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August 4, 2005

ORIGIN

Request by ARW Developments Limited to:

. Amend the Dartmouth Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS) to enable consideration of a
multiple unit dwelling on Parcel B - Woodland Avenue by development agreement.
Partially discharge an existing development agreement for Block X - South Ridge Circle.
Rezone portions of Parcel B from R-1 to CDD and from CDD to R-1 and revise Schedule
V of the Dartmouth Land Use By-law (LUB) as shown on attached Map 2.

Permit a comprehensive residential development on Parcels B&C and a portion of Block X,
Woodland Avenue by development agreement.

RECOMMENDATION
t is recommended that Harbour East Community Council recommend that Regional Council:
1. Give First Reading to the proposed amendments to the Dartmouth MPS and LUB provided
in Attachment A and schedule a joint public hearing with Harbour East Community Council.

2. . Approve the amendments to the Dartmouth MPS and LUB provided in Attachment A.

It is further recommended that Harbour East Community Council:
1. Move Notice of Motion to consider the partial discharge of the existing development

agreement for Block X, South Ridge Circle, in Dartmouth by approving the discharging
agreement provided as Attachment B of this report;

2. Move Notice of Motion to consider the proposed development agreement, provided as
Attachment C, to permit a comprehensive residential development on Parcels B&C and a
portion of Block X, and schedule a joint public hearing with Regional Council;

3. Contingent upon the MPS and LUB amendments being approved by Regional Council and
becoming effective pursuant to the Municipal Government Act, approve the proposed
development agreement provided as Attachment C;

4. Require that the development agreement be signed and delivered within 120 days, or any
extension thereof granted by Council on request of the applicant, from the date of final
approval by Council and any other bodies as necessary, whichever is later; otherwise this
approval will be void and obligations arising hereunder shall be at an end.
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BACKGROUND

Proposal:

ARW Developments Ltd. wishes to develop a comprehensive residential development on
approximately 22 acres of land (referred to as Parcels B&C and a portion of Block X), located
northwest of Woodland Avenue East, in Dartmouth (See Map 1). As part of this project, the
applicant seeks to re-locate the site of a proposed multiple unit dwelling permitted under an existing
development agreement for Block X to an area several hundred feet southwest of its approved
location. The developer intends to construct a 44-unit, 4 storey condominium building at the new
location. The remainder of the site is proposed for single and semi-detached dwellings and public
park uses along an internal public street system as part of an application for development agreement.

In all, a total of 164 dwelling units are proposed comprising:

. 102 single unit dwellings;
. 18 semi-detached dwelling units; and
. a 44 unit multiple unit building.

The proposal includes approximately 1 acre of land previously conveyed to the Municipality for a
passive park/buffer as part of the existing development agreement for Block X. Real Property and
Asset Management has agreed to declare this property surplus and enter into a purchase and sale
agreement with the applicant.

A feature of this project includes the first natural gas-ready subdivision in HRM and additional
measures to bury secondary power lines (lines crossing street are underground). Plans describing the
proposed land uses, municipal service systems, open space and parkland dedications, are presented
as schedules to the development agreement provided as Attachment C of this report.

MPS Policies and Zoning:

Block X is designated Residential under the MPS and zoned CDD (Comprehensive Development
District). In 1996, a development agreement with Mount Cedar Developments Limited was approved
by the City of Dartmouth for Block X. The development agreement permits a range of housing types
including one apartment building containing up to 48 dwelling units. To date, Block X has not been
developed to completion.

Parcels B&C are designated Residential and zoned CDD (Comprehensive Development District)
with the exception of an 8 acre portion that was rezoned from CDD to R-1 (Single Family Dwelling)
Zone in 2003 to permit the development of a church (See Map 1). Currently, the MPS limits
residential development on Parcels B&C to single and two unit dwellings and townhouses.

The Dartmouth MPS identifies locations where comprehensive residential development projects may
proceed by development agreements subject to site-specific policy criteria. The MPS policies which
apply to Parcels B&C do not support the development of a multiple unit dwelling. Additionally, the
developer intends to locate the multiple unit dwelling on a portion of Parcel B zoned R-1 with access
obtained over lands zoned CDD. The proposal is not permitted under the R-1 Zone nor does CDD
policy for Parcel’s B&C support relocation of the multiple unit dwelling.
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MPS and LUB Amendments Requiring the Approval of Regional Council:

In order to consider a multiple unit dwelling at the proposed location, a site-specific MPS
amendment and rezoning to CDD is required. In 2004, Regional Council agreed to initiate a process
to consider amending the Dartmouth MPS and LUB to include a multiple unit dwelling within the
range of residential uses which-may be considered under the policies respecting a CDD for Parcels
B&C. The proposed MPS and LUB amendments necessary to enable consideration and development
of a multiple unit dwelling at the proposed location are provided in Attachment A and Map 2 of this
report.

The proposed amendments would see enabling policy for a development agreement and site specific
criteria incorporated into the Municipal Planning Strategy. A proposal to construct a multiple unit
dwelling must satisfactorily address such criteria. Issues to be addressed in these criteria include:

. Quality of development (architectural design)
. Density, building height

. Traffic flows/site access

. Neighbourhood interests

. Landscaping and amenity features

. Relationship to surrounding areas

Public Participation:

On April 1, 2004, Harbour East Community Council approved the formation of a Public Participation
Committee (PPC) for this project. The Committee’s mandate was to create a Concept Plan to guide
the development of Parcels B&C and Block X. The PPC held a series of meetings on the
development proposal and discussed various issues ranging from municipal servicing to the type of
uses permitted within the development. The Committee’s report has been submitted to Community
Council concurrently with this staff report.

The PPC discussed the proposed relocation of the multiple unit building at length. In general, the
Committee expressed concern relative to the history of multiple unit dwelling development in
Dartmouth and compatibility of multiple unit dwellings with other housing types. While a majority
of Committee members voted in favour of relocating the multiple unit dwelling from its currently
permitted location adjacent South Ridge Circle, the Committee uniformly opposes any future
proposals for additional multiple unit dwellings in Parcels B & C and Block X.

While concern about future additional multiple unit dwelling development in this area was expressed,
the Committee acknowledges the benefit of planning all parcels in a comprehensive manner and

finds merit in relocating the building to the proposed site.

In addition to the Public Participation Committee’s work, a neighbourhood information meeting was
held on October 21, 2004. The minutes of this meeting are included as Attachment D.

DISCUSSION

Site specific MPS amendments and policy reviews should generally only be considered where
circumstances related to policies of an MPS have changed significantly. In this instance, the proposed
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relocation of the multiple unit dwelling was not anticipated when the existing MPS policies
respecting a CDD for Parcels B&C were adopted.

It is staff’s opinion that the proposed MPS amendments have merit and should be approved for the
following reasons:

1. Improvement Over Existing Situation

An important objective of the CDD policies in the Dartmouth MPS is to create “comprehensive”
mixed residential developments. In accordance with the existing development agreement, an
apartment building may be developed on the remainder of Block X independently from Parcels B&C.
Pending permission to relocate the multiple unit dwelling, the applicant intends to develop both
Block X and Parcels B&C in a comprehensive manner. This will serve to effectively integrate the
proposed apartment site with low density uses proposed under this current application.

2. Replacing Multi-unit Stock with Multi-unit Stock
A multiple unit dwelling is currently permitted in accordance with the development agreement for

Block X. In staff’s view, relocating the multiple unit dwelling is consistent with the MPS objectives
to provide for mixed use residential development near this location. It is staff’s opinion that a well
designed, appropriately situated multi-unit building can integrate well with both the existing and
proposed residential development in this area.

3. Locational Advantages
The proposed siting of the building on Parcels B&C is an improvement over the currently approved

location due to its relative proximity to Woodland Avenue and the proposed church site. This
location is closer to the periphery of the proposed development for Parcels B&C, the existing
Lancaster Ridge Subdivision, the transit route on Lancaster Boulevard and South Ridge Circle. It is
recognized that higher density development typically has a higher traffic generation and need for
proximity to transit routes and should be located on or near principal streets.

Proposed Development Agreement for Consideration by Community Council:

Subject to the proposed MPS and LUB amendments being adopted by Regional Council, Harbour
East Community Council would be in a position to consider a development agreement to permit the
proposed residential subdivision. The criteria in Policy H 3-F (Attachment E) relative to any
proposed development of Parcel’s B&C and the remnants of Block X have been addressed in the
proposed development agreement provided as Attachment C of this report. The applicable policies
are appended to this report as Attachment A. A summary analysis of the development agreement
pursuant to these polices is as follows:

Overall Development:

. The layout for the proposed development, illustrated on Schedule C-1 of the proposed
development agreement, was thoroughly reviewed by the PPC. Similar or compatible
housing forms are located adjacent to one another and adequate separation distances and
buffers are provided between the proposed apartment building and adjacent uses.

. The proposed 4 storey apartment building is adjacent Woodland Avenue abutting a future
church site. This location provides a buffer from adjacent single unit dwellings and offers
locational advantages.
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Parks and Open Space:

Two neighbourhood parks, totalling 33,000 square feet and 20,000 square feet respectively,
are proposed at locations identified on Schedule C-1. The applicant has agreed to contribute
$60,000 towards the purchase of equipment for development of the parks.

The value of proceeds from the applicant’s acquisition of 1 acre of land previously conveyed
to the Municipality for a passive park/buffer as part of Block X will be directed towards the
future development of a community trail system around Martin Lake (Map 1). While this
additional parkland development opportunity is a direct result of this development proposal,
the transaction will be addressed outside of the parameters of the development agreement
in accordance with HRM real property transaction policies.

Approximately 1 acre of tree retention/passive parkland area with an average width of
approximately 20 feet will be retained by HRM as a buffer between existing residences on
South Ridge Circle and proposed single unit dwellings under this application.

Municipal Sewer and Water Services:

Schematics for proposed municipal services are illustrated on Schedule C-5 of the proposed
development agreement. An older sanitary sewer pumping station situated on South Ridge
Circle services existing development in the area. This will be decommissioned and replaced
by a new sanitary sewer pumping station situated within the public right-of-way of a
proposed public street near Woodland Avenue. No additional pumping stations are required.

Community concern has been expressed about standing water adjacent South Ridge Circle
accumulating during rain events resulting primarily from the Lancaster Ridge development.
This condition will be alleviated through a combination of new underground stormwater
services proposed in this development along with planned upgrades to the provincial culvert
system in the Highway 118 right-of-way. The applicant has taken precaution in the design
of these services to determine that underground services can be built without interfering with
an old growth pine tree in the passive park/tree retention area behind South Ridge Circle.

Transportation:

Existing traffic conditions (i.e. generation, speed, shortcutting) on Woodland Avenue and
Sea King Drive, etc. are matters of concern for area residents. The PPC reviewed this issue
relative to the proposed development and connections to Lancaster Boulevard and Argus
Drive. The Concept Plan attached to the proposed development agreement outlines the road
network recommended by the Committee.

The proposed internal street system will be connected via Lancaster Drive at the intersection
of Lancaster Drive with Sea King Drive at the location previously used to access a former
DND street (Cannon Crescent). A second access point will be from the top of South Ridge
Circle near the location previously approved by Council for Block X. The alignment of the
internal street system corresponds to the site’s topography and property configuration.

A Traffic Study conducted for the proposed road layout concludes that the effects of the
traffic generated or attracted to the site are minor and well within the capacity of the existing
road network. According to the traffic study and subsequent review by Traffic and
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Transportation Services, traffic generated by the proposed development should not
significantly impact the existing road network.

. The proposal includes a hierarchy of sidewalks and secondary walkways as illustrated in
Schedule C-3 of the attached development agreement with construction specifications
prescribed under clause 3.1.4.

Environmental Protection:

. Most of the ground and vegetation disturbance associated with the proposed development
will occur during the excavation and construction of the new public streets. As part of the
evaluation process for the development, the developer submitted an environmental protection
plan (see Schedule C-4 of the Agreement) which outlines general erosion and sediment
control and stormwater management approaches to be used for the development. The plan
was reviewed by the Dartmouth Lakes Advisory Board and HRM Engineering and no major
concerns have been identified. The proposed development agreement requires:

. a Subdivision Grading Plan and individual lot grading plans;

. detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Plan;

. detailed Stormwater Management Plan;

. a full time site supervisor during construction;

. lot stabilization and landscape requirements (placement of top soil); and
. security deposit.

Prior to the commencement of any site works on the property, HRM must approve the
Subdivision Grading Plan, Erosion & Sediment Control Plan and Stormwater Management
Plan for the development. As part of HRM’s review process, the above plans will also be
reviewed by the Dartmouth Lakes Advisory Board and the Provincial Department of
Environment.

