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RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that to complete Phase Two of the 2022 District Boundary Review, the District Boundary 
Resident Review Panel recommend that the Executive Standing Committee recommend that Halifax 
Regional Council approve the proposed polling district boundaries as set out in Attachments 1 and 3  of 
this report for submission to the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board. 
 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
The District Boundary Resident Review Panel (the Panel) was tasked by Regional Council with advising 
Regional Council on proposed boundaries for the municipal polling districts for the Halifax Regional 
Municipality (HRM) as part of Phase Two of the 2022 District Boundary Review. The Panel was to adjust 
the current district boundaries to develop proposed boundaries that take into consideration the objectives 
set out in section 368(4) of the Municipal Government Act (MGA), as well as the results of the public 
engagement process.  
 
The Panel has had an active role in completing this project and have: 
• Completed background evaluation of the boundary review process and how it related to the HRM;  
• Developed mapping criteria and mapping options for evaluation against the review criteria and future 

growth; 
• Developed a mapping option for public evaluation;  
• Created and completed a public engagement plan for this review; and 
• Evaluated the public engagement plan and directed staff to provide a mapping response to this public 

engagement feedback. 
 
On September 14, 2022, the Panel approved a draft mapping option for use in its public engagement 
activities for Phase Two. Throughout October the Panel led public engagement on the draft mapping option 
(see the “Community Engagement” section of this report for an overview). After hearing the preliminary 
public engagement feedback at its November 2, 2022 meeting, the Panel directed that its findings be 
applied in the development of the staff report. At its November 9, 2022 meeting the Panel received and 
accepted the final What We Heard Report from Narrative Research (Attachment 6) on the public 
engagement held from October 11, 2022 to November 9, 2022.  
 
At the request of the community, an additional public engagement session on Phase Two of the 2022 
District Boundary Review project was held in Cherry Brook at the Henry G. Bauld Centre. The public 
feedback provided at this meeting was captured in an addendum to the “What we Heard” report submitted 
to the District Boundary Resident Review Panel on November 9, 2022.  
 
This report provides recommendations and rationale for amendments to the proposed mapping option 
developed by the District Boundary Resident Review Panel on September 14, 2022, based on the public 
engagement feedback from Phase Two. These recommendations are incorporated into the proposed 
polling district boundaries that are found in Attachment 1 and are being recommended as the polling 
districts to be submitted by  Halifax Regional Council to the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board 
(NSUARB). The rationale for the proposed changes from the existing HRM polling districts to those 
proposed by staff is found in Attachment 2. 
 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Section 368(4) requires the NSUARB to consider the number of electors, relative parity of voting power, 
population density, community of interest and geographic size when determining the number and 
boundaries of polling districts. 
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The changes to the Panel’s mapping option that are provided in Attachment 1 attempt to balance these 
considerations and are the recommended boundaries for Regional Council’s application to the NSUARB. 
These boundaries consider the five factors and are presented as changes to the Panel’s option based on 
public feedback from the community.  
 
The population and number of electors for the proposed boundaries are included in Attachment 3 and 
include the elector variance between polling districts. 
 
Public engagement is an integral part of the process for establishing district boundaries. The feedback 
provided in the What We Heard Report is an important factor in the work undertaken by the Panel and is to 
be considered in the development of the final proposed district boundaries.  
 
In the What We Heard Report, the Panel received feedback on the public engagement mapping option:  
 

“Proposed districts A, B, D, E, F and L were viewed as most problematic across the sixteen 
proposals, while proposed districts C, G, H and P received more positive feedback. 
Proposed districts I, J, K, M, N and O received more neutral ratings and feedback.  
 
There were significant negative reactions to the idea of splitting of several large 
communities (e.g., Cole Harbour, Downtown Dartmouth, Timberlea, Waverley-Fall River, 
etc.), as well as concerns raised from residents about ensuring their voices are heard in 
municipal matters, particularly those living in smaller or rural communities. Overall, 
communities of interest is felt to be an extremely important criterion in determining districts, 
over-riding the other five criteria (number of electors, relative parity of voting power, 
population density and geography). That said, geography is a key concern for some 
residents, particularly those living in rural areas.” (page 8, Attachment 6)  

 
Applying the many considerations required in the district boundary review process is complex. The Panel 
has been required to apply many different lenses to the review process while maintaining as close as 
possible to a +/- 10% variance when considering its mapping options and maintaining a lens on 
communities of interest. This feedback from the public was important when applying the adjustments to the 
panels mapping option. 
 
The NSUARB acknowledged the challenge of this work in 2011 when the number of polling districts in HRM 
was reduced to 16 from 23, stating: 
 

The drawing of polling district boundaries is not a straightforward task. The Board accepts 
the view of Ms. Mellett [Municipal Clerk] that the task is "one part science and one part art." 
Thus, in conducting this exercise, a municipality (or this Board on an application) must take 
into account, and apply, concurrently, all the factors listed in s. 368(4) of the Act, together 
with the factual considerations which exist in the matter before it. The task is a fluid 
exercise. Thus, judgement is inherent in the process... The objective of the exercise, in the 
Board's view, is that the factors in s. 368(4) and the underlying facts are applied in as 
balanced a fashion possible in the circumstances." (2011 NSUARB 196 at paragraph 37) 

 
Staff applied the feedback received from the public engagement activities from Phase Two and has 
developed a proposed mapping option and rationale that incorporates the themes collected from the public 
engagement activities for Phase Two, while respecting the considerations set out in section 368(4) of the 
MGA. 
 
Proposed Amendments to the District Boundary Resident Review Panel Mapping Option 
 
The proposed polling district boundaries for the Panel’s consideration for recommendation to Executive 
Standing Committee (Attachment 1) applies the review of the boundaries by staff, with rationale contained 
in Attachment 2 of this report. 
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The mapping option used for public engagement is provided in Attachment 4 of this report and an overview 
of the changes proposed to the mapping option put forward for the public engagement is provided in 
Attachment 5. 
 
An overlay of the mapping recommendation with the mapping option used for public consultation is available 
here. Staff met with members of the Panel’s mapping working group on November 10, 2022 and are 
available at the meeting to ask questions on specific adjustments to the boundaries. 
 
