


Case 20594: Amendments to MPS AND LUB Opportunity Site B, Fall River.  
Council Report - 2 - January 29, 2018  
 

 

BACKGROUND 
 
A staff report dated October 22, 2018 pertaining to Case 20594: Amendments to the Municipal Planning 
Strategy and Land Use By-law for Planning Districts 14 and 17 for lands at Opportunity Site B, Fall River 
was before North West Community Council for consideration at its meeting held on January 14, 2019. 
 
For further information, please refer to the attached staff report dated October 22, 2018. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Staff provided a presentation and responded to questions from North West Community Council respecting 
the proposal for Opportunity Site B, Fall River. North West Community Council, having reviewed the 
October 22, 2018 staff report at its meeting held on January 14, 2019, forwarded the recommendation to 
Halifax Regional Council as outlined in this report. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
As outlined in the attached staff report dated October 22, 2018. 
 
RISK CONSIDERATION 
 
As outlined in the attached staff report dated October 22, 2018. 
 
COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
 
North West Community Council meetings are open to public attendance and members of the public are 
invited to address the Community Council for up to five minutes at the end of each meeting during Public 
Participation. The agenda, reports, and minutes of North West Community Council are posted on Halifax.ca. 
 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
As outlined in the attached staff report dated October 22, 2018. 
 
ALTERNATIVES 
 
North West Community Council did not discuss alternative recommendations. 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
1. Staff report dated October 22, 2018. 
2. Staff presentation dated January 14, 2019. 
 
 
A copy of this report can be obtained online at halifax.ca or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 
902.490.4210. 
 
Report Prepared by: Liam MacSween, Legislative Assistant, 902.490.6521.  
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Fall River Opportunity Site B  
Council Report - 13 -  January 14, 2019  
 

 
 

ATTACHMENTS 
 
Map 1:  Generalized Future Land Use and Water Service Area Map 
Map 2:  Zoning and Water Service Area Map  
Map 3:  Site Plan  
Map 4:  Residential Opportunity Sites 
Map 5:   Notification Area 
 
Attachment A: Proposed Amendments to the Municipal Planning Strategy for Planning Districts 14 and 17 

(Shubenacadie Lakes) 
Attachment B Proposed Amendments to the Land Use By-law for Planning Districts 14 and 17 

(Shubenacadie Lakes) 
Attachment C: Relevant Policy Excerpts from the River-lakes Secondary Plan under the Municipal 

Planning Strategy for Planning Districts 14 and 17 
Attachment D: Public Information Meeting Summary 
Attachment E: Immediate Neighbour Public Comments  
Attachment F: Community-Wide Public Comments  
Attachment G: Community at Large Public Comments 
Attachment H Letter from the Fall River Family Practice 
Attachment I: Letter from Northwood Care  
Attachment J: Letter from Dr. Robert Strang  
Attachment K:  Blank Copy of Petition in support of the proposed Seniors Housing Development.  
 
 
A copy of this report can be obtained online at halifax.ca or by contacting the Office of the Municipal Clerk at 
902.490.4210. 
 
Report Prepared by: Carl Purvis, Program Manager, 902.490.4797 

Thea Langille, Principal Planner, 902.490.7066 
 

Original Signed 
             
Report Approved by:  
   Steve Higgins, Manager, Current Planning, 902.490.4382 
 













Attachment A 
Proposed Amendments to the Municipal Planning Strategy  

for Planning Districts 14 and 17 (Shubenacadie Lakes) 
 

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Municipal Planning 
Strategy for Planning Districts 14 and 17 (Shubenacadie Lakes), is hereby further amended as follows:  
 
1. Amend the River-Lake Secondary Planning Strategy by deleting the entire section titled “Site B – 

Fall River Village North Residential Opportunity Site” after the section River-lakes Village Center 
Designation Residential Opportunity Site A, including preamble and policy RL-13 and replace with 
the text in bold below: 

Site B – Fall River Village North Residential Opportunity Site  

Site B is situated at the north-end of Fall River Village, running parallel with the Fall River 
Road. It is a 49.3 acre site that was once the site of the “Old Carr Farm”.  It has a natural 
landscape with rolling hills, low lying areas and mature vegetation.  These features offer an 
opportunity to offset the differences in scales of development if it is designed to fit into the 
natural landscape.  The River-lakes SPS recognizes the urgent need for alternative housing 
forms in Fall River, specifically multiple unit dwellings. Population in Fall River has more 
than doubled from 1996-2016 and the proportion of the population aged 65 and above in Fall 
River rose from 5.2% (421 people) in 1996 to 11.1% (1139 people) in 2016.1  To help support 
this change in demographics and increase in population there is a need for alternative 
housing, therefore, Site B has been selected because of its size, reasonable proximity to 
services and amenities and ability to provide an alternative housing options, specifically 
multiple unit dwellings in a catchment area including Waverly, Lakeview, Windsor Junction, 
Fall River, Wellington, Fletchers Lake, Oakfield and Grand Lake.  Site B provides an 
opportunity to develop a series of multiple unit dwelling(s) with services and amenities 
provided on site. The purpose of this housing option, acknowledging that additional density 
is required to provide an economy of scale that allows for the establishment of additional 
site facilities, is to support those individuals who may need personalized services or help 
with activities of daily living.  A new zone will regulate site development through the Site 
Plan Approval process.  
 
RL-13 The River-Lakes Residential Campus Zone shall be created under the 

schedules of the Land Use By-law.  The intent of this Zone is to enable a 
series of multiple unit dwelling(s) with services and amenities.  This zone is 
only applied to Site B as shown on Map RL-3 and subject to appropriate land 
use by-law requirements and site plan approval.  To ensure development 
compliments the surrounding neighbourhood and is built to reflect an 
integrated approach to design, building form, and site development, controls 
related to architecture, landscaping, retention of vegetation, driveway 
access, parking, pedestrian access, outdoor lighting, signage, and 
accessory buildings shall be established in the land use by-law.   

 
RL-13A  For lands zoned River-Lakes Residential Campus, the Land Use By-law may 

increase the notification distance for a Site Plan Approval that is granted or 
refused by a Development Officer.  

 
 
RL-13B The Land Use By-law may set conditions, including performance standards, 

to be met before a development permit may be issued. 
 

 1 Halifax Regional Municipality.  Proposed Approach to Uniform Land Use Regulation of 
Seniors Housing. Staff Report presented to Halifax Regional Council, August 1, 2017. 

 



 

2. Policy RL-22 of the River-Lakes Secondary Plan Strategy shall be amended by adding the text 
shown in bold below and by deleting the text shown in strikeout below: 

RL-22 The River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy shall establish a no net increase in 
phosphorus as the performance standard for all large scale developments considered 
through the provisions of a development agreement pursuant to policy RL-13 and 
development agreement policies RL-4, RL-5, RL-11, RL-12, RL-13, RL-14 and RL-15 of 
this Secondary Plan.   

 

3. Policy RL-23 of the River-Lakes Secondary Plan Strategy shall be amended by adding the text 
shown in bold below: 

RL-23 The following measures shall be incorporated into the provisions for Opportunity Site 
B and all development agreements in the River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy 
Area: 

(a) A site non- disturbance area of a minimum of 50% of the site or greater if 
required pursuant to any other policies within this Secondary Planning Strategy 
or the Regional Municipal Planning Strategy; and  

(b) Stormwater management and erosion and sedimentation control plans are in 
place to minimize impact on receiving waters. 

 

4. Policy P-154(b)(ix) shall be amended by deleting the text shown in strikeout below: 

  P-154 The following uses shall only be considered subject to the entering into of a development 
agreement according to the Provisions of Section 55, 66 and 67 of the Planning Act.  

 (b) within the Residential Designation: 

 (ix) Low scale multiple unit dwellings, townhouses, single unit dwellings or two unit 
dwellings up to 4 units per acre on Site B shown on Map RL-3 of the River Lakes 
Secondary Planning Strategy, according to Policy RL-13 (RC Oct 23/12; E Jan 12/13) 

 
 
5.  Amend Map RL-3 – Alternative Housing Opportunity Sites as shown on Schedule A attached 

hereto. 

 

 

I, Kevin Arjoon, Municipal Clerk for the Halifax 
Regional Municipality, hereby certify that the 
above-noted by-law was passed at a meeting 
of the Halifax Regional Council held on 
_____________ ___, 2019.  

 
____________________________________ 
Kevin Arjoon  
Municipal Clerk 

 





*Revised - January 14, 2019 
Attachment B  

Proposed Amendments to the Land Use By-law  
for Planning Districts 14 and 17 (Shubenacadie Lakes) 

 

BE IT ENACTED by the Regional Council of the Halifax Regional Municipality that the Land Use By-law 
for Planning Districts 14 and 17 (Shubenacadie Lakes), is hereby further amended as follows:  
 
1. The Table of Contents shall be amended by adding the text shown in bold below immediately 

after the text “PART 14F: RCDD (Residential Comprehensive Development District) Zone” and 
before the text “PART 15: I-3 (Light Industry) Zone”: 

PART 14G: RLRC (River-lakes Residential Campus) Zone  

 

2. The Table of Contents shall be amended by adding the text shown in bold below immediately 
after the text “APPENDIX “A”: Non-Conforming Uses” and before the Schedules: 

 APPENDIX B: Form and Requirements for Site Plan Approval Application  

 

3. The Table of Contents shall be amended by adding the text shown in bold below immediately 
after the text “Schedule N: Airport Noise Contour Overlay”: 

Schedule O: Site B 

 

4. Part 3 shall be amended by adding the text shown in bold below to the list of Zones under Section 
3.1 immediately after the words “RCDD Residential Comprehensive Development District Zone” 
and before the words “Industrial Zones”:  

River-lakes Zones 

        RLRC River-Lakes Residential Campus 

 

5.  Section 3.6 OTHER USES CONSIDERED BY DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT shall be 
amended by deleting the words shown in strikeout below: 

(z) Low scale multiple unit dwellings, townhouses, single unit dwellings or two unit 
dwellings up to 4 units per acre on Site B shown on Map RL-3 of the River-lakes 
Secondary Planning Strategy, according to Policy RL-13. 

 

6.  Section 4.4 ONE MAIN BUILDING ON A LOT Subsection (a) shall be amended by adding the 
text shown in bold below: 

(a) any building within a RLRC, C-4, I-3, AE-1, AE-2, AE-3, AE-4 or AE-H Zone or 
on the property shown on Schedule K; 

 

7. Section 4.11 ACCESSORY BUILDINGS Subclauses (a)(iii) and (a)(iv) shall be amended by 
adding the text shown in bold below: 

(iii) Exceed a height of: 

2. twenty five (25) feet (7.6 m) in any R-1B, R-IC, R-1D, RLRC, CC, VMS, 
or VG zone; 



 (iv) Exceed a gross floor area of: 

2. one thousand (1,000) square feet in any R-6 or RLRC, R-1E zone; 

 

8.  Section 4.26 STANDARDS FOR PARKING LOTS Subsection (2) shall be amended by adding 
the text shown in bold below: 

 (2) Notwithstanding Section 4.26 (1) (a), all parking areas in the RLRC, CC, VMS, 
VC-CDD, VG and RCDD zones including driveways and maneuvering areas 
shall: 

 

9.  Section 4.26 STANDARDS FOR PARKING LOTS Subsection (3) shall be amended by adding 
the text shown in bold below: 

(3) Where a parking lot for more than ten (10) but less than twenty-one (21) vehicles 
is required or permitted in the RLRC, CC, VMS, VC-CDD, VG and RCDD zones 
the following provisions shall apply in addition to the provisions outlined in 
Sections 4.26 (1) and (2): 

 

10.  Section 4.26 STANDARDS FOR PARKING LOTS Subsection (4) shall be amended by adding 
the text shown in bold below: 

(4) Where a parking lot for more than twenty (20) vehicles is required or permitted in 
the RLRC, CC, VMS, VC-CDD, VG and RCDD zones, in addition to the 
provisions outlined in Sections 4.26 (1) (2) and (3), the following provisions shall 
apply: 

 

11. Section 5.1AA GENERAL REQUIREMENTS -FALL RIVER shall be amended by adding the text 
shown in bold below: 

5.1AA GENERAL REQUIREMENTS - FALL RIVER ZONES  

Within the RLRC, CC or VMS Zones materials used for signs shall have matte or dull 
finishes. Gloss finish and backlit signage is prohibited in RLRC, CC or VMS Zones.  
Multi-tenant signage shall begin with the civic address, followed by building name, if 
applicable, and then followed by the name of any tenant.  

