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SUBJECT: Amendments to the Regional MPS and Community Land Use By-laws
Regarding the Development of 10 hectare (25 acre) lots

ORIGIN

October 4, 2016, Item 14.1.12, motion of Regional Council initiating the process to amend the Regional
MPS and community land use by-laws

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY

Halifax Regional Municipality Charter (HRM Charter), Part VIII, Planning & Development

RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that Halifax Regional Council:

1. Give first reading to consider the proposed amendments to the Regional Municipal Planning Strategy
(MPS) and applicable community land use by-laws, as set out in Attachments A and B of this report,
to allow residential development on lots created though the HRM Charter 10 hectare subdivision
approval exemption and do not meet land use by-law requirements for road frontage and schedule a

public hearing; and

2. Approve the proposed amendments to the Regional MPS and applicable land use by-laws, as set out
in Attachments A and B of this report.
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BACKGROUND

Requirement for Subdivision Approval

Under provincial legislation, the requirement for a regulated subdivision approval process has been in
place for many years throughout Nova Scotia. Within HRM, the subdivision of land is regulated by the
Regional Subdivision By-law, the purpose of which is to ensure a well-planned and orderly pattern of
development. Subdivision approval is required whenever a property boundary is altered or a new
boundary is created. The By-law sets out standards that must be met to ensure that any newly subdivided
land parcels are capable of being serviced and developed for their intended purpose. Such a regime
helps to protect consumers from purchasing lots which cannot be used as intended.

HRM Charter Subdivision Exemptions
Separate from the standard subdivision approval process, to recognize the fact that there are other
circumstances under which property boundaries need to be created or altered, both the HRM Charter and
the Municipal Government Act set out certain types of subdivision that do not require subdivision
approval. Parcels of land created or altered through these provisions are not required to be surveyed or
assessed for their suitability for development as would be required under the standard subdivision
approval process. Specifically, the list of subdivision exemptions is as follows:
o if all lots to be created, including the remainder lot, exceed ten hectares in area;
e those that result from an expropriation;
e those that result from an acquisition or disposition of land by the provincial or federal government
or any agency thereof;
e the division of a cemetery into burial lots;
e those that result from an acquisition of land by a municipality for municipal purposes;
e those that result from the disposal, by the Municipality or the Province, of a street or part of a
street or a former street or part of a former street, including the consolidation of a street or part of
a street or a former street or part of a former street with adjacent land;
e those that result from the disposal of a trail or part of a trail, including the consolidation of a trail or
part of a trail with adjacent land,;
e the subdivision of an abandoned railway right of way or a consolidation of a part of an abandoned
railway right of way with adjacent land;
e those that result from a lease of land for twenty years or less;
e those that are associated with a phase of a phased-development condominium pursuant to the
Condominium Act;
e those that result from the quieting of a title; or
¢ those that result from a devise of land by will executed on or before January 1, 2000.

As is evident from the types of subdivision contemplated here, the resulting parcels of land that may be
created could take on a variety of shapes and sizes and not be suitable for development purposes. The
opposite is also possible and any parcel of land created through these exemption provisions may be
developed provided they meet the requirements of the applicable land use by-law, as well as other
applicable Municipal and Provincial requirements.

Development of 10 ha Lots

The topic of this report specifically relates to the development of lots that are 10 hectares (25 acres) or
more in size and created outside of the municipal subdivision approval process. This exemption is
generally intended to allow the creation of blocks of land for resource uses, such as farming or forestry. In
recent years, however, it has become more common for people to utilize the exemption with the intent to
create such lots for cottage or residential development. Although such lots can be created without
meeting Subdivision By-law or land use by-law (LUB) requirements, the lots must meet LUB requirements
in order to obtain development permits. In most cases, the lots being created under this exemption do not
meet HRM’s minimum requirements for public road frontage.
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While the vast majority of permits are accurately issued, in spring 2016, staff discovered that several
permits had incorrectly been issued on lots created through the HRM Charter 10 hectare lot exemption
that did not meet LUB requirements regarding road frontage. Under the HRM Charter, staff cannot issue
permits for development that do not meet the requirements of the LUB. As a result, staff ensured that
LUB requirements were applied more consistently across the Municipality and clarified the existing LUB
requirements with several land owners and the Nova Scotia Land Surveyors' Association.

Although planning regulations have not changed, several land owners have raised concerns regarding 10
hectare lots and the investments made in preparing properties for development. Given these concerns,
on April 12, 2016 Regional Council requested a staff report commenting on the advisability of an
amendment concerning lots of land that are 10 hectares (25 acres) in size.

On October 4, 2016, Regional Council considered a detailed staff report and initiated the MPS and LUB
amendment process regarding the development of lots that are created through the HRM Charter 10
hectare (25 acre) subdivision exemption and do not meet land use bylaw road frontage requirements. A
copy of the staff report can be found at the following web link:
http://www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/documents/161004cal4112.pdf

The October 4™ staff report outlined a variety of information related to the development of 10 hectare lots
including the HRM Charter, road frontage requirements, existing road frontage exemptions and the
characteristics of 10 hectare lots found throughout the Municipality. The report also noted that staff are
considering the broad feedback received through this planning process to inform the Department's on-
going development of its rural planning work program. While staff continue to consider broader rural
planning comments, this report focuses on discussing the proposed MPS and LUB amendments which
would allow a number of 10 hectare lots to be developed for residential use.

DISCUSSION

The Regional MPS (RMPS) is a strategic policy document that sets out the goals, objectives and direction
for long term growth and development in the Municipality. Amendments to the RMPS are significant
undertakings and Council is under no obligation to amend its policy direction. In this case, staff advise
that the Regional Plan and applicable community LUBs should be amended to enable a limited number
lots created through the HRM Charter 10 hectare exemption and which do not meet public road frontage
requirements to be developed. The following sections review the rationale and content of the proposed
MPS and LUB amendments.

Identified Subdivisions

Staff reviewed public feedback, the characteristics of 10 hectare lots and HRM's permitting records to
identify six 10 hectare lot subdivisions that do not meet LUB road frontage requirements but which we
advise should be allowed to continue to be developed for residential uses. The location of the
subdivisions are shown in Map 1 and described in the following table.

Table 1: Identified 10 hectare lot subdivisions

# of existing single

Subdivision # of lots . .
unit dwellings
Moser Head Road, West Jeddore 17 2
Pleasant Point, West Jeddore 14 1

Heselton Heights, Ostrea Lake 10 4
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Scotsdale Drive, Musquodoboit Harbour 13 3
Shaw Cove Road, West Pennant 7 2
Deerfield Ave, Portuguese Cove 16 2
Total 77 14

Within the six subdivisions identified in Table 1, staff acknowledge that several permits have been issued
for single unit dwellings on lots that do not meet LUB road frontage requirements. Many lots within these
subdivisions have been purchased by individuals and several property owners have made significant
investments in preparing the land for development. Since some lots located with these subdivisions
received permits, staff recognize that property owners would have reasonably expected to be able to
receive development permits on the remaining vacant lots. In addition, as the subdivisions are already in
the process of being developed, it would generally not be possible to reconfigure the subdivisions to meet
current land use controls, including the conservation design development agreement policies.

Shared Private Driveways

The lots located within the above identified subdivisions are all accessed via shared private driveways.
Some are relatively wide and well-constructed, while others are no wider than a single car width. All
have a gravel surface and most contain NS Power poles and easements.

Staff contacted the Nova Scotia Department of Transportation and Infrastructure Renewal (DTIR)
concerning access to these subdivisions. The Department reviewed the locations where existing private
driveways access provincial roads. No concerns were identified that would preclude a small humber of
additional dwellings from accessing provincial roads at these locations.

In reviewing driveway access, DTIR raised issues concerning lots accessed by the shared private
driveway known as Moser Head Road. An approximately 500 metre segment of Moser Head Road is
recognized by DTIR as an “historical road”, which is a segment of road that is owned but not maintained
by the Province. This category of road is different from their roads that are identified as “Schedule K”,
which are also owned but not maintained by the province, as their physical presence and record of title
are typically very obscure. DTIR indicates that it cannot grant access approval for lots that abut or would
need to cross this segment of Moser Head Road due to its “historical road” status. In order to address
this issue, land owners can apply to DTIR to transfer ownership of the segment to individuals or other
entity, such as an organized homeowners’ association. This process involves ensuring all properties that
abut the historical road are supportive and that the transfer does not negatively impact access for other
properties. DTIR indicates that the process typically takes between 6-12 months. Staff have contacted
affected land owners to inform them of this matter.

As discussed in the October 4™ staff report, the requirement for lots to have road frontage is common
throughout Nova Scotia, and Canada more generally, for emergency vehicle and service delivery access
purposes. Given this, the proposed LUB amendments that enable further development within the
identified subdivision include requirements for shared private driveways. To ensure emergency response
vehicles can access these properties, the proposed LUB amendments require the provision of an
easement to a public road for vehicular access and require a minimum design standard by which the
access is to be constructed before permits are issued.

Existing Developments

While the vast majority of permits are accurately issued, staff acknowledge that several permits were
issued on lots that do not meet LUB requirements concerning road frontage. In order to recognize these
developments, amendments to applicable LUBs are needed to ensure that any dwellings that received
permits are identified as being permitted and, therefore, able to expand or be further developed with
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accessory structures. Consequently, the proposed LUB amendments insert a general provision within all
applicable community LUBs, excluding only Halifax, Dartmouth, Bedford and Sackville Drive where 10
hectare lots have not been created for development purposes. The LUB amendments specifically
permit these existing residential uses that do not meet road frontage requirements.

Existing Regional MPS Policy Context

As discussed in the October 4™ staff report, the Regional Plan controls rural housing development in a
number of ways in order to support traditional service centres, manage environmental impacts, reduce
long-term costs and preserve rural character. While community plans make a number of exceptions to
road frontage requirements, the Regional Plan generally does not support the development of lots that do
not front on a public or approved private road. As a result, the proposed amendments to the Regional
Plan are intentionally limited to existing developments and specific subdivisions to maintain the general
intent of the Regional Plan and ensure that new subdivision proposals are developed through established
Regional Plan policies, such as the conservation design development agreement process.  The limited
scope of the amendments also helps to ensure that new subdivision proposals comply with Municipal
subdivision requirements, such as parkland dedication provisions.

10 Hectare Lots Not Included in Proposed Amendments
As discussed within the preceding sections, the proposed amendments are intentionally focused on
existing developments and the six subdivisions identified. In focusing on these certain subdivisions, the
proposed amendments do not impact the majority of the over 1,000 lots that are 25-50 acres in size that
do meet road frontage requirements. These lots not covered by the amendments are located throughout
HRM and include:
e isolated or small groupings of 10 hectare lots that appear to have been created for resource
development purposes; and
e 10 hectare lot subdivisions that may have been created for future residential development that
have not received Municipal permits or made formal inquiries recorded in HRM’s files.

Lots greater than 10 hectares not included in the proposed amendment may continue be used and
developed for a number of purposes, depending on the specific situation, applicable local regulations and
such things as the opportunity to work with neighbouring land owners. In general, the options available
under existing policies and regulations include:

e using existing road frontage exemptions tied to the date the lot was created;

e developing a new public road, limited to creating 8 additional lots;

e resource development uses; and

e development of new residential subdivisions enabled by conservation design regulations.

Although the proposed amendments are limited to certain subdivisions, staff also acknowledge that HRM
has received a number of general comments and concerns related to rural development. Some of the
topics raised include road standards, conservation design development agreement requirements and lot
grading. In recognition that rural areas face unique planning challenges, the Planning and Development
Department recently formed a dedicated team of staff to better focus and coordinate planning matters in
these areas. While the proposed amendments focus on issues concerning the development of 10 hectare
lots, staff intend to consider the broad feedback received through this planning process to inform the
Department's on-going development of its rural planning work program.

Proposed Amendments

Staff considered the intent of the Regional Plan and a number of policy approaches when drafting the
proposed RMPS and LUB amendments as set out in Attachments A and B of this report. In summary, the
proposed amendments would:

e ensure that any existing residential developments located on lots that do not meet road frontage
requirements are recognized as a permitted use and, therefore, able to expand or develop
accessory structures;

e allow the continued development of existing lots located within the identified six subdivisions that
received permits for some, but not all lots; and
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¢ limit development within the identified subdivisions to low density residential uses on existing lots
and subject to requirements concerning vehicular access, including proof of easements to a
public road and minimum shared private driveway construction standards aimed at ensuring
emergency vehicles can access developments.

Conclusion

Staff have reviewed a variety of information concerning the development of 10 hectare lots and advise
that the Regional Plan and applicable community LUBs should be amended to allow the development of
certain subdivisions that do not meet LUB road frontage requirements and which have received permits
for some, but not all lots. The limited scope of the amendments maintains the general intent of the
Regional Plan while also building on the existing road frontage exemptions set out in various community
plans. In addition, controls regarding the design and construction of shared private driveways ensure
these developments can be accessed by emergency response vehicles. Therefore, staff recommend that
Regional Council approve the proposed Regional MPS and related community LUB amendments as set
out in Attachments A and B of this report.

EINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

There are no direct financial implications. The HRM costs associated with the MPS amendment process
can be accommodated within the approved 2016/17 operating budget with existing resources. However,
there is a longer-term financial risk that HRM may receive future requests to take over shared private
driveways as public roads.

RISK CONSIDERATION

There are limited risks associated with the recommendations contained within this report. While the
proposed amendments contain provisions aimed at mitigating risks associated with enabling development
that is accessed by shared private driveways, there is still a risk that emergency vehicles or other
government services may have difficulty accessing individual properties. In addition, as noted in the
above Financial Implications section, there are financial risks associated with the potential to receive
future requests to take over shared private driveways as public roads.

There are no risks associated with the MPS amendment process. MPS amendments are at the discretion
of Regional Council and are not subject to appeal to the N.S. Utility and Review Board.

COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

The community engagement process is consistent with the intent of the HRM Community Engagement
Strategy, the HRM Charter, and the Public Participation Program approved by Council on February 25,
1997. The level of community engagement was consultation, achieved through providing information and
seeking comments through the HRM website. Public feedback was accepted through the HRM website
over a two-week period from Thursday, October 6th to Thursday, Oct 20th. During this period, HRM
received a total of 253 written submissions. Common themes expressed in the submissions include the
following:

e support for enabling the development of 10 hectare lots;

e general concerns related to rural planning and development;

e support for maintaining and enforcing established land use regulations; and

e concerns related to fairness for people who expected to develop a 10 hectare lot, or decided not

to purchase or pursue development on such lots.

In addition to the feedback received through the HRM website, staff also corresponded with a number of
property owners on specific questions about individual properties.
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A public hearing must be held by Regional Council before they can consider approval of the proposed
MPS and LUB amendments. Should Regional Council decide to proceed with a public hearing, ads will
be published within the local newspaper and HRM website.

Amendments to the Regional Plan and applicable LUBs will potentially impact the following stakeholders:
rural landowners and developers.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS

No additional concerns were identified beyond those raised in the above background/discussion sections.

ALTERNATIVES

1. Regional Council may choose to modify the proposed amendments to the Regional Plan and
community LUBs, as set out in Attachments A and B of this report. If this alternative is chosen,
specific direction regarding the requested modifications is required. Substantive amendments
may require another public hearing to be held before approval is granted. A decision of Council to
approve or refuse the proposed amendments is not appealable to the N.S. Utility & Review Board
as per Section 262 of the HRM Charter.

2. Regional Council may choose to refuse the proposed MPS amendments and related LUB

amendments. A decision of Council to refuse MPS amendments is not appealable to the NS
Utility and Review Board as per Section 262 of the HRM Charter.

ATTACHMENTS

Map 1 Identified 10 hectare (25 acre) lot subdivisions

Attachment A Proposed Regional MPS amendments
Attachment B Proposed amendments to applicable community LUBs
Attachment C  Public Feedback

A copy of this report can be obtained online at http://www.halifax.ca/council/agendasc/cagenda.php then choose the
appropriate meeting date, or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 902.490.4210, or Fax 902.490.4208.
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Attachment A
Proposed Amendments to the Regional MPS

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Regional Municipal
Planning Strategy is hereby amended as follows:

1. Atthe beginning of Section 3.4.3, amend the introductory sentence by adding the text as shown
in bold below.

Special provisions are made in recognition of certain applications made and approvals granted prior to
the adoption of this Plan, as well as other unique situations.

2. Within Section 3.4.3, Special Provisions and Other Growth Management Mechanisms, insert the
text following Policy S-28, as shown in bold below.

The HRM Charter enables lots that exceed 10 hectares in area to be created outside of the
municipal subdivision approval process. This exception is generally intended for resource uses,
such as farming or forestry. In recent years, however, it has become more common for people to
utilize the exemption with the intent to create such lots for cottage or residential development.
Although such lots can be created without meeting land use by-law requirements for road
frontage, the lots must meet land use by-law requirements in order to obtain development
permits.

In recognition of certain development permits having being issued for a limited number of single
unit dwellings on lots created through the 10 hectare exception in the HRM Charter, Council
approves relaxing the road frontage requirements and allowing the continued development of
subdivisions that had received permits for some, but not all lots. This one time exception is
intentionally focused on these unique situations to maintain the general intent of this Plan while
being fair to affected property owners.

S-28A HRM shall, through the applicable land use by-laws, permit residential uses located on
lots that do not meet road frontage requirements and were issued development
permits on or before April 1, 2016.

S-28B HRM shall, through the applicable land use by-laws, permit development on lots that
existed on or before April 1, 2016, and do not meet road frontage requirements within
identified subdivisions that received development permits for some, but not all, lots
located with the same subdivision.

THIS IS TO CERTIFY that the by-law of which
this is a true copy was duly passed at a duly
called meeting of Regional Council of Halifax
Regional Municipality held on the day of
,20 .

GIVEN under the hand of the municipal clerk
and under the Corporate Seal of the said
Municipality this __ day of

, 20

Municipal Clerk



Attachment B

Proposed Amendment to the Eastern Shore (West) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Eastern Shore (West) is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.4, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clauses (d) and (e) following clause (c) as shown
in bold below.

4.4 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(@)

(b)

(©

(d)

(e)

Any lot created in accordance with Section 98 of the Planning Act may be used for any
purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located, and a development permit may
be issued provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.
Notwithstanding the lot frontage and lot area requirements found elsewhere in this By-
law, lots may be created in accordance with the provisions of Part 14 of the Subdivision
By-law, and a development permit may be issued provided that all other applicable
provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
fish and boat shed lots may be created in accordance with the provisions of the
Subdivision By-law, and a development permit may be issued provided that all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements
and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all
other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses, excluding daycare facilities and senior citizen housing, are
permitted on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements provided the following
conditions are satisfied:

i the lot existed on April 1, 2016 and is located within the area shown in
Schedule D;

ii. atthetime of permitting, the applicant shall provide evidence satisfactory
to the Development Officer establishing a registered easement in favour of
the property that allows vehicular access to a street or road;

iii. where the vehicular access required by subclause ii is a shared private
driveway serving four or more dwellings, it has been constructed, as
certified by a professional engineer, to the design standards contained in
Schedule E; and

iv. all other requirements of this By-law are met.

2. Insert the attached Schedule D, Areas Subject to Reduced Road Frontage Requirements, following

Schedule C.

3. Insert the attached Schedule E, Shared Private Driveway Design Standards, following Schedule D.

4. Within the Table of Contents, insert a reference to “Schedule D — Areas Subject to Reduced Road
Frontage Requirements” and “Schedule E — Shared Private Driveway Design Standards”
following Schedule C.
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Schedule E: Shared Private Driveway Design Standards

Where specifically required by LUB provisions, shared private driveways that provide vehicular access to
four or more dwellings shall meet the following design standards.

1.

9.

All shared private driveways shall have a minimum clear width of 9 meters (29.52 feet) as follows:

(&) Travel lanes shall be a minimum of 3 meters (9.84 feet) for each direction of travel and shall
not include parking areas. Travel lanes shall be designed and constructed, complete with
gravel or a paved asphalt surface, to adequately support the loads produced by all
emergency vehicles.

(b) A minimum 1.5 meter (4.92 feet) clearance (shoulders) shall be provided on both sides of the
travel lanes and shall be comprised of stable ground as agreed to by the HRM Development
Engineer in consultation with HRM Fire Services. The stable ground shall be designed to
adequately support all emergency vehicles that may utilize the area to support their
necessary operations.

All shared private driveways shall be constructed so as to prevent the accumulation of water and
ice on any section of the driveway. Where the driveway grades are less than 0.5 percent, the
shared private driveway shall be crowned in the center to prevent pooling of water in a travelled
way. Swales shall be installed if required to prevent erosion of the shoulders.

Provisions for drainage systems, snow banks, utilities, and the like shall be provided and shall not
be located within the required 9 meter (29.53 foot) driveway.

