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TO: North West Community Council
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Ann Merritt, Chair
North West Planning Adv1sory Committee

RE: Case 01027 - Development Agreement for Sunset Ridge Subdivision
DATE: March 7, 2008
ORIGIN

North West Planning Advisory Committee meeting - March 6, 2008

RECOMMENDATION

The North West Planning Advisory Committee recommend that North West Community Council:

1. Move Notice of Motion to consider the proposed development agreement presented as
Attachment “A” to the report dated February 18, 2008, and schedule a public hearing;

2. Staff prepare a supplementary report for North West Community Council to respond to the
concerns related to schools (capacity and where the children would go); the impact on the
sewer system downstream; traffic, street design; and the requirement for architectural
standards for townhouses and apartments.

3. Approve the proposed development agreement presented as Attachment “A” of the report
dated February 18, 2008, to permit a mix of residential uses and a convenience commercial
use in Middle Sackville; and

4. Require that the agreement be signed within 120 days, or any extension thereof granted by
Council on the request of the applicant, from the date of final approval by the Community
Council and any other bodies as necessary, whichever approval is later, including applicable
appeal periods; otherwise, this approval will be void and obligations arising hereunder shall
be at an end.

ATTACHMENTS

Staff report dated February 18, 2008
Extract of draft minutes of March 6, 2008 North West Planning Advisory Committee Meeting

Additional copies of this report, and information on its status, can be obtained by contacting the Office of the
Municipal Clerk at 490-4210, or Fax 490-4208.

Report prepared by: Gail Harnish, Admin/PAC Coordinator, 490-4937
Report reviewed by: Ann Merritt, Chair, North West PAC




Extract of draft minutes of March 6. 2008 North West Planning Advisory Committee Meeting

5.3 CASE 01027 - DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT FOR SUNSET RIDGE
SUBDIVISION

Mr. Paul Morgan, Planner, presented the application. He noted that Mr. Rob MacPherson of
Armco Capital Inc. was in attendance.

Mr. Morgan noted there is an error in the staff report. There is a statement in the background
section indicating that the interchange and connector road are being cost-shared among the three
levels of government. Although the Province remains committed to having this project
completed by the fall of 2009, a cost-sharing agreement has not been reached at this point. It is
expected that a proposal will be brought before Regional Council within the near future.

The following questions/comments were raised and responded to:

Councillor Harvey noted there were a lot of questions raised in the minutes from the public
information meeting about schools.

Mr. Morgan advised we now have the formal answer from the Board saying there is not capacity
and elementary students would be bussed to where there is capacity. They did not tell us to
where.

Councillor Harvey stated if this development proceeds, anybody buying a lot in there should be
told their kids will be bussed out of their neighbourhood to go to school.

Councillor Harvey said he liked that there were no driveways along Sackville Drive and that we
have a buffer zone.

Councillor Harvey questioned how much of this development could proceed before the
interchange is built.

Mr. Morgan advised a maximum of 300 units can go in off one entrance before the development
is held up.

It was confirmed for Mr. Hutt that from Millwood Drive down, there is no sidewalk. There is a
small strip in the area of Lucasville Road.

Mr. Hutt questioned whether there was any thought given to putting a sidewalk along the
highway.

Mr. Morgan said he expected when we did the visioning exercise that we would look at what
infrastructure is needed.

Councillor Harvey noted the visioning will take eighteen months and this development will be
considered for approval in two months time. He understood this project is outside visioning and
is already accounted for in the Regional Plan.

Mr. Morgan advised the Regional Plan did put a few properties in the Service Boundary which
allowed a development agreement to be entertained prior to the secondary planning strategy
being undertaken.
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Mr. Pyle pointed out there will be sidewalk on Road F down to Sackville Drive. He referenced a
development behind this called Twin Brooks. As part of that, there will be a four lane
intersection that would go to Road F and into Millwood.

In response to Ms. Lowther, Mr. Morgan confirmed it is anticipated there will be a second access
onto Margison Drive and that there is a phasing plan attached to the development agreement.