. " To further minimize the impact of development on existing residential uses, the proposed
~development agreement requires the applicant to retain as much existing vegetation as
possible on the site, especially along the exterior boundary of the lands. Also, the agreement
requires the planting of street trees to improve the appearance of the development and to
minimize the amount of impervious surface.

CONCLUSION
The requested MPS amendment has merit as the relocation of the use represents an opportunity to
develop all lands in a comprehensive manner. The proposed development satisfactorily conforms to

the existing and proposed policies of the MPS.

Staff feels the proposal has merit and it is appropriate to approve the MPS and LUB amendments and
the proposed development agreement.
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BUDGET IMPLICATIONS:
None

FINANCIAL MANAGEMENT POLICIES/BUSINESS PL.AN:
This report complies with the Municipality's Multi-Year Financial Strategy, the approved Operating,
Capital and Reserve budgets, policies and procedures regarding withdrawals from the utilization of
Capital and Operating Reserves, as well as any relevant legislation.

ALTERNATIVES:

1. Regional Council may choose to approve the proposed amendments to the Municipal Planning
Strategy and Land Use By-law provided in Attachment A and Harbour East Community
Council may approve the development agreement provided in Attachment C. This is the
recommended course of action.

2. Regional Council may choose to refuse the requested amendments to the Municipal Planning
Strategy. A request to amend a Municipal Planning Strategy is completely at the discretion of
Council. A decision not to amend the MPS cannot be appealed. Should Regional Council not
adopt the proposed amendments to the Municipal Planning Strategy, the matter is at an end and
there is no action required of Harbour East Community Council.

3. Subject to adoption by Regional Council of the proposed MPS and LUB amendments, Harbour
East Community Council may choose to refuse the development agreement, and in doing so,
must provide reasons based on conflict with MPS Policy. Staff does not recommend this
alternative, as the proposed amendments to the MPS have been drafted to permit this
development agreement and the proposed development agreement is consistent with applicable
MPS policies.

4. Subject to adoption by Regional Council of the proposed MPS and LUB amendments, Harbour
East Community Council may choose to request modifications to the development agreement.
Such modifications may require further negotiations with the developer. This alternative is not
recommended as the attached agreement is consistent with MPS policies proposed to be adopted
by Regional Council to allow this development.

ATTACHMENTS:

Map 1: Location, Zoning and Notification Area

Map 2: Amendments to Schedule V: Schedule V: Lands Subject to a DA
Attachment A: Proposed Amendments to the Dartmouth Municipal Planning Strategy
Attachment B: Proposed Discharging Agreement

Attachment C: Development Agreement with:

Schedule C-1: Concept Plan

Schedule C-2: Natural Gas and Power Servicing Schematic

Schedule C-3: Sidewalk Plan, Tree Retention and Street Tree
Layout

Schedule C-4: Stormwater Management and Erosion
Sedimentation Control
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Schedule C-5: Sanitary and Water Servicing Plan

Schedule C-6: Multiple Unit Dwelling Site Plan

Schedule C-7: Multiple Unit Dwelling Concept Elevation
Schedule C-8: Typical Single Family Dwelling Elevation

Schedule C-9: Typical R1M (Smaller Lot) Single Family Dwelling

Elevation
Schedule C-10: Typical Semi-Detached Elevation
Attachment D: Minutes of the October 21, 2004 Public Information Meeting
Attachment E: Extracts from the Dartmouth Municipal Planning Strategy

Attachment F: MPS Policy IP-1c

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http:/www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/cagenda.html
then choose the appropriate meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 490-
4210, or Fax 490-4208.

Report Prepared by: . John MacPherson, Planner, 490-5719
\ W N v at
Financial Review: /oan Broussard, Financial Consultant
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Attachment A

Proposed Amendments to the Dartmouth Municipal Planning Strategy
The Municipal Planning Strategy for Dartmouth is hereby amended by:
1. Replacing the heading following Policy H-3F with the following heading:
Canada Lands Parcels “B” and “C”and remainder of Block X - Woodland Avenue East
2. Inserting the following after the words “Parcels “B” and “C” in Policy H-3F:
and the remainder of Block X
3. Replacing Policy H-3F (a) with:

(a) the overall density of development shall not exceed 8 units per acre, including the multiple
unit dwelling;

4. Replacing Policy H-3F (b) with:

(b) the general mix of housing units shall, on the completion of development, contain a
multiple unit dwelling with a maximum of 44 units, minimum of 50 percent lots which are
sized as standard R-1 (Single Family Residential), R-1M (Single Family Modified
Residential), and R-2 (Two Family Residential) lots according to the provisions of the land
use bylaw. R-1M lots shall not comprise more than 15 percent of the total housing mix and
up to 50 percent of lots or dwelling units (if not freehold lots) may contain town house
units, according to the provisions of the land use bylaw;

5. Replacing Policy H-3F(c) with:

(c) the minimum lot size for a R-1M lot, as referred to in clause (b) above, shall be 40 feet of
frontage and 4000 square feet of lot area. Notwithstanding, a maximum of 50% of R-1M
lots may be reduced to 30 feet of frontage.

5. Adding the following after Policy H-3F(e):

(f) the multiple unit dwelling, as referred to in clause (b) above, shall be generally located on
Parcel B on the portion of the development parcel adjacent to Woodland Avenue.
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Attachment B
Discharging Agreement
THIS DISCHARGING AGREEMENT MADETHIS DAY OF A.D., 2005.
BETWEEN:

ARW DEVELOPMENTS LTD.
(hereinafter called the "Developer™)

OF THE FIRST PART
-and -

HALIFAX REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY,
a body corporate, in the County of Halifax, Province of Nova Scotia
(hereinafter called the "Municipality™)

OF THE SECOND PART

WHEREAS the Developer is the registered owner of certain lands located within Dartmouth,
and which said Lands are more particularly described in Schedule “A” to this Agreement and

referenced as the remaining undeveloped lands of Block X, South Ridge Circle (hereinafter
called the “Lands”);

AND WHEREAS the Municipality entered into a development agreement with the Developer
which was recorded at the Registry of Deeds in Halifax on April 2, 1996 as Document Number
12029 in Book Number 5854 at Pages 875 (the said development agreement, hereinafter

referred to as "the Agreement");

THEREFORE at the request of the property owner, the Parties agree to discharge the Property
from the Agreement in part; and which said Lands to be discharged are more particularly
described in Schedule “A-1" to this Agreement;

AND WHEREAS, pursuant to the procedures and requirements contained in the Municipal
Government Act, the Harbour East Community Council approved this request at a

meeting held on October, 2005;
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WITNESS that in consideration of the sum of one dollar ($1.00) now paid by the Developer to
the Municipality (the receipt of which is hereby acknowledged), it is agreed that the Property is
hereby discharged from the Agreement.

WITNESS that this Agreement, made in triplicate, was properly executed by the respective
Parties on this day of , AD., 2005.

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED ) ARW DEVELOPMENTS LTD.

in the presence of

Per: ) Per:
) Per:

SEALED, DELIVERED AND )
ATTESTED to by the proper )
signing officers of Halifax Regional ) HALIFAX REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
Municipality duly authorized )
in that behalf in the presence ) Per:
of ) MAYOR

‘ )
Per: ) Per:

) MUNICIPAL CLERK
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Attachment C
THIS AGREEMENT made this ___dayof , 2005
BETWEEN:

ARW DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED
(hereinafter called the “Developer”)
OF THE FIRST PART

-and-

HALIFAX REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
a body corporate, in the County of
Halifax, Province of Nova Scotia

(hereinafter called the "Municipality")

OF THE SECOND PART

WHEREAS the Developer is the registered owner of certain lands bound by Woodland
Avenue, Lancaster Boulevard, Argus Drive and South Ridge Circle in Dartmouth, Nova Scotia and
which said Lands are more particularly described in Schedule "A" to this Agreement (hereinafter

called the “Lands”);

AND WHEREAS the Developer has requested that the Municipality enter into a development
agreeitient to allow for the construction of a mixed use development, consisting of residential and
commercial uses, on the Lands pursuant to the provisions of the Municipal Government Act and the

Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use By-law for Dartmouth,

AND WHEREAS the Harbour East Community Council approved this request at a meeting held
on , 2005 referenced as Municipal Case Number 00584;

THEREFORE in consideration of the benefits accrued to each party from the covenants herein

contained, the Parties agree as follows:
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PART 1: DEFINITIONS AND AGREEMENT

In this Agreement, unless the context otherwise requires:

(a) “Community Council” means the Harbour East Community Council of the Municipality.
(b)  “Developer” means ARW Developments Limited, it’s successors and assigns.
(©) “Development Engineer” means any person designated by the Municipality to grant

approvals for the design, construction and acceptance of municipal service systems .

(d) “Development Officer” means a person appointed by Regional Council to administer the
Land Use and Subdivision By-laws and the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

(e) “Land Use By-Law” means the Dartmouth Land Use By-law, as amended from time to time.

® “Municipal Service Systems Manual” means the document containing the design guidelines,
standard details and automated drafting procedures for municipal service systems adopted
by the Regional Council for the Municipality, as amended from time to time.

(g)  “Parkland Planner” means a person designated by the Municipality to make
recommendations to the Development Officer regarding the acceptance of parkland and open
space dedications to the Municipality.

(h)  “Subdivision By-law” means the Dartmouth Subdivision By-Law as amended from time to
time.

1.1.2  The following Schedules shall form part of this Agreement:

The Developer shall develop and use the Lands in conformance with the site plans, design drawings,
renderings and supporting technical documents, attached as the following Schedules to this
Agreement:

Legal Description Schedule A: Legal Description
Concept Plans Schedule C-1: Concept Plan
Schedule C-2: Natural Gas and Power Servicing Schematic
Schedule C-3: Sidewalk Plan, Tree Retention and Street Tree
Layout
Schedule C-4: Stormwater Management and Erosion
Sedimentation Control
Schedule C-5: Sanitary and Water Servicing Plan
Schedule C-6: Multiple Unit Dwelling Site Plan
Schedule C-7: Multiple Unit Dwelling Concept Elevation
Schedule C-8: Typical Single Family Dwelling Elevation
Schedule C-9: Typical RIM (Smaller Lot) Single Family Dwelling
Elevation
Schedule C-10: Typical Semi-Detached Elevation
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1.1.3 OVERALL CONCEPT PLAN

(a)  The Municipality acknowledges that the design of the Lands, as illustrated in
Schedule “C-1" forms the general intent of the CDD for Woodland Avenue, Parcels
B&C and remnants of Block X.

(b)  The Municipality agrees that the Lands may be subdivided and developed in
accordance with and subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement and the
Developer agrees that the Lands shall only be subdivided and developed in
accordance with and subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

PART 2: GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND ADMINISTRATION

2.1.1 Except as otherwise provided for herein, the subdivision and development of the Lands shall
comply with the requirements of the Lands Use By-law and the Subdivision By-law.

2.2.2 Nothing in this Agreement shall exempt or be taken to exempt the Developer, lot owner or
any other person from complying with the requirements of any by-law of the Municipality
applicable to the Lands (other than the Land Use By-law and Subdivision By-law to the
extent varied by this Agreement), or any statute or regulation of the Province of Nova Scotia,
and the Developer or the lot owner agrees to observe and comply with all such laws, by-laws
and regulations in connection with the development and use of the Lands.

2.3.3 Where the provisions of this Agreement conflict with those of any by-law of the Municipality
applicable to the Lands (other than the Land Use By-law and Subdivision By-law to the
extent varied by this Agreement) or any provincial or federal statute or regulation, the higher
or more stringent requirements shall prevail.

2.4.4. The Developer and each lot owner shall be responsible for all costs, expenses, liabilities and
obligations imposed under or incurred in order to satisfy the terms of this Agreement and all
~federal, provincial or municipal regulations, by-laws or codes applicable to any lands owned

by the Developer or lot owner.

2.5.5 The provisions of this Agreement are severable from one another and the invalidity or
unenforceability of one provision shall not affect the validity or enforceability of any other
provision.

