) 

4. Public Hearing – Scheduled for 6:00 p.m. 

 4.1 Request for Street Closure – Portion of an Undeveloped 

Road Reserve (PID 15716020) Off Dalton Lane, Sydney: 

Sheila Kolanko, Property Manager (See page ____) 

 

5. Planning Issues 

 5.1     Appeal of Site Plan Approval at PID 15287386 

(Reservoir Road, Sydney: Demetri Kachafanas, KC, Chief 

Administrative Officer (See page ____) 

 

 

 

Page 3

6

7

11



June 10, 2025 Council Meeting Agenda Page 4 of 5 

6. Business Arising 

 6.1     Request for Municipal Heritage Registration – 5 Court    

           Street / 312 Commercial Street, North Sydney: Karen 

Neville, Heritage Officer / Senior Planner (See page ____) 

 6.2     Request for Municipal Heritage Registration – Bethel 

Presbyterian Church (9 Brookland Street, Sydney): Karen 

Neville, Heritage Officer / Senior Planner (See page ____) 

 6.3     Compost Facility Future Planning: John Phalen, Director of 

Public Works (See page ____) 

 6.4     Operation of our Solid Waste Recycling Facility: John 

Phalen, Director of Public Works (See page ____) 

 6.5     Extended Producer Responsibility - Collection of 

Recyclables: John Phalen, Director of Public Works (See page 

____) 

 6.6     Main-a-Dieu Community Development Association / 

Coastal Discovery Centre Lease Renewal: Demetri 

Kachafanas, KC, Chief Administrative Officer (See page ____) 

6.7 Station 23 Glace Bay Budget Error: Mark Bettens, Fire 

Chief and Director of Fire and Emergency Services (See page 

____) 

6.8 Fleet Replacement: Craig MacNeil, Fire Deputy Chief (See 

page ____) 

 6.9     Exploration of Amendments to Planning Documents           

   Related to Single Access Communities and Subdivisions: 

  Councillor Steve Parsons (See page ____) 

6.10   Open Air Burning Bylaw (B-400):  

 Councillor Earlene MacMullin (See page ____) 

 6.11   Cape Breton Regional Municipality Burning Bylaw B400: 

                Councillor Dave MacKeigan (See page ____) 
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6.12   Discarded Needles: 

Councillor Gordon Macdonald (See page ____) 

 6.13 CAO Performance Evaluation Policy and Committee: 

Christa Dicks, Municipal Clerk (See page ____) 

 6.14 Administration of Policies, Procedures and Guidelines 

Policy: Christa Dicks, Municipal Clerk (See page ____) 

7.  Council Agenda Requests 

7.1     Review of CBRM Fire Services: Councillor Gordon 

MacDonald (See page ____) 

7.2     Catalone Lake Restoration: Councillor Steven MacNeil (See 

page ____) 

 7.3    Donkin Mine Noise: Councillor Steven MacNeil (See page  

     ____) 

 

8. Correspondence 

8.1  Rod Beresford – Paging Protocol for Possible or Working 

  Structure Fires (See page ____) 

 

9. In Camera 

 9.1     Contract Update: Robert Sampson, KC, Solicitor 

     To be circulated prior to meeting.  

(Per Section 22(2)(e) and 22(2)(g) of the Municipal Government Act.) 

  

Adjournment 
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RESOLUTION 

 
National Green Building Day 

 

 
WHEREAS: National Green Building Day is observed annually 

on the first Wednesday in June to raise awareness and 
support for sustainable building practices across 
Canada; and 

 
WHEREAS: this day coincides with National Environment Week, 

reinforcing the importance of environmental 
responsibility, climate resiliency, and sustainable 
development in our communities; and 

 
WHEREAS: Built Green Canada and other organizations are 

leading efforts to encourage builders, municipalities, 
and industry leaders to go beyond code requirements 
and certify their projects through third-party 
programs such as BUILT GREEN®, ENERGY 
STAR, EnerGuide, and LEED; and 

 
WHEREAS: June 4th was an opportunity to acknowledge the 

leadership of local builders and champions within 
our community who are advancing sustainability in 
the built environment. 

 
BE IT THEREFORE   that CBRM Mayor Cecil P. Clarke and Council will  
RESOLVED: use this occasion to highlight the efforts of local   

sustainable builders, promote the benefits of green 
building practices, and encourage public engagement 
and awareness through communication channels, 
partnerships, and community initiatives. 

 
 
Councillor Steven MacNeil - CBRM District #8  
 
June 10, 2025 
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Excerpt: Draft Council Meeting – May 13, 2025 
 

Request for Street Closure Portion of an Undeveloped Road Reserve 

(PID 15716020) Off Dalton Lane, Sydney (District 12) 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Sheppard-Campbell, seconded by Councillor Paruch, to 

direct the legal department to initiate the process for a formal street closure 

and hold a public hearing pursuant to the MGA in relation to that portion of 

the undeveloped road reserve lying north of Dalton’s Lane with the intention 

of deeming that portion surplus and a portion sold to the applicants to 

resolve the applicant’s encroachment issues on the municipal property 

identified herein. 

Motion Carried 
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TO: CBRM Mayor and Council   
 

SUBMITTED BY: Demetri Kachafanas, Chief Administrative Officer  
 
DATE:  4 June 2025 

 
RE: Appeal of Site Plan Approval at PID 15287386 (Reservoir Road, Sydney) 
 
Origin 
 
Initiated by landowner within 30 metres of subject property during 14-day appeal period. 
 
Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that Council uphold the Site Plan Approval granted by the Development Officer to 
allow for the development of a multi-unit dwelling at PID 15287386 (Reservoir Road, Sydney).  
 
Statutory Authority 
 
Section 231 of the Municipal Government Act grants municipalities the ability to consider Site Plan 
Approvals through provisions laid out in the Land Use By-law (Attachment A). 
 
The Development Officer can grant Site Plan Approval if they determine that the proposed 
development: 
 

- meets the criteria for Site Plan Approval set out in the Land Use By-law; 
- complies with the requirements of the Land Use By-law; and 
- is otherwise consistent with the requirements of the Land Use By-law. 

 
Background 
 
The Planning and Development Department received an application from  to erect an 18-unit 
apartment at PID 15287386 (Reservoir Road, Sydney) (Attachment B). The proposed apartment will be 
three storeys in height with a building footprint of approximately 700 square metres in area. It will have 
six dwelling units on each floor: two 3-bedroom units, two 2-bedroom units and two 1-bedroom units 
(Attachment C). The property at PID 15287386 is zoned Medium Density Urban Residential (UR3) under 
the CBRM Land Use By-law. In the UR3 zone, apartments with more than six dwelling units are subject 
to Site Plan Approval.  
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Section 2.13.2 of the CBRM Land Use By-law outlines the provisions for Site Plan Approval: 
 
The Development Officer shall approve a site plan where the following matters have been addressed.  
The Development Officer shall measure the degree of stringency in interpreting the criteria so that it 
correlates with the scale of the development and each and every feature of the development (e.g. 
buildings, parking area, etc.) and the proximity of the development, or any specific feature of it, to any 
other development or streetscape intended to be protected by the criteria. 
 

i. Parking shall be provided on the lot parcel and shall be screened from abutting residential 
uses by an opaque vegetive buffer or fence or a combination thereof; 

ii. All existing vegetation shall be retained except where its removal is necessary for the 
construction of the development; 

iii. Signs advertising any business shall be of a scale and style and so located that they will not 
conflict with the streetscape; 

iv. The location and orientation of any main buildings on the lot parcel must be carefully 
selected to prevent buildings that are significantly larger than any one- or two-unit 
dwellings in the vicinity (e.g. greater than 3 times the floor area, and/or twice the height, 
and/or three times the length) from looming over any such residential dwellings or their 
yards;  

v. Measures, including lot parcel grading, shall be required to adequately dispose of storm and 
surface water;  

vi. A minimum equivalent to 1/3rd of the floor area of the building shall be in compliance with 
the definition for landscaped open area. That percentage may be reduced to as low as 
1/10th where the Development Officer is satisfied with the design of a Certified 
Horticultural Technician or Architect; and 

vii. Ingress and egress points where the parking area is to be accessed from any 
public/street/road shall be designed to ensure that any known significant traffic problem 
identified by the Traffic Authority is not further exacerbated. 

The Development Officer reviewed  request and found that the proposed development 
satisfied the criteria for Site Plan Approval based on the following: 

- Parking will be provided to the rear of the lot and will be screened from abutting residential uses 
by a fence at least 1.2 metres in height. 

- Existing vegetation will be retained except where its removal is necessary for the construction of 
the development. 

- The development will not require any signs other than one identifying its civic address. 
- The scale and location of the proposed apartment is appropriate considering the provisions of 

the UR3 zone and existing developments in the vicinity. 
- CBRM Engineering and Public Works approved preliminary plans for water, sewer, stormwater 

and drainage. Prior to any development on the lot, the applicant must submit final plans for 
each of these to CBRM Engineering and Public Works for review and approval. The applicant 
must also submit approval from NS Department of Environment and Climate Change. 

- The proposed development includes approximately 700 square metres of landscaped open area, 
equivalent to 1/3rd of the total floor area of the building. 
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- Nova Scotia Department of Public Works granted access approval for the proposed 
development and accepted a Traffic Impact Analysis prepared for the proposed development. 

 
Pursuant to Sections 232 and 236 of the Municipal Government Act, the Development Officer is obliged 
to notify each assessed property owner within 30 metres of the development property of their decision 
to grant Site Plan Approval. Property owners have 14 days in which to formally lodge an appeal of the 
Development Officer’s decision to grant Site Plan Approval to Council (Attachment A). Appeals must be: 
 

- in writing,  
- sent to the Municipal Clerk,  
- clearly state the grounds for appeal (explaining why it is believed the Development Officer’s 

decision to grant Site Plan Approval was incorrect), and 
- specify of which site plan evaluation criteria it is believed the Development Officer’s 

interpretation was inconsistent with the requirements of (or a reasonable application of) the 
Land Use By-law.  

 
In hearing an appeal concerning a Site Plan Approval, Council may make any decision that the 
Development Officer could have made. 
 
The Municipal Clerk received one written request for appeal of the Development Officer’s decision to 
grant Site Plan Approval (Attachments D, E, F). The appeal was received from Shaun and Paula Hickey. 
The Development Officer’s responses to the appellant’s letters are found in Attachment G and H. The 
Hickey’s request for appeal is based on the following items (in bold). The Development Officer’s 
response is found below each item. 
 

• 2.8.4 (B) All existing vegetation shall be kept, except where its removal is necessary for the 

construction or expansion of the development, unfortunately all existing vegetation has 

already been removed by the developer. 

Section 2.8.4(b) of the CBRM Land Use By-law outlines provisions for Site Plan Approval for uses 

deemed permitted. The correct section for Site Plan Approval in this case is Section 2.13.2(a)(ii): 

all existing vegetation shall be retained except where its removal is necessary for the 

construction of the development. The property owner removed some vegetation from the lot 

prior to applying for a building and development permit. However, the CBRM Land Use By-law 

does not regulate the removal of vegetation on a lot when there is no permit application in 

process. 

• The orientation of the building being that it is greater than 3 times the size of adjacent single-

family dwellings, 56 & 64 Reservoir Road will result in this proposed structure looming over 

existing residential dwellings and their yards. This matter is of great concern for the residents. 

The Development Officer considered the scale, location and zones of surrounding properties 

when reviewing the site plan for the proposed apartment. The lot is flanked on each side by 

one-unit dwellings, both of which are over a single storey in height. Directly across from the lot 

is vacant land that sits between Reservoir Road and the Trans Canada Highway (zoned General 

Commercial). Approximately 50 metres northeast of the lot, EHS operates an ambulance service 
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from a building that is 1570 square metres in area (zoned General Commercial). The CB Regional 

Hospital, over 4 storeys in height, is less than ½ kilometre southwest of the lot (zoned Major 

Community Facility). 

The property itself is zoned Medium Density Urban Residential (UR3) (Attachment I). The 

provisions for the UR3 zone are as follows: 

- Minimum front yard setback: 3 metres 
- Minimum side and rear yard setbacks: 1.25 metres 
- Maximum building height: 15 metres or 5 storeys 
- Maximum lot coverage: 60% 

 
At its closest point, the proposed building is set back approximately 9 metres from the front 
property line. From the side property line to the southwest, the proposed building is set back 
approximately 7 metres at its closest point. From the opposite side property line, it’s set back 
approximately 3 metres. The proposed building is set back approximately 22 metres from the 
rear property line at its closest point. The proposed building is 3 storeys in height with a lot 
coverage of approximately 31%.  
 
The proposed apartment is oriented on the lot so that it is situated closer to the front property 
line with a screened parking area to the rear. This layout reduces the potential visual impact of 
the building mass on adjacent dwellings while maintaining a consistent streetscape presence.  
 

• 5.3.3 Minimum lot frontage for apartment buildings with more than 6 dwellings should have a 

minimum of 18m. However, the proposed site plan only has 9m, which is below the required 

minimum, 

 

The minimum frontage for lots with apartments containing more than six dwelling units is 18 

metres. The frontage of PID 15287386 is 38.132 metres (Attachment C). 

 

• Parking in the front yard shall not exceed 40% of the area, parking for the proposed building 

will exceed this limit. 

 

Section 4.18.2(e) of the CBRM Land Use By-law states that for a lot parcel with less than 5 

parking spaces, the total area devoted to parking or aisles in the front yard shall not exceed 40% 

of the area of the front yard. This provision does not apply as the proposed development 

includes more than 5 parking spaces. 

 

• 4.18.2 Driveways shall not be closer than 4.5m to another driveway, the driveway for 60 

Reservoir Road will be < 4.5m from 64 Reservoir Roads driveway. 

 

Section 4.18.2(b) of the CBRM Land Use By-law states that driveways shall not be closer than 4.5 

metres to another driveway serving the same lot parcel. The proposed development only 

includes one driveway. 

 

Page 14



5 
 

• A suitable plan for garbage storage has not been conveyed.  

 

The criteria for the review of Site Plan Approvals does not include a provision for the storage of 

solid waste.  

 

• Concerns presented from our earlier letters of appeal have not been addressed. 

 

Earlier letters received from Shaun and Paula Hickey regarding the Development Officer’s 

decision to grant Site Plan Approval expressed concern about the some of the above items as 

well as about street parking, increased traffic, disposal of storm and surface water, installation 

of new infrastructure, the effect of the development on property values and a lack of 

consultation with residents of Reservoir Road. These letters, as well as those in response from 

the Development Officer, are attached. The Development Officer also spoke with Mr. Hickey by 

phone to discuss his concerns. 

 

In addition to the Development Officer’s correspondence, Senior Planner Karen Neville spoke 

with Mr. Hickey by phone to provide additional information regarding his concerns. The 

Development Officer reached out to Cory Youden, Manager of Engineering Services, to request 

that he contact Mr. Hickey to address his concerns regarding the disposal of storm and surface 

water and the installation of new infrastructure. 

Conclusion 

Planning and Development Staff are of the opinion that the site plan meets the criteria set out for Site 

Plan Approval in the CBRM Land Use By-law. 

Attachments 

Attachment A: Excerpts from the Municipal Government Act 

Attachment B: Location Map 

Attachment C: Site Plan 

Attachment D: Submission from Appellant, dated 4 May 2025 

Attachment E: Submission from Appellant, dated 19 May 2025 

Attachment F: Submission from Appellant, dated 1 June 2025 

Attachment G: Development Officer’s response to Appellant, dated 12 May 2025 

Attachment H: Development Officer’s response to Appellant, dated 28 May 2025 

Attachment I: Medium Density Urban Residential (UR3) Zone Provisions 
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Report Prepared by: 
 

 
Development Officer 
Planning and Development Department
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Attachment A: Excerpts from the Municipal Government Act 

• Section 231: Site-plan approval 
 
(1) Where a municipal planning strategy so provides, a land-use by-law shall identify 
(a) the use that is subject to site-plan approval;  
(b) the area where site-plan approval applies;  
(c) the matters that are subject to site-plan approval;  
(d) those provisions of the land-use by-law that may be varied by a site-plan approval;  
(e) the criteria the development officer shall consider prior to granting site-plan approval; 
(ea) the notification area;  
(f) the form and content of an application for site-plan approval.  
 
(2) repealed 2003, c. 9 s. 61.  
 
(3) No development permit shall be issued for a development in a site-plan approval area 
unless  
(a) the class of use is exempt from site-plan approval as set out in the land-use by-law and 
the development is otherwise consistent with the requirements of the land-use by-law; or 
(b) the development officer has approved an application for site-plan approval and the 
development is otherwise consistent with the requirements of the land-use by-law.  
 