Next Steps 
 
The Panel has been tasked with providing a recommendation to Executive Standing Committee by the 
November 28, 2022 Regular meeting. When the boundary options are approved by the Panel, they will be 
forwarded to Executive Standing Committee for its consideration. The Executive Standing Committee will 
consider the Panel’s recommended boundaries at its November 28, 2022 meeting and will make a 
recommendation to Halifax Regional Council for its consideration. 
 
In accordance with Panel’s constating Administrative Order, 2022-001-GOV, the Panel is not dissolved until 
the NSURB issues its Order giving effect to the polling district boundaries. However, the submission of its 
recommendation to the Executive Standing Committee will mark the completion of its formal role in Phase 
Two. Staff will keep the Panel apprised of the process and if any additional work is requested. 
 
Staff will schedule a meeting of the Panel in early 2023 to begin a “lessons learned” session with the Panel 
and provide an update on the process. 
 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
A final project cost will be available when final invoices are processed. 
 
Currently the project has an overall cost of $98,729.04 of its $100,000 budget exclusive of staff time. 
 
 
RISK CONSIDERATION 
 
The District Boundary Review is a legislatively required action. Administrative Order 2022-001-GOV 
(section 9) requires that the District Boundary Resident Review Panel submit its final report and 
recommendation to Executive Standing Committee by its November 2022 meeting to ensure that the project 
remains on track to meet the NSUARB application deadline of December 31, 2022. 
 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 
The District Boundary Resident Review Panel has led the public engagement activities for Phase Two of 
the 2022 District Boundary Review project. This included the development and promotion of an online 
survey, public information meetings, correspondence from members of the public, and public reports and 
presentations provided to the District Boundary Resident Review Panel. The following is an overview of the 
public engagement activities for Phase Two which occurred between October 11 and November 9, 2022: 

• An online survey developed by Narrative Research and accessed on halifax.ca that ran from 
October 11 to October 25, 2022 

• Two rounds of interviews with members of Halifax Regional Council on Phase Two conducted by 
Narrative Research - August and October 2022. 

• Five in person/virtual public engagement sessions facilitated by Narrative Research which were 
held in the following locations: 

o Musquodoboit Public Library and Recreation Centre, Musqodoboit Harbour, 7900 Highway 
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7, Musquodoboit Harbour – October 11, 2022. 
o Wallace Lucas Community Centre, 596 Lucasville Road, Lucasville – October 12, 2022 
o North Preston Community Centre, 44 Simmonds Road, North Preston – October 13, 2022 
o Captain William Spry Community Centre, 

• Three in person public engagement sessions hosted by HRM’s Community Councils which were 
held in the following locations: 

o Halifax and West Community Council, Council Chamber, 3rd Floor City Hall, 1841 Argyle 
Street, Halifax – October 13, 2022 

o North West Community Council, Bedford-Hammonds Plains Community Centre, 202 
Innovation Drive, Bedford – October 17, 2022 

o Harbour East-Marine Drive Community Council, HEMDCC Meeting Space, Main Floor, 60 
Alderney Drive, Dartmouth – October 24, 2022 

• Two additional in person public engagement sessions held in the following locations:  
o Bicentennial Theatre, 12390 Highway 224, Middle Musquodoboit – October 20, 2022 
o Henry G. Bauld Centre, 35 Wilfred Jackson Way, Cherry Brook – November 9, 2022 

 
An extensive communications plan for Phase Two of the District Boundary Review project was developed 
in consultation with HRM Corporate Communications and the Office of Diversity and Inclusion. This 
communications plan advises and informs the public on the purpose of the District Boundary Review 
and how they can engage in the process in simple and accessible language. The communications strategy 
included print ads in media outlets across the municipality, graphic communications on HRM’s digitalized 
screens, a comprehensive social media campaign, and close coordination with the Councillors Support 
Office to promote the public engagement activities through newsletters (print & electronic) and social media 
promotion. Additionally, information on the District Boundary Review was communicated through HRM’s 
social media accounts and posted online at www.halifax.ca/boundaryreview.  
 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
 No environmental implications were identified. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
The District Boundary Resident Review Panel could recommend changes to the proposed boundaries and 
specify rationale for these changes. Depending on the extent of the recommended changes, this may 
require a supplementary staff report.  
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Proposed Polling District Boundaries for the Halifax Regional Municipality (Maps)  
2. Rationale for Proposed Polling Boundary Adjustments 
3. Population and Electors Table  
4. Public Engagement Mapping Option  
5. Rationale for Public Engagement Mapping Option  
6. Adjustments What We Heard Report – Narrative Research revised with addendum  
7. Legislative Authority 
 
 
A copy of this report can be obtained online at halifax.ca or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 
902.490.4210. 
 
Report Prepared by: Iain MacLean, Municipal Clerk, 902.490.6456 

Liam MacSween, Elections and Special Projects Manager, 902.233.5207 
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   Leah Perrin, Principal Planner, 902.476.3792 

Emilie Pothier, Planning Research Analyst, Heritage & Planning Information 
Services,902.266.7874 

 
 
Report Approved by:  

John Traves, K.C. C.D., Municipal Solicitor/Executive Director, Legal and Legislative   
Services, 902.490.421 

 
 
Report Approved by:  

Caroline Blair Smith, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer, Corporate Services, 
902.441.1141 
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Attachment 2  
Rationale for Proposed Polling Boundary Adjustments  
 
Section 368(4) of the Municipal Government Act directs the Board to consider, when determining the 
number and boundaries of polling districts: the number of electors, relative parity of voting power, 
population density, community of interest, and geographic size. In Phase 1 of the District Boundary 
Review, Regional Council confirmed the number of polling districts and number of councillors at sixteen 
(16) and directed this to be applied to Phase Two of the 2022 District Boundary Review.  
 
The following outlines the rationale for adjusting the polling district boundaries in preparation for the 2024 
election. 
 
Rationale for Adjusting Boundaries from Existing 
 
Since the last boundary review, which relied on 2011 Census population estimates, the Municipality’s 
population has grown by 12.7%1. The number of electors has grown from 330,302 based on 2011 Census 
data, to 372,203 electors based on 2021 Census data (+41,901 electors). Maintaining 16 polling districts, 
this has increased the average number of electors per district from 20,644 electors to a current estimated 
23,263 (see Table 1, Appendix).  
 
Population growth has not been spread evenly across the municipality: areas such as Downtown Halifax 
and West Bedford have grown significantly, while rural areas and older suburbs have remained relatively 
stable. Adjusting the polling district boundaries is required to acknowledge this uneven growth, while 
maintaining communities of interest as much as possible. Table 2 in the Appendix provides a summary of 
the estimated electors by proposed district. 
 
