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Planning Advisory Committee Meeting 
October 6, 2026 

Town of Berwick Council Chambers 
6:30 pm 

 
Agenda 

 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Approval of the Agenda 
 
3. Approval of the Minutes 

• May 5, 2026 PAC Minutes 
 

4. New Business 
• MPS & LUB draft amendments addressing Stormwater 

Management 
 

5. Activity Reports  
• June - August 2026 

 
6.  Adjournment 
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Report to PAC – Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use Bylaw 
Amendments Addressing Stormwater Management 
Prepared by: Lauren Isabelle, Planner 

Subject: Stormwater Management Municipal Planning Strategy Policy 
Changes and Land Use Bylaw Amendments 

Date: October 6, 2026 

Purpose:  PAC consideration of planning report and recommendation to 
Council on proposed MPS and LUB amendments addressing 
Berwick’s Stormwater Management Plan 

Recommendation:  Staff recommend that PAC provide a positive recommendation and 
that Council give First Reading and send to a Public Hearing the 
draft amendments to the MPS and LUB as attached. 

Draft Motion: THAT the Planning Advisory Committee recommend that Council 
give First Reading and proceed to a Public Hearing for the proposed 
amendments to the Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use 
Bylaw respecting stormwater management, the Overland Flood 
Risk (OFR) Overlay, and the Conservation (OS2) Zone, as attached 
to the October 6, 2026 staff report; 

AND THAT, prior to Council's consideration of First Reading, direct 
written notification be provided to the seven property owners newly 
affected by the proposed expansion of the Conservation (OS2) 
Zone. 

1. Purpose 
This report outlines draft amendments to the Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) and Land 
Use Bylaw (LUB) to address stormwater management issues. Historically, the Town has 
managed stormwater risks through reactive infrastructure repair. However, escalating 
climate volatility necessitates a strategic shift toward proactive planning controls. These 
amendments seek to codify flood resiliency into the development process, ensuring that 
land use decisions are aligned with contemporary hydrological realities.  

2. Introduction 
The Town of Berwick retained CBCL Limited to prepare a Stormwater Management Plan to 
assess how the Town’s stormwater system is functioning, identify areas vulnerable to 
flooding and drainage constraints, and recommend mitigation measures to improve flood 
resilience while allowing future development to proceed responsibly. 

The Stormwater Management Plan provides updated technical information regarding flood-
prone lands, overland flow paths, open ditches, culverts, drainage constraints, localized 
stormwater storage areas, and potential infrastructure improvements. This information was 
not available when the Town’s MPS and LUB were amended in 2025. 
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The purpose of the proposed amendments is to update the Town’s planning documents so 
that future development better accounts for known flood risk, stormwater constraints, 
overland flow routes, drainage infrastructure, and climate change. The amendments are 
intended to support responsible development review, protect public safety, reduce 
avoidable risk to private and public property, and help ensure that future development does 
not worsen stormwater impacts. 

At the May 5, 2026, Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) Meeting, staff introduced the 
stormwater management issue and sought preliminary direction.  

Following discussion, PAC generally endorsed that: 

• The MPS and LUB should be updated using the newly mapped 1:100-year CBCL 
climate data as part of the Core Update; 

• For flood risk areas north of Main Street, Option 2: maximum protection of 
properties, was the preferred approach at this time; and 

• For stormwater management requirements south of Main Street, Option 1: Town-
wide requirements with exceptions, should be further explored. 

The next step was to undertake public consultation to gather additional information, 
feedback, and concerns that would help inform the draft policies.   

3. Public Engagement 

As part of the public engagement process, the Town contacted property owners whose 
lands were identified for review based on updated stormwater and flood risk information 
north of Main Street, near the Cornwallis River. The initial correspondence advised property 
owners that the Town was considering whether some lands should be rezoned to 
Conservation (OS2) and invited affected owners to contact staff, review the mapping, and 
provide comments. Staff subsequently held one-on-one meetings with interested property 
owners to explain that the review remained at an early stage, that no amendment had been 
presented to Council for decision, and that the Town was continuing to assess the most 
appropriate planning approach. 
 
Consultation Element Summary 

Notification letters 40 letters mailed to property owners 
with property specific mapping 
showing proposed changes to their 
zoning. The letters were mailed June 
9, 2026.  

Meeting opportunity One-on-one meetings offered with 
Development Officer at Town Hall 
during business hours on June 18, 
2026. 

Meetings held 6 meetings (5 affected property 
owners and 1 Planning Advisory 



   

3 | P a g e  
  

Committee member). 

Additional engagement Telephone conversations (4), emails 
(13), and letters (5). 

Participation 17 properties contacted the Town; 
some property owners participated 
multiple times using different 
methods. Sometimes more than one 
owner of a property engaged in 
providing feedback.  

Submission period Written comments accepted until June 
25, 2026. 

 
The feedback received focused primarily on concerns about development rights, property 
value, insurance, taxation, drainage maintenance, and the accuracy of the flood mapping. 
Several property owners expressed concern that an expansion of the OS2 Zone would be 
too restrictive and could limit future residential or commercial development. Property 
owners also provided site-specific information about drainage ditches, culverts, road runoff, 
maintenance issues, and past flooding conditions.  

3.1 Key Issues from the Public 
During the public engagement process, insurance affordability, property values, mortgage 
financing and resale impacts emerged as some of the most frequently raised concerns. 
Residents expressed significant concerns that inclusion within the proposed mapped 
expansion of the OS2 Zone could increase insurance costs, reduce access to coverage, 
affect financing and negatively influence property values. To better understand these 
concerns, staff reviewed current Canadian research, policies and industry information 
regarding the relationship between floodplain mapping, insurance and residential property 
values. 

3.1.1 Impacts on Insurance 

During the engagement, residents continuously expressed concerns that inclusion of their 
properties within a mapped floodplain could increase their insurance premiums, make 
overland flood coverage policies unavailable and create challenges in obtaining mortgages 
or selling their properties. 

Available case studies and evidence suggest that insurers are increasingly pricing properties 
according to their specific flood exposure and property characteristics rather than municipal 
zoning designations or planning overlays alone. In other words, mapping does not create 
flood risks, rather identifies and communicates existing flood hazards to property owners, 
insurers, lenders, developers and the Town.1 2 3 

 
1 Statistics Canada (2026), Extreme weather impacts on consumers and insurers in Canada, 
December 2019 to December 2025: An updated analysis. 
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Statistics Canada reports that extreme weather is now one of the dominant forces 
reshaping Canada's home insurance market and states that insurers increasingly consider 
specific property characteristics, area characteristics, and flood exposure when assessing 
risk. The Insurance Bureau of Canada similarly reports that catastrophic weather losses 
have increased significantly, with insured losses reaching a record $9.4 billion in 2024 and 
average annual catastrophic losses increasing from approximately $400 million before 2009 
to nearly $2 billion annually since 2009.4 5 

Regional reporting from Atlantic Canada suggests that affordability, rather than the 
complete absence of coverage, is becoming the more significant challenge. Insurance 
brokers interviewed in Nova Scotia and New Brunswick report that flood coverage often 
remains available, but premiums, deductibles, and policy conditions are becoming more 
restrictive, while postal-code based modelling may not always reflect the flood exposure of 
individual properties. Public Safety Canada's work on a national low-cost flood insurance 
program similarly recognizes that affordability challenges are concentrated in Canada's 
highest-risk flood areas.6 7 

Canadian research isolating the effect of a flood mapping update on insurance premiums 
remains limited. The Bank of Canada notes that flood risk analysis continues to be 
constrained by the availability of detailed property level data and cautions that flood risks 
vary considerably between individual properties. The identification of a property within a 
mapped floodplain does not necessarily result in the same insurance outcome, as insurers 
assess risk based on a range of property-specific and policy-specific factors.8 

3.1.2 Impacts on Property Values 

Property values were also identified during public engagement as a significant concern. 
Residents expressed fears that inclusion within a mapped floodplain could reduce resale 
values, affect mortgage financing, increase disclosure expectations, or make properties 
more difficult to market. To better understand these concerns, staff reviewed available 
Canadian research regarding the relationship between flood risk, floodplain mapping, and 
residential property values. 

Available data suggests that the most significant impacts on residential property value are 
associated with underlying flood hazards and actual flood events rather than the publication 

 
2 Thistlethwaite, Jason et al. (2017), The Emergence of Flood Insurance in Canada: Navigating 
Institutional Uncertainty. 
3 GEO.CA / Government of Canada (2026), Flood mapping 
4 Statistics Canada (2026), Extreme weather impacts on consumers and insurers in Canada, 
December 2019 to December 2025: An updated analysis. 
5 Insurance Bureau of Canada (2026), New Statistics Canada report confirms extreme weather 
reshaping Canada’s home insurance market.   
6 Insurance Business Canada (2025), Flood insurance is still available in Atlantic Canada – but 
can homeowners afford it? 
7 Public Safety Canada (2022), Adapting to Rising Flood Risk: An Analysis of Insurance Solutions 
for Canada; see also Public Safety Canada background on the national flood insurance program.   
8 Bank of Canada (2024 / 2023), Flood risk and residential lending and Climate-Related Flood 
Risk to Residential Lending Portfolios in Canada. 
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of flood mapping or the application of planning policies alone. While updated flood mapping 
may increase awareness of flood risk among purchasers, lenders and insurers, the 
strongest evidence of property value impacts in Canada follows extreme flooding events 
rather than the adoption of municipal planning overlays.9 10 11 

The most relevant Canadian evidence comes from CMHC's summary of the Intact Centre on 
Climate Adaptation's study Treading Water, which examined housing market impacts 
following catastrophic flooding in five Canadian communities between 2009 and 2020. 
CMHC reports an average 8.2% reduction in final sale prices, approximately 19.8% longer 
time on the market, and a 44.3% reduction in listings during the six months following 
major flood events compared with similar communities that had not experienced flooding. 
The Intact Centre further notes that catastrophic flooding can reduce appraised property 
values, creating implications for homeowners, municipalities, lenders, insurers, and financial 
regulators.12 13 

The Bank of Canada provides additional context regarding mortgage financing. It notes that 
residential mortgages and home equity lines of credit are secured by the market value of 
homes and that reduced resale values following flood damage may increase lender 
exposure. The Bank identifies declining property values and longer marketing periods as 
important channels through which flood risk may affect residential lending portfolios.14 

There remains considerable uncertainty regarding the extent to which the publication of 
updated flood mapping alone affects property values before any flood event occurs. The 
Canadian Climate Institute notes that improved flood-risk mapping, disclosure, and 
transparency are essential to informed decision-making by property owners, purchasers, 
lenders, and governments, while recognizing that increased transparency may have varying 
impacts across different communities. For Berwick, the available Canadian evidence 
supports the conclusion that updated flood mapping may influence market awareness over 
time; however, it does not support a blanket conclusion that inclusion within a mapped 
floodplain will automatically reduce the value of all affected properties.15 16 

Although Council may consider property-value concerns raised through public engagement, 
the potential effect of a planning amendment on the market value of individual properties is 
not a primary land-use planning consideration. Council’s role is not to guarantee or protect 
individual property values, which are influenced by many factors beyond municipal control. 

 
9 CMHC (2022), Treading Water: Impact of Catastrophic Flooding on Canada’s Housing Market. 
10 Intact Centre on Climate Adaptation (2022), Treading Water: Impact of Catastrophic Flooding 
on Canada’s Housing Market. 
11 Bank of Canada (2024 / 2023), Flood risk and residential lending and Climate-Related Flood 
Risk to Residential Lending Portfolios in Canada. 
12 CMHC (2022), Treading Water: Impact of Catastrophic Flooding on Canada’s Housing Market. 
13 Intact Centre on Climate Adaptation (2022), Treading Water: Impact of Catastrophic Flooding 
on Canada’s Housing Market. 
14 Bank of Canada (2024 / 2023), Flood risk and residential lending and Climate-Related Flood 
Risk to Residential Lending Portfolios in Canada. 
15 Canadian Climate Institute (2024), Turning the tide on flood risks. 
16 Bank of Canada (2024 / 2023), Flood risk and residential lending and Climate-Related Flood 
Risk to Residential Lending Portfolios in Canada. 
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Council must assess whether the proposed amendments are consistent with the MPS, and in 
the public interest. For these amendments, the relevant considerations include public 
safety, protection of property and infrastructure, responsible development, and the 
reductions of future flood risk.  

In considering the proposed amendments, staff acknowledge that potential impacts on 
property values are a real concern for property owners. However, property value 
considerations must be evaluated within the broader public interest that guides municipal 
planning decisions. In this context, the planning question is whether the proposed 
amendments provide an appropriate response to identified flood risk, including the 
protection of public safety, public and private property, municipal infrastructure, and long-
term community resilience.  

The available Canadian evidence indicates that property value impacts are more closely 
associated with the presence and severity of flood risk than with the municipal identification 
of that risk through floodplain mapping or planning policy. Floodplain mapping should 
therefore be understood as a tool to improve awareness of existing flood hazards and 
support informed land-use planning decisions that reduce future risk to the Town, residents, 
property, and public infrastructure. 

3.2 Developers / Builders Meeting 
The Town initially invited local developers, builders, and other industry professionals to 
attend an information session on July 21, 2026, to discuss the proposed stormwater-related 
amendments. Due to limited registration, the session did not proceed. 

A broader industry engagement session was subsequently held on September 29, 2026, 
with developers, builders, and other development professionals invited to attend. As part of 
the session, planning staff, the Town Engineer and the Director of Public Works presented 
the proposed Town-wide stormwater management requirements and explained how the 
requirements may apply to future development. Attendees were provided an opportunity to 
ask questions and provide feedback. No questions or concerns were raised regarding the 
proposed stormwater management requirements. 

The proposed expansion of the Conservation (OS2) Zone and establishment of the Overland 
Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay were not included in the September 29 presentation. Unlike the 
Town-wide stormwater requirements, these amendments apply to specific mapped areas 
and directly affect a more limited number of properties. Staff considered direct notification 
and consultation with affected property owners, together with the formal public 
participation process for the planning amendments, to be the more appropriate means of 
engagement on these proposed changes. 