At least 4.26 meters (14 feet) nominal vertical clearance shall be provided and maintained over
the full width of the shared private driveway.

Shared private driveways shall not have grades greater than 10 % with no change in grade over
8% in 15 meters (49.21 feet) of travel distance.

All cul-de-sacs shall be constructed with a minimum radius of 13 meters (42.65 feet) to the edge
of asphalt and 15 meters (49.21 feet) to outside of shoulder.

All travel lane curves and turns at intersection, are to have a minimum 12 meter (39.37 feet)
centreline travel radius. Curves and turns shall not reduce the clear width of the driveway.

The angle of approach and the angle of departure shall not exceed 8 degrees at any point on the
driveway or its intersection with another driveway.

Sight distance shall be incorporated into the design of intersections.

10. If speed bumps are going to be constructed; acceptable warning signs shall be required



Proposed Amendment to the Planning District 5 (Chebucto Peninsula) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Planning Districts 5 (Chebucto Peninsula) is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.7, Reduced Frontage, insert clauses (d) and (e) following clause (c) as shown in bold
below.

4.7 REDUCED FRONTAGE

(@)

(b)

(©
(d)

(e)

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, lots may be created
pursuant to the provisions of Sections 40, 41, 42 and 45 (RC-Jun 25/14;E-Oct 18/14) of the
Subdivision By-law and a development permit may be issued provided that all other applicable
provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage provisions contained in this By-law, a portion of a lot identified as
a road entrance reserve shall meet the requirements of the Department of Transportation or the
Municipal Service System Guidelines, as applicable (RC-Jun 25/14;E-Oct 18/14).

Deleted (RC-Jun 25/14;E-Oct 18/14)

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, residential
uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements and received
development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all other applicable
provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, residential
uses, excluding daycares facilities, are permitted on lots that do not meet lot frontage
requirements provided the following conditions are satisfied:

i. the lot existed on April 1, 2016 and is located within the area shown in Schedule E;

ii. at the time of permitting, the applicant shall provide evidence satisfactory to the
Development Officer establishing a registered easement in favour of the property
that allows vehicular access to a street or road;

iii.  wherethe vehicular access required by subclause ii is a shared private driveway
serving four or more dwellings, it has been constructed, as certified by a
professional engineer, to the design standards contained in Schedule E; and

iv. all other requirements of this By-law are met.

2. Insert the attached Schedule E, Areas Subject to Reduced Road Frontage Requirements, following
Schedule D.

3. Insert the attached Schedule F, Shared Private Driveway Design Standards, following Schedule E.

4. Within the Table of Contents, insert a reference to “Schedule E — Areas Subject to Reduced Road
Frontage Requirements” and “Schedule F — Shared Private Driveway Design Standards”
following Schedule D.
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Schedule F: Shared Private Driveway Design Standards

Where specifically required by LUB provisions, shared private driveways that provide vehicular access to
four or more dwellings shall meet the following design standards.

1.

9.

All shared private driveways shall have a minimum clear width of 9 meters (29.52 feet) as follows:

(&) Travel lanes shall be a minimum of 3 meters (9.84 feet) for each direction of travel and shall
not include parking areas. Travel lanes shall be designed and constructed, complete with
gravel or a paved asphalt surface, to adequately support the loads produced by all
emergency vehicles.

(b) A minimum 1.5 meter (4.92 feet) clearance (shoulders) shall be provided on both sides of the
travel lanes and shall be comprised of stable ground as agreed to by the HRM Development
Engineer in consultation with HRM Fire Services. The stable ground shall be designed to
adequately support all emergency vehicles that may utilize the area to support their
necessary operations.

All shared private driveways shall be constructed so as to prevent the accumulation of water and
ice on any section of the driveway. Where the driveway grades are less than 0.5 percent, the
shared private driveway shall be crowned in the center to prevent pooling of water in a travelled
way. Swales shall be installed if required to prevent erosion of the shoulders.

Provisions for drainage systems, snow banks, utilities, and the like shall be provided and shall not
be located within the required 9 meter (29.53 foot) driveway.

At least 4.26 meters (14 feet) nominal vertical clearance shall be provided and maintained over
the full width of the shared private driveway.

Shared private driveways shall not have grades greater than 10 % with no change in grade over
8% in 15 meters (49.21 feet) of travel distance.

All cul-de-sacs shall be constructed with a minimum radius of 13 meters (42.65 feet) to the edge
of asphalt and 15 meters (49.21 feet) to outside of shoulder.

All travel lane curves and turns at intersection, are to have a minimum 12 meter (39.37 feet)
centreline travel radius. Curves and turns shall not reduce the clear width of the driveway.

The angle of approach and the angle of departure shall not exceed 8 degrees at any point on the
driveway or its intersection with another driveway.

Sight distance shall be incorporated into the design of intersections.

10. If speed bumps are going to be constructed; acceptable warning signs shall be required



Proposed Amendment to the Eastern Shore (East) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Eastern Shore (East) is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.4, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (d) following clause (c) as shown in bold
below.

4.4 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(&) Any lot created in accordance with Section 98 of the Planning Act may be used for any
purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located, and a development permit may be
issued provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

(b) Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, lots may be
created in accordance with the provisions of Part 14 of the Subdivision By-law, and a
development permit may be issued provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law
are satisfied.

(c) Notwithstanding the lot frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, fish
and boat shed lots may be created in accordance with the provisions of the Subdivision By-
law, and a development permit may be issued provided that all other applicable provisions of
this By-law are satisfied.

(d) Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements and
received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Musquodoboit Valley/Dutch Settlement LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Musquodoboit Valley/Dutch Settlement is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.5, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert the following text as shown in bold below.

4.5 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(a) Any lot created pursuant to Section 107 of the Planning Act, S.N.S. 1989 and any lot created
pursuant to PART 14 of the Subdivision By-law may be used for any purpose permitted in the
Zone in which the lot is located and a development permit may be issued and a building may
be erected on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

(b) Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements and
received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Planning Districts 1 & 3 (St. Margaret's Bay) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Planning Districts 1 & 3 (St. Margaret's Bay) is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.3, Reduced Frontage and Area, insert clause (c) following clause (b) as shown in
bold below.

4.3 (a) REDUCED FRONTAGES AND AREAS

Where a lot with reduced frontage is created pursuant to PART 14 of the Subdivision By-law, a
development permit may be issued for residential or resource uses.

(b) Notwithstanding the Lot Frontage and Lot Area requirements of any zone, a lot containing a
cemetery in existence on November 15, 2003 may be subdivided and a development permit
issued provided that:
(i) the cemetery lot does not contain a dwelling and/or buildings other than accessory
buildings or structures;
(ii) where a cemetery lot does not abut a public street or highway or private road, a right-of-
way or easement of access of a minimum width of twenty (20) feet, extending from the
cemetery lot to its point of intersection with the public street or highway or private road shall
be shown on the plan of subdivision;
(iii) the easement or right of way appurtenant to the cemetery lot, shall be provided by the
subdivider concurrently with the conveyance of the cemetery lot;
(iv) notwithstanding the requirements of any zone, accessory buildings and structures
permitted in conjunction with cemetery lots shall be subject to the provisions of Section 4.13
of the this By-law; and
(v) the remaining lands meet the requirements of the applicable zone. (WRCC-Nov 24/03;E-
Dec 16/03)

(c) Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements and
received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Planning Districts 14 & 17 (Shubenacadie Lakes) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Planning Districts 14 & 17 (Shubenacadie Lakes) is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.6A, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert the following text as shown in bold below.

4.6A REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(a) Any lot created pursuant to Section 98 of the Planning Act and any lot created pursuant to
PART 14 (C-Dec 18/89;E-Jan 13/90) of the Subdivision By-law may be used for any purpose
permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a development permit may be issued and
a building may be erected on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law
are satisfied.

(b) Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements and
received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Planning District 4 (Prospect) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Planning District 4 (Prospect) is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.5, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (d) following clause (c) as shown in bold
below.

4.5 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Development permits may be issued for lots approved pursuant to Section 38, 43 or 43A (RC-
Sep 8/15;E-Nov 7/15) of the Subdivision By-law as specified therein provided that all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied but no development permit shall be issued for a
commercial, industrial, or community facility use, regardless of the zone in which it is located, for
lots created pursuant to Section 14.1 of the Subdivision By-law except for home business uses.
(WRCC-Aug 23/95;E-Sep 18/95)
Notwithstanding the lot frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, fish and
boat shed lots may be created in accordance with the provisions of the Subdivision By-law, and a
development permit may be issued provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are
satisfied.
Notwithstanding the Lot Frontage and Lot Area requirements of any zone, a lot containing a
cemetery in existence on November 15, 2003 may be subdivided and a development permit
issued provided that:
(i) the cemetery lot does not contain a dwelling and/or buildings other than accessory
buildings or structures;
(i) where a cemetery lot does not abut a public street or highway or private road, a right-
of-way or easement of access of a minimum width of twenty (20) feet, extending from the
cemetery lot to its point of intersection with the public street or highway or private road
shall be shown on the plan of subdivision;
(i) the easement or right of way appurtenant to the cemetery lot, shall be provided by the
subdivider concurrently with the conveyance of the cemetery lot;
(iv) notwithstanding the requirements of any zone, accessory buildings and structures
permitted in conjunction with cemetery lots shall be subject to the provisions of Section
4.12 of the this By-law;
(v) the remaining lands meet the requirements of the applicable zone. (WRCC-Nov
24/03;E-Dec 16/03)
i.
Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, residential
uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements and received
development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all other applicable
provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Beaver Bank, Hammonds Plains and Upper Sackville LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Beaver Bank, Hammonds Plains and Upper Sackville is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.6, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (d) following clause (c) as shown in bold

below.

46 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Any lot created pursuant to the reduced frontage or area requirements of the Subdivision
By-law may be used for any purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and
a development permit may be issued and a building may be erected on the lot, provided

that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

With the exception of the R-1, P-2, and any commercial or industrial zones, or lots
serviced by central sewer and/or water services, the Development Officer may issue a
development permit for a lot approved pursuant to Part 14 of the Subdivision By-law,
provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.
Notwithstanding the Lot Frontage and Lot Area requirements of any zone, a lot containing
a cemetery in existence on the effective date of this amendment may be subdivided and
a development permit issued provided that:
(i) the cemetery lot does not contain a dwelling and/or buildings other than
accessory buildings or structures;
(ii) where a cemetery lot does not abut a public street or highway or private road,
a right-of-way or easement of access of a minimum width of twenty (20) feet,
extending from the cemetery lot to its point of intersection with the public street or
highway or private road shall be shown on the plan of subdivision;
(iii) the easement or right of way appurtenant to the cemetery lot, shall be
provided by the subdivider concurrently with the conveyance of the cemetery lot;
(iv) notwithstanding the requirements of any zone, accessory buildings and
structures permitted in conjunction with cemetery lots shall be subject to the
provisions of Section 4.11 of the this By-law;
(v) the remaining lands meet the requirements of the applicable zone. (NWCC-
Dec 18/03;E-Jan 11/04)

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements
and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all
other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Planning Districts 8 & 9 (Lake Echo/Porters Lake) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Planning Districts 8 & 9 (Lake Echo/Porters Lake) is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.4, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (d) following clause (c) as shown in bold
below.

4.4 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

@ Any lot created in accordance with Section 98 of the Planning Act may be used for any
purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located, and a development permit may
be issued provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

(b) Notwithstanding the lot frontage and lot area requirements found elsewhere in this By-
law, lots may be created in accordance with the provisions of Part 14 of the Subdivision
By-law, and a development permit may be issued provided that all other applicable
provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

(©) Notwithstanding the lot frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
fish and boat shed lots may be created in accordance with the provisions of the
Subdivision By-law, and a development permit may be issued provided that all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

(d) Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements
and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all
other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Sackville LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Sackville is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.7, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (f) following clause (e) as shown in bold
below.

4.7

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(e)

(f)

REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

Any lot created pursuant to Section 98 of the Planning Act may be used for any purpose
permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a development permit may be issued and a
building may be erected on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are
satisfied.

Notwithstanding the frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this by-law, where a lot
existing on the effective date of this by-law has less than 120 feet (36.6 m) of frontage and abuts
a street in which sewer and water services are available, the lot frontage requirement is reduced
to 50 feet (15.2 m) and the lot area requirement is reduced to 5000 square feet (464.5 m2).

Any lot created according to the provisions of subsections (a) or (b) above may be used for any
purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a building may be erected on the lot,
provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements of this By-law, development permits may be issued
for lots approved pursuant to Part 14 of the Subdivision By-law as specified therein provided that
all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied but no development permit shall be
issued for a commercial, industrial, or community facility use, regardless of the zone in which it is
to be located, for lots created pursuant to Section 14.1 of the Subdivision By-law except for
business uses in conjunction with a permitted dwelling.

Notwithstanding the Lot Frontage and Lot Area requirements of any zone, a lot containing a
cemetery in existence on the effective date of this amendment may be subdivided and a
development permit issued provided that:

(i) the cemetery lot does not contain a dwelling and/or buildings other than accessory
buildings or structures;

(ii) where a cemetery lot does not abut a public street or highway or private road, a right-
of-way or easement of access of a minimum width of twenty (20) feet, extending from the
cemetery lot to its point of intersection with the public street or highway or private road
shall be shown on the plan of subdivision;

(i) the easement or right of way appurtenant to the cemetery lot, shall be provided by the
subdivider concurrently with the conveyance of the cemetery lot;

(iv) notwithstanding the requirements of any zone, accessory buildings and structures
permitted in conjunction with cemetery lots shall be subject to the provisions of Section
4.11 of the this By-law;

(v) the remaining lands meet the requirements of the applicable zone. (NWCC-Dec
18/03;E-Jan 11/04)

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, residential
uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements and received
development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all other applicable
provisions of this By-law are satisfied



Proposed Amendment to the Eastern Passage/Cow Bay LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Eastern Passage/Cow Bay is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.7, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (f) following clause (e) as shown in bold
below.

4.7 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

@ Any lot created pursuant to Section 98 of the Part IX of the Halifax Regional Municipality
Charter may be used for any purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located
and a development permit may be issued and a building may be erected on the lot,
provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied. (HECC-May
11/09;E-May 30/09)

(b) Notwithstanding the frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this by-law,
where a lot existing on the effective date of this by-law has less than 120 feet (36.6 m) of
frontage and abuts a street in which sewer and water services are available, the lot
frontage requirement is reduced to 50 feet (15.2 m) and the lot area requirement is
reduced to 5000 square feet (464.5 m2).

(c) Any lot created according to the provisions of subsection (b) above may be used for any
purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a building may be erected
on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

(d) Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements of this By-law, development permits may
be issued for lots approved pursuant to Section 38 of the Regional Subdivision By-law
as specified therein provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are
satisfied but no development permit shall be issued for a commercial, industrial, or
community facility use, regardless of the zone in which it is to be located, for lots created
pursuant to Section 14.1 of the Subdivision By-law except for business uses in
conjunction with a permitted dwelling.(HECC-May 11/09;E-May 30/09)

(e) Notwithstanding the Lot Frontage and Lot Area requirements of any zone, a lot
containing a cemetery in existence on the effective date of this amendment may be
subdivided and a development permit issued provided that:

(i) the cemetery lot does not contain a dwelling and/or buildings other than
accessory buildings or structures;

(ii) where a cemetery lot does not abut a public street or highway or private road,
a right-of-way or easement of access of a minimum width of twenty (20) feet,
extending from the cemetery lot to its point of intersection with the public street or
highway or private road shall be shown on the plan of subdivision;

(i) the easement or right of way appurtenant to the cemetery lot, shall be
provided by the subdivider concurrently with the conveyance of the cemetery lot;
(iv) notwithstanding the requirements of any zone, accessory buildings and
structures permitted in conjunction with cemetery lots shall be subject to the
provisions of Section 4.11 of the this By-law;

(v) the remaining lands meet the requirements of the applicable zone. (HECC-
Jan9/03, E-Jan29/03)

® Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage
requirements and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are
permitted provided all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Lawrencetown LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Lawrencetown is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.3, Reduced Frontages, insert clause (d) following clause (c) as shown in bold below.

4.3 REDUCED FRONTAGES

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this by-law,
development permits may be issued for residential and resource purposes in the RR-1
zone on lots created pursuant to the provisions of Part 14 of the Subdivision By-law
provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding subsection 4.3(a), lots which have frontage on Highway No. 207 shall
not be eligible for the application of the reduced lot frontage provisions of the Subdivision
By-law.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law, a
development permit may be issued for a maximum of two (2) lots or one (1) lot and a
remainder per parcel of land with frontage on Highway No. 207, and which existed on the
effective date of this By-law, as specified in the Subdivision By-law, provided that each lot
has a minimum frontage of one hundred (100) feet (30.5 m) and provided that all other
applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements
and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all
other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied



Proposed Amendment to the North Preston, Lake Major, Lake Loon, Cherry Brook and East

Preston (West) LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for North Preston, Lake Major, Lake Loon, Cherry Brook and East Preston is hereby further amended as

follows:

1. Within Section 4.11, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (d) following clause (c) as shown in bold

below.

411 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

Any lot created pursuant to Section 107 of the Planning Act may be used for any purpose
permitted in the zone in which the lot is located, and a development permit may be issued
and a building may be erected on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of
this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements of this By-law, development permits may
be issued for lots which are created pursuant to Part 14 of the Subdivision By-law, for
residential and resource uses in any zone, provided that all other applicable provisions of
this By-law are met.

Notwithstanding the area requirements of this By-law, the minimum lot area requirement
for an existing serviced area of land with less than an area of 12,000 square feet shall be
(5,000) square feet (464.5 m2).

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements
and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all
other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Cole Harbour/Westphal LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Cole Harbour/Westphal is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.7, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (e) following clause (d) as shown in bold

below.

4.7 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

€)

Any lot created pursuant to Section 98 of the Planning Act may be used for any purpose
permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a development permit may be issued
and a building may be erected on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of
this By-law are satisfied.

Notwithstanding the frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this by-law,
where a lot existing on the effective date of this by-law has less than one hundred and
twenty (120) feet (36.6 m) of frontage and abuts a street in which sewer and water
services are available, the minimum lot frontage requirement is fifty (50) feet and the
minimum lot area requirement is five thousand (5,000) square feet (454.5 m2).

Any lot created according to the provisions of subsection (b) may be used for any
purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a building may be erected
on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.
Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements of this By-law, development permits may
be issued for lots approved pursuant to Part 14 of the Subdivision By-law as specified
therein provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied but no
development permit shall be issued for a commercial, industrial, or community facility
use, regardless of the zone in which it is to be located, for lots created pursuant to
Section 14.1 of the Subdivision By-law except for business uses in conjunction with a
permitted dwelling. (C-Dec 13/93;M-Dec 22/93)

Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements
and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all
other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



Proposed Amendment to the Timberlea/Lakeside/Beechville LUB

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law
for Timberlea/Lakeside/Beechville is hereby further amended as follows:

1. Within Section 4.7, Reduced Frontage or Area, insert clause (f) following clause (e) as shown in bold

below.

4.7 REDUCED FRONTAGE OR AREA

(@)

(b)

(©)

(d)

€)

(f)

Any lot created pursuant to Section 98 of the Planning Act may be used for any purpose
permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a development permit may be issued
and a building may be erected on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of
this By-law are satisfied.
Notwithstanding the frontage and area requirements found elsewhere in this by-law,
where a lot existing on the effective date of this by-law has less than one hundred twenty
(120) feet of frontage and abuts a street in which sewer and water services are available,
the minimum lot frontage requirement is (50) feet and the minimum lot area requirement
is five thousand (5000) square feet.
Any lot created according to the provisions of subsection (b) above may be used for any
purpose permitted in the zone in which the lot is located and a building may be erected
on the lot, provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.
Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements of this By-law, development permits may
be issued for lots approved pursuant to Part 14 of the Subdivision By-law as specified
therein provided that all other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied, but no
development permit shall be issued for a commercial, industrial, or community facility
use, regardless of the zone in which it is to be located, for lots created pursuant to
Section 14.1 of the Subdivision By-law except for business uses in conjunction with a
permitted dwelling.
Notwithstanding the Lot Frontage and Lot Area requirements of any zone, a lot containing
a cemetery in existence on the effective date of this amendment may be subdivided and
a development permit issued provided that:
(i) the cemetery lot does not contain a dwelling and/or buildings other than
accessory buildings or structures;
(ii) where a cemetery lot does not abut a public street or highway or private road,
a right-of-way or easement of access of a minimum width of twenty (20) feet,
extending from the cemetery lot to its point of intersection with the public street or
highway or private road shall be shown on the plan of subdivision;
(ii) the easement or right of way appurtenant to the cemetery lot, shall be
provided by the subdivider concurrently with the conveyance of the cemetery lot;
(iv) notwithstanding the requirements of any zone, accessory buildings and
structures permitted in conjunction with cemetery lots shall be subject to the
provisions of Section 4.13 of the this By-law;
(v) the remaining lands meet the requirements of the applicable zone. (WRCC-
Nov 24/03; E-Dec 16/03).
Notwithstanding the lot frontage requirements found elsewhere in this By-law,
residential uses that are located on lots that do not meet lot frontage requirements
and received development permits prior to April 1, 2016 are permitted provided all
other applicable provisions of this By-law are satisfied.



