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Marine Drive, Valley and Canal Community Council
June 22, 2011

TO: Chair and Members of Marine Drive, Valley and Canal Community
Council

SUBMITTED BY: rf

For Paul Dunphy, Director, Community Development

DATE: June 2, 2011
SUBJECT: Case 16620: Telecommunication Tower, Leslie Road, Lawrencetown
ORIGIN

Application by Bragg Communications Inc. (Eastlink), for lands of David and Dorit Swan for a
proposed 76.2 metre (250 feet) self supporting telecommunication tower and associated
equipment shelters at 185 Leslie Road, Lawrencetown.

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that Marine Drive, Valley and Canal Community Council forward a negative
recommendation to Industry Canada in relation to the proposal by Bragg Communications Inc.
for a proposed 76.2 metre self supporting telecommunication tower and associated equipment
shelters at 185 Leslie Road, Lawrencetown.
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Telecommunication Tower
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BACKGROUND

Eastlink has applied to erect a new 76.2 metre (250 feet) high self supporting type
telecommunication tower on a portion of the lands located at 185 Leslie Road (Map 1) in
Lawrencetown. The subject property is undeveloped and the tower is proposed to be located
approximately 175 metres (575 feet) from Leslie Road within a small leased portion of the
subject property (Attachment A). Access to the site will be via a new road driveway to be
constructed by Eastlink on the property.

The proposed tower will complete coverage in the East Lawrencetown vicinity in an area
approximately bounded by Middle Porter’s Lake, Grand Desert, Lower Three Fathom Harbour to
West Lawrencetown.

The Tower, Antennas and Equipment

The tower:

will be self supporting and 76.2 metres (250 feet) in height;

will be constructed of steel lattice and will be site specific engineered;

is not required by Transport Canada to have lighting and painting at this location;

is approximately 175 metres (575 feet) from Leslie Road,

will have an equipment shelter located at the base of the tower;

will be enclosed with 6-8 feet high steel wire fencing at the base and be equipped with
anti climb apparatus; and

e will support six antennas mounted at a height of 75 metres.

Subject Property Location, Designation, Zoning and Surrounding Land Use
The subject property is:

e located on the east side of Leslie Road approximately midway between Bastian Point
Road and Lawrencetown Road,;

e designated Lawrencetown along both sides of Leslie Road (see Map 1) under the
Lawrencetown Municipal Planning Strategy. This designation is intended to support and
protect the semi-rural environment with a mixture of residential, home businesses,
agricultural uses and small scale resource uses;

e zoned RR-1 (Rural Residential) as well as both sides of Leslie Road (see Map 2) under
the Lawrencetown Land Use By-law. The RR-1 zone permits low density residential
uses, non-intensive agricultural uses, forestry uses, fishing uses, day care facility and bed
and breakfast establishments; and

e located nearby the Special Area Designation (see Map 1) that is intended to protect
unique biological and physical characteristics of certain lands. The lands include a
significant diversity of land types such as woodlands, cobble beaches, sand beaches,
dunes, salt marshes, bedrock shores and barrier ponds. This designation supports a
Regional Park (see Map 2) zone that permits non-intensive park uses at Lawrencetown
Beach such as picnicking and beaching while permitting bicycling, hiking, wildlife
observation and other interpretive activities on the Atlantic View Trail (Attachment F).

Municipal Process
Under the Constitution Act, 1867, the areas of telecommunication and radiocommunication are
exclusively within federal jurisdiction. Industry Canada is the federal agency that licenses and
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regulates communication towers, including authorizing the location and installation of antenna
systems. In exercising its mandate Industry Canada believes it is important that communication
towers be deployed in a manner that considers the local surroundings. Proponents of new
telecommunications facilities are therefore required to consult with the local municipality.

To ensure that telecommunication facilities are built with reasonable regard for the needs and
concerns of the local community a public consultation policy has been established that requires
that a proponent notify the applicable municipalities of its intentions. The municipality is then
given an opportunity to review the proposed antenna system and site and provide comments on
the aesthetic and visual qualities of the facility and site. If any reasonable or relevant concerns
arise the municipality may provide written notice to the local Industry Canada office. The
submissions are reviewed by Industry Canada, who will then determine whether or not a license
is to be granted and upon what conditions, if any, such license may be granted.

