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objection to the proposed rezoning based on the existing pattern of 
land use in the neighbourhood and the fact that the basement apartment 
will not enlarge or physically alter the exterior of the existing 
dwelling. 

Questions from Council 
Councillor Deveaux asked if the present two unit dwellings in the area 
are duplexes or basement apartments. Mr. Wishart advised the existing 
two unit dwellings in the area are duplexes. 

Councillor Wiseman clarified that the R-2 lots along Sampson Drive are 
all lots which were developed R-2 by virtue of an agreement with the 
neighbourhood housing co-operative. 
Speakers in favour of this Application 
Diane Robertson advised she and her husband purchased the property in 
question so her son and his wife could live in Sackville, where they 
would. prefer to live. She informed they are not in a position to 
afford to buy their home, so she and her husband purchased the property 
in question for them to live in one half and to rent the other half to 
somebody else. She noted this property has not been _bought as a 
money-making venture, but to simply supplement the mortgage. 
Questions from Council 
Councillor DeRoche clarified the rezoning is not to facilitate her own 
residence. He questioned whether or not the purchase of this home is a 
money—making venture, stating the owners of single family dwellings 
pay the mortgages with no rental income. 
Speakers in Opposition to this Application 
None 
It was moved by Councillor Lichter, seconded by Councillor Snow: 

"THAT the rezoning of Lot 189-S, Phase 8 of the Lands of the Nova 
Scotia Housing Commission, located at 37 Sampson Drive, Lower 
Sackville from R-1 (Single Unit Dwelling) Zone to R-2 (Two Unit 
Dwelling) Zone be approved by Municipal Council." 

Councillor wiseman expressed opposition to the motion, stating that 
absentee landlords have been a problem in the community of Sackville 
for the past six months. She stated many properties in Sackville are 
purchased as investment properties, and the maintenance runs down. She 
expressed sympathy for Mrs. Robertson because nobody can determine 
whether or not this property will be maintained adequately, but past 
experience leaves no desire for the possibility of other absentee 
landowners. She continued that Sackville is getting a reputation for a 
place to make fast dollar, and there is no particular consideration 
given to the care and quality of income ‘buildings. She expressed 
concern about the look of the community in the future. Councillor
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Wiseman felt there is no reason to further change the neighbourhood as 
it is solid R-l except for the two spot rezonings which were referenced 
in the staff report. 

Councillor Lichter asked if there is any contractual agreement between 
the Department of Housing and the buyers of the two—unit dwellings 
built by the Department of Housing, whereby the units would be rental 
units or if the owners would live in the units. Councillor Wiseman 
informed there is an agreement on record at the Municipality for those 
units. She informed the units are run by a neighbourhood cooperative, 
whereby everybody has equity in each of the buildings. 
Councillor MacDonald expressed agreement with Councillor Wiseman with 
respect to ‘problems with two unit dwellings. He stated legal and 
illegal two unit dwellings have been a growing controversy in 
Sackville. He felt there should be an effort to keep uniformity in the 
H-1 area. He stated he would vote against the motion. 
Councillor Deveaux indicated he would support the rezoning. He stated 
if the surrounding area were zoned R-1, he would consider voting 
against this rezoning. He felt assumption are made that because the 
home contains a basement apartment. it will deteriorate and be left to 
disrepair. He objected. stating this happens to single family 
dwellings. as well. and this assumption should not regulate basement 
apartments. He continued that many people cannot afford to buy a home 
and pay for their mortgage, and two unit dwellings are very helpful to 
young people trying to get started. 
Councillor Mclnroy expressed difficulty with changing by~law and plans 
according to what the public want, but when there is a rezoning 
request, there is little regard to the communities to which the 
commitment was made. He informed the Department of Housing 
intentionally split up the semi-detached and townhouse developments in 
this area so as to not have an over-abundance of these units in any 
given area. However, people feel they are justified in having two unit 
dwellings if they can see one from their home. Councillor Mclnroy 
expressed objection to planning based on personal situations. He 
concluded that he would vote against the motion on the basis of the 
expressions from the Sackville Councillors, as well as Council's 
obligation to enforce the by—law which the public have formulated for 
their communities. 
Councillor Wiseman referred to the map attached to the staff report, 
indicating a small area zoned R-2 along Saratoga Drive which was 
included in the plan when it was developed by the Department of 
housing. Also the area zoned R-2 along Sampson Drive was put their 
under a Planned Unit Development agreement with a Neighbourhood 
Co~operative association. Otherwise. the area is solidly zoned R-1, 
and the rezoning of the property’ in. question would constitute spot 
rezoning, setting a precedent. 
Councillor Deveaux expressed objection to the approval of this 
application being considered spot rezoning. He asked if opposition was 
received from any neighbours or surrounding areas with respect to this
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rezoning. Mr. Wishart advised there was nothing with respect to this 
particular application. 
Councillor P. Baker stated the people on this street and in the area do 
not seem to have any great concerns about this rezoning. He stated 
rent today is very high, and he would support the motion in an effort 
to support young people who experience difficulty getting started. 

