
 

 
 
P.O. Box 1749 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
B3J 3A5 Canada    

 
          Item No. 

North West Community Council 
November 16, 2015 

 
 
TO:   Chair and Members of North West Community Council  
 
    
SUBMITTED BY: _________________________________________________ 

Bob Bjerke, Director, Planning and Development 
  
DATE:   October 30, 2015 
 
 
SUBJECT:  Case 18993 - Development Agreement - 636 Bedford Highway, Halifax 
 
ORIGIN 
 
Application by Bluenose Inn and Suites Limited 
 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 
 
Halifax Regional Municipality Charter (HRM Charter), Part VIII, Planning & Development 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
It is recommended that North West Community Council: 
 
1. Give Notice of Motion to consider approval of the proposed development agreement, as contained in 

Attachment A, to develop a mixed use building at 636 Bedford Highway, Halifax and schedule a 
public hearing. 

 
2. Approve the proposed development agreement as contained in Attachment A, to develop a mixed 

use building at 636 Bedford Highway, Halifax. 
 

3. Require the Agreement be signed by the property owner within 120 days, or any extension thereof 
granted by Council on request of the property owner, from the date of final approval by Council and 
any other bodies as necessary, including applicable appeal periods, whichever is later; otherwise this 
approval will be void and obligations arising hereunder shall be at an end.   
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BACKGROUND 
 
An application has been submitted by Bluenose Inn and Suites Limited to enable the development of a 
nine  storey mixed use building with a maximum of 102 unit residential units and 650.3 sq. m. (7,000 sq. 
ft.) of commercial space at 636 Bedford Highway, Halifax (Maps 1 through 4).  The subject site consists of 
an existing hotel/motel on a single lot. As the proposal cannot be accommodated by the requirements of 
the Halifax Mainland Land Use Bylaw because it exceeds the permitted maximum height of 10.67 m (25 
feet), the applicant has requested that the proposed mixed use building be considered by development 
agreement.  
 
Location, Designation, Zoning and Surrounding Land Use  
Subject Property 636 Bedford Highway  
Location North west corner of the intersection of Larry Uteck Boulevard 

and the Bedford Highway. 
Designation (Map 1) Highway Commercial under the Bedford Highway Secondary 

Plan of the Halifax Municipal Planning Strategy  
Zoning (Map 2) C-2B (Highway Commercial Zone) under the Halifax Mainland 

Land Use By-law  
Schedule (Map 3) Schedule R of Halifax Land Use By-law 
Size of Property 9219.5 sq.m. (99,241 sq. ft) 
Street Frontage Bedford Highway - Approximately 77 m (252 feet) 

Larry Uteck Boulevard - Approximately 98.4 m (322 feet) 
Site Conditions slopes upward as much as 14 metres (44 feet) from the 

Bedford Highway 
Current Land Use(s) Hotel/Motel 
Surrounding Land Use(s) North - Vacant (7 storey multiple unit approved  by NWCC) 

South – 4 storey multiple unit dwelling and school (École 
Beaubassin) on the opposite side of Larry Uteck Boulevard 
West – 4 storey multiple unit dwelling and Bedros Lane 
Condominiums (4-6 storeys) 
East - Terrace Condominium (4 -5 storeys) and commercial 
buildings (1-2 storeys) on the opposite side of Bedford Highway 
 

 
Enabling Policy and Zoning Context 
In 2011, Regional Council approved amendments to the Bedford Highway Secondary Plan and applied 
Schedule R in order to increase the level of land use control along Bedford Highway in the vicinity of Larry 
Uteck Boulevard (Map 3).  The C-2B Zone that is applied within this area permits a mix of commercial and 
residential uses, including multiple unit dwellings, while limiting the height of development to 10.67 metres 
(35 feet) in height.  Policy 1.8 of the Bedford Highway Secondary Plan allows for the consideration of 
taller development through the development agreement process. 
 
Proposal 
The application is for the demolition of the existing hotel/motel on the site and the construction of a mixed 
use (multi-unit residential/commercial) development in a single, nine storey building. The proposal 
includes: 
 

• a maximum of 102 residential dwelling units and approximately 650.3 sq.m. (7,000 sq.ft.) of 
commercial space; 

• extensive landscaping and indoor and outdoor amenity space; 
• a combination of underground and surface parking; and 
• two driveway accesses to the site; one from the Bedford Highway and the other from Larry Uteck 

Boulevard. 
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DISCUSSION 
 
The proposal has been reviewed relative to all relevant policies and staff advises that it is reasonably 
consistent with the MPS. Attachment B provides an evaluation of the proposed development agreement 
in relation to the relevant MPS policies. The following outlines matters that are addressed in the proposed 
development agreement and highlights issues which have been identified for more detailed discussion. 
 