Following municipal amalgamation, HRM adopted a specific consultation process in accordance
with Industry Canada’s procedures and jurisdiction to address the siting of a tower on a parcel of
land. The consultation process ensures that HRM, including residents, are aware of proposed
new structures and allows HRM to request certain actions from applicants that will minimize the
impact that such structures will have on the surrounding community. This process focuses the
Municipality’s comments to the:

e visual impact;

e aesthetics; and

e compatibility with the local community.

DISCUSSION

The Lawrencetown Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) does not contain policy in regards to
locating telecommunication towers or any policy criteria to be used in evaluating such a
proposal. The MPS also does not establish a protocol or procedures for dealing with locating of
such systems.

Visual Impact

Often the introduction of a proposed land use may have related adverse effects to the
surrounding landscape. Visual impact is considered one of these adverse effects generally
associated with the location of a telecommunication tower. Adequate horizontal separation
distance is often the only effective buffer for mitigating the visual impact of telecommunication
towers. Within a built environment, where the concern is primarily visual, distances of 300 feet
are regarded as sufficient separation distances. When considering key tourism, recreational areas
and activities the separation distance for mitigating significant adverse effects is often 1000
metres or greater because the adverse effect is on the visual amenity of the users and the scenic
resources that are visually and aesthetically valued.

The three closest dwellings on Leslie Road to the proposed tower are all located more than 300
feet (Attachment B) distant from the tower, which is 163 metres (534 feet) from Leslie Road, and
the visual impact is moderate. Once construction is complete and the tower is erected, it is
anticipated that the visual impact should have a moderate impact on people working, or
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travelling through Leslie Road due to the separation distance. The greater impact in this case is
on the integrity of the whole unique landscape that, even without benefit of a visual impact
assessment or special resources inventory, may be considered visually sensitive.

Local residents spoke about this visual sensitivity at the public meeting held in the community
on February 3, 2011 and also about the economic, biophysical, ecological and social values that
the community’s scenic resources embodies. Concerns were expressed that the use of such a tall
tower would be inappropriate within this unique landscape because the visual prominence would
be too great on scenic views into and from Lawrencetown Beach and would negatively effect
tourism and recreation areas such as the Beach and Atlantic View Trail (Attachment F). The
importance of the coastal salt marshes to migrating birds, the views from the local trail system
and the visual quality of the extensive sand beach were stressed by participants as important
aspects of their community that would be diminished by the presence of the proposed
telecommunication tower.

The tower’s proposed location is 1600 metres (5249.34 feet) from the western entrance of the
parking lot at the beach and 1510 metres (4954.07 feet) from the canteen and change facilities at
the beach (see Attachment C). These distances and those of views toward the tower along the
Atlantic View Trail and Highway 207 are greater than 1000 metres but adverse visual effects
may include reasonably foreseeable effects, caused by the tower location, that may be further
removed in distance than may be mitigated by separation distances. Staff believe that the
location of the proposed telecommunication tower creates a demonstrable adverse effect by
diminishing the existing visual aesthetics through:

e introduction of a visual element that is out of scale, in great contrast and out of character

with the surrounding area and the unique landscape aesthetic;
e intruding physically into scenic views from the trail; and
e providing a visual element whose prominence detracts from scenic views.

Aesthetics

The most preferred landscape image is one where the mid to foreground is a fairly open area
having low ground cover, vegetated with trees and shrubs, with a water body or feature.
Landscapes that contain buildings or structures are preferred less, with a few exceptions, but
structures in the mid to foreground do not hold the viewers focus or cause the same affective
response as the preferred scenic landscape. The location of a visual element, such as the
proposed tower, within or near the preferred landscape image in the foreground, is likely to
significantly alter existing perceptions or perceived beauty of the landscape by impairing the
character or integrity of the aesthetic landscape which are adverse aesthetic effects. This
diminishment of the visual enjoyment and appreciation of the landscape is a significant adverse
aesthetic effect for this case.

Community Compatibility

When a new land use is proposed for an area, compatibility concerns related to the nature of the
land use, height/bulk/lot coverage, traffic generation, open storage or signs inevitably arise.
Visual impact, discussed above, is often included as a compatibility concern. The compatibility
of the proposed telecommunication tower is important to the character of the surrounding area.
The character of the existing landscape should be the basis of determining appropriate
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characteristics of the proposed project. The proposed tower is not compatible because of its 76.2
metre (250 feet) height. Sometimes it is necessary that a tower’s height extend beyond that of
the surrounding buildings and other features within the view. It is important that the height of the
tower does not cause the line of sight to move so far up that the surrounding features are out of
view, thereby detracting from the original view.