MOTION DEFEATED 7 FOR 
10 AGAINST 

Councillor‘ Lichter noted there is a. majority vote of the ‘whole of 
Council required for this application to be approved. He asked where 
the application stands because it did not receive a majority of the 
whole of Council either way. Councillor Merrigan expressed similar 
concerns, asking what would have happened if the motion was to decline 
the application for rezoning, and there were ten in favour. Mr. Cragg 
informed the application requires a positive endorsation, no matter how 
the motion was made. 
Councillor Lichter asked if the Municipal Board recently overturned a 
decision of Council because the nmjority of the whole of Council did 
not vote one way or the other. Mr. Cragg stated the Municipal Board 
recently overturned Council's decision because the motion carried by a 
majority, but not a majority of the whole Council. The Municipal Board 
found it was a rejection of the application. If the vote had been 10-? 
in favour of the rezoning, it would still have failed, and the 
Municipal Board. would have treated it as a constructive refusal by 
Council. Councillor Lichter clarified that a rejection can be made 
with less than the majority of the entire Council, but no approvals can 
be given on this basis. 

RA-SA-43-86-20 - REQUEST BY AZZATT ASSAFF TO REZONE 4S_LUMSDEN ERESENT, 
LOWER SACKVILLE FROM R-1 (SINGLE UNIT DWELLING) ZONE TO R*2 (TWO UNIT 
DWELLING) ZONE 
Mr. Wishart reviewed the staff report respecting this rezoning 
application. He advised the purpose of the proposed rezoning to allow 
a basement apartment within the existing single family dwelling zone. 
He identified the location of the property in question on a map, and 
stated the Department of Planning and Development has no objection to 
the proposed rezoning based on the existing pattern of land use in the 
neighbourhood, and the fact that the basement apartment will not 
enlarge or physically alter the exterior of the existing home. He 
added that the existing dwelling presently ‘has an apartment in the 
basement, which was rented for a period of two years. but it is not 
rented out at this time. 

Mr. Kelly reviewed seven similar letters in favour of this application, 
as well as another letter and petition from Paul Hyland, Chairman of 
the Sackville Advisory Board in opposition to this application. The 
petition was signed by approximatley 20 residents of Lumsden Crescent. 
There are 23 single family dwellings on this street.
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Brant noted on the map that check marks indicate residents who signed 
the petition in favour of this rezoning, and the x's indicated 
property-owners in opposition to this rezoning. 
Questions from Council 
Councillor DeRoche noted there are several people along this street who 
signed both petitions in support of and contrary to this rezoning. Mr. 
wishart informed there are two property owners who signed both 
petitions. 
Speakers in Favour of this Application 
Marion Macbow, daughter of the applicant, informed her father is quite 
ill, suffering from various medical problems, as does her mother. She 
stated people have lived in the basement apartment in the past, and 
they provided comfort and compassion to her parents, as well as 
financial assistance. Mrs. MacDow informed her parents have a number 
of social handicaps,_ preventing them from integrating with the 
community; they are illiterate, living in a relatively young area, and 
there is a language barrier. They live in fear of unwanted intruders. 
Tenants in the past established a friendly give and take relationship, 
which narrowed the gap of human helplessness for her parents. Past 
tenants have helped her parents. She stated tenants are a necessity in 
her parents life, providing them with comfort and companionship, they 
would not have otherwise. In return, tenants were given extended 
services, such as a resonable rental rate, full use of the property, 
shared laundry room facilities, etc. Mrs. Macbow informed that she and 
her family screen potential tenants. She stated the couple, 
emphasizing "couple", that share her parents home, must be upstanding 
citizens, and if there is an error in judgement, Mrs. Macnow stated 
they would vacate the premises as soon as the law would allow. She 
continued that her parents are hardly noticed now on their street, and 
she felt another couple living in the basement would change that. She 
also stated her parents live on a fixed income of only her father's old 
age pension, and everybody has fixed and predictable expenses. The 
additional rental income from the basement apartment would allow her 
parents to adequately maintain and repair their home, and if they 
cannot do this, the street will eventually have an unsightly, deteriorating home. 
Mrs. Macbow confirmed that before her parents bought their home, it was 
in a state of disrepair, but her father spent $10,000 in the first four 
months upgrading the property; it is now’ one of the better looking 
homes on the street. She added that her parents chose this area to buy 
a home because it is within walking distance to shopping, and if the 
R-2 zoning is not allowed, they will be forced to sell their home and 
move to another area legally zoned R-2. 
with respect to technical points in support of this rezoning 
application, Mrs. MacDow informed there is strip Rr2 zoning in the 
general area, as well as spot zoning. She stated the request in 
question, is simply for the same type of privilege. She noted Policy
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P-31 of the Municipal Planning Strategy for Sackville previously 
allowed R-2 zoning, providing that the concerns outlined in Section 
P-l04 were met. She outlined the requirements of Policy P—lO4, 
indicated her fathers property mets all of those requirements. 
Mrs. MacDow referred to an article written by a development consultant 
which appeared in the May, 1986 issue of Municipal World, stating there 
is no evidence that basement apartments have any dismental effect on 
values of neighbouring properties. She quoted from the article, 
supporting this statement. she concluded there is no question about 
how well maintained her father's property is. 

