
                                         
 
 
 
 
     
         

CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
MONTHLY MEETING OF COUNCIL 

TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 2018 AT 7:00 PM 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS - CITY HALL, 199 QUEEN STREET 

 
1. Call to Order 
 
2. Declarations of Conflict of Interest 

 
3. Approval of Agenda 
 
4. Adoption of Previous Draft Minutes 

 

 Regular Meeting – October 9, 2018 
 Public and Special Meetings – October 23 and November 1, 2018 

  
5. Business Arising out of the Minutes 

 
6. Reports of Committees 

 
6.1 Planning & Heritage – Coun. Greg Rivard, Chair 

 Monthly Report 

 Seven (7) Resolutions 

 1st Rdg of the Z&D Bylaw – rezone, lot consolidation/SD and CDA amendment Mt. Edward Rd 

(PID#s 390740 & 492405) 

 1st Rdg of the Z&D Bylaw – for off-lot parking related to 80 Grafton St. (PID#340265) 

 1st Rdg of the Z&D Bylaw – zone property at/near 137 Belgrave Dr. to R-1L (PID#s 1073634 & 

625574)  

 
6.2  Intergovernmental Affairs & Event Attraction – Coun. Kevin Ramsay, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 No Resolutions 
 1st Readings (5) – Code of Conduct Bylaw, Conflict of Interest Bylaw, Fees Bylaw, Grants 

Bylaw and Reserve Funds Bylaw 
 
 6.3 Parks, Recreation & Leisure Activities – Coun. Mitchell Tweel, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 One (1) Resolution 

 
6.4 Protective & Emergency Services – Coun. Jason Coady, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 No Resolutions 

 
6.5 Water & Sewer Utility - Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 One (1) Resolution 

  

  14 - Resolutions 
    9 - Bylaws 

Amended: 

PW – Resolution #1 revised & 

Resolution #2 Company name   

revised. 

Finance - Resolution #3 added. 
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6.6  Public Works & Urban Beautification – Coun. Terry Bernard, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 Two (2) Resolutions 

 
6.7  Economic Development, Tourism, Arts & Culture – Coun. Bob Doiron, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 No Resolutions 

 
6.8  Environment & Sustainability – Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 No Resolutions 

 
6.9  Advanced Planning, Priorities & Special Projects – Coun. Kevin Ramsay, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 No Resolutions 

 
6.10  Finance, Audit & Tendering – Coun. Melissa Hilton, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 Three (3) Resolutions 

 
6.11 Human Resources, Communications & Admin – Coun. Terry MacLeod, Chair 

 Monthly Report 
 No Resolutions 
 Superannuation Plan Bylaw Amendment Bylaw 

 
6.12  New Business 

 No Resolutions 
 
 

7. Motion to Adjourn  



 

 

  
Regular Meeting of Council 
Tuesday, October 9, 2018 at 7:00 PM 
Council Chambers, City Hall, 199 Queen Street 
 
Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy Presiding 
 
Present: Councillor Greg Rivard  Councillor Mitchell Tweel   
  Councillor Kevin Ramsay   Councillor Eddie Rice 
  Councillor Melissa Hilton  Councillor Jason Coady   
              
Also:  Peter Kelly, CAO   Scott Messervey, DCAO  
  Alex Forbes, PM    Paul Smith, PC 
  Randy MacDonald, FC  Frank Quinn, PRM 
  Scott Adams, PWM    Paul Johnston, IAMM      
  Richard MacEwen, UM   Alicia Packwood, CA   
  David Hooley, CS    Tracey McLean, RMC 

         
Regrets: Mayor Clifford Lee    Councillor Terry Bernard  
  Councillor Terry MacLeod   Councillor Bob Doiron   
  Wayne Long, EDO   Ron Atkinson, EconDO 
  Laurel Lea, TO    Bethany Kauzlarick, HRC  
  Ramona Doyle, SO 
 
Presentation:  Deputy Mayor Duffy recognized the recent promotion of Cpl. Sean Coombs as the 
new Deputy Police Chief.  Cpl. Coombs was then presented with his badge by the Deputy Mayor, 
Chief Smith and Councillor Jason Coady, Chair of the Protective and Emergency Services Committee. 
 