In the short term there will be some localized impacts on the community compatibility relating to
site development that are temporary effects and are not considered relevant in the visual
mitigation of the proposal. After erection of the tower future traffic entering the site will be
minimal with perhaps one vehicle trip per month. Further, there will be no open storage as
equipment shelters are to be installed within the fenced site.

Health and Safety

Aside from land use issues there are often concerns about potential health risks from the
placement of telecommunication towers. Industry Canada requires that such systems are
operated in accordance with the safety guidelines established by Health Canada in their
document entitled Limits of Human Exposure to Radiofrequency Electromagnetic fields in the
Frequency Range from 3kHz to 300GHz, commonly referred to as Safety Code 6. This document
specifies the maximum recommended human exposure levels to radiofrequency energy from
radiation emitting devices. The safety of wireless communication devices such as Wi-Fi
equipment, cell phones, smart phones and their infrastructures, including base stations, is an area
of ongoing study for Health Canada. Prior to receiving a licence from Industry Canada the
operator must submit the calculations on the intensity of the radiofrequency fields to ensure that
this installation does not exceed the maximum levels contained in Safety Code 6 requirements.
Information submitted in support of this proposal indicates no concerns in relation to Safety Code
6 (Attachment C).

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS

The HRM costs associated with processing this planning application can be accommodated
within the approved operating budget for C310.

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES / BUSINESS PLAN

This report complies with the Municipality’s Multi-Year Financial Strategy, the approved
Operating, Project and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the
utilization of Project and Operating reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The community engagement process is consistent with the intent of the HRM Community
Engagement Strategy. The level of community engagement was consultation, achieved through
a public information meeting held on February 3, 2011. For the public information meeting.
notices were posted on the HRM website, in the newspaper and mailed to property owners within
the notification area as shown on Map 2. Attachment D contains a copy of the minutes from the
meeting.
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A public hearing in not included in the telecommunication application process; Community
Council simply forwards a recommendation to Industry Canada.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Inform Industry Canada that Marine Drive, Valley and Canal Community Council objects
to the proposal by Bragg Communications Inc. to erect a 76.2 metre tower (250 feet)
telecommunication tower at 185 Leslie Road. This is the recommended due to the
reasons outlined in this report.

2. Inform Industry Canada that Marine Drive, Valley and Canal Community Council has
issues/concerns with respect to the proposed tower. In this event, staff will notify the
local office of Industry Canada of Council’s concerns.

3. Inform Industry Canada that Marine Drive, Valley and Canal Community Council does
not object to the proposal by Bragg Communications Inc. to erect a 76.2 metre tower
(250 feet) telecommunication tower at 185 Leslie Road.

ATTACHMENTS

Map 1 Generalized Future Land Use

Map 2 Land Use By-law Zoning and Notification
Attachment A Site Plan

Attachment B Proximity of Tower to Dwellings

Attachment C Proximity of Tower to Lawrencetown Beach
Attachment D Safety Code 6 Attestation

Attachment E Minutes from Public Information Meeting
Attachment F Comments Received from Public and Agencies
Attachment G Atlantic View Trail

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http://www.halifax.ca/commcoun/cc.html then choose the appropriate
Community Council and meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 490-4210, or Fax 490-
4208.

Report Prepared by : Darrell Joudrey, Planner 1, 490-4181

Report Approved by: Austin FrenchNWanager, Planning Services, 490-6717
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Attachment B Proximity of Tower to Dwellings
NSA224 EAST LAWRENCETOWN, SITE LOCATIO/PROXIMITY TO RESIDENCES
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Attachment E: Minutes from Public Information Meeting

HALIFAX REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING

CASE NO. 16620 — Telecommunication Tower - 185 Leslie Road, East Lawrencetown

7:00 p.m.

February 3, 2011

Lawrencetown Community Centre

3657 Lawrencetown Road, Lawrencetown

STAFF IN

ATTENDANCE:  Darrell Joudrey, Planner, HRM Planning Services
Holly Kent, Planning Technician, HRM Planning Services
Jennifer Weagle, Planning Controller, HRM Planning Services

ALSO IN

ATTENDANCE:  Councillor David Hendsbee, District 3 — Preston-Lawrencetown-
Chezzetcook
Carolyn Weaver, Eastlink representative
Alex Forrest, Eastlink representative

PUBLIC IN

ATTENDANCE:  Approximately 70

The meeting commenced at approximately 7:00 p.m.