THIS IS TO CERTIFY that the by-law of which
this is a true copy was duly passed at a duly
called meeting of Regional Council of Halifax
Regional Municipality held on the day of
,20__.

GIVEN under the hand of the municipal clerk
and under the Corporate Seal of the said
Municipality this ___ day of

,201_ .

Municipal Clerk



Attachment C

Public Feedback Receive Through the HRM Website

Anocnymous

10/06/2016 12:31 PM :

| am concerned that these lots may represent a future burden to HRM in terms of maintaining roads,
lighting and other aspects of infrastructure needs (water etc). If the owners sign a formal agreement that
this is not the case and that this is written as restrictive covenants on the use of the property for the
current and future owners, then there might be mechanisms to allow development of these properties.
However, this might place addition burdens on the HRM administration that our city may not have the
capacity to undertake. So there should be a fee paid to the city to cover costs of these land development
applications. '

Boudreau

10/06/2016 12:33 PM
! am concerned what kind of services they will want

Anonymous

10/06/2016 12:39 PM = :

| think subdivision needs to foliow the rules and there should not be an exemption, especially in the case
of building homes. | think land uses that may cause problems for neighbours or general public shauld not
have exemptions, but follow rules in place, for example junk yard, dumping, fracking drilling and anything
else that threatens or may change the water table, efc.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 12:40 PM . . .
Basically, | have no problem...... Would a process to insure payment of services, garbage, efc on taxes be
implemented? The private road would have to be snow cleared, by a private contractor by the owners on
the private road. But garbage could be scattered if riot collected regularly...so this is a challenge, Folks

‘are not going to drag their green bin out to the road frontage if it is some distance. Common sense and
easy solutions need to be a part of the decision so that the burden is not on the environment...too many
times we have seen trash dumped off the beaten path, as a selfish act...and laziness, why not wait til

Anonymous

10/06/2016 12:43 PM AR | |
Leave the law as is: There is no need foran exemption. Residences should not be built that do not have
‘access & frontage on a public road. If the owners want to build on these lots they should arrange, and pay

for building the necessary road access & frontage. -
Anonymous
10/06/2015 12:46:P.M ST

They should follow the land use by_léwjusi'like all other owneré S



brw

10/06/2016 12:56 PM

As the Regional Plan prefers that new subdivisions occur within serviced areas, it is preferable to
maintain the existing rules and ensure rural development occurs in a compact, transit-friendly form to
enable future rural transit, water & wastewater service, garbage, etc. to allow the municipality to grow in a
way that is cost-effective for all taxpayers.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 01:03 PM L
The By-law road frontage is unnecessary and unwarranted for rural HRM. Such requirements create
confusion, complexities and hardship which affect all concerned citizens.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 01:06 PM-
Landowners should be able to build on land they own provided they maintain the private road/driveway to
that land. ‘

Anonymous

10/06/2016 01:14 PM

| think that the responsibility for due diligence in all cases of land redevelopment in HRM lies first and
foremost with the developers seeking permits. Further, | do not favour any exemptions to existing,
approved development regulations for 25 acre lots. In cases such as this, in which the staff of HRM
granted development permits in error and in contravention of their own regulations, the developers should
be fully compensated for the invoice costs of improvements already made to the properties in question.
The properties should then revert to their original status before the granting of the erroneous permits. I{'s . .

‘quite simple; we do not need further suburban sprawl.
Anonymous

10/06/2016 01:15 PM _

I don't understand why HRM has a problem with lots that do not have the required road frontage. If the lot
is large enough to puta driveway then there is no reason that it cannot be issued a building permit. Just
because road frontage doesn't have a large road frontage doesn't mean that it can't be used to build on
whether for residential or commercial. It's also not fair to people who purchased land and were not
advised of this law to be penalized as a result. Just remember if there is a building put up en the lot HRM
benefits in that they are collect additional taxes because it is no longer vacant land. It's actually a WIN

WIN :.éf_i'-_thg_ﬁan.:P_eopl'e get to build-and HRM gets to collect more taxes.
Anonymous | . _. 5 - _ .
1 0!06]2016 01:28 PM

| can";_ 5?.? wi_jyﬁt_ha_y should not b_e al.low_ed

Anonymous | |

10/06/2016-01:29 PM
Allowthem ~ ~ ©




10/06/2016 01:35 PM - _

I'do not like to see the individuals who unknowingly purchased lots planning to biild be penalized. | am
not sure how to proceed in those cases but feel some consideration should be provided. HOWEVER, |
‘have great concerns that developers were able to use a loophole to proceed and wonder why it hadn't
been closed. | have lived in Fall River most of my life. Development without adequate planning has led to
traffic gridlocks, traffic/safety concemns and water issues. | would like to see impact studies be completed
before any subdivision development is allowed to occur including the 25 acre Iots being discussed above.
I hope my comments are helpful. '

Anonymous-

10/06/2016 01:35 PM .

| personally do not believe that land owners should not be able to develop these properties outside of the
subdivision regulations. The development rules should apply to everyone equally, regardless of the
amount of media attention that the owners are able to garer for themselves, While we are on a related
topic, it annoys me fo see individuals with land abutting on municipal waterfront property (Russell Lake
and some Morris Lake lots) using the municipal property as if they owned it. In some cases the owners
have made it almost impossible for individuals to walk around the two lakes. | am not including the land
owners who have deeded waterfront properties in this comment, only those who are effectively taking
possession of municipal waterfront property.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 01:42 PM

In rural areas, where large lots are the norm, landowners should be ailowed to build residential properties
as long as the road frontage is safe for location of a driveway ie. There is adequate visibility for pulling a
vehicle out into fraffic. To restrict this valuable rural growth, disadvantages areas who already suffer
greatly reduced resources and investment which are generally directed to urban areas.

GMC

10/06/2016 01:45 PM R -
| think if someone has purchased or owns a 25 acre lot and they either have road access or a right of way
then they should be able to build a home on that property. The amount of land on the road frontage

should not matter.
~ Anonymous

10/06/2016 02:12 PM L - I .

| think that going forward refusing development permits on these lots would be appropriate, however, .
already created |ots should be permitted to be developed as they were created in good-faith by ~ -
individuals.or companies wha believed they would be allowed to build on them, as they always had been

inthepast. =
Anonymous "
10006/2016 02:16PM -~

minimum road frontage (in rural areas) is predominantly intended to prevent the creation of 'land-locked"

o ‘parcels; ie. parcels that could be sold that would not be accessible from a public (or approved private)

road. BUT, if the 25ac parcel was created with an appropriate right-of-way (ROW) or easement, this
would provide safe/legal access to the property. perhaps the LUB could be amended to stipuilate that -
permits would:only be issued on 25ac lots'that have an appropriate access easement/ROW to an' .




Ancnymous

10/06/2016 02:26 PM

1. Speculative property buyers must do due diligence to know what their rights are BEFORE buying. 2.
.HRM employees who incorrectly granted permits are human and made mistakes. 3. HRM planners
should not have to 'throw this to public consultation' in order to get backup from community to 'answer to
the property owners'. 4. ALL THIS SAID, | don't know enough to about the particular location of the lots at
hand and the site specific conditions at play in order to make any other worthwhile comments as to
whether | ‘think’ HRM should grant further permits in these cases or not..... What do HRM planners
think??

PeterG _

10/06/2016 02:37 PM
As long as land use is restricted to residential construction and purpose, frontage requirements should be
no Ionger required.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 02:40 PM
I think the law should be changed and they shouid be allowed.

baron -

10/06/2016 02:43 PM

This'is another disaster as a result of amalgamation, it never ends, combining rural with urban where
everyone gets poorer and gets hassles harmonizing country with urban. It is a legacy issue. People
should be able to do what they want on their land especially in this case, but if it needs services they
should have to pay a big surcharge since they are now a part of wonderful HRM where everyone is either
paymg for what they don t need or can't have access {o what they are paying for.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 03:08 PM
Need more'info on what the msended use of these lots are and where they fit into the surrounding land
uses.. Is thls a quarry in the middle of a suburban residential area'?

_Anonymous

' 10!06/2016 03: 09 M ' :
In general | feel the road frontage requ:rement is an outdated relic fram anera when tax payers were not
corcerned about the cost fo maintain roads, hydro, fire, pollcmg, bus, waste, and paramedic services.

When one: ‘pauses 1o consider removing the frontage requirement wotild result in more homes, more
residents, and more property tax base WITHOUT more miles of- taxpayer owned roads this is a win win.
The only losers are’ people who don't want ne!ghbors and there are lots of extremities of NS crying for

- more residents: Abolish _¢=frontage requirement as a first step to property tax reform so that | don't have

" to'subsidize as many services for those who live outside the tirban core. You should also consider the

carbon footpr;nt savings of dnvang all those garbage trucks and services the same distance to service . - -

more homes. Street frantage is an ideal from the 1960's when the' ‘largest window on'your home faced the
street instead of the:sun, Nc_sw srnart homeowners onentate theur home {o face the sun regardless of
where the rcad hap ns o} be : R . :

Anonymous 'if- o




10/06/2016 04:00 PM
If the NS government allows us to subdivide land into 25+ acre lots regardless of frontage, we shotiid be
able {o develop them.

Ancnymous

10/06/2016 04:00 PM .
From what | can remember about the bylaw problem a few months back | think it's silly and people should
be able to do what they want on their land. :

Anonymous

10/06/2016 04:03 PM

| live in Cole Harbour and have a half acre lot. | don't know why someone shouldn't be able to build on
any lat as long as it meets minimum frontage requirements which in the city are probably like 40 feet. | am
a nurse and have heard from several of my clients the impact this has had on not being able to build on
land they own and | think it is actually ridiculous that there is such a by-law.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 04:12 PM

It would be extremely unfair to deny building permits to people who bought these properties in good faith
and have paid taxes, particularly where neighbouring parcels have been issued such permits, and this
should apply to all such existing 10ha. lots. Going forward, HRM should work with the Province to amend
legislation and bylaws simultanecusly to create a system that provides for proper development conirols
that treat all newly created lots with fair and clear rules related to the development of any lots that fali
outside the standard controls provided by subdivision rules.

- Anonymous

10/06/2016 04:17 PM

| think that land owners with 25 acres that have been subdivided through the MGA and do not meet the
land use bylaw should be able to get building permits. It is important to note that not averyone who
resides in the HRM wants to live in an urban or suburban community. Some of us prefer a rural life and
we should not be penalized for that. Other municipalities in the province allow building permits on these
lots with only access easements and without frontage on public or private roads and public safety is not
an issue there. In all likelihood those municipalities do not have access to the same level of emergency
services as the HRM. ALLOW building permits on these lots!

Anonymous

10/06/2016 04:17 PM

I think they should be granted the building permit just the same as any other lot would, withput any
special requirements needed.

Ano:nyr_n:q'us_' |

10/06/2016 04:19 PM
i don't really think about them

Anonymous

10/06/2016 04:32 PM



Lots should be able to be subdivided as long as they are transferred to an immediate member of the
owners family, : '

Anonymous

10/06/2016 04:34 PM -

I think that rural development should be relaxed. There is no reason that a private laneway that will be
maintained between the homeowners should require road frontage per lot, As long as the lots can meet
the requirements for well and septic the road frontage should be irrelevant If you were to allow long and
narrow plots to be used for multiple houses you would increase your density with less stops for garbage
collection and create more affordable housing options in the rural areas surrounding Halifax | think the
same development rules should not apply in what was not considered Halifax prior to amalgamation You
stunted the growth of our community

Anonymous

10/06/2016 04:36 PM
| don't see the problem with building on a 25 acre lot. | think the lots should be built on. Who the hell is the
government to say there is a resiriction on how big a lot can be?l Some people dan't want neighbors! -

Anonymous

10/06/2016 05:13 PM :

~ Its not.only 25 acre lots that are of concern what about lots that are large enough to build on but don't
have 200 ft of road frontage if its good enough for 25 acre lots to have smaller road frontage it should also
be applied to property that can be built with needs less road frontage needed.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 05:15 PM -

You shouid not need 100 foot of road frontage for a 25 acre lot safety would be first does not take 100
feet on the road.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 05:37 PM .

There must be many lots in rural Nova Scotia which have irregular shapes and road frontage to me is a
minor matter for a 10-hectare lot. | would vote for a minimum frantage of 10 m as the "road” way back in
history may have been a track through the woods. Such roads were likely never laid out with any planning
‘procedures so it is unreasonable to apply rigid planning rules to such cases.

Anonymous

'10/06/2016 05:45 PM A S
I 'think it is important for HRM to recognize that the rural portions of our miunicipality are unique and
different than the urban and suburban parts. Amalgamation hasn't fared well in rural HRM because it felt
more of a takeover than being included. We feel HRM has been treating us unfairly and over regulate our
way of life. When it comes to the 25+ acre lot issue, we should be allowed to build on any piece of land
we own regardless of public road frontage. One thing we value out here is privacy and sometime that
means being very far away from any public roads. | understand from HRM's point of view it is a means to
control us and how quickly we build but | think HRM should beé more hands off with the former Halifax
County. We:should establish a boundary and create a subset of by-laws and regional planning tailored to
rural HRM. What works in the city does not translate over'to the rural areas. :



Anonymous

10/06/2016 05:53 PM '

| believe that the 25 acre minimum is of sufficient size to warrant n exception to the minimum road
[frontage rules. The municipal services to this property would be minimal as the owner would have to
deliver garbage etc to a public license street. Policing and fire service issues does create one concern as
in the case of a 911 call, therefore the blue street number system for property recognition is a must.
Given the nature of rural NS, this can be overcome so that access is not problematic. The fact that a
property owner has 25 acres also brings into question the number of dwellings allowed on the property. |
believe that going forward, two is acceptable but any more would require approval and a higher set of
standards.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 06:24 PM

| have real concerns about large lots being deveioped without enough road frontage. The access roads
into these lots will not have enough width for roads to be built to standard. Emergency and service
vehicles will have difficulty reaching some sites and residents will be coming back looking for upgrades
and putting a burden on the rest of the tax payers. When this legislation came in 20 years ago we as
residents evaluated it and accepted it. | had présumed it was being enforced. We are going to loose the
feel of our rural communities with this hodge podge residential development | want to see green belting
in HRM and more emphases put on the health of our waterways, rivers, lakes, bogs and salt marshes.

Ano_n_ym ous

10/06/2016 06:32 PM

My parents own a wood lot on the West Ship Harbour road that is over 25 Acres, years ago my
grandfather sold a small bmld;ng lot to & neighbour to build a home for his family,from the original piece of
land. Now that 25 plus acre lot does not have 100 feet of road frontage which makes it basicly worthless
as we cannnot get a permit to develop it in anyway The taxes keep going up but my parents are stuck
with @ lot that has been in my family for generations that is now USELESS!! except for a woodlot...

Myself or my brother are supposed to inherit said lot when my parents pass, the same as my father did 20
years:ago..... If the rules are not changed we are basiclly inheriting a worthless piece of land that will cost
us money every year in taxes but never be able to be developed!! This is rediculous... It s worhtless, no
body will buy it what will they do with it? So a piece of land that has been in my family for generations is
worthless, and gomg to be nothing but a burden! There are ‘many of these types of lots in the Lake
Charlotte area, i can think of 4 on the West Ship Harbour Road alonel This law is going to KILL any type
of development in rural communities.... and that is a crime.., My family and i love rural life and wouldn't
even think of living in the ctty, but you are making hard for coming generations to get a start on life, or
elders to finish out there life 'on there rural dream propertys.... If there will be no change to the law then
the rate of taxation on these !ots shou!d be drastzcally decreased as there is no real value in this land
-anymore ..... :

Anonymous

10/06!2016 06:46 PM . '
Low densety urban’ sprawl is agamst all respons:ble enwronrnentai carbon neutral thinking and should not
be allowed. All buyers of such 10 Hectare properties must be aware of this By-law and therefore are
belng fraudulent if they are not:aware, why not? Until rural‘and stiburban mass public transit matches
inner.city mass publac transit system there can be no envrronmentai!y responsible further: housing
subdivisions nor apartment complex development. The Provincial Liberals{really conservatives) should be
ashamed of themselves for promoting wastefdl rural energy!transportatmn carbon pollution on the backs
-of respons:ble high dens;ty urban c;ty electnc;ty users wa!kers blkers! Dlsgraceful to’ walk out of the



Federal Liberals Paris Accord planning, its not about island mentaltty Nova Scaotians, its about the people
of this earth. .

Anonymous

10/06/2016 06:58 FM
1 think that building permits should be allowed on these type of lots. Many lots of this type have an
acceptable private lane/road for access.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 07:18 PM
I think that the by-law enforcing this ridiculous ruling needs to be rescinded immediately. There should not
be a 100" requirement on a public road. There is no need for that - whether public or private. There are
lots all over HRM that are small flag lots that do not have 100 of frontage on a public road and they have
all been approved for building. Common sense needs to prevail here. If this requirement were to stand,
then there are thousands of acres of land that is now useless and worthless. HRM has no business taking
the right to build on property away from landowners. These large lots are not contributing to over
development - contrary actually because there would only be one home per lot, not 100's squeezed into
approved subdivisions all over HRM that are being subsidised by the tax payer for services. HRM needs
to start thinking about rural landowners and start respecting rural rights to choose where they live. The
development of the core has been at the expense of the rural cst:zens and it needs to stop.

Anonymous

10106/2016 07:24 PM

If lots are baing developed for private use (i.e. building a house or cottage), | do not understand the
rationa!e of the road frontage requirements. | find it disturbing that we live in a free democratic country
and yet | can buy a piece of land and be told by the government that | can't build a house on it.
Development for sub-divisions, etc is different - for personal use, where the construction does not
interfere with ne;ghbours people should be allowed to build whatever house on whatever size piece of
!and they want .

Anonymous

10!06/2016 07:45PM

Itis hard to commenit posmvely about this requarement having no context Or reason why thiS was brought
about as a by law in the first: place | can only assume it served some purpose for the greater good of
HRM to inhibit urban sprawl or curb poorly planned. subdlwsmns and development. It would seem that in
the time it was’ effectively "in force": any ‘building it was supposed to curb did not happen as. the By law
was only. z“ecently enforced. In my opinion, it currently is only affecting HRM constituents in & negatwe
way and inhibits those who would benefit from the development of these lands in Rural communities. To
my knowiedge HRM has not yet benef ted from ’thlS by law nor have they stated how HRM could '

. Anonymous

10/06!2016 07:47PM ~ 0 ' : ' '
| have no trouble lettlng people bus!d structures in the middle of woods wuth no roads as !ong as they sign
an MOU or. covenant. or: somethmg that makes it clear that the Mun;ctpaltty has zero obllgataon everto.
provide roads or services. | mean, if someone wantsa h;ke -in cabin somewhere, is that an issug? Unless
the problem is'that people: have lots with no road access whatsoever ln whach case please Iet s go tell
the. prownce 1o stop creatsng Iots wsth no road aooees : S o :




loki

10/06/2016 07:50 PM

| think if you own the land you should be able to do whatever you like with it. Especially when all you want
‘o do with it is build a home. Change an’nquated by-laws that (m many cases) don t make sense e anymore.
This should really be a non issue. :

Anonymous

10/06/2016 08:01 PM
They should not be allowed to be developed. Everyone should have to comply with the same rules.

Anonymous

10/06/2016 08: 04 PM
De»amalgamate and let" Halifax County“ figure it out.

EVM

10106/2016 08:15 PM

| thinkthat the municipality should deny development permits on lois that do not meet road frontage
requirements, but also work with the owners of lots that don't meet requirements for road frontage by
considering exemp’nons to the moratorium on private roads on a case-by-case basis. In cases where a
lot's location allows for the addition of a private road that would meet the terms of land use, a land owner
could fi rst gain a perm;t to create the road access needed to conform the lot to the emstzng road frontage
requ:rements then submit their application for a development permit once the road is complete and the lot
meets aII necessary requwements for approval

Anonymcus

10!06/2016 08: 35 PM
If there s anough for a safe dnveway who cares.