(4) A site-plan approval may deal with  
(a) the location of structures on the lot;  
(b) the location of off-street loading and parking facilities;  
(c) the location, number and width of driveway accesses to streets;  
(d) the type, location and height of walls, fences, hedges, trees, shrubs, ground cover or 
other landscaping elements necessary to protect and minimize the land-use impact on 
adjoining lands;  
(e) the retention of existing vegetation;  
(f) the location of walkways, including the type of surfacing material, and all other means of 
pedestrian access;  
(g) the type and location of outdoor lighting;  
(h) the location of facilities for the storage of solid waste;  
(i) the location of easements;  
(j) the grading or alteration in elevation or contour of the land and provision for the 
management of storm and surface water; 
(k) the type, location, number and size of signs or sign structures;  
(ka) security or performance bonding;  
(l) provisions for the maintenance of any of the items referred to in this subsection. 
 

• Section 232: Site-plan approval 
 
(1) A development officer shall approve an application for site-plan approval, unless the  
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(a) matters subject to site-plan approval do not meet the criteria set out in the land-use by-
law; or  
(b) applicant fails to enter into an undertaking to carry out the terms of the site plan.  
 
(2) Where a development officer approves or refuses to approve a site plan, the process and 
notification procedures and the rights of appeal are the same as those that apply when a 
development officer grants or refuses to grant a variance.  
 
(2A) Notwithstanding subsection (2), council may require a larger notification distance for 
site-plan approvals in its land-use by-law where the municipal planning strategy so 
provides.  
 
(3) The council, in hearing an appeal concerning a site-plan approval, may make any 
decision that the development officer could have made.  
 
(4) A council may by resolution provide that any person applying for approval of a site plan 
shall pay the municipality the cost of  
(a) notifying affected land owners;  
(b) posting a sign.  
 
(5) A development officer may, with the concurrence of the property owner, discharge a site-
plan, in whole or in part. 
 

• Section 236: Variance procedures 
 
(1) Within seven days after granting a variance, the development officer shall give notice in 
writing of the variance granted to every assessed owner whose property is within the greater 
of thirty metres and the distance set by the land-use by-law or by policy of the applicant’s 
property.  
 
(2) The notice shall  
(a) describe the variance granted;  
(b) identify the property where the variance is granted; and  
(c) set out the right to appeal the decision of the development officer.  
 
(3) Where a variance is granted, a property owner served a notice may appeal the decision 
to the council within fourteen days after receiving the notice.  
 
(4) Where a variance is refused, the applicant may appeal the refusal to council within 
seven days after receiving notice of the refusal, by giving written notice to the clerk who 
shall notify the development officer.  
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(5) Where an applicant appeals the refusal to grant a variance, the clerk or development 
officer shall give seven days written notice of the hearing to every assessed owner whose 
property is within thirty metres of the applicant’s property.  
 
(6) The notice shall  
(a) describe the variance applied for and the reasons for its refusal;  
(b) identify the property where the variance is applied for; and  
(c) state the date, time and place when council will hear the appeal. 
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Attachment C: Site Plan
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Attachment D: Submission from Appellant, dated 4 May 2025 
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Attachment E: Submission from Appellant, dated 19 May 2025
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Subject: Appeal of Site Plan Approval at PID 15287386 UR3 Zone 60 Reservoir Road, 
Sydney, Nova Scotia. 

June 1, 2025 

Dear Colleen Clare and CBRM Council, 

I am writing to formally appeal the site plan approval for the proposed 18-unit apartment 
building within the UR3 zoning area, Reservoir Road, Sydney. As you are aware, while the 
current bylaw allows for 6-unit apartment buildings by default, developments exceeding 
this threshold require additional site plan approval due to their potential impact on 
surrounding properties. 

I strongly believe that this proposed development will negatively affect adjacent dwellings 
due to increased traffic congestion, loss of privacy, environmental impact, and 
infrastructure strain. The scale and density of an 18-unit building far exceed what was 
originally envisioned for this zoning area, raising concerns about its compatibility with the 
character and well-being of the existing community. 

I respectfully ask that the approval be reconsidered, considering the following factors: 

• 2.8.4 (B) All existing vegetation shall be kept, except where its removal is
necessary for the construction or expansion of the development, unfortunately
all existing vegetation has already been removed by the developer.

• The orientation of the building being that it is greater than 3 times the size of
adjacent single-family dwellings,  Reservoir Road will result in this
proposed structure looming over existing residential dwellings and their yards.
This matter is of great concern for the residents.

• 5.3.3 Minimum lot frontage for apartment buildings with more than 6 dwellings
should have a minimum of 18m. However, the proposed site plan only has 9m,
which is below the required minimum,

• Parking in the front yard shall not exceed 40% of the area, parking for the
proposed building will exceed this limit.

• 4.18.2 Driveways shall not be closer than 4.5m to another driveway, the
driveway for Reservoir Road will be < 4.5m from  Reservoir Roads driveway.

• A suitable plan for garbage storage has not been conveyed.
• Concerns presented from our earlier letters of appeal have not been addressed.

I urge the relevant authorities to conduct a thorough review of the impact this development 
will have on nearby residences and consider modifications that would mitigate these 
concerns. I'm available to discuss this further and provide added materials if needed. The 

Attachment F: Submission from Appellant, dated 1 June 2025
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residents of Reservoir Road kindly request a meeting with the council to further discuss 
this matter. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, Shaun & Paula Hickey standing for the residents of Reservoir Road 

Sydney, NS 

B1P3H7 
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CBRM A Community of Communities 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality 

Colleen Clare, MCIP 

Development Officer 

Planning and Development Department 

320 Esplanade, Room 200 

Sydney, NS   B1P 7B9 

Phone: 902-563-5092 

Fax: 902-564-0481 

Email: caclare@cbrm.ns.ca 

May 12, 2025 

Shaun and Paula Hickey 

Sydney, NS 

B1P 3H7 

Re: Site Plan Approval, PID 15287386 

Thank you for submitting your letter, dated 4 May 2025, regarding the site plan approval for a multi-unit 
dwelling at PID 15287386, Reservoir Road. I appreciate that you took the time to review the information 
you received and prepare your comments. As your letter didn’t include a phone number or email 
address to reply, please consider this letter as a response to your comments. 

The Municipal Government Act gives municipalities the ability to grant uses by site plan approval. The 
Development Officer can approve a site plan approval if they determine that the proposed 
development: 

- meets the criteria for site plan approval set out in the Land Use By-law; 
- complies with the requirements of the Land Use By-law; and 
- is otherwise consistent with the requirements of the Land Use By-law.  

In your letter, you’ve indicated that you wish to lodge an appeal to Council regarding the Development 
Officer’s decision to grant the site plan approval. Section 236A(1) of the Municipal Government Act 
states that any appeal of a decision to grant a site plan approval must clearly state the grounds for 
appeal. After reviewing your letter, it is my understanding that the grounds for your request to lodge an 
appeal is that the Development Officer approved a site plan that does not meet the criteria for site plan 
approval set out in the Land Use By-law.  

The specific criterion for site plan approval that you feel has not been met is Section 2.13.2(a)(iv): 

The location and orientation of any main buildings on the lot parcel must be carefully selected 
to prevent buildings that are significantly larger than any one- or two-unit dwellings in the 
vicinity (i.e. greater than 3 times the floor area and/or twice the height, and/or three times the 
length) from looming over any such residential dwellings or their yards. 

Before continuing, it’s important to consider the following provisions of the zone in which the proposed 
development and its abutting lots are located – UR3 (Medium Density Urban Residential): 

Attachment G: Development Officer’s response to Appellant, dated 12 May 2025
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- minimum front yard setback: 3 metres 
- minimum side and rear yard setbacks: 1.25 metres 
- maximum building height: 15 metres or 5 storeys 
- maximum lot coverage: 60% 

 
At its closest point, the proposed building is set back approximately 9 metres from the front property 
line. From one side property line, the proposed building is set back approximately 7 metres at its closest 
point. From the opposite side property line, it’s set back approximately 3 metres. The proposed building 
is set back approximately 22 metres from the rear property line at its closest point. The proposed 
building is 3 storeys in height and has a lot coverage of approximately 31%. 
 
In accordance with the provisions of the UR3 zone, the Development Officer considered the proposed 
building’s orientation, height, scale and proximity to dwellings and other buildings in the immediate 
area. The proposed building is oriented on the lot so that it is situated closer to the front property line, 
thereby placing a screened parking area to the rear—adjacent to the neighbouring residential uses. This 
layout reduces the potential visual impact of the building mass on adjacent dwellings while maintaining 
a consistent streetscape presence. Given the proposed building’s reduced height and lot coverage 
relative to the zone maximum, increased setbacks relative to the zone minimum and orientation, the 
Development Officer concluded that the site plan approval met the criterion laid out in Section 
2.13.2(a)(iv). 
 
If you wish to proceed with lodging an appeal to Council regarding the Development Officer’s decision to 
grant the site plan approval, please reply in writing clearing stating your grounds for appeal by 20 May 
2025. 
 
If you have any questions or require further information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 
 

Sincerely, 

 
Colleen Clare 
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CBRM A Community of Communities 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality 

Colleen Clare, MCIP, LPP 

Development Officer 

Planning and Development Department 

320 Esplanade, Room 200 

Sydney, NS   B1P 7B9 

Phone: 902-563-5092 

Fax: 902-564-0481 

Email: caclare@cbrm.ns.ca 

May 28, 2025 

Shaun and Paula Hickey 
 

Sydney, NS 
B1P 3H7 

Re: Site Plan Approval, PID 15287386 

Please consider this letter as a follow-up to our phone conversation on 27 May 2025.  I want to 
thank you again for submitting your letters, dated 4 May and 19 May 2025, regarding the site 
plan approval for a multi-unit dwelling at PID 15287386, Reservoir Road. I appreciate that you 
took the time to review the information you received and prepare your comments.  

In accordance with the Municipal Government Act, the Development Officer can grant site plan 
approval if they determine that the proposed development: 

• meets the criteria for site plan approval set out in the Land Use By-law;
• complies with the requirements of the Land Use By-law; and
• is otherwise consistent with the requirements of the Land Use By-law.

The Development Officer is responsible for evaluating the site plan according to specific criteria 
in the Land Use By-law, including: 

1. Parking shall be provided on the lot parcel and shall be screened from abutting
residential uses by an opaque vegetive buffer or fence or a combination thereof;

2. All existing vegetation shall be retained except where its removal is necessary for the
construction of the development;

3. Signs advertising any business shall be of a scale and style and so located that they will
not conflict with the streetscape.

4. The location and orientation of any main buildings on the lot parcel must be carefully
selected to prevent buildings that are significantly larger than any one- or two-unit
dwellings in the vicinity (i.e. greater than 3 times the floor area, and/or twice the height,

Attachment H: Development Officer’s response to Appellant, dated 28 May 2025
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and/or three times the length) from looming over any such residential dwellings or their 
yards. 

5. Measures, including lot parcel grading, shall be required to adequately dispose of storm 
and surface water. 

6. A minimum equivalent to 1/3rd of the floor area of the building shall be in compliance 
with the definition for landscaped open area. That percentage may be reduced to as low 
as 1/10th where the Development Officer is satisfied with the design of a Certified 
Horticultural Technician or Architect. 

7. Ingress and egress points where the parking area is to be accessed from any 
public/street/road shall be designed to ensure that any known significant traffic 
problem identified by the Traffic Authority is not further exacerbated. 

In previous correspondence, you indicated that you wanted to address Council regarding the 
Development Officer’s decision to grant site plan approval. As stated in earlier correspondence, 
the mechanism to do so is outlined in Section 236A(1) of the Municipal Government Act: 
Grounds for appeal. An appeal under this section must: 

• be submitted to the Municipal Clerk, 

• clearly state the grounds for the appeal, explaining why you believe the Development 
Officer’s decision to grant site plan approval was incorrect, and 

• specify which site plan evaluation criteria you believe the Development Officer’s 
interpretation of was inconsistent with the requirements of (or a reasonable 
application of) the Land Use By-law. 

As your previous correspondence did not clearly identify your grounds for appeal of the 
Development Officer’s decision to grant site plan approval based on the above provisions of the 
Land Use By-law and Municipal Government Act, I have been advised to permit you an 
additional opportunity to do so. Your submission must be received by 12:00 noon, 2 June 2025 
and can be made via email to: ClerksOffice@cbrm.ns.ca.  

Sincerely, 

 
 
Colleen Clare 
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5.3. MEDIUM DENSITY URBAN RESIDENTIAL 

The Medium Density Residential (UR3) zone supports a variety of housing 
types at a range of densities. This zone provides for a transition from less 
dense, more suburban development format to the higher density, urban 
format common of downtowns and commercial centres or corridors. The 
UR3 zone accomplishes this through a mixture of townhouses and 
apartments of various sizes. One and two unit dwellings are permitted. In 
effort to create complete communities, retail and restaurant uses are 
permitted, but limited in size. 

The Medium Density Urban Residential zone is directed by policy in CBRM Forward, the Municipal Planning 
Strategy:  

Regional Structure 

• Regional Centre
• Local Centre
• Mixed Use Centre
• Intensification Areas

Land Use Designations 

• Downtown Sydney
• Local Centre
• Mixed Use Centre
• Medium to High Density

Residential
• Low to Medium Density

Residential

5.3.1 Permitted Uses 
One or more of the following uses are permitted in the UR3 zone subject to all applicable 
requirements of this By-law: 

RESIDENTIAL SERVICE 
• Dwelling, One-Unit
• Dwelling, Two-Unit
• Dwelling, Townhouse, up to twelve dwelling

units
• Dwelling, Apartment, up to twelve dwelling

units
• Dwelling, Townhouse, more than twelve

dwelling units subject to Section 2.13 and
Section 5.3.2

• Dwelling, Apartment, more than twelve
dwelling units subject to Section 2.13 and
Section 5.3.2

• Dwelling, Shared
• Dwelling Unit

• Community Service
• Cultural Service
• Day Care Facility, subject to Section 4.4
• Educational Service
• Protective (only coast guard, fire, judicial,

police)
• Supportive Housing, subject to Section 4.24
• Restaurant, subject to Section 2.13 and

Section 5.3.2

UR3 

Attachment I: Medium Density Urban Residential (UR3) Zone Provisions 
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RECREATIONAL SALES 
• Public Indoor and Outdoor • Retail Use, subject to Section 2.13 and Section 

5.3.2 

5.3.2 Permitted Uses by Site Plan Approval 
Notwithstanding relevant zone standards in Subsection 5.3.3, the following uses are 
permitted through Site Plan Approval: 

a) Dwelling, Apartment or Dwelling Townhouse with more than six dwelling 
units, subject to the following: 

i. Screening of parking areas and any outside storage areas from adjacent 
properties and a public street by an opaque vegetive buffer or fence or 
combination thereof of at least 1.2m high or landscaped equivalent; 

ii. Provision of landscaping consisting of a combination of trees, shrubs, plants, 
grass, or retention of existing vegetation at a minimum of 25% of the total 
land area. 

b) Restaurant and Retail Use, subject to the following: 
i. Maximum allowable gross floor area is limited to 75m2; 
ii. Screening of parking areas and any outside storage areas from adjacent 

properties and a public street by an opaque vegetive buffer or fence or 
combination thereof of at least 1.2m high or landscaped equivalent. 

iii. Be located on a Level 3 or higher street. 
 

5.3.3 Zone Standards 

a) Minimum Lot Area  

 Apartment Dwelling, with more than six dwelling units, the greater of 540 m2 or 

 For each dwelling unit having 3 or more bedrooms  150 m2 

 For each dwelling unit having 2 or more bedrooms 100 m2 

 For each Bachelor or dwelling unit having 1 bedroom 75 m2 

 All other uses 225 m2 

b) Minimum Lot Frontage  

 Dwelling, Apartment, or Dwelling Townhouse with more than twelve 
dwelling units 

18 m 

 All other uses  9 m 

c) Minimum Front Yard Setback 3 m 

d) Minimum Side Yard Setback 1.25 m 
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 A nil setback is provided for common walls  

e) Minimum Rear Yard Setback 1.25 m 

f) Minimum Flankage Yard Setback 1.25 m 

g) Maximum Building Height 15 m or 5 
storeys 

h) Maximum Lot Coverage 60% 
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Excerpt: Draft Heritage Advisory Committee Meeting – June 2, 2025 
 

Municipal Heritage Registration – 5 Court Street / 312 Commercial Street, 

North Sydney 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor MacMullin, seconded by Councillor Paruch, to recommend 

to Council to initiate the process for registering 5 Court Street / 312 

Commercial Street, North Sydney (PID 15028640) as a Municipal Heritage 

Property.  