Opening Remarks/Introduction/Purpose of Meeting

Mr. Darrell Joudrey, Planner, HRM Planning Services, called the meeting to order at
approximately 7:00 p.m. in the Lawrencetown Community Centre, 3657 Lawrencetown Road,
Lawrencetown. Mr. Joudrey introduced himself as the Planner working with this application
through the planning process. He also introduced Councillor David Hendsbee, District 3,
Carolyn Weaver, Eastlink representative, and Alex Forrest, Eastlink representative. Mr. Joudrey
introduced HRM staff present: Holly Kent, Planning Technician and Jennifer Weagle, Planning
Controller.

Mr. Joudrey advised that this application by Bragg Communications (Eastlink) is to construct a
new 76.2 metre self-supporting telecommunication tower and one to three equipment cabinets at
185 Leslie Road, East Lawrencetown.
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Mr. Joudrey reviewed the application process, noting that the public information meeting is an
initial step, whereby HRM reviews and identifies the scope of the application and seeks input
from the neighbourhood. The application will then be brought forward to Marine Drive, Valley,
& Canal Community Council with a staff recommendation, for consideration by Community
Council. Community Council will then make a recommendation to Industry Canada.

Presentation of Application

Mr. Joudrey advised that this application by Bragg Communications (Eastlink) is to construct a
new 76.2 metre self-supporting telecommunication tower and one to three equipment cabinets on
a portion of PID 00597393 northeast of 185 Leslie Road in East Lawrencetown. The Plan Area
and Land Use Designation are Lawrencetown and the current zoning is RR-1 (Rural Residential).

Mr. Joudrey explained that the proposed tower will be set back approximately 175 metres from
Leslie Road and will be accessed from 185 Leslie Road. The base of the tower and equipment
will be enclosed with steel wire fencing and the tower will be equipped with anti-climb
apparatus. The tower will be steel lattice construction and site specific engineered. Transport
Canada does not require painting and lighting of the tower for this location.

Mr. Joudrey also explained that Eastlink had advised in their application that there are no
opportunities to co-locate their equipment as they are required to investigate first under Industry
Canada protocol.

Mr. Joudrey explained that there is no existing policy or protocol in the Lawrencetown MPS
regarding the telecommunication process. The policy followed is from a report approved by
Regional Council in 2006 so that planning areas without evaluative policy would have a
consistent approach to evaluating these applications. Staff comment is limited to visual impact,
aesthetics and community compatibility.

Mr. Joudrey noted that there is no public hearing associated with this process, so it is important
for comments to be received early. Comments can be forwarded to staff or Councillor Hendsbee
and contact information will be reviewed later in the meeting.

Carolyn Weaver and Alex Forrest, Eastlink representatives

Ms. Carolyn Weaver, Eastlink representative, thanked everyone for coming to the meeting and
gave a brief overview of Eastlink as a company.

Ms. Weaver introduced Mr. Alex Forrest, Eastlink representative, who reviewed the proposed
network coverage for the East Lawrencetown Site. Mr. Forrest reviewed the proposed tower
location, noting that it was chosen because it has a great elevation, it is set back from the beach,
and the land is available. A separate access road would be put in, and there is a substantial tree
buffer in place. The tower would be 130 metres from the nearest property.
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Ms. Weaver reviewed photo renderings of what the tower would look like in relation to
Lawrencetown Beach, from various angles including the entrance to the parking lot and from the
beach (20 metres back from the stairs).

Mr. Forrest reviewed safety and security of the site, noting that the gates would be locked to
deter access, and safety codes will be followed.

Ms. Weaver reviewed the approval process, which typically takes 180 days to 6 months.

3. Questions/Comments/Answers

Mr. Joudrey opened the floor for comments.

Cal Mofford, Moss Close, inquired what constitutes community acceptability. Surrounding
property values will be adversely affected. Radio waves will have adverse affects on migration
of birds in the area. What is the threshold of opposition from the community?

Mr. Joudrey described the approval process, noting that after this public meeting he will review
submissions from residents to review concerns, in order to determine community compatibility.
Staff will then make a recommendation to Community Council, and Community Council will
then make a final recommendation to Industry Canada.