Development Agreement 
The proposed Development Agreement, contained in Attachment A of this report, includes appropriate 
controls and specifications that: 
 

• enable a mixed use development including a range of commercial uses and a 102 unit multiple 
unit dwelling; 

• place controls on architectural design, signage, lighting, and maximum building height; 
• includes requirements for vehicular site access and the provision of parking (bicycle and 

vehicular); 
• establish standards for adequate landscaping and usable amenity space; 
• provide for safe pedestrian circulation and a new sidewalk along Bedford Highway; and 
• include options for various non-substantive amendments by resolution of Council, including minor 

changes to the placement and architectural design of the building, changes to sign provisions, 
changes to the timeframes for development, an increase to the number of dwelling units by up to 
five percent (provided the building volume does not increase) and enabling the conversion of a 
portion of commercial space to dwelling units depending on market demand.  

 
Design of the Building and Relationship to Surrounding Uses 
The proposed building contains one storey of commercial space along Bedford Highway, eight storeys of 
residential units, and underground and surface parking. The existing site slopes significantly up from the 
Bedford Highway to the rear property line with a 13.4 m (44 feet) rise. The building will be terraced, which 
enables the first three floors to be integrated into the slope of the site. This design keeps the profile of the 
building low in relation to surrounding properties. Although the overall height of the building is 9 storeys 
facing Bedford Highway, the transitions in height over the site in relation to adjacent buildings are 
appropriate. Three dimensional renderings of the building are contained in Attachment D. 
 
The development agreement requires a fine grain design with a mix of building materials to break up the 
massing of the building. Landscaping is to be provided throughout the property with an emphasis on 
areas along property lines to soften the impact of the development. Portions of the roof are to be used as 
landscaped outdoor amenity space.  
 
Density 
The proposed density is approximately 105 persons per acre (based on an average of 2.25 persons per 
unit) which is approximately 25 percent greater than other multiple unit developments in the area. There 
are no servicing or traffic concerns relative to this density, and the greater building envelope required to 
accommodate this higher density fits well in the area due to the topography of the site.  
 
Views  
There are no protected viewplanes in the area. However, policy requires the consideration of views from 
public spaces and active transportation corridors. Staff reviewed the impact on views from the parkland 
corridor [Old Coach Road (Map 5)] that passes through the Bedros Lane condominium and apartment 
site. The proposed nine storey building is not anticipated to have a significant impact on views from the 
corridor. Specifically, staff has determined that the proposed building will not be visible from the corridor 
where it meets the Bedros Lane driveway for several reasons. These include: 

• the difference in elevations and distance between the corridor and the proposed building; 
• the roof of the proposed building is located below the viewing elevation; 
• the height and placement of the existing buildings on Bedros Lane; and 
• existing vegetation. 
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Pedestrian Linkages 
Bedford Highway Sidewalk – It has been determined that the existing asphalt sidewalk on the Bedford 
Highway is deficient and should be replaced with a concrete sidewalk. The applicant has offered to build 
a sidewalk along the property frontage to the property line with 644 Bedford Highway and this is included 
in the development agreement, to be built to the Municipality’s specifications. 
 
Walkways - The proposed development agreement requires that hard surface walkways be provided 
along each frontage of the proposed building in order to foster good pedestrian access and circulation. 
These walkways are to be connected to the public sidewalks at each of the two driveways on Bedford 
Highway and Larry Uteck Boulevard. In additional a central walkway connects to the sidewalk at the 
corner of Bedford Highway and Larry Uteck Boulevard, through the parking lot, to the building. 
 
Traffic  
Traffic Impact Statement - A Traffic Impact Statement (TIS) was provided for this application. The study 
determined no upgrades were required to the road network to accommodate the proposed development. 
As a result of public concerns with the study (due to the date of data collection), engineering staff 
subsequently conducted further data collection and determined that the TIS sufficiently represented the 
existing and future local demands on the road network and confirmed that there are no concerns. 
 
