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STAFF REPORT 
Planning and Development Department  

 

 

 

Subject: Bona Investments Limited – rezoning from R1 to R2 
To: CAO for Planning Advisory Committee, April 19, 2022 
Date Prepared: April 8, 2022 
Related Motions: PAC21(61) November and C21(338) 
Prepared by: Anushree Banerjee, Planner and Rachel Gilbert, Manager of Planning 
Approved by: John Woodford, Director of Planning and Development 

 

Summary 
The Municipality has received an application from Bob Bona, on behalf of Bona Investments Limited requesting 
the rezoning of two properties Lot 97 and Lot 98 B. The properties are currently zoned Established Residential 
Neighborhood (R1) Zone which would not permit the development of two-unit dwellings. 
 
First reading of the proposed MPS amendment and initial consideration of the rezoning application was given at 
the November 2021 meeting of the Council. Council also authorized staff to organize a public hearing at this 
time. 
 
 

Financial Impact Statement 
There will be a minor financial benefit to the municipality with the addition of two more dwellings on the two 
lots. 
 
 

Recommendation 
That the application for the rezoning by Bona Investments Limited be refused.  
 
 

Recommended Motion 
Move that the Planning Advisory Committee recommend that Council refuse the application by Bona 
Investments limited to rezone property located at PID 45290178 and PID 45386737 on White Road from 
Established Residential Neighbourhood (R1) Zone to Two Dwelling Unit Residential (R2) Zone.  
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Background 
The municipality has received an application from Bona Investments Limited to change the zoning of two 
properties that are currently zoned Established Residential 
Neighborhood (R1) Zone. An initial report was presented to the PAC 
and Council in November 2021 and first reading was given that month 
by Council. 
 
The applicant wishes to sell the two properties and has contacted 
the municipality requesting the rezoning of the two properties from 
R1 to R2 zone. This would allow the potential buyer to construct two 
dwellings on each lot.  Single unit dwellings are also permitted in R2 
zoned properties.  From the examination of the dimensions of the 
two lots, the properties meet the criteria to be rezoned to R2. The 
aerial photography (Google satellite images) of the two properties 
presently shows them as vacant lots. 
 
The Established Residential Neighborhood (R1) Zone was applied to 
these two properties during the 2016 Plan Review. At that time, it 
was established that council intended to protect the nature of East 
Hants’s traditionally low-density development and maintain the 
single-unit residential character.  Prior to 2016 the property was also 
zoned R1 so has been zoned for single unit dwellings for a number of years. 
 
Since the request for rezoning from R1 to R2 does not require 
a change of designation, a public information meeting was not 
required. However, letters were mailed to all property 
owners residing within 300 m of the two properties, with 
information on the proposed change. In addition to letters 
being mailed out, other methods of informing the community 
of the proposed rezoning included a newspaper notice and use 
of the municipal website. 
 
 
 

Subject Site 
The subject land includes 2 properties which are located on 
White Road. Both the properties identified as Lot 97 (PID 
45290178) and Lot 98B (PID 45386737) are zoned Established 
Residential Neighborhood (R1) Zone. The surrounding 
properties are zoned a mixture of R1 and R2. The two lots are 
also located close to properties zoned Mixed-Use Centre (MC). 
Zoning information is provided on the map to the right.   
 
 

Development Proposal 
The purpose of this application is to allow for the construction of two-unit dwellings on the two lots. The 
current R1 zoning only permits single unit dwellings, accessory uses, open space uses and a limited range of 
home-based businesses uses. The policy goal of the R2 zone is to foster the growth of mixed neighborhoods of 
affordable, small-scale one and two dwelling unit neighbourhoods. 
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Discussion 
 
STRATEGIC ALIGNEMENT 
The policies to protect the low-density single unit community character are developed to create a strong 
community.   
 
LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 
The legislative authority is set out in the Municipal Government Act, Part VIII. This part of the MGA enables 
amendments to the Land Use Bylaw to be considered and sets out the process for these amendments to be 
considered.  
 
FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS 
There will be a minor financial benefit to the municipality with the addition of two more dwellings on the two 
lots.  There are no other financial considerations relating to this application. 
 