Mr. Mofford inquired to Councillor Hendsbee how much concern is needed to be voiced by the
community for Community Council to forward a negative recommendation. Councillor
Hendsbee advised that he is attending this meeting to hear the presentations from staff and
Eastlink and hear concerns from residents. He will review the staff report and resident’s
submissions that come to Community Council and will make a decision at that time. He noted
that there presently is an adjudication process going on in Halifax relating to a
telecommunication tower and he has to remain un-prejudiced in the decision making process.

Caren Mofford, Moss Close, noted concern with the height of the tower. Guidelines are being
set across Canada and internationally to prohibit windmills near parks or in conservation areas or
on scenic routes, and they are typically only 25 feet high. She inquired whether Council had
considered setting guidelines for future telecommunication tower applications.

Mr. Joudrey advised that guidelines will be coming forward in the future. Staff use a list of
principles when evaluating telecommunication tower applications, which consider whether co-
location of towers is possible and also finding a building to put the tower on, which is possible in
more urban areas where tall buildings exist.

Ms. Mofford inquired whether there were height limits on telecommunication towers, to which
Mr. Joudrey replied no.

Linda Thieu, Leslie Road, noted that there is a vacant lot next to the proposed site where the
owner was planning to build a house. What affects would the tower would have on these plans?
Were alternate locations considered?

R:\Planning & Development Services\REPORTS\Other\Case 16620 Telecommunications Tower Leslie Rd Lawrencetown\Case 16620
Telecommunication Tower Leslie Rd Lawrencetown.doc



Carolyn Weaver responded that Eastlink determined this site to be the best location for the
proposed tower. Other locations on Leslie Road would have higher elevations and would be
more difficult with access.

Ms. Thieu inquired whether there would be any lights or noise coming from the tower. Ms.
Weaver clarified that lights are not required for this tower, and there will be no sounds coming
from the tower such as buzzing, etc.

Ms. Thieu inquired whether there had been any research conducted on the affects of these towers
on local wildlife. Ms. Weaver advised that Eastlink would be following Natural Resources
guidelines. With respect to the photo renderings from the beach shown earlier, Ms. Thieu added
that the beach is constantly changing.

Responding to questions from Ms. Thieu regarding rezoning the property, Mr. Joudrey clarified
that the property does not have to be re-zoned. Zoning has no impact on Industry Canada.

Ms. Weaver introduced lan Grant from Genivar who prepared the photo renderings of what the
tower would look like from the beach. Mr. Grant clarified the location he stood when the photo
from the beach was taken.

Martin Girard, Leslie Road, noted concern with no lights being required on the tower since
there are regular search and rescue flights and fire planes in the area. He also noted that the area
is regularly foggy. Ms. Weaver advised that they take direction from Transport Canada, who
determine if lights are required.

Mr. Girard commented on cases of property devaluation in other areas of Canada where telecom
towers were installed. The aesthetics of the towers, and the stigma associated with concerns with
unknown health affects of radiation have negative affects on property values and will create
hassles for future sales of properties in the area. Ms. Weaver advised that she doesn’t have the
expertise to speak to property values, but residents could contact the municipal tax assessment
office.

Mr. Forrest indicated that telecommunication tower sites are regulated by Health Canada and any
EMF emissions are well below allowable limits.

Krista Taverner, Leslie Road, commented that they have a tight knit community and residents
of Leslie Road are very upset about the tower. There will be a lot of opposition to this
application. She noted there is a petition against the tower with over 600 names so far. Leslie
Road receives no services from HRM. The maximum height of buildings in the area are 35 feet.
There are protective covenants on the properties on Leslie Road that regulate size of houses,
fences, sheds, landscaping, pets, clotheslines, and prohibiting signs and car repairs. TV aerials
are not permitted without written consent. Ms. Taverner has printed topographic maps of the area
which show other hills in the area that are further in-land and still have easy access.
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Marion Foote, Leslie Road, advised that she owns a horse farm within the notification area that
is for sale right now. She cannot sell the property with changed zoning. Mr. Joudrey clarified
that the zoning of the property is not being changed. Ms. Foote requested that he put this in
writing for her.

John Austin, Leslie Road, commented that there is sufficient literature on EMF emissions that
show they have the same effects as windmills. What about the health of residents? Will an
environmental assessment be required? Will any harmful chemicals or pollutants be stored on
site?

Ms. Weaver advised that Eastlink has been in communication with the Department of
Environment about this application. An environmental assessment will be completed if required.
She also advised that there will be no chemicals or pollutants stored on site. Mr. Forrest
commented that there will be batteries used, however these will be gel cell batteries and don’t
off-gas or leech.