1.  Call to Order 
 Deputy Mayor Duffy called the meeting to order.   
 
2.  Declarations of Conflict of Interest 
 No conflicts were declared. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
 Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard and Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton that the agenda 
 be approved. Carried. 
 
4.  Adoption of Previous Draft Minutes   
 Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard and Seconded by Councillor Kevin Ramsay that the draft 
 minutes of the previous meetings now be adopted.  Carried. 

  
 Regular Meeting – September 10, 2018 
 Committee Meetings of Council (open) – September 10 & October 3, 2018 
 Special Meetings – September 15 & 27, 2018 

 
5.  Business Arising out of the Minutes 
 No business arose from the minutes. 

DRAFT 
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6. REPORTS OF COMMITTEES / RESOLUTIONS 
 
6.1 Planning & Heritage – Coun. Greg Rivard, Chair 
 Councillor Rivard indicated his Committee’s report was included in the weekend package. 

 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED: 
 Whereas, Council directed staff on August 13, 2018 to draft a revised Building 
 Code Bylaw to implement the adoption of the 2015 National Building Code, 
 
 Therefore Be It Resolved, that the Building Code Bylaw dated June 13, 2011, be 
 repealed in its entirety and replaced with Building Code Bylaw 2018-12 (as 
 attached) dated October 9, 2018, be approved. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That the request to zone the property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave 
 Drive (PID #625574) to Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to 
 designate the same property as Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan, be 
 approved to proceed to public consultation. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 

Whereas at Council’s public meeting on July 25, 2018, concerns were raised by 
the public with regard to the proposed rezoning application for the property at 
MacRae Drive/Norwood Road (PID #192401). 
 
Whereas on August 13, 2018, this application was deferred by Council to see 
whether the applicant could resolve some of the concerns expressed by the 
residents. 
 
Whereas the applicant has written to Council on October 9, 2018 requesting that 
this application be withdrawn; 
 
And Whereas under section 4.29.7 it is mandatory that Council exercise its 
discretion as to whether or not to allow the application to be withdrawn and re-
submitted at a later date before the expiration of one (1) year and make a 
determination as to the disposition of the application; 
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BE IT RESOLVED 
That pursuant to section 4.29.7 it be recommended that Council approve the 
applicant’s request of October 9, 2018 to withdraw his rezoning application. 
 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
Councillor Rivard noted that the applicant requested the withdrawal so he can further 
consult with the local residents and then bring it back in the spring of 2019 as opposed 
to waiting a full year to reapply. 
 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That the request to operate a home occupation (i.e., acupuncture & Chinese 
 medicine business) from the property located at 29 Forest  Drive (PID #791913), 
 be approved. 
 
Councillor Rivard indicated that Planning Staff recommended to Planning Board that the 
application be rejected due to the fact that the nature of the business operates with 
frequent appointments and is not included in the Zoning & Development Bylaw as-of-
right home occupation. He further indicated nine (9) letters from local residents were 
received with eight (8) being in opposition. 

DEFEATED 6-0 
 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That the request for the following items be approved to proceed to public 

consultation: 
  

1. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the 
Low Density Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for 
a portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740); 

 
2. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law 
from the Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive 
Development Area (CDA) Zone for a portion of the property located on Mount 
Edward Road (PID #390740); 

 
3. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the 
Low Density Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for 
the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); 

 
4. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law 
from the Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive 
Development Area (CDA) Zone for the property located on Mount Edward Road 
(PID #492405); 
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5. Consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road 
(PID #390740) with the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID 
#492405), subject to the receipt of final pinned survey plans; and 

 
6. Amend Appendix “G” – Comprehensive Development Area Lands and 
Uses of the Zoning & Development By-law from allowing a residential building on 
the street with the back portion vacant to 143 residential dwelling units on 5.05 
acres of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), subject to 
the approval of the Development Concept Plan and the signing of a Development 
Agreement. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED: 

That the request to obtain a site specific exemption of the Downtown Mixed-Use 
Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone of the Zoning & Development By-law as it pertains 
to 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) in order to construct a five (5) storey mixed-
use development and allow the applicant to enter into an agreement with the City 
to provide the existing (26 standard parking spaces) and required parking (up to 
28 standard parking spaces and 4 mobility parking spaces) off-lot in the Pownal 
Parkade (100 Pownal Street, PID #340414) for a period of not less than 10 years 
which is contrary to the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11).  
 