Anonymcus

10/06!2016 08 49 PM

" Too bad

JR_ »

10/06/2016 09 16 F’M :

| think people should be’ allowed to buald on lots that do not have publzc road frontaga | live on a 10 acre’
lot on a private road.:Road maintainance and snow removal is provided by the residents of the road.1
have otherlots on the road which | .may want to give to our children or develope in the future, These lots
were ‘not created for development they are old farmly lots, Some are more than 25 acres, some are Iess

' Anonymous
'10/06/2016 09 42 PM

- Change: the by~laws to permlt res:deatlal constructlon There are plenty of precedences around HRM and
_ beyond SR : _ . . :




Anonymous

10/06/2016 10:12 PM

If the city made a mistake approving them, then the city needs to reimburse the owners who, in good
faith, moved ahead with development plans. The city should not change a zoning law, or upend the
planning process to "fix" a mistake. If it needs fixing, fix it for the right reasons. If it doesn't need fixing
then pay the people fair value for the mistake the city made.

Anenymous

10/06/2016 10:16 PM

There are many 25+acre lots that were created before 2006 that were purchased for development or for
building of a single family home, and not for “farestry or agriculture”. Many of these lots do not have 100
ft. of public road frantage and the requirement for them to have that before being issued a building permit
is a prohibitively expensive requirement that effectively renders the value of the lots to zero, as it would
be more expensive to put in a public road, than the value of the lot(s) would be after the road was putin.
Hence, this requirement is an unfair burden on the owners, What is wrong with having a residential
property on 25+ acres with a private road? Why can not those with very large parcels put in private roads
and subdivide into smailer lots? Such development creates jobs and improves the tax base. Furthermore,
it is a fundamental right of land owners to be able to build on their land without incurring exorbitant costs
and restrictions, Itis also a fundamental right to be able to purchase a large lot with the intent of
subdividing it to help pay for it, or to pass on to family members. Sincerely, Morry El-Badry Owner of 153
acres in Cape Jeddore, and 29 acres in 3 Fathom Harbour.

- Anonymous

10/06/2016 11:37 PM '

| think road frontage requirements need to be reviewed for those who are not housing developers but
rather someone just wanting to build a house on the property. Obviously the landowner in that case would
have to'deal with the issues due to lack of frontage but that should be up to the individual.

Andnyrtfi_pus
10/07/2016 12:03 AM
If the entire project doesn't meet it, then no. However, if a certain percentage say 20% doesn't but the
other 80 does, then there has to be special process to handle it.

- Anonymous
10/07/2016 05:05 AM- Lo 7
If they are under-agreement for forestry and or farming than it is not an issue. Said 10 Ha lots shouid not
be allowed for residential or commercial property development.

: AnQri_ym'ci_us

10/07/2016 05:32 AM

Don't let them b'uild.'oﬁé_pe?son or family doesn't need this much land. It wil exhasterbate problems in
the future. - - B : ' :

Anonymous

10/07/2016 05:42 AM



There should be no restrictions on these lots. As long as they have Road Access they should be able to
build on them. All they need is enough frontage for driveway.

Rickn

10/07/2016 05:47 AM

As long as the property has some access to the road be it by ROW or direct access there should be no
restriction on development. The length or width of the drive way is no concern to HRM as they do not
maintain it, .

Anonymous

10/07/2016 07:13 AM
Development should be allowed provided it is a single use dwelling or housa and has proper signage for
emergency situations. | would be opposed to any subdivision ideas or development.

Anonymous

10/07/2016 07:40 AM
If I understood the logic behind the law but | see no significant impact to the mumcnpallty However the
impact on'the landowner and their family is so significant.. If in fact the burden is greater for services then
limit the services or allow the local area to handle some of them but to take one's land rights is
atroceous”ﬂ

Anonymous

10/07!2016 07:41 AM

| think there should be different considerations for rural areas. We need people who have lofs of money to
invest, to put up big houses on big lots, they bring jobs and investment to the community and make the
community stronger. | can see that 'eststes’ are not wanted in the city core, but please let people follow
their dreams 'in the country'. Otherwise they will be going to provinces where their investment is welcome

Anonymous

10/07/2016 07:57 AM

Myself being a landowner in Clam Harbour, my Grandfather willed his land which was over 100 acres to
his four grandchlldern My cousin tried for a building permit, but due to the restrictions he was unable to,
basically makmg the land useless. | believe as long as there Is a right of way in place to access the
prnper’ty one should be able to develop the property and the current bylaw stricken from the books.

Ano_n_vm.ou_s .

10/07/2016 07:58 AM

It should be.up to the developer (owner) to create a road to meet the requirements for road frontage. If
thisis not occupied by people leave it as nature intended. There should be no concerns of fire or anything
else, .~

Anonyrnous

'10/07/2016 08 05 AM

My name is. Llnda Bayers. | own a residence on 4 acres in West Petpeswick. People move to and buy

houses or land in the country for lots of space, privacy, life style. If they have 25 acres, they should be
able to bmld on it. Developers should be able to acquire building permits on behalf of those wantmg to



build a resldence. One should be able to access a public road via a private road to the public road. They
- would be responsible for bullding and upkeep of road. Failure to acquire permits adversely and
economlcally affects the homeowner, developers/confractors, construction supply businesses, and
employees who have famllles to provide for and business expenses for toals of the trade.

" Anonymous

10/07/2016 08:28 AM

| can't see why the road froniage requirements should be any different for larger lots, And | think the
spotty enforcementt rules leaves HRM exposed to a successful challenge by way of officlally Induced
arror

Anonymous

10/07/2016 08:33 AM

The planners should give up on irying to jam everyone into the clty. People no longer have to waste time
and fuel to drive to work In a tower; many people work electronically from home, and more business
‘development In outlying communities is allowing people to work close to home. This is.2016, not 1961

Anonymous

10/07/2016 08:40 AM
| belleve that the lots should continue to be required to conform to exlsung by-laws. By-laws should not be
- changed to accommadate the warits of a few paople.

Anonymous

10!07!2016 09:11 AM

Yes keep your jargon filled laws on 10 hectare lots but just as you continually do for developers in Halifax
and Dartmouth absolve the familles that already have these lots and change the rules for them. Then you
might. tighten up your rules for all future buyers, whether through realtors or not to go through unified
governmental bodles before any sa_la is allowed|

Anonymous

10/07!2016 09:20 AM
| firmly belleve ifa 25—acre lot owner can get a provinclally approved access to the lot, a provlncnally

public road requlrement is not necessary under the above noted condltions. Rural Nova Scotia needs all
the help the municlpali can prowde to help create jobs | outsnde the clty Ken Burrows Sr

_'Anonymous

10!07!2016 09.26 AM

| belleve that land owners who .do not have 100' of public road frontage should be allowed to build on
shared: dnvaw-ays and/for private roads, Furthermare, | support landowners right to subdivide their land
into 25 acre parcels and pass it down to famtty mernbers and/or sell it for residentlal purposes. It doss not
matter if the lots existed before hand, if they were sub-divided under the HRM Charter exemption
‘278.2(a) or If current owners subsequenﬂy purchased these types of lots and did not directly sub-divide
_them Landowners' development rights should be restored to the *norm” that was'in place before this
issue arose in February, 2016 There is no language In the Charter that Implies or states what the
intended Iand usage |s for Iarge Iots The Iegal mechanism for Intended Iand usage is "land zoning" and Is




the responsibility of the HRM under the appropriate municipal planning strategy guide. Regardless,
intended usage is irrelevant if it is not codified as a provincial law or municipal by-law. The issue,
however, is not how the lots were created; but if they have 100’ of public road frontage. Many people
purchased these lots before the adoption of the master plan in 2006 and the subsequent moratorium on
prtvate roads. In many cases these private roads existed before 2006, but when the moratorium was put
in place there was no process to grandfather or retroactively approve them - despite many having homes
on them at that point. Homes on shared driveways/private roads drastically increase revenues to HRM
while not costing any funds in terms of road construction or maintenance. As Iong as the HRM is crystal
clear that they WILL NOT acquire or take over pnvate roads in the future there is no risk to the
municipality. This can be accomplished by requiring a deeded right of way to a shared private road and/or
a public road and it will put a burden on the property deed, tipping off real estate lawyers to the fact.
Furthermore, the right should be extended to the next generation. They may or may not want to sub- -
divide lands (creating new PIDs) for residential development. With regards to rural character, in all due
respect, ask the residents of those communities what they want and give their voices more weight than
people outside those communities. People in the rural communities WANT new people, they WANT the
construction economic activity and they WANT the additional business that new citizens will bring. At a
density of 1 home / 25 acres these lots will not contribute to traffic congestion or water quality/quantity
issues. They will lso preserve our natural environment far better than the Natural Resources department
does when it allows clear cutting and pesticide spraying. In my particular case | own 30 acres of land and
at most we will disturb ~1/2 acre. The remainder will be kept in pristine condition for my daughters’
generation, and hopefully her children after her. Thank you for your time, George Hornmoen Lewis Lake
(also own property in Lower Weast Jeddore)

Anorymous

10/07/2016 09:39 AM
You should be able to build one hcuse or cotiage on land as Iong as you have a deeded right of way to a
road frontage

Anonymous

10!07/2016 09 57 AM

The: property owner should be allowed fo proceed with development and obtain such approvals as are
-necessary to allow building and occupation of residential homes, We wish to be kept informed as this
matter develops. If staff develops a proposal, it should be circulated to'the public for dirt her comment
before bemg put-before councrl for final approval Walter and Maursen Yeadon Brookmde NS (HRM)

Anonymous

10107!2016 10: 29 A ; e
- thmk that people who buy Iand should have to follow the by laws that come with the Iand i feel we are
living in:a me society where everyone is out for themselves! Not enough road frcntage too bad for the
' owner of the Iandf R

-Anoriymc'ms' -
10/07!2016 11 04 AM . :
Listen up, put up some affortable housmg for senrors

-.Anonymous :

: 10!07f2016 11 09 AM L o
. Getwith'the'real prublems we: have here Iow income housmg for seniors ;really you will be one_
- someday.not easy ona penseon Halrfax housmg authority is useless never any opemngs for years,come




on get on with the truth,we have available land put it to profi table use. Can not wait for the next
ELECTION.Proof will be showns who is doing their job. ' .

Anonymous

-10/07/2016 11:55 AM o ' '

| think that the by-law should be amended, especially given there were citizens that were not aware that

. this by-law even existed when they purchased or bequeathed the land to their family. HRM needs to step
up and make the changes to this by-law to allow families to build on their properties.

Anonymous

' 10f07!2016 12:08 PM
I think it is mandatory that residents be able to develop these RURAL lots.

Anonymous

10/07/2016 12:09 PM
Del_ete_:_this By-law, it is archaic.

--Anonyrhous

10/07!2016 12:27 PM

They should be allowed to be built on and HRM Subdivision By-laws shouldn t apply. | believe HRM staff
are being punitive in their current interpretation because they don't support subdivision being possible
outside of the HRM Subdivision By~law These rights are present because the Charter is a basicallya
mirror document of the planning provisions in the MGA. The MGA considered the differences between
development control in rural vs urban areas yet HRM planning can't... ndaoulousl HRM is providing no .
servrce and addmg no value to the process, '

Anonymous _

10!0?/2016 12: 30 PM : ' :

| strongly support abglition of the éurrent regulation/bylaw prohlbitlng ressdentlal use of property
amounting to 10 hectares or more without a requisite amount of road frontage My property has road
frontage: but | don't know whether or not it has sufficient road frontage to meet the current criteria, This
issueis amportant to. me given. I own 40 acres of property on the western edge of the Brookside Road. |
. would appreciate it if you keep me apprised as this matter develops. If you have any questions please
feel free to contact me at the emarl address or by phonem Machael Yeadonm

Anonymous

10/0“!]2016 12: 31 PM : '

Road frontage minimum size should have nothing to do wrth rt as Iong as they have enough frontage for

a dﬂveway entrance (no shared: drwes) But they should be restricted to.one residence to'the property to

stop any future. subdwus;on of, the property in'the future and the pDSSlbllity of over taxing the ;nfrastructure,

~ roads, hughways ‘sewage, water, etc.. The burden of all future cost of necessary mprovements would be
place onthe 10 heotare Iot owners not the general Publlc of the mumcnpallty - i '

. Anonyrnous

10./0?12_01sﬁ91:o_dm RN




It seems to me that consideration must be given to the need for re-populating our rural area hare on the
Eastern Shore. Suburban style subdivisions are not needed. It would be useful to have a clear easily
understood(meaning in plain language) desfgn and permit process that facilitates land use and home
building. The city must do better at helping our area to grow and flourish and if this means water and
roads then yes. Restricting the development of roads while at the same time pouring millions into a
convention centre and other developments isn't.a reasonable plan for our area. Giving lip service fo
supporting renewal of our rural area isn't enough. A public review of proposals of 10 hectare lot
development that is geared to development and not personalfamily use needs to happen long before any
permits are even considered. Bethana Sullivan Musquodoboit Harbour

Anonymous

10/07/2016 01:08 PM

| think that the propaganda surrounding the history is false. HRM claims it was only intended for resource
development. Not true! 25 acre subdivision was also intended for family conveyances. | could agree in
principal with the fact that HRM has the ability to reject development on 25 acre lots without frontage. |
whole heartily disagree with fact that HRM not only issued the permits on all 25-acre lots routinely, they

. did not ever (prior to 2016) reject a development permit on a 25 acre lot because it did not have frontage.
In summary if the lot is large enough by provsncsal standards, HRM should allow the private owners quite
enjoyment of the land.

Anonymo_us

10]07/2016 01:37 PM

HRM: should go back to allowing private roads especually in cases of dead ends that will never be
exten_ded in the future or never be made public for various reasons. Municipalities such as Lunenburg still
allow private roads to be constructed and accepted as road frontage. However, councilors and staff
should resist all complaints from private road residents since the Municipality has no responsibility for
ma;ntalnmg private roads. This should reduce the need for 25 acre lots. Thanks Barry Zwicker P.Eng.

Anonymous

10/07!2016 01:41 PIVE ,

| think that there are propemes caught up in this that do not fit the oraglnal intention of this by Iaw I think a
careful examination of the original intention of the bylaw, the reason(s) for its existence (what public
interest is being protected by this bylaw?}, and the harmful consequences that have resulted needs to be
answer o the quesnon what: mggered sudden enforcement earlier this year? | thlnk also there needs fo
be much more attention pald to the differing needs and requirements of urban versus rural, and that
development in the rural areas should not be discouraged. People have a right to choose which type of -+
life style they wish tc pursue urban or rural, and in which type of community they wish to live.

Anonymous

10!07/2016 03: 15 PM
| think the municipality : should adopt the provincial laws as all other areas do. | also think that HRM shnuld
not Ieglslate so much, . ballave they are tryzng to minimize red tape'? '

: cat591 0

10/07!2016 03 42 PM - '

. Adjust the bi-law accordtngly Ifa prlvate cutlzen is lucky enough to own- Iand and they can putin a road
that meets with environmental concerns, then power to them Look at that mess ;n East Preston wnth

B squatters That isa far blgger concem



Ananymous

10/07/2016 06:23 PM
| think the newly enforced rule is one of the most growth-hindering ideas HRM has come up with in recent
history.

Anonymous

10/07/2016 06:28 PM

Disgusted by the treatment of the city's treatment of its rural growth , they cannot see the trees through
the forest. Hate the fact my dreams of moving east to the coast have been squashed by someone who
cannot think past the cities street. It's a " more money ploy " by the Halifax municipality to stunt growth in
rural areas and force more people to live in that Poor excuse of a city. It's all for the the money , just as
the amalgamation was meant to do. The city cannot support its own expenditure with its tax base so they
take it from us , then they try to force us to move to them so they don't have to provide the services they
provide so poorly for too much now. If the city and province was run by a more progressive open minded
. govt that would prefer to see real change and growth , it wouldn't be a issue , they never would have had
to stoop this low nor would they have had to amalgamate the cities and county 20years ago.

Anonymous

10/07/2016 06:41 PM
Let them bulld and subdivide. Even smaller pieces 10 and over should be allowed to build and subdivide.

Anonymcus

10/07/2016-06:52 PM
Hi HRM Council. Thanks for the opportuntty to provide feedback in this way. We fully support the 'Save
Rural HRM' cause. We are not major landowners; however, we are concerned we could be impacted
similarly if this newly enforced rule is not corrected by council. This is not the first time we have seen
HRM anti-rural actions being taken. We notice a steady attack on rural HRM through an urban-centric
policy model that is not worklng for rural residents in HRM's vast city limits. When we decided to move
from Calgary in 2008, we were forfunate enough to be able to choose where In Canada we wanted to live,
As inter-provincial migrants, we based our choice on the belief that living within an hour of any large
Canadian cosmopolitan city would be a safe investment. We realize HRM, or anywhere in NS means we
don't-have cities per say. Still, HRM operates like a city - with city limits. We wanted to live in the country,
ideally a half hour outside the city, and we had always wanted to be near the ocean. Initially, we looked
extensively at moving to BC, but we'd missed the real estate boom there. We looked at rural living in the
Prairies and then decided to try exploring the east coast instead. In the maritimes we discovered a better
quahty of life as'well as better land and home values, despite the higher provincial income tax. The
economics of the area made sense at the time; in 2007 NS was still growing. We looked to buy in the
Moncton area, then in the Annapolis Valley, the South Shore, and finally settied on the Eastern Shore.
thle we did not buy 25 acres with the intention to build a dreamn home, we still invested $300,000.00 of
our money into a beautiful: ‘home right where we wanted it to be in HRM: 1.8 acres and right off the #107,
© 30 minutes from the City. After moving here, we learned about the 1996 amalgamation. Locking back,
had we known about the impacts of amalgama’ﬁon 18 years later, we most likely would not have bought a
home in rural HRM. While | still believe that our: investment is relatively secure for now (if we wanted, we
Ilkely could sell our house for about as much as we mtttally paid forit). We fear it will not appreciate on
proper. pace when compared to any other property near a large Canadian Cety in a similar radius due to
the growth-sequestering effects of an urban-centric council. When comparing buying vs. renting a home
' anywh' e in Canada, In order for the purchase of any house to make sense, homes in that area must
also show an annual increase in value of 2-5%. If that doesn't happen, renting becomes a more viable
option to maximize one's utility. That growth in value s not happening in rural HRM and the further up the
shore in HRM one goes the more severe that outcome. Some homes now in rural HRM are even sellmg




for less than they were in 2008 and less than the market value HRM taxes us on. Rural is emptying out.
Shouldn't we come up with more progresswe palicies that encourage growth on par to other areas within
Canada? More and more families are moving away from rural HRM for financial reasons; as proaf we see
a large number of abandoned homes in Clam Harbour and farther up the shore. The impactof this is that
more and more people will choose not to buy here, not to move up in homes—waorse, they mightrenta
home instead, or not move to this area at all. What will be left when all the people are gone? The result in
this kind of thinking means less taxes for HRM in land transfer taxes. The other day we drove up the
#357, through Stewiake, then across the 102, and then on to Selma to go striped bass fishing! Coming
back, and besides the beauty of the area, we were struck by two things on the drive: first, when we saw
the beautiful new welcome to Halifax Municipality blue sign put up ( we love the new HFX logo by the
way). Second, we noticed how 'rural' the area is at the western line there. If we stopped the car and did a
3600 pano, we couldn't tell the difference from East Hants Municipality to HRM Municipality. It is very
rural and very redl as far as differences go from living rural, 30 minutes out and to right in metro. Am |
right in saying the tax rate per 100 on one side of the line is .86 and the HRM side is $1.167 That's a big
difference, one | understand actually. But decisions that take away rural growth is a mistake and one |
“hope is just an oversight. | am happy to see that HRM has assigned a dedicated team to help rural
residents with HRM. It's a great first step. We have raised our two daughters here, and we love the area.
we love Nova Scotia! We feel safe here. We consume here; we have bought cars, furniture, hardware,
groceries, we have supported charities, seniors, and our schools, we volunteer quite extens:vely in our
community, and we also paid our land transfer tax of 1.5%. We continue to consume in many ways. Our
girls are heading to University in HFX soon, and we are proud to continue to contribute to the local NS
economy as workers and consumers. We support #save rural HRM and we hope you will fix the
oversight. Best, and thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback. Dwayne & Genevieve Sawchyn Sl

Anonymous

10!0_?_'!2016 06:56 PM

| believe that those requirements should remain.My reasoning is that many people had to suck it up .If
changing those requirements will actually have a back lash that will cost a lot of people.There is no idliling
for the'thousands that have gone before and have had to live with the decision made.Notbonly large plots
of Iand

Anonymous

10/07/2016 08:53 PM

| think that as long as the land lot is coded for residential construction that the road frontage hy-law
should not be the reason a permit is turned down especially since there are already houses on these
roads. Also rural HRM should be able to grow - this by-law is not allowing growth - in fact it is doing Just
the opposite by denying growth. Please bring common sense back into these decisions and recognize
that there needs to be different by laws between rural and the c;ty Natalie Stevens Musquodobmt
Harbour :

Anonymous

10/07/2{}16 09 43 PM
‘My.name is lan Burgess. | am a resident of HRM and a land owner of one of the lots being impacted in
West Jeddore.-Ourlot is on a private road with 11 other lots, we have collaborated as a group to form an
-offi c:lal Association, and we have upgraded and maintained our road over the years. Over the last 10
years three year-round reszdences were constructed under permit on our road alone, most recently this
Spring. | have theréfore had an implied assumption that we could develop our lot. In fact, we have all had
this assumption - the assumption that as a land owner of land bought through a land developer, vetted by
Real Estate Lawyer, that we have the inherent right to build. And despite HRM's claim that these lots are,
generally intended for resource Uses, such as farming or forestry,” HRM has applied, for the last 15
years a reszdentlal" tax rate to our land; and to other lots as well. How can HRM charge residential tax



rates on land that HRM is claiming was only ever meant for resource use? This further supports the

- assumption of development potential that we have all had. Ignoring a bylaw for 20 years and then
suddenly turning it on with no thought or consideration for the impact of such a harsh and undemocratic
decision is simply not acceptable. If development on these lands is not permitted then the areas where
these lots are common will suffer vast negative economic consequence. People's long-term plans will
forever.be altered and the value of these assets will plummet.to near zero, People will be left.with no
alternative but to partake in logging to try and recoup some of their lost value, and is this the type of
development that we really want to see in and around our rural HRM communities? Lastly, people who
have been permitted to build over the many number of years have often, like on our road, joined with
others in their community to facilitate the management and upkeep of their road and community. If every
vacant lot cannot be used for anything but resource use now, then the individuals who were permitted to
build will be left in a state of undue hardship, because these types of association groups will collapse
eventually, if not immediately, and the roads they manage will be left to deteriorate with full responsibility
left to reside with those who have built. For all these reasons, people need to be allowed to develop their
land for personal residential purposes. Please make the changes necessary to permit thls Thank you, lan
Burgess Land owner, West Jeddore

Anonymous

10!08!2016 07 01 AM
As Iong asithasa Iegal right of way private (driveway) to get to it.you should be able to build your home

N3
.