Summary: Eastern HRM (Proposed Districts 1 – 6)  
 
Districts 1 and 2 are large, primarily rural districts. The existing district boundaries had a below average 
number of electors, and the proposed boundaries will further increase their variance from the average. It 
is recommended that these districts remain with largely the same boundaries. The large geographic area 
covered by each of these two districts incorporates many traditional rural communities that include 
agricultural, fishing, and other important resource lands. There are distinctly different interests in the 
Musquodoboit Valley area compared to the Eastern Shore, and rural residents have expressed concern 
that their voices would be lost with a reduction of representation, should Districts 1 and 2 be reduced to 
one district.  
 
Eastern HRM includes several historical African Nova Scotia communities, including Lake Loon, Cherry 
Brook, North Preston and East Preston. The existing boundary between District 2 and District 4 has 
divided Lake Loon-Cherry Brook from North Preston and East Preston. The proposed boundary 
adjustments would allow these communities to be included together in District 4, which will also recognize 
a community connection to the Cole Harbour area.  
 
The Dartmouth community has grown since the last boundary review and is expected to continue to grow 
with approved developments in the Downtown Dartmouth and Port Wallace areas. Boundary adjustments 
to District 3, 4, 5 and 6, for the Cole Harbour and Dartmouth areas have attempted to balance voter parity 
and communities of interest. More significant boundary adjustments were explored that may have further 
improved voter parity; however, these changes meant dividing communities of interest (such as 
Downtown Dartmouth and Cole Harbour) and were not supported by the public or members of Council 
during consultation.  
 
The following sections provide specific details on proposed District 1 to 6. 
 
 

 
1 Based on 2011 Census population of 390,328, and 2021 Census population of 440,072. 
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Proposed District 1  
 
• Elector Count: 17,702 (-23.9%) 
 
• Includes communities along the northeastern boundary of the municipality from Montague Gold 

Mines, Waverley, and Windsor Junction to East Loon Lake Village, including but not limited to Fall 
River, Wellington, Middle and Upper Musquodoboit.  

 
• Changes from existing District 1: 

- Few changes, very similar to existing district 
- Removes Lake Charles/Craigburn Drive area south of Highway 107, as public feedback indicated 

this area identified most with Dartmouth, rather than Waverley/Fall River 
- Removes a small area around Beaver Bank Lake to follow the edge of the Wellington community 

boundary 
 
• Proposed District 1 has significantly lower than the average number of electors, however:  

- There is a need to maintain this district to represent the largely rural community, separate from 
the Eastern Shore area; and  

- The Fall River area is likely to continue to grow in coming years, which will increase the number 
of electors.  

 
Proposed District 2 
 
• Elector Count: 20,726 (-10.9%) 

 
• Includes communities along the Eastern Shore, from Lawrencetown to Ecum Secum, including but 

not limited to Lake Echo, Porters Lake, Musquodoboit Harbour, Ship Harbour, and Sheet Harbour.  
 

• Changes from existing District 2:  
- Removes historical African Nova Scotian communities (North Preston and East Preston) so 

that they can be included with other historical African Nova Scotian communities in the 
proposed District 4 

 
• Proposed District 2 has lower than the average number of electors as a result of moving North 

Preston and East Preston to the proposed District 4 and reflecting that recent population growth in 
this area was relatively low. The proposed boundary appropriately balances voter parity while 
maintaining communities of interest. 

 
Proposed District 3 
 
• Elector Count: 25,326 (+8.9%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Cow Bay, Eastern Passage, Shearwater, Dartmouth (Woodside, Southdale) 
 
• Changes from existing District 3:  

- Removes the portion of the Woodlawn area of Dartmouth north of Portland Street that was in 
the existing district to keep Woodlawn together as a community of interest 

- Includes North Woodside and Southdale neighbourhoods of Dartmouth  
 
• District 3 is a primarily suburban district with a mix of urban and suburban residential areas and large 

employment areas, including Woodside Industrial Park, the Autoport, and CFB Shearwater. The 
proposed district continues to include the Cow Bay community, recognizing the connection to the 
Eastern Passage area.  
 

• The proposed boundary changes allow communities of interest in Dartmouth to be maintained, while 
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maintaining voter parity compared to existing District 5. A recently approved development in the 
Southdale/Mount Hope area will bring additional residents to proposed District 3, which will have a 
community connection to the amenities in the Baker Drive/ Russell Lake area (grocery store, medical 
clinics, restaurants, hardware store, banks, etc.). 

 
Proposed District 4 
 
• Elector Count: 22,887 (-1.6%) 

 
• Includes communities of: North Preston, East Preston, Cherry Brook, Lake Loon, Westphal, Cole 

Harbour 
 

• Changes from existing District 4: 
- Includes the communities of East Preston and North Preston, to unite them with other 

historical African Nova Scotian communities of Cherry Brook and Lake Loon in this district. 
This change was supported in the feedback provided by the public. 

 
• Proposed District 4 is just under the average number of electors, and keeps the Cole Harbour 

community together as a community of interest, which was strongly supported in public feedback.  
 
Proposed District 5 
 
• Elector Count: 25,420 (+9.3%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Dartmouth (within the Regional Centre) 
 
• Changes from existing District 5:  

- Removes the areas of Woodside, Southdale, Penhorn, and Manor Park to maintain voter 
parity in this district and proposed Districts 3 and 6. Public feedback indicated that the Manor 
Park area is similar to residential communities on the other side of Highway 111. 

- Includes North Dartmouth, Highfield Park, Shannon Park, and the Princess Margaret Blvd 
areas, keeping these areas together with other central Dartmouth neighbourhoods and 
following the Regional Centre Plan boundary 
 

• Although the proposed District 5 is above the average number of electors, there is strong public 
support to ensure older areas of Dartmouth, particularly Downtown Dartmouth, are kept together 
within one district.  