Questions from Council 
Councillor Mclnroy asked if Ms. MacDow would have any objections to her 
parents entering into a contract with the Municipality to allow them to 
rent their basement apartment subject to their ownership of the 
property. Ms. MacDow replied this would be quite acceptable. 
Councillor Mclnroy stated he does not believe in spot zoning and 
personal situations because it relates to bad planning. He expressed 
support for a situation such as that in question, as long as it can be 
done by contract. he inquired about the legislative ability for the 
Municipality to enter into such contracts. 
Mr. Cragg was of the opinion that the Municipal Planning Strategy for 
Sackville would require that the lot in question or the surrounding 
area would have to be a Comprehensive Development District to enter 
into such a development agreement. Mr. Wishart informed in order for 
Council to enter into a contract for such circumstances, a plan 
amendment would be required. 
Councillor Lichter asked how long it has been since the application for 
rezoning was submitted. Ms. MacDown informed application was made in 
September, approximately four or five months ago. Councillor Lichter 
stated ‘he wanted Councillors to be aware that the suggestion of a 
contractural agreement is a good suggestion; the Planning Advisory 
Committee has debated it very much in the past four to five months and 
has arrived at the decision to not even attempt to amend the plan. He 
advised amending the plan will be a much longer process than getting 
this rezoning application to the public hearing stage. 
Councillor Leveaux noted that the property in question was in a state 
of disrepair when it was bought and then brought up to good standards. 
He stated this overrides the assumption that two unit dwellings are 
left to deteriorate. He agreed that two unit dwellings do not have any effect on surrounding properties. He stated plan amendments would not 
be easy to administer, but he would be in favour of doing something to 
help people such the applicant for this rezoning. 
speakers in Opposition to this Application 
Frank Robichaud, 53 Lumsden Crescent, informed when he built in the 
housing Commission l3 years ago he spent much time choosing his lot, 
and he chose one zoned R-1. with respect to the petitions he had
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signed in opposition to this application, Mr. Robichaud informed two 
people signed both petitions because they did not realize the applicant 
was looking for a change in the zoning. Mr. Robichaud stated there is 
a rental property in an R-1 zone which is occupied by students, and 
this property is not properly maintained with beer bottles laying 
around, etc. He stated he wants the property in question to remain 
zoned R-1 so it will always be maintained as it should be. 

Questions from Council 
Councillor Lichter asked if the people who signed his petition read it 
first. Mr. Robichaud informed everybody read the petition, and 'he 
explained it to them, as well. 

Councillor Lichter noted that Mr. Clack of S7 Lumsden Crescent signed 
both petitions. Mr. Robichaud informed the applicant had people sign 
the petition based on the basement apartment being occupied by their 
daughter. The petition also referred to a zone change, but it was not 
clearly read by those who signed the petition. When Mr. Robichaud 
presented his petition to the residents, they informed him they did not 
realize the application was for a rezoning. 

councillor Lichter referred to the last paragraph of the petition 
signed by the residents in favour of the rezoning, stating it clearly 
indicated they did not object to the R~2 zoning of the property located 
at 43 Lumsden Crescent. He commented that it appears people signed 
this petition without knowing what they were signing. 