Bedros Lane Intersection – The lack of traffic signals at Bedros Lane was identified as an issue at the 
Public Information Meeting. Staff uses the Transportation Association of Canada (TAC) process when 
determining whether traffic signals are warranted at an intersection.   This standard requires that a 
location generate 100 points under the warrant matrix before traffic signals are considered.  A study was 
conducted by HRM staff at the intersection of Larry Uteck Boulevard, Starboard Drive and Bedros Lane in 
November 2012.  Analysis of the traffic counts revealed that the intersection generated only 58 points in 
the warrant matrix and therefore signals do not need to be installed at this intersection at this time. 
Further, staff are anticipating that the connection of the existing disconnected segments of Starboard 
Drive in the near future may redistribute traffic flows away from this intersection and this may ease some 
of the issues residents may be experiencing. Traffic Management staff have indicated they will continue 
to monitor this intersection. 
 
Easements 
There are two existing easements (Parcels E-1 and E-2 on Schedule F of the development agreement) 
across the site. These were intended, prior to the construction of Larry Uteck Boulevard, to provide 
access and service easements to the École Beaubassin which is located at 54 Larry Uteck Boulevard. 
The easements are no longer required, and as they inhibit development of the site, the proposed 
development agreement requires them to be extinguished prior to issuance of a development permit. 
There is another easement that provides access for the adjacent property at 37 Larry Uteck Boulevard 
which is to be retained.  
 
Conclusion 
The proposed development agreement will permit a development that is compatible and appropriate with 
the neighbourhood and is consistent with the objectives and policies of the Halifax MPS. Therefore, it is 
recommended that North West Community Council approve the proposed development agreement 
(Attachment A). 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
There are no financial implications. The Developer will be responsible for all costs, expenses, liabilities 
and obligations imposed under or incurred in order to satisfy the terms of this Agreement. The 
administration of the Agreement can be carried out within the approved budget with existing resources. 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 
The community engagement process is consistent with the intent of the HRM Community Engagement  
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Strategy. The level of community engagement was consultation, achieved through a public information 
meeting held on February 26, 2014. Attachment C contains a copy of the minutes from the meeting. 
Notices of the Public Information Meeting were posted on the HRM website, in the newspaper and mailed 
to property owners within the notification area shown on Map 4. 
 
A public hearing must be held by Community Council before they can consider approval of a development 
agreement. Should Community Council decide to proceed with a public hearing on this application, in 
addition to the published newspaper advertisements, property owners within the notification area shown 
on Map 4 will be advised of the public hearing by regular mail. The HRM website will also be updated to 
indicate notice of the public hearing. 
 
The proposed development agreement will potentially impact the following stakeholders:  local residents 
and property owners, community or neighbourhood organizations, and business and professional 
associations. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
No additional items have been identified. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
1. North West Community Council may choose to approve the proposed development agreement as 

contained in Attachment A subject to modifications. This may necessitate further negotiation with the 
applicant, a supplementary staff report and the need to hold a second public hearing. A decision of 
Council to approve the proposed development agreement is appealable to the N.S. Utility & Review 
Board as per Section 262 of the HRM Charter. 

 
2. North West Community Council may choose to refuse the proposed development agreement, and in 

doing so, must provide reasons why the agreement does not reasonably carry out the intent of the 
MPS. A decision of Council to refuse the proposed development agreement is appealable to the N.S. 
Utility & Review Board as per Section 262 of the HRM Charter. 

 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Map 1    Generalized Future Land Use 
Map 2    Zoning 
Map 3    Schedule R 
Map 4   Area of Notification 
Map 5   Old Coach Road 
 
Attachment A   Proposed Development Agreement 
Attachment B   Review of Relevant Policies of the Halifax MPS 
Attachment C   Minutes of Public Information Meeting – February 26, 2014 
Attachment D  3D Renderings 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
A copy of this report can be obtained online at http://www.halifax.ca/commcoun/index.php then choose the 
appropriate Community Council and meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 902-490-4210, 
or Fax.902- 490-4208. 
 
Report Prepared by: Andrew Bone, Senior Planner, Development Approvals, 902-490-6743  

 
                                                                               
Report Approved by:       ___________________________________________________ 

Kelly Denty, Manager of Development Approvals, 902-490-4800 
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Attachment B 
Review of Relevant Policies of the Halifax MPS 

 
Policy Criteria Staff Comment 
1.8.1 In considering land use by-law amendments 
to allow inclusion of a specific property within 
Schedule “R”, the lands must be within the Bedford 
Highway Secondary Plan area, designated 
Highway Commercial, zoned C-2B (Highway 
Commercial Zone) and be immediately adjacent to 
lands currently identified in the land use by-law as 
Schedule “R”. (RC-Jan 11/11;E-Mar 12/11) 

The subject property is currently located in 
Schedule “R” and is within the Bedford Highway 
Secondary Plan, is designated Highway 
Commercial and is zoned C2-B (Highway 
Commercial Zone). 
 

