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Warden Macfienzie called the public hearings to order at 7:05 p.m. with 
the Lord's Prayer. 
Mr. Kelly called the Roll. 
Warden MacKenzie reviewed the procedures for the public hearings. 

APPLICATION NO. RA-sA—I4-38-20 - APPLICATION BY PATRICIA MCINTOSH To 
REZONE THE: PROPERTY AT 85 ROGERS DRIVE, LOWER sAC1<vII.LE FROM R-1 
(SINGLE UNIT DWELLING) zone To R-2 (COMMUNITY FACILITY) zoma: 

Mr. Morgan reviewed the staff report and recommendation regarding this 
application. He noted the location of the property in question on a 
map on the overhead projector. Mr. Morgan advised that in order to 
accommodate the proposed addition to this Day Care Facility, the 
owners are required to have their property rezoned, and they must also 
meet certain criteria under the Provincial Department of community Services. This Department has indicated they are prepared to issue a 
license for this project according to this criteria being met} 
including 30 square feet of indoor play area for each child and 60 
square feet of outdoor play area per child. Mr. Morgan advised that
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the site will easily accommodate these requirements. referring t0 a 
surveyor's certificate of the property in question. 
Mr.- Morgan added that this use will suit the needs of the 
neighbourhood. and it has good access from Glendale Avenue. Also. the 
use will not create an undue disturbance to neighbours because it is 
not a large increase and the operating hours are not unreasonable. He 
concluded that the use is supportive of the residential community and 
can be accommodated without disrupting or intruding upon the 
surrounding residence. Therefore, approval of this application is 
recommended. 
Questions from Council 
Councillor MacKay inquired about the maximum number of children 
allowed in this home given the square footage and the zone. Mr. 

-1Morgan replied that a maximum of 25 children would be permitted. 
* according to the Department of Community Services. A total of 24 is 
‘_proppsed. 

_~flouncillor MacKay inquired about washroom requirements per child. Mr. 
; flprgan was not aware of such requirements. 
’'Mr. Morgan circulated pictures of the property in question. 
Speakers in Favour of this Application 
Patricia McIntosh. 85 Rogers Drive. advised that she is the applicant 

gfigrgthis rezoning. Mrs. McIntosh advised that she has been working in 
gffléyéare for 13 years. and she has been operating the day care in 

she advised that she wishes to expand 
the existing service because the pre~school program is full. and she 

chas received 14 calls for after-school programs for children at 
~§phools within walking distance to her home. 
.firs. McIntosh stated she has had to put many callers on a waiting list 
this fall. so she felt it would be worthwhile looking into an 
expansion. she stated she wants to be able to look after her own 

_ children. as well as supervise a good pre-school program. she advised 
._tfiat.she has talked with parents waiting to get their children into 
th&s.day care. and they have indicated they would be willing to hold 
qfif:until this approval is granted. The last four couldn't even be considered for the expansion because there are only ten additional 

;phildren allowed. Mrs. McIntosh advised that all children on the ;yaiting list are from the immediate area except two. who are 
‘permission to go to smokey Drive School in order to attend this day 
K.-.93 fa? ._ 

;firs._ Mclntosh stated this increase will not cause an noticeable 
,d;¢ference to the children in the area. She advised that she 
,§@cpmpahies them to and from school. and they are under careful 
supervision at all times. She concluded that many children come to 
her home to play with her own children. and there are never 
unsupervised children on her land. She also noted that washroom 
requirements are one to every ten children.
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Questions from Council ::aew:-H 
None. **7«‘. o?“ 

Speakers in opposition to this Application ff[.‘;:I 
' St.’-E‘: 

None. - '» "”~3 
Ll' 

It was moved by Councillor Wiseman, seconded by councillor oesochexua 
-- .:.-=5". 