 

12. Section 5.7 FACIAL WALL SIGNS Subsection (2) shall be amended by adding the text shown in 
bold below:  

(2) Notwithstanding Section 5.7 (1), within the RLRC, CC, VMS, VG or FRB Zone, 
no facial wall sign shall: 

 

13. Section 5.7 FACIAL WALL SIGNS Subsection (3) shall be amended by adding the text shown in 
bold below:  

 (3) Within the RLRC, CC, VMS, VG or FRB Zone, canopies and awnings attached 
to walls shall: 

 

14. Section 5.8 PROJECTING SIGNS shall be amended by adding the text shown in bold below: 

5.8 PROJECTING SIGNS 



Projecting signs are prohibited except in the RLRC, CC, VMS, VG or FRB Zone.  Within 
the CC, VMS, VG or FRB Zone, no projecting wall sign shall: 

 

15. Section 5.8A ROOF SIGNS shall be amended by adding the text shown in bold below: 

5.8A ROOF SIGNS 

Signs mounted on the roof of any building within the RLRC, CC, VC-CDD, VMS, VG, 
FRB and RCDD Zones are prohibited. 

 

16. Section 5.9 GROUND SIGNS Subsection (1) shall be amended by adding the text shown in bold 
below 

(1) Ground signs are prohibited in the RLRC and CC Zones, except for ground signs 
on the corner lots at the intersection of Fall River Road and MacPherson Road 
and ground signs on the corner lots at the intersection of Fall River Road and 
Highway 2. 

 

17. Section 5.10 ARCHITECTURE REQUIREMENTS shall be amended by adding the text shown in 
bold below:  

5.10 ARCHITECTURE REQUIREMENTS 

The following provisions shall apply only to the CC, VCCDD, VMS, VG, FRB, RLRC 
and RCDD zones created for the River-lakes Secondary Plan Area. 

 

18. Section 5.10.1 ENTRANCES and FACADES clause (d) shall be amended by adding the text 
shown in bold below: 

 (d) At least three of the following architectural elements shall be incorporated in all 
walls facing a street for every ten (10) feet (3 m) within the CC Zone, twenty (20) 
feet (6 m) within the VMS Zone, or fifty (50) feet (15.2 m) within the VG, VCCDD, 
FRB or RCDD Zone or hundred (100) feet (30.48m) within the RLRC Zone:  

 

19. Part 14G shown in bold below shall be added after Part 14F RCDD (RESIDENTIAL 
COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT DISTRICT) ZONE and before Part 15 I-3 (LIGHT 
INDUSTRIAL) ZONE: 

 PART 14G:  RLRC (RIVER-LAKES RESIDENTIAL CAMPUS) ZONE 

      
14G.1 RLRC USES PERMITTED 
 

(1) Subject to 14G.10, all development within the RLRC Zone, as shown on 
Schedule B, shall be subject to Site Plan Approval.   

 
(2) The following uses are permitted within the RLRC (River-Lakes Residential 

Campus) Zone: 
 

Multiple Unit Dwellings 
Office 
Day Care Facilities  
Medical Clinic 
Personal Service 



Park and Open Space 
Recreation Uses 

 
14.G2  RLRC REQUIRED USES  

  The development shall contain all the following uses on the site: 

Residential Uses 
Multiple Unit Dwelling 
Amenity Area  
 
Supporting Uses  
Office 
Health and Wellness Centre 
Personal Service 

 
 
14G.3 DEVELOPMENT PERMIT IN RLRC ZONE 
 

(a) No Development Permit shall be issued by the Development Officer for any 
use permitted in the RLRC (River-Lakes Residential Campus) Zone unless Site 
Plan Approval has been granted by the Development Officer for the 
development.   

 
(b) No development permit shall be issued for a development in the RLRC zone 

unless the required uses and the requirements set out in sections 14G.2, 
14G.4, 14G.5, 14G.6, 14G.7, 14G.8 and 14G.9 are met. 

 
 

14G.4   RLRC ZONE REQUIREMENTS 
 
In any RLRC Zone, a development shall meet the following requirements: 
 
(a) Minimum Lot Area:  5 acres (2.02 hectares) 
 Minimum Frontage:  100 feet (30.48 m)   

Minimum Front or Flankage Yard:  30 feet (9.1 m) 
Minimum Side Yard:  50 feet (15.24 m)  
Minimum Rear Yard:  50 feet (15.24 m) 
Maximum Height of Main Building:  50 feet (15.24 m) and 4 storeys 
Maximum Number of Main Buildings  5  
in the “general area of development” as  
shown on Schedule O:  

 
(b) All proposed development shall be located centrally on the site as generally 

shown on Schedule O.   
  
 
14G.5 OTHER REQUIREMENTS: MAXIMUM BUILDING FOOTPRINT 
 
 The gross footprint of any single main building shall not exceed 45,000 square 

feet (4,180.5 m2). 
 
 
14G.6 OTHER REQUIREMENTS: PARKING 
 

(1) Notwithstanding clause 4.25 (b), the parking requirement for all proposed 
development on the site generally shown on Schedule O shall be a minimum 
of 0.5 spaces per dwelling unit.   



 

(2) Supporting Uses listed in 14G.2 shall require no parking. 

 
 14G.7    OTHER REQUIREMENTS: SUPPORTING USES & ACCESSORY BUILDINGS 

(a) Office, Medical Clinic, Health and Wellness Centre, Personal Service, Day 
Care Facilities, and Recreation Uses may be located in any building on the 
site.   

(b) Accessory buildings located on the development site are permitted in the 
following number: 

(i) a maximum of one (1) accessory building for each Multiple Unit 
Dwelling in accordance with Section 4.11; or  

(ii) notwithstanding Section 4.11 and subject to 14G.7(c), one (1) 
additional stand alone building.   

(c) The accessory building provided for in accordance with 14G.7(b)(ii) shall not 
contain Dwelling Units and shall not exceed 5,000 square feet (464.5 m2) in 
size.  

 
 14G.8 OTHER REQUIREMENTS: CONDITIONS  

 
(1) No Development Permit in the RLRC Zone shall be issued unless the following 

conditions have been met:  
 

(a) a Traffic Study is provided to the Municipality to determine the impacts 
the development (full build out) may have on the surrounding road 
networks;   

 
(b) the required Traffic Study considers: 

 
(i) the Fall River Road and Highway 2 Intersection, the Highway 

102/Highway 118 interchanges, and the Lockview Road and 
MacPherson Road intersection, and 

 
(ii) the findings of the Fall River/Waverley/Wellington Transportation 

Study; and 
 
(c) a Phosphorus Net Loading Study is provided to the Municipality to 

determine if the development will export any greater amount of 
phosphorus from the subject site during or after the construction than 
the amount of phosphorus determined to be leaving the subject property 
shown on Schedule O prior to the development taking place.  
 

 
(2) If the Traffic Study reveals that the development may have impact on the 

surrounding road network, then the proposed development shall only be 
permitted if the Development Officer is satisfied that methods/improvements 
have been taken to reduce the impact.  
 

(3) If the Phosphorus Net Loading Study reveals that the phosphorus levels 
predicted to be exported from the proposed development exceed the 
phosphorus levels currently exported from the site, then the proposed 



development shall only be permitted if the Development Officer is satisfied that 
the methods to be taken will reduce phosphorus export levels to those levels 
that existed before the proposed development, such as a reduction in density, 
or the building footprint. 
 

(4) Any stormwater management devices designed to treat phosphorus shall be 
located on the development site.  
 

(5) A study necessary to meet the conditions in subsection 14G.8(1) shall be 
prepared by a qualified professional and submitted to the Municipality when 
applying for a development permit. 

 
14G.9    GENERAL REQUIREMENTS: SITE PLAN APPROVAL 

 
(1) Applications for Site Plan Approval shall be in the form specified in Appendix 

B.   
 
(2) All Applications for Site Plan Approvals shall be accompanied by a site plan 

drawn to scale and of sufficient detail to address all matters identified in this 
Section. 

 
(3) The Development Officer shall approve an application for Site Plan that meets 

14G.8 and the following requirements: 
 

(a) all proposed and existing buildings shall be located centrally on the site, 
as generally shown on Schedule O as “General Area of Development”; 

 
(b) all proposed parking and loading facilities shall be located: 
 

(i) in close proximity to the buildings, and  
 

(ii) centrally on the development site, as generally shown on 
Schedule O as “General Area of Development”. (Parking may 
include underground parking). 

 
(c) driveway access shall be limited to one access to Fall River Road and 

any existing driveway access that the Development Officer determines 
is no longer necessary shall be removed; 

 
(d) an emergency secondary access shall be provided to Cummings Drive 

or Ingram Drive, as required; 
 
(e) landscaping, hedges, or fencing shall be used as buffering along the 

yard setbacks, parking areas, and along property lines; 
 
(f) within the non-disturbance area, 

 
(i) existing natural vegetation shall be retained, and 

 
(ii) activity shall be limited to walkways and trails not exceeding 3 

metres in width, conservation uses, driveway crossings, and 
infrastructure for wastewater, stormwater, and water, and water 
control structures; 

 
(g) all proposed walkways shall be: 

 
(i) located to provide safe and accessible pedestrian access to the 



buildings from the parking area and from the street, 
 
(ii) surfaced with a non-slip material, such as brick, concrete, or any 

other suitable material to clearly delineate pedestrian walkways 
from vehicle circulation areas, and 

 
(iii) continuous, well-lit, free of obstruction, with low curbs, and 

accommodate mobility devices such as walkers, wheelchairs and 
scooters; 

 
(h) all lighting devices shall be designed to direct light to driveways, parking 

areas, loading area, building entrances and walkways, and arranged to 
divert the light away from streets, adjacent lots, and buildings;   

 
(i) different purpose oriented lighting shall be provided, such as flush 

mount lighting for building accent, or ground-oriented lighting along 
pathways, 

 
(j) lighting shall comprise full cut-off fixtures that are properly shielded to 

reduce the spillover of lighting onto adjacent properties; 
 

(k) any alteration of land, including the removal of topsoil, shall be 
undertaken in a manner which does not impact negatively on the natural 
function of any watercourse abutting the property or located on the 
property including runoff and erosion; 
 

(l) measures are identified for the effective drainage of stormwater within 
the development site as well as any downstream or upstream areas 
which may be affected by the development; and 

 
(m) site design and layout shall take into consideration the soil conditions 

and shall minimize the amount of clearing and grubbing on steep slopes 
or erosive soils. 