Motion Carried 
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TO:  Heritage Advisory Committee    DATE: May 21, 2025 
 
FROM: Karen Neville 
 
RE: Request for Municipal Heritage Registration - 5 Court Street/312 

Commercial Street, North Sydney 
 
A request has been received from Sherry Finney to register 5 Court Street/312 Commercial Street, North 
Sydney (PID 15028640) as a Municipal Heritage Property (Attachment A). The applicant’s submission for 
Heritage Registration, which was prepared by Emma Lang, Executive Director, Heritage Trust of Nova 
Scotia, can be found in Attachment B. The unique architectural features along with its cultural significance 
are cited for the reasons for Municipal Heritage Registration.  
 
This L-shaped structure was originally built in 1939 and comprises two connected units with separate 
addresses, one which fronts on Court Street (5 Court Street) and the other which fronts on Commercial 
Street (312 Commercial Street). The building located at 5 Court Street/312 Commercial Street in North 
Sydney was constructed in 1939 by Melbourne Russell (M.R.) Chappell, who also served as its architect 
while working for Chappell’s Ltd., a well-known local construction and stonemasonry firm. The building 
was original owned by Richard Jabalee, and served as a warehouse and grocery store and is closely tied 
to the history of North Sydney’s Lebanese and Syrian communities. 312 Commercial Street is part of the 
original construction and is 84 years old. 5 Court Street and used to function as a warehouse was burned 
down in 1950 and rebuilt in the same year and is 73 years old. 
 
Architecturally, the structure is notable for its L-shaped design with gabled rooflines. The L-shaped nature 
of the building, allowed enough space for both the warehouse and grocery store. Aside from the shape 
and other unique characteristics, this building is typical of warehouses and other industrial buildings of 
this period, like Pictou Iron Foundry located in Pictou, Nova Scotia, a provincially registered heritage 
property.1 
 
The unit facing Court Street retains many original elements. This unit is wood construction with a cement 
foundation with brick cladding. It is unclear when the red metal siding was installed on upper half of the 
building face on Court Street. However, when the current property owners purchased the property in 
2008, there was a sign painted on the siding reading ‘R. Jabalee & Sons’, which has since been removed. 
Wooden dentils separate the exposed brick from the siding. The centrally located windows and two 
double doors are surrounded by molding. The side of the unit is of brick construction covered with 

 
1 Canada’s Historic Places, “Pictou Iron Foundry,” n.d. Historic Places Canada, https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-
reg/place-
lieu.aspx?id=14796&pid=0&%3A%7E%3Atext=Description%20of%20Historic%20Place%2Cincluded%20in%20the%
20provincial%20designation  
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concrete with a series of windows with stone sills. The interior of the unit maintains elements of its original 
construction including exposed wood beams and brick walls. The current owners have renovated the 
interior space while ensuring these characteristics remain visible. The Court Street warehouse serves as a 
visual landmark as it is one of the only industrial style buildings located on the street. This unit is also the 
tallest building on this street, being two storeys tall. 

The unit facing Commercial Street has gable roof with columns on either side. The brick exterior is exposed 
on the sides of the building with the street face covered in metal siding. There is a cement inlay on centre 
of the Commercial Street façade reading “1939: R. Jabalee.” The storefronts facing Commercial Street 
have been altered from its original form. The storefront was formerly entirely glass aside from two 
recessed entryways. The front façade now features two recessed doors and several display windows 
covered by metal awnings, all with painted black wood trim. 

In addition to its architectural value, the building is a visual and cultural landmark, representing the legacy 
of Lebanese and Syrian entrepreneurship that shaped the Commercial Street corridor throughout the 20th 
century. As such, the structure not only illustrates the local economic and architectural history but also 
preserves the memory of a vibrant immigrant community and its contributions to North Sydney.  

As indicated, the applicant is requesting Municipal Heritage Registration based on the unique architectural 
and cultural significance. The scoring criteria for this property can be found in Attachment C. 

Recommendation 
It is recommended the Heritage Advisory Committee advise Council to initiate the process for registering 
Court Street/312 Commercial Street, North Sydney (PID 15028640) as a Municipal Heritage Property.  

Submitted by: 

Originally Signed by

Karen Neville  
Planning and Development Department 
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Application for 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial Street, CBRM 

1 

Applicant Information: 
Name: Sherry Finney 

Organization/Company Affiliation:  
Address:  
Telephone:  
Email:  

 
Compiled with the help of: 
Name: Heritage Trust of Nova Scotia, , Executive Director 

Address:  

Telephone:  

Email:  
 

 
Property Information: 
Nova Scotia Property Identification Number (PID(s)):   

Owner(s): Sherry Finney 

Address: 5 Court Street/312 Commercial Street, North Sydney, B2A 1C2. 

 

Historical Information  
1. Age of Property:  
This L-shaped structure was originally built in 1939  and comprises two connected 

units with separate addresses, one which fronts on Court Street (5 Court Street)  and 

the other which fronts on Commercial Street (312 Commercial Street). 312 

Commercial Street is part of the original construction and is 84 years old. 5 Court 

Street and used to function as a warehouse was burned down in 1950 and rebuilt in 

the same year and is 73 years old.  

 

2. Source of Information:  
The original date of construction, 1939, is present on a cement inlay in the bricks 

located centrally on the Commercial Street face of the building. 

 

3. Does this property have an association with the life or activities of a person, 
group, organisation, institution or an event that has made a significant 
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contribution to the local community, municipality, province, or country? If so, 
provide details:  
Association of the property with the community’s economic, social, political, athletic 

or cultural history: 

 At the end of the nineteenth and beginning of the twentieth century an abundance of 

natural resources, like ore and coal, and easily accessible transportation by boat and 

train made Cape Breton the logical location to establish mines and quarries and their 

associated plants. These industries attracted thousands of immigrants from a wide 

range of countries and cultures, including Maronite Catholics from Lebanon and 

Syria. By 1921, Census records indicate that out of roughly 6,500 occupants there 

were 103 individuals living in North Sydney with at least one Lebanese or Syrian 

born parent.1 Many of these immigrants came to Nova Scotia with little money and 

found work in the mines and steel industry or jobs that supported the lives of the 

people in the area, often learning English after their arrival. 

 The Lebanese and Syrian Immigrants in North Sydney worked in many different 

industries, but most commonly they were business owners or merchants. Richard 

Jabalee’s family provides an excellent example of one such family. Jabalee arrived, 

not speaking English, in 1909 and over the course of thirty years went from being an 

industrial worker and peddler to opening four grocery businesses in North Sydney, 

one of which was a grocery and warehouse at 5 Court Street/312 Commercial Street 

(PID 15028640). During the twentieth century, much of North Sydney’s main street, 

Commercial Street, specifically from Court Street to Blowers Street, was made up of 

businesses owned and operated by the Lebanese and Syrian communities, some of 

which include the Raheys who owned a grocery business, the Shebibs who ran a 

shoe repair store, the Kawaja family who had a trading company, and the Balahs 

who sold ladies’ and children’s clothing, all in the North Sydney area.2 Through their 

successful businesses and community contributions such as donations to local 

sports teams the Lebanese and Syrian communities in North Sydney made a 

memorable impact on the economy of North Sydney and all of Cape Breton.3 

 
1 This comes from genealogical history collected by the North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage 
Society as well as the 1921 Canadian Census. 
2 This comes from genealogical history collected by the North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage 
Society. 
3 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI  
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Richard Jabalee’s grocery businesses opened after four years of pedalling goods 

and working in various jobs in Cape Breton’s industrial sphere. His first business, a 

wholesale grocery store, was run from a rented retail lot on Commercial Street and 

opened in 1917. In 1932, Jabalee decided to close his first business and purchase 

and open a different wholesale store on Commercial street as well as The Quality 

Store (another grocery store). The grocery store and warehouse run from 5 Court 

street and 312 Commercial Street ( ) were the last of Richard Jabalee’s 

businesses to open. The building was designed and built in 1939 by Melbourne 

Russell (M.R.) Chappell, the staff architect at Chappell’s Ltd., a well-known Sydney 

operated construction and stonemasonry company.4 Jabalee’s grocery businesses 

were a supplier for most Northside grocers during their operation and opened at a 

time of population growth in North Sydney, which created a demand for new 

businesses which would cater to the growing population’s needs. Many others 

belonging to the Lebanese and Syrian communities in North Sydney 

contemporaneously opened businesses of their own at the beginning of the twentieth 

century.  

While open, these businesses employed numerous people in North Sydney, some of 

whom were also immigrants from Lebanon and Syria, as warehouse loaders and 

stockers, grocery clerks, box boys, meat cutters, office workers or delivery drivers. 

Each of the Jabalee stores employed fifteen to twenty people at a time with the 

warehouse employing fewer, likely between two and three. Many immigrants from 

this community worked at Jabalee’s stores until they got their own start.5 One 

example of this is the Rahey brothers who were employed at Richard Jabalee’s 

grocery store and went on to become well regarded businessmen and open their 

own successful grocery chain.6  

Notably, Richard Jabalee is also known to have aided in the war efforts during World 

War Two. Jabalee’s warehouse and wholesale at 5 Court Street and 312 

Commercial Street opened in 1939, the year of the beginning of World War II. 

Preparations for the onset of World War II also meant a population increase in towns 

 
4 Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada, Chappell, Melbourne Russell, 
http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907 (Accessed August 11, 2023)  
5 This comes from oral history given by Charlene Pedersen, head of the North Sydney Area Lebanese 
Heritage Society.  
6 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI  
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like North Sydney, as Canada began to increasingly stress the need for labour in 

industrial occupations like those at mines and plants. Jabalee’s businesses grew 

with this population, providing employment opportunities and food for those at the 

home front. Wartime rationing did affect the product sold at Jabalee’s stores, Harold 

Jabalee recounts that during the Second World War Jabalee’s grocery stores did not 

sell their Canadian red brand beef, instead sending it overseas with the three ships 

he owned to service the convoys that left from Sydney Harbour.7 Jabalee’s 

businesses also partook in community aid at home. Much like other grocers and 

businesses in the twentieth century, Jabalee’s businesses provided delivery options 

to the community and sponsored local sports teams. Harold Jabalee also recalled his 

father helping members of the community in need stating that “In those days there 

were no food banks…The merchants were the food banks: those who could pay 

made up for those who couldn’t.”8 

 

Association of the property with a well-known person locally, provincially or 

nationally: 

Richard Jabalee: 
Jabalee was very well known both locally and throughout Atlantic Canada for 

numerous reasons. Richard Jabalee arrived in Nova Scotia with his father Asad in 

1909 at the age of seventeen from Zahle, Lebanon and was followed by his mother 

and other siblings in 1913.9 According to the oral testimony of Jabalee’s son Harold, 

Richard Jabalee did not speak or read English when he arrived.10 He first worked at 

a quarry in Georges River, then the local Nova Scotia Steel and Coal Company in 

Sydney Mines, then at the North Sydney docks and as a peddler before opening his 

first grocery store in a rented retail space on Commercial Street in 1917.11 The 1917 

 
7 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
8 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
9 In total the family included 4 sons and a daughter at the time of immigration. Statistics Canada, 
“Census of Canada, 1921” (RG31- Statistics Canada, 1921), page 9, http://central.bac-
lac.gc.ca/.redirect?app=census&id=67607754&lang=eng.  
10 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 2 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=myGnyeHGhIo  
11 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
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store was the first of a series of such businesses that were owned by Richard 

Jabalee and his family. After closing the first business, two more opened in 1932, 

The Quality Store and a wholesale, and finally the last business, a warehouse and 

grocery store at 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial Street (PID  15028640), opened 

in 1939.12 Jabalee’s warehouse was a supplier for many of the grocery stores in 

North Sydney throughout the twentieth century, also providing delivery services. 

Jabalee was commonly referred to as ‘The Boss’ by those who knew him in North 

Sydney.13 

 

Richard Jabalee’s businesses carried items that could not be found elsewhere and 

were considered to be high quality by his customers. In particular, Richard’s grocery 

chain, R. Jabalee and Northern Wholesale (later renamed R. Jabalee & Sons Ltd. in 

1955) sold beef sourced from the west of Canada, which he labelled Canada’s finest 

Red Brand Beef. Richard’s stores sold this product so well that the CEO of Canada 

Packers, Norman MacLean, travelled from Toronto to North Sydney to meet him in 

person.14  

 

In addition to Richard Jabalee’s entrepreneurial reputation he was also an avid race 

horse owner, gaining a particular reputation for one horse named Marjorie M, who 

was referred to as ‘Queen of the Maritimes’.15 According to the oral testimony of 

Richard’s son Harold Jabalee, his father had always had a love for horses, beginning 

to purchase race horses in the 1920s and keeping them in Montreal, later moving 

them to Nova Scotia so that he could be closer to them.16 Richard Jabalee himself 

did not race the horses, instead his brother Mike Jabalee or friend Earl Avery from 

 
12 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
13 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI  
14 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
15 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI; Gordon Sampson, “Hard work 
allows for quality purchases,” Saltwire, November 17, 2019,. https://www.saltwire.com/cape-
breton/opinion/hard-work-allows-for-quality-purchases-21190/. (Accessed August 10, 2023). 
16 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI  
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New Brunswick acted as jockeys.17 Jabalee was known to travel across America and 

the Maritimes to purchase horses and compete in horse racing competitions.18 On 

one occasion Marjorie M was registered to compete at a race in Charlottetown, but 

instead the race was cancelled and Richard Jabalee was given the prize money as 

the organisers recognized that Marjorie would likely win.19 Richard Jabalee took 

interest in other sports as well and was a shareholder and one of the original 

directors of the Northside Forum. He supported hockey and baseball in Cape Breton 

by attending games throughout the island and sponsoring local sports teams.20 

Richard Jabalee’s success and reputation in the area is clearly displayed in a 1935 

issue of the Sydney Post Record which included his name in a list of ‘Leaders of 

Cape Breton.’21 

 

Melbourne Russell Chappell: 
Melbourne Russell (M.R.) Chappell of Chappell’s Ltd. (or Chappell Brothers & Co.) 

was the architect and builder of this building. Chappell is a person of note in the 

history of Nova Scotia, both for the work of his company as well as his purchase of 

Oak Island in the 1930s, and the treasure hunt there which he was committed to until 

his death in 1981.22 Chappell also served as the Alderman for Sydney between 1924 

and 1928.23 M.R. Chappell’s father William Chappell had founded the construction 

company Chappell’s Ltd. in Sydney Nova Scotia and passed its management to his 

 
17 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI; Gordon Sampson, “Hard work 
allows for quality purchases,” Saltwire, November 17, 2019,. https://www.saltwire.com/cape-
breton/opinion/hard-work-allows-for-quality-purchases-21190/. (Accessed August 10, 2023). 
18 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI 
19 Gordon Sampson, “Hard work allows for quality purchases,” Saltwire, November 17, 2019,. 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/hard-work-allows-for-quality-purchases-21190/. 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
20 Gordon Sampson, “Hard work allows for quality purchases,” Saltwire, November 17, 2019,. 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/hard-work-allows-for-quality-purchases-21190/. 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
21 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
22 “Chappell, Melbourne Russell,” Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada, 1800-1950. 
Accessed August 10, 2023, http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907.  
23 “Chappell, Melbourne Russell,” Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada, 1800-1950. 
Accessed August 10, 2023, http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907.  
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four sons upon his death.24 Chappell’s Ltd. was given contracts for several buildings 

around the province with M.R. Chappell being the staff architect for the firm, He was 

awarded the contract for 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial Street (PID 15028640) 

in 1939.25 Some of Chappell’s other works included the Isle Royale Hotel (1927), a 

theatre for a D.P. MacDonald (1938), and the Young Men’s Christian Association 

(1940) in Sydney Nova Scotia, and the Maritime Winter Fair Arena in Amherst, Nova 

Scotia (1939) all of which have since been demolished. 

 

4. Are there any additional comments regarding the age and history of the 
structure that you can provide? If so, provide details.  
Oral history collected from Harold Jabalee indicates that the warehouse portion of 

the building burned down around 1950 and was rebuilt soon after.26  

In 2008 the property was purchased by Paul Finney, Sherry Finney, Dale Finney and 

Robert Dickson, who renovated and in part restored the exterior and interior of the 

building.27 The building continues to be used for commercial purposes, now housing 

several businesses inside including Breton Print, Bare Envy Skincare, and Trinity’s 

Florals in the 5 Court Street unit and Nathan Ryan Law and Nora’s 2 in the 312 

Commercial Street unit. 

