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Open Space 
Background 

Topics surrounding open space were discussed at all eight workshops held for the Plan Review. East 

Hants residents had many ideas on the development of open space lands and what could potentially 

benefit their community or draw tourists to their community. The current East Hants Official 

Community Plan contains land use policies and subdivision regulations related to open space. This 

background paper will review the current policies, regulations, and open space process, and will make 

recommendations based on this review.  

 

Visual Preference Survey 

As part of the Visual 

Preference Survey that was 

conducted for the Plan 

Review, residents were asked 

to rank each photo of a new 

park. The photos included a 

picture of a park with a 

naturalized play area, a 

picture of a traditional formal 

park, a picture of a modern 

playground, and a picture of a 

dog park. The participants of 

the survey showed a 

preference for the traditional 

formal park, with 97% of the 

residents having a positive 

view of the photo. The least 

desirable new park style was 

the dog park, although 63% of participants thought of it in a positive light.  

 

There are no municipally owned parks in East Hants that are designed with traditional formal park 

landscaping, although Uniacke Estate Park, which is owned by the province, does have a nod towards 

these design principles. Therefore, as a future project, Municipal Staff should create open space design 

guidelines for the creation of formal parks and investigate the possibility of creating a traditional 

formal style park for the use of residents.  

 

Open Space History – East Hants 

Prior to 2009 the Municipal Planning Strategy had required 10% of the land shown on a final plan of 

subdivision to be used for open space purposes or an equivalent value thereof. During a review of the 

Open Space Policies, Council directed Staff to reduce the open space contribution to 5% of land shown 

on a final plan of subdivision where municipal services were not available, and maintained the 10% 

requirement for areas where municipal services were available. It was also decided that in unserviced 

areas the open space dedication requirements were exempt for subdivisions for 10 lots or less. Unless 
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the subdivision is part of a phased development or it is a continuation of an existing development. 

Attached as Appendix A is a jurisdictional scan of what other Municipal units have in place for the 

amount of land they require as part of their open space dedication requirements.  

 

Based on this review, the current percentages should be maintained; however, the number of lots to be 

developed requiring open space should be reduced from 10 lots to 6 lots (5 lots and a remainder) and 

that in rural areas instead of requiring land more emphasis should be given to existing community 

owned open spaces, where further investment in community assets is required. The purpose of this 

change is due to a few instances where developers plan on creating a subdivision where there will be 

more than 10 lots but stop short of creating the 10th lot to put off having to make an open space 

contribution. In addition, Halifax requires open space contribution for 3 lots or more, whether or not 

the land is serviced or not. The change would allow East Hants to be closer in line to what Halifax 

requires.  

 

If the subdivision is taking place adjacent a shoreline then the current provisions apply:  

 

13.4 Further to Section 13.3, where the land being subdivided abuts a lake, the Bay of Fundy Shoreline or a 

watercourse 0.5 metres (1.6 feet) or greater in width and where the Subdivision results in six (6) lots or 

more (5 lots and a remainder or more), a portion of the lands transferred to the Municipality under 

Section 13.1and 13.2 shall meet all of the following criteria: 

 

a. transferred lands shall provide at least one point of access to the shoreline, which is useable for 

water-based recreational activities; 

 

b. transferred lands must have access to a public or private road through a right-of-way easement 

in favour of the Municipality or through direct road frontage; and  

 

c. transferred lands must have a minimum of 45.7 metres (150 feet) of direct frontage for every 

457 metres (1500 feet) of total lake or Bay of Fundy Shoreline or watercourse frontage to be 

subdivided. 

 

Open Space Designation and Zoning 

Open space contributions are provided to East Hants with the intention that they be only used for open 

space purposes. Under the current open space designation and zone this includes the following uses:  

 Public parks 

 Playgrounds and public recreational uses 

 Trails and walkways 

 Sportsfields and playing courts 

 Cemeteries 

 Memorials  

 Public swimming pools 

 Buildings and structures accessory to the foregoing 

 Selling of food beverage accessory to the foregoing  

 Private nature reserves 
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 Conservation areas 

 

The majority of open space contributions have not been designated or zoned as open space. Instead, 

the lands have maintained their original zone prior to the open space contribution. This original zone 

may not preclude open space uses but the original zone also permits other uses that the open space 

contribution was not intended for. Therefore, all identified open space parcels should be designated 

and zoned to open space through the Plan Review process, and in the future, periodically Municipal 

Planning Staff should undertake a project to change the designation and rezone any parcels of land 

that have been provided to the Municipality as part of the subdivision process.   