 
MUNICIPAL PLANNING STRATEGY POLICY ANALYSIS 
As per Policy IM 13 and IM 15, Municipal Council shall consider land-use bylaw amendments where said 
applications are consistent with the intent of the Municipal Planning Strategy (MPS). The request for rezoning 
of properties from Established Residential (R1) Zone to Two Dwelling Unit Residential (R2) Zone shall be 
considered by Council under Policy RD 23 of the MPS. 
 
The policy goal of the Established Residential Neighborhood Designation (ER) is to protect the nature of the 
residential neighbourhoods by providing zoning provisions for the establishment of low density single and two 
unit housing.  
 
The two lots meet the conditions of minimum lot areas and minimum lot frontage (698.3 sq.m and 567.89 
sq.m, 24.3 m and 27.5 m for PID 45290178 and PID 4536737 respectively) requirements for Two Dwelling Unit 
Residential Zone (R2) as per the Land-Use Bylaw.  
 
The application from Bona Investments Limited requests a rezoning of two properties identified as PID 
45290178 & PID 45386737 located on White Road from Established Residential Neighborhood (R1) Zone to Two 
Dwelling Unit Residential (R2) zone.  This application has been evaluated by the several criteria assigned by 
Policy RD23 of the MPS. Policy RD23 requires Council to consider all the criteria given to determine whether 
the lots can be rezoned from R1 to R2.  Staff have found that although the two lots in question meet several 
criteria of Policy RD 23, they do not meet all of the criteria. One important criteria is that the two lots do not 
meet (b) of this policy ‘helps create contiguous areas of compatible residential or mixed use character’. The 
proposed rezoning would not result in the creation of contiguous residential character that is compatible with 
White Road. If rezoned, the two lots will be the only two lots permitting two -unit dwelling construction along 
a row of single dwelling unit properties (see map below). Additionally, these two lots are not located adjacent 
to each other and will have an existing R1 zoned property located in the middle of them.  Planning staff 
acknowledge that there are R2 zoned lots on the opposite side of White Road from one corner of the lots, 
closer to Highway 2 but from that point upwards into White Road the character is low density single unit 
residential. 
 
Planning staff believes that this type of leapfrog and “checkerboard” zoning is not desirable and should not be 
encouraged. Hence, we are recommending the refusal of this application. A detailed table of the evaluative 
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criteria from the enabling policies and corresponding comments from staff and reviewing agencies is attached 
to the final report.  
 

 

 

REVIEWING AGENCIES 
To address compatibility issues with provision of infrastructure and potential traffic issues, Planning Staff 
requested comments from Municipal Department of Infrastructure and Operations and Nova Scotia Public 
Works. 
 
The Municipal Department of Infrastructure and Operations 
The Municipal Department of Infrastructure and Operations has commented that the Municipality currently has 
the wastewater and water capacity to accommodate the extra unit for each property. I & O indicated that the 
servicing and access to the lots will have to comply with the Municipal Standards at the building permit stage. 

White Road being a municipally owned road, our municipal engineer was consulted on the potential traffic 
impact that could arise from the proposed rezoning. This was one of the key issues that was raised by the 
residents as well in their feedback. However, it was confirmed by I& O that there would be negligible traffic 
impacts arising from the rezoning of the two properties. 

 
 



  

Page 5 of 11 
 

Nova Scotia Public Works 
Nova Scotia Public Works have indicated that they do not have any traffic concerns with the proposed rezoning 
of the two properties. 

 
 

Citizen Engagement 
Planning staff have complied with the Citizen Engagement policies of the Municipal planning strategy when 
processing this application. An advertisement that outlines the application and indicates that it has been 
received had been placed in the Chronicle Herald on December 17th, Friday. A public information meeting is 
not required for this application. Following first reading, a questionnaire was mailed to property owners within 
300m of the subject properties. Of the questionnaires mailed, 9 questionnaires were returned with responses, 
out of which 7 property owners cited concerns while two property owners were in favour of the development. 

The residents mainly had concerns regarding traffic, building height and preserving the original low density 
community character of the neighborhood. All of these concerns have been taken into account by staff.  