3.3 Additional Property Owner Notification 
Public engagement undertaken in June 2026 was based on the OS2 Zone expansion being 
considered at that time. Since then, refinement of the proposed OS2 Zone boundary using 
the updated floodway and floodway fringe mapping has resulted in eight additional 
properties being included within the proposed OS2 Zone expansion. These properties are 
held by seven property owners. 
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Two of the seven property owners participated in the earlier consultation process; however, 
the portions of their properties now proposed to be included within the OS2 Zone were not 
part of the area identified to them during the June consultation. Accordingly, all seven 
property owners should be considered newly affected by the current proposed boundary for 
notification purposes. 

Given the more restrictive development provisions associated with the OS2 Zone, staff 
recommend that direct written notification be provided to all owners of properties newly 
affected by the current proposed boundary before Council considers First Reading. The 
notification would follow a similar format to the June correspondence and would include 
property-specific mapping, an explanation of the proposed change and its potential 
implications, and contact information for planning staff. 

Staff do not recommend scheduling an additional formal round of one-on-one meetings. 
Given the limited number of newly affected owners, questions can be addressed individually 
by telephone, or email. If Council subsequently gives First Reading, all affected property 
owners will also have an opportunity to provide comments through the statutory Public 
Hearing process. 

 

4. Background: Hydrological Evidence and Climate Projections 

4.1 Technical Foundation  
The basis for these amendments is the 2026 CBCL Stormwater Management Plan. The 
study highlights that the Town’s drainage relies on a centralized system of overland flow 
paths, open channels, and aging culverts rather than a traditional buried pipe network. Field 
surveys indicate that capacity is further restricted by sedimentation, largely due to the 
Town’s sand-based winter traction policy, and dense vegetative growth in open channels.  

4.2 Hydraulic Context 
According to the 2021 WSP Hydraulic Study, the Cornwallis River acts as a critical boundary 
condition for Town drainage. The flash flooding event of July 11, 2024, serves as a recent 
validation point. Technical analysis by CBCL shows that this storm exceeded a 1:100 year 
intensity for short durations (4 to 7 hours), even though its 24 hour total only fell between 
a 1:5 and 1:10 year magnitude. This confirms that “short burst” intensity, rather than total 
volume, is a primary driver of flood risk in Berwick.  

 

5. Planning Discussion 

5.1 Provincial Policy Context and Jurisdictional Comparison 

5.1.1 Provincial Statement of Interest and Minimum Planning Regulations 

The Municipal Government Act establishes Statements of Provincial Interest (SPI) to 
provide policy directions on matters that must be considered in municipal planning 
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decisions. Municipal Planning Strategies and Land Use By-laws must be consistent with the 
PSI when they are being drafted or amended. The proposed amendments are primarily 
informed by the Nova Scotia SPI regarding Flood Risk Areas and the Province's Minimum 
Planning Requirements respecting flooding, climate change adaptation, stormwater 
management, and the protection of municipal infrastructure. 

The objective of the SPI regarding Flood Risk Areas is to “Protect public safety and property 
and to reduce the requirement for flood control works and flood damage restoration.” The 
statement recognizes that municipalities play a vital role in managing flood risk through 
land use planning by identifying Flood Risk Areas and regulating development according to 
the degree of flood hazard. Rather than a single regulatory approach, the Statement 
provides municipalities with flexibility to implement these objectives through local planning 
policies that reflect local community conditions and the best available technical information. 
The PSI distinguishes between Floodway and Floodway Fringe areas. Both zones are 
recognized as flood prone risk areas but represent different levels of flood hazards requiring 
different planning responses. 

Floodways generally convey and manage floodwaters during major flood events and are 
intended to remain free from development because of depth, velocity and frequency of 
flooding. The SPI recommends limiting development within the Floodways to uses 
compatible with periodic flooding and prohibits placement of off-site fill. The Floodway 
Fringe generally represents portions of the Floodway zone that may be affected by the 
1:100-year flood event, meaning a flood with an estimated 1% probability of occurring in 
any given year. While flood hazards are generally less severe within the Floodway Fringe, 
they are not absent, and the Statement recognizes that municipalities may permit 
development where risks can be appropriately managed. However, according to the PSIs, 
planning documents should prohibit uses that could pose "a significant threat to the safety 
of residents if evacuation became necessary" as well as the warehousing or production of 
hazardous materials. This distinction reflects the Province’s risk-based planning approach to 
floodplain and stormwater management that allows reasonable use and development of 
land while protecting public safety and property. 

Nova Scotia's Minimum Planning Requirement Regulations complement the SPI by 
identifying issues municipalities are expected to address through Municipal Planning 
Strategies, including flooding, stormwater management, climate change mitigation and 
adaptation, erosion control, fill and excavation and the protection of public infrastructure. 
Collectively, these requirements recognize that stormwater management is not solely an 
engineering consideration, but also a vital component of land use planning. Municipal 
planning policies should consider how development may affect drainage patterns, 
stormwater systems, flood hazards, neighboring properties and municipal infrastructure. 

5.1.2 Jurisdictional Scan 

Staff have completed a jurisdictional scan of neighbouring and comparable municipalities 
that regulate development within a Floodway Fringe Overlay (or equivalent) to understand 
how similar issues are addressed through municipal planning documents, land use bylaws, 
and related policies. The scan was intended to identify common regulatory approaches, 
assess whether the Town’s proposed approach is generally consistent with municipal 
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practice, and highlight any alternative tools that may be appropriate for Council’s 
consideration. Findings from the scan are summarized below and were used to inform the 
recommended amendments.   

Jurisdiction Prohibited Uses Development & Flood-
proofing Requirements 

Fill Restrictions 

Town of Truro Residential 
institutions such 
as hospitals, 
senior citizen 
homes, homes for 
special care and 
similar facilities 
where flooding 
could pose a 
significant threat 
to the safety of 
residents if 
evacuation 
became 
necessary; and 
any use 
associated with 
the warehousing 
or the production 
of hazardous 
materials. 

Restrictions on alteration 
of topography to not 
impede drainage or flow of 
flood water.  

 

All main buildings and any 
building containing a 
dwelling unit must be flood 
proofed.  

 

Floodproofing 
requirements include 
minimum opening 
elevation of building, 
provision of a location 
certificate and fill slope / 
height.  

Sources using 
balanced cut and fill 
approach, with 
material coming from 
within the Floodway or 
Floodway Fringe 
Overlay.  

 

Off-site fill only 
permitted for 
floodproofing, with 
provisions for grade, 
pad size and elevation. 

Cape Breton 
Regional 
Municipality 

Hospitals, long-
term care 
facilities, and 
uses that store 
hazardous 
materials. 

New construction or 
expansion elevation 
requirement, no 
basements and requires 
stormwater management / 
drainage / landscaping 
plan. Contrary 
development considered 
subject to hydrotechnical 
study showing no 
upstream / downstream 
flooding contribution or 
flow-pattern change. 

Off-site fill only 
permitted for 
floodproofing.  

Town of 
Kentville 

Residential 
institutions, 
including 
hospitals, senior 
citizen homes, 

N/A N/A 
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homes for special 
care and similar 
uses; uses 
associated with 
production of 
hazardous 
materials. 

Town of 
Amherst 

Residential 
institutions such 
as hospitals, 
senior citizen 
housing, homes 
for special care 
and similar 
safety-sensitive 
uses; facilities 
involving 
hazardous 
materials. 

Main structures must be 
floodproofed. Contrary 
development considered 
subject to hydrotechnical 
study showing no 
upstream / downstream 
flooding contribution or 
flow-pattern change.  

Off-site fill limited to 
floodproofing or flood-
risk management.  

 

Development regulations vary from a light regulatory approach as seen in the Town of 
Kentville, to a stricter regulatory approach, exemplified by the Town of Truro. These 
differences may be influenced by how severely these areas have experienced flooding, the 
capacity of planning departments as well as the age of the planning documents. Typically, 
planning documents that were updated since the 2023 July flooding experienced widely in 
the province have included more requirements for development in known flood risk areas. 
On July 21, 2023, parts of Nova Scotia faced severe flooding, with the hardest hit areas 
experiencing more than 250 mm of rain, over three months’ worth, in less than 24 hours, 
leading to a provincial state of emergency.  

 

6. Proposed Amendments 
The proposed amendments would update the Town’s MPS and LUB to address flood risk and 
stormwater management based on the findings of the 2026 CBCL Stormwater Management 
Plan. The amendments recognize that Berwick is affected by different forms of flooding, 
including riverine flooding north of Main Street and overland flow, drainage constraints, 
ditch and culvert capacity, road overtopping and localized stormwater storage throughout 
the Town.  

These proposed amendments differ from the approach endorsed previously by PAC.  This 
was to better address the concerned expressed by property owners, new technical 
information regarding the flood mapping, input from the Town Engineer and Director of 
Public Works and based on a review of provincial legislation and best practices from other 
jurisdictions. 
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6.1 Conservation (OS2) Zone Realignment 
The proposed amendments would update the LUB Zoning Map to readjust the Conservation 
(OS2) Zone to better reflect the current flood-risk information provided by the 2026 CBCL 
Stormwater Management Plan. The OS2 Zone would expand in areas newly identified within 
the updated floodway fringe. This realignment would replace the existing boundary with one 
that more closely corresponds to the best available technical information.  

6.1.1 Existing Conservation (OS2) Zone  

The existing Conservation (OS2) Zone is the Town’s most restrictive tool for protecting 
environmentally sensitive lands. MPS Policy 3.34 directs Council to apply the zone to known 
environmentally sensitive lands, including flood areas and watercourses, where 
development activity should be restricted or prohibited. Policies 3.44 and 3.45 anticipate 
updated floodplain mapping should be revised periodically to reflect current climate 
modelling and that Council intends to update the areas where flood protection restrictions 
apply. 

6.1.2 Updated Information 

The 2026 CBCL Stormwater Management Plan (available on the Town website under 
Municipal Reports: https://tinyurl.com/Stormwater-Management-Plan) provides more 
current and detailed information for this purpose. CBCL developed hydrologic and hydraulic 
models using targeted field survey elevations, Town GIS information, aerial imagery and 
surveyed or estimated dimensions and elevations for ditches, culverts, outfalls, and major 
overland flow routes. CBCL checked the model against expected runoff coefficients and 
known flood locations, including conditions reported during the July 11, 2024, storm.  

The river-related mapping also accounts for the Cornwallis River as a downstream boundary 
condition. CBCL reviewed the 2023 Gaspereau Primary Watershed Flood Line Mapping and 
the 2021 WSP Berwick Hydraulic Study. It used the WSP water levels because they were 
slightly higher and therefore more conservative. Rather than assuming that a 1:100-year 
local rainfall event and a 1:100-year river level would peak at the same time, CBCL 
combined the greater flood extent produced by two more representative conditions: 1:100-
year local runoff with a 1:5-year river level, and 1:5-year local runoff with a 1:100-year 
river level. This method recognizes the different response times of the large, predominantly 
vegetated Cornwallis River watershed and Berwick’s smaller urban drainage areas, while 
retaining the more conservative mapped result. 

CBCL separately mapped rainfall-induced overland flood-risk areas for the 1:100-year 
event. These overland areas may occur away from the river. A return period expresses 
annual probability, not a schedule: a 1:100-year event can occur more than once within a 
century. 
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Figure 1 CBCL Floodway and Floodway Fringe mapping 

6.1.3 Proposed Boundary 

The proposed OS2 Zone boundary encompasses both the Floodway and Floodway Fringe 
identified by CBCL. The Floodway extends from the Cornwallis River to the outer limit of the 
mapped future climate 1:20 year river induced flood extent, representing an estimated five 
percent annual chance of flooding. The Floodway Fringe is an additional area between the 
outer boundary of the Floodway and the mapped future-climate 1:100-year river-induced 
flood extent, representing an estimated one per cent annual chance of flooding. Together, 
these areas of the river related floodplain are included within the proposed OS2 Zone. The 
outer boundary of the proposed OS2 Zone therefore follows the 1:100-year river-induced 
flood extent. Lands within the Floodway and Floodway Fringe would both be subject to the 
restrictive development provisions of the OS2 Zone, including the general prohibition on 
new structures, subject to the limited uses and exceptions permitted by the MPS and LUB.  
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Figure 2 Proposed OS2 Expansion and OFR Overlay (see Appendix F for version with zoning) 

Staff propose to regulate both the Floodway and Floodway Fringe through the OS2 Zone. 
The mapped boundaries of the two areas are closely aligned, and, in several locations, the 
Floodway Fringe is narrow, irregular, or crosses portions of individual properties as shown 
on Figure 1 above. Applying separate zones or regulatory frameworks would create complex 
boundaries that would be difficult for property owners to interpret and for the Town to 
administer consistently through the development process. A single OS2 boundary following 
the outer limit of the mapped 1:100-year river-induced flood extent provides a clearer and 
more administratively practical approach. It also reflects PAC’s previous direction that a 
conservative level of protection should apply within the Floodway Fringe because of the 
identified flood risk. An approximate total of 54.59 acres would be added to the OS2 Zone 
under the proposed expansion, or approximately 3.4% of the Town’s total area.  

6.2 Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay 
The proposed amendments would establish an Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay for lands 
identified by CBCL as being subject to future climate change overland flood risk. CBCL 
determined that combining a 1-in-100-year rainfall event with a 1-in-100-year Cornwallis 
River water level would produce an overly extreme estimate of potential flooding. Instead 
CBCL modelled a 1-in-100-year rainfall event with a 1-in-5-year river level and a 1-in-5-
year rainfall event with a 1-in-100-year river level under future climate conditions. CBCL 
then combined the maximum water levels from both scenarios to delineate the flood-risk 
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area used to create the proposed OFR Overlay. Approximately 36.82 acres would be 
covered by the OFR Overlay, as currently proposed.  

The overlay responds to the potential for overland flooding in low-lying areas where 
stormwater may collect, move across the land surface, or exceed the capacity of the local 
drainage system during significant rainfall events. 