 

Development Potential of Municipally Owned Open 

Space 

In April of 2011, Tamarack Planning & Design 

produced a report for East Hants titled Enfield North 

Open Space Plan. The purpose of the report was to 

provide the Municipality with a plan to guide 

development and management of open spaces in the 

residential neighborhood of Enfield. Four sites in 

Enfield were looked at through the plan. All sites 

seemed to have similar constraints; there was 

limited accessibility to the sites and access points 

were used for drainage ditches, swales, mailboxes, 

and utility easements or the entrance to the sites 

was hard to locate. Physical constraints of the sites 

included significant wetlands and watercourses, 

irregular shapes, blow down of trees and storm 

damage, area being used for stormwater runoff from 

residential subdivisions, and a few of the areas were 

being used by recreational vehicles. Other issues 

included neighbouring residences with no 

perceptible boundary and the dumping of yard and 

construction waste on the property and into the 

wetland.  

 

These identified issues do not seem to be limited to open space lands in Enfield. Looking at mapping 

and aerial photos, other open space parcels across East Hants have similar restrictions. These issues do 

not restrict the development of these open space parcels as parks. However, they do restrict the style 

of development that takes place in these open spaces and may also require more municipal investment 

to deal with issues of tree blow down, wetlands and flooding, and illegal dumping. As an example, the 

open space parcel on Shauna Leigh Lane and Wilson Road presents many constraints and has been 

studied the greatest due to the flooding issues in the area (Alderney Park Flood Study). The Enfield 

North Open Space Plan has determined that this parcel could be developed as an aesthetically pleasant 

stormwater drainage system. The Municipal Project Engineer has reviewed both the flood study and the 

open space plan for the subject parcel and has provided comments on the proposed open space plan. 

He states that, “The fact that this area does flood doesn’t necessarily prevent some form of ‘open 

One of the open space parcels discussed in the Enfield 

North Open Space Plan (Shauna Leigh Lane and Wilson 

Road).  
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space’ development in this area, but whatever is planned here must take account of the ‘flooding 

history’ and future predictions for flooding.” Complete comments and flood area imagery have been 

attached as Appendix B.   

Due to the restrictions and costs in developing 

open space lands with these types of 

constraints, the Municipality should decide on 

whether Municipal funds should be invested 

into these properties to develop them into 

active open space parcels, or if these parcels 

should be retained as conservation 

lands/environmentally sensitive lands, or if the 

open space parcels should be disposed of using 

the funds received from their sale to invest 

into developing other open space lands. A 

future study should rank the Municipality’s 

open space lands in terms of their usability as 

open space, Municipal investment required to 

upgrade the properties, conservation benefits, 

and potential of selling the lands.  

If the Municipality decides to retain certain open space lands for conservation purposes, it is suggested 

that the Department of Recreation and Culture start an education campaign to let neighbouring 

property owners know the importance of the lands as a wetland, and for flood protection, and to 

indicate to neighbouring residents that anyone caught dumping waste into the protected area or 

encroaching onto the Municipally owned open space lands will be ticketed. If these open space parcels 

are to remain as conservation lands, they should be kept in a reasonably safe condition so that 

neighbourhood kids can explore these areas. This may require, as mentioned in the Enfield North Open 

Space Plan, that the illegal dumps are cleaned up, areas with extensive tree blow down removed, and 

the use of all-terrain vehicles in these areas should be prohibited.  