Ms. Lowther expressed concern that sometimes the infrastructure is not there to accommodate
development, particularly when you have existing residents having problems. It is a great
development as long as the infrastructure supports the size of the development being proposed.

Ms. Alexander questioned why the subdivision was not connected to the Old Sackville Road.

Mr. Morgan noted there is a right-of-way which has to be maintained as an easement for access
to the sanitary system. The residents were concerned about additional access over their streets.
We did however allow pedestrian access.

Ms. Alexander said she was concerned with the concept of excluding others from using streets.
This is an urbanized area.

Ms. Merritt advised there was a traffic calming exercise done on the Old Sackville Road not too
long ago because of the amount of traffic. It is a very narrow road and was picking up a lot of
traffic from the Lucasville Road. Now there is a stop sign on every corner for almost the entire
length of the road.

Ms. Alexander stated she looked for things to be designed to make her life easier and her family
safe. The streets in this proposed development are extremely narrow and are narrower than any
other street in the area.

Ms. Alexander noted the green space is extremely sloping and may be better used as a hiking
trail.

Ms. Merritt indicated there was reference to a left turning lane at the entrance, and questioned
what would be there to allow cars turning out of that subdivision to be able to see what is coming
around that bend which you cannot do now.

Mr. Morgan responded the turning lane is to allow cars to queue while they are waiting for
oncoming traffic to go by.

Ms. Merritt questioned whether the green area is a wetland or if it is sloping.

Mr. Morgan advised there is a good slope to it. It is intended to allow for a trail, and is for more
of a passive area.

Ms. Merritt questioned whether there was a proposed timeline on the park and ride facility.

Mr. Morgan noted a presentation was made at a recent North West Community Council meeting
which indicated 20009.

Ms. Merritt noted they are talking about no connections to neighbouring streets. She questioned
whether it would affect the external traffic patterns on the #1 Highway.
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Mr. Morgan responded Sackville Drive is designated as a collector for this area. In addition, there
is a connector road to Highway 101.

Ms. Merritt commented people go the shortest route. This will see the traffic from the multiple
family houses going through the single family residential streets, which seems contrary to what
we normally try to do. She asked about an exit from Road D to the connector road.

Mr. Morgan advised TPW would not allow another access that close to the intersection. It is
smarter to put commercial at the entrance so it does not attract traffic into the neighbourhood.

Ms. Merritt noted it was mentioned the density is 17.3 persons per acre (ppa) and the sewer has
been sized to accommodate 18 ppa. She also understood there is capacity in the sewer system to
accommodate other lands that may be developed as-of-right and to take the Springfield Lake
plant off the system at some point.

Mr. Mark McGonnell confirmed this to be the case. Generally speaking, the area we are looking
at is relatively small in nature and that line has been sized for a much larger area including the
subdivision further out. The direction was given by the Department of the Environment to extend
services out because of the treatment plant issues. The 18 ppa is for this site.

Ms. Merritt questioned whether this would limit development on other lands.

Mr. McDonnell responded no. If they were proposing to go beyond the capacity for this land, it
would be different because you would have to take away from other lands. They are within the
allocation that has been set aside for this property.

Ms. Merritt asked for confirmation that the capacity for Springfield Lake would remain until that
work can be done.

Mr. McDonnell responded that is part of the design. Also, there are a lot of inflow/infiltration
problems in that area.

Ms. Merritt questioned how this is going to impact the downstream sewer system in Lower
Sackville which overflows into people’s houses when it rains.

Mr. McDonnell responded he was advised by David Ellis of Halifax Water that there are a
number of required upgrades. A number of upgrades have taken place to the fish hatchery
pumping station, and significant improvements need to be made to the inflow/infiltration
problems. The events happen during large wet weather conditions. Some overflow will still
happen but only until they do the improvements to the inflow/infiltration.

Ms. Merritt stated she was concerned about the school sitution. She agreed everybody who buys
a lot should know their kids will go somewhere else for school and probably somewhere outside

of Sackville.

Ms. Merritt expressed concern that there are no architectural requirements included in the
development agreement for the townhouses or the apartments. In the other agreements presented
tonight, they have seen architectural designs and renderings of what the buildings will look like.