Councillor Wiseman inquired about the three properties involved with 
basement apartments. Mr. Robichaud informed those homes were at 48, 
S2, and 56 Lumsden Crescent. Councillor Wiseman noted the property in 
question is at 48 Lumsden Crescent, and none of the properties were 
rezoned before the basement apartments were located in them. 

James Clack, 57 Lumsden Crescent, stated he was a resident who signed 
both petitions. He informed Mrs. Assaff asked for support for her 
basement apartment, provided that her daughter move in with her (that 
it would not be rented to other people). Mr. Clack informed he agreed 
to this, knowing both the applicants for some time and giving them 
assistance when it was required. He stated he is in opposition to the 
rezoning of this property to R-2 because he too chose an area zoned R-1 
when he bought his lot and built his home. He continued there are two 
other single unit dwellings that have been changed to include a 
basement apartment, increasing the traffic on the street: beer bottles 
are left in the yards and on the street; there are fights on the street 
to which the police must respond, etc. He stated when these homes were 
single unit dwellings, there were well kept, but since they have become 
two unit dwellings, they have deteriorated to a wreck. He felt the 
people who originally moved into the area and grew up in this area 
should have their fair say in determining if this area should remain 
zoned R-1 or rezoned to R-2. 

of Mr. Clack's 
Clack identified 

Councillor Eisenhauer inquired about the location 
property in relation to the property in question. Mr-
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both properties on the map, and stated there is a problem with parking 
with more cars are parking along the street in front of the two unit 
dwellings, and there are more traffic problems. 
Warden MacKenzie clarified with Mr. Clack that there are other basement 
apartments located along Sampson Drive. 
Councillor Wiseman stated there are three homes with illegal basement 
apartments in a row along Sampson Drive. These have been investigated 
by the building inspectors, and the rezoning application is the result 
of the investigation. 
Councillor Deveaux noted that problem situations can arise in single 
family dwellings as they do in two unit dwellings. If something 
illegal is going on, somebody should take action against it. He stated 
rezoning applications should not be determined based on previous 
problems in the area. He noted the applicant in question has worked at 
fixing their home up and keeping it in a good state of repair. 
Councillor Deveaux stated he would base his decision on the 
circumstances surrounding each individual application. 
Councillor MacDonald stated there are three illegal apartments in the 
area, and approval of the application in question will only support two 
unit dwellings in the area. The R-l zone will deteriorate, and it will 
not be fair to the residents who bought their homes based on the R-l 
zoning. 

Councillor Lichter commented it is impossible to control the type of 
characters who HDVE to any area, and this is the actual problem. He 
inquired about the wording of the petition which Mr. Clack signed 
against this rezoning. Mr. Clack informed the petition stated he is 
opposed to R-2 zoning for properties in the area. Councillor Lichter 
commented this petition is worded very loosely. He stated the wording 
was for "our zone”, and he felt that referred to the zone of the signer's property. 
Councillor Lichter stated in his district it is difficult to find 
people to live with senior citizens so they will not be alone. He 
suggested Mr. Clack should want to have people living with senior 
citizens to protect them against the dangers of the neighbourhood. he 
stated seniors did not cause the damage in the neighbourhood. Mr. 
Clack responded that it would not be any burdance off his shoulders if 
somebody moved in with these people. He stated he is across the street 
if the applicants need help and they have called upon him on other 
occasions. He stated the R-2 zone in the area will have a bad effect 
on the neighbourhood, as it has already been proven. He stated since 
the basement apartments went into the homes, the neighbourhood has been 
running down and causing the problem. He noted Mr. and Mrs. Assaff are 
the exception to the rule in this instance, but allowing this rezoning 
could cause further deterioration in the area in the future. 
councillor Snow stated this application may not be approved, and Mr. 
and Mrs. Assaff will have to move. At that time another family could 
move to the property in question with ten teenagers, many cars, and
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cause as much trouble as those in the two unit dwellings, but nothing 
could be done about it because they would not be breaking the law. 
Mr. Clack agreed this is a possibility. 
Councillor Merrigan asked if residents in the basement apartment were a 
problem in the past. Mr. Clack responded that Mr. and Mrs. Assaff have 
always screened their tenants very well, and there have not been 
problems in the past. 

if Mr. Clack would object if there were 
conditions attached to Mr. and Mrs. Assaff's basement apartment. Mr. 
Clack stated he would not have objections, as long as their is 
protection against noise and disturbances. 