As part of the Subdivision By-law review that was completed 

in 2013, the Open Space Coordinator (now retired) proposed 

amendments to the open space regulations that would 

prevent developers from giving East Hants open space lands 

that are tucked in behind residential lots that are not easily 

accessible. The new regulations require that the open space 

be accessible to all residents within the subdivision. In areas 

of the Municipality where minimum lot and frontage 

requirements of the Land Use By-law are in effect, the 

minimum road frontage or width of the right-of-way 

easement must meet the minimum lot frontage requirements 

for the corresponding zone. In areas of the Municipality 

where minimum lot and frontage requirements of the Land 

Use By-law are not in effect, the minimum lot frontage 

requirement is 100 feet (30.5 metres). A reduction can be 

Play ground in need of repair on municipally owned open space. 

New open space with 60 feet of road frontage. 
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negotiated if the Municipality is in agreement and if it is still in keeping with the spirt of having open 

spaces accessible to all subdivision residents.  

 

Since the adoption of the new open space SUB regulations there has only been one new development 

where land was provided to East Hants instead of cash-in-lieu or work-in-kind. East Hants now owns 

13,185 square feet of open space on Concorde Way with approximately 60 feet of frontage. As a 

component of the Development Agreement, to permit the apartment buildings on Concorde Way, the 

developer will finish the park as part of their amenity space requirements.  In the end, the Municipality 

will own a finished park that is easily accessible to those living on Concorde Way and other surrounding 

neighbourhoods. In another instance, a developer requested a land trade with the Municipality. A 

portion of the municipally owned open space was provided to the developer in return for work-in-kind 

for the completion of a park on the remaining open space land. Within the next 2 years East Hants will 

have two new completed parks to maintain.   

 

Selling of Municipally Owned Open Space 

Policy P12-30 of the current MPS states that 

Council shall establish guidelines for the selling 

of municipally owned open space, including a 

process for obtaining public consultation and 

public participation. This proposed set of 

guidelines has never been developed. 

Therefore, if and when a piece of open space is 

disposed of or traded for another parcel, the 

rules default to those of the Municipal 

Government Act (MGA) and the Council Disposal 

of Surplus Property Policy.   

 

 

 

MGA 

(13) Where council determines that any land transferred pursuant to this Section might no longer be 

needed for parks, playgrounds or similar public purposes, the council may sell the land, after notifying the 

owners of lots in the subdivision with respect to which the land was conveyed to the municipality, by notice 

published in a newspaper circulating in the municipality at least fourteen days prior to the council meeting 

at which a decision to sell will be made, and the proceeds shall be used for parks, playgrounds and similar 

public purposes. 1998, c. 18, s. 273; 2003, c. 9, s. 72; 2004, c. 7, s. 19; 2006, c. 40, s. 11. 
 

As part of the Plan Review, a set of public participation policies for the disposal of municipally owned 

open space should be developed. These policies should be similar to the policies already being 

developed for public consultation with regards to planning documents. These policies should be added 

to the Public Participation Section of the MPS.  

 

Open Space and Multiple Unit Development 

The Plan Review Background report on Multi-Unit Site Design discussed amenity space for multiple unit 

developments. Therefore, this report will not make further suggestions regarding open space in 

relation to multiple unit developments.   

Municipally owned open space being encroached upon by 

neighbouring residences.  
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Open Space Land Inventory 

As part of the Plan Review process, the Municipal GIS 

Technician, Planning Technician, and Recreation and 

Culture, and Planning Staff have tried to identify all open 

space lands in the Municipality, a working list of these 

lands have been attached as Appendix C. East Hants should 

improve the way open space agreements and open space 

land parcels have been recorded. As an internal project, 

the Municipal Departments of Planning and Development 

and Recreation and Culture, should develop an internal 

process that identifies the owners of the agreements and 

the process should identify who is responsible for creating, 

negotiating, writing, recording, and ensuring the details of 

the agreements have been completed. Currently, the 

process is not clear. The new process will hopefully make 

certain that administration issues surrounding open space 

agreements will be limited in the future. In addition, legal 

advice is currently being sought regarding when 

agreements should be registered, when deposits should be 

requested from developers, and what happens when a 

tentative plan of subdivision expires.    

