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PETITION RE: R-1 ZONING
I 

Ray Fina 125 Chris Evans Drive Lawrencetown - Block R 

Pam Collins T Chris Evans Drive - Lot AA1-Civic #38 
Emily Fenn 11 Chris Evans Drive - Lot M—Civic #60 

10 Penticton Drive - Block H 

43 Richardson Drive - Lot P 

Jim Theriault 38 Richardson Drive — Lot T 

John D. Rodgers 99 Richardson Drive 
Clint & Thelma Aalders - 41 Richardson Drive - Lot X41 Civic #10? 
Elaine Blaib 

Mike Connolly 
Mark Josselyn 

Richardson Drive 
Bruce Pettipas 35 Richardson Drive - Lot 0 
Diane Reekie 14 Chris Evens Drive 
Karen F. Morrison 26 Richardson Drive - Civic #142 
Reg & Dena Thompson - 153 Richardson Drive - Lot X3Y 
Reg & Donna Lineper — 160 Richardson Drive 
Leo Glow 147 Richardson Drive 
Jean Laflorence 36 Richardson Drive - Lot X36 
William LeBlanc 12? Richardson Drive 
E. Clarke Paynter Civic #11? Richarson Drive - Lot X39 
Natalie & LeRoy Gallant - 40 Richardson Drive - Lot X40-Civic #113 
Marlene Palmer 2 Chris Evans Drive — Lot 2-Civic #9 

D.H 3 Chris Evans Drive 
Heather Kelly 12 Chris Evans Drive - Lot B-Civic #45 
Phyllis Naugle 31 Richardson Drive - Lot X31 - Civic #1?6 
Brant Connolly 166 Richardson Drive - Lot X29 
Ken 5. Ketchley ? Shannon Drive - Lot X20 
Mr. & Mrs. Daniel Elivirie - 8 Shannon Drive - Lot X21 
Allen Mitchell 6 Shannon Drive — Lot C4 
Kathleen Mitchell 6 Shannon Drive - Lot C4 

Myel Merchat 4 Shannon Drive - Lot CSX 
Daniel Macfiskill 1 Shannon Drive - Lot C1 

9 Chater Drive - Lot B1 
9 Chater Drive - Lot 81 

Ken Taylor 
Colleen Taylor 

40192?67 
458380 

40069676 
40194441 
40144552 
40194649 
40194532 
401945?3 

40194623 

40294680 
40194508 

40194482 

40194565 
40144636 

40194425 
40194516 
40144560 

4019460? 
4018743? 
4018?437 
40187445 
40187403 
40184319 
40184319



PETITION RE: R-1 zonme - page 2 

Blair Herbert 2 Chater Drive - Lot B2 
Steven & Marty Cooper - 34 Chater Drive - Lot SC 
Vic Giles 153 Salmon River Drive 
Brian & Marina Grayson - 43 Chris Evans Drive - Lot 46-Civic #26 
Ron & Marg warneii - 6 Chris Evans Drive - Lot 3A-Civic #15 

40184350 
40285355 
45839843 
40144537



RECEIVED OCT 1 9 ‘.337 

6465 Edinburgh Street 
Halifax, Nova Scotia 
B3L lW6 

16 October 1987 

G. Kelly 
Municipal Clerk 
Halifax County 
2750 Dutch Village Road 
Halifax, N. S. 
B3L 4K3 

Dear Sir: 

In opening. I would like to identify myself as part owner of 
a parcel of land labelled as lot XI A. Estate of S. LaPierre in the 
Hestphal area. This parcel of land is within the boundaries of the 
proposed zoning plan. 

First. I must state that until an ad was read in a local 
newspaper in late September 1987, I was unaware of any Plan to rezone, 
not having seen earlier ads nor being notified formally. I consider 
this to be unfortunate on my part as well as somewhat unfair on the 
County's part as my land holdings represent a significant Pr°P°rti°n 05 
the total area in question. accordingly I would think YOU! Process Should 
include a formal notification to landowners who are directly affected 
by any such action. 

I would like to object to the proposed rezoning for the following 
reasons: 

1) Highway 107 skirts my land. This is a major artery with 
a very high traffic count. This fact alone_makes 
sections of the land unattractive for residential development 
whereas there might be some potential for cmmercial 
development. 

2} The land in question is characterized by thin soil. poor 
drainage and bedrock close to the surface (as per your 
staff report of June 8. 1937, page 2 section l.2). This 
increases the develoment costs for residential construction 
and again makes the land less attractive for this purpose. 