 

Architectural Information  
1. Is the name of the Architect or Building known, if so provide?: 
The contract for the construction of the building was awarded to Melbourne Russell 

Chappell in 1939 and the construction was paid for by Richard Jabalee.28 Melbourne 

 
24 “Chappell, Melbourne Russell,” Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada, 1800-1950. 
Accessed August 10, 2023, http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907.  
25 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 
26 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 7 - Interview with Harold Jabalee (with Edna Jabalee),” interview by 
Isabel Rahey-Tobin, October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-zp7Rls3uww.  
27 Michael Tobin, 2008, “Deed: John Cruickshank Enterprises Limited to Paul Finney, Sherry Finney, 
Robert Dickson and Dale Finney,” Registry of Deeds, January 30. 
28 Gordon Sampson, “Food behind Jabalee family’s business success,” Saltwire, November 10 2016, 
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/ 
(Accessed August 10, 2023). 

Page 46

http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-zp7Rls3uww
https://www.saltwire.com/cape-breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/


Application for 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial Street, CBRM 

8 

Russell Chappell was also the architect for the project as he was the staff architect 

for Chappell’s Ltd..29 

 

2. Was the architect/builder of particular importance at the regional or local 
level? 
 Melbourne Russell (M.R.) Chappell and his three brothers ran Chappell’s Ltd. out of 

Sydney NS and were well known in the area as a reputable stonemasonry and 

construction company. The company was founded by their father William Chappell. 

Work attributed to Chappell’s Ltd. and more specifically M.R. Chappell could be 

found mainly in Cape Breton but also in Amherst Nova Scotia. Some examples of his 

work included the Isle Royale Hotel built in 1927, a theatre for a D.P. MacDonald 

(1938), and the Young Men’s Christian Association (1940) in Sydney Nova Scotia, 

and the Maritime Winter Fair Arena in Amherst (1939), Nova Scotia, all of which 

have unfortunately been demolished.30  M.R. Chappell is also well-known for 

purchasing Oak Island in the 1930s and is credited with starting search efforts for 

treasure there.31 

 

3. Does the building exhibit any unusual or unique architectural features? If 
yes, describe these features:  
The building features a cement inlay in the brick on the 312 Commercial Street 

storefront which reads “1939 R. Jabalee”. Additionally, the L-shaped nature of the 

building, allowing enough space for both the warehouse and grocery store, is also 

unusual, but allows for the best use of this plot of land. Aside from the shape and 

other unique characteristics, this building is typical of warehouses and other 

industrial buildings of this period, like Pictou Iron Foundry located in Pictou, Nova 

Scotia, a provincially registered heritage property.32 

 

 
29 “Chappell, Melbourne Russell,” Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada, 1800-1950. 
Accessed August 10, 2023, http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907.  
30 Chappell, Melbourne Russell,” Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada, 1800-1950. 
Accessed August 10, 2023, http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907.  
31  “Chappell, Melbourne Russell,” Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada, 1800-1950. 
Accessed August 10, 2023, http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907.  
32 Canada’s Historic Places, “Pictou Iron Foundry,” n.d. Historic Places Canada, 

https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-
lieu.aspx?id=14796&pid=0#:~:text=Description%20of%20Historic%20Place,included%20in%20the%2
0provincial%20designation.  
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4. Does the architecture have a distinct design unique to the local area? If yes, 
describe:  

Commercial Street in North Sydney (between Blowers Street and Court Street), an 

area where many of the buildings were owned by members of the Lebanese and 

Syrian communities throughout the 20th century, is defined by commercial, 

residential and industrial buildings similar to 5 Court Street/312 Commercial Street. 

This building is, however, architecturally unique in North Sydney due to its L-shape. 

This building and those that surround it illustrate the Lebanese and Syrian 

community’s experiences during and contributions to the economic growth of North 

Sydney throughout the twentieth century.  

 

Construction Information  
1. Type of Construction (For example, wood frame, mortar, brick, etc)  
5 Court Street: 

Exterior: 

The unit’s exterior is rectangular with a gabled roof which overhangs slightly at the 

Court Street face. It is of wood frame construction with a cement foundation and with 

brick cladding. The bricks are painted red. On the southwest face the bricks on the 

lower half of the wall are exposed and painted red but covered with red metal siding 

on the upper half. It is not known when the red siding was installed, however, this 

was done while the warehouse was in business as when the present owners bought 

the building in 2008 there was a sign painted on the siding reading ‘R. Jabalee & 

Sons.’ This has since been removed. Black painted wooden dentils separate the 

exposed brick from the siding on the upper portion of the unit. The southwest side of 

the unit also features a rectangular window centrally placed above a three paned 

display window with two double-doors on either side. The moulding around the 

windows and doors is wood and is painted black. The sides of the unit are 

constructed of bricks which are covered in a layer of red painted concrete to provide 

stability. Windows line the sides of the building and have stone sills. The unit has a 

gabled roof which meets columns on either end. At the northeast corner of the 

warehouse on Court Street, the structure connects at a ninety-degree angle with the 

store on Commercial Street making it one L-shaped building. 

 

Interior: 
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The top floor of the building retains visible elements of its original construction 

including exposed wood beams and brick walls. This space was renovated in 2022 

and the owners have ensured that these characteristics remain visible and pay 

tribute to the building as a heritage structure.  

 

312 Commercial Street: 

The unit is rectangular with a gabled roof with columns on either side and a slight 

overhang. The unit has a cement foundation and is constructed of brick which is left 

exposed on the sides or of the structure. The Commercial Street face of the store 

features two recessed doors and several display windows covered by metal 

awnings, all with painted black wood trim. The top section of the Commercial Street 

storefront is covered with blue vertical metal siding. At the centre of the Commercial 

Street face there is a cement inlay in the brick which reads ‘1939: R. Jabalee’ 

indicating the date of construction. Separated from the metal siding by black trim, the 

bottom half is covered with wooden panelling which is painted light blue. The column 

on either side of the storefront is covered in white vertical metal siding with black 

trim. The rear of this unit connects it with the warehouse at a ninety degree angle 

making it one L-shaped building. 

 

2. Does the building exhibit any interesting construction techniques or 
particular building technologies (i.e. wooden pegs, mortise and tenon, etc.)?  

Not to our knowledge. 

3. Present Building Condition   

 Poor   

 Fair   

 Good   

 Excellent  

 

Alteration Information  
1. Has the exterior of the building been structurally altered from its original 
appearance? If yes, when?  
5 Court Street 

The exterior of this section of the property has retained many original elements. 

Numerous restoration and renovations have been completed between 2008 and the 
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present. The present owners purchased the property in 2008, at this time the 

warehouse still had a sign painted directly onto the siding reading ‘Jabalee and Sons 

Ltd.’ The siding on the lower half of the building was removed shortly following the 

building's purchase in 2008. This renovation exposed the original brick which is 

painted red. Along with this change, the present owners also converted a garage 

door that was formerly centrally placed on Court Street face of the building into a 

large window with a black painted wooden frame, a change that references the 

original garage doors and keeps with the style of the building. At the same time as 

this renovation, they also converted the single doors and windows on either side of 

the garage door into double doors with black painted wooden frames; this was done 

to facilitate better access to the multiple retail rental units present inside the 

warehouse today. The window on the top half of the Court Street face as well as all 

of the windows on other faces of the unit are original and their frames were repainted 

black around the time of this renovation. The present owners have also worked to 

restore the cement coating over the exposed brick and the window sills along the 

sides of the building. 

 

312 Commercial Street 

The storefront on Commercial Street has changed significantly since the business’s 

operation in the twentieth century. The storefront was formerly entirely glass aside 

from two recessed entryways. At an unknown date this storefront was renovated to 

then feature one recessed entryway with the remaining wall being made of windows. 

The present owners have renovated this storefront twice since its purchase in 2008. 

The first renovation in 2008 resulted in the Commercial Street face having two 

recessed entryways, placed differently than the original construction, and three 

windows covered with red cloth awnings and surrounded with black painted trim.  

During the 2008 renovation the walls were covered with beige metal siding which 

was over the original brick. In 2020 further exterior renovations took place which 

changed the colour of the metal siding from beige to blue and changed the awnings 

over windows from red cloth to white metal. 

 

Contextual Information  

1. Does the building serve as a visual landmark? Why? 
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The building serves as a landmark along Court and Commercial Street because of 

its size, design, and placement. The Court Street warehouse serves as a visual 

landmark as it is one of the only industrial style buildings located on the street. The 

warehouse is also the tallest building on this street, being two storeys tall, and is 

painted red, making it clearly visible and unique from its surroundings. The 

Commercial Street storefront also serves as a visual landmark due to its unique 

appearance. The inclusion of columns on either side of the structure and awnings 

over the display windows as well as the store’s roofline differentiate it from 

neighbouring buildings. This storefront also serves as a visual landmark due to the 

cement inlay dating the building to 1939. This element not only helps to identify the 

age of this specific structure but also helps to place this building and those around it 

in a time when North Sydney and its Lebanese and Syrian population were 

economically flourishing, and this part of Cape Breton was a hub of activity. 

Aside from being a physical landmark this structure also serves as a cultural 

landmark within the community. The grocery store and warehouse were located in 

the commercial centre of North Sydney. More specifically they were located in an 

area of a few blocks which was almost entirely owned by Lebanese and Syrian 

immigrants, many of whom lived in the residential neighbourhood behind 

Commercial Street. Children who grew up in this community during the store's 

operation have memories of going to Jabalee’s grocery store after school to pick up 

candies from Jabalee’s warehouse on the way to play games on the field where 

Ultramar sits today.33 Others in the community recall family members working for 

Jabalee at one of his businesses, like the grocery store and warehouse, as they 

found their place in North Sydney or waited to start their own businesses as many in 

the Lebanese and Syrian communities did.34 

 

2. How do nearby buildings compare with the subject property?  
The grocery store and warehouse on Court Street and Commercial Street stands out 

from the surrounding buildings. The design of both street facing facades of this 

building differs from those neighbouring it in shape. The roofline on Court Street and 

 
33 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 2 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=myGnyeHGhIo 
34 Harold Jabalee, 2019, “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee,” interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin, 
October 25, 2019, https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI 
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Commercial Street features a gable met as each side of the facade by columns, 

while other rooflines on Court and Commercial Street are mostly flat. In addition to 

this the Court Street warehouse is red in colour compared to two grey buildings 

which neighbour it. The Commercial Street storefront also features white metal 

awnings that are not present on other buildings along Commercial Street.  

More broadly speaking, the building is not uncharacteristic of this section of 

Commercial Street, running historically from Blowers Street to Court Street, most of 

which was owned by the Lebanese and Syrian Community. Many of the buildings on 

Commercial Street feature similar boomtown facades to 312 Commercial Street / 5 

Court Street. This building’s registration would help to preserve more than just the 

memory of Jabalee’s family businesses, but also the many other Lebanese and 

Syrian owned businesses along this street.  
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Photographs: 

 
Photograph taken around 1950 depicting the fire damage at the warehouse at 5 Court 

Street. The photograph was taken from Court Street looking towards Blowers Street. The 

wall connecting the warehouse to the grocery store is to the right of the camera shot. 

Source: Charlene Rahey-Pedersen in North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage Society, “1950 

Fire at R. Jabalee Meats and Groceries,” Facebook, October 27, 2019, 

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10156380440206822&set=oa.2488528464598250 
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Photograph taken in 2008 showing the Court Street warehouse storefront before the present 

owners first renovation. 

Source: Photograph taken by Sherry Finney. 
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Photograph taken before 2012 showing renovation progress at the Court Street warehouse. 

Source: Photograph taken by Sherry Finney. 
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Photograph taken in 2012 of the Court Street storefront as well as its northwestern wall. 

Source: Cropped image from Google Street View (5 Court Street, North Sydney, B2A 1C2) 
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Photograph taken in 2012 of the Court Street storefront of the building. 

Source: Cropped image from Google Street View (5 Court Street, North Sydney, B2A 1C2). 
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Photograph taken in 2016 depicting the storefront on Court Street. 

Source: Lou Musgrave in North Sydney Area Lebanese Society’s page, 2019, “This building 

will be familiar to many Northsiders. Located on the lower end of Court Street across from 

the Vooght Building, it housed the operations of Northern Wholesale also known as 

Jabalee’s Wholesale.” Facebook, August 4, 2019. 

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1284415465073375&set=gm.2332318270219271 
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Photograph taken in 2022 depicting 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial street from Blowers 

Street. 

Source: Cropped image from Google Street View (10 Blowers Street, North Sydney, B2A 

2Y2) 

 

Photograph taken before 2022 showing the second floor of the warehouse with original wood 
frame and exposed brick. 

Source: photograph taken by Sherry Finney. 
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Photograph taken in 2022 showing the 2nd floor of the warehouse with original exposed 

brick, floors, and wooden frame. 

Source: Photograph taken by Sherry Finney. 
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Photograph taken in 2022 showing the 2nd floor of the warehouse with original floor 

and exposed wooden frame. 

Source: Photograph taken by Sherry Finney. 
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Photograph taken in the 1950s depicting Richard Jabalee and others in front of his grocery 

store on Commercial Street. 

Source: Charlene Rahey-Pedersen in North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage Society’s 

page, 2019, “R. Jabalees Meats and Groceries,” Facebook, October 27, 2019. 

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10156380440481822&set=oa.2488528464598250. 
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Photograph taken around the 1950s featuring the Commercial Street storefront of the 

building. 

Source: Charlene Rahey-Pedersen in North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage Society, 

“Easter Window at R. Jabalees Meats and Groceries. In the window is Nicholas Rahey and 

Richard Jabalee,” Facebook, October 27, 2019, 

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=10156380440526822&set=oa.2488528464598250  
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Photograph taken in the 1970s depicting Commercial Street with R. Jabalee & Sons 

Supermarket on the left. 

Source: Lou Musgrave in North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage Society’s page, 2021, 

“Downtown North Sydney, from Court St to Blowers. Coming and going. Look like seventies 

era photos,” Facebook, November 12, 2021, 

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1981789132002668&set=oa.589161462133888 
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Photograph taken around the 1970s depicting the Commercial Street storefront of R. 

Jabalee & Sons Supermarket. 

Source: Lou Musgrave in North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage Society’s page, 2021, no 

caption, Facebook, November 12, 2021, 

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1981790718669176&set=oa.589161462133888  
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Photograph taken between 2008 and 2022 depicting the Commercial Street storefront of the 

building. 

Source: Lou Musgrave in North Sydney Area Lebanese Heritage Society’s page, 2019, “The 

changing face of downtown North Sydney. The black and white is a fifties era photograph of 

R. Jabalee’s Grocery. The other photo shows the building today,” Facebook, July 3, 2019, 

https://www.facebook.com/photo/?fbid=1260981054083483&set=pcb.2276429512474814  
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Photograph taken in 2022 depicting the Commercial Street storefront of the building. 

Source: Cropped image from Google Street View (312 Commercial Street, North Sydney, 

B2A 1C3) 
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Photograph taken in 2023 of the Commercial Street Storefront, showing the cement inlay 

reading “1939 R. Jabalee.” 

Source: photograph taken by Sherry Finney. 

 

 

 

 

 

Page 68



Application for 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial Street, CBRM 

30 

  

Page 69



Application for 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial Street, CBRM 

31 

References: 
Biographical Dictionary of Architects in Canada. “Chappell, Melbourne Russell.” n.d. 

http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907. (Accessed August 11, 

2023).  

Canada’s Historic Places. “Pictou Iron Foundry.” n.d. Historic Places Canada. 

https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-

lieu.aspx?id=14796&pid=0#:~:text=Description%20of%20Historic%20Place,in

cluded%20in%20the%20provincial%20designation. (Accessed August 21, 

2023). 

Jabalee, Harold. “Part 1 - Interview with Harold Jabalee.” Interview by Isabel Rahey-

Tobin. October 24, 2019. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI. 

(Accessed August 12, 2023).  

Jabalee, Harold. “Part 2 - Interview with Harold Jabalee.”Interview by Isabel Rahey-

Tobin.October 24, 2019. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=myGnyeHGhIo. 

(Accessed August 12, 2023). 

Jabalee, Harold. “Part 3 - Interview with Harold Jabalee.” Interview by Isabel Rahey-

Tobin. October 24, 2019. https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fPG8x4Z-Ljc. 

(Accessed August 12, 2023). 

Jabalee, Harold. “Part 4 - Interview with Harold & Edna Jabalee in background.” 

Interview by Isabel Rahey-Tobin. October 24, 2019. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F5uughC5t3g. (Accessed August 12, 

2023). 

Jabalee, Harold. “Part 6 - Interview with Harold Jabalee (with Edna Jabalee).” 

Interview with Isabel Rahey-Tobin. October 24, 2019. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-zp7Rls3uww. (Accessed August 12, 

2023). 

Sampson, Gordon. 2016. Food behind Jabalee family’s business success. 