 

Stormwater Management Ponds as Open Space 

Stormwater management ponds will be required in East 

Hants as Neighbourhood Comprehensive Development 

District (NCDD) lands in Lantz, and municipally owned 

business park lands in Elmsdale, are developed. During 

initial conversations with one of the developers of these 

lands, the idea that the stormwater management ponds 

could be used as open space contributions was discussed. 

At the time, Municipal Staff was hesitant about this 

possibility. There are no policies currently in place to 

address how stormwater management ponds could be used 

as open space.  

 

Stormwater management ponds can be designed to mimic 

the natural environment, they can become part of a park 

system, or they can be designed to look like a “water jail”, 

as can be seen in the example photos. The stormwater in 

ponds is treated through natural filtration and settling prior 

to being slowly released into the waterways; oil and grit 

separators; and streams. Stormwater management ponds 

should be considered as an open space contribution if the 

developer creates the stormwater pond as part of a 

Victoria Park Lake, Kitchener. 

Stormwater Management Pond, Scarborough. 

Constructed wetlands use natural processes to 

remove pollutants from stormwater. 

East Hants “Water Jail”. 
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municipal park or creates a natural setting with wildlife habitat and walking trails. The policy approach 

should also indicate that East Hants will not accept stormwater management ponds that are designed 

as “water jails”. In general, the “water jail” style of stormwater management should not be used in 

residential neighbourhoods and their use should be discouraged in areas where it will aesthetically 

detract from the surround land uses.  

 

 

Private Dog Parks 

A few private dog parks have been established in Halifax. These parks are owned by private property 

owners, not the Municipality, who charge users a monthly fee to use their private dog park. The parks 

are typically fenced with an electronic entrance into the park for the paid user. The dog park located 

on Lucasville Road, Halifax, is in a Mixed Use Zone with residential uses located adjacent the dog park. 

In East Hants private dog parks should be permitted in the Rural Use (R4) Zone as-of-right and should 

be permitted in commercial zones such as the General Commercial (C1) Zone, Highway Commercial 

(C2) Zone, and Regional Commercial (C4) Zone as-of-right. These commercial zones tend not to be 

located in the centre of a residential area, therefore, locating a private dog park on one of these 

properties should limit conflict between the dog park and neighbouring residential development.  

 

Municipally owned dog parks would still be permitted on municipally owned open space. Prior to East 

Hants considering establishing such a park, consultation with neighbouring property owners should be 

completed.   

 

Proposed Policy Approach 

 As a future project, Municipal Staff should create open space design guidelines for the creation 

of formal parks and investigate the possibility of creating a traditional formal style park for the 

use of residents, as indicated as a favorite in the Visual Preference Survey.  

 

 The majority of current open space policies and Subdivision By-law regulations should be 

maintained. The current open space land contribution percentages should be maintained.  

 

 In areas where there are no municipal services the number of lots to be developed prior to 

contribution should be reduced from 10 lots to 6 lots (5 lots and a remainder).  

 

 All identified open space parcels should be designated and zoned to open space through the 

Plan Review process, and in the future, periodically Municipal Planning Staff should undertake 

a project to change the designation and rezone any parcels of land that have been provided to 

the Municipality as part of the subdivision process. 

 

 A future study should rank the Municipality’s open space lands in terms of their usability as 

open space, Municipal investment required to upgrade the properties, conservation benefits, 

and potential of selling the lands for investment into other open space parcels. 

 

 

 If the Municipality decides to retain certain open space lands for conservation purposes, it is 

suggested that the Department of Recreation and Culture start an education campaign to let 
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neighbouring property owners know the importance of the lands as a wetland, and for flood 

protection, and to indicate to neighbouring residents that anyone caught dumping waste into 

the protected area or encroaching onto the Municipally owned open space lands will be 

ticketed. 

 

 A set of public participation policies for the disposal of municipally owned open space should 

be developed. These policies should be similar to the policies already being developed for 

public consultation with regards to planning documents. These policies should be added to the 

Public Participation Section of the MPS.  

 

 As an internal project, the Municipal Departments of Planning and Development and Recreation 

and Culture, should develop an internal process that identifies the owners of the open space 

agreements and the process should identify who is responsible for creating, negotiating, 

writing, recording, and ensuring the details of the open space agreements have been 

completed. 