Mr. Austin inquired what assurances can be obtained from Eastlink that they will follow
regulations. Mr. Joudrey noted that they will have to follow the building permit process and the
safety code. The Department of Environment is consulted by staff through this process, along
with the Provincial wetland policy. He clarified that if there were to be a negative
recommendation, Industry Canada would then facilitate with Eastlink and staff to reach a
resolution. A second public information meeting would be organized with a revised application,
and the revised application would again be brought before Community Council.

Ms. Weaver noted that this is only a proposed location, and Eastlink will be reviewing feedback
and making a decision.

David Amos, Leslie Road, noted that he has lived on Leslie Road for 20 years and he will have
to look at the tower from his back door. He feels that the property owner is an absentee landlord
since they don’t live on the street. This is not the best choice for the location of this tower. He
commented on the property tax revenue generated from all of the houses on the street, but that
they don’t receive any services in return.

Peter Woodward, Bastian Point Road, stated that the tower will be an eyesore in this country
setting, and will have negative affects on nature and wildlife in the area. This is a close knit
community and the proposed tower will deteriorate property values. There being no requirement
for lights on the tower is dangerous as this is a very foggy area. Mr. Woodward commented on
the use of “boosters” that can be added to telephone poles and inquired whether this could be an
option.

Mr. Forrest advised that “boosters” relate to an older type of technology. Since this is a rural area
they need the height to have the transmission above the trees and hills. Ms. Weaver advised that
the Department of Natural Resources and Parks Canada have been contacted regarding this
application. All of the information filed with the application is on the HRM website.
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Patty Austin, Leslie Road, inquired if the tower will be tested for wind, noting concern with the
potential of it falling down. Mr. Forrest advised that there will be no guide wires, but there are
CSA standards on how strong the tower has to be. It will be required to meet wind requirements
for the area. Ms. Weaver clarified that the road would wind approx. 100 metres from Leslie
Road. An access road needs to be constructed to get to the site. The tower will be monitored
remotely, and the site will be inspected quarterly. The tower and site will take 12 — 14 weeks to
construct.

Ms. Austin noted concerns with traffic during construction.

Susan Logan, Leslie Road, commented on the proximity of the tower to homes on Leslie Road,
along with one future home next to the tower site. She advised that she was told by HRM
Planning staff that the tower would not be allowed with the current zoning. Mr. Joudrey clarified
that the municipal zoning is very clear in that it does not impair Industry Canada placing towers.

Councillor Hendsbee commented that the zoning does not exclude this use. Krista Taverner
pointed out that the zoning does not include it either. Susan Logan noted that it is misleading
when purchasing property if it is not listed in the zoning as a permitted use. She commented that
the petition should have weight on the final decision since there are over 600 names on the
petition. Mr. Joudrey clarified that staff comment is limited to visual impact, aesthetics and
community compatibility.

Cal Mofford, Moss Close, inquired whether residents should be directing their efforts to the
Federal level, since Municipal laws don’t apply to the placement of telecommunication towers.
Mr. Joudrey clarified that Industry Canada want to work with the communities, and Council
wants to be involved, so Industry Canada follows the local public participation program.

Mr. Mofford inquired what is Industry Canada’s track record for listening to communities
concerns when it comes to the placement of towers. Mr. Joudrey advised Mr. Mofford to go to
the Industry Canada website where they have studies and protocols posted.

Krista Taverner, Leslie Road, recommended some other government agencies/associations that
should be consulted with regard to the tower, including:

e Trans Canada Trail Assoc.

e Atlantic Trails Association

e Department of Tourism

e Canadian Wildlife Services (Environment Canada) (with regard to protection of the
piping plovers);

e Department of Tourism, Culture & Heritage (with regard to the former Mi’kmagq
settlement in the area).

Ms. Taverner noted that now that Eastlink has heard the opposition from the community, she
hopes they will reconsider and choose a site further inland. She hopes Industry Canada hears
their concerns, and encouraged residents to send emails. She also hopes the property owners will
reconsider leasing their property for this use.
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David Swan advised that he is the owner of the subject site, which he has owned for 30 years.
He was approached by Eastlink and signed a lease for the property in 2009. He didn’t imagine
there would be such opposition, and thought it would be a good thing to bring services to the
area. If it can’t be resolved, he doesn’t want the tower there either, although since the lease is
signed it is out of his hands.