1.8.2 In considering development agreements 
pursuant to Policy 1.8, Council shall consider the 
following: 

 

(a) the relationship of new development to adjacent 
properties and uses; and, the mitigation of impacts 
on the amenity, convenience and development 
potential of adjacent properties through effective 
urban design and landscape treatment; 
 
 

The subject property is adjacent to several 
medium to high density residential uses.  
Separation distances between the proposed 
development and existing buildings vary from 
approximately 75 feet to 400 feet (building face to 
building face). The effects of the proposed 
development on the amenity, convenience and 
development potential of surrounding properties 
are mitigated through controls on building 
placement, massing, orientation and design. 
Urban design and architectural techniques have 
been used to reduce the visual impact of the 
building and the building is built into the slope of 
the site so that impacts of the building height are 
minimized especially with regard to views from 
adjacent properties. Architectural detailing 
minimizes the impact of the building by providing 
visual interest and breaking up the mass of the 
building. The architectural design of the building 
focuses attention on Bedford Basin views and 
minimizes the interaction with its closest 
neighbours by creating a building mass 
perpendicular rather than parallel to the adjacent 
multiple unit dwelling at 24 Larry Uteck Boulevard. 
 
Significant landscaping is proposed throughout 
the development with attention paid to the 
transitions from the public right-of-way to the 
development, and the landscaping of rooftop 
podium decks, providing a uniform and quality 
landscaped aesthetic.  

(b) direct access to and sufficient frontage on 
Bedford Highway; 
 

The property has direct access to Bedford 
Highway and has approximately 77m (250 feet) of 
frontage on this street. This frontage is more than 
sufficient for this development. Additional road 
frontage of 95 m (311 feet)) and access is 
available on Larry Uteck Boulevard. 
 

(c) the architectural design of the building(s) 
including high quality building materials, articulation 

The primary cladding materials used include: 
several types of masonry brick, fibre cement 



Policy Criteria Staff Comment 
of and variation to the building(s) facades; and fine-
grained architectural detailing; 

 
 
 

siding, aluminum and glass panels, vinyl windows 
and doors, and aluminum and glass railings. The 
building is designed to have a fine grained 
appearance with frequent articulation or changes 
in materials and/or pattern and texture. Staff are 
satisfied that the architectural details include high 
quality building materials, appropriate articulation 
and variation; and fine-grained architectural 
detailing. 
 

(d) the scale of the building(s) having regard for the 
retention of views of the Bedford Basin from public 
spaces including streets, and active transportation 
corridors; 
 

Although the building height in total is 9 storeys, 
the building is located in a location where views of 
Bedford Basin from public places are not 
anticipated to be significantly affected. Views from 
public trails within the Bedros Lane development 
are primarily screened by existing vegetation and 
buildings. Public views of Bedford Basin from 
public streets are not expected to be significantly 
affected. 

(e) safe vehicular and pedestrian access to the site 
and building(s); 
 
 
 

Two vehicular access points, one on the Bedford 
Highway and the other on Larry Uteck Boulevard 
are proposed. These access points are located as 
far back as possible from the traffic signals at 
Bedford Highway and Larry Uteck Boulevard. 
Additional upgrades to the Bedford Highway are 
not required.  
 
There are three pedestrian accesses proposed to 
the site, one adjacent each driveway, and one at 
the corner of Bedford Highway and Larry Uteck 
Boulevard. A full pedestrian network to and 
through the site has been provided, In addition, 
the developer has offered to upgrade the Bedford 
Highway sidewalk to concrete from the current 
asphalt one. This sidewalk will connect to other 
sidewalk improvements proposed to the north of 
the property on the Bedford Highway. 
 
No significant issues with regard to safety was 
identified during the review of this proposal.  

(f) the adequacy of vehicle and bicycle parking 
facilities; 
 
 

The development agreement requires 150 parking 
spaces which is considered adequate for the 
development.  Additional parking spaces are 
available and the developer is expected to exceed 
the minimum number of required parking spaces. 
 
Bicycle parking is provided as per the LUB at 
bicycle racks at building entrances and within the 
parking garage. 

(g) the location of the majority of the vehicular 
parking below or to the side or rear of the 
building(s) with a minimal amount of parking 
accommodated in the front of the building(s) only 
where appropriate landscape measures along the 

Over three quarters of all parking spaces are 
located underground; the remaining (32+) are 
located above ground, in the front yards, adjacent 
the commercial land uses. 
 