An overlay is a planning tool that applies additional requirements to a defined geographic 
area without replacing the underlying zoning. Properties within the OFR Overlay would 
retain their existing zone, such as Residential, Gateway Mixed Use, or Residential 
Comprehensive Development District. The underlying zone would continue to regulate 
permitted uses, density, lot requirements, building dimensions, and other development 
standards. The overlay would add a second layer of requirements addressing flood safety, 
site drainage, floodproofing, and the potential effects of development on neighbouring lands 
and municipal infrastructure. 

All uses permitted in the underlying zone would continue to be permitted within the OFR 
Overlay, except uses involving the regular storage or production of hazardous materials. 
Restricting these uses would reduce the potential for floodwaters to release or transport 
contaminants, creating risks to public health, property, watercourses, and the environment. 

The overlay would not remove all development rights from affected properties. It would 
make certain development rights conditional on meeting additional requirements intended 
to reduce flood exposure and avoid transferring risk to other properties. Proposed 
development would be required to satisfy both the applicable underlying zone requirements 
and the OFR Overlay provisions. 

6.2.1 Site Plan Approval 

Development within the OFR Overlay would be subject to site plan approval. This process 
would allow the Development Officer to review site-specific matters that may not be 
adequately addressed through conventional zoning requirements alone. Depending on the 
nature and scale of the proposal, site plan approval could address: 

• Building location and elevation;  
• Site grading and drainage;  
• Preservation of overland flow routes;  
• stormwater storage and conveyance;  
• The location and design of driveways;  
• Effects on ditches, culverts, and municipal infrastructure;  
• Erosion and sediment control; and  
• Measures to prevent increased flooding or drainage impacts on neighbouring 

properties.  

Site plan approval would provide a structured review process while allowing development 
that meets the underlying zoning and applicable flood-risk standards to proceed without a 
development agreement. 
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6.2.3 Floodproofing and Access Requirements 

New main buildings, expansions of existing main buildings, and certain accessory dwelling 
units would be required to meet the floodproofing standards established by the Land Use 
By-law. These standards are intended to reduce the likelihood of floodwater entering 
buildings and to limit damage during significant rainfall or flooding events. 

The proposed standards would include restrictions on basements, minimum elevations for 
building pads and well casings, and the submission of lot-grading information showing 
proposed elevations and overland flow routes. Where a driveway provides access to a use 
involving vulnerable persons or an emergency-service depot, the driveway would also be 
required to meet a minimum elevation and maintain the movement of drainage and 
overland flow. 

The driveway requirement recognizes that floodproofing the building alone may not 
adequately protect occupants or maintain essential services. A building may remain above 
the anticipated flood elevation while its driveway becomes impassable, limiting evacuation 
or preventing access by emergency vehicles. 

6.2.4 Flood Risk and Mitigation Report 

The Development Officer could require a flood risk and mitigation report for proposed 
development within the OFR Overlay. The report would be prepared by a qualified 
professional at the applicant’s expense and would provide site-specific information about 
the nature of the flood risk and the measures required to address it. 

The report would need to demonstrate that the development could be safely accommodated 
without creating an unacceptable risk to: 

• Human life or public safety;  
• Public or private property;  
• Municipal infrastructure;  
• The environment; or  
• Neighbouring lands.  

This authority would allow the Town to require additional analysis where the scale, location, 
design, or site conditions associated with a proposal create concerns that cannot be 
adequately assessed through standard application information. A report would not 
necessarily be required for every application within the overlay. 

6.2.5 Implications for Property Owners and Applicants 

The proposed overlay may increase the information and professional review required for 
some development applications. Depending on the proposal and site conditions, an 
applicant may need to provide a lot-grading plan, floodproofing details, a stormwater 
management plan, a flood risk and mitigation report, or a hydrotechnical study. These 
requirements may result in additional upfront design, engineering, and review costs. 

The level of information required would depend on the scale and complexity of the proposed 
development and the potential risks identified during the application review. These costs 
must be considered against the potential consequences of development that is not 
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appropriately designed for existing flood and drainage conditions, including property 
damage, unsafe access, infrastructure impacts, and increased flooding on neighbouring 
lands. 

Overall, the OFR Overlay is intended to allow appropriately designed development to 
continue while ensuring that new development accounts for known flood conditions, 
incorporates suitable mitigation measures, and does not increase risk elsewhere. 

6.3 Stormwater Management Requirements  
The proposed amendments also respond to PAC’s previous discussion where there was 
general support to explore a Town-wide approach to stormwater management using clearly 
defined development triggers. Unlike the OFR Overlay, which would apply only to the 
mapped area, the stormwater management requirements would apply throughout Berwick 
when a proposed development meets one or more thresholds established in the Land Use 
By-law. 

A Town-wide approach recognizes that stormwater management is not limited to areas 
identified as being at risk of flooding. Development anywhere within the Town can change 
how rainfall is absorbed, stored, and conveyed. Buildings, parking areas, driveways, and 
other hard surfaces reduce infiltration and may increase the volume and rate of runoff. Site 
grading and fill can also alter established drainage patterns, obstruct overland flow routes, 
or redirect water toward neighbouring properties, streets, ditches, culverts, and municipal 
stormwater infrastructure. 

Retaining stormwater on-site for longer periods may also provide a secondary benefit by 
increasing opportunities for infiltration rather than allowing runoff to move quickly toward 
downstream drainage systems and the Cornwallis River. As the Town relies on groundwater 
wells for its water supply, measures that promote infiltration and slower release may also 
help support local groundwater recharge where soil and site conditions are suitable. 

Under the proposed amendments, a stormwater management plan would be required for: 

• A new multi unit dwelling;  
• A new grouped dwelling containing three or more dwelling units;  
• A new townhouse dwelling;  
• A new commercial, industrial, institutional, or mixed-use main building;  
• An expansion that increases the footprint of an existing commercial, industrial, 

institutional, or mixed-use main building by more than 50 per cent;  
• The creation or expansion of a parking area containing more than four parking 

spaces; and  
• Other development where the Development Officer, in consultation with the Town 

Engineer, determines that additional stormwater information is necessary.  

These triggers focus on forms of development that are more likely to create substantial 
building coverage, parking areas, grading changes, or other impervious surfaces. They are 
intended to establish predictable requirements while preserving the ability to request 
additional information where site-specific conditions create a material drainage concern. 
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6.3.1 Stormwater Management Plan Requirements 

A required stormwater management plan would have to be prepared and stamped by a 
qualified professional engineer licensed to practise in Nova Scotia. The plan would need to 
demonstrate, how stormwater would be managed on the development site. 

Depending on the proposal, the plan may need to address: 

• Existing and proposed drainage patterns;  
• Pre-development and post-development runoff;  
• The anticipated volume and rate of stormwater discharge;  
• On-site storage, infiltration, or controlled release;  
• Major overland flow routes;  
• Proposed grading and finished elevations;  
• The capacity and location of ditches, culverts, catch basins, and drainage outlets;  
• Effects on municipal stormwater infrastructure;  
• Potential impacts on downstream and neighbouring properties;  
• Erosion and sediment control during construction; and  
• The ownership, operation, inspection, and maintenance of private stormwater 

infrastructure.  

The central objective would be to demonstrate that stormwater generated by the 
development can be safely managed without worsening existing drainage conditions or 
creating new adverse effects. This may require measures such as detention facilities, 
infiltration systems, controlled outlets, vegetated drainage features, grading controls, or 
other site-appropriate infrastructure. 

6.3.2 Professional and Municipal Review 

Stormwater management plans would be reviewed by the Town Engineer or another 
qualified professional acting on behalf of the Town. Technical review is necessary because 
the effectiveness of a stormwater system depends on site-specific factors such as 
topography, soil conditions, downstream capacity, drainage routes, proposed impervious 
coverage, and the intensity of the design rainfall event. 

The requirement for professional preparation and municipal technical review would provide 
the Town with greater assurance that proposed systems are appropriately designed and 
that assumptions concerning runoff and downstream impacts are technically supportable. 
Applicants may be responsible for the costs associated with preparing the plan and, where 
authorized by the Town’s fee structure, the costs of an independent technical review. 

6.3.3 Ability to Waive the Requirement 

The proposed provisions would allow the Development Officer, based on advice from the 
Town Engineer or another qualified professional, to waive the requirement for a stormwater 
management plan where the proposed development would not materially affect: 

• The volume or rate of stormwater runoff;  
• Existing drainage patterns;  
• Overland flow routes;  
• Municipal stormwater infrastructure; or  
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• Neighbouring properties.  

The waiver provision is intended to ensure that the requirements remain proportionate to 
the anticipated effect of the development. It would avoid imposing the cost of a 
professionally prepared plan where sufficient information is available to determine that a 
proposal presents little or no material stormwater concern. The waiver would be based on 
technical advice rather than being granted automatically. 

The proposed Town-wide requirements would incorporate stormwater considerations earlier 
in the development review process, when building placement, grading, parking layout, 
drainage systems, and other aspects of site design can still be adjusted. The requirements 
would also establish a more consistent process for identifying potential impacts before 
construction occurs. 

The provisions are intended to: 

• Reduce the potential for development to worsen flooding or drainage conditions;  
• Protect neighbouring properties and municipal infrastructure;  
• Preserve established drainage and overland flow routes;  
• Improve the quality and consistency of technical information submitted with 

development applications;  
• Clarify when professional stormwater analysis is required; and  
• Support development that can be safely accommodated within the capacity of the 

site and the receiving drainage system. 

7. Policy Analysis 
The proposed amendments must be considered against the intent of the Town of Berwick 
MPS. The existing MPS supports measures to reduce flood and drainage risks, protect 
environmentally sensitive lands, manage municipal infrastructure responsibly, and require 
technical information where development may create flooding or stormwater impacts. It 
does not, however, contain detailed enabling policies tailored to the proposed OFR Overlay 
or the Town-wide stormwater management requirements. The proposed MPS amendments 
would provide this more specific policy authority, while the corresponding LUB amendments 
would establish the applicable regulatory requirements. 

7.1 Statements of Provincial Interest 
Section 2.4 of the MPS recognizes that the Municipal Government Act requires municipal 
planning documents to be reasonably consistent with the Statements of Provincial Interest. 
Two Statements are particularly relevant to the proposed amendments: Flood Risk Areas 
and Infrastructure. 

The goal of the Statement of Provincial Interest Regarding Flood Risk Areas is: 

“To protect public safety and property and to reduce the requirement for flood control works 
and flood damage restoration in floodplains.” 

The MPS notes that Berwick does not contain a designated flood risk area under the former 
Canada-Nova Scotia Flood Damage Reduction Program. It also recognizes that the 
Cornwallis River flows through the Town and that development controls are needed to 
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reduce flood damage near the mapped 1-in-100-year floodplain. The MPS anticipates that 
flood mapping will be periodically updated to reflect current information and climate 
modelling. 

The OFR Overlay addresses overland flood conditions identified through the CBCL 
Stormwater Management Plan. Although the overlay is not necessarily equivalent to a 
provincially designated flood risk area, its purpose is consistent with the broader provincial 
objective of protecting public safety and property and reducing future flood damage. The 
proposed restrictions on hazardous materials, floodproofing requirements, grading controls, 
elevated access requirements, and technical review provisions would reduce exposure to 
known flood hazards and help prevent development from increasing risk elsewhere. 

The Statement of Provincial Interest Regarding Infrastructure encourages the efficient use 
of municipal infrastructure and consideration of infrastructure capacity when planning for 
development. The proposed Town-wide stormwater provisions support this objective by 
requiring higher-impact developments to demonstrate that runoff can be managed without 
overloading municipal systems or adversely affecting downstream properties. 

7.1.1 Department of Municipal Affairs Preliminary Review 

Staff provided the proposed planning amendments to the Nova Scotia Department of 
Municipal Affairs (DMA) for preliminary comment. A Senior Planner with DMA reviewed the 
proposed amendments from a provincial planning perspective and advised that no concerns 
were identified through the preliminary review that would be expected to raise issues 
during the Director Review process. 

The Senior Planner also noted that the proposed approach achieves a balance between 
protecting the community from stormwater and flood damage, addressing public safety, 
and considering existing development rights. 

This feedback is preliminary and does not constitute formal provincial approval. Any 
amendments adopted by Council will remain subject to the applicable provincial review and 
approval requirements. 

7.2 Environmental and Growth-Management Direction 
The MPS vision and guiding principles provide broad support for the proposed amendments. 
Goal 1 recognizes the relationship between natural and built infrastructure and calls for 
sustainable development, resilience, and environmental stewardship. Goal 3 supports 
responsible growth and states that development decisions should be data-driven, with 
infrastructure and environmental studies commissioned where necessary. 

Section 2.5.1 further recognizes that Berwick contains environmentally sensitive lands and 
that development on or near these lands must respond to environmental constraints. It 
states that planning policies and regulations should reflect the need to protect public safety 
and respond to climate-related risks. 

This direction is reinforced in Section 3.1.1, which identifies two related planning 
objectives: 

• Protecting the natural environment from degradation caused by development; and  
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• Locating development where risks from the natural environment are low.  

The proposed amendments implement these objectives using current technical information. 
The OFR Overlay would identify lands where additional development standards are 
warranted, while the Town-wide provisions would address the potential for development 
outside the overlay to alter runoff, drainage patterns, or the performance of municipal 
stormwater infrastructure. 

The amendments would not direct that all affected lands remain undeveloped. They would 
allow development permitted by the underlying zone to proceed where the identified risks 
can be appropriately addressed. This approach balances the MPS objectives of 
environmental protection, public safety, housing choice, and responsible growth. 

7.3 Existing Floodplain Policies 
Section 3.1.3 of the MPS provides the most direct existing policy context for the proposed 
OFR Overlay. The section recognizes that flooding presents risks to buildings and 
infrastructure and that development within flood-prone areas may reduce the ability of land 
to absorb or convey water, potentially increasing flooding elsewhere. 

The MPS states: 

“From a planning perspective, it is prudent to identify areas where flooding occurs and 
avoid putting people and development in areas at risk. The other reason to avoid 
development in flood areas is that it may reduce the ability of the land to absorb water, 
such as tree clearing and paving, and can lead to increased flooding elsewhere.” 

This direction supports the principle of applying additional development controls to lands 
identified through updated flood and stormwater modelling. It also supports requirements 
intended to preserve drainage and overland flow routes and prevent development from 
transferring risk to nearby properties. 