Anonymous

10/08!2016 07 56 AM

Persons with property in these situations should be able to develop their Iands for single family dwellings
provided they meet the following conditions: 1. they pay for any road extensions or driveways, paved or
not paved, to their respective dwelling 2. they pay all costs to have power extended to their respective
_dwellzng 3. they pay for any costs associated with the extension of water and sewer to their property or
use an on-site system for sewage and drill or dig a well 4. they would have to transport their garbageto a
central location for. pick-up, attheir cost 5. costs associated with storm drainage that the development
causes would be their- responsibility 6. perhaps a new set of by-laws for developments of this type of
'development should be consudered

Anonymous

10/08/2016 09 22 AM

On lots that size that ineet environmental concerns should be allowed to build reasonable residential
_stmctures If they are on a private road, they can make arrangements to access public services (garbage,
etc.) at'the.end of the: private road. The private road should be required to be constructed so that
'emergency VEh!C|ES can easrly and safely navzgate to all propertles on that road.

Anonymous Vo

10/08!2016 10 02 AM -

- As a longtime resident of the "OLD“ Halzfax County | feel that the 1992 restrictions placed on rural
:development by the p!anmng department has done a grave disservice to all the current and potential

- residents of this area. | see the: plan to concentrate all new construction in the existing urban areas as
myopic. it prevants the outside areas from ¢ grow:ng and keeps the price of a house beyond the reach of

- numerous young families. The 25 acre lot size is just another requirement that was introduced without

* consideration to the fact: that thlngs are different in the rural areas. Subdivision of family properties and

. prlvate roads/nght of ¥ ways has inthe past. and could again be an alternative, restriclions would apply but

not as strict as the present plan. The entire development policy for the rural areas of HRM should be

) :Iooked at'wnth conmderatmns to allow controlled growth wathout applyang ctty centered rules.




Anonymous

10/08/2016 10:19 AM
Amend the MPS to recognize the rights of such property owners to develop these lands consistent with
NBC and commaon sense, which seems to be sorely lacking in this entire exercise.

Anonymous

10/08/2016 10:19 AM

The city cannot have their cake and eat it too. Unless the lands are "zoned" for other uses, the HRM has

no legal right to stop an individual from building on their land. The frontage issue has great value in the

city however it absolutely makes no sense in the rural communities. The HRM has no intentions of

- building new roads for'an individual so unless you buy from a developer, there is little recourse in ever
being able to build on your own property. And what is the fear exactly? Allow:ng development on 25 acre
lots ensures greenspace through low density housing. The safety excuse is insufficient and laughable.

“There is an entire cottage industry across Canada that would implode if they adopted the same logic. If a
road / driveway are gcod enough to facilitate the construction of a house, it will be more than adequate for
emergency and service vehicles. Common, you know this to be true so stop using this as an-excuse. The
other justification for limits is to control development in concept and specific areas. The true rural
communities cannot grow under that plan, developers have not flooded to the rural areas to build small
subdivisions because the math does not work and thus makes no economic sense. It is great to say you
want rural growth but this needs to be supported. Since 2006 the Eastern Shore eastwards of
Chezzetcook has actually declined in population and is dying a slow death. What is your plan for those
areas? LET INDIVIDUAL LANDOWNERS BUILD or pass down théir lands for family to build. The HRM
will reap taxation benefits and maybe the rural communities will actually have a future so the younger
generailon is not forced to Ieave The Regional Plan is falhng most-of the rural areas. FIX IT PLEASE!

Anonym__ous

10/08/2016 10:25 AM .

Individuals should be allowed to'contract with each other as they see fit, for example, creating
servient/dominant nghts of way. If that's how a landowner accesses a road, and the road frontage
Ianduwner agrees | see no reason to. prohibit such personal contracts

Anonymous

10/08!2016 10:41 AM e '

| am in favor of the, owners of large parcels {25 acres or more) of land bemg able to obtain a bldg. permit
to construct a residential home etc. We pay a lot of tax each year with a good portion of this property
classified as "RESIDENTIAL TAXABLE". but unable to do anythlng wsth it. Please’ conssder making
posstlve amendments to thls LUB! ' '

Anonymous

10!08/2016 11 58 AM -
-No |ssue _They should be able to bLnId

.Anonymous' . .' i

' 10/08!2016 1219 PM L - :
| think that the c:ty is. h|ding somethmg Why after all these years arethey enforcung alaw that has been

- overlooked for years and othefs have been able to bmld Sumethang doesn't add up, why now, why put so '_ Ry




much hardship on the families that have now purchased worthless land they can no langer build on. Then
tell them to wait a year to maybe build next year as you think about the by law??? Really??

Anonymous

10/08/2016 12:52 PM

The 100 foot road frontage requirement in rural areas (regardless of lot acreage) is not justified. This
requirement stifles development, discourages much needed investment, and imposes an unnecessary
burden on landowners in rural HRM. The report briefly speaks to the intent of the 100 ft road frontage
requirement (i.e. safety, access for emergency services, waste collection, and long term planning).
However these reasons are not sufficient explained and do not justify the 100 ft requirement. The MPS
" and LUB should be amended to remave this requirement outright.

Anonymous

10/08/2016 01:29 PM

If this by-law was not enforced in the past and the HRM allowed houses to be built even though they did
not meet the requirements then you cannot arbitrarily enforce it when it suits your plans without informing
land owners that will be affected this.

Anonymous

10/08!2016 01:51 PM

| am in favor of the 25 acre lots that do not meet the land use by-laws road frontage because land use
bylaws cannot anticipate all circumstances that may arise in HRM that would warrant such use. Some
people may welcome the privacy or solitude such use may provide; Some areas are simply not,because
of topographical features \, amenable to smaller lots; To protect HRM from future demands from present
or future owners landowners of such parcels for the provision of public roads and such concomitant
claims as fire protection, snow plowing or transit facilities the owners of such larger lots should relinguish
all such claims within the property deed and possmly by the registration within the purview of the Registry
Act of such rehnqmshment as a clause "running with the land(s)"

' Anonymous

10!08_!_20_1_6 03:29 PM :

| think it is perfectly fine to develop such lots for reszdentlal use. The 100" frontage requirement is
ridicules. Garbage trucks don't need 100’ to operate, these are unserviced lots so no issue there.
Emergency vehicles can Uise whatever space they need. It is not the lots that are the issue - it IS the
BYLAW that isthe issue!! As usual, planners don't use common sense.or keep up with current trends!
Just make the necessary amendments to the bylaw to allow owners to develop their properties. They pay
taxes now AND are obviously willing to pay more, once the property is developed. Stop the bureaucratic

srllyness and: ﬁx the problem. -
Anonymous .

10/08/2016 04:56 PM '
Rural landowners should be able to buold smgle—fam;ly dwelltngs on any property they owa that meets or
exceeds smgle-fam:ly dwellang Iand use size requurements regaRd Iess of 'frontage '

Anonymous

1 0!08!2016 05 28 PM



A very archaic bylaw. Simple. We are very sad to hear that good people want to build a home and are not
alowed o because of this bylaw. Overturn it now!

Anonymous

10/08/201 6 06:03 PM
Rural landowners should be able to build smgle~fama|y dwellings on any properﬁy they own that meets or
exceeds single-family dwelling land use size requirements rules regardless of 'frontage".

Anonymous

10/08/2016 06:03 PM , ‘
Rural landowners should be able to build single-family dwellings on any property they own that meets or
exceeds single-family dwelling land use size requirements rules regardless of frontage'.

Anonymous

10/08/2016 06:37 PM
It would seem a better idea for land usage wise to allow these lots to be included in the by-law frontage
requirements or have the requirements expanded to include these type of lots.

Anonymous

10/08/2016 06:48 PM

If people own land, no matter the size and are paying taxes on said land, then they should be able fo
build a home on that land. The government should be ashamed taking hard working people's tax dollars
only to tell them they can't do what they want in their own property. It's as if the government is {rying to
devalue the land for some reason. Let these landowners build.

Anonymous

10/08/2016 07:56 PM

| think that there are a huge amount of vacant houses in rural HRM and we should be concentrating on
renovating and keeping those houses occupied instead of building new houses. | also do not think that an
exemption made for farms, etc. should not be used for residential housing builds. | don't think the bylaw is
mtended for res:dentlal properties and this group is self-advocating for profit.

Anonymous

10/08/2016 08 59 PM

| think this is crazy! HRM is focussed on the populated core at the expense of the rural areas. HRM is just
foo Iarge and diverse to govern itself properly. With respect to this specific question, these properties are
taxed at least parttally as residential. School levies are part of the tax bill. How can either of these be if
the lot cannot have a house built on it? The reason given is access by first responders, Wouldn't any size
lot that did not have 100° have the same issue? Why discriminate agalnst lots greater than 25 acres? The
ship has already sailed. Up until a few months ago, HRM had been issuing building permits to lots of 25+
acres without 100 feet of public road frontage. Abolish the by-law or HRM should offer to buy these now
worthless Iots from the owners. Of course domg the latter will further stall the development of mral NS*

' Anony_mo__t_zs

10/08/2016 10:20 PM



This is another tactic to stop growth on The Eastern Shore. Do not kid yourself by thinking that The
National Park they tried to put through in the 70's has gone away. There Is a reason The Eastern Shore
has not had a lot of development.

. Anonymous

10/09/2016 09:30 AM
I think we need to be fiexible in considering how people use these lots. There should not be a blanket rule
banning them just because the 'city’ wants to preserve green space, If this rule is maintained, it would
actually force people to clear-cut their land to get something out of it. Allow people to build in certain ways
to preserve as much green space as possible on them will actually accomplish ‘green' goals mare
effectively. Also, we desperately need more affordable housing options in rural areas to encourage young
people and families to stay, and to enable our seniors to age in place gracefully. Not allowing
development on large lots would hamper those efforts as well. Also, economic development in rural areas
s critical. Construction is one of the few growth areas with really good jobs in rural areas. We need green
space - for everyone - but rural HRM is not just a ‘pretty park’ area for the city people who come to visit
once in awhile. It is where people live and should be able to work too. We are NOT just ene big commuter
shed feeding the city. See the vision for Musquodoboit Harbour for instance. We need balance.

Anonymous

10/09/2016 11:16 AM

25 Acre lots should be allowed to be built on. Approvals have already been given in certain instances.
These past approvals should be the basis for all 25 acre lots that will be built onin the fufure. You collect
the property taxes for these lots, but discriminate the lot owner from building on these lots. You use these
taxes to keep building the downtown halifax core and at the same time use rural areas as your whipping
boy '

Adventurehai

10/09/2016 11:30 AM
Building on these lots should be allowed In the past permits were allowed, you should use that criteria to
allow futare bmld:ng on 25 acre lots

: Anonymous

1 0/09/2016 03 08 PM
You should be al_lo_wed to build on any land you own no matter the size.

' Anonymous
?0]09/2016 03 46 PM :' :
The bylaws are so outdated with the time, there is no extra cost to HRM only prof it they will get in. taxes

They have no roads to maintain therefore it should have never been an issue in the fi rst place. HRM has
way io much cantral over a landowners rtght

Anonymaus .

' 10/09/2016 05 53 PM
| think it should be scrapped A recently bought a 45 acre parcel of woodland that came with a 25 ft nght of
way a| should be able to get a permat io buufd a camp,or give li toa famlly member to build a home on i..

Jim'_'_' -



10/09/2016 07:13 PM '

| probably don't know all the fine facts but the issue sounds more like the property owner should have
deeded ROW access to public road access where things like waste collection, group mailbox and school
pickup could take place.

Anonymous

10/10/2016 11:05 AM
I think this by law should have stayed in the file where it sat unused for many years. Why is it now benng
enforced? There is na logic to this by law in my opinion... from Musquodoboit Harbour!

Anonymous

10/10/2016 02:06 PM
It is a city slicker law. to destroy rural HR M

Anonymous

10/10/2016 02:55 PM

A person should not be permitted to build without road frontage. How does one expect to build, have
access, have building material delivered, get to and from town? They must be able fo have road access
to enjoy their home/farm. If these are adjoining lots then it should have been up to the developer to put in
a private road with access to the various lots. The private road connected to the provincial road.
Developer does maintenance.

Bryr_a__ J V _

10/10/2016 07:07 PM ‘
All properties should meet by-law requirements for road frontage.

Anonymous : .

10/10/2016 O7:35 PM '

" I would like to make a couple of comments on this. Many rural properties were acquired by owners years
before HRM extended city boundaries and created current zoning and building by-laws. These people
should be offered flexibility and reasonableness if they now choose to build on a lot or divide 2 piece of
land into- parcels so that chlldren!grand children can build on it. They may not meet current road frontage
requnrements | look at remdentsal development in my area(Tantalloanammcnds Plains) and see these
fiag lots and what developers are able to do to meet road frontage requirements and | think it is stupid. It
may. make the cost of road- paving/ditch taxes more equitable but is a waste of property use in many
cases; C:ty staff need to remember that property owners are not developers in many cases and don't
have the same resources for working through and managing by-law requirements. These rural propertaes
will not have access to hydrants 50 dnvewaylpnvate road by-laws will have to deal with fire service truck
access and ensure that certaan qualety of. road is prov;ded

_ Anonymous

; 10/10i2016 07:59 PM
'We'have owned two. properttes that meet this requnrements when you change regulations without
notn" catlon af Iand owners: you destroy peoples dreams,

Anonymous -




10/11/2016 08:24 AM

If the intention is to try and build 10 houses on the 25 acre lot with a narrow private road, I'd say that may
cause more problems for emergency response and road access. If it's for a single home, 25 acre's is
enough for a house, septic a small field and wood lot so long as there is properly deeded road access to
the property. The effects of having a home with out proper road access have been seen before.

Anonymous

10/11/2016 08:27 AM

HRM needs to recognize that rural areas of the province require a different set of rules to promote
development. Without the ability to develop tracts of land that have been handed down through families,
very little development can take place. Special agreements can be made with developers to ensure
development and road maintenance meet ongoing needs.

Anonymous

10/11/2016 08:46 AM

Lots of 25 acres that do not meet the land use by-law road frontage requirements should be permitied as
long as the lots have appropriate deeded nght-ofuways and easements suitable for driveway access and
utlllties

Anofa’ymbus

1011 1/2016 08 55 AM

Fora subdlws;on it might make sense to enforce this 20 year old by-law. However, an mdwudual who
owns a 25 acre lot and wants to build his own home, should be permitted to do so. It is appalling that a)
«others were allowed and everyone at HRM was asleep at the switch and b) this is not arable farmland,
much of it is rock & good for little else. What might make sense in urban Halifax does not necessarily
make sensein rural Nova Scot:a :

-Anonymous

10/1 1/2016 09:33 AIVI

The. land use laws have been in place for 20 years, rules are rules, these people need to get over it. The
reasons for requiring 30m of road frontage are clear and make sense. I'm sure plenty of people have

' j-passed on the opportumty to purchase lots as they knew there was no way to get a permit, these
mdnwduals are just crying to get theu" own way.

Anonymous

10/1'1/2016 09:34 AM

| support the By-law amendment, HOWEVER it must be amended to aflow for all future land owners to
 build where the road frontage is not on 100ft of a public road. It is NOT acceptable to grandfather in a few
~“lots; | am a rural generational land owner in HRM and | am deeply disturbed at the lack of humanity and

‘empathy ! thatthe Regional Plan, Regional Council and HRM Planning Departrment have for the rural

_ residents including this By-Law. Notwithstanding the personal trauma this places on landowners and the

- fiscal devastation; these lands often follow the Nova Scotia coastline and highways and are the result of i
;.generataons of land grants that have been parceled up and sub-divided for generations. To think that what

. was done in the past can be dealt with simply by today's Land Use By-laws is ridiculous. The real focus
- here'by HRM and |ets be clear is to reduce rural development. HRM through its RP+5 has demonstrated
aclear intent to° strangle rural development and this will NOT BE TOLERATED. Living rural is OUR -
RIGHT - if we wanted to livein the urban areas - WHICH WE DO NOT - we would. The Mayor, Councal
- and the Plannlng Depanment wauld not be amending this By-Law if the rural residents had not protested.
~Councillors seem ' confused" by the mtent of the By-Law and others down right heavy handed Please




take this opportunity to show rural land owners the same respect you so freely give to downtown
developers. We deserve and demand that our land use rights be protected and not impeded by a one-
size fits all approach by HRM.

Anonymious

10/11/2016 09:40 AM :

I believe it should stay as is. People come from all aver to buy land here, only to turn it into what they are
moving away from. | do not want to live in a province where every small lot has a home on it, all along the
waterfront, blocking the view and enjoyment for others. If the 25 acre by-law stops this area from being
developed, continue with it.

Arionymous

10/11/2016 11:40 AM

This really depends on what the land is being used for and whether the municipality is providing service to
.the property. If any waste collection, sewer and water, plowing, etc is required then the owners need to
follow the LUB for road frontage. If there is no need for there to be road frontage for access of services
then | see no issue.

Anonymous

10M1 1[2016 11:43 AM

They are woodlots and the purchasers would have been made aware by the Lawyer at the time of
purchase that access is non existent or insufficient. | am not in favour of making any exception to permit
development of these lots,

Anonymous

10/11.’2016 11:50 AM
they should meet the land frontage laws

Anonymous

10/11/2016 12 16 PM :

| think it's a rath_e_r_r:_drculous by- Iaw that was designed wathout conssdermg the rmplrcatrons it would have
fundamental. nght in a free and democranc socrety, and to tell someone they cannat build a home on that
Iand |s oppresswe unjust and. goes against comman sense and decency

Anonymous S

101 1!2016 12 48 PM -

Lots used for: resudentlal purposes rrrespectwe of size, have to have assessable road frontage in order to
enable first responders service vehicles, ie: power, fuel delivery or anyone élse who may need to come
to the. res;dence access. If thereis. not sufficient public road frontage then, at the very least, a maintained
(graded plowed, etc. ) private road giving access to'the resrdence ‘similar to those in private subdivisions
would be; at the very least, a must. Without any road. access, the property is effectively land locked, and
usable for.anything other than a residence. Should an‘owner of a residence on landlocked property try to
sell it as a residence, any qualn‘" fed Iawyer would advase a potentlal purchaser of the problem and | doubt
a Iender would conszder a mortgage .

Ano_nym_ous .



. 10/11/2016 01:11 PM _
There have been a lot of flag lots created that do ot have their access via their frontage. The argument
that emergency vehicles access is not available on private roads puts property owners in the same
position. | understand the position but how do emergency vehicles access the flag lot properties that
driveway access is via easement ?

Ancnymous

10/11/2016 01:44 PM
The By-law road frontage requirement appears to be an arbitrary requirement that was brought in to limit
rural growth. There are numerous properties throughout HRM that are already on private lanes and they
do not have frontage requirements. | see no need to have frontage requirements as it only impedes
development and economic benefits of development. HRM does not incur any costs for road development
or maintenance.