PART 3: SUBDIVISION OF THE LANDS
3.1.1 Unless otherwise acceptable to the Development Officer, subdivision applications shall be
submitted to the Development Officer in accordance with the concept plan presented as

Schedule C-1 and the Development Officer shall grant subdivision approvals subject to and
in accordance with the following terms and conditions:
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3.1.2 Environmental Protection:

(@) A stormwater, erosion and sedimentation control plan has been prepared by a professional
engineer and reviewed by Dartmouth Lakes Advisory Board. Prior to the commencement of
any site works on the Lands, the Developer shall obtain a recommendation of approval from
the Development Engineer for a detailed erosion and sedimentation control plan which
addresses the following:

@) how ground disturbance will be restricted to areas where structures and roads will
exist when construction is complete;

(i)  which vegetation will be protected, marked, and preserved by using construction
techniques that minimize soil compaction and damage to tree roots;

(iii)  how the construction project will be phased to minimize the extent and length of soil
exposure;

(iv)  where slopes equal to or greater than fifteen percent (15%) have been identified, the
specific means by which any grade alterations will be undertaken;

(v) how the opportunity for erosion will be limited through sequencing of construction
activities; and

(vi)  which erosion and sediment controls will be utilized, where they will be located, the
timing of installation (before construction begins), the inclusion of drainage controls
up-slope of the construction site; inspection and monitoring, and timing of removal
(after the entire site has been stabilized);

(b)  Thestormwater management and erosion and sedimentation control plan shall conform with:
1) the schematics presented on Schedule C-4;
~(ii)  the requirements of the Nova Scotia Department of the Environment and the
Municipal Service Systems Manual;

(c) The Developer agrees to undertake all construction activities in accordance with the
stormwater, erosion and sedimentation control plan, unless otherwise directed by the Nova
Scotia Department of the Environment and Labour and also agrees to assume sole
responsibility for compliance with all environmental regulations of the Nova Scotia
Department of the Environment and Labour. A security deposit in the amount of twenty
thousand dollars ($20,000.00) per phase shall be provided by the Developer in the form
acceptable to the Municipality. If the developer undertakes all phases simultaneously, the
total security deposit shall be $50,000. The deposit shall be provided prior to the
commencement of any clearing and grubbing, and may be transferred from phase to phase
as development proceeds. The Municipality may use the deposit to remedy any and all
environmental problems that may result from development of the Lands. The developer shall
be responsible for all costs in this regard exceeding twenty thousand dollars ($20,000.00).
The security deposit or the unused portion of the security deposit shall be returned to the
Developer once any environmental problems that result from non-compliance with this
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(d)

(©

®

3.1.3

R

Agreement are remedied or where no environmental problems have resulted, upon
acceptance of the primary and secondary services by the Municipality;

The Developer agrees to provide full-time site supervision during the full construction
sequence of each Phase to ensure that environmental protection measures are properly
implemented and maintained.

Landscaping of individual lots, including the placement of top soil and sod, shall occur only
during dry weather and shall be completed within two days of top soil being deposited on the
individual lot. Top soil shall be placed on the lot, not the street. Temporary stabilization or
covering of exposed top soil is mandatory in the event of rainfall during the aforementioned
two day period. Excess top soil must be removed from the site or permanently stabilized.

Pursuant to section 3.1.2 (e), no occupancy permit shall be issued unless the entire lot is
either fully stabilized with sod or is temporarily stabilized and maintained with a covering
of plastic or other such measures as determined and approved by the Development Officer,
in consultation with the Development Engineer. Any temporary stabilization of the lot shall
be replaced with final landscaping (top soil and sod, etc.) within 9 months of the issuance of
the occupancy permit. The owner of the lot shall be responsible for ensuring that any
temporary stabilization materials are replaced and/or maintained on an as-required basis to
ensure that exposed soil is adequately stabilized at all times.

Subdivision Grading Plans:

Prior to the commencement of any site works on the Lands, the Developer shall obtain a
recommendation of approval by the Development Engineer for a detailed Subdivision
Grading Plan for the phase of development for which subdivision approval is sought. The
Subdivision Grading Plan shall delineate non-disturbance boundaries for all lots, and the
Developer shall be responsible for ensuring that individual house plans and building pads
minimize the amount of site disturbance on each lot;

The Developer shall prepare detailed individual lot grading plans, which shall comply with
the Subdivision Grading Plan. Modifications to the site grading and proposed finished
elevations, as indicated on the Plan, may be approved by the Development Engineer,
provided such modifications further the intent of this Agreement. The Developer shall
provide written conformation of compliance that the lot grading has been completed
according to the plans, and where it is determined that any lot grading has not been properly
carried out, remedial or corrective measures shall be immediately carried out by the
Developer at its cost. It shall further be the responsibility of the Developer to ensure that
contractors and home purchasers are aware of the lot grading plans and site non-disturbance
areas;

3.1.4 Municipal Service Specifications - Streets and Pedestrian Facilities

(a)

The street network shall be developed as generally shown on Schedule C-1 , notwithstanding
the requirements of the Municipal Service System Specifications unless otherwise required
by the Development Engineer. All street construction shall satisfy Municipal Service Systems
Specifications unless otherwise provided for in this Agreement and shall receive written
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(b)

©)

(d)

(e)

63)

(8)

(h)

approval from the Development Engineer prior to undertaking the work. The Development
Officer, in consultation with the Development Engineer, may give consideration to minor
incidental changes to the street network, provided the modifications serve to maintain or
enhance the intent of this Agreement.

The Developer agrees, at its own expense to submit to the Development Officer a set of
detailed engineering plans demonstrating the proposed internal road system of each Phase.
Engineering plans shall be prepared by a Professional Engineer. No Lot Grading Permit shall
be issued until the Development Officer receives written confirmation of the Development
Engineer’s satisfaction with the adequacy of the internal road system to provide safe access
and egress to all public roads and for emergency vehicles and adheres to the Municipal
Service Systems Specifications unless otherwise specified in this agreement.

The Developer shall construct temporary cul-de-sacs at the end of dead-end streets until such
time as the next phase of development is complete. An unpaved temporary cul-de-sac may
be permitted, at the discretion of the Development Engineer, for a time frame no longer than
24 (twenty-four) months provided a security is issued to the Municipality in the amount of
120 per cent of the estimated cost of completion of the temporary cul-de-sac. The estimated
cost shall include necessary repair work, materials and paving of a temporary turning circle
or cul-de-sac. The security shall be in favour of the Municipality and may be in the form of
acertified cheque or irrevocable letter or credit issued by a chartered bank. The security shall
be returned to the Developers only upon completion of the road as illustrated by Schedule C-
3 and described herein and as approved by the Development Officer.

The alignment and configuration of street rights-of-way shall substantially conform with the
alignment and configurations presented on Schedule C-1;

Sidewalks, primary and secondary walkways, shall be constructed at the locations illustrated

on Schedule C-3. The geometric design and construction standards of sidewalks and

walkways shall conform with the Municipal Service Systems Manual, unless otherwise
. acceptable to the Development Engineer.

Unless otherwise permitted by the Development Engineer, temporary turning bulbs shall be
provided at the end of each Phase (if applicable);

Road reserves and associated services shall be extended to adjacent property lines as required
in the Municipal Service Systems Manual;

The Developer shall construct three (3) pedestrian walkway corridors. Walkways shall be
constructed at the locations illustrated on Schedule C-3 or as determined by the Development
Officer in consultation with the Development Engineer, HRM Parkland Planning Division
and HRM Traffic and Transportation Services prior to the approval of the subdivision plan.
Each walkway shall connect to the proposed public street as follows:

(i) awalkway corridor, constructed in accordance with municipal services specifications
in consultation with the Development Engineer, shall connect to Park 1, via the two
proposed streets as generally illustrated on Schedule C-3. The walkway surface shall
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be asphalt unless an alternative permeable material is determined acceptable by the
Development Engineer in consultation with the Parkland Planning division. The
walkway shall be fenced with chainlink on either side for the purpose of preventing
access to the proposed residential properties illustrated on Schedule C-1.

(i)  awalkway corridor, constructed in accordance with municipal services specifications
in consultation with the Development Engineer, shall connect to Park 2, via the two
proposed streets as generally illustrated on Schedule C-3. The walkway surface shall
be asphalt unless an alternative permeable material is determined acceptable by the
Development Engineer in consultation with the Parkland Planning division. The
walkway shall be fenced in chainlink on either side for the purpose of preventing
access to the proposed residential properties illustrated on Schedule C-1.

(iii))  awalkway corridor, constructed in accordance with municipal services specifications
in consultation with the Development Engineer, shall connect the proposed street to
Argus Drive as generally illustrated on Schedule C-3. The walkway surface shall be
asphalt unless an alternative permeable material is determined acceptable by the
Development Engineer in consultation with the Parkland Planning division. The
walkway shall be fenced in chain link on either side for the purpose of preventing
access to the existing and proposed residential properties illustrated on Schedule C-1.

3.1.5 Municipal Service Specifications - Municipal Water, Storm and Sanitary System

(2)

(b)

(©

(d)

Prior to development of the first phase, the Developer agrees to submit, at its own expense,
to the Development Officer and the Halifax Regional Water Commission, a Technical
Servicing Report and a set of detailed engineering plans. The Technical Servicing Report
shall detail and provide the technical support for the proposed phasing and servicing
arrangements under interim and ultimate development scenarios.

The Developer agrees to design and construct, at its own expense, the water supply and

Ldistribution system in accordance with specifications of the Halifax Regional Water

Commission in accordance with the servicing plan illustrated as Schedule “C-5” of this
Agreement and the Design Servicing/Phasing Plan as approved by the Halifax Regional
Water Commission.

The Developer agrees to design and construct the storm and sanitary system in accordance
with the Stormwater Management Plan and the Sanitary Servicing Plans illustrated by
Schedule C-4 and Schedule C-5 of this Agreement and in conformance with the design and
construction standards of the Municipal Service Systems Manual, unless otherwise
acceptable to the Development Engineer.

Any stormwater management facility proposed within any “Parkland”area as identified on
Schedule “C-1” shall be reviewed and approved by Parkland Planning and Development
Division prior to approval being granted by the Development Officer upon direction from the
Development Engineer. The Developer agrees that such facility shall be designed and
constructed in a manner which is consistent and compatible with the public use of the area.
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()  Where storm and sanitary infrastructure is proposed outside of a street right of way, adequate
width for easements, as determined by the Development Engineer, shall be provided for
maintenance purposes and the infrastructure shall be readily accessible.

® The Developer is responsible to decommission the existing pump station on South Ridge
Circle, redirecting the sanitary flows to the proposed pump station as shown on Schedule C-5
(Sanitary and Water Servicing). This work shall be completed prior to acceptance of the
proposed pump station and associated primary services in that Phase or at the discretion of
the Development Officer in consultation with the Development Engineer.

3.1.6 Municipal Service Specifications -General

(a) The Developer shall be responsible for securing all applicable approvals associated with the
on-site and off-site servicing systems required to accommodate the development, including
street intersection improvements, streets, sidewalks, sanitary sewer system, water supply
system, storm water sewer and drainage system, and utilities, as generally illustrated by the
Schedules attached hereto. Notwithstanding such schedules, all approvals shall be obtained
in accordance with all applicable by-laws, standards, policies and regulations (unless
otherwise specifically varied by this Agreement) of the Municipality, the Halifax Regional
Water Commission, and all other applicable approval agencies. All costs associated with the
supply and installation of all servicing systems and utilities shall be the responsibility of the
Developer.

(b)  Based on the foregoing, the following variances to the Municipal Service Systems
Specifications have been agreed to and shall be permitted:

1) sidewalk on one side of all streets constructed as illustrated on the attached
Schedules of this Agreement. The final placement (side of street) and design of
the sidewalks shall be determined by the Development Officer, in consultation
with the Development Engineer, prior to final approval;

‘(ii) the maximum number of cul-de-sacs shall be limited to two, as illustrated on the
attached Schedule C-1 of this Agreement.

©) Final subdivision approval shall not be granted on the Land or any portion thereof, until all
primary services (defined as sanitary sewer, storm sewer, water system and hydrants, sewer
and water service laterals to the property line, surface drainage , curb and gutter with base,
roadway with sub-base, base and lift of asphalt, street signs, underground electrical services,
underground gas and parkland have been completed.

(d) No Municipal Building Permit shall be issued until all secondary services (defined as
sidewalk with base, walkways with base and approval surface, above ground electrical
services, sodding and trees within the street lines) or acceptable primary services are
completed except that a Building Permit may, at the discretion of the Municipality, be issued
subject to security being provided to the Municipality in the amount of 120 per cent of the
estimated cost of completion of all outstanding work. The security shall be in favour of the
Municipality and may be in the form of a certified cheque or irrevocable, automatically

r\reports\PlanAmendments\Dartmouth\00584



MPS amendment -20 - Harbour East Community Council
Case 00584 August 4, 2005

(e)

®

)]

®

(M)

0)

(k)

renewable letter of credit in the Municipality’s name issued by a chartered bank. The security
shall be returned to the Developer only upon completion of all work, as described herein and
illustrated on the Schedules, and as approved by the Municipality. If outstanding work is not
completed within one year from the date of the certified cheque or irrevocable, automatically
renewable letter of credit, the Municipality may cash the cheque or letter of credit for the
amount owning to complete the outstanding work and complete the necessary work. No
municipal Occupancy Permit shall be issued until primary services have been accepted.

Any disturbance to existing off-site infrastructure resulting from the development, including
but not limited to, streets, sidewalks, curbs and gutters, landscaped areas and utilities, shall
be the responsibility of the Developer, and shall be reinstated, removed, replaced by the
Developer as directed by the Development Officer, in consultation with the Development
Engineer.