"THAT the application by Patricia McIntosh to rezone 
85 Rogers Drive, sackville from R-1 (Single Unit Dwelling);fL5jig 
Zone to P—2 (Community Facility) zone be approved by Halifax 
County Council." - ‘-3 

Councillor wiseman stated this will be a welcome addition.:un 
Sackville. she noted the location is excellent, given the density:of 
the population in the area, the size of the property, and the‘ ag-e‘éof 
families in the area. She stated the use supports the intent of the 
Plan and Policy P-29 that it is the intention of Council“to support 
the existing single unit residential environment with its associated 
community facility uses. She concluded that there is a desparate need 
for good quality daycare spaces in Sackville. " 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY _~_'-,__=-5-_"'- 

APPLICATION No. RA—SA-12-88-20 — APPLICATION BY ISOBEL PIRIE To"REzoN 
THE PROPERTY AT 52 LUMSDEN CRESCENT, LOWER SACKVILLE FROM R-1 (SINGLE 
UNIT DWELLING) ZONE To R-2 (Two UNIT DWELLING) ZONE — 

Mr. Morgan reviewed the staff report and recommendation regarding -t-his 
application. Mr. Morgan advised that the purpose of this applicatfon 
is to make an existing basement apartment conform with the MP5 and 
Land Use By—law for the area. He noted that both units at ‘ft-his 
property are presently rented out. =-*« 

L. . G 
Mr. Morgan advised that the property has been investigated“by4%me 
Development Division, which has shown the house was built in 1974‘-,*‘7‘i¥r1d 
R-1 zoning was applied in 1976. However, there is insuflfitient 
information to determine when the basement apartment was constructefll 
Mr. Morgan advised that this property is within the urban residential 
designation, and Policy P-29 applies, whereby it is the int-ent£=o£ 
Council to give priority to the existing single unit residehtmal 
environment, although Policy P-31 provides for consideration oflmwo 
unit dwellings when the scale and location is not inconsistent with 
existing neighbourhoods. Policy P--104 also applies, which"is*-‘Hot 
particularly relevant to this application: this rezoning will-nbtihawe 
any impact on community services. The main consideration by_stafE3%es 
consistency with the existing neighbourhood. - -ls be 

L. .. Jan.‘ 
-‘"3 

,- 

: ..'. "J 6:» ' ii} 

I:;.'.‘ =_—s:-LI_. :5: .1 

lug‘

-\
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"nrcpnorgan located the property in question on a map on the overhead 
.epro3ector. noting a mix of housing units in the area. Therefore. 
; approval of this application was recommended. 

aiguestions from Council 
%‘b;'- 
raflouncillor Wiseman asked if there is any information about when the 
basement apartment was constructed. Mr. Morgan advised that he did 
have an affidavit from a solicitor for the previous owner, however. it 

;;only provides second-hand information that the unit was constructed 
; with the house. He advised that building permit records are no longer 
«-available. 

‘-Gouncillor Wiseman next asked if the property in question has always 
:.been zoned R-1 and if the intent of the area in the Housing Commission 
;Plans was that the area remain R-1. Mr. Morgan advised that the 
;property became zoned R-1 in 1976. Mr. Morgan advised that R-2 zoning 
_;in the surrounding area was applied in 1982. reflecting the existence 
rFof.new semi-detached units. He was not certain when R-2 zoning was 
,;applied on the street in question. 
councillor DeRoche asked if Assessment records were checked with 
regard .to this property. Mr. Morgan advised they were. and the 

_.property is assessed as a one unit dwelling. There is no indication 
urofna basement apartment. 

Councillor MacKay clarified that there are no records to indicate this 
etbasement apartment was there from construction of the home. He asked 
:.if the basement apartment could not be considered illegal. Mr. Cragg 
':stated the difficulty is the lack of information to show whether this 
a:i& a non—conforming or illegal use. Mr. Cragg stated prosecution 

could commence if there was proof that the basement apartment was 
occupied after the Rel zoning was applied. However. in such instances 

.rwhere substantial evidence is not available, charges are not laid. 
;vSOdnCillOr MacKay stated there are many illegal basement apartments. 
;~amd:the Municipality has never gone out of its way to prove that they 
,:are illegal. He inquired further about dates when zoning was applied. 
n?Miu Morgan suggested it was late 1976 or early 1977 when Council 
ggapproved zoning there, and it was certainly no earlier. He noted that 

he has not reviewed Nova scotia Housing Commission plans from that 
time. 