Anonymous

10/11/2016 03:10 PM

| am personally impacted by this recent enforcement of an old by-law. Having followed through rigorous
due diligence to purchase the land several years ago and having paid residential zoned property tax for
several years, | feel | should be able to build on the land like my neighbours have done so over the past 8
years. Development in rural areas benefits those areas, plus adds to the HRM tax base. Services are
already offered to the other 4 houses on the private lane my property shares, so how could more houses
on this lane be a negative thing? We already personally support the cost to maintain this lane and will
continue to do so even after our home is built there, Thank you, Heidi Hornmoen, Lewis Lake

Anonymous

10/11/2016 03:19 PM :

If a person bought a lot:and the by law was never imposed and their neighbors have had the opportunity
to build, these subdivisions or lots should be grandfathered and the owners should be allowed to build. If
a person is'on a private lane, and as long as the landowners maintain their shared road/driveway it is
costing the city nothing. There will be no one wanting to buiild in rural areas if future lots created via sub-
division do not enjoy the same rights as in the past. This type of development adds to the tax base
without costing the city any money. ' ' :

Anonymous

10/11/2016 04:19PM - o _ :

These lots should be prioritized as farm/foresty use lands. If deleloped as residential, the developer
should be made responsible for securing and maintaing access road, services, electrical connectivity, and
be strictly limited in the subdividing of the land, and ensure the rugged rural environment is maintained
and sustained for the enjoyment of the limited number of peapleliving within the development.

Anonymous -

10/11/201609:09PM © | -
i they dont have frontage please do not allow development, In the future after houses are built in some
 labrinth it will cost all tax payers exponentailly more to service these lots. There will also be no means to
ensure continued compliance with development agreements where access is limited or simply not given
to planners, inspectors and service people. Hrm has a real issue in that people Who want to love in rural
area want exactly the same service as if living in the city. People who have owned the lats have known
these rules, the exist for good reason. Rampant rural subdivisions have their place -where rules allow



Anonymous

10/11/2016 08:14 PM

These land owners can build roads and service their lots like any prudent developer. They seem to miss
the paint of safety and service which costs all taxpayers in the attempt to shortcut the rules. If the dont
have frontage build roads, if that cost too much it speaks volumes about the subdivisions guality.

Anonymous

10/11/2016 11:00 PM

Robin Bellisle - West Jeddore It's unbelievable that people have purchased land with their hard earned
money in good faith using licenced real estate agents and lawyers who were unaware of this
UNENFORCED bylaw for +20 years that is now sporadically being applied. Their land is now worthless
- and some are now homeless...where is the fairness and common sense and decency?

Anonymous

10/11/2016 11:17 PM

| support the current regulations concerning road frontage requirements. Changing these rules could have
unforeseen and negative consequences for HRM. Such as people buying land designated for one
purpose at a very low price, then claiming ignorance and insisting on usmg it for another purpose. These
rules are there for a reason. | am actually a bit angry that this is even an issue. If someone buys property
and deesn‘t check out ahead of time its zoning and its potential uses, why is this HRM's problem'?

Anonymous -

10/11/2016 11:20 PM
Start enforcing the by law and go after landowners that scoffed the bylaw until now.

Anoriymous
10l12/2016 07:10 AM
| think 25 acre Iandowners should be permitted to build cottages or homes an their land as long as they

have legal road access and meet all environmental requirements re; sewage etc. The requirement for a
100 foet road frontage rnakes no sense at all.

Anonymous

?0/12/2016 08; ‘|1 AM :

The province only requires a 66 ft wide road to allow for more than a 3 lot development. Why would the
HRM differ from this. Absolutely absurd thmkmg and backwards to much needed development We need
'forward ihmkmg here Smarten up.

Anonymous

101 2/2016 08 46 AM -
| think it's unfortunate that for so Iong land use rules were tgnored and some peeple were allowed te
develop when they shoeldn't have. Buyer beware

Anepym_o_us

10/12/2016 10:30 AM



My name is Susan Myers-Levy, my spouse, Randy Levy and | live in rural HRM on Sober Island. | believe
that if a lot does not meet the current land use by-law road frontage reqtiirements folks shauld still be able
to buiild, develop, or pass property anto family with the understanding that the lot is on a private roadway
and is the sole responsibility of the landowner/s. We currently have two parcels of land that do not mest
the by-law requirements and would like to have the opportunity to divide the property to: a) explore an
experiential tourism venture, and, b) pass property onto our children and grandchildren. If you were in the
sntuataon that we are in would you not want to do something with your own property?

" Anonymous

10/12/2016 02:27 PM
Don't destroy the forest, leave the 25 acres alone for the wild life to live. Thanks

Anonymous

10/12/2016 05:09 PM _

. They should be allowed. If the worry about private roads is that they are too narrow or not maintained for
emergency vehicles to get through. Then what's the difference if | have a very long dnveway on my 25+
acre property that's too narrow or not maintained.

Anonymous

1012/2016 05:11 PM _
Bylaw requirements are far too onerous, Simplify the Bylaws

Anonymous

10/12/2016 06:21 PM

Since Amalgamation there have been many instances whereby the By laws that were created to provide

guidance to "The City Halifax" on many fronts including building, were obviously created and worded as

_ they:have been, consudenng pnmanly the "czty of Halifax" and not considering there would still be a rural
Halifax. As with many issues having arisen since amalgamation, the intent may have been righteous, but
the s;mple logicis: missing. In the core, the "city” it makes so much sense to have a 100’ road frontage
allocation. After all, a large part of the beauty of city life is it too can have homes built, that are not
stacked next to each other like sardines. Yet in may instances we can look around the city and see just

‘that;’ Nc 100' road frontage PER house rather shared with others, These areas tend to look ugly because
they are. the sardines. But we are talking about the country. Rural HRM, the "county" a place of open
spaces and forest. Personal and building space. Loving your neighbor but not living on top of them. There
is more rural HRM than will ever be filled because of the decreasing population and the ever growing

. demand for paople to live next to their work in the downtown (or s0 we are told). Thus, whether a home is
built on an existing. road frontage, a new road frontage or shared with thy neighbor, the same rules” DO
NOT make sense for rural HRM. The'lands of rural HRM are often very long stretches of land, In some
cases a cauple orfew hundred feet:wide but literally miles long. Back in the day, | mean hundreds of

- years ago, it made complete sense to have land distributed like this: And for those same hundreds of

years. famiiies have had most of this'land sit |d|y by, doing nothung, not being used for farming of forestry
as might first have been thought wollld be the use. And for many years these lands have been taxed by

the government even though not. bemg used. The revenue generated from these tracts of lands has hada -

considerable benefit to what used to be the county and now the HRM and province. So now here we are

ina dsfferent time and:place. Farming and forestry are not what they once were, even not that many years R

ago. The fishery (where most families decided to work at versus farming or forestry) has all but dried up
and cerfainly has, asa year round vocation. This different time and place. The 21st century and an HRM
rather than a' cuty and county. One set of rules for two entirely different lands. So now we are past that
time when ‘again By Laws that were. put in place with (city thmkung) councillors and staff need tobe |
rehashe' nd. re-wrltten to be appropraate fur the tlmes we live in, People need to be able to use the Iands




they have owned in some cases since the beginning. If they don't want their neighbors close, then that
should be okay. If they want to be secluded, then that too should be okay. If they want to build four
houses on a large tract of land with a private road shared by all houses that too should be okay. These
are not lands that will ever require "city” water and sewer. The HRM concept was shoved down the
throats of un-wanting peoples of the county. And now a By Law that impedes what country folk see as

. progress (albeit not a thought shared by city-folk) stands in the way of that progress. Within logical rules
everyone should have the right to own the home they want. This By-Law is not logscal giventhe
environment of the times nor the huge county lands owned by families for centuries. Council needs to re-
write this By Law to serve as a logical direction for land development in an area where it will never be
“city” and let people get back to enjoying grassroots, family owned, country rural living, If | am a member

of this upcoming Council | can assure you | will looking to be a part of this very revamping of By-Laws that s

do not belcmg on the books.
Anonymous

10/12/2016 06:24 PM

Re-submitting with name and address attached Gail McQuarrie,

Since Amalgamation there have been many instances whereby the By laws that were created to provide
guidance to "The City Halifax" on many fronts including building, were obviously created and worded as
they have been, conmdenng primarily the "mty of Halifax" and not considering there would still be a rural
Halifax. ‘As with many issues having arisen since amalgamation, the intent may have been righteous, but )
the simple logic'is missing. In the core, the "city" it makes so much sense to have a 100’ road frontage
allocation. ‘After all, a large part of the beauty of city life is it too can have homes built, that are not
stacked next to each other like sardines. Yet in may instances we can look around the city and see just
that, No 100' road frontage PER house rather shared with others. These areas tend to look ugly because
they are the sardines. But we are talking about the country. Rural HRM, the "county" a place of open
spaces. and forest, Personal and building space. Loving your neighbor but not living on top of them. There
- Is more rural HRM than will ever be filled because of the decreasing population and the ever growing
demand for peaple to live next to their work in the downtown (or so we are teld). Thus, whether a home is
built.on an existing road frontage, a new road frontage or shared with thy neighbor, the same rules DO
NQT: make sense for rural HRM. The lands of rural HRM are often very iong stretches of land. In some
cases a couple ‘orfew hundred feet wide but literally miles long. Back in the day, | mean hundreds of
years ago, it made. complete sense to have land distributed like this. And for those same hundreds of
'years families have had most of this land sit idly by, doing nothmg, not being used for farming or forestry
as m|ght first have’ been thought would be the use. And for many years these lands have been taxed by
‘the government even though not bemg used, The revenue generated from these tracts of lands has had a
considerable benefit to what used to be the county and now the HRM and province: So now here we are

ina dlfferent time and place. Farmirig and forestry are not what they once were, even not that many years )

ago. The fishery. (where most families decided to work at versus farming or forestry) has all but dried up
~and certainly has, as a ‘year round vocation. This different time and place. The 21st century and an HRM
rather than ; a cnty and county. One set of rules for two entirely different lands. So now we are past that
time . when again By Laws that were put in place with (c;ty thmktng) councillors and staff need to be
rehashed and re-written to be appropnate for the times we live in, People need to be able to use the lands
they have.owned in some cases since the begmmng If they don't want their neighbors close, then that
should be okay. If: they want to be secluded, then that too should be okay. If they want to build four
houseson alarge tract of land with a private’ road shared by all houses that too should bé okay. These
are not lands that will ever require "city" water and sewer. The HRM concept was shoved down the .
! -wantmg peoples of the county. And now a By Law that impedes what country folk see as
progress {albeit not a thought shared by city-folk) stands in the way of that progress. Within logical rules
‘everyone should: have the right to own the home they want. This By-Law is not logical given the
envsronrnent of the times nor.the. ‘huge county lands owned by families for centuries. Council needs to re-
ite this By Law to serve as a- Iog;cal direction for land developmerit in an aréa where it will neverbe
y'-_and let people get back to enjoying grassroots, family owned, country rural livirg. If |.am a mémber

do not belong oh the books

of this: upcommg Council I can assure you I wzll Eookcng tobea part of thls very revampmg of By~Laws that o




Anonymous

10/12/2016 08:29 PM ‘ -

So, HRM..what is the real issue with a land owner being able to build a house on a 25 acre parcel that
doesn’t have public road frontage? Your supporting documents don't answer that question at all for me.
HRM stated that there are 1070 of these parcels,-a small fraction that had building permits issued,
Doesn’t HRM have more important things to do than restrict a single family dwelling from being built on a
25 + acre parcel in rural HRM? HRM brags about being the largest rural municipality in the province..well
they should start acting like it. There is no other rural municipality that refuses development fbuilding
permits on these 25 + acre parcels which are exempt from subdivision approval and don't have public or
- approved private road frontage , if they meet zoning requirements { obviously they meet subdivision size
requirements). The requirement for public or approved private road frontage of 100 feet or 200 feet in
some areas for these 25 acre parcels is outrageous; most rural communities in HRM have a large portion
of their development off the public road, on private lanes, rights or ways and shared driveways that HRM
doesn’t have to put a cent into for maintenance, snow removal , street lighting or garbage collection, while
reaping the benefits of millions and millions in tax dollars. These private drives that are not huge ugly
swaths through a small community, are what makes our communities attractive and quaint and what rural
people want, The ugliest part of my small community is a large public road subdivision in the middle
which detracts from the community, is overkill for the number or residences on it and yes, was required by
HRM in order for the developer to sell a few lots. Ridiculous! This is another reason why amalgamation
should never have happened. Let our rural communites develop in a natural and affordable way; we dom’t
want to move to suburbia or urbania..we don't want suburbia or urbania to creep into our quaint and
scenic communities. Stop putting these insane restrictions on the growth of our communities which only
serve to cater to the larger developers in the end and create hardship for rural people. It is appalling that
HRM did not have an exception in their land use bylaw to allow the issuing of permits on these 25 + acre
parcels created using 278 (2) of the HRM charter, especially when the only requirement not being met is
frontage on a public road. | see that HRM notified the surveyors when they decided to start enforcing this
ridiculous rule, but there was no public announcement for people who would be directly or potentially
-affected by this or any public consultation around making such a change that would impact on rural land
owners and communities. This is clearly creating a great deal of hardship for many land owners, and
potentially many who don’t know the issue that this has created for them. It is putting unnecessary
constraints an our rural communities. The intention of the subdivision exemption is just that.. if it meets
zoning and land use bylaws reasonably..it should not need public road frontage Rural HRM is not urban
or suburban HRM; we live here because it is not.These ridiculous rules are just catering to the large
developers in suburbia and making it impossible for small developers and land owners to create
affordable housing in the rural communities

Anonymous

10/12/2016 09:12 PM

| believe that a large lot of 25 acres or more that have access by a private road that has common access
and right. of way in their deed, should be approved for home construction, as they have been for as long
as the HRM has been around. | have seen many * flag" lots that are 2 or 3 acres in size and the road
frontage isent fit to build a driveway on and all of the homes have access via a common private road. All
of these lots get approved so how does this "frontage” law make sense.

Anonymous

10/112/2016 09:40 PM -
| think'HRM should abandon this ruling and allow the development of these lots.

_Anonymous

10/12/2016 09:57 PM



1 think that any lot of land that meets Nova Scotia Environment requirements for size should be allowed to
be developed. A simple change of wording would allow this : All lots created on unserviced areas will be
taxed as if they have 100ft. of road frontage . Also | would like to see some minimum standards set for
private roads that service more than 3 lots, something maybe that would be like the old unpaved
subdivision roads .

Anonymous

10/12/2016 10:05 PM

I'd like to answer your question with some questions. Why does HRM tax these Iots as "residential” if they
do not allow someone to build a home on them? Does HRM expect the owners of these lots to live in the
trees, or perhaps burrow into the ground? Those are not what | consider proper residences. Why did
HRM approve building lots for many and then decide to suddenly change their minds and stop approving
‘permits for others? This is what we call in the legal business a "precedent”. Precedence is binding or
persuasive in a court of law when deciding subsequent cases, This should be carefully considered by
HRM if they continue to deny permits. What's the gain for HRM? Allowing residents to build will only
increase tax revenue for HRM without any addition cost. Landowners maintain the road at their own cost.
HRM is willingly denying tax dollars, while at the same time stifling the lives of rural residents. There is no
question that there is an injustice happening with the sudden denial of bullding permits. These
landowners want to create a life in Nova Scotia for their families, and these actions by HRM are putting
their futures at risk. The right thing to do for landowners and HRM to is approve these building permits. If
they do nat, these people will soon move away to Malta or somewhere to find a city that will accept them.
Kendall Younker, Timbeérlea

Anonymous

10/13/2016 03:20 AM

The policies that are in place need to be made more flexible or at minimum revised so that landowners
and their respective communities can provide for their future: Amd please remember: * Continued
development within "Rural Commuter” areas (as the affected properties are) makes economic sense to
the entire municipality as it is additional tax revenue with no road maintenance cost to the municipality.”

Anonymous

10/13/2016 08:20 AM
| believe the by-law is inappropriate in rural areas and is having a negative impact on the economy of
Nova Scotla

Anonymous

10:’13!2016 08 25 AM
Cut the red tape zoning bs start usuing tax dollars to focus on areas were planning is a problem. |
) support removmg any bylaw that prevents people from building a home on a 25 acre lot

Anonquus

10/13/2016 0g: 29 AM -

If people bought land under the impression that they can build, then it is wrong to not allow that; the
‘money for that purchase was essentially wasted. As long as the landowners maintain their shared
road/dnveway it costs the city nothing. We should be allowing HRM to expand and grow, not making it
‘more diffi cult for folks o bu1ld a life here.

Anonymaus



10/13/2016 10:12 AM e L : :
*2016-10-12 Austen Turner SGEEETES L Suburb of Musquodobait Harbour with
"Halifax” clearly marked on the local signa I-have lived, worked and operated small
. businesses on the Eastern Shore my entire life. My entrepreneurial efforts through out my life have
helped support approximately 150 people over the years who lived as well on the Eastern Shore.
Because of the life | chose to live there was na ‘career” as such and there will be no ongoing pension or
benefits to see me into the future. My Father put his trust in land and it's value. A persons property is
important and can help sustain whatever neéds to happen within ones lifespan. | have added to that
property left to me by my Father as part of my plans for “my” future. | am nearing retirement now and
- through the efforts and decisions made by others (HRM) those previous decisions regarding the rest of
my life have had to change. | have four sons who could possibly benefit from my previous plans as well
but I'm doubting HRM has my family in mind when they consider development outside of what we used to
happily call the “City Limits”. | have in the past worked both for and as a contractor. In that past we were
able to swing by a Dutch Village office and fill out some forms to gain access to the opportunity to build a
" home to the National (Canadian) Building code. Our taxes at that time'sustained the “Caunty” and the
bureaucracy that was involved. Granted if we returned to that system today we would have to pay more
- taxes to help cover additional costs. The Province picked up the bill for infrastructure and our “Gas tax”
supposedly went toward our roads. As a rural area we grew steadily, new subdivisions popped up
regularly. Some homes were built on Province approved roads and some were built on private roads
maintained by those who lived on them. During that time of my life | built some of those roads that were
approved and taken over by the Province. (Autumn Drive for instance) Those of us in the ‘rural” area
osper.as lorig as-we have work. Devélopment is work, new people who can afford a home niean work,
more community means more support business which once again means work. And some of us who lived
. “outside”:the old City Limits (because we like it) were happy to'travél Provincial roads to gainful .
employme limits, My assessment-numbers are-SEEERIES (my home) ZRETERR hopefully
e (part.of my retirement plans) SEEREEERP (part of my retiremenit plans) -
art of my retirement plans) To be clear..............-7 | feel that anyone awning land of most any
hould not'be denied their right to'develop that land. Anyone Willing to spend monies to gain
their.property should not be denied a building permit. | would very much like to see more
ent in:the Rural areas. | would Jike to be able to buiid a private road, propery drained and
on' right of way, ma 2d solely by thase people happy to purchase lots there. With a
sifications these of road bed‘are easily maintained and cause no problems for
oads they incurno cost to HRM......herice the term *private”.
t what additional costs there were for HRM with regards o either
scent. Both are private roads; properly subdivided:and maintained without cost to
can be found off the East Petpeswick' Road. All for your consideration. Regards,

PaY iy property taxes.
le of my residence. I'm not asking




10/13/2016 11:47 AM :

I do not understand the city being able to telling peaple who have brought land~25 acres-that they can not
build a home on it. Folks just want to get away from the noise, crowded streets with their neighbours
almost sitting on their doorstep as is the case in many parts of the city. The province wants to develop the
route areas, but this isn't the way te do it. If some folks were grven permlssron to build then all folks
should have the same rights. :

Anonymous

10/13/2016 01:37 PM '
Shouldn't be developed Cansider the safety of first responders (police, fire, paramedics) who'll need to
respond to emergencies.

Anonymous

10/13/2016 02:37 PM

The existing LUB requirements for development are fine as they are in my optn;on There should be no
exemptions from LUB requirements for residential or cottage uses on lots of any size. In particular, road
frontage requirements are important for ensuring adequate access for emergency and utility vehicles,
handling of storm water run off and providing other municipal services. It is incumbent on the creator of
such lots or a purchaser planning to develop a lot to be aware of zoning and LUB restrictions or
requirements for specific parcels prior to purchase.