 
(4) The notification distance for the approval or refusal of a Site Plan Approval in 

the RLRC zone shall be 328.08 feet (100 metres) from the property boundary 
of the lot that is the subject of the approval or the refusal. 

 
  (5)  All matters considered by site plan approval shall be adequately maintained. 
 

 
14.G.10  EXEMPTIONS FOR SITE PLAN APPROVAL 
 

(1) The following matters do not require site plan approval  
 

(a) interior renovations; and 
 

(b) additions having a gross floor area of 807.3 square feet (75m2) or less, 
providing floor area maximums are met, and the street facing facades 
are not changed.  

 
(2) All other requirements of this Bylaw shall be met before a development permit 

is issued. 
 
 



22.  Appendix B shown in bold below shall be added after Appendix A – iii and before Schedule C - 
Areas of Elevated Archaeological Potential: 

APPENDIX B: SITE PLAN APPROVAL SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 

An application for Site Plan Approval in the RLRC (River-Lakes Residential 
Campus) Zone shall include the following:  

(a)  dimensions and area of the development site;  

(b) a site plan properly drawn to scale showing all information required by the 
RLRC Zone;  

(c)  a description, area, and location of all proposed buildings and land uses;  

(d)  the location of each residential area indicating the number, size, and type 
of dwelling units, including an indication of the number of bedrooms in 
each unit;  

(e)  the location of all existing buildings; 

(f) the location of the proposed and existing driveway accesses, including the 
location of the emergency secondary access; 

(g) the location and type of existing and proposed easements on and abutting 
the site, including the location of the Halifax Water easement for the water 
main;  

(h)  the location of existing and proposed septic systems, including any 
features associated with such a system;  

(i)  the measures proposed for the effective drainage of stormwater, including 
devices designed to treat phosphorus; 

(j) the identification, location and gradients of all parking areas, including the 
location and width of driveways, entrances and exits to parking areas, 
manoeuvring areas for vehicles, service areas, visitor parking, and loading 
areas;  

(k)  the location, area, shape, landscaping, and surface treatment of all public 
and private open spaces, park areas, or amenity spaces, including the 
location of hedges, and fencing;  

(l)  the location of all proposed streets, walkways, sidewalks, paths, and bike 
paths;  

(m)  the location of the Non-Disturbance Area” as generally shown on Schedule 
O; and 

(n) any additional information related to the development site, buildings, or 
abutting properties as may be required by the Development Officer to 
determine if the proposal conforms to the provisions of this By-law. 

 
21.  Add a new schedule, “Schedule O: Site B” as shown on Schedule A attached hereto immediately 

after the “Schedule N: Airport Noise Contour Overlay”. 

22. Amend Schedule B, the Zoning Map, by rezoning the property identified as 1109, 1075 and 1085 
Fall River Road, from the R-1B (Suburban Residential) Zone to the RLRC (River-lakes 
Residential Campus) Zone, as shown on the attached Schedule B. 

 

I, Kevin Arjoon, Municipal Clerk for the Halifax 
Regional Municipality, hereby certify that the 
above-noted by-law was passed at a meeting 



of the Halifax Regional Council held on 
_____________ ___, 201__.  

 
____________________________________ 
Kevin Arjoon  
Municipal Clerk 
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Attachment C 

Relevant Policy Excerpts from the River-lakes Secondary Plan under the Municipal 

Planning Strategy for Planning Districts 14 and 17 

The Vision 

The Vision for the River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy is to maintain the rural village 

atmosphere and rural character of the area.  At the core of this vision is the desire to create an 

attractive village centre to service the surrounding neighbourhoods and to preserve the rural 

character of the Plan Area.  The rural character of this area is expressed in the low density 

development from of the neighbourhoods and positioning of the River-lakes Village Centre amidst 

the chain of lakes, forest covered hillsides, winding trunk highways and numerous cultural and 

natural features that give rise to the rural landscape.   

One of the most important natural assets throughout the Plan Area is the lakes.  On the eastern 

side of the Plan Area, is Lake Thomas and Fletchers Lake and on the western side of the Plan 

Area is Kinsac Lake which forms part of the Shubenacadie Lakes System.  It is the desire of the 

community to protect the relatively pristine nature of this lake system and controls will be 

established to limit the amount of phosphorus and pollutants entering the lakes through the 

retention of pervious surfaces, retention of natural vegetation on steep slopes, provision of 

landscaping, regulation on the amount and scale of development and management of stormwater. 

The continued development of the River-lakes Village Centre Designation as a central core and meeting 

place for the Plan Area is of pivotal importance to this Secondary Plan.  One extremely important cultural 

feature, within this area, is the historic Shubenacadie Canal.  . . . 

The Vision of the River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy is to retain the rural village atmosphere 

and rural character of the area by fostering the: 

(a) development of the River-lakes Village Centre Designation as a place to which residents 

and visitors are attracted and become recognized as the centre of the River-lakes 

communities; 

(b) retention of the natural environment through the protection of the lakes, tree-covered 

hillsides, and environmentally sensitive areas that are of high value for groundwater 

recharge or are ecologically fragile and sensitive to disturbance;  

(c) creation of an interconnected system of open space that facilitates pedestrian movement 

throughout the Plan Area as illustrated on Maps RL-4 and RL-5;  

(d) preservation of the cultural and historical assets of the area, especially the Shubenacadie 

Canal and its historical and cultural importance as a transportation route to the Mi’kmaq 

and early North American settlers; and  

(e) implementation of improvements to the transportation infrastructure and the provision of 

central water to areas that are in keeping with the growth management objectives of the 

Regional Plan as determined through the Phase II Secondary Planning Process.   



 

Residential Developments in the River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy Area 

 

There is a desire to allow for the development of alternative housing forms to accommodate the 

housing needs of seniors, young adults and other sectors of the population that need access to 

housing other than single and two unit dwellings.  In particular, there is a need for townhouses and 

low rise multi-unit dwellings (maximum 3-story) to meet the urgent needs of seniors who wish to 

remain in the community.   

 

There are however, limitations to the amount of development that that Secondary Planning 

Strategy Area may support without exceeding the limited carrying capacity of the lakes and road 

systems and adversely affecting the rural community character.  The Shubenacadie Lakes 

Watershed Study1 indicates that groundwater conditions are limited and the receiving waters of 

Lake Thomas and Fletchers Lake are nearing the threshold of desirable water quality objectives 

for the Shubenacadie Lakes.  The Fall River/Waverley/Wellington Areas Transportation Study 

also indicates that the intersection of Fall River Road and Highway 2 and the Highway 118 and 

Highway 102 interchanges are heavily congested during peak driving periods and are at certain 

times of the day failing to achieve acceptable levels of service. 2    

 

Given the urgent need to allow for alternative housing forms, the River-lakes Secondary Planning 

Strategy will allow consideration of townhouse developments and low-rise multiple-unit dwellings 

within a few locations through the provisions of a development agreement.  This will allow the 

Municipality to assess these developments on a case-by-case basis to determine if the 

developments can be permitted without adversely affecting the limited traffic capacity of the roads 

and the limited environmental capacity of the receiving lakes.  These forms of housing shall only 

be considered, through the provisions of a development agreement, within the areas zoned Village 

Mainstreet, within the River-lakes River-lakes Village Centre Designation and on the four 

opportunity sites situated throughout the Secondary Planning Strategy Area as shown on Map RL-

3.   

 

In order to determine if it is feasible to develop these sites, studies shall be required before a 

development agreement is approved by Council to determine if the development can proceed 

without exceeding the limits for phosphorus export, pursuant to Policy RL-22, or transportation 

system, pursuant to Policy RL- 25.  Multiple-unit housing developments shall be limited to three 

stories in height and shall have to generally conform to the architectural and site design 

requirements set out under the Land Use By-law. The developments shall also be designed as 

Classic Conservation (RC-Jun 25/14;E-Oct 18/14) Design developments to minimize impacts on 

the environment and surrounding community and preserve the rural character of the area. . . 

 

                                                           
1 Fall River-Shubenacadie Lakes Watershed Study, Jacques Whitford Limited, Centre for Water Resource Studies 

and ABL Limited, prepared for Halifax Regional Municipality, July 2010. 

2 Fall River/Waverley/Wellington Areas Transportation Study, CBCL Limited, prepared for Halifax Regional 

Municipality, January 2010. 



Site B – Fall River Village North Residential Opportunity Site  

 

Site B is situated at the north-end of Fall River Village, running parallel with the Fall River Road. 

It is a 46 acre site that was once the site of the “Old Carr Farm”.  It has a natural landscape with 

rolling hills, low lying areas and mature vegetation.  These features offer an opportunity to offset 

the differences in scales of development if it is designed to fit into the natural landscape.  The 

Classic Conservation (RC-Jun 25/14;E-Oct 18/14) Design approach also offers the opportunity to 

preserve the environmental and cultural assets of the site and to minimize impact on the receiving 

environment.   

 

Residents from Fall River Village have concerns about the potential for traffic impact should a 

road connection be established from the Fall River Road to Fall River Village over this site. There 

are also concerns about the loss of privacy and aesthetic impact of multiple-unit housing if not 

situated in such a manner so as to minimize impact on the surrounding low density residential area.   

 

In order to prevent a high concentration of multiple-unit buildings at this location, a maximum of 

three multiple-unit buildings with a maximum of 40 units per building shall be considered for 

development on this site. Council will also consider the development of townhouses, single unit 

dwellings, two unit dwellings or single unit dwellings to form part of this development in order to 

meet a range of housing needs.  Overall density on this site shall be limited to 4 units per acre 

subject to the submission of studies to verify that the development can take place without adversely 

affecting the road systems, surrounding neighbourhoods and receiving waters of Lake Thomas and 

that there are adequate soils and water to service the development.  Multiple-unit buildings and 

associated parking will be situated closer to the Fall River Road and parking lots for the multiple 

unit buildings will be kept out of the view of Fall River Road and any low density residential uses 

through the use of siting and buffering.  The development will have to conform to the architectural 

requirements established under the Land Use By-law and the height of all buildings shall be limited 

to a maximum of three stories. The development shall also be designed to minimize the impact of 

traffic flow on the surrounding low density residential development. 

