
 
 
 
Development at Tantallon at the Crossroads. 
 
The SMB Community effort to address uncontrolled development at Tantallon 
Crossroads began in 2008. This initiative, led by the SMB Stewardship Association, has 
made its way through various levels of community visioning and government 
bureaucracies and reached its fruition in a public hearing in July of 2014 as HRM Case 
16424, which features the introduction of a new secondary plan and land use by-laws for 
Tantallon Village. 
 
It is worth noting that the first draft of Case 16424 appeared in 2010, so we are now four 
years “in getting it right.”  In the interim, the last undeveloped sections of the Crossroads 
are now almost fully developed. 
 
The by-law changes are intended to replace the antiquated multiple land use by-laws 
(MU-1 and MU-2) that now control development in planning districts One and Three, or 
the area around St. Margarets Bay up to Hubbards. These bylaws, put in place almost 
twenty years ago, were intended to encourage development in almost any form.  
 
The motivation for the proposed changes started in 2007 when residents of SMB became 
concerned about the clearing of the land connected with St. Margarets Square and the 
construction of a new Canadian Tire Store. We all suspected that this event was the 
harbinger of great change for the Crossroads: box stores and mall developments were 
coming. In short, the rural village of the Crossroads at Highways 3 and 333 was targeted 
for a major infusion of urban sprawl. 
 
To have some input into change, Bay residents came together under the leadership of the 
Stewardship, Chamber of Commerce, and Regional Tourism Associations. The groups 
organized four Village Forums between 2008 and 2011.  The gatherings were totally self 
organized and financed but received sanctioning, support and guidance from HRM 
Planning and Councillors Lund and Rankin, and Representative Peterson-Rafuse. HRM 
Planning played a supervisory and authenticating role. 
 
Each forum attracted over 100 participants and served as a research focus for determining 
community values. After Forum III we produced a six-point plan that would serve as 



blueprint for  HRM planners to draft new development rules. Residents were clear: they 
were not against development, but they did not want corporate box stores; they did not 
want acres of parking lots and drive-thrus; they did not want environment degradation or 
light pollution. Above all they wanted development that would be architecturally 
consistent with the area and that enhanced the rural character of the Crossroads in terms 
of promoting intimacy and connectivity. 
 
Unfortunately, since the first drafts of Case 16424, there has been a major turnover in 
HRM staff and councilors, some of whom were familiar with the community Forum 
process and others who joined in later and understood it in varying degrees, depending on 
their particular agendas or philosophy. 
 
As a result of Village Forum I, held in the spring of 2008, amendments require that any 
building over 7500 square feet would have to meet certain standards, such as being 
architecturally consistent with Bay traditions, be sited harmoniously, be of certain height 
and scale, conserve natural landscape features, and have appropriated signage and 
lighting, etc. The criteria were intended to provide a level of protection against the 
“cookie cutter” approach” used by national chains in other areas of Nova Scotia. 
Residents hoped that these criteria would control new development until newer, more 
adequate by-laws could be put into place. 
 
While the new draft by-laws have languished in HRM Planning, it became painfully clear 
these criteria were subject to planner interpretation.  In the waiting period for the new by-
laws, two new major developments came forward requesting approval: Phases Three, 
Four, and Five of St. Margarets Square and the large Cobalt (Irving) development at the 
corner of Highways 3 and 333. Both developments being larger than 7500 sq ft. required 
Development Agreements to proceed. 
 
At every available opportunity, community representatives made thoughtful 
representations to planners, developers, and politicians, seeking strenuously to bring the 
developments closer to community values. Our architects continually suggested 
alternatives in the siting of the buildings, architectural design, lighting and signage, all in 
a cost effective manner. While developers did make concessions, there continued to be a 
fundamental difference in approach. Developers favored a traditional car-oriented 
modified box store approach with drive-thrus while the community argued for a more 
intimate village orientation, with authentic architecture, streetscapes, parking to the rear, 
and possibilities for walking and connectedness. Planners favored a narrow interpretation 
of the DA criteria. In the end, HRM Western Regional councilors affirmed the planners’ 
recommendations for both projects. 
 
Two of the lead community organization appealed Council’s ruling with the NS Utility 
and Review Board (UARB). Even though the community could not afford to finance a 
full hearing, the initial stages resulted in new negotiations with Cobalt who made further 
improvements to their project.  
 



Why the delays? Village Forums II and III occurred in 2009 and 2010 to develop 
community values and make suggestions for designing a rural village. After a year and 
half of meeting between community reps and HRM planners, the new village plan was 
presented to the public in June of 2011. Reaction to it was incorporated and approved in 
principal by the Western Region Community Council in September of 2011. The 
amended draft of Case 16424 was sent back to staff for fine tuning before a final draft 
came back to Council for finalization. 
 
For a period of almost a year, until June 2012, nothing happened. Internal difficulties 
within HRM planning such as paternity leave, short staffing, and changes in personnel, 
and the priorities connected with five-year HRM Regional Plan Review (RP+5) deflated 
the momentum of the initiative. In August of 2012, the community learned that there was 
a major flaw in the design of the amendments related to the site plan approval section, a 
major feature intended to provide an alternative to the development agreement process. 
HRM planners themselves had suggested this element.  
 
Citing conflicts with the Halifax Charter, HRM planners reversed themselves on their 
own recommendation, requiring a new series of meetings with community 
representatives and others. Since that time, subsequent drafts with minor changes have 
produced long delays due to HRM planning’s cumbersome internal approval process. As 
well, efforts were made to address the concerns of landowners in the targeted area. The 
most recent delay surfaced in the summer of 2013, related to objections to siding 
specifications and signage requirements. These also came from HRM’s internal review 
process. 
 
In an effort to get the initiative in motion, community reps met with HRM Planners on 
Sept. 16 of 2013. The meeting reviewed the progress to date and established a 
timetable for bringing the completed draft to North West Community Council in 
late October of 2013, to regional council in November, and to a public meeting, the 
last requirement for ratification, by December. Our councilor Matt Whitman was at 
the meeting and expressed a commitment to follow the initiative through to conclusion.   
 
The result of all this effort is that most of what could have been a “village” has now been 
developed by old development rules. We must stress that developers have made 
improvements on building design and other features. Going forward, both Cobalt (Irving) 
and the WM Fares Group are open to working with trails and walkways and possibly 
lighting and signage. It could have been so much more had the vision of the community 
that was presented and inscribed in the draft by-laws two years ago been reasonably 
approved and enacted. 
 
Looking back on the process, community leaders have made two major recommendations 
to the five year review (RP+5) of the regional plan now in progress: (1) that the internal 
review process of HRM related to community engagement be better designed and 
managed and (2) that the development agreement process be changed to be more 
objective and not rely so heavily on the interpretation of planners and Council.  
 



 