3) The final paragraph on page 4 of your June 8, 1987, staff 
report states "the bakery and taxidermist are peripherally 
located to the residential areas, on a major provincial 
highway". thus recomending that these properties be zoned 
I-1; yet a large part of my land which is even more 
peripheral than the businesses above is zoned residential. 

04-2
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4} Special consideration has been given in the proposal to 
allow commercial development of lot X-2. the lands of 
Mr. Jack Way. The same consideration should be given my 
lands for the same reasons. 

While recognizing the need for some control over the develoment 
process, I feel that this proposal is too restrictive for my land. 

Yours truly, ~~~
~ Bernard J. Roge
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1'0: Planning Advisory Committee 

FROB: 

DATE: 

APPLICATION NO. - PA-CH/V-03-8? 

ISCDIIHIIIDATIOII : 

-' -background :' 

Dept. of Planning 5 Development 

August 2:1, 198? 

STAFF REPORT 

mnmum to THE COLE muons! 
urs-mm. ups - canons son DEALING 
vrra Noll-R£SIDE1H'1.‘:tL moronnrs - 
RICHARDSON Damp: ’ on uvrn ~~~ 

‘HA1’ ‘Ill’. I-l Z011! PROPOSED ‘POI E HI-RESIDENTIAL PIOPIITIJS 
{TAIIDEIHIST AND BAKER!) Bl I$TI'l'.'If!ID, AND ‘EAT GDHHIECIAL 
DIVEIBPHEIIT BI COISIDERE), 3'! DEVEIBPHDTI Oil L01‘ 1-2 
0! LINE 0? B... JAG Eli. 

On July 16, 1937 the Planning Advisory committee held a public 

participation session to obtain comment on proposed amendments 
to the Cole Esrbourhlestphal municipal planning strategy. The 
purpose of the amendments is to include the area bounded by 
Little Salmon River and Highways No. 1 and 107, within the Cole 
Barbour/Uestphal Plan Area. (Hap 2, pg 5) 

At the public participation session tuo concerns were raised. 
The first use the proposed zoning of existing taxidermist and 
bakery enterprises on Highway 10? to I-l (Light Industrial). 
Concern focused on possible change of use on the properties to 

activities that might not be so acceptable to the area. 
Secondly, concern was expressed by Hr. Jack Hay about the 31-6 

(Rural Residential) Zone applied to his property (Hap 3 pg 6). 
A previous application by 11:. way to have this property rezoned 
so as to permit commercial uses was rejected by Municipal 
Council in 1983. Then, as now, Hr. llay has no specific type of 
commercial enterprise in mind. 

Staff were asked to prepare a report outlining the options by 
which the existing businesses could be accommodated as sell as 
those by vhich commercial development might be permitted on 
Hr. Ray's property.



Conclusion: 

I 2 I 

A. TAXIDERHISTI BAKERY 

Option 1 

The properties could be zoned to the I-1 (Light Industrial) 
Zone which would permit expansion to the extent of the 

property in accordance with zone requirements. In 

addition, the current uses could he chsnged to any other 
permitted use within the I-1 Zone. (Appendix 1). 

Option 2 

The businesses could be listed in Appendix "B" of the land 
use by-lau uhich recognizes existing industrial uses to the 

extent that they are now in existence but does not allow 
for any expansion. 

Option 3 

The businesses could be included in Appendix "C“ of the 
land use by-law which would pernit expansion of the uses by 
development sgreenent. 

However, this Appendix presently applies only to -prisary 
industries. 
service industries in it. This would introduce a conflict 
with Appendix "B" where all other service industries, other 
than those actually zoned 1-1, are situated. 

Qntion 4 

A new appendix could be established to deal with these on 
uses. This would requin s specific policy justification 
in the planning strstegy to permit expansion through the 

developsent agreement process.
' 

As the properties do not shut any hoses, and front on 
Highway 107. it is recosnsended thst the proposed 1-! zoning 
he naintsined. It is not felt that expansion of the 
existing businesses or a change to another 1-1 use will 
significsntly affect the surrounding area. 

Therefore," it "would he-‘ucessary to include ‘



conclusion: 

:dCVC1OPIGflt agreement. 

LOT X-2 (JACK HAY PROPERTY) 

The following options could accommodate 
development on Mr. Hay’: property. (Map 3, p. 6) 

commercial 

Option 1 

The property could be given s C-2 (General Business) or C-4 
(Highway Commercial) Zone. Since the present plan does not 
permit these zones to be applied within the Residential 5 
Designation, the plan should be amended to provide 
justification for such zoning. 