 

RL-13 HRM shall consider permitting low scale multiple-unit dwellings townhouses, single 

unit dwellings or two unit dwellings on Site B through the provisions of a development 

agreement. The development shall be designed as a Classic Conservation (RC-Jun 

25/14;E-Oct 18/14) Development pursuant to Policy S-17 (RC-Jun 25/14;E-Oct 18/14) 

of the Regional Plan to offset the bulk and appearance of alternate building forms on 

surrounding low density residential development and to preserve the cultural and 

environmental assets of this site. In considering such an agreement, Council shall have 

regard to the provisions of Policy S-17 (RC-Jun 25/14;E-Oct 18/14) of the Regional 

Plan and the following: 

 

Built Form, Architecture and Use 

 

(a) that the maximum gross density is limited to 4 units per acre, the number of 

multiple-unit buildings is limited to 3, the number of units per multiple-unit 

building is limited to 40 units, and the height of any multiple-unit building is 

limited to three stories above average grade, excluding rooflines; 



(aa) that a minimum of 60% of the site is retained as open space; (RC-Jun 25/14;E-

Oct 18/14) 

(b) that the massing and built form of the development is compatible with any 

adjacent low density residential uses through the use of siting, transition of 

building scales, architectural elements to promote visual integration and 

landscaping and buffering; 

(c) that multiple-unit dwellings are situated closer to the Fall River Road to prevent 

the aesthetic impact of the bulk of larger buildings and extensive parking areas 

on the surrounding low density residential neighbourhood; 

(d) that the elevation of any townhouse buildings shall be articulated in a manner 

that provides variation between units, and reinforces common characteristics that 

visually unites the block; 

(e) that there are off-sets or other articulations in the overall roof structure to break 

up the massing of townhouse blocks; 

(f) that the development generally conforms to the architectural provisions set out 

under the land use by-law; 

 

Site Development Criteria 

 

(g) that parking areas are situated behind the buildings, out of view from Fall River 

Road;  

(h) that landscaping is designed to create a visually attractive appearance and reduce 

stormwater impacts;  

(i) that pedestrian walkways are provided throughout the site to provide safe and 

direct access to buildings, parking lots, trails and adjacent public streets and 

adequate useable amenity areas are provided; 

(j) that important cultural features such as the trails the Blue Hill Road Trail as 

illustrated on Map RL-4, views of the foreground meadows from the Fall River 

Road and the Carr Farmhouse are used to form an attractive focal point for the 

development where possible;   

 

Site Impact Controls/Assessments 

 

(k) that the lighting on the site is designed to prevent light pollution impacts on 

adjacent properties and to give a coordinated and unified appearance between 

the buildings and the site with oriented luminaries;   

(l) that any development situated adjacent to a low density residential development 

does not result in any undue adverse impacts on adjacent properties in terms of 

traffic or privacy conditions for those residential uses and their outdoor amenity 

areas;   

(m) that the traffic generated by the development will not adversely affect the 

intersection of Fall River Road and Highway 2 or the Highway 102 and Highway 

118 interchanges; and 

(n) that studies required pursuant to Policies RL-22 and RL-25 are undertaken prior 

to the approval of a development agreement; and 



(o) any other matter relating to the impact of the development on the surrounding 

community as outlined in Policies RL-23 and P-155 are addressed. 

 

Water Quality Objectives  

Given the environmental sensitivity of the Shubenacadie Lakes and the desire of residents to 

preserve and protect its water quality, the Study recommends an oligotrophic status with an upper 

limit of 10µg/L should be maintained for Grand Lake.  This is also desirable since Grand Lake is 

a municipal water supply for the Municipality of East Hants.  Trophic Status limits should also be 

set for the lakes upstream from Grand Lake, Lake Fletcher, Lake Thomas, Kinsac, William and 

Charles - to ensure that this objective is maintained.   

The Study recommends an upper limit of 20µg/L for Lake Thomas and Lake Fletcher which are 

within the River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy Area.  It also recommends 20µg/L for Lake 

William which may be impacted by future developments in the southern portion of the Plan Area 

that is within the Lake William Sub-watershed. Although a limitation of 20µg/L will maintain 

Lake William, Lake Thomas and Lake Fletcher at the upper range mesotrophic level in the long-

term, this Secondary Planning Strategy has no control over the developments that are in the 

portions of these sub-watersheds that area outside of this Plan Area.   

The proposed regulations for the River-lakes Village Centre Designation will significantly reduce 

the permitted floorspace and amount of impervious surface within the River-lakes Village Centre 

Designation from the previous regulations under the C-2 (Community Commercial) and C-4 

(Highway Commercial) Zones.  The new regulations proposed under the River-lakes Village 

Centre Designation Zones require the retention of a minimum of 50% of each site as pervious 

surface. The permitted building footprint for all buildings permitted within the various zones has 

been reduced from 10,000 square feet to anywhere between 2000 to 4000 square feet depending 

on the zone. The Regional Plan requires the retention of riparian buffers and wetlands which will 

also aid in the uptake of phosphorus and ameliorate its impacts. However, there is a substantial 

amount of housing development proposed within the southern and northern portions of the 

Secondary Planning Strategy Area which should be assessed to ensure that it does not exceed the 

capacity of the receiving waters to assimilate phosphorus without exceeding the water quality 

objectives established under this Secondary Plan.   

In order to maintain the health and resilience of these receiving waters, this Secondary Planning 

Strategy will establish a no net increase phosphorus export policy for any future residential 

developments exceeding 8 units/lots within the River Lakes Secondary Planning Strategy Area.   

Pursuant to the Regional Plan, any development requiring a new road for the development of more 

than 8 lots is only allowed to proceed under the provisions of a development agreement.  As part 

of the assessment process for a development agreement, applicants shall be required to submit a 

study by a qualified person demonstrating that the proposed development will not export any more 

phosphorus from the site than what may be exported from the site prior to the development taking 

place.  The total amount of phosphorus that is expected to be exported from the site prior to the 

undertaking of a development shall in effect become the phosphorus budget or limit for the amount 

of phosphorus that may be allowed to be exported from the site under the proposed development 

for that area.  If the amount of phosphorus for a proposed development exceeds the phosphorus 

budget for the site, then the density of development will have to be adjusted to reduce the 

phosphorus impacts on the receiving environment. The feasibility of continuing development in 



the northern portion of the Secondary Planning Strategy Area should be reviewed during the Phase 

II planning process. 

In order to achieve an appropriate balance of development throughout the Shubenacadie Lakes 

System and to maintain an oligotrophic level for Grand Lake, water quality objectives should be 

established for each contributing sub-watershed after HRM adopts a water quality monitoring 

functional plan.  HRM is currently undertaking a watershed study of the Shubenacadie Lakes 

Watershed to assess the impacts of potential future development in the Port Wallis area within the 

Lake Charles Sub-watershed. It would be appropriate to review the River-lakes Secondary 

Planning Strategy when setting targets for future growth in the Lake Charles or Lake William sub-

watersheds that are upstream from Fall River.  At this time, threshold values should be set for the 

Shubenacadie Lakes System against which to regulate the density of all future development.  

RL-22 The River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy shall establish a no net increase in 

phosphorus as the performance standard for all large scale developments considered 

through the provisions of a development agreement pursuant to policies RL-4, RL-5, 

RL-11, RL-12, RL-13, RL-14 and RL-15 of this Secondary Plan.  This Policy shall also 

apply to proposed developments pursuant to policies S-15 and S-16 of the Regional 

Municipal Planning Strategy.  A study prepared by a qualified person shall be required 

for any proposed development pursuant to these policies to determine if the proposed 

development will export any greater amount of phosphorus from the subject land area 

during or after the construction of the proposed development than the amount of 

phosphorus determined to be leaving the site prior to the development taking place. If 

the study reveals that the phosphorus levels predicted to be exported from the proposed 

development exceed the phosphorus levels currently exported from the site, then the 

proposed development will not be permitted to take place unless there are reductions in 

density or other methods that (RC-Feb 23/16;E-Apr 2/16) to reduce phosphorus export 

levels to those current before the proposed development. Any stormwater management 

devices designed to treat phosphorus must be located on the privately-owned land 

included in the proposed development agreement. (RC-Feb 23/16;E-Apr 2/16)  The cost 

of the study shall be borne by the applicant.  The study may rely on phosphorus export 

coefficients derived from existing studies if they can be justified for application to local 

environmental conditions. All existing and proposed development within the affected 

area shall be taken into account and the consultant shall undertake Wet Areas Mapping 

to help define the ecological boundaries associated with the flow channels, accumulation 

points, and riparian zones to restrict any high impact development in those areas.  

RL-23 The following measures shall be incorporated into all development agreements in the 

River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy Area: 

(a) A site non- disturbance area of a minimum of 50% of the site or greater if 

required pursuant to any other policies within this Secondary Planning Strategy 

or the Regional Municipal Planning Strategy; and  

(b) Stormwater management and erosion and sedimentation control plans are in 

place to minimize impact on receiving waters. 

 

Transportation 

 



River-lakes Road Systems 

 

The Fall River/Waverley/Wellington Areas Transportation Study was prepared by CBCL for the 

River-lakes Secondary Planning process.  The purpose of the study was to examine traffic 

conditions on the existing road network and to recommend transportation improvements for 

current and future potential growth.   

 

The Study found that existing traffic at the Highway 102 / Highway 2 /Highway 118 interchange, 

the Fall River Road / Lockview Road intersection and Fall River Road / Highway 2 intersection is 

heavily congested during the am and pm peak periods. The intersection of Highway 2 / Highway 

118 southbound / Highway 102 northbound ramps were found to be functioning very poorly with 

substantial queuing occurring on Highway 2 (up to 1500 m) during the am peak. During the pm 

peak, the Highway 102 southbound ramp / Highway 2 intersection and the Highway 118 

southbound ramp / Highway 2 intersection were both experiencing poor operating conditions with 

queuing of up to 500 m on the Highway 118 southbound ramp.  Also during the pm peak period, 

the Highway 118 northbound exit ramp was shown to experience significant queuing which would 

sometimes extend all the way back onto the highway.  

 

The Study indicates that conditions will worsen at these intersections as more development takes 

place over the next 20-25 years and that the Fall River Road / MacPherson Road and Fall River 

Road / Highway 2 intersections will also exceed capacity.  Without road improvements or controls 

on growth, the intersections of Highway 2 / Highway 118 southbound ramp, Highway 2 / Highway 

102 southbound ramp, Highway 2 / Fall River Road, Fall River Road / McPherson Road, and Fall 

River Road / Lockview Road are predicted to experience significantly diminished operations.  

 

The Study recommends a number of short-term improvements to alleviate current traffic 

conditions that were recommended by the Fall River VIC for implementation (Appendix A).  

These include recommendations to channelize traffic through a right turning lane from Fall River 

Road to Highway 2, restricting left turns from Fall River Road into Wilson’s and improvement of 

pedestrian facilities at the intersection of Fall River Road and Highway 2. It is also recommended 

that the Municipality also encourage the Province of Nova Scotia to consider the development of 

a roundabout between Highway 2, Perrin Drive and the Highway 102 northbound ramp to alleviate 

current traffic conditions at the interchanges. 

 

A number of longer-term solutions were also recommended including the widening of the Fall 

River Bridge to 4 lanes and upgrading the Fall River Road and Highway 2 Intersection.  The 

Committee does not recommend the Fall River Road and Highway 2 Intersection upgrade as 

designed by the consultants since it will not retain the rural village character desired by the 

community for the River-lakes Village Centre. It is the recommendation that an alternative design 

solution be considered that is more in keeping with the vision for the River-lakes Village Centre.  

  

The Study also recommends the development of a new interchange to reduce traffic on Highway 

2 and to take pressure off the Highway 102 and Highway 118 interchanges.  Three of the most 

probable locations include 1) the extension of the Windsor Junction Road past the Cobequid Road 

to connect with a full access interchange with Highway 102; 2) the extension of the Cobequid 

Road to connect with a full access interchange with Highway 102; or 3) the construction of a new 



road to the north of the Plan Area to connect to the eastbound leg of the interchange at Aerotech 

Park.  The modeling results for the study predicts that the development of an interchange south of 

the Plan Area via connection from either Windsor Junction Road or Cobequid Road would be the 

more effective means of alleviating traffic congestion on Highway 2.   

 

The Municipal Planning Strategy for Planning Districts 14/17 recommends the construction of a 

collector road over the backlands from Fall River Road to Wellington to provide eventual 

connection to a road that was previously contemplated by the Nova Scotia Department of 

Transportation and Infrastructure Renewal.  This road was the Hammonds Plains/Beaver Bank 

By-pass which would have extended from the Highway 213 across the Hammonds Plains, 

Lucasville, Middle Sackville, Beaver Bank and Fall River/Fletchers Lake backlands to connect to 

Highway 102 at the Aerotech Interchange (Transportation Map 3). This by-pass road is no longer 

proposed by the Nova Scotia Department of Transportation and Infrastructure Renewal and 

responsibility for future road development is now the responsibility of HRM.  HRM will review 

its best locations for growth and long-term infrastructure development in light of the findings of 

the Shubenacadie Lakes Watershed and Fall River/Waverley/Wellington Transportation studies, 

in the Phase II River-lakes planning process. . . 

