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	Text1: The specific apartment buildings in question raise several concerns: 1) they require changes to the land-use planning rules already in place for building near the Dartmouth Road - I'm wondering to what extent will they require being changed, and for what benefit? These rules were, I'm assuming, developed with a decent amount of consideration for all the element that should be considered. So while I'm not advocating a whole-sale rejection to an application to change them, I have to wonder on what basis would the HRM decide to do this? At the moment I can't think of any except to benefit the builder and those associated with them (either to curry favour, to benefit financially, politically, or in some other way that serves particular private interests instead of interests that serve the public). (2) The amount of traffic that will exit onto Wardour Street is incomprehensible. The intersection of Wardour and the Dartmough Road is already a dangerous intersection, and the addition of more cars is  plainly a significantly bad idea. Further the congestion through this part of Bedford is equally a bad idea; drivers will divert through Shore Drive, through Eagle Wood, endangering walkers and cyclists as they try to avoid the frustration of dealing with more congestion. This removes a key benefit of living in this part of Bedford -- it is enjoyably walkable. That will be lost as cars and drivers take precedent over pedestrians. There is already significant driver frustration exhibited with congestion: drivers speed through red lights (not even amber!) at several intersections, often many seconds after the light has turned (at the intersection of Fish Hatchery Lane and the Bedford Hwy; at the left hand lane going up the Dartmouth Road at the intersection of the Bedford Highway and the Dartmouth Road to name just two of the more egregious locations). (3) If approved, it will definitely by the precedent by which other rules of development in Bedford and the HRM will be set aside in favour of individual developers and other capitalists. This is the very opposite of what public service is about. This is just WRONG for any number of reasons. The HRM and the planning department is supposed to protect public interest, not decide to change rules to accommodate when it suits the purpose of individual interests to make money. The developers took a risk in purchasing these properties. But they took that risk WITH FULL KNOWLEDGE OF RULES that they hoped they could circumvent. They should not be allowed to, and nor should it set a precedent for others to do the same. (4) This development severely changes the character and flavour of  the neighbourhood - a flavour and financial investment that would be severely compromised should these developments or others like them in such neighbourhoods go ahead. People will not be able to enjoy their neighbourhoods as they have every right to. 
	Text2: Potentially, adding townhouses could be of benefit to increase available housing stock. However, what id really needrf in the HRM, is stock that is available and affordable to poor people, and to people who are just starting out in life. Is this what the developers want to do? I doubt it, given that developers are not in the business of supporting poor people - they are not interested in developing these properties with the social good in mind! 
	Text3: A duplex or fourplex, two stories high at the most, modest townhouses. 
	Text4: "Development" is not a bad thing in and of itself, but these specific developments smack of pandering to interests that clearly are against the interests of the neighbourhood, the community, and the village of Bedford. 
	Text6: 