All secondary electrical service to all properties shall be underground installation where
feasible, unless otherwise permitted by the Development Officer, in consultation with a
Planner.

If primary electrical, telephone and cable services are installed underground, the Developer
shall be permitted to install ornamental light poles for street lighting. This street lighting
shall have the ballast in the fixture, meet the illumination standards in the Municipal Service
Systems Specifications and shall be approved by the Development Officer in consultation
with the Development Engineer.

The Developer shall not commence clearing, excavation and blasting activities required for
the installation of municipal services and road construction in association with a subdivision
prior to receiving final approval of the subdivision design.

For the multiple unit dwelling, bonding for the completion of outstanding on-site paving and
landscaping work (at the time of issuance of the first occupancy permit) may be permitted.
.Such bonding shall consist of a security deposit in the amount of 120 per cent of the
estimated cost to complete the work. The security shall be in favour of the Municipality and
may be in the form of a certified cheque or irrevocable, automatically renewable letter of
credit issued by a chartered bank. The security shall be returned to the Developer when all
outstanding work is satisfactorily completed. If outstanding work is not completed within
one year from the date of the certified cheque or irrevocable, automatically renewable letter
of credit, the Municipality may cash the cheque or letter of credit for the amount owning to
complete the outstanding work and complete the necessary work.

The Developer shall install street trees on both sides of the public street within the
development, at a maximum spacing of 40 feet. Species, sizes and planting details/schedule
shall be determined at the time of subdivision approval for the applicable Phase. The
Development Officer may permit the retention of existing trees in replacement of new street
trees if, in the opinion of the Development Officer, that such action enhances the streetscape.

Notwithstanding 3.1.6(j), the number and spacing of street trees may be altered at the
discretion of the Development Officer, in consultation with the Development Engineer on
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3.1.7

the side of street containing the utility corridor if it is demonstrated that the right-of-way can
not accommodate trees without posing a hazard to essential utilities of gas, power, etc. Such
street trees shall be installed at alternative locations in the subdivision (i.e. Parkland, tree
retention area or opposite side of street, etc.) that in the opinion of the Development Officer
results in no net loss of street trees otherwise required by 3.1.6(j).

Lot Layout:

(a)

The number, density, configuration and dimensions of lots shall generally conform
with Schedule C-1 and shall conform with the following requirements:

®
(i)

(iif)

@iv)

v)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

the overall density of development shall not exceed 8 units per acre;

the general mix of housing units shall, on the completion of development,
contain a minimum of 50 percent lots which are sized as standard R-1 (Single
Family Residential), R-1 M (Single Family Modified Residential), and R-2
(Two Family Residential) lots. R-1 M lots shall not comprise more than 15
percent of the total housing mix. In addition, a multiple unit dwelling
containing a maximum of 44 units shall be permitted.

the R-2 units, as referred to in clause (ii) above, shall generally be located on
the portion of the development parcel adjacent to Woodland Avenue;

the multiple unit dwelling, as referred to in clause (ii) above, shall generally
be located on the portion of the development parcel adjacent to Woodland
Avenue as indicated on Schedule C-1;

lots intended for standard R-1 single family dwelling units shall have a
minimum lot frontage of fifty (50) feet or thirty (30) feet on the outside of a
curve or portion thereof and a minimum lot area of 5,000 square feet;

lots intended for R-1M single family dwelling units shall have a minimum lot
frontage of forty (40) feet or twenty-five (25) feet on the outside of a curve or
portion thereof and a minimum lot area of 4,000 square feet.
Notwithstanding, a maximum of 50% of R-1M lots may have a reduced lot
frontage minimum of 30 feet to a maximum total of 6 lots.

the lot intended for the multiple unit dwelling shall have a minimum lot
frontage of one hundred (100) feet or sixty (60) feet on the outside of a curve
or portion thereof and shall have a minimum lot area of fifty thousand
(50,000) square feet; '

The lot intended for the multiple unit dwelling shall conform with the
requirements of the R-3 Zone of the Land Use By-law. No additional multiple
unit dwellings shall be permitted within the Lands.

r\reports\PlanAmendments\Dartmouth\00584



MPS amendment -22- Harbour East Community Council
Case 00584 August 4, 2005

3.1.8 Parks and Open Space:

(2)

(b)

(©

(d)

(©)

The Developer shall provide a minimum of 2 neighbourhood parks, as per HRM Parkland
Planning Guidelines except as may be varied by this Agreement., within the development,
as generally illustrated on Schedule C-1 as “Park 1 and Park 2".

Municipal Open Space and Parkland dedications shall substantially conform with the
locations and dimensions illustrated on Schedule C-1 and any improvements required to
make such dedications usable, as recommended by the Parkland Planner, shall be undertaken
as a condition of acceptance. The precise location and dimensions of the park shall be
finalized at the subdivision approval stage;

Prior to undertaking any work on either of the neighbourhood parks, the developer shall
submit a site grading plan and site development plan to the Development Officer. With the
approval of the Development Officer, in consultation with Parkland Planning Division, the
parks as shown on Schedule C-1 shall be levelled to subgrade elevation. Material from the
site may be used to the extent that it is available. The park shall not be accepted by the
Municipality until the site grading and landscaping (as approved by the Development Officer
in consultation with Parkland Planning Division) has been completed and all required
fencing, as specified in Section 3.1.8(d) and 3.1.8(e), has been installed.

Neighbourhood Park 1 shown on Schedule C-1 shall:
(i) have a minimum area of thirty thousand (30,000) square feet;
(it)  have a minimum contiguous street frontage of sixty (60) feet; and

(iii)  be graded, stabilized and landscaped so as to prevent erosion and otherwise
be suitable for playground equipment and recreational use;

- (iv)  be conveyed to the Municipality concurrently with the phase for which

subdivision approval is sought;

(v)  install a chainlink fence along three sides of the neighbourhood park and the
Developer shall receive approval of the location, colour and height of fence
from the Development Officer, in consultation with HRM Parkland Planning
Division, prior to construction;

Neighbourhood Park 2 shown on Schedule C-1 shall:
(1) have a minimum area of fifteen thousand (15,000) square feet;

(i)  have a minimum contiguous street frontage of sixty (60) feet; and

(iii)  be graded, stabilized and landscaped so as to prevent erosion and otherwise
be suitable for playground equipment and recreational use;
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®

()

(b)

®

(iv)  be conveyed to the Municipality concurrently with the phase for which
subdivision approval is sought;

(v)  have the existing stand of trees retained in good condition.

(vi) install a chainlink fence along two sides of the neighbourhood park and the
Developer shall receive approval of the location, colour and height of fence
from the Development Officer, in consultation with HRM Parkland Planning
Division, prior to construction;

The Developer shall provide a total of sixty thousand dollars ($60,000) to the Municipality
towards the cost of play equipment or other recreational facilities on either Park 1 or Park 2
or combination thereof subject to this agreement and at the time the first parkland dedication
is conveyed to the Municipality. The type of facilities for the park shall be determined by
HRM Parkland Planning Division, in consultation with existing residents in the area and the
new residents from the development.

All “Parkland” and “Open Space” parcels shall remain in their natural state, undisturbed
unless site preparation is required as specified in this Agreement or as approved by HRM
Parkland Planning, and the Development Engineer if necessary. If disturbance does occur
without the necessary approvals, the Developer shall, at its own expense, reinstate the area
upon the direction of the Development Officer, in consultation with Parkland Planning and
Development Division.

The Developer agrees that the “Parkland” and “Open Space” site preparation and
development as described in this Section shall be completed in conjunction with the final
subdivision approval for the portion of the streets on which the identified parcel has frontage
unless otherwise stated by the Development Officer, in consultation with HRM Parkland
Planning and Development Division. Final subdivision approval shall not be granted for the
Lands within the relevant phase or portion thereof until all Neighbourhood Park(s) and Open
Space parcels within the relevant phase or portion thereof have been developed and accepted
by the Municipality, except that the Municipality may, at its discretion, issue final approval
subject to security being provided to the Municipality in the amount of 120 per cent of the
estimated cost of completion of all outstanding work. The security shall be in favour of the
Municipality and may be in the form of a certified cheque or irrevocable, automatically
renewable letter of credit in the Municipality’s name issued by a chartered bank. The security
shall be returned to the Developer only upon completion of all work, as described herein and
illustrated on the Schedules, and as approved by the Municipality. If outstanding work is not
completed within one year from the date of the certified cheque or irrevocable, automatically
renewable letter of credit, the Municipality may cash the cheque or letter of credit for the
amount owning to complete the outstanding work and complete the necessary work.

The Developer may place excess fill generated from construction of the development onto
the parcels designated as “Park” for the sole purpose of site preparation. This shall not
commence until a grading plan has been approved by the Development Officer acting on the
advice the HRM Parkland Planning and Development Division and the Developer Engineer.
The grading plan shall be submitted at the time of subdivision approval and indicate the
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Maximum Building Height:

Required Parking:

30 feet (from average finished grade to the top of cornice)

A minimum of 2 spaces per dwelling unit shall be provided.
The driveway width shall not exceed 33% of the front yard
width, except that 40% shall be the maximum where there
are existing trees retained within the front yard.

4.1.2 No municipal development permit shall be granted for any R-1M single unit dwelling
except in accordance with the following:

Location:

. Minimum Lot Area:

Minimum Lot Frontage:

Minimum Front

Flankage Yard:

Minimum Side Yards:

R

Minimum Rear Yard:

Maximum Lot Coverage
Maximum Building Height:

Required Parking:
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Single Unit Dwellings (R-1M) shall be located as generally
shown on Schedule C-1.

4,000 square feet.

40 feet (12.2m), except that for lots with frontage on the
outside of a curve, a minimum frontage of 30 feet (7.32m)
shall be permitted provided that a lot width of 40 feet
(12.2m) is provided, measured at a distance 20 feet (6.1m)
back from the street line at the centre point of the lot
frontage. Notwithstanding, a maximum of 50% of R-1M
lots to a maximum total number of 7 lots may be reduced to
30 feet of frontage.

15ft. (measuring from the front lot line to the nearest
portion of the structure)

18ft. (measuring from the front lot line to the building
wall)

4 ft.
4ft.  (for accessory buildings)

20 ft.
4ft.  (For accessory buildings)

40% lot coverage maximum
30 feet (from average finished grade to the top of cornice)
The driveway width shall not exceed 33% of the front yard

width, except that 40% shall be the maximum where there
are existing trees retained within the front yard.
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4.1.3 No municipal development permit shall be granted for any R-2 two unit dwelling unit
except in accordance with the following provisions:

Location:
Minimum Lot Area:

Minimum Lot Frontage:

Minimum Front and
Flankage Yard:

Minimum Side Yards:

Minimum Rear Yard:
Maximum Lot Coverage

Building Height:

Requi‘red Parking:

L

4.1.4 Design Criteria:

Semi-Detached Dwellings shall be located as generally
shown on Schedule C-1.

5,000 square feet or a minimum area of 2,500 square feet
per unit.

25 feet per dwelling unit. Notwithstanding, for lots with
frontage on the outside of a curve, a frontage of 15 feet
(3.66 m) shall be permitted, provided that a lot width of 25
feet is provided, measured at a distance of 20 feet back
from the street line at the centre point of the lot frontage.

15 feet (7.62 m)

8 feet (2.44 m)except where an attached garage
accessory building is provided in the side yard in which
case the yard may be reduced to 4 feet (1.22m).

20 feet (6.1m)
40% lot coverage.

Maximum height of 30 feet (from average finished grade to
the top of cornice).

The driveway width shall not exceed 33% of the front yard
width, except that 40% shall be the maximum where there
are existing trees retained within the front yard.

(a) The Developer agrees that an objective of this development is to provide an aesthetically
pleasing street scape which exhibits a complementary variety of house types and

architectural designs.

(b)  All R-1 single unit dwellings, R-1M single unit dwellings and two unit buildings shall be
designed and oriented to ensure variation along the streetscape through uses of building
wall offset (projection or recession) from the front yard setback, application of different

colours, window styles etc.

(¢)  Notwithstanding the minimum front yard requirements for Section 4.1.1, 4.1.2 and 4.1.3,
the front yard setback for single unit dwelling and semi-detached buildings (2 units) lots
shall not be repeated within a three-lot radius on the same side of the street. The variation
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screen consisting of at least two staggered rows of
coniferous trees or other vegetation that may be approved
by the Development Officer which are at least six (6) feet in
height and at a maximum spacing of eight (8) feet on
centre;.