November 10. Accessed August 10, 2023. https://www.saltwire.com/cape-

breton/opinion/food-behind-jabalee-familys-business-success-21200/. 

Sampson, Gordon. 2017. Hard work allows for quality purchases. November 17. 

Accessed August 10, 2023. https://www.saltwire.com/cape-

breton/opinion/hard-work-allows-for-quality-purchases-21190/. 

Statistics Canada. 1921. "Canadian Census." Census, Ottawa, ON. 

  

Page 70

http://dictionaryofarchitectsincanada.org/node/907
https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-lieu.aspx?id=14796&pid=0#:~:text=Description%20of%20Historic%20Place,included%20in%20the%20provincial%20designation
https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-lieu.aspx?id=14796&pid=0#:~:text=Description%20of%20Historic%20Place,included%20in%20the%20provincial%20designation
https://www.historicplaces.ca/en/rep-reg/place-lieu.aspx?id=14796&pid=0#:~:text=Description%20of%20Historic%20Place,included%20in%20the%20provincial%20designation
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=amSizJ1d_oI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=myGnyeHGhIo
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=fPG8x4Z-Ljc
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=F5uughC5t3g
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-zp7Rls3uww


Application for 5 Court Street and 312 Commercial Street, CBRM 

32 

 

Page 71



Page 72



Page 73



Page 74



Page 75



Page 76



Page 77



Page 78



Page 79



Page 80



Page 81



Page 82



Page 83



C 
Property Requesting Registration: 5 Court Street/312 Commercial Street, North Sydney (PID 15028640)

  
 
* It is intended that this scoring criteria will be used as a guide; it is not recommended that a specific 
score in each category would be required in order for registration to proceed.  However, it is assumed 
that in order to be registered a property should score at least 50 points overall.   

 
 
 
 
 

Historic Significance   
Age of Property 1939 & 1950 30 points 20 points 
Association of the property with the community’s economic, social, political, 
athletic or cultural history 20 points 10 points 

Association of the property with a well-known person locally, provincially or 
nationally 

10 points 
 

5 points 
 

Association of the property with a significant event in a community’s history (such 
as incorporation of a former municipal unit, a famous labour dispute, a famous 
court case)   

10 points 0 points 

Architectural Significance   
Presence of rare or unique architectural features on the exterior (such as stained 
glass windows, Scottish dormers, turrets, unique pre-fabricated features on 
modern buildings, etc.) 

20 points 
 

10 points 
 

Exceptional example of a particular architectural style; in order to score high in this 
category a structure need not be old or elaborately designed [(a modern building 
that is unique or is a particularly good example of a particular style could score 
high in this category, as could a modest, relatively unornamented structure if it is 
a very good example of a particular style (such as a semi- detached coal company 
house)]   

50 points 
 

20 points 
 

Exterior is wood, clay brick or natural stone 10 points 5 points 
Has been very substantially altered in recent years; most or all original features 
(dormers, windows, doors, verandahs, etc.) have been changed in size and/or style 
or have been removed 

-25 points 
 

-10 points 
 

Property is in a deteriorated state, requiring major repairs -15 point 0 points 
Presence of unique interior features (such as a Casavant Freres organ, exceptional 
interior wood work, unique light fixtures) - points to be awarded only in cases 
where the building is open to the public on a regular basis (places of faith, theatres, 
public buildings) 

5 points 
 

0 points 
 

Cultural Significance   
Association of the property with the history of a particular religious or ethnic group 
in the CBRM 

25 points 
 

15 points 
 

Association of the property with social or sports events within a community over 
a long period of time 

25 points 
 

0 points 
 

*Total 165 points 75 points 
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Excerpt: Draft Heritage Advisory Committee Meeting – June 2, 2025 
 

Municipal Heritage Registration – Bethel Presbyterian Church (9 Brookland 

Street, Sydney) 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Paruch, seconded by Councillor MacMullin, to recommend 

to Council to initiate the process for registering Bethel Presbyterian Church 

located at 9 Brookland Street, Sydney (PID 15066780) as a Municipal Heritage 

Property.  

Motion Carried 
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TO:  Heritage Advisory Committee   DATE: May 21, 2025 
 
FROM: Karen Neville 
 
RE: Request for Municipal Heritage Registration – Bethel Presbyterian 

Church (9 Brookland Street, Sydney)  
 
Background 
A request has been received from Brad Gillespie, Elder of the Bethel Presbyterian Church, to register 9 
Brookland Street, Sydney (PID 15066780) as a Municipal Heritage Property (Attachment A). The 
applicant’s submission for Heritage Registration can be found in Attachments B through L. The unique 
architectural features along with its cultural significance are cited for the reasons for Municipal Heritage 
Registration. 
 
Completed in 1926, the Bethel Presbyterian Church has served as a continuous place of worship for nearly 
a century and holds significant historical, architectural, and cultural value within the community. 
Architecturally, the church is an example of Old Colonial design, featuring large white columns, a 
distinctive rosette window, and four floor-to-ceiling stained glass windows (Attachments F, G, H, I, and J). 
The church's steeple, still one of the tallest structures in downtown Sydney, remains a visual landmark, 
easily visible to those entering Sydney via George Street. The building was designed by architect William 
F. Sparling and Company of Toronto. Construction was led by Chappells Limited which was operated by 
M.R. Chappell, who was a Sydney Alderman during the time of construction.  
 
The building incorporates innovative construction methods for its time, including steel roof trusses and 
columns, chosen for their fire-retardant properties in response to earlier church fires. The structure 
remains in good condition, with the original wooden clapboard preserved beneath aluminum siding added 
before 1970. The historic bell, cast in 1857 and previously used in two earlier Presbyterian churches, 
continues to ring from Bethel’s steeple, making it the oldest bell in use in Sydney. In addition, the 
sanctuary houses a Casavant Brothers Organ, installed in 1966 and still in use today (Attachment K and L). 
 
As indicated, the applicant is requesting Municipal Heritage Registration based on the unique architectural 
and cultural significance. While the combination of architecture features and cultural significance 
supports the request for Municipal Heritage Registration of the property, the scores associated with 
architectural significance are the main reasons for considering this property as a Municipal Heritage 
Property. The scoring criteria for this property can be found in Attachment M. 
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Recommendation 
It is recommend the Heritage Advisory Committee advise Council to initiate the process for registering 
Bethel Presbyterian Church located at 9 Brookland Street, Sydney (PID 15066780) as a Municipal Heritage 
Property. 
 
Submitted by: 
 

 
 
Karen Neville  
Planning and Development Department
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B Information to Support a Municipal Registration Request 

 

Please accept the information presented below and attached as the formal request by Bethel 
Presbyterian Church, Sydney, to have its Church Building at the Corner of Brookland and George 
Streets, Sydney, registered as a Municipal Heritage Property.  Thanks for your consideration. 
 
Historical Information 
1. Age of Property: 

Building completed 99 years ago in 1926. 
 

2. Source of Information: 
Sydney Record Newspaper, November 1926, Original Church Bulletin from the Dedication 
Service in 1926 and Session Meeting notes.  Images of all these sources are attached. 
 

3. Does this property have an association with the life or activities of a person, group, 
organization, institution or an event that has made a significant contribution to the local 
community, municipality, province, or country? If so, provide details. 
Home of this congregation since 1926, it was constructed due to a split within the Presbyterian 
Church in Canada (30%) that formed the United Church of Canada (70%) in 1925 and has been 
a continuous place if worship for our Congregation ever since.  In addition to being a place of 
worship, Bethel holds yearly fundraisers for Loaves and Fishes in Sydney, Camp MacLeod in 
Mira, and distributes almost $10,000 in food vouchers every year to the local community. 
 

4. Are there any additional comments regarding the age and history of the structure that you 
can provide? If so, provide details.   
The Church bell was originally installed in the first Presbyterian Church built in Sydney on 
Charlotte St., then moved to the 2nd Church built on Pitt St., but was presented to Bethel upon 
completion of construction.  The bell is inscribed “Menellys, West Troy, N.Y. 1857”, making it 
the oldest still in use in Sydney.  In addition to this, Bethel’s Casavant Brothers Organ (No. 415) 
was installed in 1966. (Photo of installation plaque attached) 

 
Architectural Information 
1. Is the name of the Architect or Building known, if so provide? 

Architect: Wm. F. Sparling Co. Toronto.  Chappells Limited, General Contractor 
 

2. Was the architect/builder of particular importance at the regional or local level? 
--In 1924, the year prior to beginning construction Bethel Church, W.F. Sparling Co. completed 
The Metropolitan Building in Toronto.  At the time, the skyscraper was the tallest building in 
the British Empire at 21 storeys. 
--Chappells Limited (Sydney) was operated by M.R. Chappell, who was a Sydney Alderman 
(1924-28) during the time of construction.  Shortly thereafter he purchased Oak Island to 
search for treasure.  Other local projects M.R. worked on and/or helped design were a hotel 
on the corner of Dorchester and The Esplanade and the YMCA on Charlotte Street (1940). 
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B Information to Support a Municipal Registration Request 

 

3. Does the building exhibit any unusual or unique architectural features? If yes, describe these 
features:  The large white columns on the front are unusual for the area.  The large rosette 
window, located above the columns and below the steeple, allows late afternoon sun to 
illuminate the Sanctuary.  The south (street) side and north (lawn) side of the Sactuary each 
boast two floor to ceiling stained glass windows.  The scenes depicted (attached) are Christ as 
“The Good Shepherd” (stained glass 1), “....Stand at the Door and Knock” (Stained Glass 2), 
“....Preach the Gospel” (Stained Glass 3) and “Christ Healing the Sick” (Stained Glass 4). 

 
4. Does the architecture have a distinct design unique to the local area? If yes, describe: 

Yes. Built in the “Neo-Classical Style”, it is very unique to the City of Sydney.  Also, the Church 
Steeple, housing the bell, serves as a landmark for most that enter Sydney via George St.  
Original to the building, the steeples’ height still eclipses most local buildings, which allows 
the sound of the bell on Sundays to still be heard throughout the city. 
 

Construction Information 
1. Type of Construction (For example, wood frame, mortar, brick, etc.)  

Structural Steel Roof Trusses and Columns. Foundational Steel and Iron.  Originally clad in 
wooden siding that remains today under the aluminum. 
(All steel was forged at the Sydney Foundry & Machine Works, per Sydney Record attached) 
 

2. Does the building exhibit any interesting construction techniques or particular building 
technologies (i.e. wooden pegs, mortise and tenon, etc.)? 
Steel Roof Trusses and Columns were unique at the time and were seen as a more fire- 
retardant solution than traditional wood framing.  Unfortunately, some previous churches 
burned, and this decision may have been made in reaction to those tragedies. 

 
3. Present Building Condition 
 Poor 
 Fair 
X Good 
 Excellent 

 
Alteration Information 
1. Has the exterior of the building been structurally altered from its original appearance? If yes, 

when?  Blue aluminum siding was added to the wooden clapboard exterior pre-1970.  The 
original clapboard remains under the siding. 

 
Contextual Information 
1. Does the building serve as a visual landmark? Why? 

Yes. Due to its height, the Church steeple can be spotted from almost anywhere downtown. 
 

2. How do nearby buildings compare with the subject property? 
Mostly updated residential 2-3 storey homes surround on 3 sides. 
North of Bethel is the start of commercial downtown. 
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B Information to Support a Municipal Registration Request 

 

 
Photographs 
If possible, please include photographs of all sides of the building and any unusual architectural 
features. If you have access to any historical photos of the property, please include in your 
submission. These photos will be retained by the Committee for future reference. 
 
Please feel free to provide any additional information that you feel could support your request 
to have this property registered as a Municipal Heritage Property.  
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Session Minutes from the Church Building Dedication 

C 
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   M 

 

Property Requesting Registration: Bethel Presbyterian Church located at 9 Brookland Street, Sydney 
(PID 15066780)  

 
* It is intended that this scoring criteria will be used as a guide; it is not recommended that a specific 
score in each category would be required in order for registration to proceed.  However, it is assumed 
that in order to be registered a property should score at least 50 points overall.   

 
 
 

Historic Significance   
Age of Property 1926 30 points 25 points 
Association of the property with the community’s economic, social, political, 
athletic or cultural history 20 points 10 points 

Association of the property with a well-known person locally, provincially or 
nationally 

10 points 
 

5 points 
 

Association of the property with a significant event in a community’s history (such 
as incorporation of a former municipal unit, a famous labour dispute, a famous 
court case)   

10 points 0 points 

Architectural Significance   
Presence of rare or unique architectural features on the exterior (such as stained 
glass windows, Scottish dormers, turrets, unique pre-fabricated features on 
modern buildings, etc.) 

20 points 
 

10 points 
 

Exceptional example of a particular architectural style; in order to score high in this 
category a structure need not be old or elaborately designed [(a modern building 
that is unique or is a particularly good example of a particular style could score 
high in this category, as could a modest, relatively unornamented structure if it is 
a very good example of a particular style (such as a semi- detached coal company 
house)]   

50 points 
 

25 points 
 

Exterior is wood, clay brick or natural stone 10 points 0 points 
Has been very substantially altered in recent years; most or all original features 
(dormers, windows, doors, verandahs, etc.) have been changed in size and/or style 
or have been removed 

-25 points 
 

0 points 
 

Property is in a deteriorated state, requiring major repairs -15 point 0 points 
Presence of unique interior features (such as a Casavant Freres organ, exceptional 
interior wood work, unique light fixtures) - points to be awarded only in cases 
where the building is open to the public on a regular basis (places of faith, theatres, 
public buildings) 

5 points 
 

5 points 
 

Cultural Significance   
Association of the property with the history of a particular religious or ethnic group 
in the CBRM 

25 points 
 

20 points 
 

Association of the property with social or sports events within a community over 
a long period of time 

25 points 
 

0 points 
 

*Total 165 points 100 points 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Compost Facility Future Planning 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Sheppard-Campbell, seconded by Councillor Paruch, 

that a recommendation be made to Council to direct staff to proceed with 

option two, which is included in the June 3, 2025, committee of the whole 

agenda, and start a phased close out of the CBRM compost facility.  

Discussion: 

• Compost processes 

• Compost market challenges 

• Contract processes 

Motion Carried 
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To:  Mayor Clarke and Council 

Submitted by: John Phalen, Director of Public Works 

Date:           May 20, 2025 

Subject:           Compost Facility Future Planning 

 
 
 
History 
 

- Nova Scotia Environmental Regulations require CBRM to divert organics from the solid 
waste stream. 

- CBRM uses a green bin collection program where residents put regulated organics out 
curbside weekly 

- WE currently process the organics at our compost facility at SPAR Road. 
- Plant was constructed 2007. 
- Intention was/is to divert organics and produce an agricultural grade compost for use/sale. 

 
Present Day 
 

- CBRM has been very successful in doing the diversion of organics and residents comply with 
Green bin program. Also, we have been successfully operating organic (leaf and yard waste) 
drop off sites during summer months in the various communities. 

- The plant operation has required us to address operational issues and improvements have 
been made. 

- Alterations and a new conveyor system was done in 2021 to make the operation more 
efficient and increase capacity. 

- Operation costs have increased from $ 1,600,000 in 2021 to $ 2,200,000 in 2024. 
- Building needs a new roof. Construction cost estimated in 2023 at $ 1,000,000. ($600,000) is 

budgeted this year. 
- Compost production is becoming inefficient. Significant production of “overs” (materials 

that aren’t processed and inorganics) is in the 40% - 50% range. 
- There is no market for the compost 
- We are currently trucking up to 50% of the process for landfill. Our current tipping fee is 

$185 / Tonne., with trucking costs of $ 300,000 annually. 
- Due to the location in the middle of the city, odor issues have been a constant concern and 

will likely require more capital dollars to mitigate. We are still receiving odor complaints, 
that require constant attention. 

 
 
 

 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 
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Compost Facility Future Planning   
 

What is the Way Forward 
 
Option 1 

- We continue with the planned capital expenditure and repairs the roof 
- Operating costs for 2025 will be in excess is of $ 2,700,000 
- We will continue to work out possible solutions for the persistent odor issues. No solution at 

present 
 
Option 2 –  

- We start a phased close out of the compost facility 
- Forego the capital costs planned. 
- Truck all organic materials to landfill. 

o With a volume increase we have been able to negotiate a tipping fee reduction 
o Also increased volume we can realize a haulage reduction 

- We can realize an operating savings of $ 400,000 – $ 500,000 per year from current 
operating. 

- No reduction in workforce. Employees can be re-allocated in other Solid Waste and Public 
Works operations, no budgetary impact. 