The site specific exemption also includes the following three (3) variances: 
 
1. Reduce the minimum lot frontage required to be eligible for a bonus height 

from 98.4 ft to approximately 76.1 ft; and 
 
2. Reduce the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 

proposed building to 70 Grafton Street (PID #340273) from 18.0 ft to 
approximately 14.33 ft;  and 

 
3. Reduce the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 

proposed building to 137 Queen Street (PID #340257) from 18.0 ft to 
approximately 13.0 ft, be approved to proceed to public consultation. 

 
CARRIED 6-0 

 
1st reading of the Building Code Bylaw – Repeal the existing Building Code Bylaw in 
its entirety and replace it with the proposed Building Code Bylaw. 
 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED: 
 THAT THE “CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN BUILDING CODE BYLAW, BYLAW 2018-
 12”, be read a first time. 
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Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED: 
 THAT the said Bylaw (2018-12) be approved and that it be read a second time at 
 the next Public Meeting of Council. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
2nd reading of the Zoning and Development Bylaw – Amend Appendix “H” – 
Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Single-Detached Residential 
(R-1L) Zone to the Open Space (OS) Zone for the property located at 34 Jardine Street 
(PID #1053032); Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-
law from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the Open Space (OS) Zone for 
the property located at Lot 2009-1 Skyline Drive (PID #1034685); and Amend Appendix 
“H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Open Space (OS) Zone 
to the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone for the property located at Lot 2002-6 
Amanda Drive (PID #939819). 

 

Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED:  

 That the "City of Charlottetown Zoning and Development Bylaw (2018-09-01) be 
 read a  second time and that the said Bylaw be now adopted. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
2nd reading of the Zoning and Development Bylaw – Amend Section 5.2.15 and 
Section 5.13.3 of the Zoning & Development By-law in order to allow additional signage to 
identify points of access / egress on institutional properties seven (7) acres or larger. 
 
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
RESOLVED:  
 That the "City of Charlottetown Zoning and Development Bylaw" (2018-09-02) 
 be read a second time and that the said Bylaw be now adopted. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 

6.2 Human Resources, Communications & Admin – Coun. Terry MacLeod, Chair 
 Councillor Rivard, on behalf of Councillor MacLeod, indicated the Committee’s report was 
 included in the weekend package. 
 

1ST reading of the Superannuation Plan Bylaw - amend the Plan provisions of the Plan 
for the purpose of adding compassionate care leave to the approved leaves during which a 
Member can continue to accrue Pensionable Service, and ii) for allowing a Member to 
purchase past service during a period of part-time, seasonal, entry level seasonal, casual, or 
contract employment basis, occurring prior to the date upon which they became a Member 
of the Plan. 
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Moved by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
Seconded by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
 
RESOLVED: 
 THAT the bylaw to amend the “CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN SUPERANNUATION 
 PLAN BYLAW" #2018-13 be read a first time. 
 
Moved by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
Seconded by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
 
RESOLVED: 
 THAT the bylaw be now approved and that it be entitled the ““CITY OF 
 CHARLOTTETOWN SUPERANNUATION PLAN BYLAW" #2018-13 and that it be read 
 a second time at the next Public Meeting of Council. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
6.3 Intergovernmental Affairs & Event Attraction – Coun. Kevin Ramsay, Chair 

Councillor Ramsay indicated his Committee’s report was included in the weekend package. 
 