Landscaping: All areas of the lot not required for parking, access and
amenity space shall be landscaped, retained in natural
vegetation, or a combination of the two. Landscaping shall
consist of grassed areas, supplemented by flower beds, and
extensive plantings of nursery stock shrubs and trees, or
otherwise acceptable plantings such as native vegetation.
Plantings shall be provided and maintained pursuant to a
plan to be provided by a Landscape Architect who is a
member in good standing with APATA.

Amenity Space: Amenity Areas shall be provided in accordance with the
requirements of the R-3 Zone of the Land Use By-law.

4.1.6 Design Criteria

(@)  The multiple unit dwelling shall include architectural detailing such as but not limited to
lintels, pediments, pilasters, columns, porticos, overhangs, cornerboards, frieze, fascia

boards.

(b)  Architectural treatment shall be continued, in its major features, around all sides of the
multiple unit buildings visibly exposed to public streets and existing or new residential

buildings.

()  Exterior building materials shall not include vinyl siding but shall be comprised of a
‘gombination of the following :

* clay masonry

*  concrete split face masonry

*  cut stone masonry

*  random stone masonry

«  horizontal clapboard stained wood siding

»  vertical tongue and groove or shiplap stained wood siding

+  vertical board and batten stained wood siding

«  stained wood shingles; or

«  acceptable equivalent in the opinion of the Development Officer, in consultation with

a Building Inspector.

(d) Roof materials shall be comprised of either asphalt shingles, wood shingles or shakes,
prefinished standing seam metal, or natural and/or artificial slates.
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(¢) The building shall offset walls though use of projections and recesses.

(f) The primary roofs for the multiple unit dwelling building shall be a slope of 4'12 degrees or
greater, with secondary roof form of different pitch, single slope, flat, curved or mansard.
Alternative roof profiles may be considered in the context of complementing adjacent
dwellings. The roof shall be an integral component of the building design. Generally, the
upper floor of all buildings shall be articulated with roof design, with features including
dormers, bay windows, sheds, balconies, roof windows, and penthouses. Any roof mounted
mechanical equipment shall be visually integrated into the roof design.

(g) Window openings shall be a maximum of 50% of all wall area. All windows shall be
framed and articulated.

4.1.7 A site plan shall be required for the multiple unit dwelling and no site plan shall be
approved unless the following criteria are satisfied:

()
(i)

(iii)
@iv)

\

(vi)

landscaping shall be incorporated into the parking areas and parking areas shall be
designed so as to provide safe and convenient pedestrian access to the buildings they
are intended to serve;

walkways shall extend from the entrances of buildings to a public sidewalk in front of
the building and to any public trail system abutting the property and, unless otherwise
not possible, shall not cross any driveways or parking areas;

provisions shall be made for the storage of bicycles;

street furniture; trees, lighting and landscaping measures shall be incorporated into the
development;

buildings, structures and parking lots shall be located on a lot so as to minimize the
alteration of natural grades and to minimize the area of impervious surfaces;

All loading areas, service areas and garbage receptacles for multiple unit dwellings
shall be screened from public view by fencing or masonry walls and/or suitable
landscaping. The Developer agrees, at its own expense, to ensure compliance with
the Environment Act and Regulations by dedicating area for separate containers
designated for: (a) Recyclable Containers, (b) Paper Materials, (c) Organic/Compos
and (d) Refuse ( materials not included in other categories).
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4.1.8

4.1.8.1

4.1.8.2

4.1.8.3

)

(i)

(iif)
(iv)

v)

All applications for development permits for multiple unit dwellings shall include but
are not limited to the following information:

(i) the proposed design, exterior appearance and materials, elevation drawings and
signage;

(ii) yard dimensions, and measures to buffer adjacent uses

(iii) parking area layout, lighting and landscaping;

(iv) provision of useable amenity areas (indoor and outdoor)

(v) existing municipal services and proposed connections

(vi) grading and drainage plan

(vii) erosion and sedimentation control plan

(viii) vehicular and pedestrian access

(ix) landscaping plan

Lighting shall be directed to driveways, building entrances and walkways, and shall
be arranged so as to divert the light away from adjacent lots, buildings and streets.

Where parking lots are to be delineated by curbing, such curbing shall be concrete.
Phasing, if applicable shall comply with the following conditions:

The Development Officer, in consultation with the Development Engineer, shall not
approve no more than 100 units prior to the completion of the second access.

The Development Officer, in consultation with the Development Engineer and the
Parkland Planning and Development Division, shall not endorse any Phase or portion
thereof of unless each Phase is established in a manner that ensures a reasonable
progression of infrastructure construction from the perspective of municipal
operations and maintenance and adhere to phasing requirements established in the
Agreement.

All Phases or portion thereof shall include the provision of the applicable parkland
parcels and facilities as required by of this Agreement.

Prior to construction of any Phase or portion thereof, a Municipal Service agreement
must be signed in accordance with the Subdivision By-Law and this Agreement.

The Developer agrees that, with each application for subdivision, a summary table
(Density/Audit sheet) of the total number of lots approved to date, by category, and
the number of persons per acre shall be submitted. The table shall also show any
outstanding applications for which approval has not been granted.
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4.1.10

4.1.11

PART 5:

5.1.2

5.13

514

5.1.5

Community Signs - A maximum of two ground signs shall be permitted at the
Lancaster Drive entrance to the subdivision to denote the community and/or
subdivision name. A maximum of one ground sign is permitted indicating the name of
the multiple unit dwelling. The locations of such signs shall require the approval of
the Development Officer and Development Engineer. The maximum height of any
such sign inclusive of support structures shall not exceed 5 feet and the face area of
any sign shall not exceed 40 square feet (4.65 sq.m.). Signs shall be constructed of
natural materials such as wood, stone, brick, enhanced concrete or masonry. The only
illumination permitted shall be low wattage, shielded exterior fixtures.

The Developer agrees, at its own expense, to provide each new homeowner with a
copy of the Protective Covenants when a property is purchased or transferred.

TREE RETENTION

The Developer agrees that tree retention, where possible, is an important objective.
Therefore in areas of mature tree cover, living trees having a caliper of 4 inches or
greater will be retained except where they are located within a road right of way,
within the footprint of a building or as per the delineation of the site disturbance
boundary on the lot grading plan in accordance with Section 3.1.3. A statement
regarding this will be attached to the deeds of affected lots.

Further to Section 5.1.1, no trees shall be removed within 10 feet of the rear property
boundary line on any R-1, R-1M or R-2 type residential lots abutting existing
residential lots on Argus Drive, abutting Woodland Avenue or abutting the Tree
Retention Area noted on Schedule C-1, except as required for stormwater management
on lots abutting existing residential lots on Argus Drive. A statement regarding this
will be attached to the deeds of affected lots. If trees are removed, the Developer or
the land owner shall replace the trees with trees as directed by the Development
Officer, in consultation with HRM Parkland Planning Division.

Further to Section 5.1.1, no trees shall be removed within the Tree Retention Area
identified on Schedule C-1 to be retained by HRM as part of this Agreement, except
where required to accommodate underground stormwater management infrastructure.

The Developer agrees to retain the mature pine tree illustrated on Schedule C-1 near
South Ridge Circle during site works required for installation of underground
stormwater management infrastructure.

Notwithstanding Section 5.1.1 through Section 5.1.4 of this Agreement, where a
qualified person engaged by the property owner certifies that a tree poses a danger to
people or property, the Development Officer may permit the tree to be removed.
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PART 6: AMENDMENTS

6.1.1 The provisions of this Agreement relating to the following matters are identified as, and
shall be deemed to_be, not substantive and may be amended by resolution of the
Community Council:

(i) variations to the boundaries of municipal parkland dedication provided that a
recommendation of approval is received from the Parkland Planner

(ii) removal of the the mature pine tree indicated on Schedule C-1 near South Ridge
Circle only if determined by a qualified arborist that the tree would not survive site
works required for installation of underground stormwater management
infrastructure.

6.1.2 Amendments to any matters not identified under Section 6.1.1 shall be deemed
substantive and may only be amended in accordance with the approval requirements of
Municipal Government Act.

PART 7: MAINTENANCE AND LANDSCAPING

7.1.1 The Developer or landowner/operator shall maintain and keep in good repair all portions
of the development and Lands, including but not limited to, the interior and exterior of the
buildings, retaining walls and fencing, lighting, walkways, parking areas and driveways,
and the maintenance of all landscaping including the replacement of damaged or dead plant
stock, trimming and litter control, and snow removal/salting of walkways, driveways and
parking areas, and including the maintenance of the on-site stormwater management
system.

7.1.2 The Developer shall submit a Landscaping Plan, including a Maintenance Plan, that show
" what landscaping measures (ie. grass, shrubs, trees, etc) are to be applied to the entire
development, including to and the Plan shall be approved by the Development Officer in
consultation with HRM Recreation Service, Traffic and Transportation Services, and
Department of Transportation and Public Works, if applicable.

7.1.3 Further to Section 7.1.2, the Landscaping Plan shall be submitted and approved by the
Development Officer, in consultation with HRM Parkland Planning Division, Traffic and
Transportation Services, and the Provincial Department of Transportation and
Communication, prior to the issuance of any building permits for the development.

PART 8:REGISTRATION, EFFECT OF CONVEYANCES AND DISCHARGE

8.1.1 A copy of this Agreement and every amendment and discharge of this Agreement shall be
recorded at the office of the Registry of Deeds at Halifax, Nova Scotia and the Developer
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shall pay or reimburse the Municipality for the registration cost incurred in recording such
documents.

8.1.2 This Agreement shall be binding upon the parties thereto, their heirs, successors, assigns,
mortgagees, lessees and all subsequent owners, and shall run with the land which is the
subject of this Agreement until this Agreement is discharged by the Community Council.

8.13 In the event that construction on the lands has not commenced within 2 (two) years from
the date of registration of this Agreement at the Registry of Deeds, as indicated herein, the
Municipality may, by resolution of the Community Council, either discharge this
Agreement, whereupon this Agreement shall have no further force or effect, or upon the
written request of the Developer, grant an extension to the date of commencement of
construction. For the purposes of this section, “commencement of construction” shall mean
the pouring of the footings for the foundation.

8.14 If the Developer fails to complete the development or portions thereof, or after 10 (ten)
years from the date of registration of this Agreement at the Registry of Deeds, whichever
time period is less, the Community Council may review this Agreement, in whole or in
part, and may:

(a) retain the Agreement in its present form,

(b) negotiate a new Agreement;

(c) discharge this Agreement on the condition that for those portions of the development
that are deemed complete by the Community Council, the Developer’s rights
hereunder are preserved and the Community Council shall apply appropriate zoning
pursuant to the Municipal Planning Strategy and Land Use By-law, as may be
amended.

PART 9: ENFORCEMENT AND RIGHTS AND REMEDIES ON DEFAULT

9.1.1  The Developer agrees that any officer appointed by the Municipality to enforce this
Agreement shall be granted access onto the Lands during all reasonable hours without
obtaining consent of the Developer. The Developer further agrees that, upon receiving
written notification from an officer of the Municipality to inspect the interior of any
building located on the Lands, the Developer agrees to allow for such an inspection during
any reasonable hour within one day of receiving such a request.

9.1.2  Ifthe Developer fails to observe or perform any covenant or condition of this Agreement
after the Municipality has given the Developer thirty (30) days written notice of the failure
or default, except that such notice is waived in matters concerning environmental protection
and mitigation, then in each such case:
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()

(i)

(iif)

(iv)

The Municipality shall be entitled to apply to any court of competent jurisdiction for
injunctive relief including an order prohibiting the Developer from continuing such
default and the Developer hereby submits to the jurisdiction of such Court and waives
any defence based upon the allegation that damages would be an adequate remedy;

The Municipality may enter onto the Property and perform any of the covenants
contained in this Agreement or take such remedial action as is considered necessary
to correct a breach of the development agreement, whereupon all reasonable expenses
whether arising out of the entry onto the lands or from the performance of the
covenants or remedial action, shall be a first lien on the Property and be shown on
any tax certificate issued under the Assessment Act;

The Municipality may, by resolution, discharge this Agreement whereupon this
Agreement shall have no further force or effect and henceforth the development of
the Lands shall conform with the provisions of the Land Use By-law; and/or

In addition to the above remedies the Municipality reserves the right to pursue any
other remediation under the Municipal Government Act or Common Law in order to
ensure compliance with this Agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the parties hereto have hereunto set their hands and seals on the day and year first

above written:

Signed, sealed and delivered
in the presence of:

per:

ARW DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED

per:

Sealed, Delivered and Attested
by the proper signing officers of
Halifax Regional Municipality
duly authorized on that behalf
in the presence of

HALIFAX REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY

R R N N o R N o . T g

per:

MAYOR
per:
MUNICIPAL CLERK
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MPS amendment -35- Harbour East Community Council
Case 00584 August 4, 2005

ATTACHMENT D

HALIFAX REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
PLANNING SERVICES - ALDERNEY GATE
MINUTES - PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING
WOODLAND AVENUE

7:00 p.m.
Thursday, October 21, 2004
John McNeil Elementary School

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION COMMITTEE
MEMBERS IN ATTENDANCE:

Peter Connor

Marlene Holden

Brad MacLeod

Clint Schofield

Phil Dodd

Peter Connor

REGRETS:

Councillor Jim Smith, District 9
Mike Raftus

Shawn Fuller

Eric Wile

Pierre Clement

Shawn Fuller

Catherine Lunn

Dave Shaw

STAFF IN ATTENDANCE:

John MacPherson, Planner, HRM

Kenda MacKenzie, Development Engineer, HRM
Jan Skora, Parkland, HRM

Jamie Hannam, Halifax Regional Water Commission
Pamela Watts, HRM Administrative Support

OTHERS:

Walter Tucker, ARW Developments Ltd., Developer
Danny Chedrawe, Mount Cedar Developments, Developer
The meeting was called to order at approximately 7:10 p.m.
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1. JOHN MACPHERSON, PLANNER, HRM

Mr. MacPherson introduced himself as the planner assigned to this application. The application
is by ARW Developments Ltd. to develop lands identified as Parcels B and C and Block X,
Woodland Avenue.