- Frees up supervisory staff for other solid waste initiatives and operations. 
- Eliminates odor issue 
- No change to the green bin program and no change for CBRM residents. Continue with 

normal curbside pickup. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
CBRM staff recommend a motion to direct staff to proceed with Option 2 and start a phased close 
out of the CBRM compost facility. 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Operation of our Solid Waste Recycling Facility 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Paruch, seconded by Councillor O’ Quinn, that 

Committee of the Whole recommend to Council to direct staff to proceed 

with sale of facility at 345 Gulf Cresent. 

Discussion: 

• Extended Producer Responsibility 

• Contract processes  

Motion Carried 
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To:  Mayor Clarke and Council 

Submitted by: John Phalen, Director of Public Works 

Date:           May 20, 2025 

Subject:           Operation of our Solid Waste Recycling Facility 

 
 
 
Background 
 

- CBRM in response to Nova Scotia Diversion regulations incorporated a blue bag recycling 
program 

- All items are recycled into 2 blue bag streams. 
- CBRM picks up curbside blue bags with own in-house forces and local contractors 
- Items are processed at our facility at Sydport Industrial Park in Point Edward. 
- We own the building and equipment and contract the processing to an operator through 

the tender process. Current operator is Camdon Recycling Limited. The contract expires 
December 31st of this year 

- Current business model 
o We are the owners 
o Camdon markets the recycled materials and CBRM receives diversion credits 
o CBRM pays for the operating costs and maintenance of the plant. 
o CBRM pays Camdon an operating fee and commission for the operation of the plant 

- The operation results in a net loss to CBRM 
- From 2021 to 2024 losses went from $ 1,034,000 to 1,189,000. 
- CBRM gets complaints from compliance officers at the landfill for recycled materials being 

discovered in shipments, indicating improper sorting. 
 
The Proposed Go Forward 
 

- We have performed an independent third-party commercial appraisal. The value for the 
facility is $890,000. 

- We have received interest in the form of an unsolicited proposal from a commercial entity 
to purchase the property and equipment. 

- With the sale of the building, the proponent has said they intend to operate it as a going 
concern as it will better its business case for Atlantic Canada. 

- With the sale of the building CBRM: 
o Doesn’t have to process the materials 
o We wouldn’t have to negotiate with Circular Materials for processing recycled 

materials as per the upcoming Extended Producer Responsibility Program starting 
January 1, 2026. 

 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 
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Operation of Solid Waste Recycling Facility   
 

o CBRM would continue to operate our curbside blue bag program, with the Circular 
Materials contract. Our involvement would end at the recycling site at Sydport. 

o No operating cost and eliminates the current and future experienced losses. 
o We collect commercial taxes estimated at $ 42,000 annually. (Commercial rate – $ 

4.6446 / 100) 
 
 
 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
CBRM staff recommend a motion to direct staff to proceed with sale of facility at 345 Gulf Cresent. 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Extended Producer Responsibility – Collection of Recyclables 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Gillespie, seconded by Deputy Mayor MacDonald, that a 

recommendation be made to Council to direct staff to proceed with the 

collection of recyclables using Circular Materials as per Council motion of 

November 28, 2023. 

Discussion: 

• Cost savings 

Motion Carried 
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Excerpt: Council Meeting – November 28, 2023 
 

 
Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) for Packaging, Paper, 

and Paper-Like Products (PPP) Phase 1 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor MacMullin, seconded by Councillor Gillespie, that 

going forward CBRM will opt into EPR (Extended Producer 

Responsibility) for PPP (Packaging, Paper, and Packaging-Like 

Products). 

Discussion:  

• Communication Plan 

• Provincial uniform program 

• Producer Responsible Organization (PRO) responsible for 

deciding how to run the program 

• PRO responsible for the education of the program 

• Savings and revenue opportunities 

• Collection time frames 

• No immediate requirement for change in equipment  

Motion Carried 
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To:  Mayor Clarke and Council 

Submitted by: John Phalen, Director of Public Works 

Date:           May 20, 2025 

Subject:           Extended Producer Responsibility – Collection of Recyclables 

 
 
 
Background 
 

- The province has changed its method of processing recyclable materials. 
- The change is from a consumer-based responsibility to an Extended Producer Responsibility 

(EPR) 
- In this process, Producers pay to divert the recyclables to a recognized third party. In Nova 

Scotia, Circular Materials has been selected by the province. 
- “Circular Materials is a national not-for-profit producer responsibility organization that 

represents the evolution to a more circular economy where materials are collected, 
recycled and returned to producers for use as recycled content in new products and 
packaging” 

- They are currently the EPR company of choice for Nova Scotia, New Brunswick, Ontario and 
Alberta. 

- Founders are 17 of Canada’s leading food, beverage and consumer products, restaurants 
and retailers, Such as Costco, Loblaws, McDonalds, Coca-Cola etc. 

- On November 28, 2023 Council passed a motion to opt into EPR. 
- Included is the motion and the presentation from the Council session. 
- Since that time PW Solid Waste has been working with Circular Materials to implement the 

EPR collection and processing that comes effective January 1, 2026. 
 
The Go Forward 
 

- CBRM has negotiated a go forward for the collection of our recyclable materials. These are 
the materials that residents put curbside as part of our blue bag program. 

- There is no change in the current regulations as to what and how materials are put out 
curbside and no change for CBRM residents. 

- Circular Materials will pay a yearly fee to CBRM to collect the materials. The fee considers 
our collection fees and additional payment to provide education. 

- The fee that will be paid: 
o Based on 44,462 stops (residential curbside residences) 
o CBRM will be paid $ 4.50 per stop per month for collection 
o CBRM will be paid $ 1.50 per stop per year for education 

- These fees will generate $2,532,334 per year. 

 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 
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Extended Producer Responsibility – Collection of Recyclables 
  
 

- Currently CBRM collection costs are generated by a combination of own forces and 
contracted services. 

- PW Solid Waste foresees an operational efficiency of approximately $ 1,800,000 with this 
change based on our current costs. 

- PW Solid waste will benefit approximately $ 65,000 in education credits that we can use to 
increase education in our solid waste collection programs. 

- There will be no change to the current way we collect our recyclables. 
- We will continue to use our own forces and continue with our contracted services with no 

change to our operation or contracts. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
CBRM staff recommend a motion to direct staff to proceed with the collection of recyclables using 
Circular Materials as per Council Motion of November 28, 2023. 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Main-a-Dieu Community Development Association/Coastal Discovery 

Centre Lease Renewal 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor MacNeil, seconded by Deputy Mayor Eldon MacDonald, 

that a recommendation be made to Council to approve a five-year lease with 

the Main-a-Dieu Community Development Association on the same terms as 

the previous lease. 

Motion Carried 
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 A Community of Communities 
 
 

Memo 
 
 
TO:   Committee of the Whole 
 
FROM:  Colin Fraser 
    
SUBJECT: Main-a-Dieu Community Development Association / Coastal 

Discovery Centre Lease Renewal  
 
DATE:  May 26, 2025 
  
  
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
The CBRM owns a facility in Main-a-Dieu formerly known as the Main-a-Dieu 
Elementary School. It is commonly referred to as the Coastal Discovery Center. The 
facility acts as a tourist destination along the Marconi Trail and a venue for community 
social and leisure activates. 
 
The existing Lease for the Main-a-Dieu Community Development Association has 
expired. The Association is seeking to renew for another five year term under the same 
terms and conditions as the previous lease. A copy of the previous lease is attached. In 
return for the operation and maintenance of the property, the Associations pays a nominal 
rent of $1.00 per annum to the CBRM.  
 
We have reviewed this request with internal staff and they have no issues with this 
request. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
That the Committee pass a motion to direct Council to approve a five-year lease with the 
Main-a-Dieu Community Development Association on the same terms as the previous 
lease. 
 
Submitted by: 
 
 
Colin Fraser 
Legal Researcher 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Station 23 Glace Bay Budget Error 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Gillespie, seconded by Councillor Sheppard-Campbell, 

that Committee of the Whole recommend to Council to approve of decrease 

in Glace Bay #23 budget by $50,000 and place in Fire Train Cost Centre, GL 

6020. 

Amended Motion 

Moved by Councillor Gordon MacDonald, seconded by Councillor MacKeigan, 

that the Committee of the Whole recommend to Council that the decrease in 

Glace Bay #23 budget by $35,200 and place in Fire Train Cost Centre, GL 

6020. This decrease results in Glace Bay #23 receiving a total of $29,800.  

Main Motion Withdrawn 

Amended Motion Carried 
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 A Community of Communities 

 
 

Mark Bettens, Director/Chief 362 George Street 
Cape Breton Regional Fire & Emergency Services Sydney, Nova Scotia 
mhbettens@cbrm.ns.ca B1P 1K1 
 Phone: 902-563-5130 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
To:     Mayor and Council 
 
Prepared By:   Mark Bettens, Chief 
 
Approved By:   Demetri Kachafanas, CAO 
 
Date:    May 28, 2025 
 
Subject:   Error of $50,000 additional in Glace Bay #23 budget.  
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation: Decrease Glace Bay #23 budget by $50,000 and place in Fire 

Train Cost Centre. GL 6020 
 
 
Background: An error of  $65,000 extra was placed in Glace Bay budget when 

it should have been an additional $15,000 for taking on Tower 
Road area. 

 
 
 
Financial Considerations:    None – reallocate funds already approved in budget 
 
 
 
 
__________________________________ 
Mark Bettens, Director/Chief 
Cape Breton Regional Fire and Emergency Services 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Fleet Replacement  

 

Motion 

Moved by Mayor Clarke, seconded by Councillor Sheppard-Campbell, that 

the Committee of the Whole recommend that Council review and consider 

the purchase of all fire apparatus listed in the June 3, 2025, committee of 

the whole agenda, as part of the 2025 replacement plan. 

Discussion: 

• Insurance rates 

• Fleet refurbish timelines 

• Clarification on the motion, to review and consider 

Motion Carried 
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To:                     Committee of the Whole 

Submitted by:              Chief Mark Bettens, CBRFES 

Date:                   May 28, 2025 

Subject:                  Fleet Replacement 

 
Origin 
Staff initiated. 
 
Legislation and Related Policies 
National Fire Protection Agency (NFPA), Fire Underwriters survey (FUS) 

Recommendation 
That the Committee of the Whole recommend that Council review and consider the purchase of all 
fire apparatus listed in the following replacement plan for 2025.  

Background 
A significant number of fire apparatus were purchased either new or used that are the model year 
2000 or 2001, as a result CBRM is at a point where more than 20 fire trucks have reached end of 
service life. This end of service is dictated by NFPA and FUS. Historically, 15 years was the standard 
for end of service but through municipalities lobbying, the standard has increased to 15, 20 and 25 
years depending on location and use.  All necessary documents are attached.   
 

Financial Implications 
 
The estimated cost of replacement status quo is 19-20 million dollars . Any apparatus tendered will 
have a 20-to-24-month delivery schedule and payment is upon receipt.  

Options 

Option 1 - Fully fund all trucks exceeding Fire Underwriter Survey Specifications and maintain fire 
insurance ratings. 

Option 2 – Make no purchases this year and be derated under Fire Underwriters survey, increasing 
insurance costs on residents. 

Option 3 – Staff review and report back on the feasibility and operational benefits of implementing a 
resource paging system to support internal communications and emergency response coordination.  

 
___________________________________________________________________________ 

A copy of this report can be obtained online at www.cbrm.ns.ca or by contacting the Office of the 
Municipal Clerk at 902-563-5010. 

Report Prepared by: Craig MacNeil 

 

 

 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality 
320 Esplanade 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Exploration of Amendments to Planning Documents Related to Single 

Access Communities and Subdivisions 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Parsons, seconded by Councillor Sheppard-Campbell, 

that Committee of the Whole recommend to Council for CAO to direct staff to 

explore potential amendments to planning documents to address concerns 

related to subdivisions and communities with only one point of ingress and 

egress. This review should consider public safety, emergency access, traffic 

flow, and future connectivity. A report outlining potential options and 

recommendations shall be brought back to Council for consideration.  

Motion Carried 
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City Hall 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 

 
  

Councillor Agenda Request Form 

X Included on Agenda 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by 4:30 pm seven days 
before the meeting) 

 Late Item 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by Noon the day before 
the meeting) 
 

 Request from the Floor: 
(New Business) 
- Announcement 
- Referral 
- Submit Petition 
- Notice of Motion 

Date of Council Meeting:  June 3rd ,2025 

Subject: Exploration of Amendments to Planning Documents Related to Single 
Access Communities and Subdivisions 

Motion for Council to Consider: 
 
That the CAO direct staff to explore potential amendments to planning documents 
to address concerns related to subdivisions and communities with only one point 
of ingress and egress. This review should consider public safety, emergency 
access, traffic flow, and future connectivity. A report outlining potential options 
and recommendations shall be brought back to Council for consideration. 
  
The above motion was draft based on my understanding of the 
background/rationale below: 
  
Recent events have highlighted the risks associated with single-access 
communities and subdivisions, particularly in emergency situations where 
evacuation or first responder access may be delayed. In addition to the work 
currently being undertaken by the EMO Manager to assess and enhance 
emergency preparedness in these areas, there is a growing need to limit further 
development in communities and subdivisions with only one point of access until 
appropriate infrastructure or planning solutions are in place. 
 
 
 A review of planning policies is necessary to guide future development in a way 
that prioritizes public safety, connectivity, and long-term sustainability. 
 
 

Steve Parsons 
Date  May 5th ,2025 

Received by Clerk’s Department (date):  
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Open Air Burning Bylaw (B- 400) 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor MacMullin , seconded by Councillor MacKeigan, that a 

recommendation be made to Council to direct CAO to have staff review the 

Open-Air Burning Bylaw (B-400) which was passed and adopted by council 

May 18, 1999, with particular attention to Schedule A and Schedule B which 

outline the areas of CBRM that are permitted and prohibited from 

participating in open air burning. 

Motion Carried 
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City Hall 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS  B1P 7B9 

Item No.                 
  

Council Agenda Request Form 

X Included on Agenda 
(Submitted to Municipal 
Clerk’s Office by 4:30 pm 
seven days before the 
meeting) 

 Late Item 
(Submitted to Municipal 
Clerk’s Office by Noon the 
day before the meeting) 
 

 Request from the Floor: 
(New Business) 
- Announcement 
- Referral 
- Submit Petition 
- Notice of Motion 

Date of Council Meeting:  June 3, 2025 

Subject: Open Air Burning Bylaw (B-400) 

Motion for Council to Consider: 
Direct CAO to have staff review the Open-Air Burning Bylaw (B-400) which was passed and adopted by 
Council May 18th, 1999 with particular attention to Schedule A and Schedule B which outline the areas of 
CBRM that are permitted and prohibited from participating in open air burning.  

Reason:  
 
This has been a topic of irritation for many residents living within the areas outlined in Schedule B which 
lists the communities that are prohibited to burn in open air. The communities that are not permitted 
any form of open-air burning, including back yard fires, are North Sydney, Sydney Mines, Sydney, New 
Waterford, Louisbourg, Glace Bay and Dominion. Some of the areas listed in Schedule A which lists the 
communities that are permitted open air burning are Sydney River, Coxheath, George’s River, Donkin, 
Florence, Scotchtown, Westmount and all other areas withing CBRM. 25 years ago, there may have been 
rational due to population, town limits etc. but some of these areas have since experienced significant 
development. Some of the areas permitted to burn have neighbourhoods like those found inside the old 
town/city limits, Sydney River and Westmount for example. There are densely populated in areas but 
are permitted back yard fires yet anyone in the town limits of North Sydney or Dominion are not. It is 
very difficult to walk up Musgraves Lane in North Sydney and tell the residents on one side of the street 
they can burn and the residents on the other side of the street they can not. The larger issue is that the 
bylaw is currently only exercised if a complaint is received which has resulted in its own set of issues 
giving some the opportunity to burn and others being reported.  

Outcome Sought:  
Bylaw B-400 be revised to be more inclusive to all areas of CBRM. 

Councillor Earlene MacMullin  District 2 

Date: 
April 22, 2025 

Received by Clerk’s Department (date): 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality Burning Bylaw B400 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor MacKeigan, seconded by Councillor MacMullin, that a 

recommendation be made to Council to consider that staff be directed to 

conduct a comprehensive review of the current Burning Bylaw B400, and 

prepare a proposed new bylaw that aligns with and is consistent across all 

communities within the Cape Breton Regional Municipality. That the 

enforcement of the Burning Bylaw also be reviewed and addressed to ensure 

the safety of our firefighters and first responders. 