Moved by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That the City of Charlottetown enter into Municipal Twinning Protocols (as 

attached) with the Town of Shediac, New Brunswick and the Town of Forest City, 
North Carolina, 

 
 And that the implementation of these Municipal Twinning Protocols will not 

represent an increase to the City's Annual Budget,  
  
 And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute the 

Protocols to implement this resolution. 
CARRIED 6-0 

 
It was moved by Councillor Rivard and seconded by Councillor Tweel that the first 
reading of the Election Bylaw be added to the IGA report.  Carried. 
  
1st reading of the Election Bylaw – Amend wording in Part X – Administrative #40 
Effective Date from Sections 11-17 to Sections 11 & 12 
 
Moved by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
RESOLVED: 
 THAT the bylaw to amend the “CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ELECTION BYLAW" 

#2018-08 be read a first time. 
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Moved by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
RESOLVED: 
 THAT the bylaw be now approved and that it be entitled the “CITY OF 

CHARLOTTETOWN ELECTION BYLAW” #2018-08 and that it be read a second 
time at the next Public Meeting of Council. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 

6.4 Parks, Recreation & Leisure Activities – Coun. Mitchell Tweel, Chair 
Councillor Tweel indicated his Committee’s report was included in the weekend package.  
Volunteer of the Month for October is Nicole Cheverie.  He reported that several 2018 
Capital projects have been completed including Memorial Field Backstop, Pharmacy 
Boardwalk replacement and upgrades to Simmons Arena with other projects well 
underway. 
 
Concern was raised with respect to a Parks & Rec vehicle driving on a City boardwalk and 
subsequent damage done to the boardwalk that resulted in some pedestrians tripping and 
falling.  Councillor Tweel to follow-up with the department on the matter. 

 
 Moved by Councillor Mitchell Tweel 
 Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
 RESOLVED: 

 That, as per the recently advertised tender for the "2018 Memorial Ball Field Light  
 Replacement", the City of Charlottetown accepts the bid of $204,700.00 (HST 
 included) from Hansen Electric Ltd. for this project,  
 

And that the amount from Richardson Associated for project management and 
professional fees for $4,025 (HST included) be accepted, 
 
And that this amount be expensed to the 2018 Parks and Recreation Capital Budget, 
 
And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute standard 
contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
Moved by Councillor Mitchell Tweel 
Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That, as per the recently advertised tender for the “East Royalty Soccer Complex 

Parking Lot Expansion”, the City of Charlottetown accepts the low bid of $114,425 
(HST included) from M & M Resources Inc. for this project, 

 
 And that the amount from CBCL Limited for contract administration and site 

inspections for $2,875 (HST included) be accepted, 
 
 And that this amount be expensed to the 2018 Parks and Recreation Capital Budget, 
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 And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute standard 
contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 

6.5 Protective & Emergency Services – Coun. Jason Coady, Chair 
Councillor Coady indicated his Committee’s report was included in the weekend package.  
He reported that volunteer firefighter, Brad Wonnacott, placed fourth in the National Fire 
Fit Challenge recently held in Alberta; volunteer recruitment campaign continues until 
October 26.  He congratulated police officers Robbie Larter and Melissa Craswell on their 
promotion to Corporal. 
 

6.6 Water & Sewer Utility - Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy, Chair 
Councillor Hilton, on behalf of Deputy Mayor Duffy, indicated the Committee’s report 
was included in the weekend package.   
 
Moved by Councillor Mitchell Tweel 
Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That Hansen Electric be awarded the tender for the CPCP Interceptor Sewer 
 Pumping Station Electrical Upgrades in the amount of $454,250 (HST included), 
 
 And that this be expensed out of the 2018 Utility Capital Budget, 
 
 And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute standard 
 contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
Moved by Councillor Mitchell Tweel 
Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
RESOLVED: 
 WHEREAS, the Atlantic Canadian Water and Wastewater Association (ACWWA) is 

seeking funding from Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) to complete updates to 
the Atlantic Canada Water and Wastewater Guideline Documents, 

 
 And ACWWA has approached the City of Charlottetown to support the guideline 

updates by providing a Committee Chair for the wastewater guidelines, 
 
 BE IT RESOLVED, that City Council support the request for funding by ACWWA to 

NRCan by agreeing to have the Manager of the Charlottetown Water and Sewer 
Utility act as Chair of the Wastewater Guidelines Update Committee, and   

 
 BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the City’s contribution to the project be 

recognized as in-kind contributions of staff time with an estimated value of 
$29,000 over a three-year period. 