° Anon"ym'ous

© 10113/2016 02:54 PM
| feel your question is not clear for those who are not aware of the situation. However, | find the by-law is
: group;r;g rural and urban under a scenario that does not fit both, :

Anonymous

10/13/2016 06: 28 PM :

The Municipal Govemment Act sectron 268(2) lists speclﬂcally several situations where parcels of land
can be crated through various processes and do not require municipal subdivision appraval. In this list is
- the 25'acre + parcel, but also many others including parcels resulting from a conveyance to crown, an
expropriation by crown, an acquisition or.exprapriation by Municipality , etc, etc. | guess in fine HRM
frashion you are going to 'go through the entire expensive process of reso!vrng the 25 acre + parcel issue,

and then each and every one of the other exemptions as the tigly truth comes out, wasting tax money‘and - G

time and creatlrzg hardshlp for many.more rural residents. Stop putting the blinders on and look at the big
picture for a change. Any of these. exemptaons from subdivision ‘approval, if the parcel meets zoning -

. reqmrements and lot size requrrements sholild be able to be built on within reason..without needing 100
feet or 200 feet.on a public road or- approved private road. If most ar.all other rural mumclpalmes grant
permtts on these; why'not HRM?:Yau ‘constantly tote your ‘self as largely a rural Munlcapalltyl The -
provisions ‘were, mtended to prevent not unreasonably restricted. development and to prevent hardshlp

. where a parcel of land was |egally created, meet zoning requrrements and are large enough to support
single family’ dwellrng development forinstance.:So what if the owner has to ensure there is a dnveway .
non-approved private road or shared- Ianeway to get 1o the house. Given the numbers you youreelf
quote..whatis the big issue? This mast: eppa!lmg recent screw up by HRM where one of these .
exempitons in: pamouler-'the 25 acre. parcel is not granted development or burldlng permits for’ a srng!e

) amalgamate and have their county back. Wow. its pretty plain’ me. | was present during consultations
around the MGA and spectfcally the subdivision' exemption provisions. It was. always the lntention of the
-provrnce o be reasonable, not unreasonable in the development of these. parcels ;this is why the

' provrsron ts there HRM has no busrness chengrng thlS Iogrc : HRM cannot Just make up therr own story as

d.:You wonder why rural people want to de- - i g



to what the 'intention’ of this 25 acre + provision was . IE for agricultural and resource purposes. The
principal intention was the large tracts of land could be subdivided without the need for a very very costly
full ground survey which often costs more than the land is worth and with barely any risk of sbmeone
placing a dwelling too close to a property line. It was not only to enable the dividing of resource land in a
reasonable and cost effective way but also to prevent unnecessary and over kill processes on this type of
rural residential development which wotld create hardship in less economically sound areas of our. -

: Mumcapalmss across Nova Scotia. Your senior staff who dream up these palices and your councilors who
think everyone should live in urban and suburban HRM, need to take a drive out of suburbia and see how
rural HRM people live and how our communities develop and grow. HRM, start focusing on the real
issues this Municipality has and stop making it difficult for rural development.

Anonymous

10/13/2016 07:37 PM

This law is impeding development in the rural areas of HRM - by impeding development, peoples
livelihoods are negatively impacted... Surveyors, lawyers, electrician, plumbers and many other trades
and professional depend on new construction. There does not seem to be any common sense behind this
bylaw - there ‘are plenty of private roads and laneways that work just fine - and HRM is not responsible to
maintain these, so if there Is not cost impact to the city, it is difficult to see the justification. | strongly
belrevs HRM needs to re-visit this bylaw with stakeholderlpubllc consultatlon

Anenym'eu's

10M 3/2016 07:47 PM
Lots in rural HRM that are unserviced for both water & sewer and also exceed minimum lot requirements
for sq ft- as the 10 hectare lots noted, should be exempt from the current application of a by-law for road
frontage: requirements of 100 ft....also the new requirements for lot excavation and certification in rural
HRM and also for the same large lots makes no sense and causes additional hardships for rural HRM
' taxpayers who continue to be assessed

Anonymous

10/1 3/2016 08 46 PM

. We own a .78 acre lot, we intended to leave a burldmg lot to our three chnldren to raise their families in the
community they enjoyed growing up in. | never agreed with the new by-law put in place to restrict
-development in most rural areas, | did attend three of your town hall meetings and came to the conclusion
this decision was final and council approved it with very little input from 25 acre lot owners. Having a
private road to my property is my responsibility and should not involve the HRM staff . | also think 5 acre -
lots should be looked into in any amendment process. Not many municipality's out their would prefer
collecting taxes on a undeve!oped property as apposed to a property with 3hk homes to tax to the hilt.
The HRM. staff should have a general meeting with concerned 25 acre Iot owners prior to any amendmeni
process Regards Bnan F Flemmmg, Ketch Harbour : . :

Anonymous

'10113!2016 0912 PM _ : '
Allow; ihe Iand owner to use the land that they have paid munlcapal taxes on, in any way they please

: Anonymous .

10/14l2016 09 07AM ' . '

-they are large enough for a hame in fact Iakely severa! from a technlcal pomt of view, addmonally the"
owner: bullder is prepared to putiin an access road or driveway. thus hrm is not saddled with any .
addrtwnal costs or ma;ntenance not everythrng or everyone reqa;ras an’ arbrtrary 30m publac road




frontage. in fact that requirement often hamstrings some very innovative ideas and people. hrm really
needs {o get with the times and learn to help not hinder those who have invested in this city, whether rural
or urban. for the record this issue is not only an eastern shore concern.

Ananymous

10/14/2016 10;37 AM

This is unreasonable. If there is 2 private road that intersects with the public road then thee should be no
issue and it should be allowed. The principle should be that the lot have access to public road. ..M.
Merlin-Wilsan, Lake Charloite.

Anonymous

10/14/2016 01:47 PM : :
| think that Mayor and Council need to stop using the "one size fits all” model, Rural HRM is not the same
as downtown. Request rural feedback and information prior to making such an important decision that
directly affects constituents. This by-law does not work! Change it!

Anonymous

10/16/2016 08:20 AM
If they are on a private road and construction of a single famlly dwelling wheather cottage or home, | think
itis ok.

Ancnymous

10/15/2016 10:27 AM

| don't understand the need for this by-law, especially in rural HRM. What purpose does it have? | see
comments about safety and sewage, but, to me, these "concerns” do not justify this by-law! People who
choose 1o live in rural areas understand that the services they receive are much different than their urban
counterparts; | can see the need for this by-law in urban areas, where developers want city water and
sewage included in their new housing developments, but this is never gaing to happen in rural HRMI
Come on HRM, this should be a non-issue!

Anunymous

10/15/2016 11 32 AM
On these 25 acre lots, when for a specific purpose - cottage or single family home, for example, a
reasonabla acccmmodation should be available in HRM for this to be built.

Anonymous

10/15/2016 12:46 PM
They should qualify for a development permit but limit the permit to ONE development for each 25 acre
parcel whach does not en;oy public road frontage. , -

4 Anonymous

10/15/2016 01 01 PM

25 acre {or greater) lots should still qualify for development appmval but would suggest limiting the
‘approval to'one development for each 25 acre parcel which does not have publlc road frontage Seems to
be a reasonable cornprom:se ’



Anonymous

10/15/2016 01:22 PM

You cannot make a "one size fits all” requirement (100 fi. minimum) and expect it to meet the needs of all

situations. The initial discussion should be focused on how the 100 ft. minimum public road frontage was

derived. The statement that "Road frontage is important for safety and service delivery" is a valid one ......

the necessity for 100 ft. (min) to achieve this, is the question. Would 75 ft. not work? How about 50 ft.7
Maybe 25 ft. would work just fine. What about a private road accessing the public road?

Anonymous

10/15/2016 03:21 PM

This is just another unnecessary by-law "Rubber Stamped " by council because it was easy. Contrary to
Counclls' stand, this definitely inhibits growth in the rural areas, causes the properties to be useless, and
prevents family members from building on family property. The safety and services reason is not valid, as
a a 38 year Vol. Fireman, never have | seen a problem with a private road or driveway that 100" of
frontage would have rectified. .... PID MSQ acres that this by-law makes useless to my family

Anonymous

10/15/2016 03:38 PM
| feel that they should be allowed providing that any private access road must be constructed to standards
that will accommodate emergency and service vehicles and must be maintained at these standards.

Anonymous

10/15/2016 07:01 PM

These lots for residential use need to have minimum road frontage requirements of the existing by laws.
Tax payers should be responsible in the future to provide services to these lats at additional expense. le
snow and garb_age removal of private roads which are not build to hrm standards

Anonymous

10/15/2016 09:16 PM

Change the bynlaws that are preventing people from obtaining building permits and stop assumlng
everyone wants to live downtown. HRM has no right to slash fair market values by 80%, using a dead by~
. law some 3 -plecer dug up from the grave all the while charging Residential tax rates, for the last 20
years. :

Ancnymous

10/16/2016 03:04 AM

There is no issue. If an owner or developer wishes to under-utilize a large parcel of land, let him or her.
Perhaps the road frontage requirements should be reviewed, and maybe even allow for more dense
development to be bullt on the parce!

Anonymous

10!16/2016 09 08 AM _
In my view any lot that can be legally created should be eligible for reascnable as-of-right davelopmenl
(that bemg at'least smgle unit residential) unless there are environmental constraints (for example soil or

ciher condlt:ons ihat would preclude the installation of an on-site sewage disposal system), Because of



the large size there should be relatively few of these lots created for residential purposes. The simplest
way of dealing with this issue would be to amend the LUB to state that notwithstanding lot frontage
requirements any lot created through provincial legislation is eligible for a use permitted in the zone. Make
it clear that such lots are may not eligible for services.

Anocnymous

10/16/2016 05:10 AM .

There are three issues in this one issue. First, "enforced more vidulantly” is an admition that they are
enforced unevenly and therefore unfairly. Second "municipal services offered more efficiently" means
what services exactly? Garbage? Well, require onsite composting and municipal road garbage drops.
There must be creative solutions rather than just saying no to development. Three, if ever there were a
part of Nova Scotia - let alone HRM- that NEEDED development, it is the eastern shore! This is one of the
maost economically depressed areas and people need jobs. Trades. We need to building, to be
contracting, to be hiring landscapers, excavators, painters, snowplow operators etc. there is enough
conservation land to sink a ship on this shore. lets have a little development please. And at the end of the
day, this wasn't an issue when the south shore was in development so why the eastern shore? Ultimately
changing rules - and suddenly deciding to enforce an old rule when it had been ignored for years IS
CHANGING the rules- is unconscionable This is unacceptable behaviour from the planners and our city
and it is blatantly unfair on so many levels. '

Anonymous

10/16/2016 09:25 AM
| think people should be able to own them and put a house on them

Anonymous

10/16/2016 10:38 AM

I think, once again, you are.apply urban rules to rural ridings. Allow private roads once again. Set the
criteria, 66" wide, graded, graveled and well maintained. A Road Maintenance Committee can be set up
with:a board of directors, registered with the Prothonatory Office, Additional amounts can be paid
monthly, collected by the HRM and used for road maintenance. There is a provision now for this through
the HRM. We do NOT want to live in the Baker Drive ghetto and want to be able to leave something to

our children that is not worthless.
Anonymous

10/16/2016 10:47 AM o :

Andy Robins story is sad one! These people had there dream of escape to the peace of the country taken
from them, through no fault of theirs. No one picked up on it,Now they are out over $83000.00 dollars
Mike Young and his local crew of trades men are sitting home waiting for this injustice to be corrected,
unemployed:no money, this is harsh, mean ;many words come to mind but who will listen . Better still

- who willfix this|. Remembrance Day is coming to celebrate hard fought free to enjoy our land , build our
homes ,help our famililies, let we forget! We just had an election'my two candidates got in yes mike and
David ..|'am counting.on both of you to fix this process so the Rebins, Young's and many more are not
stressed outand messed up by a system that needs fixing, sooneér not later, Thanks for giving me a
chance to say One Siize does not fit All.! ‘

ronymous

1016/2016 11:02 AM

Land owners who own property on private roads should be able to build residences without requiring 100’
of _pub_lit_:__'__fd_'gc_l frontage. The lot size and method of creation SHOULD NOT matter provided they are in a




land zone that permits residential construction. New houses on private roads provide tax dollars to HRM
and don't Increase maintenance fees that come with new sub-divisions. Seems like if it my land 1 should
. be able to build, within reason, what ever | llke on It. Jonny Halnes Hallfax .

Anonymous

10/16/2016 11:29 AM

Andy Roblns story Is sad onel These people had there dream of escape to the peace of the country taken
from them, through no fault of thelrs. No one plcked up on It,Now they are out over $83000.00 dollars ,

- Mike Young and hls local crew of trades men are sltting home waiting for this Injustice to be corrected,
unemployed no money , this Is harsh, mean ,many words come to mind but who will listen . Better stil
who will fix thisl. Remembrance Day Is coming to celebrate hard fought free to enjoy our land , bulld our
homes ,help our famllllies, let we forgetl We just had an election my two candidates got in yes mike and
David . | am counting on both of you to fix this process so the Robins, Young's and many more are not
stressed out and messed up by a system that needs fixing, sooner not |ater. Thanks for glving me a

chance to say One Siize does not fit All. T

"~ Anonymous

10/16/2016 11:46 AM
Should be able to build on them.

: Anony’rﬁous

10/16/2016 03:52 PM

Congratulations, to mayor Savage and our counclllor David Hendsbee, | hope to support both of you fix
job killing regulations Imposed on the land by laws imposed on rural HRM.in the master plan. As a
member.of the save rural HRM and a land owner.| have had to slt and watch people's dream taken from

" them with these regulations.-There are many unique people and pleces of land in our region. One size
does not it all . Let's work together ;to find a solution with the local voices belng heard and a helping hand
from the rural planners you have promised before the election to get It correct this time. Also need a fast

track process to help people like'Andy and Sue Robins through no fault of thelrs get caught up In harsh
cold regulatlons RespecuvelyH : . :

Anonymous

_10!16/2016 04.02PM - - :
To whom_ it may concem_ 1. Pf_a_rmlt bulldmg w__l_ti'lout 100‘ of publlc road frontage on shared

; o malntaln the road per acceptable specifications
3 for publlc safety access LAl property owners that share such a pnvate road should have to contribute to
. s

: _spectfully submittad Albert and Jamle Cantara




j“ is my opinion that any lots that do not meet the the By-law frontage requirements should not be
available for sale as is.

Anonymous

10/16/2016 0543 PM ' ' _ '
| believe rural land owners who wish to develop their lands for any purpose including residential, should
be pemmitted to do so providing access is by a private road built to suite the landowner and to be
maintained at their own cost and level of development. Should they at any time request the municipality to
take over maintenance responsibility the road should then be requlred to be at municipal standards at the
owners cost before takeover. | would support a minimum lot size on these large tracts of land of
reasonable size,maybe two acres each,as a suggestion. This will bring back the value of our lands that
we have paid taxes on for generation and allow our families to take advantage of them for housing or
maybe cottage living until they are at a po:nt in life that they want to return to their roots and revitalize our
“rural communities. A trend that has been going opposite for a couple of decades but now is showing a
return to nature and country !t\nng Let's be proactive and get ahead of the curve in HRM . Thanks , lantz
siteman

Anonymous

10/1612016 09:55 PM

Land owners who own property on prlvate roads should be able to build resadences without requiring 100°
of publlc road frontage. The Iot size and method of creation SHOULD NOT matter provided they are in a
land zone that permits residential construction. New homes on private roads will provide much needed
‘tax dollars to HRM while not mcreasang maintenance fees that accompany new sub-divisions. Jennifer
Helm Brookszde

Anonymous

10/17/201611 35 AM . ' '

As former military. exchange officers with the US and British Military, my husband and | met and marned
in Nova Scotia-We were excited to find and buy our property at Jeddore Point and have waited many
yearsto bwld our dream home there. We had initially wanted to build after retiring from the’ mllttary but
due to some excessive medical needs of one of our children we were unable t6 do so0. We are within
reach of our dream on!y to find that that dream may now sadly be unrealized. No one mentioned to usin
1996 when we. bought our 25 acres that there was an issue with road frontage by laws, Not.only are we at

risk of beung unable to build, live, bring our finances to the commun:ty and spend time with family and
friends:in our: retirement, now we are at risk of losing all of the money we paid for our property and paid
taxes all ihese years. allow. building . wuthout 100" of public road frontage on shared dnveways/roads The
following are options that'| would love to see considered and passed to help us help you preserve your
beautiful: part of the world. Thank you for you understandmg allow private roads to continue bemg

- developed as they will increase revenues to the municipality at no maintenance cost - perhaps require

. deeded nght of ways to a shared road and/or a publlc road and for larger private: roads a registered .

~ society to maintain the road - allow landowners to continue sub-divide large land holdmgs to'pass down to
- family members and/or sell for re&dentaal purposes as do other mumc:palstxes across NS - regarding rural

character; people want new faces in their communities. They want the additional tax revenue, the -

~ business opportunltses and economic activity - environmental protectmn ata rate of 1 home/25 acres a8
lot of land will continue to be preserved in private hands for- generations to come with muc:h better :

stewardsh_l _han’ the Department of: Natural Resources Arma and erlsam Douglas

: Anonymous

10/17/2016 12 01 PM




Land owners who awn property on private roads should be able to build residences without requiring 100"
of public road frontage. The lot size and méthod of creation should not matter provided they are in a land
zone that permits residential construction. Kirk Harnish Halifax, NS

Angnymous

10/17/2016 03:54 PM

| think consideration should be given to 25acre private lots that were created prior to the enforcement of
the bylaw. | believe these pamcular lots should be "grandfathered” in and issued building permits as these
developers could face serious financial risk if the bylaw is enforced. | agree that the bylaw should be

- enforced for any new lots going forward, or even create a framework necessary to manage these
properties. | also think as these properties are on private roads, and thus do not receive some services
such as road maintenance/snow removal should pay lower property taxes than equivalent properties on
public roads

Anonymous

10/17/2016 07:59 PM

I'm not sure what the problem is? Having been in the development business some 40 years ago it would
seem 25 acres is plenty space to build a home or building providing there is enough road frontage at
some point to allow for a driveway. Also, rules should be very different for Barrington Street vs
Ecumsecum, Some people like to live in under the rules of the 'Ant Hill Syndrome’ but others look for
solitude.

Anonymous

10/18/2016 09:04 AM :

| am extremely disturbed by this change. | reallze what the by law states but for the last 14+ years all the
land planners, realtors, other landowners have operated on the premise that a 25 acre lot was a buildable
lot. In fact 1 purchase a lot on Paces lake to build a retirement home and now I'm daed in the water??77 If
I could understand the impact reasons for this policy change - PLEASE ADVISE. The adjoining lot is
building'a house: yet after | paid more than $1000,000 on my lot | cannot builld???? PLEASE EXPLAIN
What recousre do'| have? With the develaper? With Terrain Group who revicewed my purchase? With
Boyne Clarke on the contract? With HRM? Help Please. Josh Rutter

Anonymous .

' 10/18/2016 10:16 AM

The refusal of HRMto issue building permns on 25 acre lots stifles growth and prosperity in rural HRM,
paralyzing home buildmg, slashes the fair market value of the owner land and reduces value below the
tax burden '

Anonymous

' 10/18/2016 10 56 AM . :
They should not be developed outside areas where municipal services are not available because of Ihe
recednng water table and traffic issues. ' :

Anonymous '

10/18/2016 11 39 AM - : '
| am concemed about the abmty for first. respanders to reach homes built on such lots if ihey don' t have
road frontage I am concemed that no controls on ihese !cts wsll eventually result in Iandowners :



demanding that the city build roads, at great expense to the general taxpayer, to improve access to these
lots. It appears that some developers exploit the ability to create these lots just to avoid having to pay
costs for road or parks - the general taxpayer may end up greatly subsidizing these lots. What do HRM's
cost of servicing studies from a few years back say about the costs of rural development?

Anonymous

10/18/2016 11:41 AM

| personally think if a person owns land, pays taxes on said land, they should be able to build on that land.

If a person builds a structure on the land, they will be creating jobs as well as access to and from that
land. That alone should satisfy and by-law agreement. It's ridiculous to hinder growth and developmenit in
any part of the HRM or the province, based upon antiquated bylaws. Why would people want to purchase
land anywhere, if they were restricted in their residentiai construction. This seems incredibly counter
productive to the mandate set down regarding continued growth in the province, as well as the HRM.
More houses, mean more taxes paid.

mulock

10/18/2016 01;01 PM
Enforce any and all applicable By Laws, no leniency / second chances.

Anonymous

10/18/2016 01:07 PM
Tl think the lots are not the issue - the LUB is flawed.

Anonymous

10/18/2016.01:30 PM

| think this policy is hugely unfair, The policy hasn't been enforced consistently since its inception, and I'm
not really sure how it is intended to protect the public. Access to such lots can very easily be managed by
private roads Time for a policy change if you ask me. Daniel McMillan - Upper Tantallon

Anonymous

10/18/2016 01:39 PM

The intended use of the exemption was to accommodate resource uses, such as farming or forestry.

However, this is no longer the case for all exemphons that have been issued and thus has created a

Ioophot in‘"how land is being used. In this case, it is advisable to make changes to the current regulation

and require owners of such lots to undergo the same process as someone who wants to develop land
“thatwas created under a dlfferent category.