 

RL-25  As an interim measure, HRM shall require the proponents for any large scale residential 

developments considered through the provisions of Policies RL-11, RL-12, RL-13, RL-

14 and RL-15 of this Secondary Planning Strategy or commercial development 

considered pursuant to policies RL-4 and RL-5 or Policy P-68 of the Planning Districts 

14/17 Municipal Planning Strategy and polices S-15 and S-16 of the Regional Municipal 

Planning Strategy, to submit a traffic study to determine the impacts of development on 

the Fall River Road and Highway 2 Intersection, the Highway 102 / Highway 118 

interchanges and the Lockview Road and MacPherson Road intersection.  The study 

shall take into consideration the findings of the Fall River/Waverley/Wellington 

Transportation Study and the amount of development permitted in areas subject to these 

development agreements shall be regulated on the basis of the receiving road network 

capacity and the provisions of Policy RL-22.   
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want to have seniors housing without parking for family to come visit or the community services that 
would be available to seniors. No places to park to enjoy all the parkland that is around.  

Jay Cameron, Waterford Crescent, stated he shares a lot of the concerns with everyone in the room. 
He has a point of concern about Ingram Dr. itself. They want to open Ingram Drive up to traffic. From this 
development there is no street into Ingram Drive. If the development has grown in size why does this 
mean we don`t need a street but when it was smaller we did? He heard there is going to be a gate now 
and who has access to the gate and what is the intent of the gate. His main concern about both 
developments is that they don’t open up Fall River Village to non-residential traffic. Ms. Ryan stated the 
road connection is required when you are dealing with subdivision. When you get passed 100 lots we 
require a second access. In this case there is no subdivision development occurring so it would require a 
driveway not a road. Mr. Harrison stated with regards to the gate HRM would determine the access as it 
is for their emergency services.  Ms. Langille stated it would be used if the main access was not 
accessible it provides a secondary access.  

Greg Bannett, Lake Thomas Crescent stated as a kid he talked to a lot of people on his walk to and 
from school. He stated a lot of people moved out of the community because they were seniors and could 
no longer afford to live in their homes. They had to move outside of the community to be able to get the 
services they needed to live where they could access them. The people are what make Fall River special. 
He feels they can’t allow this to continue to happen because people want to stay here. If this is to help 
welcome seniors to the community maybe this is what is needed. If the cost per unit is really lower by 
having a taller building I would rather Fall Rivers character be built around its people rather than around 
the look of a building to keep these people here. This way we could have a vibrant community made of all 
different ages. I want people to stay here.  

Robert Showed, Cumming Dr. wanted to know if the blasting damages the wells, who do they call. Mr. 
Teasdale stated that the HRM Blasting By-law deals with that through the permit that is issues. There is 
24 hour # on the permit if there is an issue.   

Paul, High Rd feels the development has an identity crisis. He said he really wanted to support it 
however; he wanted to know how they were going to provide reduced rent for seniors. He thinks that a 
100 unit development wouldn’t be efficient enough to provide reduced rent without some sort of 
government assistance. What is a comparable rent? There is none because there are no other apartment 
buildings in Fall River. He said his experience is that if it is an assisted living facility, getting into a 
complex like Shannex, you have to get your name on a list and then could end up anywhere not 
necessarily in your community. It all depends on your needs. Mr. Harrison stated assisted living is not 
regulated by the province. He stated that what he was talking about was the single point entry access 
system for nursing homes. You have no guarantee when you get into long term care that you will stay in 
your community you go to the first bed that is available. Public – you said 25% reduction. Mr. Harrison 
stated in the example of the Gradenview that 25% of the cost of delivery those care services is spent 
driving and there is a reduction to those tenants because of grouping in a single building.  

Jesse Gravel, Cummings Dr. with regards to the water problem, it was stated that insurance would take 
care of it when the water is gone. When the water is gone it is gone, insurance isn’t going to be able to 
take care of that.  

Krista Snow stated a lot of the seniors aren’t comfortable speaking and one gentleman just left in tears 
because he feels that his community doesn’t want him there.  

Councillor Streatch gave his closing remarks. 

6. Closing Comments

Ms. Ryan thanked everyone for coming and expressing their concerns and views. 

7. Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at approximately 8:35 p.m. 



Laurie Baker Comments



























































Attachment E - Immediate Neighbour Public Comments 
Proposed Seniors Housing Development 
Case: 20594 

Number Comment 
# from 
Database 

Immediate Neighbourhood Comments 
(< 1 Kilometre for Site) 

Code 

character as designed by the city and developers. If we wanted huge five storey 
developments we would have moved closer to the city core. To better inform myself about 
this process I have taken a lot of time to study the Fall River Vision plan and River Lakes 
Secondary plan. In those documents I found focus on the Village Core and respect for low 
density housing. I greatly value the time and effort that went into creating those plans with 
consultation of the community. I also appreciate the need for alternative housing especially 
for our seniors. Those plans suggested four potential sites for development. The site that 
makes the most sense to me would be adjacent Sobeys. It is in the Village Core. Established 
services there include retail, professional and hospitality on fairly flat level land. Residents 
can be a vital part of the community without the need for a vehicle, avoiding a very 
challenging 2.5km walk up the Fall River road to this site. As the area has grown so has 
traffic, especially during commuting hours. The Fall River Road backs up easily and I can only 
imagine what it would be like at the crest of a hill. I would not want to try and cross that road 
as a pedestrian. Above all of this my greatest concern is that of how our environment will be 
impacted. The 3D models shown at the meeting dwarf the area. Construction will bring 
untold risks to local homes. Blasting will impact wells and foundations, I respect that we 
were told there is “insurance” for that but resolutions do not come quickly or easily. The 
developer was incredibly vague detailing what kind of septic solution would be in place. 
Again that is a rural challenge, we have very limited services and though this site may 
potentially have city water the majority of it’s neighbors rely on fragile wells. Given the 
geographic location I also have concerns for our lakes with runoff etc. These are just a few 
general concerns. I could go on at length with personal concerns. 

• Better located in
the village core.

• Maintain the Fall
River Vision and
regulations created
to carry it out.

• Blasting impact on
wells and
foundations is a
concern.

• Traffic concern

57 97 I agree that seniors housing is required in the Fall River area, but feel that this 5 story 
building proposal is hiding behind the word "SENIOR" as that is not what they are building at 
all. I think they are trying to play it of as a seniors complex to get the sympathy of the 
community and support behind it. The developer said at the meeting tonight that they 
cannot discriminate against anyone who wishes to live there and that it is not a nursing 
home. Tell me how seniors are going to benefit from this as they age and need more medical 
care. As long as they can do most things for themselves they will be able to reside in these 

• No guarantees
housing will be
occupied by
seniors.

• Not a nursing home
so how will seniors
live there without
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apartments. Once their health status changes and they need more care, they will have to 
leave the community the same as before.  What we really need if we are doing it for our 
seniors, are assisted living apartments and  extended care homes, not 5 story apartment 
buildings. As I said before and I want to emphasize again, I would welcome a "seniors" 
complex in my back yard and community. I strongly feel that this is not the intended purpose 
of this building proposal so am not in support of it. Thank-you for allowing me the 
opportunity to voice my opinion. 

medical care as 
they age. 

• Need assisted living
care facilities and
extended care
homes.

58 98 I do understand the need for seniors to find a place relatively close to where they lived all 
their lives, so I am not against them building such a place. However I chose to live in Fall 
River because it was a rural community without the large buildings and urban landscape. The 
people in this area I feel all did so for the same reasons. The planners kept using the phrase 
"dwellings for seniors" in the literature that was provided. I was in support of such a proposal 
until I attended the meeting tonight and quickly realized that this proposal was anything but 
a dwelling for seniors. Apparently they cannot discriminate against the age of tenants etc..., 
that means its apartments for rent,not a seniors complex, end of story! The planners are 
using the word seniors to play on the sympathies of people in this area to get support which 
in my opinion is wrong. In my opinion the word seniors should not be used in any of your 
literature. It is false advertisement. I do not support the 5 story building proposal. Its too 
large for the area and does not fit in with the rural atmosphere. 

• 4-5 five story
buildings do not fit
into a rural
community and are
too large.

• No guarantees that
the buildings will be
occupied by
seniors.

59 99 Since I am on Cummings drive, I may be a bit biased, but an emergency access through 
Cummings drive does not seem to make a lot of sense. The main artery into Fall River Village 
is Ingram, not Cummings. This would be forcing emergency traffic to make an un-needed left 
turn on a blind corner to get to the main Ingram through the village. This access would also 
potentially create a lot of increased foot traffic from the village, to fall river road (via the new 
development). This route is lightly used now by students and persons accessing the 
convenience store, however if a paved path existed, many more people would access this. 
There is no sidewalk on our street. This would be problematic for senior's pedestrians, 
(especially on a dedicated emergency vehicle route). 

• Emergency access
to the site via
Cummings Drive is
a concern.

• Increased
pedestrian traffic
via Cummings Drive
is also a concern.
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60 100 The scale of five story buildings that have 100 units per building is not appropriate for this 
site.  There is no other building like this in Fall River and there are certainly no buildings like 
this in this residential area with single family dwellings. Why would this not be put in the 
commercial area if we are trying to develop the village center? . . . This new proposed 
development of 400 apartments would have a significant negative impact on the residential 
area.  This is an area of single family homes (I’m not sure if there are duplexes. . . If this 
proposal was allowed, then it will lead the way to any developer coming into what has been 
a residential area and build for maximum profit.  The development would increase 
traffic.  Residents, employees, family and other visitors, ambulances, garbage trucks, trucks 
for maintaining the proposed septic disposal, maintenance workers, and delivery vehicles are 
just a few examples of increased traffic.  I’m concerned that traffic would be allowed into 
Blue Hill Road and Lake Thomas Crescent which would also change the surrounding 
neighbourhood that is made up of single family homes. With the increased population, noise 
pollution would increase from vehicles, sirens, garbage disposal, and people. Particulate 
pollution and phosphate runoff would affect the surrounding neighbourhood.  Impervious 
surface would be increased.  I’m not sure where all the visitors would be parking as this was 
not indicated in the proposal.  We can assume that a parking lot would be needed and or 
people would park on the Fall River Road. Only underground parking was mentioned.  The 
septic disposal was touched on briefly in the meeting. The developers were not clear on this 
system.   If this was a senior’s complex, we could expect that many people are on a variety of 
medications.  It is known that medications can and do infect bodies of water.  Lake Thomas is 
already under stress with gas stations, roads, and the commercial development in the village 
centre.  Polluting this lake that many people draw their drinking water from is not 
acceptable. Blasting to install the proposed underground parking could affect surrounding 
wells.  The noise and vibrations from this would be extensive and could affect the Fall River 
Community at large.  

• 4-5 story buildings
is not appropriate
for this area.