CARRIED 6-0 
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6.7 Public Works & Urban Beautification – Coun. Terry Bernard, Chair 
Councillor Hilton, on behalf of Councillor Bernard, indicated the Committee’s report was 
included in the weekend package.   
 
Moved by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
Seconded by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That, per the publicly advertised Request for Quotation for ‘2018 Concrete 

Sidewalk Construction”, the low submission of Curran & Briggs in the amount of 
$376,199.50 (all taxes included) be accepted, 

 
 And this expenditure has been previously approved in the 2018-19 Capital 

budget, 
 
 And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute any 

standard contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 
 
Councillor Hilton noted that work will begin immediately on Brow’s Lane, Atlantic Road, 
Upper Queen Street and Skyview Drive. 

CARRIED 6-0 
 
Moved by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
Seconded by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That, per the publicly advertised Request for Quotation for ‘Overhead Door 

Replacements – Kent St Fire Station’, the low submission of Island Overhead 
Doors in the amount of $6,105.88 (all taxes included) per door be accepted, 

 
 And this expenditure has been previously approved in the 2018-19 Capital 

budget,  
 
 And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute any 

standard contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 
CARRIED 6-0 

 
Moved by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
Seconded by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
 
RESOLVED: 
 That, per the publicly advertised Request for Quotation for ‘Traffic Signals – 

Poles and Arms’, the submission of Mallard Forestry Equipment Inc. in the 
amount of $45,390.62 (all taxes included) be accepted, 

 And this expenditure has been previously approved in the 2018-19 Capital 
budget, 

 
 And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute any  
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 standard contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 
CARRIED 6-0 

 
6.8 Economic Development, Tourism, Arts & Culture – Coun. Bob Doiron, Chair 

 Councillor Rivard, on behalf of Councillor Doiron, indicated the Committee had not met 
 since the last Council meeting. 

 
6.9 Environment & Sustainability – Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy, Chair 

Councillor Coady, on behalf of Deputy Mayor Duffy, indicated the Committee’s report 
was included in the weekend package.   
 

6.10 Advanced Planning, Priorities & Special Projects – Coun. Kevin Ramsay, Chair 
 Councillor Ramsay indicated the Committee had not met since the last Council meeting. 

 
6.11 Finance, Audit & Tendering – Coun. Melissa Hilton, Chair 

Councillor Hilton indicated her Committee’s report was included in the weekend package. 
 

6.12 New Business 
 There was no new business. 
 
7. Motion to Adjourn 
 Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard and Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton that the meeting  be 
 adjourned.  Carried. 
 
 
 
 

 

The meeting concluded at 8:00 PM 
 

 



 

 

 

 
Public Meeting of Council 
Tuesday, October 23, 2018 at 7:00 PM 
Georgian Ballroom & Terrace, Rodd Charlottetown Hotel 
75 Kent Street 
 
Mayor Clifford Lee Presiding 

 
Present:  

Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy 

Councillor Kevin Ramsay 

Councillor Terry MacLeod 

Councillor Greg Rivard  

Councillor Jason Coady 

Councillor Melissa Hilton 

Also:  

Alex Forbes, PHM  

Laurel P. Thompson, PII 

Greg Morrison, PII 

 

Robert Zilke, PII 

Ellen Faye Ganga, PH IO/AA 

 

Regrets: 
Peter Kelly, CAO  

Councillor Robert Doiron 

Councillor Terry Bernard 

 

Councillor Eddie Rice 

Councillor Mitchell Tweel 

 
1. Call to Order 
Mayor Clifford Lee called the meeting to order at 7:04 pm. 
 
2. Declarations of Conflict of Interest 
There were no declarations of conflict.  

 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Mayor Clifford Lee opened the meeting, introduced the members of the Council and the 
purpose of the meeting. Mayor Clifford Lee turned the meeting over to Councillor 
Rivard, Chair of Planning Board who introduced the application.  
 