Mr. MacPherson showed the subject area on the overhead. The property is approximately 20
acres in area. The highlighted area represents the residential properties within South Ridge
Circle. The existing development agreement provides for a mixed residential development which
was approved by the former City of Dartmouth Council in 1996. Those lands in particular
provided for a mix of single family residential development, semi-detached dwellings, as well as
some townhouses. A 48 multiple unit dwelling was also proposed with this particular
development agreement.

To date, South Ridge Circle remains incomplete with a proposed cul-de-sac containing single
family dwellings, semi-detached dwellings and a 48 multiple unit dwelling outstanding.

At the end of 2000, a planning process looked at possible future sites for development in this part
of Dartmouth. The particular land holdings which include Parcels B&C Woodland Avenue East
were highlighted and shown on overhead. Policy that was adopted to support these lands and
they are designated Residential. The lands along some of the other properties were given a CDD
(Comprehension Development District) Zone. There are site specific policies for CDD Zones
which indicate what type of development can occur in that area. In this case, residential, but it
can be a mixed residential development consisting of a certain density or type of single family
dwelling units, along with semi-detached units averaging up to a density maximum of six units
per acre (it would apply to about 24 acres).

In 2003, Harbour East Community Council (HECC) received an application by First Baptist
Church to rezone a portion of those lands (8 acres) (shown on overhead). The request was to
rezong from CDD to R-1 Zone because the CDD Zone that was adopted by HECC had not
envisioned a church for that area. A church is permitted in the R-1 Zone.

Today, the developer would like to develop Parcels B and C in a fashion that fits within current
policy which is residential development (six units per acre). A portion of the R-1 Zone owned by
First Baptist Church Dartmouth is proposed as the site to locate the multiple unit dwelling
previously approved under the existing development agreement for Block X (shown on
overhead).

Mr. MacPherson explained why and how a Public Participation Committee (PPC) was formed
and the public process involved for this application.

During the committee meetings, there were some issues that generated a great deal of discussion.
Some being the relocation of the condominium, traffic (an ongoing issue), water pressure, and
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issues related to the shortage of parkland. Each issue was put to a consensus vote and they were
approved by this Committee in form of a report that will be going forward to HECC.

2. PETER CONNOR, CONNOR ARCHITECTS AND PLANNERS., CONSULTANT

Introduced himself as the Consultant acting on behalf of the Developer. He is the chief designer
of this development proposal. He has had a fair bit of background with this whole plan area. He
started twenty years ago on Block X development with Danny Chedrawe. He was involved in the
initial stage of the Woodland Avenue East Planning Process. A number of the members of the
current PPC were around and involved during the development of Woodland Avenue’s plan
policy for Parcels B&C.

An overhead was shown of a connection of Lancaster Ridge with a new road at Cannon Crescent
(the same intersection that is at the top of Albro Lake Road) which will run through and parallel
to Argus Drive and end in a cul-de-sac. Two thirds down that new road (new main access road)
will be another road that moves around and connects into South Ridge Circle. On the turn
towards Woodland Avenue is a very short cul-de-sac. The development is comprised of 85 R-1
(typical single family residential) lots. There are 18 R-1M (small single family residential) lots
and 18 R-2 lots. The R-1 lots are on both sides of the main access road and the inner circle of the
connecting loop road will house the R-2 lots and the R-1M lots (shown on overhead).

There will be two parks. Park 1 is in the very center of the proposed development and Park 2 is
off of Argus Drive and South Ridge Circle. Park 1 is roughly three quarters of an acre which will
have some playing equipment and playing field type capabilities and Park 2 is approximately four
tenths of an acre (17,000 square feet). Park 2 will have a different use and some of the mature
vegetation in this area will be retained. The two parks and their configuration came through
process of consultation with Parkland and the Committee. There is a strip of land (shown on
overhead) that is currently within public ownership and this proposal is based on taking that
public land out of public ownership and turning it into private lands such that lots can be
developed in that area and also take an existing stormwater drainage straight bed and pipe it from
South Ridge Circle through to culverts that cross Woodland Avenue. Therefore, what is
currently an open stream bed and detention area, which has some standing water in it, would all
disappear and become a piped storm drainage system. There is a 44 unit condominium building
(multiple unit building) backing onto Woodland Avenue and although the drawing doesn’t
indicate it, the area is against the site for the future First Baptist Church.

The multiple unit dwelling is best described as a four storey building with 44 units. The front of
the building backs onto Woodland Avenue. The front elevation was shown on overhead. They
are hoping to keep some of the natural tree cover that is already there, some of which is in the
Woodland Avenue right-of-way. There is a whole storey grade change from the west end of the
building to the east end. The natural change in grade will be used to allow us to provide
underground parking for the building. The building will have a masonry base with brick. Three
storeys will be in a lighter earth tone in a driftwood type shingle. Each balcony will be contained
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with glass and handrails at the edges. There will be a central atrium in the building. There are
sixteen two bedroom units plus a den, fourteen two bedroom units, two one bedroom units plus a
den, and twelve one bedroom units. The typical size of the two bedroom unit with the den would
be about 1440 square feet, a two bedroom alone would be about 1234 square feet, one bedroom
with the den about 1100 square feet and a one bedroom alone about 850 square feet. Each
corridor will have a common room that will open into the atrium feature at the front of the
building.

Mr. MacPherson added that this development is not as-of-right where a developer can come in
make an application and apply for a subdivision. There is specific policy that applies to these
lands. If development for Parcels B and C follows policy (six units per acre - singles, semis,
townhouses), it could be accommodated by development agreement which requires public
consultation and approval by HECC. The application involves a request to develop a
comprehensive mix; however, there are different planning applications that must occur as part of
that process. The relocation of the multiple unit. The current policy that covers Parcels B and C
doesn’t permit a multiple unit dwelling. This must be considered by a plan amendment process
which requires approval by Regional Council. Another component of this application is that a
certain type of use is permitted under the South Ridge Circle development agreement. A change
to make the connection (shown on overhead) and disposal of HRM lands requires a planning
process as well and it would likely be in form of a discharge for part of the South Ridge Circle
development agreement.

3. QUESTIONS AND COMMENTS

One resident thanked Mr. MacPherson for his presentation, but said there are a number of issues.
It is extremely important to bring the policies that are going to be dealt with forward and to
inform the public of the language of those policies and how they work within the proposal. The
development agreement approved by HECC is quite clear on how the community would be
developed. The exact current and proposed locations of the 44 unit multiple dwelling should
have bgen shown on the map for comparison. Mr. MacPherson then did so.

The resident wanted to know how the CDD will be changed when there is a commitment to
develop a parcel of land by the Municipal Government and then make the process whereby that
change can take affect. Mr. MacPherson explained that the lands are zoned CDD unlike Parcel B
and C. Parcels B and C are site specific and would follow the criteria to guide the development
of those lands. The development agreement pertaining to Block X can be amended or discharged
whether it be full or in part by HECC.

One resident asked where the cul-de-sac will be located. Mr. MacPherson showed this location
on overhead. It is very close to the on-ramp of Woodland Avenue.

Gloria McCluskey, Councillor for District 5, asked when the traffic study began and ended.
Kenda MacKenzie, Development Engineer, said the study took place in 2003 when the
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application was made and part of that study they had forecasted up to 2008. The study involved
Sea King, Lancaster and the new development.

Councillor McCluskey asked where will the traffic go when it reaches the end of Lancaster Drive.
Ms. MacKenzie showed on the overhead the p.m. peak projected traffic volumes which showed
the estimated traffic without the development and then the projected traffic with the
development. In 2008, with the development, it is anticipated that going down Sea King, traffic
going both ways, there would probably be an increase of approximately 50 vehicles over that
hour. The study didn’t go any further than Lancaster Drive.

Councillor McCluskey wondered why the study didn’t take in Woodland Avenue and Victoria
Road which is the way most people travel when going to Halifax. Ms. MacKenzie explained that
when the Developer is required to do a traffic impact study there is consultation done with Traffic
Services and whatever is identified in that consultation are the most impacted intersections and
where the primary focus should be looked at.

Councillor McCluskey asked why there wasn’t a notice in the paper or any written notice given to
the people who will be affected. Mr. MacPherson explained that standard notification procedures
were followed under the requirements of the Municipal Government Act. The ad was placed
twice in the Halifax Mail-Star/Chronicle Herald. Approximately 350 individual property owners
were notified by mail. The notification area for the mailout did not extend down Woodland
towards Victoria Road nor down to the lower parts Albro Lake Road towards Victoria Road
because notification within a serviced area is typically 250 feet within the subject property and in
an unserviced area it would be 500 feet. In this case, the notification surpassed the 250 foot area
as a result of consultation with area councillor, Councillor Smith.

Councillor McCluskey asked if Woodland Avenue is within the 500 foot radius. Mr.
MacPherson explained that the properties across the street from the subject property were
notified. Ed Gorber, Kingston Crescent, mentioned that they live across the street from the
property and he did not receive a notice. Mr. MacPherson said it did not extend to Kingston
Crescent. The notification area was extended quite far beyond the legislative requirement.
Councillor McCluskey mentioned that the Councillor could have requested that the notices go
further than they did.

Councillor McCluskey asked where the stormwater pipes will go. Ms. MacKenzie, said the
detailed design is not yet completed, but they have a preliminary set of design drawings from a
preliminary review that was done. The area that concerns most residents is in behind South
Ridge Circle where there are three culverts that come out to an open channel. The current plan
indicates that the open channel will be piped up to a street (shown on overhead) and then carried
down. There will be a stormwater outlet going down into the ditch network of the highways.
Councillor McCluskey asked where it will go from there. Ms. MacKenzie said there is a set of
culverts that go across the Circ and work their way down to Lake MicMac; therefore, it would
follow that drainage corridor.
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Councillor McCluskey asked Mr. Connor if he was a member of the PPC. He responded by
saying yes. He was there to represent the Developer’s interest. Mr. MacPherson said a
landowner representative is appointed by Council and is standard procedure.

One resident asked if there are still plans to do away with the turnoff coming up Woodland
Avenue and into Lancaster Drive. Ms. MacKenzie said that is not part of this development, it is a
Capital Project. It was supposed to happen, but may not now. She will check into it with HRM
Transportation Department to see if it is slated as part of the Capital Projects. The resident is
concerned that there will be quite a lineup on Woodland Avenue for people going in that area.
Ms. MacKenzie stated the traffic study indicates that the worst case scenario is going to be
coming out of the new development at the four way stop sign. Approximately one car cue length
is anticipated there to get through that four way intersection. The resident asked if lights will be
put there, but Ms. MacKenzie anticipates that the lights would not be warranted even at the 2008
stage.

One resident asked if the increase of cars in the year 2008 will be 50. Ms. MacKenzie replied
that this figure is without any development. Coming out of the new development during the p.m.
peak hour the study anticipates 16 vehicles going straight through and coming up Sea King and
turning onto Lancaster making a left hand turn. There will be an approximate five vehicle
increase from what would be anticipated in 2008 with the new development done. The estimated
increase in vehicles per day is slightly under 1400 vehicles and that is total trips throughout the
day. The worst case scenario would be between 4:00 p.m. and 5:00 p.m.

The resident asked if anyone had gone back and look at data that was collected from the traffic
study done in 2001 as part of the Woodland Avenue East Planning Process, an extensive study
that was done for the whole Dartmouth North going around Lake Banook, Westphal, MicMac,
Sea King, Lancaster, Victoria Road and Woodland Avenue. Were those figures incorporated into
last year’s study? Ms. MacKenzie said there wasn’t any reference made to the 2001 study within
this latest study. She will check to see if it was included. This study was done by the Developer,
not the City.

