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J Peter Ponsford, 24 Paramac Drive, Sackville came forward at this time to agree with the application. Basically, thi 
application seats to be an exercise in futility but he is speaking in the name of fair play. He wonders why Mr. 
Lauritsen is being picked on when there are rrany others who blantantly advertise their businesses (truc:J<_i.ng 
cmpania. bulldozing, etc.) in the telephone directory, newspaper, etc. He asked why the building inspector 
did not pick these up. 

Cburcillor Fader explained that sure of these people have operated these businesfl for many years before the new 
bye-law oarre out prohibiting businesses in R-1 zoning in February of 1973. 

Mr. Porsford suggested that the whole act has to be cleaned up. 

hasnochoioebuttocheckitout. Thesarnethingwouldhavebeendonetoanyoneelsewlxahadbeenreported. 
Mr. Ponsfoxd oould not understand why the name of the oonplaintant was not given out. At thisupoint, Councillor 

Councillor 'Ibpple said he was not against Mr. Lauritsen but that a ocmplaint was trade and the building inspector

U 
Cosrnansuggestedthatthishappensmanytirresandnarrescanncntbegivenoutineachandeveryoase.

H In closing. Mr. Ponsford said the whole systen seerrs strange to him when some operate with wnplete immunity while 
others operating a small business are forced to close dorm. 

Councillor Gaefz was most Syrrpathet-_1'.c with Mr. Iauritsen's plight and saidhe would support him in any way.
U When warden Settle asked to hear from those who wished to sgk against the application. four people came forward. 

60 of the honeowners in the area out of a possible 74. Of those 60. 59 were opposed to rezoning the property to C- 
In opposition to Mr. Butterworth's statement that the oomrrunity was drifting apart. this shows quite the contrary — 
that they are united. 

Mr. Alvin Franklin, 49 Pinehill Drive, Sackville, said he had lived there for 16 years. A petition was circulated hi1 

Councillor Sutherland feels it was unfortunate that Mr. Lauritsen was squealed upon as he is not against the beauty 
salon itself. 

Upon (buncillor Lacha.noe's request, the heading of the petition was read" “'Ihis petition is in regard to a request 
to rezone an R-1 home to C-1 to permit a home oormercial operat1'.on." As stated‘ previously, 59 persons opposed this 
ard one supported it (with comments.) 

Councillor Fader asked if anything had been written in the deeds that. theoriginal oo—operative owners signed with _».--- 
to oonrercial businesses. Apparently the deeds would not allow any oomnercial businesses in the homes.

' Kathleen Franklin, 49 Pinehill Drive, Sackville, stated that she had chosen the area to live in because it was a 
‘ residential area offering privacy. She strongly objects to any operation that owes on her street that is oomrercial. 
Shehastalkedtootherrrothersintheareaandtheycbnotwenttherechildrenwallcingwhereflmreisalotof 
traffic. She also feels that if a person corrmits an illegal act, then the oonsequenoes are his own fault. Everyone 
must abide by the rules a.nd if they do not. then they should go scme-where else. Twelve families were the original 
purchasers of the land a.nd the (xxrpany by-laws state that there should not be any ootmercial ventures here. 

Mariel Melson. 35 Pinehill Drive who has lived here for 15 years and Jo-anne Ingalls who has lived here for 1'? years 
agree with Mrs. Franklin's staterrents. 

Brian Lipton, 293 Skyridge Avenue, Sackville, lives a few yards away from the property in question. ‘mere are 
elenentary school age children walking here and Pinehill Drive is a busy street. In oonsideration of the safety 
of these children, the zoning should not be changed. There are several oomnercial spaoa available nearby which oo 
be used instead. He definitely feels this application Should be refused because it is not what the residents want. 

Patricia Gilhooley. a neither of the Planning Advisory Conmittee gave her opinion on the matter. She has lived and 
worked in Sackville for the past three years. She strongly objects to this application. The people who buy in 
these areas want privacy. space for themselves and their children. Their investment must be protected. There is 
harm being done to ocrmercial establishments who suffer from the cnrrpetition. They have to pay oonmercial rates for 
everything whereas the homeowner with a business does not. 

C|ounc:i.1lor Lachance feels the matter has been debated freely tonight. It appears that the zoning is the present U question and not the issue of the business itself. 

Councillor Fader has had several phone calls on the matter. He is aware that other businesses are operating 
in their homes nearby but he cannot support this application as the residential area l'l'll.Bt be preserved. 

councillor Baker would like to see the by-laws revised. 

Couno:i.l1or Deveaux will not support changing the zoning but hopes someone will oorre up with something to allow a 
person to have a soft type business. Mr. Iaurimen is a victim of circurstances.



- 5 - June 12th.. 1978 

It was moved by Councillor Lachanoe, seconded by Councillor Fader: 

"THAT application it 4-'73. lands of Eric Iauritsen, Lot # 33, Lewis Major 
Subdivision, 29 Pinehill Drive, Lower Sackville. be not approved." Motion 
Carried. 