Option 2 

The property could be zoned C-1 (Local Business), the usual 
commercial zone granted in residential designations. 
However, the range of uses permitted in this zone is 
restricted to small scale (1,500 sq. ft.) food and variety 
stores. 

Option 3 

A policy could be included within the plan to apply 
specifically to this property. Such a policy would permit 
the-consideration of coemarcial uses on this property,-by 

presently pernits consideration, by development agreement, 
of larger commercial uses devoted to serving neighbouring 
sesi-rural aerketa in the unserviced area of the 
Residential ‘A’ Designation. 

The configuration of this property creates some difficulty 
for any type of development. Its location on Highway No. 7 
does suggest eose coemercisl development potential. 
However, not all coesercial uses would he appropriate on 
the lot given its configuration and proximity to a 
residential area. It is, therefore, recomended that if 
coenercial development is to be considered on this 
property, Option 3 should be implemented. This option 
provides for flexibility while saintaining the greatest 
degree of control over any proposed use. 

1: shouldhe noted‘-that Policy 9-39(5). or‘ in. plan.’-
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APPENDIX 1 

PART 18: 1-1 (LIGHT INDUSTRY) ZONE 

13.1 1-1 USES PERMITTED 

No development permit shall be issued in any I-1 (Light Industry) 
Zone except for the following: 

Nurseries and greenhouses, 
Truck terminals; 
Harehousing; 
Construction storage yards; 
Service industries; 
Light manufacturing operations. 

18.1 1-1 ZONE REQUIREMENTS: 

In any I-1 zone no development permit shall_ 
_conformity with the follwtng: 

Minimum Lot Area: central services 

_be issued except in 

6,000 square feet 
(558 sq. I.) 

on-site services 20 , 000 square fee t 
(1858 sq. I.) 

Minimum Frontage: central services 
on-site services 

Minimum Front or 
Plankage Yard 

Minimum Rear or 
Side Yard 

Maximum Lot Coverage 

60 feet (13.3 I.) 
'100 feet (30.5 I.) 

30 feet (9.1 m.) 

25 feet (7.6 I.) 

50 per cent
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'L7D 

TO: ?lanning Advisory Committee 

STAFF REPORT 

AflENDflENT TO THE COLE HARBOURX 
UESTPHAL HPS TO INCLUDE $ALfl0N 
RIVER DRlVE AND RICHARDSON DRIVE 

FROH: Department of Planning 5 Development AREA. 

DATE: June 3, 1987 

APPLICA$IOH NO. 

% 3! :9-1./34-’n .'/‘(Ir I 

if M, 
2: 4 - PA-CH/W-03-87 F-‘cg omrcroa, 9L.u~INi:+G 5. otsaaorntfir 

EICOHIHDATIOH: 

Information: 

ANALYSIS: 

THAI TEE senior uvra nun/nmmnsou naive use as IHC1.£I'DlD 
urmni ran out: annoueivzsrrnaz. auaxcmu. mumnlc sraazmn, 
as ntsiranrru arsznnrrnx. 'a" on ma cninatzzm rtrrmu: mm 
use an (no. 2, 9.7), um mm as soon or no. 3 (L8). 
at a treating on April 22, 1987, the najority of residents 
present voted in favour or the Salmon River Drivefkichardson 
Drive area being incorporated within the Cole Harbour/Hestphal 
Plan Area. The area is presently included in the District 3 5 
9 Plan Area. Before deciding on inclusion in the Cole 
Harbouriwestphal ?lan, residents considered remaining in 
District 3 E 9, or being included in either the Lake najor or 
Lawrencetou-n Plans (Maps 1 8 2, p.5). - 

1. 1 Existing Zoning 

Portions o! the area are zoned under By-lee 26 (?ig. 1, p.6) 
(effective date - July 30, 1972). These include a 6 acre 
parcel zoned C-2, adjacent to Salmon River Drive and Highway 
No. 3, and an R-& Zone running the length of Salmon River 
Drive. The C-2 (General Business) Zonrpereits any commercial 
enterprise unless it constitutes a hazard or nuisance to the 
public. The R--% (General Residential) Zone permits all 
residential uses, as well as a number of commercial and 
institutional uses. 