Motion Carried 
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City Hall 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 

 
  

Councillor Agenda Request Form 

X Included on Agenda 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by 4:30 pm seven days 
before the meeting) 

 Late Item 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by Noon the day before 
the meeting) 
 

 Request from the Floor: 
(New Business) 
- Announcement 
- Referral 
- Submit Petition 
- Notice of Motion 

Date of Council Meeting:   

Subject: Cape Breton Regional Municipality Burning Bylaw B400 

Motion for Council to Consider: 
That staff be directed to conduct a comprehensive review of the current Burning Bylaw B400, 
and prepare a proposed new bylaw that aligns with and is consistent across all communities 
within the Cape Breton Regional Municipality.  That the enforcement of the Burning Bylaw also 
be reviewed and addressed to ensure the safety of our firefighters and first responders. 

Rationale: 
The existing Burning Bylaw B400 no longer adequately addresses the evolving needs, safety 
standards, and environmental considerations of all communities within the Cape Breton 
Regional Municipality. Variations in enforcement, interpretation, and local conditions across the 
region have led to inconsistencies and confusion among residents. A comprehensive review and 
update of the bylaw will ensure clarity, fairness, and alignment with current best practices in fire 
safety and environmental protection.  
 
Fire departments are often dispatched to backyard fire pit calls that are non-emergency in 
nature and where no enforcement action can be taken under the current bylaw. This results in 
an inefficient use of critical emergency resources and exposes firefighters to unnecessary risk. An 
updated and clearly enforceable bylaw will not only promote consistency across communities 
but will also help ensure that fire department resources are focused on high-priority responses, 
improving overall public safety and operational efficiency. 
 
Outcome Sought: 
A fair and consistent Burning Bylaw throughout the Cape Breton Regional Municipality, ensuring 
that all residents enjoy the same protections, responsibilities, and benefits regardless of where 
they live 

 

Dave MacKeigan 
Date 

Received by Clerk’s Department (date):  
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

Discarded Needles 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Gordon MacDonald, seconded by Councillor Gillespie, 

that a recommendation be made to Council to direct staff to provide a staff 

report at an upcoming meeting of Council regarding what CBRM does to 

collect discarded needles. 

Discussion: 

• Importance of safer communities 

Motion Carried 
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City Hall 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 

 
  

Councillor Agenda Request Form 

X Included on Agenda 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by 4:30 pm seven days 
before the meeting) 

 Late Item 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by Noon the day before 
the meeting) 
 

 Request from the Floor: 
(New Business) 
- Announcement 
- Referral 
- Submit Petition 
- Notice of Motion 

Date of Committee of the Whole Meeting:  June 3, 2025 

Subject: Discarded Needles 

Motion for Council to Consider: 
 
To direct staff to provide an staff report at an upcoming meeting of Council 
regarding what CBRM does to collect discarded needles.  
 

Rationale: They are a safety issue and require a reliable source to get them 
collected.  
 
Outcome Sought:  
To have a discussion on safer communities and proper removal of discarded 
needles.  

 

Councillor Gordon MacDonald 
Date May 23, 2025 

Received by Clerk’s Department (date):  
May 23, 2025 
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Excerpt: Draft Special Council Meeting – February 18, 2025 
 

CBRM Policies (1) 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Gillespie, seconded by Councillor Sheppard-Campbell, to 

direct staff to initiate a review of all CBRM policies; and to develop a policy 

framework for Council’s consideration.  

Motion Carried 
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Excerpt: Draft Council Meeting – March 18, 2025 
 

CAO Performance Evaluation Process 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor MacMullin, seconded by Councillor Gillespie, to pre-

approve the Chief Administrative Officer Performance Evaluation Policy as 

presented at the next meeting of Council. 

Motion Carried 
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To:                     Mayor and Council 

Submitted by:              Christa Dicks, Municipal Clerk 

Date:                   June 10, 2025 

Subject:                  CAO Performance Evaluation Policy and Committee 

 
Origin 
Staff initiated. 
 
Legislation and Related Policies 
Municipal Government Act, Sections 28,30,31 

Recommendation 

That Council approve the Chief Administrative Officer Performance Evaluation Policy.  

Background 
 
At the Council meeting held on March 18, 2025, a motion to approve the Chief Administrative 
Officer Performance Evaluation Policy, and within that policy the establishment of a CAO 
performance review committee, at the next Council meeting was passed, allowing for policy notice 
requirements to be met. 

Discussion 

As discussed during the March 18 meeting, the policy establishes the general principles, provisions, 
and roles and responsibilities of the CAO and the CAO Performance Review Committee.  

A review of practices in other municipalities indicates that CAO performance review committees 
typically include the Mayor as the Chair, and a varying number of Council members, depending on 
local governance structures.  Therefore, it is recommended the Committee be composed of the Mayor, 
who will serve as Chair, and three members of Council, appointed for the duration of their term. 

Before final approval, the following refinements to the policy: 

• Section 6.2 – The word “following” has been replaced with “preceding” to reflect that any 
proposed changes to the CAO’s compensation must be presented within the budget. 

• Section 6.3 – The phrase “industry best practice including” has been removed to clarify the 
scope of the evaluation tool. It is acknowledged that the Canadian Association of Municipal 
Administrators (CAMA) CAO Performance Evaluation Toolkit represents the recognized 
industry best practice. 

• Section 7.1.1 – The phrase “will consist of a Chair” has been revised to “will consist of the 
Mayor as the Chair” for specificity and in alignment with other municipalities. 

Upon Council’s final approval of the policy, it is suggested to proceed with appointments to the 
Committee. This step is timely, as it aligns with upcoming priority-setting discussions of term 
priorities and supports the ongoing performance management activities of the CAO. 

Financial Implications 
None. 

 

Cape Breton Regional Municipality 
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Options 

1. CBRM Council may adopt the recommendation with modifications.  

2. CBRM Council may refuse the recommendation in part or in whole. 

3. CBRM Council approve the Chief Administrative Officer Performance Evaluation Policy.  

____________________________________________________________________________ 

A copy of this report can be obtained online at www.cbrm.ns.ca or by contacting the Office of the 
Municipal Clerk at 902-563-5010. 

Report Prepared by: Christa Dicks, Municipal Clerk 902-563-5021. 
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1. Title 

Chief Administrative Officer Performance Evaluation Policy 
 

2. Legislative Authority & Related Policies 
Municipal Government Act, Sections 28, 30, 31 
 

3. Policy Statement 
Regular performance evaluations ensure that the Chief Administrative Officer is provided with accurate and 
appropriate feedback with goals of enabling and achievement of corporate objectives and improving 
municipal performance.  

 
4. Purpose 

4.1. The performance evaluation of the Chief Administrative Officer is a valuable instrument which can serve 
to: 

4.1.1. Discuss the relationship between Council and the Chief Administrative Officer; 
4.1.2. Provide clarity on expectations of the position; and 
4.1.3. Provide an assessment of the performance of the role, responsibilities, and authority as set out in 

the legislation, this policy, and the job description. 
 

5. Scope 
5.1. This policy applies to the Chief Administrative Officer as the only employee of the CBRM Council. 

 
6. General Provisions and Principles 

6.1. The annual performance review is part of an ongoing performance management process by which 
Council and the CAO work together to plan, monitor, and review work objectives.  The review includes 
the development of measurable criteria that: 

6.1.1. Align with the organization’s strategic direction and culture; 
6.1.2. Are practical and easy to understand; 
6.1.3. Provide an accurate picture of expectation and performance; 
6.1.4. Reflect the responsibilities assigned to the CAO by contract, policy, and legislation; 
6.1.5. Include a collaborative process for setting goals and reviewing performance based on tow-way 

communication between the Council and CAO; 
6.1.6. Monitor and measure results (what) and behaviours (how);  
6.1.7. Ensure that administrative work plans support the strategic direction of the organization; 
6.1.8. Identify and recognize accomplishments; and  
6.1.9. Support administrative decision-making. 

6.2. Performance evaluations will be completed annually immediately following preceding the budgetary 
process, or another date as mutually agreed by the Performance Evaluation Committee and the CAO. 
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Title Chief Administrative Officer Performance Evaluation 
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CAO Performance Evaluation Policy  2 

6.3. Annual performance evaluations will be completed using industry best practices including the Canadian 
Association of Municipal Administrators CAO Performance Evaluation Toolkit. 

6.4. All communications related to the CAO Performance Evaluation are confidential. 
 
7. Roles and Responsibilities 

7.1. A CAO Performance Evaluation Committee will be established to facilitate and support excellent 
communications and positive collaborative effort between the CAO and elected officials. 

7.1.1. The Committee will consist of a the Mayor as the Chair and three members of Council for the 
duration of their appointment; and 

7.1.2. A new committee will be established by January 31st immediately following a regular election held 
under the Municipal Elections Act. 

7.2. The committee chair will schedule the date and time of the annual evaluation in consultation with the 
committee and the CAO. 

7.3. Where an annual evaluation has not been scheduled within one month of completion of the budgetary 
process, the CAO will initiate the scheduling of the meeting with the committee. 

7.4. Committee members will sign evaluations which will be securely stored in a confidential file in the 
Mayor’s Office. 

7.5. The Chair, with the Committee, will provide the evaluation to Council at a closed session as per Section 
22(2)(c) and (e) of the Municipal Government Act. 
 

8. Policy Review Requirements 
8.1. Annually 

 
9. Communication 

9.1. Once approved, this policy is provided by the CAO to the Performance Evaluation Committee.   
9.2. In the event the CAO’s position is vacant, the policy is provided for annual review and to the Performance 

Evaluation Committee by the Clerk’s Department. 
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Excerpt: Draft Special Council Meeting – February 18, 2025 
 

CBRM Policies (1) 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Gillespie, seconded by Councillor Sheppard-Campbell, to 

direct staff to initiate a review of all CBRM policies; and to develop a policy 

framework for Council’s consideration.  

Motion Carried 
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Excerpt: Draft Committee of the Whole Meeting – June 3, 2025 
 

CBRM Policies 

 

Motion 

Moved by Councillor Gordon MacDonald, seconded by Councillor Gillespie, 

that Committee of the Whole recommend that Council review and consider 

the draft Administration of Policies, Procedures and Guidelines Policy, as 

outlined in the attached draft document, which is included in the June 3, 

2025, committee of the whole agenda, at a forthcoming meeting of the 

Council. 

Motion Carried 
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To:                     Committee of the Whole 

Submitted by:              Demetri Kachafanas, K.C., Interim CAO 

Date:                   June 3, 2025 

Subject:                  Administration of Policies, Procedures and Guidelines Policy 

 
Origin 
Staff initiated. 
 
Legislation and Related Policies 
Municipal Government Act, Sections 47 and 49(1) 

Recommendation 

That the Committee of the Whole recommend that Council review and consider the draft 
Administration of Policies, Procedures and Guidelines Policy as outlined in the attached draft 
document at a forthcoming meeting of Council. 

Background 
 
During the June 3rd, 2025, meeting of Committee of the Whole, an update was provided on the 
comprehensive policy review which was initiated February 18th, 2025, at the direction of Council.  
The update advised that over 150 policies are in the process of being reviewed and that a report will 
be provided to Council on their status with recommendations on policies needing repeal, gaps that 
necessitate new policy development, and recommendations for overall improvements to 
accessibility and transparency. Further, at June 3rd, 2025, meeting of Council, policy notice was 
provided and Committee recommended that Council review and consider the draft Administration of 
Policies, Procedures and Guidelines Policy as presented.  

The Administration of Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines Policy was developed to enhance 
governance, consistency, and clarity in the creation, management, and review of policy instruments 
within the Cape Breton Regional Municipality. The policy establishes a clear framework for 
distinguishing between various types of policy instruments and outlines responsibilities for their 
development and oversight. 

Discussion 

This report is intended to give Council a clear picture of the new Administration of Policies, 
Procedures, and Guidelines Policy, how it will be used across the organization, and how it 
distinguishes between different kinds of governance documents, such as Council policies and CAO 
directives. 

As our municipality and organization changes, having a consistent, transparent process for how we 
create, manage, and review our policies becomes even more important. This policy helps ensure 
that everyone, Council, staff, and the public, knows where decisions are coming from and how they 
are being made. It gives us a framework that says this is how policies are initiated, approved, and 
managed. 

 
The policy also lays out how different types of governance documents are created and used, 
including: 
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• By-laws – formal, enforceable legal instruments (referenced but addressed in bylaw 
documents) 

• Policies – written directions approved by Council 
• Directives – decisions made by the CAO under delegated authority 
• Protocols and Standards – departmental practices 
• Procedures and Guidelines – step-by-step instructions or best practices 

 
Each of these instruments has a different purpose and approval path. By defining these clearly, we 
avoid confusion and ensure decisions are made at the appropriate level. 

This policy also helps clarify responsibilities: 

• Council – Approves all policies and sets the municipality’s strategic direction. 
• CAO and the Policy Administration Team – Helps develop policy instruments, ensures 

proper consultation, and approves operational procedures and standards. 
• Clerk’s Office – Maintains the policy registry, assigns numbers, tracks review dates, and 

helps authors through the process. 
• Directors and Department Staff – Share approved policies with staff and ensure everyone 

understands and follows them. 
• Policy Authors – Draft the documents and work with others to make sure they are accurate 

and aligned with legislation. 

There are differences in how each policy instrument is approved.  For example, there are 
variances in a Council approved policy versus a CAO directive.  
 

Council Policy CAO Directive 
Set by Council and approved through a 
formal vote 

Issued by the CAO under delegated authority 

Often used to set strategic direction  Used to make operational decisions or manage 
internal issues 

Applies across the organization or to the 
public 

Applies mostly to internal functions 

Examples: HR policies, Communications 
policies 

Examples: staff scheduling protocols, reporting 
processes 

In short, Council sets the overall direction, and the CAO is empowered to make the operational 
decisions to carry it out. 

A new policy getting approved follows  

1. The idea: A need is identified by a department, Council, or the Policy Administration 
Team. 

2. Drafting: A staff author begins the draft with support from the Clerk’s Office. 
3. Review: The draft is reviewed by internal stakeholders and the Policy Administration 

Team. 
4. Approval: Depending on the type, it goes to Council (for policies/by-laws) or is 

approved by the CAO or Director (Directives, procedures). 
5. Posting: Once approved, polices are stored in the central registry and made accessible 

to staff and the public.  Directives will be stored in the central registry but are unlikely 
to be public. 

6. Review cycle: Policies are reviewed annually and updated as needed. 

 

Formalizing how policies are created and managed means improved consistency across 
departments, clarification on who is responsible for what, and increased transparency for Council 
and the public. 
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This policy is a foundational tool for good governance and sets the guidelines for future creation, 
and revision of existing policies. It makes certain that Council’s direction is being implemented in a 
clear, consistent, and accountable way.  

Financial Implications 
The policy project and coordination function are being undertaken using existing resources. 

Options 

1. CBRM Council may adopt the recommendation with modifications.  

2. CBRM Council may refuse the recommendation in part or in whole. 

 
Attachments 
Appendix A – Visual Policy Development Cycle 
Appendix B – Visual Policy Framework 
 

____________________________________________________________________________ 

A copy of this report can be obtained online at www.cbrm.ns.ca or by contacting the Office of the 
Municipal Clerk at 902-563-5010. 

Report Prepared by: Christa Dicks, Municipal Clerk 902-563-5021. 
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Appendix A – Visual Policy Development 

 

Adapted from compliancebridge.com   
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Appendix B – Visual Draft Policy Framework 
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1. Title 
Administration of Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines Policy  

2. Legislative Authorities 
Municipal Government Act, Sections 47 and 49(1) 
CBRM By-law Development Policy 

3. Policy Statement 
The Cape Breton Regional Municipality (CBRM) is committed to good governance, and ensuring 
transparent provision and operations of CBRM programs and services by formalizing and defining 
a transparent process for the creation, management, retention, and review of its policies. 

4. Purpose 
The purpose of this policy is to assist Council in its delivery of robust and transparent governance 
in line with Council’s role of setting a municipality’s policy and programs as defined under Section 
47 and 49(1) of the Municipal Government Act. The policy will further facilitate the development, 
implementation, and review of policies to support the execution of Council’s strategic (regional, 
divisional, district) priorities, and provides a framework for decision making in line with the will of 
Council. 
 

5. Scope 
This policy applies to all policy instruments including: corporate, administrative and departmental 
policies, procedures, and guidelines of the CBRM and excluding documents pertaining to the 
CBRPS. 
 

6. Definitions 
Policy: A written directive approved by Council that guides internal operations, decision-making, 
and sets standards for performance and service delivery within CBRM. 
 
By-law: A legal instrument enacted by Council that delegates authority and imposes obligations 
on residents or organizations, often linked to financial or compliance matters. 
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Administra�on of Policies, Procedures, and Guidelines  2 

Policy Instrument: Any formal document including policies, procedures, directives, protocols, and 
guidelines that collectively guide CBRM’s governance and operations. 
 
Policy Registry: The centralized record-keeping system that logs the approval, revision history, and 
categorization of all CBRM policies. 
 