 
Proposed District 6 
 
• Elector Count: 23,270 (0.0%) 
 
• Includes communities of: Dartmouth and a small portion of Waverley 

 
• Changes from existing District 6:  

- Includes Lake Charles/Craigburn Drive area south of Highway 107, as public feedback 
indicated this area identified more with Dartmouth, rather than Waverley/Fall River 

- Includes all of Woodlawn to keep it together as a community of interest 
- Removes North Dartmouth, Highfield Park, Shannon Park, and the Princess Margaret Blvd 

areas to keep these areas together with other parts of central Dartmouth in proposed District 
5, following the Regional Centre Plan Boundary 

- Includes the areas of Penhorn and Manor Park to maintain voter parity in this district. Public 
feedback also indicated that the Manor Park area is similar to residential communities on the 
other side of Highway 111. 
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• Proposed District 6 is a primarily suburban district with a mix of urban and more suburban residential 
areas and a large employment area (Burnside Industrial Park). As proposed, it includes about the 
average number of electors per district. It is expected that this district will grow before the next 
boundary review, as developments in the Penhorn and Port Wallace areas will bring additional 
residents. 

 
Summary: Central and Western HRM (Districts 7 - 16) 
 
Significant population growth has taken place in the central and western parts of the Municipality in recent 
years. For example, since the last boundary review, existing District 16, which includes the new 
community of Bedford West, has gone from 7.5% below the average number of electors to 16.1% above 
the average, and based on approved and planned development, is expected to continue to grow. 
Proposed boundary adjustments are intended to achieve better voter parity between growing urban 
communities and rural, more stable communities, while also maintaining communities of interest as much 
as possible.  
 
The Halifax Peninsula is proposed to continue to be included within Districts 7, 8 and 9, with some 
adjustments to account for growing populations in Downtown Halifax and the North End areas. Suburban 
areas of Halifax Mainland will continue to be represented by District 9, 10, 11, and 12. Relatively 
significant boundary adjustments are proposed to Districts 13, 14, 15 and 16, to better ensure voter parity 
given the growth occurring in the Bedford West area, while maintaining communities of interest.  
 
The following sections provide specific details on proposed Districts 7 to 16. 
 
Proposed District 7  
 
• Elector Count: 23,716 (+1.9%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Halifax (South End) 

 
• Changes from existing District 7: 

- Removes the area bounded by Quinpool Road, Robie Street, Jubilee Road, and Oxford 
Street. Although public feedback indicated this area might ideally be included in this district, 
this change was needed to maintain voter parity among districts. 

- Removes the area bounded by Cornwallis Street, the Halifax Harbour, Cogswell Street, and 
the Halifax Citadel. This was based on this area being part of the North End community of 
interest, as opposed to downtown, and was supported by the public through the engagement 
process. 

 
• The existing District 7 is 15.2% above the average number of electors and downtown Halifax is 

expected to continue to grow in the coming year. Therefore, the proposed boundary changes are 
needed for District 7 to maintain the average number of electors and leaves room to grow in District 8. 

 
Proposed District 8  
 
• Elector Count: 21,655 (-6.9%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Halifax (North End) 

 
• Changes from existing District 8: 

- Includes the area bounded by Cornwallis Street, the Halifax Harbour, Cogswell Street, and 
the Halifax Citadel.  This was based on this area being part of the North End community of 
interest, as opposed to downtown, and was supported by the public through the engagement 
process. 

- Removes the area bounded by Windsor Street, Quinpool Road, Oxford Street, and Bayers 
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Road, to keep the West End together as a community of interest. 
 
• Proposed District 8 is below the average number of electors; however, growth is likely given the 

urgent need for housing across the region and ongoing development in the area. For example, the 
Richmond Yards development currently under construction on Robie Street at Almon Street will 
include about 600 new housing units. 

 
Proposed District 9 
 
• Elector Count: 23,087 (-0.8%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Halifax (West End, part of Armdale) 
• Changes from existing District 9: 

- Includes the area bounded by Windsor Street, Quinpool Road, Robie Street, Jubilee Road, 
Oxford Street, and Bayers Road to keep the West End together as a community of interest. 

- Includes part of Long Lake Provincial Park; public feedback indicated concern with this park 
being represented in a single district, and this proposed boundary splits the park (if not the 
lake itself) between all surrounding proposed districts (9, 11, 12 and 13). 

- Removes Cowie Hill and Jollimore areas to keep them with Spryfield in the proposed District 
11 as a community of interest. 
 

• Proposed District 9 includes the average number of electors. Growth is likely along Joseph Howe 
Drive and in other parts of this district within the Regional Centre Plan Area.  

 
Proposed District 10  
 
• Elector Count: 22,950 (-1.3%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Halifax (Clayton Park, Rockingham, Fairview, part of Bedford West) 

 
• Changes from existing District 10: 

- Adjusted slightly to exclude properties off Hogan Court, so that street can stay within one 
district, following the Halifax community boundary 
 

• Proposed District 10 is largely the same as existing District 10, with a small adjustment recognizing 
recent development in the Larry Uteck area (Hogan Court, as described above). The proposed district 
contains very close to the average number of electors. Some additional growth is likely in the Fairview 
and Kearney Lake areas in the coming years.   

 
Proposed District 11 
 
• Elector Count: 24,258 (+4.3%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Halifax (Cowie Hill, Spryfield), Fergusons Cove, Herring Cove, Halibut Bay, 

Bear Cove, Portuguese Cove, Duncans Cove, Ketch Harbour, Bald Rock, Sambro Head, Sambro, 
Sambro Creek, Williamswood, West Pennant, East Pennant, Harrietsfield 
 

• Changes from existing District 11: 
- Includes Cowie Hill and Jollimore areas to keep them with Spryfield as a community of 

interest. 
- Includes only the communities accessed via the Herring Cove Road, Purcells Cove Road, 

and Old Sambro Road (from Halifax to West Pennant along the coast) due to their shared 
infrastructure and community similarities. 

- Removes communities accessed via the Prospect Road (from Terence Bay to West Dover 
along the coast) 
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Proposed District 11 includes urban and rural residential areas, with communities of interest related to 
the transportation corridors of Purcells Cove Road, Herring Cove Road and Old Sambro Road. 
Spryfield has historical connections and a strong community of interest with the Purcells Cove and 
Herring Cove communities. The proposed district is only slightly higher than the average number of 
electors. Some growth is likely expected in the Spryfield area in the coming years, but this may be 
balanced by less growth in more rural parts of the district.  