 

 Stormwater management ponds should be considered as an open space contribution if the 

developer creates a stormwater pond as part of a municipal park or creates a natural setting 

with wildlife habitat and walking trails. East Hants should not accept stormwater management 

ponds that are designed as “water jails”. In general, the “water jail” style of stormwater 

management should not be used in residential neighbourhoods and their use should be 

discouraged in areas where it will aesthetically detract from the surround land uses.  

 

 Private dog parks should be permitted in the Rural Use (R4) Zone as-of-right and should be 

permitted in commercial zones such as the General Commercial (C1) Zone, Highway 

Commercial (C2) Zone, and Regional Commercial (C4) Zone as-of-right. 
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Appendix A – Jurisdictional Scan Open Space 

 

Municipality Land or cash-in-
lieu 

Y or N 

Amount of Cash Equivalent  
(% of assessed value) 

Halifax Regional Municipality Y 5% for first 3 lots, 10% any remaining lots 

Region of Queens Y 5% 

Lunenburg (District) Y 2% 

Wolfville Y 10% 

Pictou (Town) Y 5% 

Westville  Y 5% 

Trenton Y 5% 

Stellarton Y 5% 

New Glasgow Y 5% 

Colchester Y 5% 

Bridgewater Y 5% 

Kings Y 5% for most but 10% for some comprehensive 
development districts 

Amherst Y 5% 

Digby (District) Y 5% 

Digby (Town) Y 5% 

Inverness Y 5% - not been used yet – received land twice 

Antigonish Y 5% - not been used yet – received land twice 

East Hants Y 5% unserviced lots, 10% serviced 

Chester Y At developer’s discretion 

Yarmouth (Town)  Y 5% 

Kentville Y 5% 

Annapolis  Y 5% 

Cape Breton Regional 
Municipality 

N Was removed several years ago. Will be attempting to 
reinstate it through a recreation master plan 

Yarmouth (District) N  

Argyle N  

Richmond N  

Victoria N  

Port Hawkesbury N  

Shelburne (District) N  

Shelburne (Town) N  

Lockeport N  

Cumberland N Subdivisions aren’t large enough 

Guysborough N Most S/D is for 1-2 lots 
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Appendix B – Comments from Project Engineer 

 

 

Hi Debbie, 

 

I’ve had a look at the extract from the ‘Enfield North - Open Space Plan’, prepared by Tamarack Planning and 

Design, dated April 2011 and have the following comments: - 

 

The proposal to develop the ‘open space’  bounded by Shauna Leigh Lane, Alderney Drive, Wilson Road and Boyd 

Avenue, into an aesthetically pleasant storm water drainage system, including walking trail, makes sense as the 

flooding history of this area would preclude other forms of development here. 

 

As you know, CBCL have completed a study evaluating the ‘flooding issues’ in this area and I have attached some 

maps identifying the areas subjected to flooding presently and anticipated due to climate change for your 

information.     

 

The fact that this area does flood doesn’t necessarily prevent some form of ‘open space’ development in this area, 

but whatever is planned here must take account of the ‘flooding history’ and future predictions for flooding.  

 

One of the discussion points for this area included in Tamarack’s report was: - 

 

‘The existing stream will be enhanced by defining its course and increasing the width and depth as appropriate to 

better allow Stormwater to seep into the ground. Rip will be used to catch debris along the watercourse to avoid 

blockages of the culvert under Wilson Road. These measures will help mitigate flooding issues during severe storm 

events and spring snow melt.’ 

 

CBCL have identified options to reduce the severity of flooding in this area, but you should be aware that there is 

no single option that would eliminate flooding here. With respect to ‘channel widening’, CBCL estimated that 4,000 

m3 of excavation would be required  and the culvert would have to be upgraded.  This highlights that any work to 

define the watercourse and increase its width and depth would have a negligible effect in terms of flood 

mitigation.  As well, if the drainage path is considered a watercourse by Nova Scotia Environment, it is unlikely that 

they would permit its alteration. 

 

I hope the above is helpful, but please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like any further 

information/comments.   