Policy Administration Team: A team consisting of the CAO, Regional Solicitor, Municipal Clerk, and 
Department Directors (as needed), responsible for policy review, stakeholder consultation, and 
ensuring effective policy development. 
 
Author: The individual responsible for drafting a policy or policy-related document, consulting 
with stakeholders, and ensuring alignment with legislation and existing documents. 
 
Clerk’s Department: The department responsible for maintaining the central repository of 
policies, assisting authors in policy development, assigning policy numbers, and tracking review 
schedules. 
 
Council: The elected municipal body responsible for setting the policies and programs of CBRM, 
approving policies, and delegating authority where appropriate. 
 
Policy Review: The scheduled evaluation of a policy to ensure its relevance, legal compliance, and 
alignment with Council’s strategic objectives, typically on an annual basis. 
 

7. General Provisions and Principles 
7.1. Policy informs decision making and contributes to achievement of the outcomes sought 

from the Council’s strategic goals and reflects good governance practices in accordance with 
legal, environmental, social, and financial requirements. 

7.2. Policy is evidence based and includes sound research and analysis, and an understanding of 
the outcomes achieved of a similar policy. 

7.3. Policy is developed in consultation with key stakeholders to broaden input, and reflects the 
variety of expertise from respective fields. 

7.4. Decision-making is undertaken in line with policy, and exceptions and amendments are 
formally approved. 

7.5. Policy is easily translated to operating guidelines written with clarity that enables their 
effective implementation in operations. 

7.6. Policy offers consistent and transparent operations of the CBRM’s services, programs, and 
facilities. 

7.7. Policy outcomes are measurable and should relate to strategic plans or objectives of Council. 
7.8. Policy is readily accessible to Council, employees, and the public.  

 
8. Roles and Responsibilities 

8.1. Council: 
Is responsible for the review and approval of all policies, delegate authority to the CAO for 
directives, and to be aware of department protocols. 
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8.2. Policy Administration Team: 
Consists of the Chief Administrative Officer, Regional Solicitor, the Municipal Clerk, and 
where required Department Directors or their delegates. They: 

8.2.1. Ensure appropriate consultation and collaboration amongst staff and the community 
has occurred to create a comprehensive and effective policy instrument 

8.2.2. Approves procedures and guidelines. 
8.2.3. Reviews and approves policies to proceed to Council. 

 
8.3. Clerk’s Department 

8.3.1. Record keeping and annual reporting of all policies. 
8.3.2. Provide assistance to the author in the development, amendment or updating of 

policies and procedures by facilitating a preliminary review of draft documents. 
8.3.3. Supports the overall development and review of policies by supporting the policy 

administrative team, notifying authors of review days, and maintaining a central 
repository of policies. 

8.3.4. Provide approved policies to the respective Director. 
8.3.5. Maintains and makes available a definitions library of key words from all policies to 

ensure consistent language. 
 

8.4. Department Directors 
8.4.1. Communicate policies to departmental staff. 
8.4.2. Ensure policy acknowledgement forms have been completed and are accessible to 

division managers. 
 

8.5. All Employees 
8.5.1. Read, understand, ask questions, and acknowledge their understanding of the policy. 

 
8.6. Author 

8.6.1. Develops the policy using the established template and process. 
8.6.2.  For existing policies, provides recommendations on amending, rescinding, reviewing 

and monitoring to the Policy Administration Team through their respective department 
head. 

8.6.3. Consults with other relevant stakeholders (internal and external) as appropriate. 
8.6.4. Liaising with the Clerk’s department as required for a policy number and to ensure 

policy does not conflict with other policies, by-laws or relevant legislation. 
8.6.5. Determine the topic of the policy instrument. 
8.6.6. Liaises with department head to have policy reviewed with Directors. 

 
9. Policy Instruments 

Policy Instrument Description Council Approval Required 

By-law Council is delegating responsibility per the MGA and residents 
are being required to do or not do something, or there is a 
direct financial requirement of residents or overarching 
legislation requires matters be dealt with by Bylaw (See CBRM 
By-law Development Policy) 

Yes 
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Policy Written directive approved by Council that focuses on the 
internal operations of the CBRM as a corporation. 
Administrative policies outline delegations of authority by 
Council to the Chief Administrative Officer and other 
municipal officers. Administrative policies impact the work 
and behaviour of internal staff, contractors and consultants. 

It can also be a statement of position, intent, or direction that 
communicates CBRM’s priorities, provides guidance for 
present and future decisions, sets standards for performance 
and service delivery, and articulates principles of acceptable 
behaviour and actions. Corporate policies are externally 
focused, relating to interactions between the CBRM, the 
public, and other external entities and are applicable to staff 
and citizens. 

Yes 

Directive An issue that could be dealt with by policy, but the authority 
has been delegated by Council to the Chief Administrative 
Officer. 

No 

Department 
Protocols, Plans, and 
Standards (rules) 

Written directive with respect to activities or services of a 
department that do not have CBRM-wide application.  
Departmental protocols impact staff and services within 
those departments, and are therefore driven by 
departmental staff needs, or users of municipal services 
offered by that department. 

 

Depends; and must align with 
administrative and corporate 
policies. Protocols and  
Standards not going to Council 
must be reviewed and 
approved by the CAO. 

Department 
Procedures, 
including manuals, 
handbooks 

Set of step-by-step instructions to help staff carry out routine 
tasks that operationalize a policy. Procedures aim to achieve 
efficiency, quality, consistency, and ensure safety while 
reducing miscommunication and failure to comply with a 
policy. Procedures identify assigned responsibilities to 
relevant departments and divisions in order to accomplish the 
tasks, and therefore apply to city staff.  

No 

Guidelines including 
tools, templates, 
forms, supporting 
documents 

Operational guidance, which may be related to a policy 
direction, are not subject to the same enforcement as 
policies. Guidelines include best practices, and general advice 
on routine matters, and are generated by internal staff to 
promote knowledge sharing. 

No 

Policy Registry A record of approval and review history of each policy to track 
the official development of policies.  

No 
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10. Policy Registry  

All corporate policies including mandatory policies required under the Municipal Government Act are 
numbered and stored under one of the following categories, and in alignment with the Records and 
Information Management Policy. 

 

11. Naming Convention 

Aa naming convention has been established based on the identified policy categories to standardize 
the categorization and numbering of policies. Each policy will have a category code, a policy number, 
and a policy title. 

• Category (and # from Records Retention Schedule), space, Originating Dept, space, Policy 
number 

o A– Administration 09-Document Category from Records Retention Schedule, CAO- 
originating department, unique policy #007 

o E.g. A09 CAO 007    

• Policy titles are at the discretion of the authoring department. 

Procedures and guidelines are labelled using the Records Retention Schedule naming convention for 
documents. 

A Administration 

C Council and Governance 

D Development & Planning 

E Environmental Services 

F Financial Management 

H Human Resources 

L Legal 

M Media, Communications & Public Relations 

O Operations 

P Public Safety, and Licensing Services 

R Recreation & Culture 

T Transportation Services 

V Vehicles and Equipment 
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The Clerk’s Department will assign a policy number following Council approval of the policy.  All policy 
numbers will be placed into a category, using the Records and Information Management Policy’s 
Retention Schedule subcategories, as then the next available policy number. 

12. Development and Approval Process 
12.1 Notification: the author is responsible for liaising with the Clerk’s department and for 

consulting with relevant stakeholders.  The Clerk’s office is notified of the pending policy 
prior to being drafted or reviewed. 

12.2 Draft Policy: the author begins to develop the policy, incorporating their functional expertise 
and liaising with the Clerk’s department, to ensure that the appropriate policy instrument is 
being used (e.g. policy, procedure, protocol). 

12.3 Draft Policy Review: during this process, the author would liaise first with their Director and 
then with the Clerk’s team to ensure engagement and reviews have taken place with the 
policy administration team and with any stakeholders as required.  

12.4 Policy Consideration for Approval: the appropriate decision makers consider the policy 
instrument for approval.  

12.4.1 Policies require Council approval. 
12.4.2 Departmental Protocols may require the approval of Council based on the topic 

and/or implications of the document (this should be discussed with the Clerk’s 
Department and the Policy Administration Team as necessary) otherwise protocols 
can be approved by the Department Director with the Policy Administration Team. 

12.4.3 Procedures and guidelines can be approved by the Department Director. 
12.5 Policy Posted: Once approved, the policy is posted to the central policy repository. 
12.6 Policy Review: The policy has an embedded review date. The Clerk’s Office will maintain a 

policy registry and will notify the author one month prior to the date to renew.   
 
13. Policy Review Requirements 

13.1. A policy is created or reviewed at the request of Council, the Director’s group, as 
identified by the department or as part of a policy review process. 

13.2. A policy may contain a general overview of the procedures to implement the policy, 
but not the specific procedural details. 

13.3. Policies are developed in alignment with the Policy Development Program. 
 
14. Communication 

14.1. Approved policies will be posted on the CBRM website and a designated internal  
 repository. 

14.2. Staff are advised of approved policies via distribution to Directors. 
14.3. The Clerk’s Office will maintain the master corporate policy list and manual and assign  

 and organize policy numbers. 
 
15. Policy Review Requirements 

15.1. Annually 

16. Compliance 
16.1. Failure to comply with this policy may result in disciplinary action up to and  

  including dismissal. 
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City Hall 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 

 
  

Councillor Agenda Request Form 

X Included on Agenda 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by 4:30 pm seven days 
before the meeting) 

 Late Item 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by Noon the day before 
the meeting) 
 

 Request from the Floor: 
(New Business) 
- Announcement 
- Referral 
- Submit Petition 
- Notice of Motion 

Date of Council Meeting:  June 10, 2025 

Subject: Review of CBRM Fire Services 

Motion for Council to Consider: 
 
That the CAO initiate a comprehensive review of fire services, encompassing volunteer, 
composite, and career departments. 
 
 

Rationale: Recent discussions on the status of fire services has highlighted the need for 
a review of fire services.  The last full review of fire services was the 2016 Manitou 
report.  Recommendations from the report are mentioned again in 2019 in the viability 
study. However, significant operational changes have occurred since that time.  A 
renewed review would give us a current understanding of service capacity and 
resourcing for regional needs.  
 
Outcome Sought: A full review and up to date assessment of fire services across the 
CBRM for both career and volunteer for future planning, investment and service delivery. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Councillor Gordon MacDonald Received by Clerk’s Department (date):  
June 3, 2025 
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City Hall 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 

 
  

Councillor Agenda Request Form 

X Included on Agenda 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by 4:30 pm seven days 
before the meeting) 

 Late Item 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by Noon the day before 
the meeting) 
 

 Request from the Floor: 
(New Business) 
- Announcement 
- Referral 
- Submit Petition 
- Notice of Motion 

Date of Council Meeting: June 10, 2025 

Subject: Catalone Lake restoration 

Motion for Council to Consider: Mayor Cecil P. Clarke and Council direct the Chief 
Administrative Officer (CAO) and staff to conduct a jurisdictional scan regarding the 
Catalone Gut bridge to identify potential funding partners for the dredging and restoration 
of Catalone Lake and Catalone Gut.  

Rationale: Catalone Lake is a vital community asset currently suffering environmental 
consequences due to aging and failing infrastructure. A comprehensive approach 
involving multiple funding partners will be essential to address these infrastructure 
challenges effectively and ensure the long-term environmental health of this critical 
community asset. 

Outcome Sought: CBRM officials will identify potential funding partners and direct 
appropriate correspondence to these partners seeking financial support for the dredging 
and restoration of Catalone Gut. 
 

Steven MacNeil 
Date June 5, 2025 

Received by Clerk’s Department (date):  

 
 



 

City Hall 
320 Esplanade 
Sydney, NS B1P 7B9 

 
  

Councillor Agenda Request Form 

X Included on Agenda 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by 4:30 pm seven days 
before the meeting) 

 Late Item 
(Submitted to Municipal Clerk’s 
Office by Noon the day before 
the meeting) 
 

 Request from the Floor: 
(New Business) 
- Announcement 
- Referral 
- Submit Petition 
- Notice of Motion 

Date of Council Meeting:  June 10, 2025 

Subject: Donkin Mine Noise  

Motion for Council to Consider: Mayor Cecil P Clarke and Council Direct 
the Chief Administrative Officer (CAO), to direct staff to confirm by-law and 
jurisdictional authority regarding noise from the Donkin mine site.  

Rationale: The Cape Breton Regional Municipality is committed to supporting all 
citizens experiencing undue harm. Community members surrounding the Donkin 
mine are attempting resolution through the appropriate provincial agencies, the NS 
Department of Environment, and are now seeking support from CBRM's Mayor and 
Council. 
 
Outcome Sought: That CBRM Mayor Cecil P. Clarke and Council will send a letter 
to the appropriate representatives within the government supporting the community 
members of Donkin, the Cow Bay Environmental Coalition, and surrounding 
affected areas. We will advocacy to address the harm to constituents caused by the 
ongoing Donkin mine noise. 
 

 

Steven MacNeil 
Date: June 5, 2025 

Received by Clerk’s Department (date):  

 
 



From: Rod Beresford  
Sent: June 4, 2025 11:18 AM 
To: ClerksOffice <ClerksOffice@cbrm.ns.ca> 
Cc: Krista Dove <kldove@cbrm.ns.ca>; Mark H. Bettens <MHBettens@cbrm.ns.ca>; Craig MacNeil 
<WCMacNeil@cbrm.ns.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL]- Station 7 Request for Station 1 Assistance - Details 

 

[EXTERNAL] CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments 
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Good morning, 

 

Can you please forward this email to all councilors and Mayor Clarke immediately, please? I would not normally send 
emails of this nature to the Clerk's Office, however, I feel there was a item discussed yesterday that needs immediate 
clarification. I hope you can accommodate my request. Thank you. 

 

Good morning Mayor Clarke and Councillors, 

 

I am writing to you as the Fire Chief of Station 7 (Westmount), not as chairperson of the CBRFCA.  

 

At the COTW meeting yesterday it was suggested by Councillor Parsons that Station 7, in our request to DC MacNeil 
for Station 1 response for assistance at structure fire calls, was overlooking or by-passing volunteer stations. That 
accusation was on my mind all last evening and through the night multiple times. As I stated yesterday, that is not true 
and whoever provided that information to Councillor Parsons misled him.  

 

Attached is the letter that was sent to DC MacNeil. This was in your information package for the meeting yesterday, 
but I understand that it was in among several hundred pages so could have been easily overlooked. When this letter 
was sent to DC MacNeil, the following people were copied on the letter: Chief Bettens (Station 1- Sydney), Krista Dove 
(CBRM Admin), Chief Witzell (Station 7 - Sydney River), Chief MacLeod (Station 8 - Coxheath). I forwarded it to 
Councillor Gillespie immediately after sending it to those named in the previous sentence. 

 

I would like to point out the opening sentence of that letter as it pertains to stations responding: "At all times, in the 
coverage area for Station 7, for any possible structure fire or working structure fire emergency call, Station 7, Station 6, 
Station 8, and Station 1 will be paged simultaneously." Since that request was made on February 13 2025 (I forgot to 
date the memo, but it was sent on February 13 2025), this response protocol has been activated two times: (1) a 
possible structure fire at the Robin Foote Elementary School and (2) a residence with smoke in the basement (the 
homeowner was concerned they had a fire in the basement). At both of those calls, Stations 1, 6, 7, and 8 were paged 
simultaneously to respond. I hope this clarifies this matter and helps to avoid future circumstances such as those that 
occurred yesterday.  

 

Rod Beresford 
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Westmount Volunteer Fire Department 
180 Fulton Avenue, Westmount, Nova Scotia B1R 1K1 

902-539-9773 
 

 
To: Deputy Chief Craig MacNeil, CBRM Fire and Emergency Services 
 
From: Rod Beresford, Chief, Station 7 (Westmount Volunteer Fire Department) 
 
Re:  Paging protocol for possible or working structure fires 
 
 
The Westmount Volunteer Fire Department (Station 7) is requesting the following 
change to Fire Station paging for possible and/or working structure fires: 
 
At all times, in the coverage area for Station 7, for any possible structure fire or working 
structure fire emergency call, Station 7, Station 6, Station 8, and Station 1 will be paged 
simultaneously. In the event that any of the resources stated previously are not 
required, a request to stand down will be made. Furthermore, in addition to these 
resources for possible structure fire or working structure fire calls, Station 7 is 
requesting that the on-duty Platoon Chief respond to the emergency call. 
 
 
Sincerely, 

Rod Beresford 

 
cc:  
Chief Mark Bettens, Director of Fire and Emergency Services 
Krista Dove, CBRM Fire Administration 
Bill MacLeod, Chief, Station 8 
Dave Witzell, Chief, Station 6 
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