4. Property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID #625574) 
This is a request to zone the property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive 
(PID #625574) to Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to designate the same 
property as Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan. The purpose of this zoning 
amendment is to allow the owner to develop the property for residential purposes. 

DRAFT 
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Councillor Greg Rivard introduced Robert Zilke, PII, to present this application. The 
applicant, Mr. Bill Watters is also present to speak on behalf of his application. 
 
The subject property was previously a public right of way connecting to Belgrave Drive. 
It was determined by the developer (Gardiner Realty) that this right of way would not 
be developed and as a result was sold. The property was sold to Mr. Watters who is 
looking for the planning permission to establish a building lot for Single Detached 
Residential (R-1) Zone. The lot size is 0.42 acres (1,697 sq. m.) with a lot frontage of 
94 ft. (28.7 m.). The R-1 zone’s minimum lot requirement is 696 sq. m. and 22m (72 
ft.) frontage. The lot complies with the R-1L zone minimum requirements. Mr. Watters 
was present to explain his application and answer any further questions. 
 
Mr. Watters indicated that his objective is to improve the whole back area of his 
property. He owns the front lots where his house is currently located. A portion of the 
subject property is heavily timbered and he has no intentions of cutting it down. The 
back of his property would be a mix of grass area and flower beds which the 
neighbours around the area would be able to view from their decks. This view provides 
privacy rather than looking into another home.   It is his objective to make the area 
look nice for him and for the neighbours. At the time the lot was purchased, it was his 
understanding that the lot would be zoned to allow him to develop the property. 
However, this was not the case. The current application then is to zone this property to 
the R-1L zone. 
 
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
 
5. 101 Oak Drive (PID #452748) 
This is a request to amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning and Development 
Bylaw from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the Low Density Residential 
(R-2) Zone in order to rezone the property located at 101 Oak Drive (PID # 452748) to 
facilitate the construction of a semi-detached dwelling including garages. Councillor 
Greg Rivard introduced Mr. Danny Moase, representative for this application, to provide 
details of the application. 
 
The intent is to build a half-million duplex with the intention of selling the units which 
will be individually owned. The construction will include garages made of brick, doors 
will be 3ft wide, a roll in shower in the main level and master bedroom and wheelchair 
accessible. Mr. Moase indicated that a three unit dwelling was built along Valdane Ave a 
few months ago and that his development coincides with others in the area.  The street 
side along Oak Drive will be filled in so there are no entrances along that street.  
 
Winston Bryan, resident, clarified if the garages will be facing Doncaster Ave and Mr. 
Moase confirmed that the house will be facing Doncaster Ave. Mr. Bryan also noted that 
there have been water problems in that area over the past number of years so what 
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would be their plans to keep the water from flowing from Brackley Point Road into the 
properties along the street and that the back, along Richard Drive, will likewise be 
addressed. Mr. Moase responded that the whole idea of infilling the area along Oak 
Drive would be to address this concern by putting proper manholes and drainage that 
satisfies the City engineers.  
 
An unnamed resident clarified that the entrance of the proposed development will be 
along Doncaster Ave because the current civic address says 101 Oak Drive. Mr. Moase 
confirmed that the side along Oak Drive will be infilled so the garages will be facing 
Doncaster Ave. Ms. Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII, confirmed that the current civic 
address is 101 Oak Drive at the moment. It was used to identify the location of the lot 
for this application. The developer had not provided a complete site plan at present and 
the final civic address will be determined when the final building plans have been 
finalized. Mr. Moase also added that it will be best to have the entrance along 
Doncaster Ave to reduce the traffic along Oak Drive.  
 
Leigh Sentner, resident, asked if the Planning Department received the letter sent by 
the residents of the area. Mayor Lee confirmed that the Department received the letter.  
 