Policy Criteria Staff Comment 
street edge are provided; Landscaping (shrubs and fencing) are required to 

be planted along the Bedford Highway street 
frontage and on Larry Uteck Boulevard which 
mitigates the visual effects of front yard parking.. 

(h) the provision of both interior and exterior 
amenity areas and open space of a high quality, of 
a size and type adequate for the active and passive 
use of the residents; 

The development agreement requires indoor and 
outdoor amenity space.   Outdoor amenity space 
(greater than 1664 sq. m. (17913 sq. ft.)) is 
provided through private balconies, several 
common roof top terraces, and surface 
landscaped areas. Several interior rooms and 
common areas (538 sq. m.(5800 sq. ft.)) provide 
for adequate indoor amenity space. 

(i) the adequacy of the servicing capacity of the 
site; 
 
 

The application has been reviewed by Halifax 
Water.  There were no concerns regarding the 
adequacy of the servicing capacity of the site.  
The applicant is to provide a sewage flow 
generation analysis at the development permit 
stage and any issues identified at that stage must 
be rectified by the developer at the developers 
expense. 

(j) the provision of appropriate buffering and 
landscape treatment; 
 
 

There is adequate separation distance between 
the proposed building and the adjacent buildings. 
The proposed building includes significant 
landscaping and where possible vegetation has 
been provided around the edge of the 
development to enhance separation distances. 

(k) the potential impact of shadowing on 
surrounding residential buildings beyond what 
currently exists; 
 
 

While some shading on land uses is commonly 
acceptable especially in urban and suburban 
areas, shading that occurs over extended periods 
of time can be considered a negative impact. The 
applicant submitted a shadow study for the 
proposal which indicates that there may be 
shadow impacts on the lands and existing building 
to the west (24 Larry Uteck Boulevard), for several 
hours in the morning during the spring and fall. 
This impact was primarily to the limited to the 
eastern side of the building. Staff considers the 
amount of shadow impact acceptable. Further 
minor impacts on the building at 647 Bedford 
Highway may be experienced on the west side of 
the building in late afternoon. 

(l) demonstrated incorporation of Crime Prevention 
Through Environmental Design (CPTED) principles 
in the site and building design; and 
 
 

The proposed development was reviewed the 
Community Response Team of the Halifax 
Regional Police in relation to CPTED principles.  
Based on their comments the natural surveillance 
of the site is considered adequate.  
 
Further, the proposed development agreement 
requires an outdoor lighting plan to be submitted 
prior to the issuance of a development permit.  
The developer is to provide verification that the 
lighting plan complies with the principles of 
CPTED. 

(m) the provision of active transportation linkages, No active transportation linkages have been 



Policy Criteria Staff Comment 
where needed.  
 

identified through this site.  

 



Attachment C 
Public Information Meeting Minutes – February 26, 2014 

 
Case No. 18993 
 

Wednesday, February 26, 2014 
7:00 p.m. 

St. Peter’s Anglican Church Hall 
 
STAFF IN  
ATTENDANCE: Andrew Bone, Senior Planner, HRM Planning Applications 
 Hilary Campbell, Planning Technician, HRM Planning Applications 
 Cara McFarlane, Planning Controller, HRM Planning Applications 
     
ALSO IN 
ATTENDANCE: Councillor Tim Outhit, District 16 
 Paul Skerry, Paul Skerry Associates Ltd., Representative of Applicant 
   
PUBLIC IN 
ATTENDANCE: Approximately 56  
 
The meeting commenced at approximately 7:11 pm. 

 
1. Call to order, purpose of meeting – Andrew Bone 
 
The Public Information Meeting (PIM) is to discuss Case 18993 which is an application by Bluenose Inn 
and Suites to enter into a development agreement to permit a nine-storey building plus a penthouse at 
636 Bedford Highway. A mixed use building including 92 residential dwelling units, 26,000 square feet of 
commercial space and under/above ground parking is being proposed.  
 
The purpose of the PIM is to identify that HRM has received an application, give some background on the 
proposal and receive feedback from the public. The PIM is purely for information exchange and no 
decisions are made at this time.  
 
The PIM agenda was reviewed. 
 
Mr. Bone introduced himself as the Planner facilitating this application through the planning process; 
Councillor Tim Outhit, District 16; Cara McFarlane and Hilary Campbell, HRM Planning Applications; and 
Paul Skerry, Paul Skerry Associates Ltd.  
 