Councillor Merrigan asked 

Councillor P. Baker asked if Mr. Clack finds noise, broken bottles, 
etc. prevails in R~2 areas, rather than R-1 areas. Mr. Clack stated he 
does not mean to make that definition between R-1 and a R-2 zones, but 
the standards of living have decreased in the area since basement 
apartments were developed in the area (illegally). He stated problems 
are on one side of the street where the two unit dwellings are located. 
Councillor P. Baker stated it is that cause the 
regardless of the zoning. 

people problem 

councillor C. Baker commented the only difference between an R-1 and 
R-2 zone is that one family lives in. unit rather than two families 
living in two adjoining units. He agreed the problem is the type of 
people residing in the units,-moreso than the zone. 

Mr. Clack stated a home zoned R~2 must contain adequate driveway space, 
etc., but in this instance there is a single family dwelling that four 
cars ‘park in. He stated the problems are related to this type of 
action. 

Councillor MacDonald stated the R-2 units in the area are privately 
owned, but the problem is when units are owned by absentee landlords. 
People then rent the units and do not look after them; illegal basement 
apartments are causing the problems. 
It was moved by Councillor Snow, seconded by Councillor P. Baker: 

Phase 4—L of the Lands of the 
located at 48 Lumsden Crescent, 

"THAT the rezoning of Lot 65R-L, 
Nova Scotia Housing Commission, 
Lower Sackville, from R-1 {Single Unit Dwelling) Zone to R-2 (Two 
Unit Dwelling) Zone be approved by Municipal Council." 

councillor wiseman spoke against the motion, stating she has been 
dealing with the concerns of the residents of this area for the past 
five to six months, and they have been putting up with concerns of the 
deteriorating area. She expressed sympathy for Mr. and Mrs. Assaff and 
their situation. She stated they are law-abiding citizens, and when 
they heard their apartment is illegal, they had it vacated. However, 
other instances have not been handled so well. She felt others in the 
area feel the same sympathy and have respect for the applicants.
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however, other rezonings in the area should not be precedent—setting. 
Others in the area have indicated if these two applications are 
approved, others will be forthcoming. She stated the residents moving 
into any home cannot be controlled, but the zoning can be controlled 
and planned. 
Councillor Deveaux expressed appreciation for the Sackville 
Councillors‘ concerns, but people should not be penalized for problems 
which have arisen from illegal basement apartments. He concluded he 
would support the motion. 
Councillor Lichter inquired as to how long the two illegal basement 
apartments in the area have been in existence. Mr. Wishart informed 
action was initiated in August, 1986 after complaints from area 
residents; the apartments have been in existence since before that 
time. 

Councillor Lichter asked if anybody can believe that these apartments 
will not be in existence tomorrow or six months in the future, if this 
application is rejected. He stated he would not be prepared to punish 
Mr. and Mrs. Assaff because of the characters that have moved into the 
adjacent properties. He stated Mr. and Mrs. Assaff have taken action 
to correct their illegal apartment, but others have not even tried, and 
no action is being taken against them. He stated he would support the 
application to help people who are trying to be honest. 

MOTION LOST - did not obtain the required majority vote of the 
whole of Council (9 FOR, 8 AGAINST} ' 

Councillor Mclnroy suggested action be taken to pursue a contractural 
agreement for illegal basement apartments, and if the Court or the 
Municipal Board objects to this, they could take action against this 
kind of agreement. Councillor Lichter informed this suggestion has 
been to the Planning Advisory Committee numerous times, meeting with 
the Chairman of the Real Estate Board and others, in an effort to amend 
the by—law to allow this type of situation. However, there was no 
support from the majority of the Planning Advisory Committee. 
Warden MacKenzie asked that this discussion be left to another meeting 
at another time. 

APPLICATION NUMBER RA-24-50-86-09 REQUEST BY MARK DEVEAUX TO REZONE LOT 
DS-1, ESTATE OF JOSEPH PETTIPAS LOCATED ON FLYING POINT ROAD, UPPER 
LAWRENCETOWN FROM T (MOBILE HOME PARK) ZONE TO R-l (SINGLE UNIT 
UWELLING) ZONL 

Mr. Wishard identified the application and reviewed the staff report. 
He stated the area was zoned to R—l in 1973, and in 1978 the single 
family home on the lot in question burned down. The property was 
then rezoned to T {Mobile Home Park) Zone to allow a mobile home to be 
placed here during economic hardships. The mobile home has since been 
removed from the property, and the lot has been purchased by the 
applicant to build. a single family home on the site. Mr. Wishart
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informed the rezoning would be in keeping with the both the surrounding 
zoning of the area and the land use and reflects the original zoning of 
the property. He recommended approval of this application. 