39:53 
wccouncillor Macxay asked if the second units were not identified as 
L;non—qonforming when zoning was applied. they could be considered 
andllegal. Mr. Cragg stated if the units were constructed after the 
;sgoning was applied. prosecution could be commenced: however, the 
g+MufliCipBlitY has difficulty commencing action against instances such 
hiss this because it cannot be determined whether or not the unit is 
5 legal or illegal because there is not enough evidence to prove beyond 

a reasonable doubt. He stated it is an inappropriate manner in which 
to deal with such applications.
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Councillor MacKay asked what prompted this application — if the second 
unit was report or if the owner came forth on his own initiative. 
Mr. Morgan responded that the present owner recently purchasedythe 
property and came forward on their own initiative. He noted that 
there were complaints about the basement apartment under the previgus 
owner, as well as three other basement apartments in the immediate 
area. However, there was never enough evidence to lay charges against 
any of them. -w-5 

Councillor MacKay argued that if the Municipality takes a property 
owner to court, the onus is on the property to prove that the basement 
apartment is legal. He asked if the basement apartments of concern 
meet the building code. Mr. Cragg replied that the burden is cast 
upon the Municipality to prove the charge before the court, as opposed 
to the defendent being responsible for proving the charge is wrong; it 
is up to the Municipality to justify its charge before the court. 
with regard to the Building Code, Mr. Cragg stated there is no doubt 
that basement apartments must meet a different criteria than a normal 
single unit dwelling. However, if the basement apartment was legal in 
1976, the condition of the apartment would not have to be upgraded to 
meet the standards of the existing code. 
Deputy Warden MacDonald asked for further clarification on :the 
evidence available. Mr. Morgan noted that the only information 
available is an affidavit, but it only provides secondahand 
information. 
Deputy Warden MacDonald asked if an occupancy permit would not 
indicate whether or not the house was constructed as a two unit 
dwelling. Deputy Warden MacDonald stated the issue of illegal 
basement apartments should be dealt with once and for all. Residents 
should not be asked to refute these applications time after time. 

Councillor Merrigan stated the property is zoned R-1 with a basement 
apartment. He asked why this would not be considered illegal. He 
asked why charges cannot be laid against the ower and lef them prove 
it is not legal. Mr. Cragg stated the owner of the building brought 
forth information which they felt should convince the Municipality 
that they are a legal, non-conforming use. However, it was not enough 
for the Municipality, and neither was their information to prove that 
it was not a legal, non-conforming use. :L 

There was further discussion concerning the affidavit and any other 
avilable evidence. councillor Merrigan asked if prosecution 
proceedings could begin if this application is denied. Mr. Cragg 
responded that they would not receive their R-2 zoning, but they might 
be clothed with some legal authority to say they are a legal 
non-conforming use. However, if there was strong evidence from area 
residents, other owners, or others with direct knowledge of this 
property that the basement apartment was not occupied prior to the 
zoning, the Municipality could consider that information. -? 6
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Councillor Merrigan asked what will happen if this application is 
denied, but it is not considered non—conforming either. Mr. Cragg 
responded if the zoning is not granted and the basement unit becomes 
empty for six months or more, and prior to that it was determined to 

- be"a legal non-conforming use, that status would be lost. otherwise, 
::any new evidence can be examined which may possibly enable the 
gmfiunicipality to lay charges. 

Councillor Lichter clarified that 
destroyed after seven years. He asked if the same procedure is used 
for occupancy permits. Mr. Morgan informed that occupancy permits are 
not available after sever years, either. 

building permit records are 

"Councillor Lichter referred to Councillor Merrigan's question with 
regard to zoning the property R-1 if the apartment had been there when 
zoning became applicable. He referred to a mobile home in Sackville 
being zoned Rul with the owner's knowledge. He noted that a person 
may not object to R-l zoning because they are not fully aware of the 
meaning of the zone. 
Speakers in Favour of this Application 

Ed Pirie, 14 Julies Walk, Halifax, advised that he is the husband of 
the applicant speaking on her behalf. Mr. Pirie reviewed his 
presentation as it was circulated to Members of Council, noting that 
their involvement in the community, although they do not reside there, 
as well as their attempts to re-instate this property as a family 

_:home. He stated it is in the interest of all property owners in the 
area to approve this application in order to promote the market value 
of all adjoining properties. 
Mr. Pirie also reflected on the concern about this apartment being 
legal, non—conforming or illegal. He stated he is seeking to have the 
residents recognize what is already there and has been for so many 
years, rather than to make a change. He referred to several 
homeowners in the area who remember the basement apartment being 
constructed as part of the home, and several people who have lived 
there over the years. He questioned the original zoning of the 

"_property under the Nova Scotia Housing Commission. He asked how a 
Tlhome intended to be two unit can be marketed as a single family 
.;dwelling. 