Policy 3.3 enables increased watercourse buffers around waterbodies known to be at high 
risk of flooding. Policy 3-3A directs Council to incorporate data from the Nova Scotia 
Municipal Flood Line Mapping Program. These policies demonstrate Council’s intent to 
update its planning controls as improved flood information becomes available. 

Neither policy fully addresses the conditions represented by the proposed OFR Overlay. 
Policy 3.3 is primarily concerned with buffers adjacent to waterbodies, while overland 
flooding may occur away from a defined watercourse and may result from topography, 
surface drainage, rainfall intensity, or limited drainage-system capacity. The proposed MPS 
amendments are needed to clearly authorize a mapped overlay and development standards 
directed specifically at overland flood risk. 

7.4 Conservation and Environmentally Sensitive Lands 
Policies 3.43 to 3.45 establish the existing approach to flood-prone and environmentally 
sensitive lands: 

Policy 3.43: “It shall be the intention of Council to identify known environmentally sensitive 
areas, including but not limited to, steep slopes, flood areas, and watercourses, where 
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development activity will be restricted or prohibited and to apply the Conservation (OS2) 
Zone to all lands so identified.” 

Policy 3.44: “The Town will undertake a floodplain mapping exercise, either individually or 
in cooperation with other provincial or regional studies, to identify at-risk areas within the 
Town of Berwick. Until this study is completed, all new residential, commercial or industrial 
development within the Environmental Designation may require a flood risk assessment 
study, which shall be completed by a qualified person.” 

Policy 3.45: “It shall be the intention of Council, except for a limited number of institutional 
uses as described in the Land Use Bylaw, to prohibit the development of new structures 
within the Conservation (OS2) Zone. The development of any structures within the 
Conservation (OS2) Zone relating to institutional uses shall only be permitted subject to 
review and confirmation by a qualified individual that appropriate and necessary flood 
damage mitigation for both structure and site can be approved pursuant to Nova Scotia 
Department of Environment regulations.” 

These policies establish clear support for using mapping and professional analysis to identify 
and regulate flood-prone lands. They also reflect an existing planning approach based 
primarily on applying the Conservation (OS2) Zone and substantially restricting new 
structures. 

The proposed OFR Overlay represents a more targeted approach. Properties would retain 
their underlying zoning and associated land-use permissions, but development would be 
subject to additional floodproofing, grading, access, site plan, and technical review 
requirements. This recognizes that the mapped area presents a material development 
constraint without necessarily concluding that all affected lands must be placed in the 
Conservation (OS2) Zone. 

The proposed approach is consistent with the broader intent of Policies 3.43 and 3.44 
because it uses current technical information to identify at-risk lands and applies additional 
development controls. Specific MPS amendments are required to distinguish the overlay 
approach from the more restrictive Conservation (OS2) Zone framework contemplated by 
the existing policies. 

7.5 Municipal Infrastructure and Stormwater Management 
Section 3.2 recognizes stormwater management as a central municipal service and 
identifies municipal pipes, related infrastructure, and ongoing maintenance as significant 
public investments. 

Policy 3.30 states: 

“It shall be the intention of Council that a property owner be responsible for the 
construction of all proposed extensions of municipal road, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, and 
related infrastructure for the purposes of enabling the development of private property and 
that all construction be in conformity with the provisions of the Town Subdivision Bylaw and 
related regulations and servicing specifications.” 

Policy 3.31 also supports studies and coordinated development of trunk wastewater, 
stormwater, and street infrastructure in future growth areas. 
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These policies support the principle that private development should provide the 
infrastructure required to accommodate its servicing demands. They do not expressly 
establish when a stormwater management plan must accompany a development permit 
application or the performance standard that a plan must meet. 

The proposed Town-wide requirements would address this gap by establishing predictable 
triggers for developments that are more likely to alter runoff or require significant grading, 
including multi-unit residential development, grouped dwellings, townhouses, commercial 
and institutional buildings, major expansions, and larger parking areas. Requiring these 
developments to assess stormwater at the design stage would help protect existing 
infrastructure and reduce the potential for private development to create a public drainage 
problem. 

The ability to waive the requirement based on technical advice is also consistent with a 
proportionate approach. It would allow the Town to avoid requiring a professionally 
prepared plan where a development would not materially affect runoff, drainage routes, 
infrastructure, or neighbouring properties. 

7.6 Use of Site Plan Approval 
Policy 5.21 provides general support for using site plan approval: 

“It shall be the policy of Council to, through the Land Use Bylaw, use site plan approval as 
the tool for reviewing developments that require some additional oversight or where there 
is a benefit to providing flexibility in the ways land use controls are implemented.” 

Site plan approval is appropriate for development within the OFR Overlay because the 
relevant considerations are site-specific. Building location, finished elevations, grading, 
drainage, overland flow routes, driveway design, and connections to stormwater 
infrastructure cannot always be assessed through uniform dimensional requirements alone. 

The process would allow the Development Officer to apply the criteria established in the 
LUB without requiring every development in the overlay to proceed through a development 
agreement. This provides greater oversight than a standard development permit while 
remaining more predictable and administratively efficient than a discretionary Council 
approval. 

7.7 Technical Information and Professional Review 
Policy 5.24 authorizes Council to require professionally prepared information when 
evaluating a LUB amendment or development agreement. The proposed information 
includes: 

• A detailed site plan;  

• A site-grading plan;  

• A drainage and stormwater management plan;  

• Hydrological and geotechnical studies;  

• Environmental studies; and  

• Other studies required to assess the proposal.  
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This policy supports requiring hydrotechnical, grading, drainage, and stormwater 
information for a development agreement application. Policy 5.23 also requires Council to 
consider the potential for a proposal to create flooding or serious drainage issues on the 
development site or in nearby areas. 

7.8 General Criteria for the Proposed Amendments 
Policy 5.23 requires Council to be satisfied that an amendment to the LUB: 

• Is consistent with the intent of the MPS;  

• Does not conflict with applicable municipal or provincial programs, Bylaws, or 
regulations; and  

• Is not premature or inappropriate based on specified servicing, environmental, 
financial, and site-suitability considerations.  

Of relevance, Council must consider: 

“The potential to create flooding or serious drainage issues, including within the proposal 
site and in nearby areas.” 

Council must also consider municipal costs, pollution and erosion, geohazards, site grades, 
soil and geological conditions, watercourses, wetlands, and the adequacy of municipal 
services. 

The proposed amendments directly respond to these considerations. They would establish a 
process for identifying potential flooding and drainage effects before development occurs 
and would enable the Town to require mitigation where warranted. This could reduce future 
impacts on municipal infrastructure and lower the risk that development costs are 
transferred to neighbouring owners or the Town. 

The requirements may increase application, engineering, and construction costs for affected 
developments. These implications should be weighed against the public costs and private 
losses associated with avoidable flooding, infrastructure damage, emergency response, and 
retrofitting drainage systems after development has occurred. The proposed development 
triggers and waiver authority help ensure that the requirements remain proportionate to the 
anticipated impact. 

7.9 Policy Analysis Conclusion 
The proposed OFR Overlay, Conservation (OS2) Zone realignment and Town-wide 
stormwater management requirements are supported by the existing MPS objectives 
concerning public safety, environmental protection, climate resilience, responsible growth, 
and the protection of municipal infrastructure. The amendments also respond directly to the 
MPS direction to use current technical information when identifying and regulating flood-
prone lands. 

The existing MPS provides a sound policy foundation but does not fully enable all 
components of the proposed regulatory approach. Additional policies are required to: 

• Establish the OFR Overlay as distinct from the Conservation (OS2) Zone;  
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• Authorize floodproofing, grading, access, and related development standards within 
the overlay;  

• Identify flood- and stormwater-related matters that may be regulated through site 
plan approval;  

• Require stormwater management plans for defined forms of development throughout 
the Town; and 

• Authorize technical reports during development-permit and site plan review. 

Staff considers the proposed approach to be consistent with the overall intent of the 
existing MPS. 

8. Recommendation and Next Steps 
Staff recommends that PAC provide a positive recommendation and that Council give First 
Reading and send to a Public Hearing the draft amendments to the MPS and LUB as 
attached. 

 

Draft motion: THAT the Planning Advisory Committee recommend that Council give 
First Reading and proceed to a Public Hearing for the proposed amendments to 
the Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use Bylaw respecting stormwater 
management, the Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay, and the Conservation (OS2) 
Zone, as attached to the October 6, 2026 staff report; 

AND THAT, prior to Council's consideration of First Reading, direct written 
notification be provided to the seven property owners newly affected by the 
proposed expansion of the Conservation (OS2) Zone. 

 

If PAC provides a positive recommendation, staff will present the proposed MPS and LUB 
amendments to Council for First Reading. If Council gives First Reading, a Public Hearing 
will be scheduled and notice will be provided in accordance with the Municipal Government 
Act. Council will consider the staff report, PAC’s recommendation, and submissions received 
through the Public Hearing before deciding whether to adopt the amendments at Second 
Reading. If adopted, the amendments will be forwarded to the Province for the required 
review and will take effect following completion of the statutory approval and notice 
process. Council may approve, amend, or refuse the proposed amendments. 

Staff already sought preliminary comment from the DMA, which did not identify any 
planning-related concerns expected to arise through the Director Review process. 
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Appendix A 

Municipal Planning Strategy: Proposed Amendments 

Amend MPS Part 2 – Community Context and Vision 

Addition to existing Section 2.4.2 – Flood Risk Areas 

Replace: 

Goal: To protect public safety and property and to reduce the requirement for flood control 
works and flood damage restoration in floodplains. 

The Town does not contain any designated flood risk areas under the Canada-Nova Scotia 
Flood Damage Reduction Program. However, the Cornwallis River flows through the Town 
and portions of Berwick are affected by riverine flooding, low-lying lands, and stormwater 
constraints. The Town has also experienced recurring flooding during significant rainfall 
events, including flooding associated with overland flow, open ditches, culverts, road 
overtopping, and localized stormwater storage. In response to these ongoing flood 
concerns, the Town commissioned a Stormwater Management Plan.  

The resulting CBCL Stormwater Management Plan (2026) provides updated technical 
information regarding the Town’s stormwater system, flood-prone lands, drainage 
constraints, and potential infrastructure improvements. This Plan and the Land Use Bylaw 
use that information to guide development review, protect public safety, reduce avoidable 
risk to private and public property, and help ensure that future development does not 
worsen flood or stormwater impacts. 

Floodplain and stormwater mapping should be reviewed periodically and may be updated as 
new municipal, provincial, or site-specific technical information becomes available. 

Amend MPS Part 3 – Environmental Design Policies 

Addition to existing Section 3.1.3 – Floodplains 

Replace: 

Recent extreme weather events and the CBCL Stormwater Management Plan (2026) 
demonstrate that Berwick must consider climate-related risks when planning for growth, 
infrastructure, and private development. Flooding is a natural part of a river’s cycle, but it 
can present risks to buildings, infrastructure, public safety, and private property when 
development is in floodplains. 

Stormwater is also a planning issue. Development can change how land absorbs, stores, 
and conveys water. Buildings, driveways, parking areas, roads, compact surfaces, fill, 
grading, and changes to ditches or culverts can increase runoff, reduce natural storage, 
obstruct overland flow routes, and redirect drainage onto neighbouring lands. 

Council recognizes three broad stormwater and flood risk contexts in Berwick: 
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1. Lands north of Main Street that are affected primarily by flood risk associated with 
the Cornwallis River due to 1-in-20-year and 1-in-100-year return period events;  

2. Lands north of Main Street that are low-lying and where discharge can be restricted 
by high Cornwallis River levels; and 

3. Lands south of Main Street that are affected primarily by surface drainage, overland 
flow, ditch capacity, culvert capacity, road overtopping, and localized stormwater 
storage. 

Council intends to use the Land Use Bylaw, Subdivision Bylaw, Municipal Services 
Specifications, site plan approval, development agreements, and public infrastructure 
planning together to manage these risks. The intent is not to stop all development in 
stormwater-affected areas, but to ensure that development in known risk areas is 
appropriately assessed, meets applicable conditions and mitigation requirements, and does 
not worsen flooding, stormwater impacts, or drainage constraints. 

Policy 3.3 It shall be a policy of Council to, through the Land Use Bylaw, identify and 
regulate lands that are subject to flood risk, stormwater constraints, overland flow routes, 
and drainage channels. 

Policy 3.3A It shall be the policy of Council to create an Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay 
on the zoning map of the Land Use Bylaw.  Development permitted in the underlying zone 
may occur in this overlay, subject to Site Plan Approval and the conditions of the Land Use 
Bylaw.    

Policy 3.3B In general, unless otherwise permitted by this plan any use associated with 
the production or warehousing of hazardous materials is prohibited in the Overland Flood 
Risk (OFR) Overlay. 

Policy 3.3C It shall be a policy of Council to consider amendments to the Conservation 
(OS2) Zone boundaries north of Main Street where updated flood risk mapping, municipal 
stormwater information, or engineering review identifies that such a change is required.  

Policy 3.3D It shall be a policy of Council to require, where appropriate, stormwater 
management plans, lot grading plans, flood risk and mitigation reports, erosion and 
sediment control plans, drainage easements, or other technical information where 
development may affect flood risk, stormwater conveyance, stormwater storage, overland 
flow routes, ditches, culverts, drainage channels, or municipal infrastructure. 

Policy 3.3E It shall be a policy of Council to allow applicants to submit site-specific 
information prepared by a qualified professional where the location or extent of a mapped 
flood risk area, overland flow route, drainage channel, or other stormwater constraint is 
contested.  

 

NEW Section 3.2.8 – Stormwater Management  

Insert after Section 3.2.7 RENEWABLE ENERGY: 

3.2.8 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT 

The CBCL Stormwater Management Plan (2026) confirms that Berwick’s major stormwater 
system includes overland flow paths, open ditches, culverts, channels, storage areas, and 
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other drainage features. Some of these features are located on private lands but still 
perform important stormwater functions. 