• Traffic concern

• Noise concern

• Blasting concern

• Environmental
impact negative –
especially Lake
Thomas

• Not enough
information about
wastewater
management

61 101 The face that the development will just be another large apartment complex negates the 
conclusions of traffic consultants (WSP). Their report assumes that the proposed 
development will be filled with retired seniors who will not need to join the daily commute 

• No guarantees
buildings will be
occupied by seniors
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to and from work.  In fact, since the apartments can be rented by the general working public 
the potential exists for the addition of hundreds of daily trips on the Fall River Road. 
The proposed apartment complex with a potential population of 800 or more could have an 
impact on traffic flow, school overcrowding and storm run-off. Since the complex is not 
limited to seniors why was the effect on school population not discussed in the proposal? 

• Traffic concern

• School
overcrowding

• Stormwater runoff
impact

62 102 Myself, and I’m sure most others, moved to this area for its rural feel yet we are close to the 
city. As far as I’m concerned, HRM’s building limits/planning reflect that concept 
appropriately limiting height and density in our area. This development goes completely 
against that concept. This development will stick out like a sore thumb. As you drive the hills 
in the area, instead of seeing trees, you’ll see this development sticking out of the side of the 
hill, and towering in people’s back yards. 
Allowing a development of this size and density will open the door to other developments of 
the same size or greater to be proposed for the area, altering the character of the 
community as a whole to the communities detriment. 

• Proposal out of
character with the
Vision to maintain a
rural feel for this
area.

• 4-5 story buildings
will tower over
people’s back
yards.

• Opens the door for
other similar
developments.

63 105 We feel the policy should be changed to accommodate the proposed development - the 
community does need something for seniors. 
This development will change our neighbourhood and community. Concerns would be traffic 
on the Fall River Road and the design fitting the existing community. 

• In favour of
proposed
development

• Traffic concerns

64 109 Unfortunately I missed the meeting on the development as I was out of town for most of last 
week.  I’ve taken some time to talk to those that attended and I am deeply disturbed that 
this development is being brought forward.  As a member of the Fall River visioning 
committee that worked towards a plan for long term sustainability of a way of life in this 
area, it is incredible that four 5 storey apartment buildings will be built in a residential 
area.  And that this is being presented to the community with a wrapper that this is for 
seniors.  This is on the heels of some extremely poor planning in bringing water into Fall 
River.  Or excellent planning to maximize the profit to developers.  I have seen numerous 

• 4-5 story buildings
do not fit

• Apartments for all
not just for seniors
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letters on this topic and will include the messages from                             email 
below.  Extremely well thought out and well written.  I endorse this message.  And I look 
forward to future opportunities/meetings to learn more and/or oppose this development.  It 
simply does not fit in the proposed location.  



Attachment F – Community-wide Public Comments 
Proposed Seniors Housing Development  
Case: 20594 

Number Comment 
# from 
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Community Beyond Immediate Neighbourhood  
(Residents living within 2 – 5 kilometers from the site) 

Code 

1 3 Changing the face of the community from the current rural standard people opted for 
when moving here, especially the long-term residents.  Blasting for construction will create 
incredible strain on the water table and therefore immediate property wells.  Traffic, noise 
& congestion.  Current road system is already overburdened.  Lakes are already maxed out 
from septic and domestic run off.  Impacts to market of homes and devaluation of 
properties. 
Heavy traffic is a consistent issue all over Fall River now, this is not going to help.  The water 
situation is contentious issue for many.  The lakes are max capacity for effluent and down 
run.  The MPS & Vision development for Fall River considers the current infrastructure & 
both state this property is not suited. 
There are accommodations for more suitable sized located opportunities.  Developers 
deciding what is needed is the exact cause of congestion elsewhere we cannot afford more 
here. 

• Traffic concerns

• Noise concerns

• Septic system impact
on lakes

• Changing rural
character concern

2 7 It will be great to have seniors housing in Fall River, everyone agrees to that.  Negative- no 
doctors, no bus service.   This project is just too large.  Why Northwood? 
It is too high, too many units= overkill!  No guarantee it is "seniors" housing unless it is a 
nursing home. 
My mother lives n a wonderful 3 story seniors apartment building in Antigonsh.  There are 
36 units with an elevator.  Mr Harrison says they are not obliged to put in an elevator, but 
what if they did?  How much more would each unit cost?  My mom pays a little over 
$1000/mth she can afford this.  Fall River homes sell at a good price and I'm fairly sure that 
most seniors can afford a 3 storey with elevator.  Why Northwood 

• 4-5 storys and this
density does not fit

• No bus, no doctors,
too large

• Aging mother lives in
a 3 story seniors
building – why can’t
the developer
maintain 3 storys at
this site

3 8 If it indeed provides apts for seniors this will be a benefit as it will enable people to age in 
place.  Increase population & shoppers for area businesses. 
Contribute to increased traffic on already busy roads.  Require state-of-the art processes in 
sewage treatment & storm water runoff. 

• Good if it’s for
seniors

• Increased population
good for business
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• State of the art
sewage treatment
required

4 10 Fire department too small.  Loss of value of homes surrounding the area.  Potential loss of 
water in wells.  Where do all the people park who go visiting?  These tall buildings well 
tower the whole area and look right down into private yards. 
Traffic impact-already difficult to access Fall River rd. from side streets.  Apartments, not 
necessarily for seniors, may impact the population of schools,  They are already at capacity.  
Sobeys it's already too small and no place to expand. 

• Fire department too
small

• 4-5 story buildings
will tower over area

• Apartments not only
for seniors

• May impact schools
and Sobeys too small

5 13 Traffic/staff/ visitors/service vehicles.  Traffic is an issue today.  What will tomorrow bring.  
Sewage treatment/malfunctions.  We need to protect our lakes. 
How ill we guarantee seniors only? 

• Traffic concerns

• Lake pollution
concerns

• No guarantee for
seniors

6 14 The size of the proposed development does not fit in the existing foot print.  Properties 
nearby will see reduced privacy, tranquility and quality of life.  Local infrastructure is not 
ready to support 100's of new residents with varied lifestyle needs.  Fall River needs 
centralized growth, where resources are nearby (grocery, drug stores buses)I am weary of 
hearing the sales pitch about this being a seniors housing complex, but with a good price 
range, there will be a lot of competitions for apts as many types will be attracted to the 
community.  That isn't a bad thing, but we are all being pitched spin that seniors are the 
main focus here.  The plan goes counter to the original vision plan and once that process 
starts, where does it end?  Keep thing w/in the plan, take smalls steps and make sure there 
is demand before you double population in the immediate area.  I am very thankful for the 
opportunities I've  had to share my views. 

• 4-5 story buildings do
not fit

• Privacy concerns

• Local infrastructure
too already over
burdened

• No guarantee only
for seniors

• Proposal contrary to
Fall River Vision

7 16 It will allow seniors and others to retire here or be able to downsize. • Traffic concerns
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8 19 Pros: intermediate apartment complex-seniors could transition to independent living.  
Blend of families large population influx (also a con).  Con: increased traffic.  Altering sight 
lines (impacting homes/prices).  Need city water (increased rates).  No proposal 
environmental impact sewer?  run off?  Slate?  Not a senior assisted living complex 
apratments-5 storeys x4 (1200 families?). Reselect in dramatic 
infrastructure/business/school needs expansion.  No sense of high/mid or low rent 
structure. 
A project of this magnitude must present a fully integrated proposal that addresses 
public/infrastructure/environmental concerns & how it dovetails with the towns existing 
design/infrastructure.  Do not use Northwood to pretend this is different than hundreds of 
other apartment complexes in Bedford/Sackville/Dartmouth? Hex and provides no senior 
support.  Why not make one of the proposed buildings senior friendly guaranteed?  Be 
clear this proposal means private or Northwood care for medical needs/social support.  
Why not lobby the province for an invany type residence?  Which is what the community 
seems to be asking for.  And perhaps, one or two regular apartments for general residence.  
Prove ecology impact.  Too many questions poor presentation & I would like to know 
developers background.  "Trust me>>" is not a valid pitch for the future of this community.  
Went to site/looked at map/computer generated plan see these are apts much the same as 
Hammond's Plains should be presented to public as such.  If traffic/road issues addressed 
may support but not impressed by "Northwood" deception and makes me distrust the 
implementation of the plan. 

• No guarantee for
seniors

• Apartments good
intermediate
transition for seniors

• Impact on limited
infrastructure

9 20 Traffic through the subdivision. Traffic at lights who pays for changes to roadways. • Traffic concerns

10 23 Positively, there are too many people with need to downsize, or in need of the type of 
services being offered.  Being only 43 it gives us great opportunity to age in our chosen 
community. . . Promote the local economy. 

• In favour of
proposed
development

• Seniors need housing

• Good for business

11 32 It will be positive if we ever get senior housing before I die. • Keep seniors in
community
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12 36 I think it will have a positive effect to keep our local seniors in our own communities.  No 
one wants to move to a new area in our senior years.  Happier scenarios, happier 
community. 

• Keep seniors in
community

13 51 The development will largely be unnoticed and not visible. It should bring more services to 
the area.  Health care, transportation, infrastructure. 5 stories is ok, not visible for most 
part greater density equals lower cost to housing. 

• Development will be
unnoticed

• Will bring more
services to the area

14 52 I am very concerned of the "traffic".  Look at the fact they passed the worst area as a traffic 
corner.  Subway/Wilsons and the mall.  The worst traffic area around. 

• Traffic concerns

15 53 Development will provide a much needed facility to keep families remain together when 
seniors age. 

• Keep seniors in
community

16 59 Assets.  Improve the community so the people who built & from Fall River can stay here.  
Shameful that its taken so long to be approved. Allows for larger greenspace. 

• Keep seniors in
community

17 61 I don't live in the immediate area, but if designed properly should have minimum impact. In 
a very positive way, othr than perhaps traffic patterns.  It will allow development of 
services and growth. 

• In favour of
development

• Will allow growth in
services

18 62 More people in area.  Better for shopping etc. Major increase in traffic on Fall River Rd., and 
it well likely cause bottleneck at Fall River Rd & hwy 2 intersection. 

• Better shopping

• Increased traffic is a
concern

19 65 I believe it will have a very positive impact on the aging pop. Of Fall River and is long 
overdue. 

• Keep seniors in
community

20 66 [change the policy] If they keep it to a seniors complex and only for the seniors not for 
single or families having apartments or homes. 
I feel traffic would be a set back as we already have a problem if a really disaster happened.  
To get out of Fall River would be impossible.  We should have bus service in Fall River.  It 
would see some problems. 

• should be for seniors
only

Traffic concerns 
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21 67 [change policy] Yes if the focus is on seniors living only! If you build high density the will be 
green space & underground parking.  There will be increased traffic.  Bus service needs to 
be expanded.  Blasting. 

• Should be seniors only

• Traffic concerns

• Blasting concern

22 69 . . . I think it would be positive.  It would allow long time residents to stay and encourage 
others to come.  It should benefit it all if the merchants.  Traffic should not be a big issue as 
the cars from this project would not really be rush-hour users.  Over-all very favorably. 

• In favour of
development

• Increased business

23 73 Provides seniors housing in community. More traffic issues - needs innovative solutions.  
Higher population - benefits local businesses. 