Councillor Melissa Hilton asked if the house beside the subject property would be along 
Richard Drive or Doncaster Ave. Ms. Thompson noted that the civic address is along 
Doncaster Ave. Councillor Hilton then asked Mr. Moase if the proposed development will 
have a shared driveway and intended to be sold individually. Mr. Moase confirmed that 
it will have a shared driveway and will be owner occupied once sold.  
  
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
 
Laurel Palmer Thompson left the meeting. 
 
6. Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) & Mount Edward Road (PID#492405) 
This is a request to rezone the property at Mount Edward Road (PID #492405) and a 
portion of the property located at Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) from the Low 
Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 
Zone. This application also includes a lot consolidation and approval of a Development 
Concept Plan for a portion of the above-mentioned properties. The proposed 
Development Concept Plan illustrates the development on a portion of the consolidated 
properties in two phases containing a total of 143 residential dwelling units. Councillor 
Greg Rivard introduced Greg Morrison, PII, to introduce the application.  
 
The application includes the following requests: 

1. The first is to rezone the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID 
#492405) from the Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the 
Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) Zone; 



Public Meeting of Council 4 of 8 October 23, 2018 

 

2. The second is to rezone a portion of the property located on Mount Edward 
Road (PID #390740) from the Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to 
the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) Zone. 

3. The third is to consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount 
Edward Road (PID #390740) with the property located on Mount Edward 
Road (PID #492405). 

4. And finally, the fourth is to approve the Development Concept Plan for the 
5.05 acres portion of the proposed consolidated property. 

 
The applicant intends to develop 5.05 acres of the total 8 acre vacant properties off 
Mount Edward Road in approximately three phases. The first phase consists of a seven 
(7) unit townhouse and a 48-unit apartment building on 2.5 acres of land. The second 
phase consists of a 40-unit apartment building and a 48-unit apartment building on 
2.55 acres of land. The applicant would also be proposing to construct a road from 
Mount Edward Road to the Confederation Trail. The proposed road would connect at 
Mount Edward Road directly across from Ferngarden Drive and would continue to the 
Confederation Trail where a temporary cul-de-sac would be implemented until such 
time that the road is extended through the property. The submitted plans only show the 
conceptual massing. The applicant has also agreed to undergo the Design Review 
process in order to develop the design of the building at a later date. This will be 
included in the Development Agreement with the conceptual massing plans but the text 
would indicate that the Design Review process is required prior to issuing any permits. 
Mr. Morrison then introduced Mr. Stavert to provide more details.  
 
Aaron Stavert, architect and representative of the applicant, introduced the application 
by noting that that property is owned by Saint Dunstan’s University (SDU) for 
approximately 150 years and one of the predecessors of UPEI. SDU is now run as a not-
for-profit by the Board of Governors. SDU invests approximately one million dollars 
annually through scholarships, bursaries and community based projects. Over the 
years, SDU has sold a portion of its properties and were developed as what we see now 
as Princess Auto, Canadian Tire and the Sobeys property. SDU has been approached by 
developers to develop a portion of their lands and the current application would be the 
pie shaped land located south of the Confederation Trail off of Mount Edward Road. 
Some of the goals and objectives of this project is to look at residential development as 
it relates to existing neighbourhood, transition to scale down closer to the residents in 
the area, and provide quality development with lower ratio of floor area to open space. 
It is not intended to be developed to the full extent as allowed by the existing Bylaw 
but to provide a good building space and to connect green spaces to the Confederation 
Trail. Mr. Stavert provided a view of the property from the bypass highway and along 
Mount Edward Road and its site attributes. As part of the CDA requirements, the 
applicant is required to look at the full 9 acres of land. The development is targeted to 
be done in three phases with Phase I being a 2.5 acre parcel, 2.55 for Phase II and a 
future CDA for Phase III. Road alignments were also looked at to mitigate traffic issues.  
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Joey Jeffrey, resident, asked how much lower would the 40-unit apartment be from the 
street line. Mr. Stavert noted that the grade would probably drop 12 to 14 feet to the 
base of the building. The bylaw allows a building height of up to 49.2 feet tall therefore 
gaining a storey and a half of drop and be looking at 3-storey building from the street. 
Mr. Jeffrey also added that though the development is high density, he considers it as a 
lower density project than expected. One of his concerns is traffic along Mount Edward 
Road and he asked if a study has been made on the impact of this new development to 
the traffic along Mount Edward Road, or if there are any other street options available 
or installation of traffic lights or roundabouts that may be considered. Mayor Lee 
responded that a study has not been done yet and it will definitely be referred to the 
traffic division to look at the development at that time and provide recommendations. If 
the street is not along Mount Edward Road, it is uncertain as to where access will be 
since access will not be permitted to exit on to the bypass highway.  
 