2. Overview of Planning Process – Andrew Bone 
 
The planning process is as follows: the PIM is held; a detailed review with internal/external agencies; 
negotiate with the applicant and come up with some terms and conditions of the development agreement; 
a staff report, with staff’s recommendation, is forwarded to North West Community Council (NWCC); 
NWCC will hold first reading and schedule a public hearing; the public hearing is held and NWCC will 
make a decision to approve or reject the proposal; a 14 day appeal period will follow; if not appealed, the 
development agreement is fully executed and registered with the Land Registry; and, once registered, 
applications for subdivision and building permits can be submitted to HRM’s Development Services.  
 
There was a lengthy discussion about this community not having a Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) 
to represent them. If this application goes before the NSUARB, PAC’s opinion would provide extra 
support. Mr. Bone explained that a PAC can be valuable but not having one doesn’t take away from the 
public’s comments getting to Council through public meetings such as the PIM. PAC does not have the 
power to turn down a proposal. Councillor Outhit assured the public that Staff and himself will be taking 
their comments into consideration.  



 
3. Presentation of Proposal – Andrew Bone 

 
The site is located at the corner of the Bedford Highway and Larry Uteck Boulevard (shown). It is zoned 
C-2B Zone and is in what is known as Schedule R of the Halifax Mainland Land Use By-law (LUB). 
Schedule R makes the site eligible for a development agreement for a mixed use building.  
 
The Howard Johnson Motel is currently located on the site. The proposal would require the demolition of 
the motel and replacing it with the proposed multi-unit building. The site slopes from the Bedford Highway 
up Larry Uteck Boulevard in spots.  
 
Policy 1.8 of the Bedford Highway Secondary Planning Strategy (SPS) enables Council to consider a 
development agreement on this subject site and allows the construction of mixed-use development in two 
specific nodes (near the Larry Uteck Boulevard interchange and one closer to Bedford) while preventing 
conflict with new and existing uses. It also allows the height of the building to go beyond the current 35 
foot height restriction. 
 
Schedule R runs to the north and to the south of Larry Uteck Boulevard. HRM has received four 
applications for adjacent properties along this section of the Bedford Highway, one has already been 
approved.  
 
Council has to consider the terms of the policy when considering any application. The requirements were 
reviewed.  
 
Mr. Bone explained what a development agreement is. 
 
Presentation of Proposal – Paul Skerry 

 
This particular site has an existing Highway Commercial use, a motel, which has been deemed obsolete. 
It is a major corner on a very prominent site overlooking the Bedford Basin.  
 
Planning regulations are considered when looking at the possibilities of a site. The size of a building is 
determined by the amount of parking and amenity space on the site that can service the building. The site 
plan shows frontage on the Bedford Highway and Larry Uteck Boulevard, a low rise commercial (and 
office) component and some low rise residential facing the Bedford Highway. The remainder of the 
building (the higher portion) is aligned so it gives a presence on Larry Uteck Boulevard. The entrance to 
the apartment building and the commercial component were shown. There is surface parking for the 
retail/commercial portion and the residential parking is completely underground.  
 
The reason the building was aligned in this way is to minimize the impact of the viewplane for the 
buildings in behind. This site is steep; therefore, by layering the building it gives the appearance of 
disappearing into the hill. There are two things the architect is trying to achieve: give everyone in the 
building a view from both sides of the building and minimize the view blockage for anyone situated behind 
the building.  
  
4. Questions and Comments 

 
A Resident – The community is concerned about traffic problems and the loss of views. Requests for 
installing traffic lights at the corner of Bedros Lane and Larry Uteck Boulevard have been turned down. 
The residents are concerned about health and safety. Mr. Skerry indicated that residential buildings do 
not generate a lot of traffic. Mr. Bone’s role in the planning process is to review the proposal and all of the 
issues brought to attention with a team of professionals. Staff is aware of many of the issues as there are 
other proposals to the north and south of the site. These issues will be addressed through negotiations 
with the applicant and brought forth to Council through the staff report. Such issues will include, but not 
limited to: traffic, pedestrian safety, sidewalks, viewplanes, building height, compatibility with adjacent 
structures, etc.  