Council intends to ensure that development in known stormwater constraint areas does not 
worsen drainage issues, obstruct overland flow routes, block maintenance access, redirect 
drainage onto neighbouring lands, or interfere with public or private stormwater 
infrastructure. 

Policy 3.46A It shall be the intention of Council to require a stormwater management plan 
for development that meets thresholds established in the Land Use Bylaw, including but not 
limited to multi-unit dwellings, grouped dwellings, townhouses, commercial development, 
industrial development, institutional development, mixed-use development, significant 
parking areas, high lot coverage, fill, grading, ditch alteration, culvert installation, culvert 
removal, or changes to existing drainage patterns. 

Policy 3.46B It shall be the intention of Council to allow exemptions from stormwater 
management plan requirements where the development is minor, does not materially 
increase impervious surface, does not affect a mapped overland flow route or stormwater 
constraint, is already regulated through a development agreement or subdivision approval, 
or where the Town Engineer confirms that a stormwater management plan is not required. 

Amend MPS Part 5 – Implementation and Review 

Addition to existing Section 5.3 – Site Plan Approval 

Insert after Policy 5.22: 

Policy 5.22A It shall be the intention of Council that site plan approval criteria shall include 
requirements related to grading, drainage, stormwater management, overland flow routes, 
ditches, culverts, drainage easements, erosion and sediment control, maintenance of 
private stormwater infrastructure, and protection of neighbouring properties from adverse 
drainage impacts. 

 

Land Use Bylaw: Proposed Amendments 

Amend LUB Part 2 – Administration  

Addition to existing Section 2.9 APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AND 
DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT 

Insert after 2.9 g.: 

h. A Stormwater Management Plan where required by Section 4.41.1 of this Bylaw. 

 

Addition to existing Section 2.12 USES CONSIDERED BY SITE PLAN APPROVAL 

Insert after 2.12 f.: 
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f. Multiple unit dwellings from seven (7) to nine (9) units in the Residential Growth (RG) 
zone; and 

g. Uses permitted in the underlying zone on lands located within the Overland Flood Risk 
(OFR) Overlay. 

 

Amend Part 4 – General Provisions for all Zones 

NEW section 4.41 – Stormwater Management  

Insert after existing section 4.40 WATERCOURSE BUFFERS: 

4.41 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLANS 

4.41.1 The Development Officer shall require a stormwater management plan for the 
following development: 

a. A new Multi Unit Dwelling; 

b. A new Grouped Dwelling containing three or more dwelling units; 

c. A new Townhouse Dwelling; 

d. A new main commercial, industrial, institutional, or mixed-use building; 

e. An expansion of a commercial, industrial, institutional, or mixed-use building that 
increases the existing main building footprint by more than 50 percent; 

f. Creation or expansion of a parking area with more than four parking spaces; or 

g. Any development where the Development Officer, in consultation with the Town 
Engineer, determines that additional stormwater information is required. 

4.41.2 A stormwater management plan required under this Section shall be prepared and 
stamped by a qualified professional engineer licensed to practice in Nova Scotia and shall 
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the Town Engineer, how stormwater will be managed on 
the property. The stormwater management plan must demonstrate that pre- and post-
construction stormwater discharge will be balanced to ensure there is no negative impact 
on downstream properties. Following completion of the project, a certificate of compliance 
prepared by the engineer of record shall be submitted to the Town Engineer, confirming 
that the completed works have been constructed in accordance with the approved 
stormwater management plan. 

4.41.3 Upon the advice of the Town Engineer or other qualified professional, the 
requirement for a stormwater management plan may be waived by the Development 
Officer, where it has been confirmed that the development will not materially affect 
stormwater runoff, drainage patterns, overland flow routes, stormwater infrastructure, or 
neighbouring properties. 

 

NEW section 4.42 – Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay 
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Insert after new section 4.41 STORMWATER MANAGEMENT PLANS: 

4.42 OVERLAND FLOOD RISK (OFR) OVERLAY 

4.42.1 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

The following uses shall be permitted in the Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay, subject to 
Part 12 and all applicable requirements of this Bylaw: 

a. Uses permitted in the underlying zone subject to the applicable requirements   
of 4.42.3. 

4.42.2 Prohibited Uses 

• Notwithstanding Part 4.24.1 (a) any use associated with the production or 
warehousing of hazardous materials shall be prohibited. 

4.42.3 Floodproofing Standards  

a. Every new main building, first floor accessory dwelling unit in a new detached 
building, and expansion of a main building shall be floodproofed in accordance 
with subsections b. to f.; 

b. A new main building shall not contain a basement; 

c. A building pad shall be constructed using fill so that the finished elevation is 6 
inches above the highest flood risk elevation of the Overland Flood Risk (OFR) 
Overlay; 

d. A lot grading plan showing elevations and flow paths shall be submitted with 
any application for development of a new main building or expansion; 

e. The top of any well casing shall be located at least 6 inches above the highest 
elevation of the Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay; and 

f. A driveway providing access to a building containing a vulnerable use or an 
emergency services depot shall be constructed so that the travelled surface is 
at least 6 inches above the highest flood-risk elevation of the Overland Flood 
Risk (OFR) Overlay. The driveway shall be designed to maintain drainage and 
overland flow and must not increase flooding on another property. 

4.42.4 Flood Risk and Mitigation Reports 

The Development Officer may require a flood risk and mitigation report for any proposed 
development in the Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay. The flood risk and mitigation report 
shall be prepared by a qualified professional engineer at the applicant’s expense and shall 
demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Development Officer, or designate, that the proposed 
development can be safely accommodated without creating unacceptable risk to human life, 
property, the environment, municipal infrastructure, or neighbouring lands. Following 
completion of the project, a certificate of compliance prepared by the engineer of record 
shall be submitted to the Town Engineer, confirming that the completed works have been 
constructed in accordance with the approved stormwater management plan. 

4.42.5 Hydrotechnical Study 
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Development contrary to the above requirements in Part 4.42.3 may be permitted provided 
a hydrotechnical study, carried out by a qualified professional, shows that the proposed 
development will not contribute to upstream or downstream flooding or result in a change 
to flood water flow patterns.  

Amend Part 5 – Residential Zone Provisions 

NEW subsection criteria for 5.3.3 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

Insert after d. 

d. Townhouse Dwelling – 4 or Fewer Dwellings on a Lot; and 

e. Uses otherwise permitted in the underlying zone on lands located within the Overland 
Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay, except for uses prohibited by Section 4.42.2 and subject to the 
applicable requirements of Section 4.42.3. 

 

NEW subsection under 5.6 Residential Comprehensive Development District 
(RCDD) Zone 

Insert after RCDD USES PERMITTED: 

Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

The following uses shall be permitted in the Residential Comprehensive Development 
District (RCDD) Zone, subject to Part 12 and all applicable requirements of this Bylaw: 

a. Single Unit Dwellings on existing lots as per the requirements of the Residential (R) Zone 
on lands located within the Overland Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay, and subject to the 
applicable requirements of Section 4.42.3. 

 

Amend Part 6 – Commercial and Commercial/Industrial Enterprise Zone Provisions 

NEW subsection 6.4.3 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

Insert after 6.4.2 General Lot Requirements 

6.4.3 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

The following uses shall be permitted in the Commercial/Industrial Enterprise (C2) Zone, 
subject to Part 12 and all applicable requirements of this Bylaw: 

a. Uses otherwise permitted in the underlying zone on lands located within the Overland 
Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay, except for uses prohibited by Section 4.42.2 and subject to the 
applicable requirements of Section 4.42.3. 

 

 

Amend Part 7 – Gateway Mixed Use (GMU1) Zone 
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NEW subsection 7.3 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

Insert after 7.2 General Lot Requirements 

7.3 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

The following uses shall be permitted in the Gateway Mixed Use (GMU1) Zone, subject to 
Part 12 and all applicable requirements of this Bylaw: 

a. Uses otherwise permitted in the underlying zone on lands located within the Overland 
Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay, except for uses prohibited by Section 4.42.2 and subject to the 
applicable requirements of Section 4.42.3. 

 

Amend Part 8 - Institutional 

NEW subsection 8.3 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

Insert after 8.2 General Lot Requirements 

8.3 Uses Permitted by Site Plan Approval 

The following uses shall be permitted in the Institutional (I1) Zone, subject to Part 12 and 
all applicable requirements of this Bylaw: 

a. Uses otherwise permitted in the underlying zone on lands located within the Overland 
Flood Risk (OFR) Overlay, except for uses prohibited by Section 4.42.2 and subject to the 
applicable requirements of Section 4.42.3. 

 

Amend Part 13 - Definitions 

Insert after Flanking Yard: 

Floodproofing means a measure or combination of structural and non-structural measures 
incorporated into the design, construction, or alteration of a building, structure, or site to 
reduce or eliminate the risk of flood damage to a defined standard or elevation accepted by 
the Town Engineer. 

Flood Risk and Mitigation Report means a report prepared by a qualified professional, at 
the applicant’s expense, that assesses flood risk, stormwater risk, flood storage, flood 
conveyance, overland flow, drainage impacts, and proposed mitigation measures, and 
determines whether the lands can be safely used for the intended development without 
increasing risk to human life, property, the environment, municipal infrastructure, or 
neighbouring lands. 

Insert after Public Park: 

Qualified Professional means an individual who: 

a. has relevant education, training, experience, and expertise in a profession related to 
the matter being assessed; 
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b. is practising within the scope of that profession; and 

c. where applicable, is a member in good standing of the professional body regulating 
that profession in Nova Scotia. 

Insert after Storey: 

Stormwater means water from precipitation of all kinds and includes water from melting of 
snow, ice, groundwater, and surface water. 

Stormwater Management Plan means a combination of diagrams, documents, drawings, 
calculations and / or specifications, prepared and stamped by a qualified professional 
licensed to practice in the Province of Nova Scotia, that demonstrates how Stormwater will 
be managed within a property.  
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Appendix B 
  

Report to PAC – Stormwater Management Discussion  
Prepared by:  Chrystal Fuller, LPP, MCIP with input from Tim Bouter, P. Eng (Town  

Engineer) and Aaron Dondale (Public Works)  

Subject:  Potential Stormwater Management MPS Policy changes and LUB 
amendments  

Date:  May 5, 2026  

Purpose:   Preliminary feedback on potential MPS and LUB changes   

  

1. Introduction  
The Town of Berwick retained CBCL Limited to prepare a Stormwater Management Plan to 
better understand the performance of the Town’s stormwater system, identify flood risk 
areas, and develop mitigation strategies to improve flood resilience while supporting future 
development. The final report was issued in April 2026. The study included hydrologic and 
hydraulic modelling, review of existing stormwater infrastructure, targeted field surveys, 
Town GIS information, and public input from a consultation session held on March 24, 2025.  

The CBCL report confirms that Berwick experiences recurring flooding during large rainfall 
events, particularly along Main Street, in low-lying areas, and in areas adjacent to the 
Cornwallis River. It also confirms that the Town’s major stormwater system relies heavily 
on overland flow paths, open ditches, and culverts, and that much of this aging 
infrastructure does not have sufficient capacity to manage increased stormwater flows 
associated with climate change and development.  

This report focuses on land use planning and does not ask PAC to assess the engineering 
merits, timing, or cost of specific capital projects. Those matters will be considered 
separately through Council’s infrastructure planning and budgeting processes. The purpose 
of this report is to begin a planning discussion about whether the Municipal Planning 
Strategy and Land Use Bylaw should be updated so that future development better 
accounts for known flood risk, overland flow paths, stormwater constraints, and climate 
change.  

This is a timely discussion. When the Town’s MPS and LUB were amended in 2025, the final 
CBCL modelling was not available. The Town now has updated technical information that 
can inform whether changes should be made to the Conservation (OS2) Zone, development 
permit requirements, site plan approval criteria, and possible stormwater overlay areas.  

2. Why stormwater management is important  
Stormwater management matters because it affects residents, municipal infrastructure, 
public safety, environmental quality, and municipal risk.  
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For residents, unmanaged stormwater can contribute to flooded basements, damaged 
yards, unsafe roads, blocked access, erosion, icing, sediment build-up, and conflict between 
neighbouring properties. Even where flooding does not enter a building, recurring nuisance 
flooding can affect how people use their property and how safe they feel during large rain 
events.  

For the Town, stormwater management is an infrastructure and risk management issue. 
Poorly managed stormwater can damage roads, culverts, ditches, parks, trails, wastewater 
infrastructure, public works facilities, and private lands. It can also increase maintenance 
costs and create public expectations that the Town will solve drainage problems after 
development has already occurred.  

Climate change makes this more important. The CBCL report applied climate change 
modelling using federal guidance and identified an overall projected rainfall increase of 
approximately 67 percent by 2100. This does not mean every storm will be extreme, but it 
does mean the Town should expect more pressure on drainage systems over time.  

Stormwater is also a planning issue because development changes how land absorbs and 
conveys water. More buildings, driveways, parking areas, roads, compacted surfaces, and 
filled low areas can increase runoff and reduce natural stormwater storage. In Nova Scotia, 
municipal planning strategies may include policy on climate change adaptation, stormwater 
management and erosion control, fill and excavation, lands subject to flooding, and 
infrastructure.  

The planning documents do not need to stop all development in stormwater-affected areas. 
However, they should ensure that development in known risk areas is reviewed using the 
best available information.  

3. Summary of planning-related recommendations from the 
CBCL report  
The CBCL report includes both infrastructure recommendations and general 
recommendations. The PAC’s role is most directly related to the general recommendations 
that affect planning policy, land use regulation, development review, subdivision, and future 
municipal standards.  

The key planning-related recommendations are summarized below.  
CBCL report recommendation  Planning implication  
Establish drainage easements  The report recommends drainage easements to enable 

legal access to key pieces of stormwater 
infrastructure. This has implications for subdivision 
approvals, development agreements, and 
development affecting overland flow routes.  

Implement a proactive inspection and maintenance 
program  

The report recommends a proactive maintenance 
program so existing stormwater assets provide 
maximum value. Planning documents should avoid 
approving development that blocks access to ditches, 
culverts, drainage routes, or other stormwater 
infrastructure.  
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Expand municipal stormwater management design 
standards  

CBCL recommends expanding municipal standards to 
include clear and specific stormwater quantity and 
quality control requirements. This is best addressed 
through Municipal Services Specifications, supported 
by MPS and LUB amendments.  