One resident mentioned that during Mr. Connor’s presentation there was reference to the First
Baptist Church having a driveway on Lancaster Drive. Would it be possible for the church to use
the entrance on Cannon Crescent as opposed to the one on Lancaster Drive? Mr. MacPherson
clarified that the church property is not part of this application. There is the ability on that
property, given it’s R-1 Zone, to develop a church in accordance with that zone. Within
Municipal specifications, there is the ability to access directly onto Lancaster Drive with the
indication of potential future access onto Cannon Crescent.

The resident said that people bought houses in Block X based on the property being approved as
CDD Zone. Clint Schofield, a member of the PPC, said any change in the development
agreement is through recommendation to Council. There are residents who have purchased
property on South Ridge Circle as part of that development agreement. Any proposed
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amendments have to follow a planning process which allows property owners a chance to address
their concerns and speak in favour of or against the application. Mr. Connor wanted it made
known that three members of the PPC were not present during a vote that was taken to relocate
the condominium.

The developer fought hard in 1995 against Dartmouth Council to have South Ridge Circle
approved. It was approved before Lancaster Ridge existed, before there were lights on Woodland
Avenue and Lancaster Drive and before Argus Drive went in. South Ridge Circle is comprised
of quality, affordable housing for first time home buyers. He believes it is a much better plan to
relocate the building. The building is approved so it will still go where it was originally proposed
if not relocated.

When Bock X was developed it met the ten acres land mass requirement, but it is a stand alone
CDD. When the Woodland Avenue Master Plan was created, it looked at a greater plan area.
Tonight we’re looking at a third evolution (plan within a plan area) and a more comprehensive
sense.

A resident of South Ridge Circle, wondered how much public land will be left behind South
Ridge Circle, if any. Mr. MacPherson explained that there are a few acres of public land that
were identified in the South Ridge Circle development agreement as park/iree retention area.
There is the ability for Municipal Council to consider disposal of the land requiring most likely
another public process to do so. Real Property Services has issued a letter of consent to make
application on behalf of those lands. It hasn’t been determined as to whether or not the lands will
be sold. In looking at all of the plan policy criteria, there is an ability through development to
look at those lands and dispose of them as a park in favour of more improved, better active park
space. The Committee is concerned about the parkland and the lack of park resource within the
community. Based on this proposal, there will be a remnant of tree and buffered space. HRM
may retain this area. There are a number of things that could happen, but nothing has been set in
stone yet.

The Committee discussed in great detail stormwater management and concerns some South
Ridge Circle residents had with regards to standing water. There is a pond that sits behind a
cul-de-sac with houses below which raises concerns about West Nile Virus. Is there the ability to
improve that situation and not have an open channel running down to a watercourse? The
stormwater is not only a result of the development on South Ridge Circle, it comes from the
Lancaster Ridge subdivision as well. This will be looked at as part of the review process for
HRM and discussions with the developer and the PPC.

One resident from South Ridge Circle went around the neighbourhood with a survey about the

drainage and the lack of trees. The residents would like to maximize tree retention to aid in
drainage.
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Mr. Connor spoke to the routing of the stormwater pattern. Rather than follow the channel that is
prime now, we would come across to and down through the stream system (shown on overhead),
and finally discharge (shown on overhead) near the on-ramp. The pre-retention or planning
requirements can indicate that the trees remain standing there.

Ms. Pearl, South Ridge Circle, asked if the multiple unit building is a condominium or an
apartment building. Mr. MacPherson explained that the Municipality does not regulate tenancy.
Ms. Pearl asked who decides what the purpose of the building will be. Mr. MacPherson said the
Developer will do that. Mr. Connor believes the building will be condominiums. Even though
the development agreement will simply call it a multiple unit building, the developer clearly
intends and has a strong record of developing condominium developments. The building is fully
intended and slated to be a condo building.

Ms. Pearl wondered if there is a plan to add trees. There are a lot of gravel driveways in
Lancaster now, are we looking at paved driveways? With respect to the design of houses, will
there be a variety of styles of houses? Mr. MacPherson explained that architectural features can
be incorporated into the development agreement. As for trees, there is a Municipal requirement
in the Municipal Services Specifications for a certain number of street trees to remain or be
planted. Ms MacKenzie explained that the trees would be planted approximately one tree per lot.
This development is going to have primarily all underground services; therefore, where the trees
can be planted will be restricted based on sewer, water, electrical, telecom and gas utilities all
going into the property. Mr. MacPherson explained that the development agreement speaks to
the street trees as well as the maintenance issues related to properties. As to where the trees are
planted will be negotiated in the development agreement. Mr. Connor said the houses within the
development will be in the $250 000 range and they all be on a pre-sold basis. They will be
highly individual due to the pre-sold aspect. In that price range, paved driveways are usually a
feature that is incorporated. He referred to the centre part of the brochure that White Stone
provided at the meeting as to the style of the houses that they are in the market of building.

Ms. Pearl asked if the development agreement has been negotiated to which Mr. MacPherson
assured her it was not. Mr. MacPherson explained that driveways, placement of houses, etc. will
be negotiated at a later date in the development agreement. Ms. Pearl asked where residents can
get involved in the process to ensure that these things are taken into consideration. Mr.
MacPherson explained that the PPC has been involved and they will take the comments from this
meeting and discuss what the residents would like to see come out of this development. Staff
will take comments from this meeting and make recommendations to HECC through a staff
report and negotiate a development agreement with the Developer. There will be another
opportunity for public comment during the public hearing which will be held by HECC.

Mr. Gorber apologized for his outburst and explained that he was a member of the Woodland
East Planning Committee (WEPC). The meetings that went on were very heated. Staff sending
written notification to tenants, but not to property owners who live on the other side of Woodland
Avenue is very short sided. There was no mention of Parcel A in the traffic study. Due to the
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impact Parcel A will have on the traffic it should have been included. It can only be developed as
residential unless another amendment was made. Lancaster and Woodland or Lancaster and Sea
King will be affected tremendously. He has heard mention that this plan is much better than the
other one, but he hasn’t heard mentioned this evening what the other plan was. He strongly urges
explanation on why this plan is so much better than the first. Has any study been done? The
WEPC’s recommendation to HECC and voted on by the Council of the Whole was for R-1
modified structure. From day one that church was anticipated to go there to balance the lands.
What impact will this have on Parcels A and B? He thinks this should be a consideration. Mr.
MacPherson explained that six units per acre is the standard policy for Parcels B and C and that is
what is intended for this development. The relocation of the multiple unit dwelling would be
placed into a new plan policy. The figure would have to be readjusted to accommodate the
multiple unit dwelling in its entirety.

Mr. Connor said while the church was always on the table even during the WEPC Master
Planning exercise. The six units per acre is not being reallocated to the remaining fifteen acres
that are left in Parcels B and C. This is an overall less dense development (less number of units
in total) than the Woodland Avenue East. You also have to take into account the remaining
portions of Block X. There is a bit of a blend there, but it is a blend that takes out of Block X and
adds to what is left of Parcels B and C but then you would have to reduce the number of units the
church takes out. The total number of units is actually lower because of the church.

Mr. Connor mentioned that most of the targeted market will be seniors and church parishioners
who are already expressing an interest in moving next door to their parish. One resident asked if
there was anything stopping young families from moving in. Mr. Chedrawe explained that Block
X was targeted to be a seniors complex/apartment.

Marlene Holden, Fury Drive, member of the Woodland PPC, said the discussion tonight should
be how we want this land developed, not will or won’t this land be developed. Block X was to
be apartments and now it looks like it will be condominiums. Block X was in the middle of a
congested street called South Ridge Circle and in that district there is very little parking and
houses are very close together. If you take all the units that were going to go down into that
cul-de-sac area and think about the traffic that would be going down Argus Drive, she thinks it
would make much more sense to have that building up on top out of the way by a somewhat
commercial building, being a church, whereas there wouldn’t be the mass amount of people on a
daily basis in that district. As residents of Lancaster in regards to traffic, people should think
about what goes in and out of Lancaster and Argus, and with that in mind she suggests that it
would be more beneficial to have the multiple unit dwelling where it is being proposed.

Colleen Skerry, Fury Drive, is interested in keeping her subdivision nice. She is concerned about
a number of issues. The relocation of the proposed multiple unit is much better. The building
being a rental or condominium makes a difference in the type of people that live in the area. Is
the parking all underground or will there be extensive parking on top? Mr. Connor said the
parking provided is actually fifty-five stalls. Forty-four of them will be under the building and
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twenty-two above. There will be a car spot per unit enclosed and there will be twenty-two above
which would be a combination of guest/visitor and second owned spots for vehicles. It cannot be
written in the development agreement whether the building be rentals or condos. He assured that
what the Developer intends to build a condominium building. On the building itself, we have
actually provided more amenity space than is required under the R-3 Zone. In order to do this,
we have to go through a rezoning process and a development agreement. The zone itself has an
open space requirement or an amenity space requirement which is 14,000 square feet. We are
providing 21,500 square feet (50% over and above what is required). Generally, that produces a
better quality building. It has better grounds, landscaping and bigger units.

Ms. Skerry said all intentions are good, but there is nothing to stop things from changing. She
fears that what is being said tonight will not actually happen. The concept plan looks great with
the buildings and trees, but she has often seen developers go in and wipe the trees out and the
residents are left to plant the trees.

Ms. Skerry said the traffic that runs down Sea King, Woodland, and Victoria is incredible. She is
from Lancaster and she cannot go down Woodland as she would sit there for fifteen minutes just
trying to get through a light. The traffic volume and waiting times will increase. Having the
church access through Cannon Crescent would be so much better than Lancaster. There is
already an intersection that is horrendous and now there will be two more heavy traffic areas
added which will have to go to Woodland and Victoria.

James Charles, South Ridge Circle, property abuts Block X, was assured by the realtor when he
purchased his property that they would have a minimum of 100 foot greenbelt in their backyard.
His neighbours were assured the same thing. Do the edge of the properties back onto each other?
If they don’t, what type of buffer zone will be there? Will there be a tree area on either side of
the buffer zone plus the buffer zone or will there be a buffer zone that has trees? He is very
disappointed that they are not going to have the 100 feet that was promised would never change.
Mr. MacPherson said nothing has changed to date. There is a proposal on the table which would
result in a change through a public process. Mr. Connor said they are looking at 20 feet that
would be a true buffer and then the retention of tree and green area on the new lots that are
around the cul-de-sac. Also, at the end of South Ridge Circle there is a large triangle of land that
the developer is not proposing to acquire. The people that live in this particular area will still
have that buffer, or open area, between the rear of the lots (shown on overhead) and the ramp.
The area shown on overhead is a 20 foot wide strip of pure buffer augmented with retained trees
which we would covenant and include in the development agreement on the individual lots. Mr.
Charles asked if the 20 foot buffer zone will be treed. Mr. Connor believes it will be left the way
it is, but cannot speak to the quality of the trees as some have come down during windfalls due to
Hurricane Juan. Mr. MacPherson explained that within a development agreement there is the
ability to create a non-disturbance area that is enforceable.

Brad MacLeod, member of PPC, believes that adjacent to the new drainage course there is some
potential to put additional greenbelt space which would better reflect the original greenbelt
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portrayed in the redistribution of parks that happened during the PPC. Those homeowners had
their greenbelt taken away from them. Ms. MacKenzie explained when HRM takes over the
piece of infrastructure (drainage) a 20 foot wide easement would be taken to allow them to
maintain the pipe in case there is a break or a blockage. The 20 foot easement would not have
any trees for fear that the root systems would damage the pipes. Mr. Connor showed on the
overhead an area of untouched land outside of the 20 feet that Ms. MacKenzie described that is
needed for an easement for piping which would be kept in its natural state. Like the bottom of
South Ridge Circle, the area against the off-ramp to Woodland Avenue is untouched and there is
a similar area (shown on overhead) outside of the 20 feet for the piping that would remain
untouched.

Mr. MacLeod asked if there is still a plan to move the sewage pumping station and due away with
the existing pumping station. Ms. MacKenzie explained the existing sewage pumping station is
basically a temporary situation. The original development agreement requires the pumping
station to be moved before any new development goes on in Block X. Engineering is going to
have to carry through and remove it. There will be a new pumping station down in the corner to
get across a dry pipe that exists in Woodland Avenue. Mr. Macl.eod wanted to confirm that in
that particular there won’t be any further development once the pumping station is removed. Mr.
Connor, speaking on behalf of the Developer, believes that if the community and staff wish for
that land to become a lot it will, but if not it would stay in the public domain. Mr. MacLeod said
some thought should be put into what will happen with that lot once the pumping station is gone
as it is an eyesore.