Pauline Woodward, Bastian Point Road, suggested that the iconic view from and of
Lawrencetown Beach is more important than the installation of this tower. There is currently a
salt-water marsh project going on in the area, and she understands that cell phone towers cause
fatalities in birds and bats. The City of Edmonton has a policy that discourages towers in rural
residential areas, natural areas and heritage areas.

Debra Manning, Leslie Road, noted that although studies are inconclusive with regard to the
harm cell phone towers have on humans, there should be precautionary measures taken and
policies put in place. Protections for children and wildlife need to be put in place since we don’t
yet know the potential dangers to their health. Area residents pay their taxes and purchased their
properties with certain understandings.

Morgan Chitty, Bastian Point Road, inquired why Industry Canada is not present at this
meeting. Mr. Joudrey explained how Industry Canada leaves the public consultation process to
the municipalities and does not become involved unless an impasse is reached.

Mr. Chitty commented that he spoke with a Realtor who indicated that telecommunication
towers decrease surrounding property values. He inquired whether residents would be getting
any compensation. Mr. Joudrey clarified that staff comment is limited to visual impact,
aesthetics and community compatibility, and does not take into account property values.

Mr. Chitty commented that Eastlink should compensate property owners. He inquired what good
the zoning is if it doesn’t apply. Mr. Joudrey advised that the Municipality has no power over
Federal legislation. He also clarified that HRM is not bound by the covenants of any deed.

Responding to questions about the tree buffer, Ms. Weaver advised that the tree buffer at the
tower site should not be affected by any road construction. She advised that she could clarify the
location of the buffer with residents after the meeting.

Responding to questions about set-backs, Ms. Weaver advised that the tower is required to be set
back one time the height of the tower from the nearest house, which would be the proposed 76
metres.

An unidentified resident pointed out that if a house were constructed on the adjacent vacant lot
like it was planned, it would be within the set back requirement of the tower. Ms. Weaver
clarified that their location choices are based on what is there now, not what could be there
potentially. She would have to check the mapping to confirm the specifics with this lot.
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Debra Manning, Leslie Road, inquired as to Eastlink’s future plans in HRM? Mr. Forrest
advised that there are telecommunication tower applications planned for a number of sites in
HRM. These applications are a mix of existing and new infrastructure. The closest locations to
this one would be Cow Bay, and Cherry Brook. They are planning to co-locate towers along 107
existing sites. Some of these applications are being worked on at the same time.

Don Rix, Murphy Road, inquired whether all efforts by Eastlink have been exhausted to co-
locate with Rogers or Aliant’s existing towers for this application. Mr. Forrest responded yes,
and that Eastlink are already using some of their towers. Mr. Rix asked whether Eastlink would
allow other service providers to share this tower, and Mr. Forrest replied yes. Noting that this is a
lattice work tower, Mr. Rix asked whether a mono-pole tower could be built instead. Mr. Forrest
advised that he wasn’t sure a mono-pole tower could be built to this height.

Morgan Chitty, Bastian Point Road, inquired whether the existence of the tower would interfere
with the adjacent property owner obtaining a building permit in the future. Mr. Joudrey advised
that he doesn’t see how the tower would affect the property owner obtaining a building permit,
but this question would best be answered by a building official.

Krista Taverner, Leslie Road, advised that the adjacent property owner of the vacant lot was
not able to attend the meeting this evening.

Ms. Weaver added that she believes the set back is 50 feet from the lot line.

Danielle Chitty, Bastian Point Road, commented that she believes if the owners of the adjacent
vacant lot were to build a house on that lot, it would be within the set back limit from the tower.

Marion Foote, Leslie Road, asked for clarification on the notification area. Mr. Joudrey advised
that the notification area for rural and semi-rural areas is 500 feet from the property boundaries.

Mark Girard, Leslie Road, read to the audience a letter from Peter Stoffer, MP regarding
telecommunication towers.

Jimmie Inch, Leslie Road, indicated opposition to the tower at this location. He inquired to
Eastlink what if HRM makes a negative recommendation. Ms. Weaver advised that a negative
recommendation would be taken into consideration by Eastlink.

Linda Thieu, Leslie Road, advised that the wetlands are going through a restoration with the
Department of Environment. She noted that there are studies currently underway on the effects
of EMF emissions, and that there is not enough information yet. The Department of Tourism is
promoting this area, and has a promotional video of Lawrencetown Beach that does not show the
tower.