. 
Hr. Pirie concluded that the property had been mistreated and 

5T@neglected when they purchased it, and under their ownership the home 
'lis to be fixed up and made compatible with the surrounding homes. He 
~'stated the past problems are the result of irresponsible tenants, not 

the zoning status of the property. He asked for Council's support for 
this application. 

-.Mr.;Pirie also referred to a map of the street, showing each of the 
gfhomes and indicating how each of the property owners felt about this 
gdapplication. 

‘_‘".‘-'9" _
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Questions from Council L 

Deputy Warden MacDonald asked if it was understood that this was;a two 
unit dwelling in an R-1 zone at the time of purchase. Mr. Pirie 
responded that the home was purchased by a Quit Claim Deed: it was not 
a planned acquisition. He stated it was his belief that everything 
was legal about the property, and it was never their intent to acquire 
a property that was less than proper. He stated it was because of 
their concern that they have gone to much trouble to remedy this 
problem, even though there is substantial oposition to this zoning. 

Deputy Warden MacDonald asked how this home for sale was listed. ‘fir. 
Peris responded that it was .advertised by’ the bank. The previous 
claimant signed a Quit Claim Deed, discharged the second mortgage and 
went bankrupt. He was not sure at that time that the home contained a 
basement apartment. He stated his lawyer simply advised him it would 
be a good investment, so he proceeded with the purchase. He clarified 
that his wife acquired this property by lending a mortgage and through 
default in the mortgage his wife acquired the property. 
Councillor wiseman referred to the map circulated by Mr. Pirie. she 
noted that lots 48, 52, and 56 (shown in red) as those which there 
have been fights about for the past years regarding basement 
apartments. She asked if the resident at 57 Lumsden Crescent is a new 
resident. Mr Pirie was not sure who moved to the street when, except 
for a few which he reviewed. He stated there were numerous other 
homes built by the developer who built his home, and at that time the 
big sales pitch was the convenience of the basement apartment. 
However, he was not sure if they were completed at that time. 
Councillor DeRoche asked if Mr. Perie lives at the property _in 
question. Mr. Perie informed he does not live at 52 Lumsden Crescent. 
It was not a planned purchase: however, having acquired it, Mr. Peris 
stated it is his responsibility to the neighbourhood to take good care 
of this property. He note his wife is very concerned about 
involvement in this regard given her professional involvement as a 
school teacher in the area. 5 

Councillor DeRoche inquired about Mr. Perie‘ attempt to restore this 
property to family residential. Mr. Perie agreed he is attempting to 
restore this property to family residential. He noted it is presented 
rented to two young couples: one with an infant and the other with two 
small children. He stated this is somewhat different than the "drug 
dispensing" people who lived there previously. He concluded that it 
is not his intent to occupy this home at the present time. He stated 
his residence is at 14 Julies Walk, Halifax. ‘ 

Speakers in Opposition to this Application 
Frank Robichaud, 53 Lumsden Crescent advised that he built his home in 
I533 when the area was surrounded by trees. He noted that“ his 
occupany permit was for a single unit dwelling on that street: =‘He 
stated he could have picked an R-2 lot, if he had wanted to, but he 
delibertly stayed away from that part of the street. He stated there 
was no apartment in 52 Lumsden Crescent when it was constructed.
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Mr. Robichaud advised that the house was first sold to a couple from 
Woodbine Mobile Home Park with four or five children. 