Phil Dodd, Sea King Drive, said there is one exit out of Lancaster. Congestion will occur at
Lancaster, Sea King, and Cannon Crescent. Add Parcel A (11.5 acres - 140 to 150 homes) and
they will come out to Sea King and down Albro Lake causing more congestion.

Mr. Dodd is also concerned about the water pressure. Is Sea King on the gravity fed system? He
mentioned that when the neighbour flushes the toilet, it causes his water pressure to go way
down. Things will only get worse as more development goes in. Mr. Connor said the existing
pressure is managed within a system to be most efficient. The water in this area is fed through a
pressure reducing valve which controls pressure coming into a centre pressure zone (shown on
overhead). The higher areas have lower pressure and the lower areas have higher pressure. We
strive to meet a pressure range of below 80 psi and above 40 psi in a reasonable service area. It’s
important to note that we are not required to meet any minimum pressure, there is no obligated
pressure. We set a target that we try to achieve above 40 psi so we can get an acceptable level of
water pressure to run appliances and run the shower. We try to keep it below 80 psi to ensure
there is no leakage and breakage in the system or in the home. The lower we can keep the
pressure from a management perspective, the less leakage and breakage we have in the system.
This new development will not have any impact on reducing the pressure. Because the pressure
is controlled coming into the zone, the pipes are sized and designed for this system.
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David Carter, Lancaster Drive, said there is quite an elevation change from where the multiple
unit building was to be and where it is now proposed and it will tower over the rest of the homes
in the area. Mr. Connor said there is quite a rise at Lancaster and Woodland Avenue and that is
potentially where the church will go. At the back of the Cannon Crescent lots, there is a fair drop
in the area (shown on overhead) and there is another plateau that will not be towering over. You
may see the back of the top storey and roof from Lancaster Drive, but not the total building
because of the grade elevation.

A resident of South Ridge Circle, asked that someone point out the publicly owned land that may
become privately owned. Mr. MacPherson showed the lands on overhead.

James Charleton, South Ridge Circle, said there is about a ten to fifteen elevation drop from his
backyard into what is now designated park/tree preservation area and the near roadway that was
just created. Is that whole are going to be backfilled? If so, this will do damage to the trees, what
are the plans for that area? Mr. Connor said the road will be moved Then the road drops down
quite significantly to reach the existing grades. Mr. Charleton’s concern is the buffer zone. He
suggests minimizing the fill that is put in that area so the trees are not destroyed. The neighbours
of South Ridge Circle are concerned about losing the greenbelt that was promised to them. They
would like to have 20 feet of trees and not 20 feet of cleared area. Mr. Connor said they have to
ensure that the grades set around the houses are such that there is a grade change from the front to
the rear of the houses so a walkout type capability can be achieved at the rear. They will try to
maintain as much of existing grade at the rear of those lots as possible. Mr. MacPherson
explained that the non-disturbance clause in the development agreement would apply to roads as
well.

One resident said there is a ratio of parkland to residential area that the Developer has to adhere
to, is the same true for trees? Mr. MacPherson explained that green space or parkland must be
5% of the total subdivision. The resident asked about parkland dedication. Does this include
cash in lieu? Mr. MacPherson said Parkland Planning has a criteria they have to follow. Jan
Skora, Real Property Planning, through the process we determine the parkland throughout the
subdivision in a variety of forms. With this development, we are using land vegetation. He
showed on overhead where they would like to preserve this vegetation. They hope to be able to
protect this and maybe preserve it for an active park.

Derrick Malice, Sea King Drive, thinks it is a very nice plan, but there is a traffic issue. Not just
volume, but speed as well. A funnel will be created coming straight down to the intersection on
Lancaster leading to Sea King. He thinks it is irrelevant where the 44 unit building goes as far as
a traffic issue. On average, you would be looking at approximately 300 +/- cars extra. The
traffic study was done on small areas. The backup at Woodland Avenue, at the lights at Victoria
Road, goes passed Slayter Street and people are cutting in across. People treat Sea King Drive as
a drag racing course. The traffic study should be done by the City and not the Developer. His
view is that they are looking at focusing too much on the micro as opposed to the macro view.
Ms. MacKenzie explained that all the developments, even on a buy right basis, the traffic studies
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are commissioned by the Developer. They have to get a professional engineer in good standing
with the Association of Professional Engineers of Nova Scotia to complete that study. The
Engineer has to have a background in traffic engineering. That Engineer has that expectation and
the responsibility to compile all of the facts and present unbiased results. There were three
studies done on Sea King and the speed issue, if it exists, is an enforcement issue and it has to be
dealt with through the proper authorities. As far as the traffic study, that is standard operating
procedures for all of our developments.

Mr. Connor said based on the work that is now being done on the highway interchange with the
opportunity parcels fully developed to project and model on the computer what those traffic
volumes would look like. All of that work was done before Ken O’Brien was engaged to do this.
We need to go back and ask him specific questions as to whether he connected all that previous
data in those researches to this and what kind of impact do they have in total. Mr. Connor would
be surprised if he didn’t, but he will find out for sure.

Earl Jennings, Cannon Crescent, said the entrance from Lancaster going into Cannon Crescent is
a concern for him. He wondered if Cannon Crescent will be widened or if there will be a
sidewalk placed along the street. With the extra traffic there will be the need for some division
between the street and pedestrians. Mr. MacPherson said widening the road wasn’t part of the
proposal, but there may be some opportunity for these issues to be addressed. Based on
preliminary discussions and as part of the parkland dedication, there may be a sidewalk placed on
one side of the street. We would still have to negotiate it into the development agreement and
continue through the process before any decisions are made.

Linda Chaplin, Argus Drive, has a concern about traffic as there are a lot of children that live in
the area. She would like to see the Developer make the jog (blind spot) in the road more visible
as cars come up the road as they don’t see pedestrians until the last second. It is not so bad
coming off of Fury Drive as they have a stop sign, but there isn’t one from South Ridge Circle to
Argus and they come around the corner at quite a speed. If there is a park that goes in that area,
there would be even more kids around. She had previously asked for a stop sign, but was told
there Was not enough traffic there.

John Buchanan, Argus Drive, said his property abuts the new subdivision and at the other corner
of his property is a drainage and culvert system with a manhole cover. There is quite an elevation
change between the backyard and where the development will take place. Will this cause a
problem with flooding in the backyard where the elevation is higher? Is the drainage system
going to remain at the corner of his property or will it be removed when the new houses are built
and what impact will it have on the properties on Argus Drive? Ms. MacKenzie said the
drawings they had at the meeting do not show the as built infrastructure that far away from the
proposed developed. We are not at a detailed design stage yet. One of the things that the Design
Engineer have to take into consideration is the existing infrastructure and provide a subdivision
grading plan to show how drainage will take place on this development and also ensure there is
no negative impact on existing developments. Mr. Buchanan’s concern is any change due to
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construction and any disturbance to the infrastructure that is already there will cause a drainage
problem on his property. Also, to repeat the South Ridge Circle resident’s concerns, there are
quite a few mature trees that are standing there now and some will have to be taken down during
construction. Any trees that can be preserved would certainly be a welcome to the residents
along Argus Drive and the surrounding area.

Mr. Defoe, Argus Drive, said since South Ridge Circle has been opened up there has been an
increase in traffic; therefore, when this development happens the traffic will increase even more.

One resident said when the proposed developed was first dealt with we were told that people
wouldn’t suffer the consequences of water pressure. A letter was written to the Halifax Regional
Water Commission. The response was if people wanted additional water pressure they could buy
a water pressure pump and place it in their basement. Some of those pumps cost between $500 to
$1200 depending on how much extra pressure you need. Another question he asked was when
developing these subdivisions, do the Developers consults with the Public Transportation
Authority as to the development of the street and road network. We have an aging population
and a number of disabled people. When developing these kind of communities, are consultants
of disabled communities or the Advisory Committee For Persons With Disabilities of the
Municipal Government consulted on how to plan these kinds of subdivisions with a disabled
community in mind? Mr. MacPherson said it depends on the nature and location of the
application with regards to who we would consult with. In this particular case, Nova Scotia
Public Transportation has been asked for comment in regards to the traffic situation as well as
stormwater management and issues related to that. Metro Transit is consulted when an
application is received for a subdivision. They forward their review and comments back to
Planning staff. The city has Municipal Specifications for development in terms of road design
and things of that nature. Policies must be followed.

The resident wanted to make sure the multiple unit dwelling will be made accessible to persons
with disabilities.

Mr. Connor said they have determined the size, location and some of the features of the two
proposed park areas, but the actual detail of those parks will come from public input. There will
be a program developed with the accessibility and demographic requirements driven by the
immediate community.

Ms. MacKenzie explained that they have designated maximum slopes for wheelchair
accessibility and with regards to the sidewalks, there are pedestrian ramps and they have a certain
design standard. They have been working with CNIB as well as Mobility Nova Scotia to deal
with improving mobility issues. There are improvements coming out in our next revision of our
design standards that will address some of the concerns that have been expressed from those two
groups within the Municipality. Any street that does not have a sidewalk would be one that was
done prior to probably 1999/2000. The minimum street width and classification is a local street
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in the urban core and every local street has to have a sidewalk on one side. As you get into the
larger classifications of streets, they need two sidewalks (one on each side).

Mr. MacPherson explained that the PPC will meet again after this meeting to review the final
report before it goes to HECC. The next HECC is scheduled for November 18, 2004.

Mr. MacPherson thanked everyone for coming and expressing their comments and concerns
regarding the application.

4. ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at approximately 9:45 p.m.
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Attachment E

Extract From the Dartmouth MPS

Policy H-3F Canada Lands Parcels “B” and “C” - Woodland Avenue East

Notwithstanding the provisions of Policies H-3, H-3(A4), H-34, H-3B, H-3C, H-3D, and
H-3E, the following provisions shall apply to the property zoned as Comprehensive
Development District (CDD) and known as the Canada Lands Parcels “B” and “C” -
Woodland Avenue East site (Schedule V). For clarity of interpretation, unless noted
below, all other provisions of these policies shall apply to the Canada Lands - Woodland
Avenue East site.

@
(@)

(©

@

(¢

the overall density of development shall not exceed 6 units per acre;

the general mix of housing units shall, on the completion of development, contain
a minimum of 50 percent lots which are sized as standard R-1 (Single Family
Residential), R-1M (Single Family Modified Residential), and R-2 (Two Family
Residential) lots according to the provisions of the land use bylaw. R-IM lots
shall not comprise more than 15 percent of the total housing mix and up to 50
percent of lots or dwelling units (if not freehold lots) may contain town house
units, according to the provisions of the land use bylaw;

the minimum lot size for a R-1M lot, as referred to in clause (b) above, shall be
40 feet of frontage and 4000 square feet of lot area;

the townhouse units, as referred to in clause (b) above, shall generally be located
on the portion of the development parcel adjacent to Woodland Avenue; and there
shall be no land use permitted in this comprehensive development district other
than residential uses, as noted above, and uses accessory thereto, and open space
and recreational uses.

there shall be no land use permitted in this comprehensive development district
other than residential uses, as noted above, and uses accessory therto, and open
space and recreational uses. (Regional Council-January 29, 2002, Effective-
March 2, 2002)
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ATTACHMENT F

MPS Policy IP-1¢

In considering zoning amendments and contract zoning, Council shall have regard to the

following:
(1)  that the proposal is in conformance with the policies and intents of the Municipal
Development Plan
(2) that the proposal is compatible and consistent with adjacent uses and the existing
development form in the area in terms of the use, bulk, and scale of the proposal
(3)  provisions for buffering, landscaping, screening, and access control to reduce potential
incompatibilities with adjacent land uses and traffic arteries
(4)  that the proposal is not premature or inappropriate by reason of:
@) the financial capability of the City is to absorb any costs relating to the
development
(i)  the adequacy of sewer and water services and public utilities
(iii)  the adequacy and proximity of schools, recreation and other public facilities
(iv)  the adequacy of transportation networks in adjacent to or leading to the
development
(v)  existing or potential dangers for the contamination of water bodies or courses or
the creation of erosion or sedimentation of such areas
(vi)  preventing public access to the shorelines or the waterfront
(vii)  the presence of natural, historical features, buildings or sites
" (viii) create a scattered development pattern requiring extensions to truck facilities and
N public services while other such facilities remain under utilized
(ix)  the detrimental economic or social effect that it may have on other areas of the
City.
(5) that the proposal is not an obnoxious use
(6) that controls by way of agreements or other legal devices are placed on proposed develop-

ments to ensure compliance with approved plans and coordination between adjacent or
near by land uses and public facilities. Such controls may relate to, but are not limited to,
the following:

@ type of use, density, and phasing
(ii)  emissions including air, water, noise
(iii)  traffic generation, access to and egress from the site, and parking
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