
Questions from Tim Bousquet to Brian Taylor, 
spokesperson at TIR:

Hi Brian,

I have several questions related to the Faye Road extension project in 
Bridgetown (associated with the new Bridgetown school), as follows:

1. My review of the change orders (at least 14 of them, possibly more) 
reveal an increase in costs for the project of about $1.5 million. How can 
such a large increase in project costs be justified?

2. The location of the driveway connecting the Faye Road Extension to the 
new school site has been shifted slightly southward. The drawings in the 
original tender for the school show the driveway entirely on provincial land, 
and then splitting in two, with a southern parking lot and a northern loop. 
Now, however, the driveway has become a cul-de-sac, with a loop 
immediately in front of the school. More important, the cul-de-sac is now 
sitting on the property line, and the southern curb has been built on 
property owned by Rice’s Contracting Company, which in turn is owned by 
Albert Rice. 

An internal TIR memo from Project Director Nick Goodine shows that the 
cost to “revise the driveway /entrance and parking lot area in accordance 
with change directive three” came about because:

"This Change Order is the result of a client request to replace the school 
driveway with a cul-de-sac. 

"The anticipated cost of the change was $175,000. However, the contractor 
encored additional costs as a result of the timing of the request which 
increased the cost. The client request was made while construction was 
underway and resulted in a delay of 20 working days to the contractor while 
he waited revised drawings. The delay forced asphalt and concrete work to 
be postponed until the spring as the asphalt plants had closed for the 
season. This resulted in an escalation of the cost of asphalt and concrete. 



Additionally, delaying the work resulted in winter conditions and the need 
for snow removal before the contractor could begin earth moving.”

The final cost of that particular change order was $243,410.36.

My questions: Why was the change made so suddenly? What change in 
circumstance necessitated a quarter-million dollar change in budget? Who 
ordered this change? What is the justification for it? What explains the 
southward shift of the road, and how can the province build on property it 
does not own?

3. Relatedly, Change order #16, which ultimately cost $46.564.73, was “To 
install curb cuts and service laterals in the cul-de-sac driveway.” These 
three curb cuts (and utility connections) are on that southern side of the cul-
de-sac, and have no benefit whatsoever to the province. They benefit only 
Mr. Rice. Why is the province paying for infrastructure that benefits a 
private property owner?

4. The pumping station related to this project is being built on the same 
parcel owned by Rice Contracting. It’s not on the property line, but some 
ways into the property — 150 feet or so. Annapolis County officials tell me 
that they will not accept the pumping station into their storm water system 
until the province can demonstrate ownership of the property, and yet, it’s 
still owned by Mr. Rice, and there are no easements across the land for the 
waste water system. Again, how can the province build significant 
infrastructure on property it does not own? Does the province expect to 
purchase the property from Mr. Rice? If so, when, and for how much?

My deadline is tomorrow (Friday) at end of day.

Please acknowledge receipt of this email.

Best,

Tim

Response from Brian Taylor to Tim Bousquet



Hi Tim,
 
Early in the project it became clear that there was some community 
sensitivity associated with the sports fields and the tennis courts and any 
disruption or relocation of either the fields or the tennis courts. There were 
several reasons for this - previous community or private investment, facility 
specific dedications or memorials, on-going availability of the sport fields for 
use (it appears that these are the only full size sports fields in Bridgetown), 
etc.  
 
Public road access to the new school location east of the sports fields was 
only available at the north end or the south end of the sports fields.  Public 
road access north of the sports fields would have required relocation of the 
sports field southward and there would have been a cost for this and the 
loss of the use of the sports fields for a period of time. A northern access 
road between the existing high school and the relocated sports fields would 
have resulted in significant disruption to the existing school operations and 
the sports fields during construction of the access road and the 
construction of the new school because of the proximity of the access road 
to the existing high school building and the sports fields. Students from the 
existing high school would have needed to cross the new access road to 
get to the sports fields. There was also a potential conflict with school 
buses.
 
Public road access to the new school south of the sports field allowed the 
sports fields to continue operating without interruption and be less 
disruptive to the operation of the existing high school during the 
construction of the access road and the new school.  
 
The adjacent sports field encroached on the pre-construction location of 
Faye Road extension ROW (south of Centennial Drive) and the road 
surface was not constructed in the ROW and was partially located on 
private property. The Faye Road extension ROW had to be relocated to the 
west to maintain the integrity of the sports field and this required the 
acquisition of private property on the west side of Faye Road extension to 
accommodate the ROW required by the Municipality of the County of 
Annapolis.



 
The new school access road was located further south of the sports fields 
to avoid any impact on the existing sports fields and to accommodate a 
ninety-degree access to Faye Road.   
 
The southern new school access from Faye Road would have required a 
long private driveway and long water, wastewater and storm water laterals 
which would have been owned by the Annapolis Valley Regional School 
Board and the School Board would be responsible for operation and 
maintenance.  By constructing a public road cul-de-sac, more of the 
municipal services are owned and operated by the Municipality and the 
adjacent lands are also opened up for future development.  Except for the 
cul-de-sac bulb itself, the driveway and the public road cross sections are 
not all that different. 
 
The Faye road extension is part of the site prep for the much larger school 
construction project. Overall, the school project is within around 7% of 
tendered overall budget. This is not atypical on a project of this scale. 
 
As with many construction projects, during the course of construction, 
changes are often necessary, and negotiations with adjacent land owners 
are sometimes required, as outlined above. Change orders are common 
and can occur for a variety of reasons, whether changes to programing 
requirements, feedback from the community, or discussions with adjacent 
land-owners. In this case, it was a combination of all three that resulted in 
various changes to the project.  
 
A new alignment was brought forward by the department to address this. It 
is not uncommon to provide access to adjacent properties (via curb cuts) 
when constructing a public access road, in consideration of future 
development.  
 
The Province worked closely with the adjacent land owner to achieve an 
Agreement in Principle which has allowed the Roadway Realignment and 
Pumping Station construction to proceed.  The formal Purchase and Sale 
Agreement is still being finalized and includes considerations such as the 
curb cuts referenced in question #3. the Province frequently builds on land 
that it does not own but not without the owner’s permission and/or an 



agreement of some sort that allows the work to proceed until such time a 
formal agreement can be negotiated.
 
This also applies to the lift (pumping) station in that it will be municipal 
infrastructure, not school infrastructure, and will be available for use by 
others with some modifications in the future. In order for the lift station to be 
municipally owned and operated, the infrastructure must be on municipally 
owned property. The lift (pumping) station was constructed on property that 
forms part of the agreement currently being finalized. 

Brian Taylor