Mr. Robichaud asked when in l976 the By-law was amended. Mr. Morgan 
advised that it was in late 1976, although he was not aware of an 
exact period of time. 
Mr. Robichaud advised that a Mr. Osher bought the house in July, 1976, 
took up vacancy in August, 1976, and rented the apartment in late 1976 
to a school teacher. Before that time, there was no apartment in that 
house. Mr. Osher built the basement apartment. 
Mr. Robichaud stated he fought against a basement apartment in this 
area in 1986. He stated he comes to the county often to fight a 
Zoning By-law which is enforced by the County. He stated the County 
is doing nothing about these basement apartments which are a violation 
of the zoning By-law. Also, both units are rented out now, which is 
even worse. He stated this is an injustice to the people who purchase 
homes on Lumsden Crescent because they are sold as single family 
dwellings. 
Mr. Robichaud concluded that the zones should remain R-1 in this area, 
as this is why many of the property owners purchased in that area. 
Questions from Council 
Councillor Macxay asked for clarification of the zoning at the time of 
purchase. Mr. Robichaud stated it was his understanding the R-l zone 
was applied in March, 1976. However, when he purchased his lot it was 
zoned R-1, single unit dwelling lot. However, in 1976 this changed. 
Mr. Robichaud questioned the legality of the change. 
Councillor Macxay stated it was his understanding that the land was 
unzoned until 1976. Mr. Robichaud stated when he picked his lot from 
the Nova Scotia Housing Commission it was shown as R-1 and he picked 
it very intentionally. He stated the three in Letter Carriers ?lus 
one also picked such lots. 
Councillor MacKay stated it is his understanding that at that time 
some areas of sackville which were unzoned by the County, but the Nova 
Scotia Housing Commission had given status to the lots for use as 
single or two unit dwellings. However, that had nothing to do with 
the County's designation. Councillor Macfiay clarified that Mr. Osher 
was not the first owner of the home. Mr. Robichaud stated the first 
owner could not meet the commitments with the Nova Scotia Housing 
Commission, so it was sold to Rene Genes for completion. At that 
-time, there was no basement apartment (1974). The next family to live 
there was from Woodbine with four boys. Mr. Osher then purchased the 
house in July, l976, moved in August, 1976, and the basement apartment 
was constructed and somebody moved in shortly afterwards (late 1976). 
When the school teacher left, the basement apartment was vacant for a 
"period of about one year. He noted that Mr. Osher has all of this 
information, but he does not want to get involved in this.
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Councillor Macltay emphasized the time of purchase of the home, the 
time when the basement apartment was constructed, and the fact that is 
was vacant for a period of one to 1 1/2 years. 
Councillor DeRoche clarified Mr. Robichaud lives directly across from 
the property in question and that he has been since he built his house 
in 1973. He also clarified that Mr. Robichaud was a letter carrier in 
Sackville. However, Mr. Robichaud noted that he did not deliver to 
his own street. He stated he makes his business to find out about the 
residential aspect of his street because he lives there, and he wants 
to protect the R—l zone. 
Gerrard Gallant, 45 Lumsden Crescent presented a petition to council 
in opposition to this rezoning. The petition took in 24 of the 38 
homes zoned R-1 on the street. The other 14 were not approached 
because they are may also contain illegal apartments or they may not 
have been home. Mr. Gallant noted that the petition contains 51 
signatures. He noted those homes that signed the petition on a map of 
the street on the overhead projector. 
Mr. Gallant noted there are 12 other residents on this street present 
to oppose this application. He stated he and the others do not 
believe the Municipal Planning Strategy for Sackville should be 
changed for the sake of one person's commercial venture. He referred 
to the staff report with regard to mixed uses in this neighbourhood. 
He stated although there is a mixture of uses on Lumsden Crescent, the 
rezoning of this unit will create a spot zone and a precedent for 
several other non-conforming properties in the area. He stated 
Council should not want to see this in such a residential area. 
Mr. Gallant continued that these extra units will place a strain on 
the already taxed services, and will only serve to further erode the 
residential environment. The eventual outcome of spot zoning could 
lead to the devaluation of individual properties in the neighbourhood, 
which no homeowner or taxpayer can afford. The majority of the 
homeowners on the street purchased their R-l zoned lots because they believed the area would stay that way. 
Mr. Gallant stated he moved from a very busy section of Sackville to 
Lumsden Crescent in 1986. It was only then that he became to 
appreciate the quiet and beautiful area this street was known for. He stated possible change of zoning for the lot in question and the 
possibilty of other property following suit, will only cause erosion 
of this peaceful setting. Therefore, the only way to pmotect the 
peace and serendity of the neighbourhood is to reject this 
application, as was the rejection of another such application on February 9, 1986. He stated the strongest disagreement the residents 
have to this rezoning is no owner-occupancy. He stated this could 
possibly lead to all types of trouble as experienced in previous 
years. He stated there have been ball parties which have resulted in 
the RCMP being summoned, beer bottles, unsightly premises, and extra vehicular traffic due to multi-family occupancy. '
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Mr. Gallant stated the use of a property in a residential area for the 
commercial gain of anybody, especially one who lives 20 miles away in 
the City. is unjustifiable. Also. the possible sale of this property 
as an R-2 property could lead to poor maintenance of the property. 