 
 
Proposed District 12 
 
• Elector Count: 25,729 (+10.6%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Beechville, Lakeside, Timberlea, Otter Lake, Halifax (Clayton Park West, 

Bayers Lake) 
 

• Changes from existing District 12:  
- Includes the area around Ragged Lake so that it can be included as part of the historic 

Beechville area with the rest of the community 
- Includes the Sheldrake Lake area to the west of Highway 103 to keep this neighbourhood 

together with other parts of Timberlea 
 
• Proposed District 12 has a higher than average elector count; however, reducing the number of 

electors would require dividing communities of interest. The Clayton Park area is currently logically 
divided along Dunbrack Street and the Mainland North linear trail; any alternative division would alter 
from current boundaries in an arbitrary manner. The public was consulted on an alternative boundary 
that divided the community of Timberlea from the Lakeside and Beechville communities, and there 
was public concern about this decision as the “BLT” communities have historical community of 
interest connections. Therefore, the proposed boundary is recommended to remain consistent with 
the existing boundary in those areas. A minor proposed adjustment around Sheldrake Lake does not 
significantly affect the overall elector count. 
 

• Beechville, as an historic African Nova Scotian community, has been undergoing a formal review of 
the existing community boundary. The proposed District 12 includes lands around Ragged Lake that 
are likely to be included within this boundary. These lands are wilderness lands and the 
existing/proposed Ragged Lake industrial park, and do not affect the proposed number of electors.  

 
 
Proposed District 13 
 
• Elector Count: 20,354 (-12.5%) 

 
• Includes communities around St. Margarets Bay as far east as Terence Bay along the coast, 

including but not limited to Goodwood, Hubley, Peggys Cove, Upper Tantallon, and Hubbards 
 

• Changes from existing District 13: 
- Includes the communities accessed via the Prospect Road (from Terence Bay to West Dover 

along the coast), due to their shared infrastructure and community similarities. 
- Removes the communities of Upper Hammonds Plains, Hammonds Plains, and Lucasville in 

order to keep Upper Hammonds Plains and Lucasville together as historic African Nova 
Scotian communities in the proposed District 14.  

 
• Proposed District 13 is primarily rural with some suburban large lot development. The proposed 

district keeps coastal communities in the St. Margarets Bay area together with similar coastal 
communities accessed via Prospect Road (from Terence Bay to West Dover). Although electoral 
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count is lower than average, the proposed district is geographically large, similar to proposed Districts 
1 and 2, which allow related rural areas to have their own representation.  

 
Proposed District 14 
 
• Elector Count: 24,590 (+5.7%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Upper Sackville, Middle Sackville, Lucasville, Bedford, Hammonds Plains, 

Upper Hammonds Plains 
 
• Changes from existing District 14: 

- Includes the communities of Upper Hammonds Plains and Lucasville, to keep these historic 
African Nova Scotian communities in one district 

- Includes the community of Hammonds Plains as a community of interest similar to the other 
communities included. 

- Includes Sandy Lake Regional Park, using Highway 102 as a natural boundary between this 
district and Bedford. 

- Includes much of the new community of Bedford West following development sub-areas (1, 4, 
6, 8, 12, and part of 3) 

- Removes the community of Beaver Bank and Kinsac to keep them with Lower Sackville in 
the proposed District 15 as these communities are similar and have common transportation 
connections, which was supported by public feedback.  

 
• The existing District 14 has less than the average number of electors (-12.1%), and therefore has 

room to accommodate additional electors with an adjusted boundary. The proposed District 14 will 
continue to include the Middle and Upper Sackville communities, together with the Hammonds Plains, 
Upper Hammonds Plains and Lucasville communities. These areas include primarily large lot 
suburban and rural development. 
 

• The proposed District 14 has seen significant growth in recent years with the development of the new 
Bedford West community. While some phases of this development remain, some development will 
require additional planning approvals so growth may not be as rapid as the past decade. Some of the 
public feedback received suggested that Bedford West should continue to be included with the old 
Town of Bedford, as the more suburban/rural parts of the district had concerns that their voice would 
be lost with the inclusion of urban Bedford West. However, the population of Bedford and Bedford 
West together are too great to maintain voter parity between districts otherwise.  

 
Proposed District 15  
 
• Elector Count: 24,943 (+7.2%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Lower Sackville, Beaver Bank, Kinsac 

 
• Changes from existing District 15: 

- Includes the community of Beaver Bank and Kinsac to keep them with Lower Sackville, as 
these communities are similar and have common transportation connections, which was 
supported by public feedback. 

 
• The existing District 15 has significantly less than the average number of electors (-18.1%), and 

therefore has room to accommodate additional electors with an adjusted boundary. The proposed 
District 15 will continue to include Lower Sackville, which is an urban and suburban community with a 
mix of residential and commercial development. The proposed District 15 will also include the Beaver 
Bank and Kinsac areas, which have community connections to Lower Sackville through the Beaver 
Bank Road connection. Lower Sackville provides most amenities to these suburban communities, 
and transit connections will continue to be through the Lower Sackville area to Beaver Bank. 
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Proposed District 16 
 
• Elector Count: 25,592 (+10.0%) 

 
• Includes communities of: Bedford, Halifax (Wentworth, Bedford South) 
 
• Changes from existing District 16: 

- Removes most of the Bedford West area from this district to maintain voter parity 
- Includes Bedford West development sub-area 7 to create a more natural boundary between 

proposed Districts 14 and 16, using the Highway 113 road reserve 
- Removes Sandy Lake Regional Park, using Highway 102 as a natural boundary of this 

district 
- Includes previously undeveloped properties off Hogan Court, so that street can stay within 

one district, following the Bedford community boundary 
 
• Existing District 16 grew more than any other existing district (+16.1%, from -7.5%) since the last 

boundary review, and is expected to continue growing, requiring a significant adjustment to the 
current boundaries. Most of the growth has occurred and is expected to continue in the Bedford West 
area west of Highway 102. For this reason, this area has been moved to proposed District 14, which 
the exception of the area east of Innovation Drive which includes the Charles P. Allen High School 
and the Bedford-Hammonds Plains Community Centre, as these community amenities serve all of the 
Bedford community. 