• Keep seniors in
community

• Traffic issues

24 74 Not sure about 5 levels. • 4-5 Story buildings
do not fit in
community

25 82 Proposal does not fit with the community dynamic and we are not interest in changing this 
policy. Devastation to the green area blasting concerns potential to damage people`s wells 
which most are all ready in a precarious situation.  For example - in our household we can 
never take a bath and we can only do a maximum of 1 load of laundry every 3-4 days.  
Traffic - potentially major congestion problem. Impact on the eco-system-specially birds we 
have observed a pair of endangered eagles that we believe are nesting in that area & have 
been for years.  Also observed are Osprey & owls.  We understand that any development 
will affect theses birds of prey.  However the proposed 5 storey tall buildings will be much 
worse for them as they require high vantage points nests.  Also songbirds & humming birds 
will be negatively affected.  We are concerned that the Migratory Birds Convention Act 
(MBCA) be followed to the letter.  Information about proposal has been very misleading!  
The meeting on Wed March 22/17 about (so-called) housing for seniors was presented in 
such a way as to mislead.  For example having Northwood do a presentation about theirs 
services when they have no actual involvement in the apartment buildings.  This smoke and 
mirrors presentation was an insult to my intelligence!!  Have been to other info meetings 

• 4-5 story buildings do
not fit in community

• Traffic concern

• Wildlife
displacement
concern

• Proposal information
misleading

• Presence of
Northwood at this
meeting unclear
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about senior care complexes and I believe this smaller one level living is more suitable to 
this area. 



Attachment G – Community At Large 
Case: 20594 

Number Comment 
# from 
Database 

Community At Large – Lives > 5 km or No Information about Respondent’s Address Code 

1 18 I am not in the neighborhood as can not comment. I do not see a need for underground 
parking.  I don't believe that majority of people do not want to live in "apartments".  They 
want to in "homes" environments. 

• Do not see need for
underground
parking

• Believe people want
to be in homes not
apartments

2 30 Instead of building 4-5 storey building to keep cost down and lose Northwood service along 
with having to have young families with kid living next to seniors.  Could 5 storey building be 
constructed, lowering the cost, to start off with, and add others as needed and keeping it 
abuilding for seniors only.  If blasting needs to be done, how do you propose to deal with 
Radon Gas. 

• Start with one
building

• Add as needed

• Blasting concern

3 37 I am quite in favor of having a senior living and eventually a nursing home.  I assumed this was 
for our seniors in this community, we don't have to leave our area!  How do other seniors 
complex and nursing homes go about getting housing for seniors.  Why is it discrimination, 
they have special housing for younger people.  It sure does not sound like this is housing for 
seniors only!  Like all the other facilities in Nova Scotia!  We want to be able to use the senior 
complex - we found that we will need a senior complex ASAP. 

• Favour Seniors
Housing

• This is not Seniors
Housing

4 39 I live in Waverly & wish to remain in the community I have lived in for 36 yrs.  I do not wish to 
be removed from the only home I've known. Seniors will feel recognised by HRM by providing 
an essential service in their old age.  Please do not push us out! I am 71yrs old and I want to 
remain in the community.  I do not want able bodied to occupy the space needed younger 
"seniors" for us more needy. I am 71yrs old.  Most of my friends of similar age have down 
sized and move away because they have no choice.  I have lived here for 36yrs and do not 
want to be pushed out.  Please-finally- provide for an aging group who have given many many 
years of service to build & enhance this area.  I was once nominated as the volunteer of the 
year and now in my "senior" year and old age HRM needs  to do due diligence and provide 

•Need seniors
housing

• I want to stay in the
community as I age

• Seniors give greatly
to the community.



Attachment G – Community At Large 
Proposed Seniors Housing Development 
Case: 20594 

Number Comment 
# from 
Database 

Community At Large – Lives > 5 km or No Information about Respondent’s Address Code 

services for citizen and long time residents are recognized & honoured with your favorable 
consideration in approving and supporting our need. 

5 40 Create more diversifies community i.e. better mix of young to old.  At present our community 
is getting to be a "bed room" community as older people have to sell homes & move to 
Bedford, Sackville, Enfield etc.. 
Keep seniors in area which will dictate health care needs that need to be provided.  Will create 
a shift in services provided.  Traffic will be impacted as well , more seniors behind "wheel" 

•Need a mix of
young and old

• Keep seniors in
community

6 49 Septic treatments-need to know what process will be used - where will the treated efficient be 
dispersed?  What will be the amount of impervious surface area?  Both from building surface 
and outdoor parking.  When will the design to the buildings be available for review by the 
community?  Even 5 storey buildings can be appealing and community friendly visually.  The 
community should be given the opportunity to review and comment on the environmental 
mitigative measure intended.  In sum, I support the requested changes to the planning rules.  
But want to subsequent plans to be presented to the community, not just HRM, for review 
before the development agreement is signed. 

• 5 storys can be
appealing

•Need information
about septic system

7 64 Positive! However there is no question that a hand turn is required.  I exit Lake Thomas Cres. 
To Blue Hill onto Fall River Rd daily.  It's quite busy now.  Good luck with 3 schools & buses as 
It is now.  It will be quite bad without a left hand turn lane.  This project is required for our 
area so do the property thing for traffic too! Seems today people don't like change but they 
will get over it.  This project is a must have provided all I's are crossed and t's dotted 

• Left hand turning
lane needed.

8 57 More traffic.  Business opportunities.  Positive. This project definitely needed elders moving 
away.  When will we get project approved and times for construction. 

•Need housing for
seniors

9 72 I believe having residents who have lived here all their lives make for a stronger community. 
Everyone is ageing even the 30-40 year olds, who will need to feel a sense of belonging when 
they reach the magical age!! & will want to stay in their community.  I really hope this doesn't 
take another 25 years!! 

• Stronger
community with
seniors

• Need seniors
housing

10 76 Very happy with the amount of green space and trail connections to Blue Hill coach trail.  Not 
concerned about traffic numbers. On the whole- a positive affect on all the Waverley/Fall 

• Need seniors
housing



Attachment G – Community At Large 
Proposed Seniors Housing Development 
Case: 20594 

Number Comment 
# from 
Database 

Community At Large – Lives > 5 km or No Information about Respondent’s Address Code 

River/Fletchers? Wellington communities. 3 storeys is appropriate along Trunk 2 where 5 
storeys would be out of scale - 5 storeys tucked away in the forest is not appropriate. 

• 5 storys is not
appropriate

11 81 The proposed development of 5 stories would have significant negative impact on the 
surrounding neighbourhood. Putting a 4 buildings 5 stories high in a quiet suburban 
neighbourhood is absurd. The Fall River Visioning Process concluded that community 
development should be limited to 3 stories and 4 units per acre. The 5 story proposal with 8 
units per acre is much too large for the neighbourhood. It will also put our wells at risk where 
we do not have access to city water. 
The current zoning policy that was developed after significant review should not be changed 
for a mega project. Fall River has a vision and a policy that supports that vision.  I do support 
Seniors Housing. That housing should be focussed on the seniors requirements, and be specific 
in its design. It must also fit into the Fall River Vision. This development as proposed does not 
serve seniors well, and it does not fit the Fall River Vision. 

• 4-5 story Buildings
do not fit

• Stick with Fall
River Vision

• Buildings should
be for seniors
only

12 84 I would rather support a maximum of 3 storey buildings even if it means a higher rent per unit.  
Alternative units should have balcony's or outside access. 

• 4-5 storys do not
fit

• Maximum 3
storys

13 94 I feel this development is unsuitable for the area. The arguments about preserving the rural 
character of Fall River are compelling for us locally, but probably not so when considered in 
the overall plans for the HRM, which is growing and Nova Scotia becomes more urban. 
However, please do what you can to support the hard work our community members have 
done over decades to preserve this area. The more compelling argument against the 
development is that the location is unsuitable for high density housing.  Access is poor, unless 
HRM intends to invest millions in additional roads and traffic control. You gave no hint of that 
being done in concert with this development. 
We have no assurance that the units will indeed be occupied by up to 1000 seniors, who are 
not commuters, and who are not active outside their units. I think the more likely outcome is a 
general population looking for low rent apartments. One small outlet on to the busy Fall River 
Road is not going to support 400-500 additional families trying to reach Sobeys, or their jobs in 

• Location unsuitable
for high density
development

•No assurance
buildings will be
occupied by seniors

• Traffic concerns

•Do not allow
development
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Proposed Seniors Housing Development 
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Number Comment 
# from 
Database 

Community At Large – Lives > 5 km or No Information about Respondent’s Address Code 

Halifax-Dartmouth. The land is bedrock, with very little overburden. It is not flat. The LIC for 
water infrastructure should be $3 million plus, if equitable with the neighbours' charges. David 
Harrison showed us that most proposed developments of this sort fail, even if in more 
accessible locations. Various comments were made about more attractive locations, with good 
access to the highways and better building sites. 
I don't understand why this development should be allowed to proceed beyond this point. 

14 103 My name is ___________and I grew up in Fall River. I'm 32 years old and my parents are both 
in their mid-sixties and reside in Fall River as well. I attended the meeting at the Fall River 
Gordon R. Snow Community Centre and listened to the many comments made from those 
both for and against the proposed amendment to the development at the Carr Farm property 
on the Fall River road. Having listened to the comments made I believe that it is in the best 
interest of Fall River if the amendment is approved. I believe that the pros far outweigh the 
cons regarding this proposed development. I signed up to the Facebook page organized by 
those who are against the proposed development and have read all of the concerns. I was 
disappointed to learn that David Harrison (the consultant for GFC Management) was not 
allowed to join that Facebook group in order to respond to the questions and concerns being 
raised. Many of the concerns that have been raised about the development are simply the 
result of a lack of knowledge about the project and virtually nobody who is in favour of the 
project is allowed to comment. Therefore, false information has been repeated and affirmed. I 
contacted Glenn Clark (of GFC Management) and asked to meet with him. He agreed to meet 
with me and I asked him many questions. He put my mind at ease and explained to me that 
concerns with septic should not exist because there will be a state of the art sewage treatment 
facility at the proposed development. This will make runoff and any environmental impact on 
the lakes of Fall River (like Lake Thomas where my parents have waterfront property) a moot 
point. There simply is not any environmental concern worth worrying about. He also explained 
how there will be city water so it won't have any impact on the surrounding wells. Also, 
because city water is coming through there would be blasting anyways. If ANY facility is 
constructed on the Carr Farm property there would be blasting. The concerns connected to 
blasting are not irrelevant but they are not worth blocking the proposed amendment since 

• Favours proposed
development

• Concerns about
sewage treatment
unfounded

• Facebook group of
opponents are not
informed

• City water to be
provided no impact
on wells

• Blasting would have
to occur with any
type of
development

• Facility being
designed for
seniors and
company
partnering with
Northwood.

• that should be
enough to
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Number Comment 
# from 
Database 

Community At Large – Lives > 5 km or No Information about Respondent’s Address Code 

there will be blasting one way or another. The objection made that the building is really just an 
apartment complex masquerading as a seniors complex is unfair. As explained by David 
Harrison at the community meeting, GFC cannot discriminate based on age. That's why they 
are partnering with Northwood to make care for seniors easy, accessible, and more affordable. 
Also, the design and layout for the development as shown to me by Mr. Clark is completely 
designed around the needs of an aging population. Every detail has been included to help 
make life easier and living more enjoyable for seniors. My own parents are excited about what 
this facility will offer in regards to its design. Looking at the statistics pertaining to the growth 
of the seniors population in Fall River is terrifying. Fall River not only needs 4 buildings holding 
100 units in each building, but additional facilities to house those like my parents who want to 
LIVE in Fall River, their HOME so they don't have to move to Bedford, or Dartmouth or 
Sackville etc. I LOVE Fall River. My parents LOVE Fall River. People want to live there because it 
is a friendly place to live and people genuinely care about one another. Not to mention it is a 
gorgeous place to live with all of the lakes and wonderful schools and shops. Please don't put 
care for our seniors down the road to another day. This is long overdue. By the time this 
project is completed my parents will probably be in their late sixties or early seventies. There is 
also an economical reason for this amendment to be approved. It will keep hundreds of 
seniors in Fall River where they can purchase groceries, gas for their cars, meals at local 
food establishments etc. It will create millions of dollars in annual economical benefits for the 
community. I encourage you to lead on this not by fear, but by what is right for the needs of 
Fall River. Nova Scotia has an albatross of a problem on our hands in regards to an aging 
population and you can be part of the solution to dealing with this problem by approving the 
proposed amendment. I thank you for reading my email and all of those who have written to 
express their opinion regarding this development. It is my hope that you will give the green 
light for this project. Very truly yours, 

encourage seniors 
occupancy 

•Need to keep
seniors in
community

• Creates market for
business

15 104 – In my opinion the major effect on the surrounding neighbourhood will be from an aesthetics
point of view.  I sympathize with the concerns of the surrounding residents regarding well
water, damage from blasting, traffic congestion… but support the project as a whole in the
location proposed by the owner.  No matter where we live we all run the risk of seeing

• In favour of
proposed
development
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development projects that impact us in various ways.  I feel this is a long overdue project with 
more positive attributes than negative impacts to Fall River as a community. I feel a 
development such as this will contribute to an age diversity in the community.  Retaining this 
group of residents of varying ages in Fall River will contribute to the continued growth of the 
existing service providers as well as attract others. 