 

Regards 

 

Derek  
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Appendix C – Municipally Owned Open Space – Working List 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



East Hants Owned Open Space Contributions Working File

# Description PID EHPlan Sub Year
Open Space 

Registered

Open Space in 

Subd Scans

Open Space in 

Open Space 

Scans

Comments

3 Green Area -  Shauna Leigh Lane 45147717 2040 & 1747 1974/1975 No No No

4 Alderney Drive, Enfield 45152048 open space 2598 1978 No No No

7 Open Space - Wilson Road 45235215
4460 (tent 95-

082)
1993 No No No

some correspondence in the final subd questioning the suitability of the lot as an 

open space lot. No correspondence re. open space in the tentative files

8 Open Space - John Murray Dr. Ext. 45395951 2014 No No Yes in the Open Space Scans

9 Standards Parcel - White Road, Enfield 45275617 4808 1997 No No No

10 Parkland - Claude Court 45359668
5426 (tent 96-

041) (tent 

04015)

2005 No No No Final Subd has a one line memo that open space allocation is acceptable

13 Green Area - Tannery Drive 45224771 4234 1990 No No No leisure services was notified of the approval but no comments from them in the scan

15 Standard Parcel - Tannery Drive, Elmsdale 45230372 trail
4234 (tent 95-

012)
1990 No No No transfer ownership to MEH in 2009. nothing in the tentative file

16 Standard Parcel - Tannery Drive, Elmsdale 45230471 trail 4234 1990 No No No transfer ownership to MEH in 2009

17 Standard Parcel - Hemlock Drive, Elmsdale 45242989 trail 4609 1994 No No No transfer ownership to MEH in 2009

19 Standard Parcel - Tannery Drive, Elmsdale 45274685 trail 3779 1987 No No No

20 Standard Parcel - Tannery Drive, Elmsdale 45274693 trail 3779 1987 No No No

22 Standard Parcel - No. 102 Hwy, Elmsdale 45281110 Business Park - - No No No
Don't think it is intended as Open Space. Correspondence for EH5936 has the 

Commerce Park as our contribution to Open Space for the business park

23 Standard Parcel - Park Road, Elmsdale 45291572 Business Park remainder lot - No No No
Don't think it is intended as Open Space. Correspondence for EH5936 has the 

Commerce Park as our contribution to Open Space for the business park

24 Standard Parcel - 49 Venture Crescent, Elmsdale 45369311 Water Tower 5522 2007 No No No subd is for 1 lot only. No circ to recreation

25 Standard Parcel - Venture Crescent, Elmsdale 45371143 Business Park 5552 2007 No No No
Lot currently for sale by EDB for $52,200. Correspondence for EH5936 has the 

Commerce Park as our contribution to Open Space for the business park

31
Easement from Robert Scott Drive to MEH Open space 

45208543 (DOT&PW)
45014008 trail 3479 1985 No No No Belongs to TIR

36 Green Area, Bayberry Drive 45176179 3169 1983 No No No transfer of ownership to MEH in 1987

37 Open Space - Lacey Road, Milford 45200219 2120 1976 No No No transfer of ownerhship to MEH in 2007

38 Wooded Open Space Robert Scott Dr 45208543 3479 1985 No - No transfer of ownerhship to MEH in 1987

39 Wooded Open Space Robert Scott Dr 45208550 3479 1985 No - No transfer of ownerhship to MEH in 1987

40
Easement from No. 2 to Robert Scott Drive (in conjunction 

with Smith & Boyd)
45209194 trail 3813 1987 No No No owner of property is still smith & boyd Development Limited. 