Some of the concerns raised by the residents have been summarised below- 

• This will look odd and will not match the surrounding architecture - this rezoning does not match the 
R1 zoned properties located adjacent and along White Road, except for lots on opposite side of one of 
the lots but closer to Hwy 2. Planning staff agree that if the two lots are rezoned, it would not be in 
visual harmony with the adjacent development and other development further along White Road. 

• There will be a higher volume of traffic on White Road – Infrastructure and Operations as well as NS 
Department of Public Works did not raise any traffic concerns. 

• This will affect the property value and make it harder for single residential unit lands to be sold – 
Planning staff have no evidence that this type of development affects individual property values. 

• The lots are too small for the construction of two dwelling units – Planning staff have examined the 
area of the two lots and can confirm that they meet the minimum lot requirements (550 sq.m) 
prescribed by the LUB for the conversion from R1 to R2. 

• Parking concerns - Parking will be addressed by the minimum parking requirements of the Land Use 
Bylaw. 

 
 
 

Conclusion 
Planning staff have reviewed the application by Bob Bona on behalf of Bona Investments Limited for rezoning of 
two properties located on White Road from R1 to R2 to enable the construction of two-unit dwellings. The 
applicant’s proposal has been evaluated using all applicable policies in the Municipal Planning Strategy. Staff 
are recommending the application be refused. Planning staff believe that the rezoning from R1 to R2 is not 
consistent with the single unit residential character of White Road. 
 
Any decision by Council on this application is appealable to the NS Utility and Review Board. 
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Alternatives 
Staff do not recommend approval of this application for the reasons outlined in this staff report.  However, 
PAC may have a different opinion of the application and the analysis of the policies.  An alternative is 
therefore, that a recommendation could be made to Council to approve the application.   
 
 

Attachments 
Scanned copies of the returned questionnaires have been provided for PAC and Council to review. 
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Appendix A – Draft Amendment Sheets 
Should Council determine that the application should be approved the following is a draft of the amendment 
sheet. 
 
Amendment Sheet  
 
The Municipality of East Hants 
Official Community Plan 
Municipal Planning Strategy   
 
Land Use Bylaw Map 1: South Corridor & Commercial Growth Management Area 
 

 
The LUB zone of PIDs 45290178, 45386737 Enfield, shown on Land Use Bylaw Map 1: South Corridor & Commercial Growth 
Management Area, has been rezoned from Established Residential Neighbourhood (R1) Zone to Two Dwelling unit 
Residential (R2) Zone. 
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Appendix B – Policy Analysis 
 
 
 
Policy  Comments 
Criteria for rezoning from Established 
Residential Neighborhood (R1) Zone to Two 
Dwelling Unit Residential (R2) Zone 
RD23  Council shall consider the following 
criteria when considering rezoning from R1 to 
R2 for parcels of land under 3000 sq.m in 
area. 

 

 

a) the impact of the proposal on 
community character and form 

 

The rezoning of these two lots from R1 to R2 contradicts the intent of 
the MPS to protect R1 zoned community character and form. The entire 
street, following the small cluster of R2 properties closer to Hwy 2, has 
R1 zoned properties located on both sides. This rezoning if permitted, 
will diminish the streetscape character of White Road. 

b) If the proposal helps create 
contiguous areas of compatible 
residential or mixed-use character. 

 

The rezoning of Lot 97 and Lot 98B would create a leapfrog pattern of 
housing types and will not enable a contiguous area of character.  In 
addition to the character of White Road the property between the two 
application properties is zoned R1.  

c) Whether the lands abut lands zoned 

Two dwelling Unit Residential (R2) 

Zone, or a compatible higher density 

zone. 

The lands of the two properties abut a property split zoned R2 zoned 
and Mixed-Use Centre zone but this zoning is to the rear.  The 
properties either side of the application properties along White Road 
are zoned R1. 

d) Whether abutting lands were zoned 
Two dwelling Unit Residential (R2) at 
the time of adoption of this strategy 
and Land Use bylaw.  