Ms. Merritt questioned what was meant by “no development shall be permitted within the non-
disturbance area”.
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Mr. Morgan responded it means no development and the area shall not be disturbed. The
Municipality can direct the owner to do a site rehabilitation plan if they are found to be in
violation.

Ms. Merritt noted the non-substantive amendments section refers to amendments to Schedule B
of the agreement as well as Parts 3 and 4 of the agreement, the latter being the guts of the
agreement. She felt that was a lot to be considered as non-substantial.

Mr. Pyle advised this agreement leaves it up to Community Council to determine whether or not
something is considered minor. If there is a minor amendment, people within 500" of the site
would be notified. It would be an open process. The residents would have the ability to appeal
Council’s decision.

Mr. Hutt expressed concern about the poor visibility coming down that hill.

Mr. McGonnell confirmed the road widths would meet the HRM standards in this development
and he was not aware of any variations being proposed. In terms of coming out onto Sackville
Drive the road would have to be designed to meet stop sighting distances for that intersection.
There would have to be a sight triangle to give those sightlines.

Ms. Alexander suggested the municipal standard is too tight. There is less frontage per home.
Mr. Piercey questioned whether there are any provisions to control speed.

Mr. McGonnell advised he was not aware of any speed bumps being required in this
development. People would not be using this development to short-cut so there would be local
traffic only. Sometimes speeding can be controlled by putting in intersections and stop signs. The

developer will have their engineer look at those kind of things.

Ms. Lowther questioned whether the standard width of the roads in this development could be
increased.

Mr. McGonnell confirmed the streets in this development would be classed as local roads. There
are a number of standards and it depends on the capacity.

MOVED by Mr. Hutt, seconded by Mr. Piercey, to recommend that North West
Community Council:

1. Move Notice of Motion to consider the proposed development agreement presented
as Attachment “A” to the report dated Februaryl18, 2008, and schedule a public
hearing;

2. Approve the proposed development agreement presented as Attachment “A” to the

report dated February 18, 2008, to permit a mix of residential uses and a
convenience commercial use in Middle Sackville; and

3. Require that the agreement be signed within 120 days, or any extension thereof
granted by Council on the request of the applicant, from the date of final approval
by the Community Council and any other bodies as necessary, whichever approval
is later, including applicable appeal periods; otherwise, this approval will be void
and obligations arising hereunder shall be at an end.
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Councillor Harvey suggested the Committee should request staff to prepare a supplementary
report to respond to the concerns relative to the kids being bussed to school and that this
development would exasperate the sewage overflow capacity in Lower Sackville.

Mr. Pyle confirmed the option was there to request a supplementary report and suggested the
report could go to the next meeting of North West Community Council.

MOVED by Mr. Hutt, seconded by Mr. Piercey that the motion be amended to request that
staff prepare a supplementary report for North West Community Council to respond to the
concerns related to schools (capacity and where the children would go); the impact on the
sewer system downstream; traffic, street design; and the requirement for architectural
standards for townhouses and apartments.

THE AMENDMENT WAS PUT AND PASSED.

THE MOTION, AS AMENDED, WAS PUT AND PASSED.

The motion now reads as follows:

MOVED by Mr. Hutt, seconded by Mr. Piercey, to recommend that North West
Community Council:

1. Move Notice of Motion to consider the proposed development agreement presented
as Attachment “A” to the report dated February18, 2008, and schedule a public
hearing;

2. Staff prepare a supplementary report for North West Community Council to

respond to the concerns related to schools (capacity and where the children would
go); the impact on the sewer system downstream; traffic, street design; and the
requirement for architectural standards for townhouses and apartments.

3. Approve the proposed development agreement presented as Attachment “A” to the
report dated February 18, 2008, to permit a mix of residential uses and a
convenience commercial use in Middle Sackville; and

4. Require that the agreement be signed within 120 days, or any extension thereof
granted by Council on the request of the applicant, from the date of final approval
by the Community Council and any other bodies as necessary, whichever approval
is later, including applicable appeal periods; otherwise, this approval will be void
and obligations arising hereunder shall be at an end.