Mr. Gallant concluded by asking if any Councillor would appreciate 
their lots and their neighbourhoods being rezoned to accommodate 
rental enterprise. He stated he and the others he represents are here 
to represent their concern. He asked that Council support the 
petition and vote against this application. 

Questions from Council 
councillor Lichter asked if Mr. Gallant is familiar with the sackville 
Municipal Development Plan. Mr. Gallant indicated that he is not. He 
is only familiar with the present question. 
Councillor Lichter noted that Mr. Gallant referred to the plan, 
stating this rezoning would not be consistent with the Plan. He asked 
where it was not consistent. Mr. Gallant stated he did not have time 
to investigate this further. 
Councillor Lichter noted that the most important policy was referred 
to. He stated it is the intent of Council to protect the existing 
residential neighbourhood and future development. Mr. Gallant stated 
it was his understanding that the Plan was put into effect to keep the 
R-1 areas as is, and that future development would take into 
consideration various forms of development. However, the R-l zone is 
to be protected unless otherwise designated by the County. 
Jim Smith. 61 Lumsden Crescent advised that he has resided at this 
address for five years. He stated he likes a quiet area, he 
understands that people have to live, and that he is lucky enough to 
have his own children. He stated he knows the applicant, and he does 
not live on the street and he does not understand him as a person. 
Mr. smith stated when he moved to his house with a daughter and a son, 
the daughter has since died. He stated the Kinsmen Club at that time, 
offered to build an apartment for his daughter's use because she 
wanted a place of her own. He stated he did not built the apartment 
by himself. and he broke no laws. He stated he does not live out of 
the area, and he likes the neighbours he has met. 
Mr. Smith stated he does not understand how this all came about. but 
he does understand the democratic system. He stated when he looks at 
the R-2 zone on the other side of his fence he sees garbage piling 
higher and higher because multiple families live there. although they 
are allowed by law. He stated he has not been able to do anything 
about this. Now the street has cars parked on both sides. If this 
growing density continues, problems will continue. He stated he 
strenously objects to this application, although he is not opposed to 
the applicant.
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Questions from Council 
Councillor DeRoche clarified that there were two petitions with regard 
to this application. One which Mr. Smith signed in opposition and the 
other Mr. Pirie has indicated Mr. Smith is uncommitted. Mr. smith 
informed he only signed one petition — that indicating his opposition 
to this application. 
Warden Mackenzie expressed concern about the garbage piling up in the 
R-2 section of this area. Mr. Smith clarified that it is on the patio 
at the duplex behind his home. He stated the garbage is in full view 
of his own home, as well as the street. Warden MacKenzie asked that 
staff investigate this. 

Paula Goss, 44 Lumsden Crescent clarified that there are two Mr. 
Smith's involved in this street - one who just spoke and the other 
that she just purchased her home from. 
Mrs. Goss advised that she and her husband just purchased their home 3 
1/2 months ago, and they are expecting their first child next May. 
She stated they purchased their home because it was zoned R-1, and 
they were looking specifically for that. 
Mrs. Goss continued that in the 3 1/2 months she has lived there, she 
has witnessed many cars parking along the street because on driveway 
is trying to accommodate many vehicles. She stated she fears for her 
own children, as well as those of the neighbours. She stated there 
are many children from pre-school age to 12 years old in the area. 
she stated those renting properties do not have respect to the area 
and the children in the area as taxpayers do. Also making this 
property an R-2 Zone will increase/decrease the value of the home, but 
concern for the children in the main point. 