In Eoveaher, 1935, Hr. Jack Hay applied to have a portion of 
this area, identified as Lot X2 of the lands of Hr. Seymour 
Lapierre, rezoned from R-é to C-1 (Local Business) Zone (Fig. 
1, p.5). The purpose of the rezoning was to permit commercial 
development, possibly including one or the following uses: 
warehousing; auto repair; car uashg‘ or used car lot. This 
application was rejected by Council on April 15, 1986. Mr. way 
has been advised by letter of the residents‘ decision to be
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2.1 

2.2 

in the Cole Harbour! Restphal Hunioipal Planning Strategy and the 

the area. the owner of the property :ou zoned 3-: does not 

to retain this commercial racing. The remainder of its area is presently 

general. 

Enistinz Land Use 

use in the Salmon River 5rioe!1ichsrcson Drive area is 

alnost exclusively-single unit residential {SC unit in all) ifig. 3. 

g.?). one two unit duelli was identified on Salmon River‘ irive 

itseli. other single unit iuellings nay have accessory apartnents which 

are not obvious. 

Existing land 

records do not indicate any business uses on 

residential properties there nay, nevertheless, be some hone occupations 

in the area. Three residential properties. with large accessory 

buildings on their lots, have the potential to be used to: business 

purposes. and at least one or than nay be so used. 

Although assessment 

A uholesale bakery and a taxidermist are located on highway No. ? at the 

north east boundary at the area in question. 

There is a substantial anount oi undeveloped land in the area. this land 

is characterised by thin soil. poor drainage and bedrock close to the 

snriace. The najoritj ot lots in the area are in excess oi 20,000 square 

feet. 

Prngoaed Designation 

In the Cole Barbonrlwestphal planning strategy the Eesidential '5' 

Designation is intended to recognise existing single unit ‘residential 

deselopeent in both the serviced and unaerviced portions oi the Plan 

Area. It iurther recognizes that the relatively larger lot areas of the 

nnaarvicad portion nay support a variety of snall businesses, given 

appropriate controls. (?ig,2, p.T). 

Zoning Options 

Zones established within the Residential ‘L’ Designation could 

accommodate nost o! the present land uses in the area: 

iesidential 

E91 - This tone could be epplied to nost or the area. It uould not 

permit the two unit dwelling and would be relatively stringent 
uith 

respect to hone businesses, permitting only proiessional oiiices 

and day care facilities. 

R-2 - This zone uould pernit both single and two unit-duellings. 

hone business provisions are the same as in the 1-1 zone. 
The



R-6 - This zone uould permit both single and two unit residential 
dwellings and vould also permit greater flexibility in terms of the 

types of home businesses that could be established. 

All of the above zones limit home businesses to :.-.e dwelling itself. 

they do not permit business uses located in an accessory building, eg. a 

garage. any existing businesses located in accessory buildings, of uhich 
none have been positively identified, could be listed in appendix ‘'3'’ of 

the Cole Karbourfliestphal plan. this appendix lists those existing 
business activities not . otherwise permitted in the Residential "A" 

Designation. The operations so recognized are pernitted to continue only 
to the extent to uhich they were in existence at the time of adoption of 
the plan. 

Commercial 

C-1 - A local business zone may be considered 'vithin the Residential ‘A 

Designation. This zone allous tor small scale (1,500 sq. ft.) 
variety and loud stores. In addition, Policy 1’-39(b) allows 
consideration, by development agreement, of larger commercial uses 
devoted to serving neighboring semi-rural sarhets. 

Indus trial 

Both the bakery and the taxidermist are considered to be described as 
‘service industries“. The Residential ‘A’ Designation does not permit 
new industrial uses. However, policies P-61 and P-62 provide tuo 
alternative aeans oz eccosusodating entisting industrial uses. 

Either a light industrial zone say be established to support these 
existing uses specifically (P-61), or the continuation of identified 
industrial uses may be provided for through their inclusion in Appendix 
"B" or the land use by-lav (P-62). 

Recommended Zoning 

The Salmon River Driveilichardson Drive area is at the periphery of urban 
development in the Cole Harhourhlestphal plan area. huch of the adjacent‘. land 
is undeveloped and the area is presently onserviced. While becouing uore 
suburban, the area is is still largely rural in nature. 

In view of the transitional nature of the area, aoving from rural to urban, it 

is recommended that the K-6 zoning be applied throughout the residential 
portion of the area. This eliminates potential concerns vith hone businesses 
and accessory apartments. (Fig. 3, p.8).
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