41 Walkway to Open Space - Robert Scott Dr 45209236 3624 1987 No No No transfer of ownerhship to MEH in 1987

51 Green Area - Havenwood 45214384 - - No No No
transfer of ownership to MEH in 1988. Seems to be an open space contribution for 

Havenwood

52 Lot located between Gillette & Hiltz - Green Road, Lantz 45206067 3814 1987 no no no transfer of ownership to MEH in 1987

71 Standard Parcel - Towerview Court, Lantz 45238821 trail 4536 1994 No No No
correpondence from leisure services but not specific info on the open space 

contribution

77 Open Space - Towerview Court 45238839 - 4536 1993 No No No

81 Parkland - Brookside Avenue 45247624 - 4685 1995 No no No

82 Open Space on Frederick Allen Drive. 45278348
4853 (tent 96-

010)
1997 No No No

no correspondence re open space in tentative files.  Memo in the final subd files 

stating that the parcel is consistent with the 5% green area for this development

83 Standard Parcel - Evergreen Crescent, Lantz 45293602 open space 5045 1999 No No No

85 Standard Parcel - Evergreen Crescent, Lantz 45293636 trail 5045 1999 No No No

86 Open Space on Green Road 45332657 - - - - -
transfer of ownership to MEH in 2001.  Not open space dedication from a 

subdivision.  Entirely floodplain lot  
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East Hants Owned Open Space Contributions Working File

87 Public Open Space - Ashford Place, Lantz 45354396
5335     

(tent 03023) 

(prelim 03-003)

2004 No No No

No open space agreement but correspondence regarding the open space 

contribution.  The tentative subdivision plan mentions as Development Agreement 

but I cannot find  iit in property online or in the digital scans

88 Easement from No. 2 to Ashford Place 45354511 trail 5335 2004 No No No
No open space agreement but correspondence regarding the open space 

contribution.  Correspondence indicates that the walkway was built as per a DA

91 Treed Area Nine Mile River 45122553 nothing - - - open Space between Hwy 14, Hwy 214 and Hillcrest lane

92 Standard Parcel - Dalrymple Drive, Nine Mile River 45123676 open space 5823 2011 No Yes Yes

95 Open Space - Elmbel Road  (Skate Pond) 45223849 1239A 1971 No No No transfer of ownership to MEH in 1990

96 Standard Parcel - Withrow Drive, Belnan (owned by Elmsdale Rec Assoc.)45332715 2811 1980 No No No

97 Standard Parcel - Belnan Ave., Belnan (owned by Elmsdale Rec Assoc.)45332731 2811 1980 no no No

98 Open Space located on Thomas Street (road crossing between Belnan and Enfield)45337870
5224 (tent 02-

027)
2002 No no No

tentative files has correspondence regarding open space but not sure if an 

agreement was signed

99 Public Open Space - Meadow View Way 45354677
5339 (tent 

03043)
2004 No no ?

correspodence in the file indicate that there may be an open space agreement 

for this subdivision.  Will need to look in Dale stuff or subsequent phases to 

see if it can be found there

100 Standard Parcel - Whitney Maurice Drive, Enfield 45331931 trail 5095 2000 No No No

101 Open Space - Old Enfield Road, Enfield 45385333 5783 2011 No No Yes cranberry court

102 Standard Parcel - Jorphie Drive, East Uniacke 45380938 open space

103 Green Area, Canavan Drive 45132016 - 1958 No No No Lot 12, transferred to MEH in 1987

108 Public Open Space - Partridge Lane 45353877 - 2004 No No No

there must be one.  I think it is the open space contribution for the extensoin of 

Patridge Lane further down the road.  The correspondence for the tentative mentions 

(03046) and July 2002 agreement (cannot be fond in the digital scans)

109

111 missing

118
Carriage Lane

45364122

5469     

(Prelim 03-005) 

(tent 03026) 2004 No No No

tentative subd has correspondence regarding open space contribution but does not 

mention open space agreement

119 Ryan Avenue 45374113

120 Villages of Long Lake 45392594 Open Space and Trail Yes Land is still in Cottage Country Ownership. 

121 Concorde Way 45395431 open space Yes

122 Mariah Drive 45374113 open space ?

123 Kali Lane 45384872 trail Yes Money should have also been provided to the Municipality 

129
Lilian & Vernon Court - Contribute to Elmwood Subd Park.

Jorphine Drive 45380938 Open space Yes

Mount Uniacke - Old Mines Road - Mount Uniacke 45392503 Conservation Open Space Yes Land was provided to Municipality to protect the headwaters of the Sackville River

Rockwell Drive and Morning Breeze Drive - Mount Uniacke 45372661 Open Space and Trail 5670 Yes

Page 2