 

The zoning noted in section (c) above, except for the MC zoning was in 
place prior to the 2016 Land Use Bylaw zoning.  The zoning abutting the 
application property on White Road were zoned R1 prior to 2016.  The 
small cluster of R2 zoned properties opposite the site but closer to Hwy 
2 were zoned R2 prior to 2016. 

e) Whether the lands are within the 

serviceable boundaries, and if 

adequate capacity exists for the 

proposal. 

The Municipal Department of Infrastructure and Operations has 
commented that the Municipality has adequate wastewater and water 
capacity to accommodate the two extra units. 

f) Whether the lands are within a 5-
minute walk (400 m) from existing 
multiple unit residential areas.  

 

The lands are within a 5-minute walk of R2, R2-T and R3 zoned 
residential lands. 

g) Whether the lands are within a 10 
minute (800 m) from village cores, 
commercial, community or 
institutional uses or nodes. 

 

The lands are within 800m distance of Mixed-Use Centre and 
Institutional Use.  Mixed Use Centre zoning is located along Hwy 2. 

h) Traffic impacts of the proposal  

 

I & O have indicated that there will be negligible impacts arising from 
the proposed rezoning of these two properties. 
 

i) The proposed road layout Not applicable to this application. 
 

Land Use Bylaw Amendment Criteria  
 
IM13      It shall be the policy of Council to 

consider amendments to the Land 
Use Bylaw provided the amendment 
is consistent with the intent of the 
Municipal Planning Strategy.  

A request for rezoning has been proposed that staff have identified to 
be inconsistent with the intent of the Municipal Planning Strategy. 
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IM15      It shall be the policy of Council to 

consider an application for 
amendment to the Land Use Bylaw 
only if the site meets all of the lot 
size and zone standards for the zone 
sought. 

 

As identified in the staff report, the two lots that are being considered 
for rezoning meet the minimum lot requirements for a two-unit 
residential (R2) zone. Since the lands are currently vacant, the 
applicant will have to meet the standards given in the Land-Use bylaw 
in the building permit stage. 

IM16      Council shall consider the Land Use 
Bylaw Amendments within the 
applicable Generalized Future Land 
Use designation as subject to the 
policies of this Strategy 

 

This LUB amendment is enabled by Policy IM13 and Policy RD23 as 
outlined in the Municipal Planning Strategy. 

 
IM17 Council shall, in considering 
 amendments to the Land Use Bylaw, 
 in addition to all other criteria as set 
 out in the policies of this Strategy, 
 have regard for the following 
 matters: 
 

 

 
a) Whether the proposed development 

is in conformance with the intent of 
this Strategy and with the 
requirements of all other Municipal 
Bylaws and regulations as applicable 
matters.  

 

Planning staff do not consider that the development is in conformance 
with the MPS.  

 
b) Whether Planning Staff have 

initiated a review of this Strategy, or 
any of the Official Community Plan 
documents.  

 

The application was put forward by the developer. Planning Staff did 
not initiate the review.   

 
IM18 Council shall consider if the proposal 
 is premature or inappropriate by 
 reason of:  
 

 

 
a) The financial capability of the 

Municipality to absorb any costs 
relating to the development.  

 

There would be a minor financial benefit to the municipality with the 
addition of the two units. 

 
b) The adequacy of municipally 

approved water and wastewater 
services or if services are not 
provided, the adequacy of physical 
site conditions for private on-site 
septic and water system. Council 
shall consider comments from the 
Municipal Infrastructure and 
Operations Department or Nova 
Scotia Environment as applicable.  

 

The Municipal Department of Infrastructure and Operations has 
commented that the municipality has the capacity to provide water and 
wastewater to the additional units. A servicing plan will be required 
indicating how the proposed development will be serviced with water 
and wastewater. The applicant will have to comply with the Municipal 
standards.  

 
c) The adequacy and proximity of 

school, recreation, and any other 
community facilities. Council shall 
consider comments from Municipal 

 
The addition of two residential units resulting from this rezoning will 
have negligible impact on schools, recreation and other community 
facilities. 
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departments and the appropriate 
School Board as applicable.  

 
 

d) The potential for significantly 
reducing the continuation of 
agricultural land uses.  