Robby Beaver noted that one quarter of the lake has no residential development and a lot of
hills. He questioned how far away from the tower residents want to be, given that everyone
wants good cell phone reception.
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Tylor Wood, Leslie Road, inquired whether there are any policies or procedures within the
Lawrencetown MPS. Mr. Joudrey advised that there are currently no policies, procedures or
guidelines that address telecommunication towers in the MPS. The Council report that staff use
for the process use the three evaluative criteria described earlier in the meeting: visual impact,
aesthetics and community compatibility.

Debra Heaney, Leslie Road, suggested that the tower be placed as far away from existing homes
as possible so that future homes have a choice of locating in the area.

Shane Sutherland commented that he has good cell phone reception through Aliant now.

Mr. Forrest explained that with the existing towers that are owned by Aliant or Rogers, other
service providers that wish to co-locate on these towers are forced to put their equipment lower
on the tower, which doesn’t give as good reception as the top. This necessitates new towers to be
constructed. Mr. Forrest also clarified that this tower is to provide high speed wireless data and
voice service. Eastlink cable, phone and internet services are separate.

Dennis Rushton, Heron View Drive, noted concern with destruction of the tree buffer during
construction of the access road and the tower.

John Austin, inquired what services are included in the wireless network for this tower. Mr.
Forrest advised that the advanced wireless network includes voice (cellular) and data (for iPhone,
Blackberry, etc.).

Pauline Woodward, Bastian Point Road, asked what the arbitration process is like. Mr. Joudrey
commented that there is an arbitration process currently going on in Halifax. He noted that
Industry Canada is present for the arbitration, and they review all materials submitted, and
review the public feedback and suggestions. Industry Canada has the final say.

Morgan Chitty, Bastian Point Road, inquired how long the lease on the property is for. Ms.
Weaver advised that the lease is for 10 years, and there are 8 years left remaining.

Shane Sutherland, Leslie Road, encouraged residents to voice their opposition to the tower.

Rod Petrie, Oceanic Drive, commented that he had no idea about this proposed tower when he
purchased his property, and it will be an eyesore.

Morgan Chitty, Bastian Point Road, inquired whether it was part of Eastlink’s business plan to
sell space on the tower to other providers. Mr. Forrest advised that the height of the tower was
chosen for Eastlink’s needs, not to accommodate other providers.

Mr. Chitty commented that if there are 8 years left on the less, minus 6 months for this process,
that leaves 7 ¥ years for the tower. Does Eastlink intend to keep the tower for longer than that?
Ms. Weaver advised that there is one option to renew on the lease.
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An unidentified resident commented that they live in a very close community, which is very
opposed to the tower. Eastlink should reconsider the proposed location.

Mr. Joudrey reviewed the next steps in this process. After this meeting, and a review by staff, a
staff report is forwarded with a recommendation to Marine Drive, Valley and Canal Community
Council, with the minutes from this meeting attached. Community Council then forwards a
recommendation to Industry Canada. The application process for telecommunication towers
does not include a public hearing. Residents will be notified of the Community Council meeting.

At the request of attendees, Mr. Joudrey clarified that if residents wish to make a presentation at
the Community Council meeting, to contact the Clerk’s Office or the Chair of the Community
Council to arrange. He encouraged residents to forward comments to him if they want them
included in the staff report. Mr. Joudrey provided his contact information.

Also at the request of attendees, Mr. Joudrey indicated that a notice of the decision could be
placed in a newspaper and/or put on the HRM website.

5. Closing Comments

Councillor Hendsbee spoke of correspondence he has seen on this proposal so far. He indicated
that when the report is ready, he will ask that the Community Council meeting he held in
Lawrencetown. He noted that when there was a proposed cell tower in Fletcher’s Lake, one
person showed up to the meeting and that the attendance today shows support for the
community. Councillor Hendsbee thanked everyone for attending.

Mr. Joudrey thanked everyone for attending and encouraged them to forward their comments to
him or contact him with any questions.

6. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:00 p.m.

R:\Planning & Development Services\REPORTS\Other\Case 16620 Telecommunications Tower Leslie Rd Lawrencetown\Case 16620
Telecommunication Tower Leslie Rd Lawrencetown.doc


































































































































































[* Abproximate location of pronosed Telecommunication



campbeh
Typewritten Text

campbeh
Typewritten Text
*

campbeh
Typewritten Text
* Approximate location of proposed Telecommunication Tower 