 
 
  







Attachment 3 
Table One: Proposed District Population, Number of Electors, and Variance from Average 

  

Proposed 

Districts 

  

  

  

  

Population – 2021 
Census 

Electors 

2021 Census 

  

Variance from 
Average number of 

electors 

1 20,580 17,702 -23.9% 

2 24,325 20,726 -10.9% 

3 29,065 25,326 8.9% 

4 26,560 22,887 -1.6% 

5 29,384 25,420 9.3% 

6 27,119 23,270 0.0% 

7 26,571 23,716 1.9% 

8 24,334 21,655 -6.9% 

9 26,735 23,087 -0.8% 

10 28,883 22,950 -1.3% 

11 29,699 24,258 4.3% 

12 29,386 25,729 10.6% 

13 24,141 20,354 -12.5% 

14 32,251 24,590 5.7% 

15 28,390 24,943 7.2% 

16 32679 25,592 10.0% 

Total  440,072 372,205  

Average 27,505 23,263   

  



































Attachment 5 
The proposed changes to the proposed mapping option developed by the Panel, and the corresponding 
feedback from the What We Heard Report, are outlined below for each proposed district: 

 Proposed District A: 

The feedback from the public engagement outreach (survey, correspondence, public engagement 
sessions) was consistent that this proposed District is too large, divides communities of interest and would 
be unmanageable for one Councillor to effectively represent. At the in person public engagement session 
in Musquodoboit Valley, a concern noted was the distribution of Councillor District Activity funds in a 
proposed district that includes over 100 communities. As summarized in the What We Heard Report:  

“Residents provided commentary regarding proposed District A that related to existing districts 1 and 2. 
The concerns in this District relate to the size of the geographical area covered, the diversity of communities 
and interests that would be included within, and a major concern that grouping all the rural areas would 
dilute their voice more than it already is against the weight of urban populations and Districts. 

There are concerns about the differences between the North-Easternmost communities and the ones closer 
to the urban centre, as well as the differences between the coastal lifestyle along the shores and the inland 
communities in the Musquodoboit Valley.  

Specific areas of concern include the division of the Lakeview – Fall River –Wellington areas and 
communities along Highway 102; as well as confusion about the exclusion of the Mineville section.” (Page 
19, attachment 6). 

Several communities were identified in the public feedback to remain together: Fall River, Fletchers Lake, 
Waverley, Lakeview, Wellington and Grand Lake have been identified as communities of interest in the 
“River Lakes Community” and public feedback was that they should not be separated from each other or 
included with communities in Dartmouth as in proposed District E.  

Therefore, the proposed amendments to District A in general are to reinstate the district boundaries for 
existing Districts 1 and 2 with the exception of the following communities, which are recommended to be 
removed for the following reasons: 

• District 1: The Lake Charles, and Craigburn Drive area as these share common interest with 
Dartmouth (approximately 940 electors). 

• District 2: The communities of East and North Preston (approximately 1801 electors). This 
maintains historic African Nova Scotian Communities of interest together in another proposed 
district. 

This recommendation results in a variance of -23.9% for proposed District One (1). Staff acknowledge that 
this is at the outer limit of what the Utility and Review Board will consider and absent population growth 
may require changes to the boundary at the next review in 8 years. However, in developing this 
recommendation, staff explored multiple options to increase the elector count for proposed District 1, such 
as adjusting the proposed boundaries to include the communities of Beaver Bank, Lake Charles, and 
portions of Dartmouth. However, these options are not recommended due issues surrounding road 
connectivity, district continuity and public feedback respecting communities of interest.  

Proposed District B: 

Based on the feedback collected in the “What we Heard” report, proposed District B will be absorbed into 
several neighbouring districts (Proposed Districts 2, 4 & 6). The communities of North Preston and East 
Preston are proposed to be included with the communities of Cherry Brook, Lake Loon, Westphal and Cole 
Harbour. This places historic African Nova Scotian communities together in one district (Cherry Brook, Lake 



Loon, East Preston and North Preston) and reunites the community of Cole Harbour within its current 
community boundaries. 

As stated in the What We Heard Report, “Many residents felt that Cherry Brook, Lake Loon, and the 
Prestons being united in one district is positive and makes sense since all are historical African Nova 
Scotian communities that share common interests, schools and roads, though it is important to note that 
others were not yet sure about whether this would provide benefits for historic African Nova Scotian 
communities or not” (Page 28, Attachment 6). 

At a public engagement session in Cherry Brook, the What We Heard Report noted that “While some 
residents felt there may be benefit in uniting historic African Nova Scotian communities in a single district, 
others felt that there may be disadvantages, and there was a desire expressed for more time to consult and 
understand both sides of the argument” (page 29, Attachment 6). 

The Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board has previously found a community of interest between Cherry 
Brook/Lake Loon and Cole Harbour (2007 NSUARB 166, maintained in 2011 NSUARB 196), and the 
revised boundaries will maintain that community of interest, while also bringing in the communities of North 
Preston and East Preston.  

The communities of Dartmouth (Woodlawn area) are being proposed for inclusion in proposed District 6 as 
there is an established community of interest with other areas of suburban Dartmouth. Similarly, the 
community of Mineville is being proposed to be included in proposed District 2 with other similar rural 
communities.  

Proposed District C: 

Based on feedback collected in the “What we Heard Report”, the community of Cole Harbour has been 
removed from proposed District C and placed in proposed District 4. This is consistent with the majority of 
feedback collected on proposed District C. As stated in the What We Heard Report: 

“Most comments (more than half) related to the split of the Cole Harbour communities through Cole Harbour 
Road. Most people want current District 4 to remain the way it is, with no changes to the current boundaries 
around Cole Harbour” (Page 36, Attachment 6). 

This is also consistent with the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board’s previous finding that there is a strong 
community of interest in the Cole Harbour Area (2011 NSUARB 196). 

Proposed District C has been expanded into Dartmouth to include the areas around Morris Lake, Russell 
Lake, along with the neighbourhoods of Southdale and North Woodside. Although there was some concern 
noted in the “What we Heard Report” regarding the inclusion of Southdale and North Woodside within 
proposed District 3, it allows for these neighbourhoods to remain together, takes pressure off the elector 
count in Downtown Dartmouth and enables the portions of Woodlawn included in proposed District C to be 
reconnected in proposed District 6. With the addition of North Woodside and Southdale, proposed District 
3 will encompass a portion of Regional Centre Plan Area. 

Proposed District D: 

Based on the feedback collected in the “What we Heard Report” the areas around Russell Lake and Baker 
Drive have been kept intact and included in proposed District 3. The neighbourhoods of Caledonia and 
Woodlawn, which share similar interests as suburban neighbourhoods of Dartmouth, have been placed 
together within proposed District 6. The removal of these neighbourhoods has allowed for Downtown 
Dartmouth to be reunified in proposed District 5 which was a concern noted in the What We Heard Report: 

  



“There are major concerns about the split of Downtown Dartmouth and most feel that the new District should 
remain within current District 5 boundaries. Another large issue is the difference between the communities 
on each side of Highway 111, the west belonging to the downtown core, the east having more similarities 
with Cole Harbour. 