'Ihe third item for Public Hearing was with respect to Proposed Planned Unit Developnerit Agreenent 
Re lands at lVbir's Mill mad 
(Bedford Village] Bedford 

‘Ihe Clerk advised that this item had been duly advertised with no correspondence being received. 

'Ihe dekfeloper showed some sketches and diagrams of the proposed development cxonsisiing of 27 townhouses and single 
family bones on 5.2 acres of land. Under the existing zoning, a building permit can be issued but the homes could 
not be sold individually. This agrearvait is up for oonsideration and the only problem appears to be the park land 
issue. He showed where the townhouses will go on the map and said that 2,530 square feet of park land will be added. 

Councillor Oosnan said that three pieces of park land had been discussed at the earlier rreeting. It was agreed 
thatP1Abeadded toP2. Council is heingasked toaocept landinsteadofcashandshesupports thedeveloperin 
this instance. Six acresof landhavebeendonated totherinkinBedfordbythedevelope.randtheyhavebeen 
very good to the Commmity. 

Councillor Eisenhauer agrees that the development is a very attractive one and is well planned. 

It was rroved by Councillor Cosman, seconded by Cbuncillor 'I\:xpple: 

"THAT the proposed agreement under the P.U.D. By—law between Bedford Village Properties 
Ltd. and the Municipality of the County of Halifax re lands at bbirs Hill Road, Bedford 
Village, Bedfond, be approved as amended." Motion Carried. 

It was rroved by Councillor Lachanoe, seconded by Councillor Baker: 

"THAT Cbuncil be adjourned." 1‘-bt'_‘i.on Carried.
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Rezoning Application No. 3-78 

Leo Carli 
Lot 2, Hart Subdivision 
High Street, Bedford 

Ma? 3. 1978 

Recommendation: Rejection 

It is recommended that the application for the rezoning of the property known 
as Lot 2 of the Hart Subdivision, 8? & 87A High Street, Bedford, under the 
ownership of Leo Carli, as shown on the attached plan be REJECTED by the 
Planning Advisory Committee and County Council. 

Information 

An application has been received requesting the rezoning of Parcel 2 of the 
Hart Subdivision from R-2 (Residential Two—Femily Dwelling Zone) to 
Rah (Residential General Zone).. The applicant's purpose for rezoning is to convert 
the existing duplex into a four-plex for residential use. The applicant claims 
that it is not financially viable for him to continue operating the building as 
a duplex. In order to convert the applicant's building from two units to 
four the zoning must be changed to H—h. 

Previous Approvals 

The subject lot was zoned R-2 on June 5, 1973, and received final subdivision 
approval from the Development Officer on March 12, 1976. A building permit was 
issued on July 21, 1976 for the construction of a duplex. 

Description of Lot and Surrounding Area 

Lot 2 is located on the east side of High Street with a total area of 6,000 
square feet. A new duplex has been constructed on the lot. There_are two 
driveways that provide parking for the two units. 

The subject parcel is located in the midst of a mixed residential area. There 
is a duplex on the adjacent lot to the north. An apartment building to the 
cast. A duplex to the north; and vacant land to the west, across High Street. 
Land use in the surrounding area is mixed residential. 

Existing Zoning 

Lot 2 — R-2 gflesidential Two~Family Dwelling Zone) 
North m R-2 Residential Two—Family Dwelling Zoneg 
South — R-2 Residential Tow-Family Dwelling Zone 
East — R-h §Residential General Zone) 
Nest. — R-2 Residential Two—Family Dwelling Zone) 

..../2



2. 

3. 

A0 

— Page 2 — 

Comments 

Public Works 

"There is an existing duplex on this particular lot. The owner wishes to 
rezone the lot to Rrh so that the may convert the two units to four units. 
The lot in question measures exactly 60' x 100'. Densities which would 
be generated if this lot is rezoned would greatly exceed the design density 
of 18 persons per acre for the sewer system in this area. Therefore, 
this rezoning application should be denied." 

Planning Department 

The Planning Department cannot support the rezoning of this property in 
view of the comments from the Department of Public Works which state that 
the construction of additional apartment units on Lot 2 will-exceed the 
design density for the sewer system of 18 persons per acre. Given this 
negative comment, there is some question as to whether or not a Building 
Permit would be issued for the proposed renovations. If a permit 
cannot be issued, it would obviously be pointless to rezone the property. 

The applicant states in his letter of application that the rezoning became 
necessary when it was discovered that the duplex was "unable to carry itself 
financially". If this indeed is the case, to correct this problem through 
rezoning would be a misuse of the legislation. The Planning Department 
cannot support a rezoning request when the sole reason for the change is not 
for the benefit of the surrounding community, but that of monetary gain for 
a single individual. Further it is felt that to change zones simply 
because of a miscalculation on the part of a builder would be a regressive 
step. Approval of this request would also serve to encourage many other 
similar applications from speculators hoping to increase property values through 
rezoning. 

Approval of this request would also serve to further erode the stability 
and character of this residential neighbourhood since R—h Zoning permits 
not only medium density residential development but also commercial uses. 
Several area residents have expressed great concern over this issue given 
that single family residential property values tend to decrease in direct 
proportion to the general transition of the neighbourhood. 