Recognize the overland system  The report confirms that Berwick’s major stormwater 
system is made up of overland flow paths, open 
channels, and culverts. Planning controls should 
recognize that these drainage routes are part of the 
Town’s stormwater system, even where they cross 
private lands.  

Use updated flood and stormwater information  The report provides updated information that can 
inform where restrictions, technical reports, or 
additional review should apply, especially north of 
Main Street and in overland flow areas south of Main 
Street.  

Consider development restrictions in flood risk areas  The report includes a specific recommendation section 
on development restrictions. This supports the Town 
considering whether current zoning and LUB 
provisions should be updated now that better data is 
available.  

Treat capital works and land use controls as 
complementary  

The report identifies capital works such as culvert 
upgrades, Centennial Park detention, Horsburgh Drive 
channel and diversion options, Public Works 
floodproofing, and lifecycle renewal opportunities. 
These are important, but should be  

 considered through capital planning rather than 
debated in detail through this PAC report.  

  

The practical planning takeaway is that Berwick should move from a general approach of 
“stormwater should be considered” to a clearer approach where development in known risk 
areas must demonstrate that it will not worsen stormwater impacts or block existing 
drainage functions.  

4. Existing planning framework  
Berwick already has several planning tools that relate to flood risk, environmental 
constraints, and stormwater. The issue is not that the Town has no tools. The issue is 
whether the existing tools are specific enough now that the CBCL report is available.  

The MPS includes an Environmental Designation and enables both the Recreation and Open 
Space (OS1) Zone and the Conservation (OS2) Zone. Policy 3.43 states that Council intends 
to identify known environmentally sensitive areas, including steep slopes, flood areas, and 
watercourses, where development activity will be restricted or prohibited, and to apply the 
OS2 Zone to those lands. Policy 3.44 states that the Town will undertake floodplain 
mapping to identify at-risk areas and that, until the study is completed, new residential, 
commercial, or industrial development within the Environmental Designation may require a 
flood risk assessment study prepared by a qualified person.  

The LUB currently includes the OS1 and OS2 Zones. In the OS2 Zone, no development 
permit may be issued except for a limited list of uses, including cemeteries, agriculture, 
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garden nurseries, public parks, trails, passive recreation facilities, wastewater treatment 
facilities, flood control facilities, and market gardens. The LUB states that no permanent 
building may be erected, added to, or altered in the OS2 Zone except buildings or 
structures related to sewage treatment or flood control.  

The LUB also includes site plan approval criteria for certain residential, mixed-use, and 
commercial developments. These criteria address matters such as location of structures, 
parking, access, landscaping, and neighbourhood impacts, but they do not appear to 
include detailed criteria for stormwater, overland flow routes, grading, drainage easements, 
or stormwater maintenance.  

The current planning documents therefore provide a foundation. The question for PAC is 
whether that foundation should be updated to reflect the new CBCL information.  

5. Summary of best practices from other municipalities  
Stormwater regulation is increasingly handled through a combination of planning policy, 
land use regulation, engineering standards, subdivision requirements, and maintenance 
obligations. No single tool does all the work.  

The Nova Scotia Minimum Planning Requirements Regulations support the inclusion of MPS 
policies related to climate change mitigation and adaptation, stormwater management and 
erosion control, fill and excavation, lands subject to flooding, steep slopes, and other 
hazard lands. This confirms that stormwater is an appropriate planning topic where the 
approach is grounded in local conditions and properly implemented through municipal 
planning tools.  

Halifax provides a useful Nova Scotia example, although Berwick would need a smaller-
scale version. Halifax’s Administrative Order 2020-010-OP establishes stormwater 
management standards for development activities. Its standards include retaining 
stormwater runoff from the first 10 mm of rainfall on-site, matching pre-development and 
post-development stormwater runoff conditions for the 1:5-year and 1:100-year return 
design storms, and applying stormwater quality and erosion control measures.  

The Halifax example is useful because it does not rely only on general wording. It sets 
measurable requirements, requires technical submission where appropriate, and connects 
stormwater review to development activity. Berwick should not copy Halifax’s approach 
wholesale, because Berwick’s administrative capacity, development scale, and drainage 
system are different. However, the broader principle is applicable: MPS policy should 
provide authority, the LUB should identify when stormwater review is required, and 
technical standards should sit in municipal specifications.  

The Municipality of the County of Kings provides a more directly comparable Valley 
example. Kings has prepared a Storm Water Management Policy that applies to all future 
development and recognizes that property owners are responsible for managing drainage 
on their own property so neighbouring properties are not negatively affected by stormwater 
arising from development. The policy is also careful to clarify the municipality’s limited role 
on private property and states that municipal guidance and minimum standards do not 
relieve the owner of responsibility or guarantee that there will be no negative stormwater 
flows onto other properties.   
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The Kings policy is useful for Berwick because it uses clear permit-stage triggers without 
requiring an engineered stormwater plan for every small development. Under the Kings 
approach, the Development Officer may request a Storm Water Management Plan for new 
multi-unit dwellings, grouped dwellings of three residential units or more, townhouses of 
three residential units or more, new main commercial and industrial buildings, commercial 
or industrial expansions of more than 50 percent of the existing main building footprint, and 
new development or expansions that exceed 35 percent lot coverage.   

The Kings policy also includes practical exemptions. The Development Officer may exempt 
individual lots containing one- or two-unit dwellings, developments with less than 35 
percent lot coverage, developments where drainage is regulated through a development 
agreement, and developments where building footprints are not proposed to expand. This is 
a useful model for Berwick because it balances stormwater risk management with 
administrative practicality.   

Another useful feature of the Kings policy is the role clarity between the Development 
Officer and Municipal Engineer. The Development Officer requests the Storm Water 
Management Plan as part of the permit review, forwards it to the Municipal Engineer or 
designate, and issues the permit only after receiving written notification that the plan 
addresses drainage management on the property. The Municipal Engineer reviews the plan, 
may request additional information, and reviews consistency with the Municipal Services 
Specifications Manual, even where no municipal infrastructure is involved.   

For Berwick, the best-practice lesson from Kings is that the Town can create a practical 
permit-stage process that does three things: places responsibility for private drainage on 
the property owner, gives the Development Officer clear authority to request a stormwater 
plan, and keeps the technical review with the Municipal Engineer rather than expecting the 
Development Officer to make engineering judgements.  

The best practice lessons for Berwick are:  

• Use the MPS to establish policy authority.  

• Use the LUB to identify where and when stormwater review is required.  

• Use the Subdivision Bylaw and Municipal Services Specifications for technical 
design standards.  

• Use site plan approval and development agreements for larger or more 
complex projects.  

• Use clear development permit triggers, such as multi-unit residential 
development, commercial and industrial buildings, larger building expansions, 
higher lot coverage, parking areas, fill, grading, ditch changes, culvert changes, 
and development within mapped stormwater constraint areas.  

• Avoid requiring engineered stormwater plans for every small residential 
project unless the property is within a mapped risk area or involves material 
grading or drainage changes.  

• Clarify that property owners remain responsible for managing drainage on 
their property so that neighbouring properties are not negatively affected.  
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• Require professional input where the Town does not have enough information 
to determine whether a development will affect stormwater conveyance, storage, 
or downstream properties.  

• Ensure the Development Officer can request the required information, but that 
technical review is completed by the Municipal Engineer or designate.  

• Recognize that public infrastructure upgrades and private development 
controls are both needed. One does not replace the other.  

6. Key planning tools under discussion  
For clarity, this report uses the following terms:  
Tool  Meaning  
Conservation (OS2) Zone  A zoning tool already used in Berwick to restrict 

development on environmentally sensitive lands, 
including flood areas and watercourses.  

Flood Risk Overlay  A possible new overlay that could apply to riverine 
flood-prone lands, particularly north of Main Street, 
while leaving the underlying zoning in place.  

Stormwater Management Overlay  A possible new overlay that could apply to rainfall-
induced flood risk areas, overland flow paths, culvert 
corridors, ditches, and drainage constraints, 
particularly south of Main Street.  

Municipal Services Specifications  Technical engineering standards that can set 
measurable stormwater design requirements without 
placing all engineering detail in the MPS or LUB.  

Development agreement clauses  Site-specific legal terms that can require stormwater 
plans, easements, phasing, bonding, as-built 
drawings, and maintenance obligations for larger or 
higher-risk projects.  

  

The CBCL mapping provides the technical basis for further planning review. Before adoption 
into the LUB, the mapping should be translated into a clear planning schedule or overlay, 
reviewed by planning and engineering staff, and adjusted as needed so that property 
owners, staff, and Council can understand where additional requirements apply.    

7. Discussion Point 1: Flood risk areas north of Main Street  
The lands north of Main Street require focused discussion because they are affected by 
flood risk associated with the Cornwallis River and low-lying lands. The current MPS already 
recognizes that known environmentally sensitive areas, including flood areas and 
watercourses, may be identified and placed in the OS2 Zone, where development activity 
will be restricted or prohibited.  

When the MPS and LUB were amended in 2025, the final CBCL modelling was not yet 
available. The current OS2 boundaries therefore do not appear to fully reflect the new 
stormwater and flood-risk information now available to the Town.  

Three broad approaches are available.  
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Option 1: Leave the OS2 Zone as it is  
From a risk management perspective, this is the least preferred option.  

Maintaining the current OS2 boundaries without further review would be administratively 
simple. However, the Town now has updated technical information from the CBCL report. If 
the planning documents are not reviewed in light of that information, the Town may face 
increased public safety, infrastructure, financial, reputational, and legal risk, particularly as 
rainfall intensity increases with climate change.  

This option may be defensible only if Council concludes, after review, that the current OS2 
Zone already adequately captures the affected lands and that no additional development 
pressure is likely. Based on the CBCL report, that conclusion does not seem supportable.  

Option 2: Amend the OS2 Zone as outlined in the attached maps  
This is the most precautionary approach.  

Under this option, the OS2 Zone would be amended to reflect updated flood risk mapping 
and affected lands north of Main Street. This would provide the clearest regulatory response 
and would align with the existing MPS direction that known flood areas may be placed in the 
Conservation Zone.  

The advantage of this option is clarity. It would tell landowners and developers that these 
lands are not intended for urban development because of flood risk and stormwater 
function. It would also reduce future pressure on staff and Council to consider site-specific 
development proposals in areas where the Town now has evidence of risk.  

The disadvantage is that it may be viewed by some landowners as a significant restriction. 
It may also require careful communication so the public understands that the change is 
based on updated technical information, climate risk, public safety, and protection of 
municipal infrastructure.  

Option 3: Apply an intermediate approach with mitigation measures  
This option would update the planning documents but would not necessarily rezone all 
affected lands to OS2.  

An intermediate approach could include one or more of the following:  
Possible measure  Purpose  
Expand OS2 only in the highest-risk areas  Focus the strongest restriction where risk is most clear  
Create a Flood Risk Overlay  Allow existing underlying zoning to remain, while 

requiring flood risk review before development  
Require flood mitigation reports for new development 
in mapped areas  

Allow some flexibility while requiring professional 
assessment  

Require flood mitigation analysis for all new 
development over a certain size  

To have clear thresholds for when stormwater 
assessments are required.  

Limit sensitive uses  Avoid new residential, institutional, or other vulnerable 
uses in higher-risk areas  

Require floodproofing, grading review, or no-net-loss 
of flood storage  

Reduce risk where development may be considered  



   

40 | P a g e  
  

Require development agreement rather than as-of-
right approval  

Allow Council to consider site-specific mitigation, 
phasing, easements, and infrastructure  

Allow only low-risk uses  Permit parks, trails, open space, parking, utilities, 
flood control, or similar uses where appropriate  

  
This option may be attractive if Council wants to reduce risk but avoid a blanket rezoning 
approach. The trade-off is that it is more complex to administer and may require clearer 
technical criteria.  

8. Discussion Point 2: Stormwater Management Requirements 
south of Main Street  
The stormwater issues south of Main Street are generally different from the flood-risk 
issues north of Main Street. Many of these areas are affected by overland flow, ditch 
capacity, culvert capacity, road overtopping, and localized storage issues. The CBCL report 
identifies potential capital improvements that may reduce flood risk over time, including 
culvert upgrades, Centennial Park detention, Horsburgh Drive channel and diversion 
options, and lifecycle renewal opportunities.  

Those capital improvements will need to be considered by Council through budgeting, 
detailed design, easements, landowner discussions, public works planning, and any required 
approvals. However, it would be prudent to improve development review practices while Council 
considers next steps.  

The planning concern is straightforward: where the Town has information about stormwater 
constraints, it should avoid approving new development that worsens those constraints 
before public works improvements are completed. Public works improvements may reduce 
risk over time, but planning controls are still needed so that development does not worsen 
existing conditions before those improvements are completed, or in areas where residual 
risk remains.  

Two broad options are available for PAC discussion. Both options would be supported by 
clear permit stage triggers and review by the Town Engineer.   

Option 1: Require stormwater management plans across Town using clear development 
thresholds  
One option is to create a Town-wide stormwater management policy, similar in concept to 
the Municipality of the County of Kings approach. Under this option, the requirement for a 
stormwater management plan would not be limited to properties within a mapped overlay. 
Instead, it would apply across Berwick where development meets defined thresholds.  

This approach recognizes that stormwater issues are not always confined to mapped flood-
risk or overland-flow areas. Site grading, increased lot coverage, parking areas, commercial 
and industrial development, and larger residential projects can create stormwater impacts 
even outside an overlay area. A Town-wide approach would also be simpler to explain in 
some respects because the same basic trigger would apply throughout the Town.  

Potential Town-wide triggers could include:  
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• new multi-unit dwellings;  
• grouped dwellings or townhouse developments of three units or more;  
• new main commercial or industrial buildings;  
• expansions of commercial or industrial buildings over a defined threshold;  
• development exceeding a defined lot coverage threshold;  
• creation or expansion of significant parking areas;  
• development involving fill, grading, ditch alteration, culvert installation, 
culvert removal, or changes to existing drainage patterns; or  
• any development where the Development Officer, based on advice from the 
Town Engineer, determines that additional stormwater information is needed.  