More than half of the comments were related to the division of downtown Dartmouth, or “Old Dartmouth”. 
There were specific concerns in the neighbourhoods around Lake Banook, and in proximity of Dartmouth 
Cove. 

Another large portion of comments highlight the distinction between the two sides of the highway, or what 
is called the inside of the “Circ” and the outside of the “Circ”; many believe these two areas are composed 
of very distinct communities that have very little in common” (Page 41, attachment 6). 

Prince Albert Road, Maynard Lake and Dartmouth Cove have been removed and placed into proposed 
District 5 as they share a community of interest with Downtown Dartmouth. The Penhorn area and all of the 
Woodlawn neighbourhood have been placed into District 6 as these areas share a community of interest 
as suburban communities of Dartmouth.  

Proposed District E: 

As noted in proposed District A, the communities of Fletchers Lake, Fall River, Waverley, Lakeview, 
Oakfield, Wellington and Windsor Junction have been placed into one district based on public feedback 
and keeping common communities of interest together. The Port Wallace area and Lake Charles have been 
included in proposed District 6 due to public feedback where residents identify as a part of Dartmouth as 
opposed to Fall River/Waverley:   

“Residents largely believe that proposed district boundary E should maintain community integrity Craigburn 
Drive/Port Wallace. Currently Port Wallace is in proposed district E but Craigburn Drive is not, which is seen 
as an issue. Suggestions were made to revise the northern boundary to extend no further than either Spider 
Lake Road or slightly beyond where highway 107 connector crosses Waverley Road.(Page 51, Attachment 
3). 

The Burnside Industrial Park has been placed into proposed District 6 based on public feedback noting that 
it does not fit with the communities of Fall River, Windsor Junction and Waverley. The Dartmouth 
neighbourhoods of Montebello and Caledonia (Breeze Drive, Lakeshore Drive, Caledonia Road) have 
commonality, and public feedback was that they should not be split up. These areas have been included 
into proposed District 6.  

Proposed District F: 

Based on feedback collected in the “What we Heard Report” proposed District F has been amended to 
include all of Downtown Dartmouth using Highway 111 and Old Ferry Road as the boundaries. This change 
has been incorporated based on public feedback: 

“The majority of concerns in this area relate to the split of Downtown Dartmouth, or what is currently District 
5. Most people strongly feel they should be kept as a single community. Some people believe that Shannon 
Park area and Burnside sections should not be included with sections of Downtown Dartmouth and should 
not be excluded from the rest of Burnside area” (Page 55, attachment 6). 

Proposed District F has also been amended to place the communities of North Dartmouth, Highfield Park, 
Shannon Park, and the Princess Margaret Blvd areas in one district to keep these areas together with other 
central Dartmouth neighbourhoods and to follow the Regional Centre Plan Area boundary. This is supported 
by feedback received in the “What We Heard Report”.  

  



Proposed District G: 

There have been no proposed changes to this district based on public feedback. Staff considered the 
feedback shared by residents in the “What We Heard Report” respecting the boundary amendment along 
Jubilee Road: 

“Residents provided commentary regarding proposed District G that related to current District 7. The only 
concern noted is the small section currently in District 7 (between Quinpool Rd and Jubilee Rd). A large 
portion of this District is not subject to change so there is satisfaction with the consistency, except for the 
areas between Quinpool Rd and Jubilee Rd that are being moved to the North End District. People south 
of Quinpool feel more attached to current District 7 than they do to the North End area. 

The idea of dividing Districts along roads leaving opposite sides of streets in different Districts is not a 
popular concept for residents of this District.” (Page 62, attachment 6). 

Staff have considered this feedback; however, it is recommended that the proposed boundary along Jubilee 
Road remain to ensure that the elector count remains within parity. Proposed District G is now represented 
as Proposed District 7.  

Proposed District H: 

There have been no proposed changes to this district based on public feedback. Proposed District H is now 
represented as Proposed District 8.  

Proposed District I: 

Staff have made minor adjustments to the boundaries for proposed District I. Based on feedback collected 
in the “What we Heard Report” a minor adjustment has been made to include a portion of the Armview 
community along Purcells Cove Road within the District, (page 74, attachment 6). Similarly, a minor 
adjustment was made to ensure that the entirety of the Chocolate Lake Recreation Centre was included 
within the proposed District. 

Feedback was received expressing concern that Long Lake Provincial Park would be represented in a 
single district with this proposal. Although the Lake is contained entirely within the proposed District, the 
proposed boundary splits the Provincial Park between surrounding proposed districts (9, 11, 12 and 13). 
Proposed District I is now represented as Proposed District 9. 

Proposed District J: 

There have been no proposed changes to this district based on public feedback. Proposed District J is now 
represented as proposed District 11. 

Proposed District K: 

Staff have recommended a minor change to this proposed district near Ragged Lake in the Hammonds 
Plains area to adjust the boundary line. Additionally, the portion of the Community of Timberlea proposed 
for inclusion within this District has been removed based on public feedback to ensure that the community 
of Timberlea is kept together with Beechville and Lakeside as these communities are regarded as one of 
common interest (page 85, attachment 6). Proposed District K is now represented as Proposed District 13. 

Proposed District L: 

Based on public feedback received in the “What we Heard Report” staff have recommended that the portion 
of the community of Timberlea proposed for inclusion in District K be maintained within proposed District L 
to ensure that the community of Timberlea is kept together: 



“Most feel strongly about the fact that Timberlea is being divided into two Districts with this proposal. 
Residents believe the BLT community, Beechville –Lakeside –Timberlea, should remain connected in the 
same District” (Page 85, attachment 6)”. 

A minor adjustment to the boundary is being recommended by staff to include the newly proposed 
community of boundary of Beechville. There is no impact on the potential number of electors based on this 
change. Proposed District L is now represented as Proposed District 12.  

Proposed District M: 

Staff are recommending that a portion of Kearney Lake Drive including Saskatoon Drive be included into 
proposed District M, consistent with the existing boundary between Districts 10 and 16. This is based on 
community feedback to include a portion of the Blue Mountain-Birch Cove Wilderness area within the district 
to ensure more representation among Council for this area. Proposed District N is now represented as 
Proposed District 10. 