 

Not applicable to the proposed application.  

 
e) The adequacy of existing or 

proposed road networks in, adjacent 
to, or leading to the development 
and ability of the proposed 
development to satisfy applicable 
stopping sight distances. Council 
shall consider comments from the 
appropriate Municipal Engineer 
and/or Nova Scotia Transportation 
and Infrastructure Renewal.  

 

Comments were requested from both the Municipal department of I&O 
as well as Nova Scotia Public Works.  
 
The Municipal Department of Infrastructure and Operations commented 
that there will be negligible traffic impacts that would arise from the 
addition of these two units.  The province also commented that they do 
nor foresee any traffic impacts arising from this change of zoning. 
 

 
f) The potential for the contamination 

of watercourses or the creation of 
erosion or sedimentation. Council 
shall consider comments from 
relevant Provincial Departments as 
applicable.  

 

Not applicable to the proposed application. 

 
g) Creating a leap frog, scattered, or 

ribbon development pattern as 
opposed to compact and orderly 
development.  

 

The rezoning the two lots will create a leapfrog pattern of development 
by creating two R2 lots in an area with R1 zoned properties.  In addition 
to the area being R1 zoned the lot between the two application sites is 
also R1. 

 
IM19 Council shall consider if the 
 proposed development is shown on a 
 professionally drawn site plan as 
 being in compliance with the 
 applicable sections of the 
 Subdivision Bylaw, with the following 
 matters of the Land Use Bylaw:  
 

The applicant does not require to submit a site plan at this stage. Site 
plan has to be submitted at a development permit stage. 

 
a) Type of use.  

 

The R2 zone allows Council to consider only residential uses. Only a 
range of single- and two-unit dwellings and compatible uses will be 
permitted.  
  

 
b) Number of buildings.  

 

A maximum of 2 residential units per lot will be enabled by the 
rezoning.   

 
c) Yard setbacks.  

 
 

The construction would have to meet the minimum requirements that 
are prescribed in the land-use bylaw at the development permit stage. 

 
d) Height, bulk, stepback 

requirements, and lot coverage of 
any proposed structures.  

 

Not applicable at this stage of the application, the applicant would have 
to meet the requirements prescribed by the Land-Use Bylaw. 

 
e) External appearance of any 

structures where design standards 
are in effect.  

 

The external appearance of any structures would have to comply with 
the provisions of the Land-Use Bylaw.  
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f) Street layout and design.  
 

 
Not applicable to this application. 

 
g) Access to and egress from the site, 

parking.  
 

Access and egress would be dealt at the permit stage. In general, 
parking requirements of residential areas would have to comply with the 
requirements of the LUB. 

 
h) Open storage and outdoor display.  

 

 
Not applicable to this application.  
 

 
i) Signage.  

 
Not applicable to this application. 

 
j) Similar matters of planning concern.  

 
Not applicable to this application. 

 
IM20 Council shall consider the  suitability 
 of the proposed site in terms of the 
 environmental features of the site, 
 particularly susceptibility to flooding 
 and other nuisance factors, and 
 where applicable, comments from 
 relevant Provincial Departments 
 concerning the suitability of the site 
 for development.  

 

The lot grading and drainage plan will have to comply with the 
Municipal Bylaws. 

 
IM21 Council shall consider the provision 
 of buffering, screening, and access 
 control to minimize potential 
 incompatibility with adjacent and 
 nearby land uses, rail lines and 
 traffic arteries.  

 

In accordance with the LUB, buffering is not required between single- or 
two-unit dwellings.  
 
 

 
IM23 Council shall consider the proposed 
 development is shown to manage 
 stormwater on-site in a manner 
 which does not negatively impact on 
 other properties.  
 

A Lot Grading Plan would be required at time of building permit stage 
and it will have to comply with the Municipal Standards.  

 
IM24 Council shall consider massing, and 
 compatibility of the proposed 
 development’s external appearance 
 with adjacent buildings by means of 
 design features, roof type, exterior 
 cladding materials, and overall 
 architectural style that is reasonably 
 consistent with the style and 
 character of the community or 
 compliments the character of the 
 community.  
 

Two additional units are proposed to added from this application. The 
architectural features have to meet requirements of the LUB. 
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