Questions from Council 
Councillor MacKay clarified that Mrs. Goss lives at 44 Lumsden 
Crescent. 

It was moved by Councillor Wiseman, seconded by Councillor MacKay: 
"THAT the application by Isobel Pirie to rezone the 
property at 52 Lumsden Crescent, Lower Sackville, 
from R~l (Single Unit Dwelling) zone to R-2 (Two Unit 
Dwelling) Zone be denied by Halifax County Council." 

Councillor Wiseman stated the intention of the Nova Scotia Housing 
Commission when it first put planning in place for Sackville was for 
mixed use. She stated on the original plans there was a mixture of 
two family and single family dwellings. she stated when she purchased 
her lot in 1971, she was also able to chose between an R-1 or a R-2 
lot. She stated it was very clear what the intention of the Housing 
Commission was for that area.



Public Hearings ~ 12- October 17, 1988 

Councillor Wiseman stated the intention of zoning is to give people 
the security of knowing when they purchase a home in an R-1 Zone that 
their quality of life will be protected. The intention of the plan 
was to provide support for the existing single unit residential 
environment. She referred to Policy P~29 whereby it shall be the 
intention of Council support the existing single unit residential 
environment with its associated community facility uses. She stated 
that a previous rezoning request in this regard was used as an 
indication that two unit dwelling may be considered by amendment to 
the zoning schedule provided that the preceeding criteria be met. She 
stated everytime such a spot rezoning is before Council, Council is 
faced with the same concerns. she stated the policy is so broad that 
every alleged illegal apartment can be considered to be not 
inconsistent. She stated she strongly objects to that. 
Councillor Wiseman continued that just 1 1/2 years ago these 
neighbours turned out to opposed another such rezoning request. She 
stated although that applicationw as rejected, that property continues 
to be rented as a two unit dwelling. She questioned if these people 
will continuously have to fight these applications, as there are far 
more illegal, basement apartments on the street. She expressed grave 
concern for those apartments, stating these residents should not have 
to fight this battle again. 
Councillor Wiseman stated it seems to be unfair that staff continues 
to recommend approval of these applications, when Policy P-20 refers 
specifically to future development in relation to a variety of 
housing. She suggested this policy be tightened up during the Plan 
Review Process. 
With regard to non—resident owners, Councillor Wiseman stated these 
people are only profit motivated, and the experience has been that 
these owners in general do not have the same proud property that 
resident homeowners have. She concluded that these people are willing 
to fight for their neighbourhood and to protect their investment in an 
R-1 zone. She asked that Council give those people their full support 
by rejecting this application. 
Councillor MacKay stated he agrees with the comments of Councillor 
Wiseman. He also stated it has not be made clear that the two unit 
dwelling was there prior to zoning in this area. He stated if this 
property is legal, non—conforming there will be no loss or gain to the 
owner. However, if it is not legal, non-conforming it should not be 
legalized. He stated in real estate, anyone is taking their chances: 
there is no guarantee that you will win or lose. With regard to 
property values, Councillor MacKay stated if all homes had the same 
features and facilities in the same conditions, but one was two unit 
and was single unit the values would be different and affects 
surrounding properties. 
Councillor MacKay stated the people in the immediate area have shown 
that they want to retain the R-1 Zone in the area, and Council should 
best represent those opinions. Therefore, he stated he would support 
the resolution.



Public Hearings - 13- October M. 1933 

Councillor Lichter stated he will support the motion. He noted there 
has been discussion for years about a solution for auxillary 
apartments to be owner-occupied. A number of recent plans supported 
that concept, but the Minister of Municipal Affairs have removed it 
from the plans: they have not allowed Halifax County to help those 
people in a reasonable manner. He stated if this application was for 
an owner-occupied two unit dwelling, he would have more sympathy: 
However, because that is not true and because it cannot be the case 
without persuading the Minister to support these instances, this 
application must be denied. 

MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 

ADJOURNMENT 
It was moved by Councillor DeRoche, seconded by Councillor Reid: 

“THAT these public hearings adjourn." 
MOTION CARRIED 

The public hearings adjourned at 8:50 p.m.
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