Proposed District N: 

A portion of Innovation Drive including Charles P. Allen High School has been removed from District N and 
included in proposed District 16. This change was made to ensure that the High School and Community 
Centre for Bedford and the majority of West Bedford are maintained in the same district.  

The What We Heard Report noted, “The highest area of concern seems to be with the West Bedford section. 
Most believe that this area does not share the same interests and needs as the rest of this District” (Page 
104, Attachment 6). 

Staff have considered this feedback and recommend that the areas of Bedford West be maintained within 
the proposed District. Some of the public feedback received suggested that Bedford West should continue 
to be included with the old Town of Bedford, as the more suburban/rural parts of the district had concerns 
that their voice would be lost with the inclusion of urban Bedford West. However, the population of Bedford 
and Bedford West together are too great to maintain voter parity between districts. Additionally, staff 
recommend that the boundary be adjusted slightly to include the entire park area of Sandy Lake within the 
proposed District. Proposed District N is now represented as proposed District 14. 

Proposed District O: 

The community of Lakeview has been removed and included into proposed District 1 based on public 
feedback provided in the “What we Heard” report that the community of Lakeview has a community of 
interest with the communities of Fall River, Waverley and Windsor Junction (page 48, Attachment 6. 
Proposed District O is now represented as proposed District 15. 

Proposed District P: 

Based on public feedback, a portion of Kearney Lake Drive including Saskatoon Drive has been included 
into proposed District 10, consistent with the existing boundary between Districts 10 and 16. This change 
was made based community feedback to include a portion of the Blue Mountain-Birch Cove Wilderness 
area within the district to ensure more representation among members of Council for parkland area. A 
portion of Innovation Drive including Charles P. Allen High School has been removed from proposed District 
N and included in this District. This is recommended to ensure that the important community amenities of 
the High School and Community Centre remain in the same District as Bedford and a majority of West. 
Proposed District P is now represented as proposed District 16. 

 
 

 

























































































































































































































































Attachment 7 
Role of Regional Council: 

Municipal Government Act, S.N.S. 1998, c. 18, s. 369  

369 (1) In the year 1999, and in the year 2006 and every eight years thereafter the council shall 
conduct a study of the number and boundaries of polling districts in the municipality, their fairness and 
reasonableness and the number of councillors. 

(2) After the study is completed and before the end of the year in which the study was 
conducted the council shall apply to the Board to confirm or to alter the number and boundaries of polling 
districts and the number of councillors 

Role of Executive Standing Committee: 

December 14, 2021 motion of Halifax Regional Council to: 

1. Conduct the 2022 District Boundary Review in two (2) phases: Phase I to determine the size of Council 
and its governance structure, and Phase II to set the specific district boundaries. 

2. Designate the Executive Standing Committee (ESC) to undertake Phase I of the District Boundary 
Review and bring forward a recommendation to Regional Council on or before May 31, 2022, with regard 
to the number of Municipal Polling Districts appropriate to regional decision making, including a Community 
Council governance structure for the HRM; and 

3. Direct the Chief Administrative Officer to return to Council with an Administrative Order before the end 
of February 2022 for its consideration to establish a committee of experts to conduct Phase II of the District 
Boundary Review in accordance with the discussion section of the staff report dated November 2, 2021 as 
follows: 

a. the composition of the committee is to be as set out in the discussion section of the staff report dated 
November 2, 2021 and appointed by Regional Council, through Executive Standing Committee, in 
accordance with the Public Appointment Policy; 

b. the committee is to report through Executive Standing Committee to Regional Council; 
c. the committee is to be supported by appropriate staff resources and expertise; 
d. members of the committee are to be given an honorarium as set out in the Administrative Order; 
e. the committee’s mandate is to include: 
i. develop and undertake the public consultation necessary to ensure appropriate public input and 
consultation on the matter; and 
ii. ensure that the boundaries are set in accordance with the legislative requirements and the 
guidance established by the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board; and 
f. the final report of the committee is to be submitted to the Executive Standing Committee to 
Regional Council no later than November 22, 2022 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Role of District Boundary Resident Review Panel: 

Administrative Order 2022-001-GOV, Respecting the Special Advisory Committee for the 2022 Halifax 
Regional Municipality District Boundary Review, section 5, 7 & 9: 

Duties of the Committee 

5. The Committee shall advise Council, through Executive Standing Committee, on proposed boundaries 
for the electoral districts of the Municipality by: 

(1) leading a public engagement process in alignment with this Administrative Order and guidance 
from past decisions of the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board; 

(2) analyzing responses and themes from public engagement to inform the Committee’s 
recommendations to Council; and 

(3) adjusting the current district boundaries to develop proposed boundaries that take into 
consideration: 

• the direction of Regional Council from Phase One of the District Boundary review; 
• the results of the public engagement process; and 
• the objectives set out in section 368(4) of the Municipal Government Act, including 

consideration of the number of electors, relative parity of voting power, population 
density, community of interest, and geographic size. 

Outreach and Engagement 

7. (1)  The Committee shall conduct public engagement and provide opportunities for organizations and 
Members of the public to participate in discussion of issues within the mandate of the Committee. 

    (2) The Committee shall provide such public opportunities as it determines appropriate and 
encourage as wide a range of persons as reasonably possible to participate in discussion and make 
submissions to the Committee. 

     (3)  The Committee shall provide a report to Executive Committee on its public engagement. The 
report shall include how engagement addressed communities of interest. 

Formulation of Advice and Recommendations 

8. The Committee shall provide its advice and recommendations to the Council through the Executive 
Standing Committee. 

9. The Committee shall submit its final report and recommendations to the Executive Standing Committee 
no later than the Executive Standing Committee’s November, 2022 meeting. 

Role of Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board (NSUARB): 

Municipal Government Act, S.N.S. 1998, c. 18, s. 369 

368 (1) Upon application, the Board may, by order 
(a) divide or redivide a municipality into polling districts; 
(b) amend the boundaries of any polling district; 
… 
(e) determine the number of councillors for a municipality… 
              … 
(4)      In determining the number and boundaries of polling districts the Board shall consider  
           number of electors, relative parity of voting power, population density, community of interest  
           and geographic size.  
 
 



 