 
Jud Godin, Halifax – He believes that the three high-rise proposals should be considered as one, 
particularly in regard to drainage, sewage capacity, sidewalks, turning lanes, traffic and pedestrian safety. 
High density is good in an urban environment if there are amenities nearby. Council should require that 
real amenities (pharmacies, banks, etc.) be included in proposals. Sidewalks are needed, not bike paths. 
This project will add hundreds of commuters all day to the area and exiting Bedros Lane or Starboard 
Drive is already hazardous at almost any time of the day due to the steep grade and sharp turns on the 
lower section of Larry Uteck Boulevard. There should be a traffic study that considers future 
developments. If this is not possible, reduce the density and enforce a 35 foot height restriction. Mr. Bone 
has been assigned as the planner to facilitate any planning applications along this section of the Bedford 
Highway for consistency purposes.  
 
Ray Hunt, Bedros Lane – He referred to the PIM for 644 Bedford Highway and a Traffic Impact Study 
performed by Genivar for that application. The study was done in August 2011 and since that study was 
done, 19 buildings have been developed west of Bedros Lane. At the time, the study was deemed to be 
inaccurate. The public was concerned about the traffic and inquired about traffic signals on Larry Uteck 
Boulevard at Bedros Lane and Starboard Drive. Traffic lights are determined on a point system and 
include such factors as traffic and pedestrian volumes, accident history and the location of nearby traffic 
signals. In 2003, by Administrative Order #12, HRM created the Traffic Authority which is run by one 
person who makes decisions on traffic signals in HRM. Mr. Hunt submitted a picture (taken in November) 
of the traffic on Larry Uteck Boulevard from 2011.  
 
Ira MacInnis, Bedros Lane – It was noted that the group is concerned about views and traffic after Mr. 
MacInnis asked a show of hands. He also noted that traffic is a concern for Councillor Outhit. The building 
at 644 Bedford Highway is much worse as it runs horizontal to the highway as opposed to perpendicular; 
however, as he will be looking at the back of these buildings, it will impact his view. He understood that 
the building at 644 Bedford Highway was originally five storeys but now it is mentioned that it will be five 
to seven storeys. The proposal for 664 Bedford Highway definitely blocks the whole north-end of the 
Bedford Basin from his view. Mr. Bone explained that he proposal for 644 Bedford Highway remains 
unchanged from the original proposal. The proposal for 664 Bedford Highway has changed since the PIM 
was held and can be viewed on the HRM Website.  
 
Mr. MacInnis – He believes that this proposal does not meet policy as it, and the other three proposed 
properties, are not consistent with the buildings adjacent to them which are four storeys or less in height. 
Mr. Bone could not comment on the proposal for 644 Bedford Highway as he was not the planner. The 
staff report for 664 Bedford Highway has not been prepared; therefore, he has not provided any advice to 
this point. The developer, as a result of the PIM, has decided to submit a redesign and change the way 
the building sits on the property.  
 
Mr. MacInnis – When travelling Downtown, it currently takes 20 to 25 minutes longer than it used to. 
HRM did a good job putting the infrastructure in place for Larry Uteck Boulevard to the overpass before 
construction started. These proposals are major and there is no plan to upgrade the Bedford Highway. 
Why are these applications even coming forward to Council? He asked HRM staff and Councillor Outhit 
to please give careful consideration to these projects because this is a major impact for all of this 
development.  
 
Elaine Godin, Bedros Lane – She is concerned about the ingress and egress of the property. As it is, 
people don’t know if Larry Uteck Boulevard is one, two or four lanes. Can some lines be painted on the 
road so that people are aware that two lanes merge into one? There is going to be a traffic horror story on 
Larry Uteck Boulevard. Mr. Bone will provide HRM Engineers with specifics from this meeting when 
seeking comment from them.  
 
Ann Lynk, Bedros Lane – She agrees with the traffic problems and high numbers. Bedros Lane is a 
unique, quiet, clean little enclave. Up until now, it has a million dollar view and this building will definitely 
take that away. The building is way out of scale. She doesn’t understand that this will be decided by other 
people (who don’t live in the area), Councillors and planners. Mr. Skerry said that only 5% of Ms. Lynk’s 



view would be obstructed. Mr. MacInnis disagrees with Mr. Skerry. Mr. Skerry will prepare a digital picture 
showing the obstruction of her view due to this proposal. Mr. Bone said the relationship of all these 
structures will be part of the review. One resident asked why nine and ten storey buildings along the 
Bedford Highway are coming forth now? Mr. Bone said that the policy is not specific to height; therefore, 
allowing Council to look at unique situations of any particular site and where appropriate allow for higher. 
  
Hugh Lynch – He wondered if the architect could reduce the height and spread the building over the 
footprint which would still give the developer the square footage. This would allow the residents to keep 
their view. This building is ten storeys, not nine storeys and a penthouse. Mr. Skerry said it would be 
more massive.  
 