This option could also include exemptions for low-risk development, such as individual lots 
containing one- or two-unit dwellings, minor additions that do not materially increase 
impervious surface, development already regulated through a development agreement, or 
development where the Municipal Engineer confirms that a stormwater management plan is 
not required.  

Option 2: Require stormwater management plans within a mapped Stormwater Management 
Overlay  
Under this option, the Town would create a Stormwater Management Overlay for mapped 
stormwater constraint areas, particularly south of Main Street. Within that overlay, the 
Town could require a stormwater management plan for development that meets defined 
thresholds, such as:  

• development creating more than two dwelling units;  
• new commercial, industrial, institutional, or mixed-use development;  
• creation or expansion of parking areas;  
• development involving fill, grading, ditch alteration, culvert installation,   
culvert removal, or changes to existing drainage patterns; or  
• development that may affect a mapped overland flow route, ditch, culvert, 
drainage easement, or stormwater storage area.  

This approach would focus the stormwater management plan requirement on areas where 
the CBCL report or Town information identifies known drainage constraints. It would avoid 
applying the same level of review to every property in Town, while still requiring better 
information before development proceeds in areas where stormwater risk is already known.  

A Stormwater Management Overlay would not necessarily prohibit development. It would 
require development in mapped areas to demonstrate that it will not worsen stormwater 
impacts, block overland flow, redirect drainage onto neighbouring properties, or interfere 
with stormwater infrastructure.  

Common elements under either option  
Whether the Town chooses a Town-wide threshold approach, an overlay-based approach, or 
some combination of the two, the same general principles should apply.  

Stormwater management requirements should be based on clear triggers. A unit-count 
threshold, such as more than two dwelling units, is useful but not sufficient on its own. 
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Some lower-unit developments, large parking areas, commercial uses, or grading and fill 
projects may have greater stormwater impacts than a small triplex. For that reason, any 
final approach should combine unit count with other triggers, including impervious surface, 
lot coverage, parking area creation or expansion, fill, grading, ditch changes, culvert 
changes, and location within a mapped flow path.  

The Town should also reserve the ability to exempt applications from the requirement 
where:  

• relevant capital improvements have been completed;  
• the Town Engineer confirms that the development does not affect a mapped 
overland flow route or stormwater constraint;  
• the development is minor and does not materially increase impervious 
surface;  
• adequate stormwater controls have already been approved through 
subdivision, site plan approval, or development agreement; or  
• updated mapping or engineering review shows that the property is no longer 
within an area of concern.  
• Exemptions should be based on written confirmation from the Town Engineer 
or Municipal Engineer. This would provide clarity for the Development Officer, 
applicants, and property owners.  

Potential stormwater requirements under either option could include:  
Requirement  Purpose  

Stormwater management plan for development 
over defined thresholds  

Ensures technical review before approval  

Lot grading plan  Helps prevent drainage being redirected onto 
neighbouring properties  

Protection of overland flow paths  Avoids blocking the major drainage system  

No obstruction of ditches, culverts, drainage 
channels, or easements  

Maintains existing conveyance  

Erosion and sediment control during construction  Reduces construction-related impacts  

Maintenance plan for private stormwater facilities  Avoids future failure of private systems  

Town Engineer o review  Keeps technical judgement with qualified 
engineering staff, not solely the Development 
Officer  

For PAC discussion, the key choice is whether Berwick should begin with a Town-wide 
threshold approach, an overlay-based approach, or a hybrid approach that applies Town-
wide triggers while also imposing additional requirements in mapped stormwater constraint 
areas.  

9. Questions for PAC to consider  
The purpose of this section is to identify the main policy choices. Detailed wording can be 
prepared later if PAC and Council support the general direction.   



   

43 | P a g e  
  

• Does PAC agree that the MPS and LUB should be reviewed and potentially 
amended in response to the CBCL Stormwater Management Plan?   
• Should the planning amendments address only mapped flood-risk areas, or 
should they also address broader stormwater management issues across Town, 
including overland flow paths, open ditches, culverts, drainage easements, channels, 
and storage areas?   
• For lands north of Main Street, should Council consider expanding the OS2 
Zone, creating a Flood Risk Overlay, or using a combination of both to manage 
development in higher-risk areas?   
• In the highest-risk areas north of Main Street, should new urban 
development, particularly new residential development, be restricted or prohibited, 
while allowing lower-risk uses such as parks, trails, open space, utilities, flood control 
works, or similar uses?   
• Should Berwick require stormwater management plans Town-wide for certain 
developments, only within mapped Stormwater Management Overlay areas, or 
through a hybrid approach?  

If PAC supports further work, staff could prepare a more detailed amendment package for 
Council’s consideration. Potential changes could include:  

Planning document  Potential change  
MPS  Add policies recognizing stormwater management as 

part of infrastructure planning, climate adaptation, 
public safety, and development control  

MPS  Add policy support for mapping and regulating 
Stormwater Management Areas  

MPS  Update OS2 policies to reflect the CBCL report and 
current flood risk mapping  

LUB  Amend the OS2 Zone boundaries based on updated 
mapping, subject to Council direction  

LUB  Add a Flood Risk Overlay for areas north of Main 
Street if Council prefers a flexible approach  
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LUB  Add a Stormwater Management Overlay for mapped 
overland flow and stormwater constraint areas south 
of Main Street  

LUB  Add stormwater management plan triggers for 
development over two units within mapped overlay 
areas  

LUB  Add stormwater management plan triggers for 
commercial, industrial, institutional, mixed-use, 
parking area, fill, grading, ditch, and culvert-related 
development  

LUB  Add provisions restricting obstruction of overland flow 
paths, ditches, culverts, drainage easements, and 
stormwater storage areas  

LUB  Update site plan approval criteria to include grading, 
drainage, stormwater, maintenance, and easements  

Subdivision Bylaw  Require stormwater plans, drainage easements, and 
protection of overland flow routes for new subdivisions  

Municipal Services Specifications  Add technical stormwater standards based on the 
CBCL recommendations and accepted municipal 
practice  

Development agreement 
templates  

Add standard clauses for stormwater plans, 
easements, phasing, bonding, as-built drawings, and 
maintenance  

  

10. Proposed next steps and timeline  
If PAC supports further work, the next step would be to move from general policy direction 
to draft planning amendments. The proposed process would include PAC review, landowner 
and public consultation, preparation of detailed amendments, and Council’s formal public 
hearing process.  

The following preliminary timeline is suggested:  
Step  Timing  Purpose  
PAC Meeting #1  May 5  Introduce the CBCL Stormwater 

Management Plan from a planning 
perspective, review potential MPS 
and LUB amendment directions, 
and receive preliminary PAC 
feedback.  

Landowner and public consultation  June  Meet with affected landowners and 
the broader public to explain the 
CBCL findings, discuss potential 
changes to  
the OS2 Zone and proposed 
Stormwater Management Overlay 
areas, and hear concerns before 
detailed amendments are finalized.  
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Draft detailed amendments  June  Prepare draft MPS and LUB 
amendments based on PAC 
feedback, public input, staff review, 
engineering input, and the CBCL 
mapping. This may include draft 
policy language, overlay mapping, 
OS2 boundary changes, site plan 
criteria, and stormwater 
management plan triggers.  

PAC Meeting #2  July  Review draft amendments and 
consultation feedback. PAC may 
recommend that Council proceed, 
revise the draft, defer, or seek 
additional information.  

First Reading  September  Council considers First Reading of 
the proposed MPS and LUB 
amendments.  
If First Reading is given, the 
amendments proceed to the formal 
public hearing process.  

Public Hearing and Second Reading  October / November  Council holds the statutory Public 
Hearing, considers public 
submissions, and decides whether 
to approve, amend, or refuse the 
proposed amendments at Second 
Reading.  

  

This timeline is intended to allow enough time for landowner discussion before formal 
amendments are advanced. That is important because some of the potential changes may 
affect development expectations on private lands, particularly north of Main Street and 
within any proposed stormwater overlay areas.  

The June consultation should be designed to be practical and plain-language. The goal 
should not be to debate engineering calculations in detail, but to help landowners 
understand:  

• what the CBCL report identified;  
• what the Town is considering from a planning perspective;  
• how the proposed changes could affect development applications;  
• what options are available for the OS2 Zone north of Main Street;  
• what a potential Stormwater Management Overlay south of Main Street could 
require;  
• how exemptions or technical reviews may work; and  
• how public works improvements and planning controls would work together.  

The amendment drafting should also include a technical review of the CBCL mapping before 
it is placed into the LUB. The mapping may need to be translated into a clear planning 
schedule or overlay that can be understood by landowners, staff, PAC, and Council. Where 
possible, boundaries should be clear enough to administer at the development permit stage.  
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11. Preliminary conclusion  
The CBCL Stormwater Management Plan gives Berwick better information than it had when 
the MPS and  
LUB were amended in 2025. The Town now has a stronger technical basis to consider 
changes to the OS2 Zone north of Main Street and to introduce a potential Stormwater 
Management Overlay south of Main Street.  

The planning issue is not whether Council should immediately construct every capital 
improvement identified in the CBCL report. That is a separate infrastructure and budgeting 
discussion.  

The planning issue is whether Berwick should continue approving development under the 
current planning framework, or whether the MPS and LUB should be updated so that known 
stormwater risks are considered before development occurs.  

The recommended direction for discussion is:  

• Consider amendments to the OS2 Zone or a Flood Risk Overlay north of Main Street.  
• Consider a Stormwater Management Overlay south of Main Street.  
• Consider requiring stormwater management plans for development over two units 
within mapped overlay areas, unless exempted by the Town.  
• Include additional triggers for commercial, industrial, institutional, mixed-use, 
parking area, fill, grading, ditch, and culvert-related development.  
• Add LUB provisions to protect overland flow paths, ditches, culverts, stormwater 
storage areas, and drainage easements.  
• Update site plan approval criteria to address stormwater management more directly.  

• Prepare or update Municipal Services Specifications so that stormwater management 
expectations are clear, measurable, and technically reviewable.  
• Proceed with a staged process that includes PAC review on May 5, landowner and 
public consultation in June, detailed amendment drafting, a second PAC review in July, 
First Reading in September, and a Public Hearing and Second Reading in October or 
November.  

This approach would allow Berwick to support growth while reducing avoidable stormwater 
risk. It would also give staff, developers, residents, and Council clearer expectations about 
what is required in areas where the Town now has evidence of flood or drainage 
constraints.  

Sources reviewed  
• CBCL Limited. Berwick Stormwater Management Plan, Final Report, Project 

No. 251083.00, April 2026.  
• Town of Berwick. Municipal Planning Strategy, 2025 version provided for 

review.  
• Town of Berwick. Land Use Bylaw, 2025 version provided for review.  
• Municipality of the County of Kings. Storm Water Management Policy, Policy 

DBS-03-006, Development & Building Services,   
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• Nova Scotia. Minimum Planning Requirements Regulations, made under the 
Municipal Government Act.  

• Halifax Regional Municipality. Administrative Order 2020-010-OP, Respecting 
Stormwater Management Standards for Development Activities.  
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Appendix C 
  

WHAT WE HEARD REPORT  
Property Owner Engagement  

Proposed Conservation (OS2) Zone Expansion  
Lands North of Main Street, Town of Berwick  

SECTION 1. Executive Summary  
The Town of Berwick (the Town) experiences recurring flooding during large rainfall events, 
particularly along Main Street and in low-lying areas adjacent to the Cornwallis River. The 
Town retained CBCL Limited to prepare a Stormwater Management Plan, which among 
other goals, was intended to identify flood risk areas. The final study was submitted to the 
Town in April 2026. This additional technical information, including the mapped future flood 
extent under a climate change storm scenario, impacting areas north of Main Street, 
created a clear planning obligation for the Town to consider whether existing land use 
permissions need to change to reduce the risk to people, buildings, access, neighbouring 
properties, drainage systems, and municipal infrastructure. In the floodway fringe area, 
the planning objective is not simply to restrict land use, but to ensure that public safety, 
infrastructure protection, flood storage, overland flow routes, emergency access, and long-
term climate resilience are properly considered before new development, expansions, site 
alteration, or intensification occurs.   

  
Staff presented a report to the Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) on May 5, 2026, 
outlining potential Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) and Land Use Bylaw (LUB) 
approaches to better address flood risk and stormwater management using the updated 
technical information. The report presented three potential approaches for managing flood 
risk on lands north of Main Street, including maintaining the existing Conservation (OS2) 
Zone, expanding the OS2 Zone to reflect the updated flood mapping (Option 2), or 
implementing a more flexible flood risk overlay approach. Following its discussion, the PAC 
supported targeted public engagement with property owners.   

  
The Town mailed notification letters to 40 property owners. The letter informed property 
owners that the Town is reviewing stormwater and flood risk information for lands north of 
Main Street near the Cornwallis River and is considering whether portions of some 
properties should be rezoned to Conservation (OS2). Its purpose was to explain why the 
review is happening, what Conservation (OS2) zoning could mean for future development, 
clarify that existing uses and buildings can continue, and invite property owners to ask 
questions, meet with a Development Officer on June 18, 2026, and submit comments by 
June 25, 2026 before any formal Municipal Planning Strategy or Land Use By-law 
amendment is considered by Council.  
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Seventeen properties participated through meetings, telephone calls, emails and written 
submissions. Feedback showed overwhelming concern regarding the initially proposed 
expansion of the Conservation (OS2) Zone. The most common concerns related to property 
value, future development rights, insurance, taxation, flood mapping accuracy, 
maintenance of stormwater infrastructure, and the need for clearer information about the 
planning process.  

SECTION 2. Summary of Public Engagement  

The Town contacted property owners about a possible expansion of the  

Conservation (OS2) Zone on lands north of Main Street, near the Cornwallis River. The 
letter explained that the Town had completed a Stormwater Management Plan and was 
reviewing updated information about flood risk, drainage, low-lying lands, ditches, culverts, 
and overland flow routes.  