• Sympathize with
surrounding
neighbours

• Blasting concerns

• Traffic concerns

• Well damage

• Need diversity of
ages in
community

16 107 The Carr Farm Property offers a development proposal that would entail an amendment to the 
density outlined in the RLSP. However, HRM has already agreed to amend the density 
allowance for one of the other opportunity sites (the Inn on the Lake); as the demand 
significantly outweighs the availability of seniors housing units, it would be reasonable to allow 
the amendment related to the Carr Farm Property. In 2015 at the first design presentation 
meeting, I learned that the Carr Farm development had a possible partner with Northwood.  
Northwood offers programs and services to the aging population including seniors day 
programs, fitness programs, graduated housing accommodations based on need for increasing 
assistance.  Enabling our aging residents to remain in their communities is so important for 
their well-being.  It allows them to continue to remain active (physically as well as through 
volunteer, church, community activities). It allows them to be close to family and friends that 
provide much needed support. And it allows them to have familiar environments that become 
increasingly important as we age and in many cases experience the effects of dementia-
related diseases.    Lastly, the Carr Farm redevelopment proposes to retain the majority of the 
land as open space in addition to connecting with the Blue Hill Coach Trail.  As a member of 
the Open Space and Trails Group, I worked very hard to see the realization of a trails network 
in Fall River area.  This particular trail holds significant history to the area and integration with 
the Carr Farm redevelopment will provide active transportation links to the residents of both 
the development and the larger community. I support the application for plan amendment to 
facilitate the Carr Farm Property redevelopment. 

• In favour of
proposed
development

• Keep seniors in
community

• Important for
their well-being to
keep them active
in their
community

• Keeps majority of
lands as open
space

• Opportunity to
maintain
important trails

• Seniors active
volunteers in
community



Attachment G – Community At Large 
Proposed Seniors Housing Development 
Case: 20594 

Number Comment 
# from 
Database 
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My family moved to Fall River in 2006.  I chose this community for several reasons including 
the availability of key amenities, proximity to larger scale amenities, access to downtown via 
Dartmouth and Halifax, availability of schools, and just the overall “look and feel” of the 
community.  In 2007 I became involved in the Fall River Visioning exercise and was an active 
member of both the Fall River Vision Implementation Committee and the Open Space and 
Trails Group.  Through the visioning project, community members advocated for seniors’ 
housing and this became an objective of the River Lakes Secondary Plan.  Subsequent to 
finalizing the River Lakes Secondary Plan (RLSP), four sites were identified as possible seniors’ 
housing developments. Presentations were made to the community from some of these 
developers.  And while each had its pros and cons and community members saw merits and 
challenges, there really has not been a dispute about the need for seniors housing in this 
community.   Fall River and area has an amazing network of extremely active volunteers.  
Consistent with availability of individual time, many of these volunteers are seniors (and the 
rest of us are not far behind). And these folks want to remain in the communities they have 
been active in shaping.  As our families grow and then our children leave home, we often 
remain in the larger family homes because we love and are tied to our community.  What a 
wonderful thing to be able to say.  But as we continue to age, it will become more difficult for 
us to manage and maintain these homes and the associated properties.  More modest housing 
options are in demand for our aging population. 

• Fall River Vision
supports
development of
housing for
seniors

17 108 We have clearly discussed in VIC meetings that Senior's Housing should be near infrastructure 
like grocery store, doctors etc. and preferably walkable. This isn’t the case here at all.  Haven’t 
we worked hard and long on the VIC to not have 5 story buildings and with it 400 units in a 
small space that will destroy this particular neighbourhood with more traffic, water pollution, 
light and noise pollution etc…? Do we really want to become a second Bedford? I do 
understand that there is a big need for senior’s housing, don’t get me wrong, but this is just 
not the place to have it. A better planning strategy would be necessary. What part of the 400 
units will be senior's housing? I cannot imagine that it is all 400. I feel that the Fall River 
community is blindsided by the word ‘senior's housing’ no matter what the impact.  

• Seniors housing
should be near
grocery stores,
doctors offices in
a walkable centre

• 4-5 story buildings
do not fit

• Do not accept any
design just
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because its for 
seniors 

18 110 I have been living in Fall River now for more than 40 years since I built my house there. It has 
grown since from a place which consisted of a general store and a few gas stations, a couple of 
two room elementary schools and a junior high school to what it is today. Now Fall River has 
everything a senior person would want nearby in walkable distance except living facilities 
where a senior person can live comfortably after wanting to down size but still wanting to live 
in the community.  The Fall River Vision project of which I was a member of pointed this out 
clearly as one of the major requirements residents had requested.  The Vision project pointed 
out places where this could happen but since then no project has been approved to meet this 
requirement in the Community. The proposal to develop the old Carr property for this purpose 
would meet the requirement if the central water service was extended as it is being proposed 
now. Let’s hop the Halifax planning can accept that the Carr property development proposal as 
I have heard can be accepted and built shortly after central water is extended. 

• Fall River now has
everything for 
seniors within 
walking distance 
except housing 

• Fall River Vision
includes the needs
of housing for
seniors

• No project has
been approved so
this development
is needed.

19 111 Please reject the developer's request and stay with the number of units currently approved. 
The new development seems to have a number of challenges. Namely: 1. A property of this 
size with city water and no city sewer may lead to environmental issues to the watershed and 
downstream resident's wells.  2. Any blasting, as suggested, may negatively impact 
neighbour's wells.  3. Four, five story buildings are not in keeping with the landscape or the 
neighbourhood.  4. Several traffic issues already exist in the area and will be exasperated by 
the possible addition of a large number of new daily commuters.  5. If truly a seniors 
residence, it is far from services by foot and at present there are no plans for decent mass 
transit in the area.  

• 4-5 story buildings
do not fit

• No city water

• Blasting concerns

• Apartment
buildings not only
for seniors

• Traffic concerns
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Attachment J 

Dr. Robert Strang 

May 23rd, 2017 
Ms. Maureen Ryan 
Senior Planner 
Halifax Regional Municipality 

Dear Ms. Ryan, 

Re: Proposed Seniors Housing Development, Carr Farm property 

I am writing to you as a 15-year resident of Fall River to express my strong support for the proposed 

seniors housing development for the Carr Farm property in Fall River. 

There is a critical need for housing specifically suited to the needs of seniors in communities through 

HRM and Nova Scotia, and Fall River is no exception. In addition, vibrant and socially cohesive 

communities require a mix of housing options (affordability, density, rental vs single owner, mixed land 

use vs residential) to accommodate diverse needs and support diverse populations.  The proposed Carr 

Farm development will be a significant step forward in addressing these growing issues in Fall River by 

bringing affordable, compact housing with partnership arrangements to efficiently provide home-based 

supports across a range of needs.  Fall River needs the Carr Farm development! 

I know that the developer has provided HRM with a document addressing the questions and concerns 

regarding their proposal at a recent public meeting and I hope that this information is given due 

consideration by HRM planning staff. 

Sincerely, 

Dr. Robert Strang 

Cc:  Steve Streatch, Councillor, Waverley-Fall River-Musquodoboit Valley 

Original Signed 
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Applicant Proposal

Applicant: GMC Management Limited 

Location: 1109, 1075 & 1085 Fall River Road, Fall River –
known as Site B

Proposal: Request to amend the River-lakes Secondary Plan 
under the MPS for PD-14/17 and the LUB to permit the 
development of five – 4 storey multiple unit dwellings on the 
former Carr Farm site in Fall River. 
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Site Context
Site B, Fall River
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Site Context
Site B, Fall River



Regional Council Motion

o January, 2017

o Initiate Plan Amendment process for Site B

o Engage with Fall River/Waverly community on broader 
topic of seniors housing and return to Council with 
results of engagement

5



Planning Policy: Site B

o Opportunity Site B (2013)
o 46 acre site
o Development Agreement Conditions:

Community Form/Architecture
a) Mix of multiple, single unit, townhouse 

dwelling units
b) Maximum 4 units per acre;
c) Maximum 3 multiple unit buildings
d) Maximum 40 units per building;
e) Maximum 3 storeys in height.

Transportation Impact 
No Impact on Shubenacadie Lakes

6

River-lakes Secondary Planning Strategy



o March 22, 2017 
o Afternoon and Evening Session - Open House
o Approximately 270 participants
o Discussion: general topic of alternative housing 

needs in the community with a specific reference to 
the proposed development

o Feedback – Summarized in Staff 
Report/Attachments D to K based on Public 
Comment forms and written submissions

o Outcome – need for alternative housing options for 
seniors in the Fall River/Waverly area

7

Community Engagement
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Proposal: March 2017
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Proposal – January 2019
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Proposal – January 2019
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Proposal – January 2019
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Proposal – January 2019
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Proposal – January 2019



Replace Development Agreement provision with a New
Zone - specific to Site B

o Community Form/Architecture
a) Maximum 5 multiple unit buildings
b) Maximum 4 storeys in height
c) Area for Development defined
d) Maximum Building Footprint
e) Architectural as per River-lakes Land Use Bylaw

o Site Plan Approval
o Transportation Impact 
o No Impact on Shubenacadie Lakes

Site B, Fall River
Proposed Policy



o Existing Policy is a reasonable option
However, there is a need for alternative housing for aging 
population in Fall River/Waverly area
o Municipality unable to regulate for age specific housing
o Proposal and Zone Requirements integrates services on 

site to create a “residential complex inclusive of 
supporting uses”

o Support Uses such as offices, health and wellness and 
personal service

o Larger footprint buildings and 5 buildings to reach  
necessary economies of scale to provide supportive 
uses

15

Rationale for Proposed Policy



Staff recommend that NWCC recommend that Regional 
Council:

Approve the proposed amendments to the MPS and
LUB for Planning Districts 14 and 17 as set out in
Attachments A and B of the staff report dated October
22, 2018

16

Staff Recommendation 



Thank You
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Selected Housing Sites

Site C           ● 4 units per acre
●120 units
● Towns/mult/single

Site B             ● 4 units per acre
● 188 units
● Towns/mult/single

Site A ● 4-8 units/ acre
● 48 – 96 units
● Towns/multis

Village Mainst ● 3 units per acre
● Towns/multis

Site D          ● 2 unit per acre
● 84 town units
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General Area of Development
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