Sat Lalla, Bedros Lane – Having a building of this size and blocking the view of the residents behind will 
depreciate the property values. He is also concerned about traffic volumes. Counts have to be done at 
certain times. Mr. Bone agreed that the corner at Larry Uteck Boulevard and Bedros Lane has very 
limited visibility and he will raise that question with qualified staff. Mr. Lalla suggested that a traffic 
engineer be present at the next public meeting. Mr. Bone believes it would be beneficial at the public 
hearing.  
 
David Holding, Bedros Lane – His property value will depreciate if his view is obstructed.  
 
Mr. MacInnes – With the amount of proposals in the same area, there should be some answers to traffic 
issues by now, especially if 644 Bedford Highway has been approved. It would be appreciated to have 
someone here to answer the public’s questions. Mr. Bone reiterated that he was not the planner for 644 
Bedford Highway. The proposal for 664 Bedford Highway is scheduled to meet for review on March 17. 
He doesn’t have any personal knowledge at this point. Mr. MacInnis would like to know when the public 
can review Mr. Bone’s recommendation to Council. Mr. Bone explained that could be done at the public 
hearing.  
 
Allan MacDonald, Bedros Lane – He disagrees with adding 92 dwelling units due to the increase in 
traffic. Larry Uteck Boulevard was constructed to enhance construction (he is not against that). The 
existing buildings are angled in such a way not to block the residents’ views. This building is a wall and 
people are going to be upset if this approved. He did not agree with the wording of nine storeys plus a 
penthouse. It is ten storeys.  
 
Mr. MacDonald – He said that by removing one of the underground parking levels and the building being 
five storeys would not obstruct the view of anyone behind. People bought into this community for the 
views. This is really upsetting to people and cuts into their lifestyle.  
 
Maureen Palmeter, Fernleigh Park – The traffic study should follow Appendix A from the HRM Traffic 
Impact Study Guidelines and include things such as future developments in the area, sidewalks, turning 
lanes, etc. She would like to know what HRM asked the consultant to include in this study. The data used, 
such as time of year (not when University students are on break), should be accurate. She is also 
concerned about density. In the end, what will the density of the whole development be? Please include 
this in the staff report.  
 
Brian Worrall, Bedros Lane - The ten storey proposal will set a precedent for future developments. The 
penthouse in this building looks to be two storeys; therefore, the building now becomes eleven storeys. 
He is also concerned about traffic where Bedros Lane and Starboard Drive enter onto Larry Uteck 
Boulevard. Traffic lights are needed there.  
 
Chris Rafuse, Bedros Lane – He doesn’t have an issue with development but if this proposal is 
approved, there will be somewhere between 2.6 and 3.1 million dollars of net worth wiped out from the 
units that are impacted by the view. That net worth is being transferred directly to this developer. Many of 
these residents are on a fixed income. Councillors have to keep this in mind when making a decision. 
There are other options. 
 



Henderson Allen, Bedford Highway – Larry Uteck Boulevard was constructed to alleviate traffic on the 
Bedford Highway, but it has become worse. This development will create more traffic trying to enter the 
Bedford Highway.  
 
Debbie Conlon, Bedros Lane – If these high-rise buildings are approved, the attitude of the area will 
change. Access from this building onto Larry Uteck Boulevard is at a point where vehicles often get stuck 
during snowfalls. This needs to be re-examined.  
 
John Namnoum, Larry Uteck Boulevard – He owned this property for 35 years and sold a portion of it 
because he was not permitted to build something of this size. If approved, this development will increase 
traffic and make that corner more hazardous. It will also block the building he owns in behind.  
 
Councillor Outhit – Several public meetings have been held and the same issues brought to light. He 
takes the residents’ views and investments very seriously. He believes losing the view will decrease 
property values. Through consultation with developers, people’s views have been protected. One 
developer has agreed to put in a sidewalk along their site. By way of negotiations between staff and the 
developer, maybe something creative can be done with how the building is angled, designed and located 
to minimize the impact of views. The developer for 664 Bedford Highway has lowered the building for 
their proposal. Councillor Outhit is doing what he can regarding the traffic on the Bedford Highway but 
Council does not control the Traffic Authority. He promised that a study and count would be done every 
six months at the intersection of Larry Uteck Boulevard and Bedros Lane. He believes traffic lights should 
be installed there.   
 
5. Closing Comments  

 
Mr. Bone thanked everyone for coming and expressing their comments.  

 
6. Adjournment 
 
The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:05 p.m. 
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