The letter also explained that no final decision had been made and that any change to the 
Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use By-law would require public notice, an 
opportunity for public input, and a decision by Council (see letter in appendix A – please 
note that the actual letters each included a map of the individual properties which have not 
been provided for privacy reasons).  

Following the letter, property owners were invited to meet with planning staff to discuss 
the review, ask questions, identify concerns, and provide property-specific information.  

  
Consultation Element  Summary  

Notification letters  40 letters mailed to property owners 
with property specific mapping 
showing proposed changes to their 
zoning. The letters were mailed June 
9, 2026.   

Meeting opportunity  One-on-one meetings offered with 
Development Officer at Town Hall 
during business hours on June 18, 
2026.  

Meetings held  6 meetings (5 affected property 
owners and 1 Planning Advisory 
Committee member).  

Additional engagement  Telephone conversations (4), emails 
(13), and letters (5).  
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Participation  17 properties contacted the Town; 
some property owners participated 
multiple times using different 
methods. Sometimes more than one 
owner of a property engaged in 
providing feedback.   

Submission period  Written comments accepted until June 
25, 2026.  

SECTION 3. Themes   

Overall, the feedback shows that property owners are not opposed to the Town considering 
flood and stormwater risk. However, they want the Town to avoid an approach that 
removes development potential or identifies their lands as being prone to flooding. The 
strongest message was that property owners want a flexible, site-specific approach that 
considers actual conditions on the ground, existing drainage problems, and avoids any new 
planning controls.  

Development rights  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  

• Concern about loss of 
development rights.  
• Existing residential and 
commercial zoning should 
generally remain.  
• Preference for more flexible 
planning tools.  
• Concern over dwelling being 
considered non-conforming use.  
• Questions about if specific uses 
would be permitted.  

Property owners overwhelmingly 
viewed rezoning land to Conservation 
(OS2) as too restrictive and concerns 
were about limiting future 
development potential.  

Property value, insurance, taxation and financing  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  
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• Concern about reduced resale 
value.  
• Concern about inability to sell a 
property if identified in area prone 
to flooding.  
• Concern about mortgages and  
ability to renew, as well as rates.  
• Questions about loss of existing 
insurance coverage. and cost of 
insurance.   
• Questions about taxes.  
• Some requested compensation 
if impacts occur or property values 
decrease.  

This was by far the most common 
feedback, particularly property value, 
ability to sell in the future, insurance 
and taxation.   

Existing stormwater infrastructure  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  

• Requests to improve ditches, 
culverts, drainage channels and 
maintenance before rezoning.  
• Belief that infrastructure 
contributes to flooding.  

Many comments focused on existing  
ditches, culverts, pipes, and drainage 
channels that property owners believe 
are not being adequately maintained.  

Accuracy of mapping  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  

• Questions regarding flood 
modelling, historical flooding, 
climate assumptions and property-
specific conditions.  
• Concern over data used in 
modelling, including how recent and 
accurate it was.  
• Requests to review updated 
grades and recent site changes.  
• Desire for case-by-case review 
instead of broad rezoning e.g. 
“ground-truthing”.  
• Requests to exclude properties.   

Some property owners questioned 
whether the mapping reflects actual  

site conditions, local flooding history, 
and drainage problems caused by 
nearby roads, ditches, culverts, or 
neighbouring properties.   

Requests for additional information  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  

• Requested copies of CBCL 
Stormwater Management Plan and 
maps.  
• Requests for area of impact and 
satellite imagery with the proposed 
zoning on specific properties.  

Several property owners wanted more 
detailed information about their own 
lands and others wanted to review for 
themselves the data used to create 
maps showing the potential rezoning 
on their property.   
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Planning process  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  

• Questions regarding permitted 
uses, overlay option, timelines, 
public meetings, propertyspecific 
impacts and alternatives.  
• Questions regarding if the Town 
has the authority to rezone the 
lands.  
• Concern that the amendment 
process is long and time 
consuming for the Town.   

There was a strong desire to 
understand exactly what would be 
happening and when, as well as other 
options.   

Mitigation rather than rezoning  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  

• Support for berms, drainage 
improvements, and engineering 
solutions.  
• Requests for improved 
maintenance of existing 
stormwater infrastructure.    

Many comments suggested that a 
broad OS2 rezoning would be too 
conservative. Property owners were 
more open to an approach that 
manages risk without zoning changes.  

Trust and communication  
What We Heard  Key Takeaway  

• Some found the notification 
letter concerning or impersonal.  
• Requested clearer explanations 
and continued communication.  
• Assertions the Town was 
attempting to rid get of 
responsibility or liability.  
• Questions regarding why homes 
were allowed to be constructed 
there before.  

Property owners wanted clearer 
information about the planning 
process, timelines, future opportunities 
to comment, and what the Town is 
now considering.  

SECTION 4. Conclusions  
The engagement process demonstrated significant concern regarding the initial concept of 
expanding the Conservation (OS2) Zone. While respondents generally supported reducing 
flood risk and improving stormwater management, they preferred approaches that retain 
reasonable development flexibility while addressing flood risk through appropriate planning 
controls, infrastructure improvements, engineering solutions and better information. The 
comments summarized in this report will assist staff, the Planning Advisory Committee and 
Council when considering future recommendations.  
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Appendix D  

Property Owner Notification Letter  
  
DATE  
  
«Addressee»   

«AddressLine1» 
«AddressLine2» 

  
  

«City», «Province» «Postal Code»  
  

RE: Proposed Conservation (OS2) Zoning for Your Property  
  
Dear «Name»,  
  
The Town of Berwick is reviewing new stormwater and flood risk information for lands north of Main Street, near 
the Cornwallis River.  
  
The Town recently completed a Stormwater Management Plan. The plan looked at how water moves through 
Berwick during large rain events, including through ditches, culverts, low-lying areas, and overland flow routes. It 
also considered how heavier rainfall may place more pressure on the Town’s drainage system over time.  
  
Based on this updated information, the Town is considering if some lands north of Main Street should be rezoned 
to the Conservation (OS2) Zone to better reflect known flood risk. A portion of your property is included in the 
area being reviewed and under consideration to be rezoned to the OS2 zone.  Please see the attached map, which 
shows the part of your property that may be affected.  
  
Why is the Town considering this change?  
Flooding and stormwater are important planning issues. Large rain events can affect basements, yards, roads, 
driveways, parking areas, access, ditches, culverts, and neighbouring properties. For commercial properties, 
flooding can also affect customers, employees, deliveries, utilities, and business operations.  
  
The purpose of this review is not to suggest that there is an immediate danger to your property. It is also not 
intended to stop you from continuing to own or use your land. The purpose is to use the Town’s updated 
information before new development occurs, so that future decisions do not make flooding, drainage, or 
infrastructure problems worse for property owners, neighbouring lands, or the broader stormwater system.  
  
What could the OS2 Zone mean?  
The Conservation (OS2) Zone is used for lands where development should be limited because of environmental 
conditions, flood risk, watercourses, or similar constraints. If the OS2 Zone is applied to part of your property, 
future development options may change in that area. It is important to know that existing uses and buildings can 
continue. The proposed change is mainly about how future development, new buildings, expansions, or changes to 
land may be reviewed in areas where flood risk has been identified.  
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To give you a better understanding of the change, please note that the current OS2 Zone permits uses such as:  
  

• Agriculture,   
• Garden nurseries,   
• Market gardens,  
• Public parks, trails, passive recreation facilities,   

• Cemeteries,   
• Wastewater treatment facilities, and flood 

control facilities.  

  
As part of this review, the Town is also considering whether some flexibility should be included for lower-risk 
development, such as certain non-residential buildings or structures, expansions to existing residential buildings, 
driveways, or other limited development where flood risk can be appropriately managed and the risk to people and 
property is less.  
  
What happens next?  
For this change to take effect, the  
Town would need to amend its  
Municipal Planning Strategy and Land 
Use By-law. That process would include 
public notice, an opportunity for public 
input, and a decision by Council.   
  
The Town wants to hear from affected 
property owners. If you have questions, 
would like to discuss the proposed 
rezoning, or want to better understand 
how this may affect your property, please 
contact Lauren Isabelle at 902-6987526 or 
developmentofficer@berwick.ca.   
  
You may also book a time in advance to meet with Lauren at Town Hall (open 8:30am-4pm) on June 18th, 2026 to 
discuss your property and review the attached map. Please provide all written comment submissions by June 25th, 
2026.  
  
  
Sincerely,  
  

  
  
Lauren Isabelle  
Planning Department  
Town of Berwick  
  
  



 

55 | P a g e  
 

 

Appendix E  
Property Owner Submissions 
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Appendix F 

 
 



Municipality of the County of Kings
181 Coldbrook Village Park Dr • Coldbrook NS B4R 1B9 • 902-690-6152

www.countyofkings.ca
1

Town of Berwick

Activity Report - June 2026

Last Fiscal Year This Fiscal Year

Permit Counts Total for June
2025

Total for Year to
Date

Total for June
2026

Total For Year to
Date

Building Permits 3 17 6 12
Development Permits 0 0 0 0
Demolition Permits 0 0 1 1
Sign Permits 0 0 0 0
Total Permits 3 17 7 13

Total Building value $143,440 $1,720,708 $955,020 $1,196,126

Number of Residential Units
One Unit 1 4 0 0
Two Unit 0 0 0 0
Multi Unit 0 6 0 0
Townhouse 0 0 0 0
Farm Dwelling 0 0 0 0
Mobile Home 0 0 0 0
Farm Tenement 0 0 0 0
Accessory Dwelling Unit 0 0 0 0
Res Units in Commercial 0 0 0 0
Total Residential 1 10 0 0
Recreational Cabins 0 0 0 0



Municipality of the County of Kings
181 Coldbrook Village Park Dr • Coldbrook NS B4R 1B9 • 902-690-6152

www.countyofkings.ca
2

Town of Berwick

Permits by District - June 2026

Permit Location Work Type Building Type Proposed Use Res # of
Units

Estimated
Value

260401 215 COMMERCIAL ST BERWICK RENOVATION Commercial COMMERCIAL 0 $850,000
260428 164 FOSTER ST BERWICK DEMOLITION Garage RESIDENTIAL 0 $0
260438 121 UNION ST BERWICK RENOVATION Solar RESIDENTIAL 0 $24,900
260474 164 FOSTER ST BERWICK CONSTRUCTION Garage RESIDENTIAL 0 $30,240
260480 13 AUTUMN DR BERWICK ADDITION Deck RESIDENTIAL 0 $5,760
260479 132 MAPLE AVE BERWICK RENOVATION Solar RESIDENTIAL 0 $37,400
260067 287 COMMERCIAL ST BERWICK ADDITION Commercial COMMERCIAL 0 $6,720

Totals 0 $955,020



Municipality of the County of Kings
181 Coldbrook Village Park Dr • Coldbrook NS B4R 1B9 • 902-690-6152

www.countyofkings.ca
1

Town of Berwick

Activity Report - July 2026

Last Fiscal Year This Fiscal Year

Permit Counts Total for July
2025

Total for Year to
Date

Total for July
2026

Total For Year to
Date

Building Permits 3 20 5 17
Development Permits 0 0 0 0
Demolition Permits 0 0 0 1
Sign Permits 0 0 0 0
Total Permits 3 20 5 18

Total Building value $362,100 $2,082,808 $918,840 $2,114,966

Number of Residential Units
One Unit 1 5 1 1
Two Unit 1 1 4 4
Multi Unit 0 6 0 0
Townhouse 0 0 0 0
Farm Dwelling 0 0 0 0
Mobile Home 0 0 0 0
Farm Tenement 0 0 0 0
Accessory Dwelling Unit 0 0 0 0
Res Units in Commercial 0 0 0 0
Total Residential 2 12 5 5
Recreational Cabins 0 0 0 0



Municipality of the County of Kings
181 Coldbrook Village Park Dr • Coldbrook NS B4R 1B9 • 902-690-6152

www.countyofkings.ca
2

Town of Berwick

Permits by District - July 2026

Permit Location Work Type Building Type Proposed Use Res # of
Units

Estimated
Value

260271 133 FOSTER ST BERWICK RENOVATION Multi Unit RESIDENTIAL 0 $28,000
260404 27 GALA DR BERWICK CONSTRUCTION Two Unit RESIDENTIAL 2 $312,800
260406 23 GALA DR BERWICK CONSTRUCTION Two Unit RESIDENTIAL 2 $312,800
260571 MAIN ST BERWICK RENOVATION One Unit RESIDENTIAL 1 $25,000
260587 125 FRONT ST BERWICK RENOVATION Solar COMMERCIAL 0 $240,240

Totals 5 $918,840



Municipality of the County of Kings
181 Coldbrook Village Park Dr • Coldbrook NS B4R 1B9 • 902-690-6152

www.countyofkings.ca
1

Town of Berwick

Activity Report - August 2026

Last Fiscal Year This Fiscal Year

Permit Counts Total for Aug
2025

Total for Year to
Date

Total for Aug
2026

Total For Year to
Date

Building Permits 4 24 2 19
Development Permits 0 0 0 0
Demolition Permits 0 0 0 1
Sign Permits 0 0 0 0
Total Permits 4 24 2 20

Total Building value $482,018 $2,564,826 $53,025.65 $2,167,992

Number of Residential Units
One Unit 1 6 0 1
Two Unit 2 3 0 4
Multi Unit 0 6 0 0
Townhouse 0 0 0 0
Farm Dwelling 0 0 0 0
Mobile Home 0 0 0 0
Farm Tenement 0 0 0 0
Accessory Dwelling Unit 0 0 0 0
Res Units in Commercial 0 0 0 0
Total Residential 3 15 0 5
Recreational Cabins 0 0 0 0



Municipality of the County of Kings
181 Coldbrook Village Park Dr • Coldbrook NS B4R 1B9 • 902-690-6152

www.countyofkings.ca
2

Town of Berwick

Permits by District - August 2026

Permit Location Work Type Building Type Proposed Use Res # of
Units

Estimated
Value

260654 319 VETERANS DR BERWICK RENOVATION Solar RESIDENTIAL 0 $20,300.00
260630 32 AUTUMN DR BERWICK RENOVATION Solar RESIDENTIAL 0 $32,725.65

Totals 0 $53,025.65
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