Questions from Council 
Councillor DeRoche inquired about parkland dedication with respect to 
this application, asking if this property is outside of the parkland 
dedication designation. Mr. Wishart advised he was not sure of the 
boudaries being discussed in the Lawrencetown plan, although the 
applicant did speak with the Planner for the Lawrencetown area to see 
if the planning process would be of assistance to him. It was 
understood that this site would be zoned to a residential zone, but the 
applicant did not have time to wait for approval of the plan because he 
wants to build his home. Councillor DeRoche commented that the Planner 
for the Lawrencetown area should have discussed this with Mr. Wishart 
because the same question was raised at a MPSC meeting with respect to 
this designation. 

It was moved by Councillor DeRoche, seconded by Councillor Randall: 
"THAT the rezoning of Lot DS-l of the Lands of Joseph Garfield 
Pettipas, located at Upper Lawrencetown, from T (Mobile Home Park) 
Zone to R-l {Single Unit Dwelling) Zone be approved by Municipal 
Council." 
MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

ADJOURNMENT 
It was moved by Councillor Fralick, seconded by Councillor C. Baker: 

"THAT this public hearing adjourn." 
MOTION CARRIED
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THAI IE REZONING GP LOT 139-S, PHASE 8 OF THE LANDS OF THE 
NOVA SCOTLA EOUSIIB CCHHISSION, LIXZAIED LT 37 SAMPSON DRIVE A1‘ 

LGTER SACKYILLB, FBI}! [-1 (SIIHLE UNI‘! Ili'E1.1.IH3) 2033 T0 R-2 
(THO UNIT DWELLING) ZONE BE APPROVED BY MUNICIPAL COUNCIL. 

An application has been submitted by Ms. Dianne Robertson to 
rezone the property identified in Map 3 (p.3) to R-2 (Two Unit 
Dwelling) Zone. The purpose of the rezoning is to permit a 
basement apartment within the existing single unit dwelling. 

HTS: Sackville 
Area: 6,300 square feet 
Dimensions: As illustrated by Map 3 (p.3) 
Features: Existing single unit dwelling 

The municipal planning strategy designates this property 
"Urban Residential". The designation is intended to recognize 
the importance of the existing single unit environment and to 
encourage an eventual mixture of housing accommodations. As 
illustrated by Map 3 (p.3) there is a mixture of single unit 
and two unit dwellings on Sampson Drive. The Department of 
Planning and Development has no objection to the proposed 
rezoning based on the existing pattern of land use in the 
neighbourhood and the fact that the basement apartment will 
not enlarge or physically alter the exterior of the existing 
home.
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THAI ‘EB! REZOHIIB C!’ LOT '65!-L’, PHASE '8-!.' CE ‘HIE LLIDS N’ 
THE HUVA SCOIIA HGJSIIB CEIIIESSIOII, BILLIE) AI #8 IBHSDEII 
CRESCENT A1’ LGIER SACKYILLE, FR!!! [-1 (SIRHJ UHIT IHEILIIIF) 
20113 '10 K-2 (1110 UNIT IHELLIX3) 2011! BE APPROVED BY IIJIICIPAL 
CIIHIIIL. 

An application has been submitted by Mr. Azzatt Assaff to 
rezone the property identified in Map 3 (p.3) to R-2 (Two Unit 
Dwelling) Zone. The purpose of the rezoning is to permit a 
basement apartment within the existing dwelling. The 
applicant has already converted the basement of the dwelling 
to an apartment, however it is not being occupied or rented at 
this point in time. 

HPS: Sackville 
Area: 8,053 square feet 
Dimensions: As illustrated by Map 3 (p.3) 

The municipal planning strategy designates this property 
‘Urban Residential". The designation is intended to recognize 
the importance of the existing single unit environment and to 
encourage an eventual mixture of housing accommodations. As 
illustrated by Map 3 (p.3) there is a mixture of single unit 
and two unit dwellings on Lumsden Crescent. The Department of 
Planning and Development has no objection to the proposed 
rezoning based on the existing pattern of land use in the 
neighbourhood and the' fact that the basement apartment will 
not enlarge or physically alter the exterior of the existing 
home.
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