Ananym ous
10/1 812016 03:26 PM

Cheryl Hard;ng and David Elliott Deposit to pufchase Lot 8, Scots Lake — PID# ANENNGE have lived in
-an urban setting ail of my life, and while | certamly understand some people’s preference for an urban

- lifestyle, it has ‘always been a dream of mine to one day live in a rural setting. Last winter my partner and i

-entered into an agreement'to purchase a 25 acre property in Petpéswick Hilis, Musguodoboit Harbour,
NS. We had every intention and continue to have hope that we will be able to build a home on this
property The fact that it is accessed via a deeded private road only stands to ensure our continued
privacy. A prevate road or driveway will retain the natural state of the environment where it matters most.
We don't need or want 100’ of publtc road, fmntage We understand that the cost of mamtammg the road



and its accessibility will rest with us and the other property owners on the road. Our road and others like it
will cost HRM nothing. Property taxes will increase as many new homes are constructed and once again
HRM will be the direct beneficiary. Subdivisions, such as ours, which are divided into these large lots
continue to provide access to some of the most beautiful parts of our community. Landowners, such as
ourselves, appreciate those pristine woodlands, lakes and their indigenous wildlife, We will be their
unpaid caretakers, will work to maintain them and will freat them with the utmost care thereby preserving
them for generations to come. By allowing these large parcels of land to be subdivided and settled, HRM
is making an investment in the future of Rural HRM. The existing rural population will be maintained as
ownership is passed through many future generations and others will be encouraged to explore rural
living as the community deveiops and prospers. If HRM continues on its current tack, we fear Rural HRM
will not only fail to grow, it will likely decline as residents move to other communities with more
favaurable/supportive rules and regulations. We urge you to make the by-law amendments necessary to
allow us, and many others, to pursue our dream. Sincerely, Cheryl and Dave

Anonymous

10/19/2016 08:04 AM
Currently those who do not have frontage on a public road or an approved private road, or an approved
section of a private road are not currently allowed to build. They ought to be allowed.

Anow_nymous

10/19/2016 08:17 AM

My concern is that planners are trying tpo"direct” development to certain areas. Times have changed. We
know longer need to commute to a tower on the peninsula to work, Electronics allow us to work world»wde
from ecum scum tohubbards. No lenger the expensive commuting infrastructure.

Anonymous
10/19/2016 10:02 AM

I really do not have any concerns with the creation of 25 acres lots that do not meet land use By-law
reqmremenis

Anonym_o_us_

10119/2016 11:57 AM

Change. the bylaws to meet the demand for rural life. This is 2016, not 1988, people want the rural way of
life, and we want our communities grnwmg and prospering. | live in district 1, Wellington.

Anonymous

10!19/2016 12:34 PM
| have a parcel of woodland that has a 25 ft right of way to it. | should be able to build a cottaga onitor
glve toa fam:ly member to build a residence on it...It is over 25 acres..

Anonymous -

10!19!2016 01:09:PM

HRM covers a vast area from west of Halifax to Sheet Harbour and beyond. Requiring landowners in the
rural areas to apply for buildmg permlts desagned for residential/municipal areas seems very unfair and
|mpract|cal '

v Ana_rtymou_s o



10/19/2016 02:30 PM

" Woe are working in Ontario, but preparing to move back home. We inherited land on a private road in
District 1, and are going to build our retirement home there.....or were until this bylaw was drug up from
the dead. HRM needs to listen to the people...we want a rural way of life..... it's in our blood, it's in our
hearts Co

Anonymous

10/19!2016 03:15 PM

| think it's archaic and needs to be brought up to date to meet the needs to allow residences to be built.
Have permits processed mare quickly. Of course there are limitations as to what people can utilize their
land for - for instance, having a dump site on your land wotld not be a permissable use. Commaon sense
needs to prevail.

Anonymous

10/19/2016 03:28 PM
Dear HRM Planning staff, Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on this recent change in
permitting regarding lots greater than 25 acres. As you may know Seven Lakes was the first Conservation
Design Community under the Regional Plan Policies. To take a step back, | wanted to bring you up to
speed on how Seven Lakes Development Ltd. came to the decision to purchase 1800 acres of land in
Porters Lake. Our company was looking for an opportunity to develop a medel community that
mcorporated many sustainability and conservation elements. It was always our goal to create a
community rather than just a subdivision. In assessing the various municipalities to develop in, Halifax
Regional Municipality seemed to have all the right things going for it. Specificaily the community of
Porters Lake was attractive with its proximity to the City and access to the beautiful natural environment.
Our company pndes itself on developing successful, well planned projects. We stay involved through-out

- the duration of the project and play a key role in converting raw land to vibrant residential communities.
The Conservatzon Commumty policies found in the Halifax Regional Plan appear to be in complete
alignment with our company’s beliefs, but at the time of land acquisition, these pelnczes were not tested on
the market and there seemed to be general concern across the Real Estate community on whether or not
a land based condominium would sell in this marketplace. Understanding this concem, we moved forward
and identified our current land holdmgs in Porters Lake for potential acquisition. As with most businesses,
we need to have a ‘Plan B’ or alternate option in case a product is not successful. One of the major
reasons for advancing our land acquisition for Seven Lakes was the ability to subdivide lots greater than
25 acres and sell these as large residential estate lots with a well-designed/shared access. It was always
our belief that this was a common practlce in HRM and that permits had recently been issued for lots
under this provision.'Knowing we had our ‘Plan B’ in place, we closed on the lands and began working
through'the Conservation Communlty leICIES found in the Regional Plan. To remove this option now
would greatly d;sadvantage our project and our overall investment, We have enjoyed working with staff
and. Counc;l on the first phases of Seven Lakes, but do have concern about how the interpretation of the
25 acre as of right rule is now beinginterpreted and administered. We ask that all lands currently owned
‘by Seven Lakes and not yet subdivided be grandfathered and allowed to continue with lots greater than
25 acres. This was a° key part of our financial model when acquiring these lands and we would need to

- retain’ this right. If you have any questions or concerns around this letter our Seven Lakes project, please

' Iet me know Smcerely. Gall Penney Pres:dent Seven Lekes Development Ltd.

Anonymous R

10!1 9!2016 03 50 PM . . :

" My husband and | own a number of prepertles developed and undeveloped in the Musquodoboit

" Harbour area where we live. Two of our: properties have homes and both are on private roads, one a
coltage lane and the other is a full width road which | understand meets HRM road standards. Sirce they

- are: pnvate road we; aldng with the other propeﬂy owners on the road are responsible for maintenance
: and snow management We have better semce espec:ally snow management, on our private roads that




the county road that they access. All of our lots have varying amounts of road frantage which we do not
see as an issue as long as there is adequate frontagé to a private or public road to facilitate a
construction of a driveway suitable to services, including emergency services such as fire and EHS.
There Is no public water or sewer, nor do we want any. To the extent that long driveways require more
pales tb run power or other Ilnes, we accept that Is part of tha cost of a rural lot with a Iong dnveway

Anunymous

. 10/18/2016 04:58 PM
Itis not just 25+ acre lots being effected by thls by-law, there are plenty of lots that are under 25 acres
that are belng advised that without 100 ft of road frontage, or If the land Is off a private lane, that we can
no longer expect to be allowed to bulld a. home on It. | have a driveway that comes out onto a public road
and a full sized TRANSPORT TRUCK WITH 50 FT FLATBED TRAILER, came down it with no Issue, but
NOW my 1.5 acre lot needs a driveway 100 ft wide??1l Come on, where |s there any COMMON SENSE

" belng used In the appllcation of this bylaw??7?Il It Is ridiculous te try and claim that emergency services
will not be able to get to me if | bulld a home there.... if Heavy Equipment used In the bullding of homes
can get onto these slte to build a home, then an Ambulance Pollce car or Fire truck, are certain to be
able to. My 1.5 acre lot is located at the end of Old Mannette Rd (this Rd Is part of my land) and | hought
It In early 2015 with-the intention of building a 2 bedroom retirement cottage here In the next 5 years. If
HRM decldes | cannot bulld on thls; then it absolutely worthless, and | will be out tens of thousands of
dollars. It'will also be next to Impossible to sell to anyone else... it doesn't take a genlus to figure out how
‘ﬁnanmally devastatlng this will be to anyone caught In the politics of this by-law. It would also mean going
after. HRM for taxes pald based on what the property was worth as a residential lot... a new assessment
would require the city to pay back Huge sums of previously collected monles, as far back as Byrs In some

- cases. This Issue'ls bad for the Cltizens of Rural HRM, and it Is bad pollcy for Rural HRM in the long run. 1 .

hope HRM Councll can see that this by-law is negatively Impacting the citizens and rural areas of the

people who they are supposed to be representing. Work some changes Into this so that the INTENT of
the by-law matches the WORDING of the by-law. Respactiuliuy submitted Oct 19, 2018 by land owner,
V’ctona Newman-Jones

Anonymous

10202016 0850 AM | |
There should be dlﬂ’erent restnctlons In rural areas that would pertaln to rural land use Issues.

Anonyrnous _

10!20/2016 09'03 AM IR L ' ' '
if wner Is vwlllng to be responslble for: thelr own malntenance of the road and
Iand the should:be allowed to build. As a country we are trying to support bullding our cities and

' _ : this hinders growth.| think it also Increases value of smaller towns that
'would be great for the cu . 'c__:wners to bulld .on their land, it also

Anonymous L

10!20/2016 09 59 AM

“Halifax County should: not be part of HRM Rural residents should be able to subdlvide their property.
withln reason. In order to passiton to thelr children. Bylaws that apply to urban and suburban areas are
not. appllcable to rural areas Common sense should apply Al .

_Anonymous




i 10!20!2016 11:39 AM
Having been horn and raised in Musquodoboit Harbour and making the décision to remain in here to be
self emplayed and continue to employ local residents the same as my family has been doing for
generations in the area, | found it very troubling when the 10 hectare (ghem ) issue first came to light to
me earlier this year. The froubling part for me has been the way it was presented to me. | have invested
many hundreds of thousands of dollars in creating such lots for sale. As an entrepreneur and not an
"expert” in land use bylaws | did the natural thing one would do to undertake my business dealings, |
sought out the best professional advice from the industry, including some of the best land survey
engineer groups and property lawyers in Halifax. After numerous meetings and discussions with the late
Kirk Nutter (WSP Group) we decided to move ahead with 10 hectare development. | personally had
several meetings with Kirk and planning staff and everything was fine, lots were devéloped and have
been sold since 2005 with a few homes being built since and other clients waiting to build their dream -
houses when they are ready to do so. So to suddenly discover HRM planning Staff's adventurous
interpretation of an old by law that was never picked up by industry professionals OR planning staff has
been nothing short of dlsturbmg for me. At the time when this all first came to light | endured iistening to
Staff simply saying that this is how it's always been and that more due diligence on my part would have
solved this. These were ridiculous comments. Next | then had to endure Industry professionals simply
saying that they do not understand where HRM is coming from, knowing full well that they did their jobs to
a standard high enough in their professional fields that they would recommend me develop my property
into 10 hectare lots. So who is to blame in this mess? The developer that went above and beyond in
seeking professional input for development options? | do understand HRM current stand on the issue, but
_have deep concern with the way this has been put out to the public. It is obvious that HRM has seen the
problems with suddenly enforcing a by law that lay dormant for 20 years. However, was it really dormant
or just not interpreted properly all along ? During the time | was seeking answers from Planning staff |
initially received numerous reasons as to "why now", and received no satisfactory answer at any point. At
one pomt i was told that lots created prior to 2006 would be ok, then | was told no they are not. | am
curlous as to what the wording of the "approved lot" was prior to 2008. | know that the late Kirk Nutter was
a go to" guy in the industry for Bylaws and Larid Use issues. [ also know that between Kirk and | we had
numerous discussions with Staff on the 10 hectare lots and every single time Kitk prevailed in his take on
the lots being suitable to receive building permits, so | ask "why now the current stance on the issue"? |
can easny rant and rant about this as it has caused me immense shcrt~term financial hardship within the
operating business model | have been using for my land development company as well as mental stress
of listening to HRM staff and HRM Council both constantly now playing the tune of "landowners effected
by this should have done the their proper due diligence”. Then there'is the impending threat of potential
lawsuits by people whom have purchased lots with the intention that they will be able to build. This has
been very stressful I w:II add that of all the Iots | have soid every smgle purchaser employed their own
questlon or concern of not. bemg able to obtaln a bmldang permat So either the entire scope of the real
estate andustry professnonals within HRM are all mcompetent idiots for giving out ill advise constantly over
an 11 year period....OR....something has been amiss within the system of HRM. My money is on the
latter. | have found this to be not only be offenswe considering the time, effort, professionals employed
and, posnwe feedback from 'HRM staff as | was 'undertaking my business model, but the mere fact that 10
months into this there is yet to be a solution..Rural HRM is Rural Canada; not an extended suburb of
Halifax: This point needs to be properly addressed to ensure the contmumg growth and pmspenty of the
‘Rural way’ of life. In closmg, | have faith in this democratic country we: Iive in and that common sense will
prevail, Council will make appropnate ‘decisions to rectify the issue and- wxll be backed by HRM Planning
Staff to ensure a \nable long term solution is achieved. As an e:ghth generataon land owner, | feel
prswleged to carry on my family's tradition of Iand ownershsp, stewardship and development Generally my
fam;ly has: develcped and sold land/lots in the area as the market allows. The market ‘currently is on an
upswing in the area; land development is beginning to be stifled by current regulatlons I'am not saying
that regulatlons are a'bad: thmg, however when the: regula’nons dictate a certain development that.
equates to a lot price that ends | up: bemg too cost prohibitive to economlcally develop lots; then the
regulation:ends up being stifling. Rural areas stil need mechanisms'to allow deve!opment to be financially
viable. Lots need to be on the market in rural areas reflective of the services and the area. ‘People tend to
want to move to the rural areas for two reasons; lts cheaper and it rural. ‘My family has beena champlon

of property for generahons help;ng exlstmg and new resadents achueve the benef‘ ts of property cwnershlp -



Including: security, independence, building of equity, a hedge against Inflation, and most importantiy
enjoyment. | look forward to belng able to continue thls important service into the future upon a successful
resolution to the current issue.

Anonymous

10/20/2016 12:19 PM
| think development of these lots should be allowed, | see no difference In service betwaen these and
other lots where people have long private driveways

Anonymous

10/20/2016 04:43 PM .
| persenally do not see a concern with the development of these large parcel of land (25 acre), even
though they do not have the required road frontage according to the newly enforced bylaw. These large
tracks of land are usually In a rural setting with access backing onto a secondary road (low volume traffic)
and as long as there Is visibllity of on coming traffic, there Is no safety concems. If you have a right a way
- Into the property, you should be able to develop the property. The owners of these property may have
had these property In their family for generations or recentiy purchased the property In good falth as part
of an Investment/retirement plan and are looking to subdlvide at a later date, parcel off lots for their famlly
. members to bulld homes or simply develop the land to enjoy nature with family through coftage Iffe.
Regardiess of the reason this is Great for the economy of rural NS, creating jobs, spin-off and potentially
keeping our young people at home. Lets do what's right and allow property owners develop thelr property.

Anonymous
10/20/2016 04:53 PM ' -

To Whom it May Concem; In 20 July 2015, Armco C
Cantebury Estates Land. PIDs;

aplital created 12 lots, all greater than 25 acres on the

n 4 March 2016, we

re r from Trevor Creaser stating that'our lots do not meet the frontage requirements, and
therefore no development permits would be Issued. U ve recelved that letter canstruction of a shared
driveway had been underway, with the appropriate approvals from TIR. Upon recelving the letter we
halted further activity on the site and delayed any applicafioris for 2 development permit to HRM. These
lots were created legally, in good faith, for residential development. They meet all development
requirements other than frontage. HRM has a history of granting development permits for simllar lots.
While we understand that HRM wishes to restrict rural development, by changing the implasmentation of
this policy, we do not wish to be penalized for having only recently created thase lots and begin
construction on them. Sincerely, ARMCO CAPITAL INC.

Anohyiﬁ__pus

10/20/2016 06:05 PM B L
| personally do not see a concern with the development of these large parcel of iand (25 acre), even
though they do not have the required road frontage according to the newly enforced bylaw. These large
tracks of land are usually In a rural sefting with access backing onto a secondary road (low volume traffic)
and as long as there Is vislbility of on coming traffic, there is no safety concems. If you have a right a way
Into the property, you should be able to develop the property. The owners of these property may have
had these property In their family for generations or recently purchased the property In good faith as part
of an Investment/retirement plan and are looking to subdivide at a later date, parcel off lots for thelr family
members to build homes or simply develop the land to enjoy nature with family through cottage life.
Regardless of the reason this Is Great for the economy of rural NS, creating jobs, spin-off and potentially
keeping our:young people at home. Lets do what's right and ailow property owners develop their property.



Anonymous

10/20/2016 06:57 PM

Every landowner should have the right to develop and/or subdivide their property, providing there are no
safety concerns. Just because the property does not have the recommended road frontage does not
mean there is a concern with safety, as it relates to gaining access o a provincial hwy (especially a
secondary type road) and/or the ability to respond to an emergency. In a Iot of cases there has been
significant costs/investment to the landowner, who was lead to believe there would was no real concern
around developing the property.at a future date. In some cases their land has been in the family for
generations and the land owner wishes to subdivide and give a piece of the property to their
sons/daughters. Whatever the reason development is good for the economy These large tracks of
property are becoming of popular, as they are within reasonable distance to the city (work), low cost
housing {compared to the metro area) making this atiractive to retirees, the younger generation, and
families. If you are so lucky to have property that has either access and/or bordering on waterfrontage —
this is where memories are made. Great for the economy of rural NS, creating jobs, spin-off and
potentially keeping our young people at home, not to mention the keep our communities strong and
vibrant.

Anonymous

. 10/20/2016 07:45 PM

. | beligve that this needs to change or revert back to the way it was Provincially. | have land in District 1
where | had planed to build a home but can't because of the lack of a Bidg permit. The land is heavily
taxed and a good portion of it is zoned "RESIDENTIAL" and | don't know why' About all | can do with it is
grow Chnstmas trees and pay tax,

Anonymous

10!20/2016 08:17 PM .

Thanks for the opportunity to express my concems regarding this issue. | am not a iand owner that is
directly effected, | am a Land Surveyor that has spent the last 48 years working in the rural HRM
community advising clients on how best to subdivide their land. Although | have created a few multi lot

- subdivisions, the majority of my work has been the 1 — 3 |ot size. Over the years it has become
mcreasmgly difficult to economically create rural lots for family members or for sale. With lot values in the
rural communities it is not feasible to have a subdivision road designed, constructed and paved. The cost
of the road on top of the surveying fees, legal fees, cash park donation and others fees is often far more
than the land is worth: One by one the opportunities for the rural landowner have been taken away, the
removai of approval of lots on a Private Right of Way, the removal of *Private Roads” and now the refusal
to issue Development Permits on legally created 10+ hectare lots unless the lot has the required road
frontage “The creation of 10+ hectare lots was the only option many rural land owners had, now these lots
are all but worthless. | fully understand and ‘agree that access to these 10+ hectare lots is important and
must be reflected in the deeds along with an agreement regarding road maintenance. | have heard it
argued by HRM that the 10+ hectare lot were intended for farmmg and forestry purposes yet | have not
seenany. documentatlon in this regard. In all my years of surveying in the “truly” rural part of HRM I can
riot recall a single issue regardmg re5|dent|a| development of the 10+ hectare lots. | strongly urge that
HRM Staff and Council amend the land use By-Law so that the road frontage requirement does not apply
to these lots. In-my: ‘opinion the creation of the 10+ hectare lots is not a "loop hole" as | have heard from
staff, they are created out of pure ‘desperation as there is no other reasonable alternative. Perhaps in your
endeavors to amend the jand use by-law, staff could also consider some means of relief for the rural
developer who wzshes to c:reate a few Iots Thank you, E.J. (Ted) Webber :

Anonymous

1012012016 08:43 PV



| think this is ridiculus. | think that landowners should be able to build on their land regardless the road
frontage or where that frontage is ei: private road. What are people suppose to do with 25+ acres of land
which is now worth nothing if one cannot build? Politicians and municipal staffers should not destroy
people's lfelong dreams. | hope you get this message loud and clear.

Anonymous

10/20/2016 10:59 PM » )

It is disappointing that HRM's recent decision to stop issuing building permits on lots created through the
Municipal Government Act which do not have 100 of public road frontage. This decision directly impacts
our communities. It restricts development, puts local contractors at risk and ieads to layoffs. Rural
communities on the Eastern Shsore continue to lose residents due to diminishing prospects for
employment, loss of core services and limited opportunities for economic deveiopment, Rural HRM has
substantial assets within our communities that will support new growth and development but need the
commitment of HRM so we can take advantage of our potential.