There is a very great concern amoung.residentscd‘the area over the existing 
traffic situation, especially along the Bedford Highway. Granted this zone 
change would only permit two additional residential units, however, as was 
previously noted, approval of this request will also serve to encourage 
other similar applications, which, if also approved may aggravate the traffic 
problem still further. There must be a point when the Municipality, having 
identified specific problems in existing neighbourhoods, says "NO" to 
proposals that could only further-compondthe situation. In short, approval 
of this request will only create more problems for the community and the 
Municipality. .



.The 

APPEN DIX 
‘ ZONING CLASSIFICATIONS: 

following uses are permitted under R-1 (Residential Single Family 
Dwelling) zoning: 

a) 

b) 

The 

a detached one family dwelling; 
the office of a professional person located in the dwelling house 
used by such person as his private residence. "Professional person" 
means: Medical doctor, Physician, Surgeon, Dentist, Barrister, 
Solicitor, Architect and Engineer; 

a public park or playground; 
a church 
a school 
a golf course; 
a tennis cluh; 

a yacht or boat club; 
a public recreation centre; 
an use. other than a privy, accessory to any uses in (a), (b), (c), 
(:1, (g), (h), andtih. 

following uses are permitted under R«2 (fiesidential Two Family 
Dwelling)_zoning: 

a) 

'0) 

c) 

61) 

e) 

The 

all R-1 uses; 
a semi—detached dwelling; 

a duplex dwelling; 
a basement apartment; 

any use, other than a privy, accessory to any uses in (a), (b), (c), 
and (d). 

following uses are permitted under Rrh (Residential General) zoning: 

.. all R-1 and H-2 uses; 

a fire station; 
a sport, recreational or social facility; 

a funeral parlor; 
a hospital;
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1‘) 

g) 

n) 

1) 

:1) 

k) 

1) 

m) 

n) 

0) 

p) 

q) 

-R-h uses: con'd.{. 

a community centre or public hall; 
an office building; 

a bank; 

a drug store; 
a fraternity or sorority house; 
a nursing home; 
a boarding house, lodging house or rooming house;‘ 
a green house; 
an apartment house; 
a grocery store comprising a first floor area of not more than 
500 square feet; ' 

a library, art gallery or museum; 
an institution, other than for correctional use or the treatment 
of mental cases; ' 

any use ‘ _ 
(c) 

(d , (e5, (r), (g), .<15. (3), (k , (1).. on), (n). (o), (p>.< 
other than 

? 
orivy accessor to any use in (a), (b),

h
3 

0)..
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Eric Laurltsen 

Request to Rezone: 
Lands of Eric Leuritsen 

- Lot 33 of the Lewis Major Subdivision 
29 Pinehill Drive 
Lower Sackviile, Nova Scotia 
District 16 

From: R-1 (Residential sing1e—Fami1y Dwelling Zone) 
To: C-1 (Commercial Local Business Zone) 

Application h~78 
May 10, 1978 
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. Key Plan and District Plan 

D Key Plan of Lower Sackville, Nova Scotia 
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Ir-73 Existing Land Use 

Land to be rezoned (3) 

El Scale: 1 inch to 1.00 feet. 

[:1 Map land use code legend attached 
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Rezoning Application No. 1+--78 

Eric Lauritsen 
Lot 33: Lewis Major Subdivision 
29 Pinehill Drive, Lower Sackville 

May 10, 1978 

Recommendation: REJECTION 

It is recommended that the application for the rezoning of the property known as Lot 33 of the Lewis Major Subdivision, 29 Pinehill Drive, Lower Sackville under the ownership of Eric Lauritsen, as shown on the attached plan be 
REJECTED by the Planning Advisory Committee and County Council. 
Information: 

An application has been received requesting the rezoning of Lot 33 of the Lewis Major Subdivision, 29 Pinehill Drive from Ryl (Residential Single- 
Family Dwelling Zone) to C-1 (Commercial Local Business Zone). The applicant's expressed purpose for rezoning is to make the existing Beauty Salon conform to the Municipality's Zoning Bywlaw. The operation of a Beauty Salon is not permitted in an R-1 (Residential Single—Famly Dwelling Zone); it is however, permitted in a C-1 Zone (Commercial Local Business Zone). 
On January 17, 1978, the applicant received a letter from the Municipality's 
Solicitor stating that legal proceedings were being taken to close down the 
Beauty Salon. 

The applicant gives the following in support of his application: 

"fa It is a very quiet operation 
b No traffic tie-ups 
go All our neighbours are using our services 
d All our clients are in favour of us staying 
e No complaints with regard to work performed 
fg Registered with the Hairdressing Association 
g Property not defaced by operation 

(h) It is a benefit and needed service" 

The beauty salon has been operating for 1% years. It is located in a small room about 40 square feet. 

Previous Approvals 
I‘ The subject lot was zoned R—l on March 23,1972. The lot was approved on May 21, 1959. 

Description of Lot and Surrounding Area- 

Lnt 33 is located on the west side of Pinehill Drive with a total area of 7,000 square feet. There is a single—family dwelling located on the lot. The hair- dressing business was operated on the lower floor of the dwelling. 
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