David MacDonald, resident, mentioned that any traffic on Mt Edward Road impacts all 
residents along Mt. Edward Road. Mr. MacDonald spoke to a few residents in the area 
and mentioned that they agree that housing is a priority and are not against it. 
However, some concerns raised were 1) the area coming out of Ferngarden is 
considered to be a blind hill and virtually impossible to pull out of without some risk of 
being hit. When the road gets busy towards the traffic lights, cars pile up past 
Ferngarden. If a traffic light was put in that area, turning left to Ferngarden would 
again be a safety concern. Mr. MacDonald mentioned that the current guidelines of the 
City would not have allowed this street to be constructed. Mr. MacDonald also noted the 
Street Access Bylaw that for controlled access streets such as Mount Edward Road, it is 
a requirement to explore all possible options for street access and not just the easy 
option. Mr. MacDonald reiterated that the development is not a concern, but the access 
road is. Mr. MacDonald has requested that Council, Planning and Protective Services 
Committee look at the access road for this development.  
 
An unidentified resident commented that there was a previous letter sent out to 
residents about another proposed development along Mount Edward Road and raised 
concern that if the proposal came back in a year or two, then there would be another 
significant development in the area and access might even be worse. There are a lot of 
properties between Mount Edward Road and Confederation Trail that may be 
considered for future development seeing that housing is becoming an issue. Towers 
Road fronting the cinema is being treated more of a street and has more traffic than 
other streets. Plans on access between this property, Towers Road and the Bypass 
highway need to be reviewed.  
 
Herman McQuaid, representative of Saint Dunstan’s University, indicated that two years 
ago the proposal was brought to the Police committee and also looked at through Paul 
Johnson’s group. It was suggested that it was a good entrance to use. It would be best 
to have these documents revisited for review. 
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Councillor Rivard asked Mr. Stavert if there is a possibility of reworking the roadway or 
entrance to the property to be along the higher portion of the property. Mr. Stavert 
noted that there have been discussions with the City regarding the access of this 
property and had proposed that the access be located along the higher end of the 
property closer to the tree line but received feedback that services and utility run along 
that area and the site line is worse at that level. There are two streets closer to that 
area and there are more risks of other cars going left and right along that side of the 
street. Other options were looked at but all at Mount Edward Road.  Councillor Rivard 
also asked what the distance between the proposed access and the bypass traffic light 
is. The information is not available at the moment but a comparable image showing the 
proposed access was presented.  
 
Brian Gillis, resident, noted that the sensitive approach to massing and planning of this 
development is positive. Looking at a developer’s perspective and his own perspective, 
he would look at higher density and social mandate targeted at social affordable 
housing. Mr. Gillis also asked if there is a master plan or conceptual land use envisioned 
for the rest of the land across the Confederation Trail. Mr. Stavert deferred the question 
to Mr. McQuaid or Mr. McDougal who would be the best resource to answer this 
question. Mr. Gillis added that since we are dealing with a comprehensive development 
area, there are several complex issues along with it such as access, the entrance into 
the shopping mall that acts as connector between Mount Edward Road and Capital 
Drive or University Avenue. This is a result of lack of future planning. The City needs to 
look at good planning and the overall framework impacts the balance of the land.  
 
Donna Gorveatt, resident, asked if there will be a road beside 247 Mount Edward in the 
future. Mayor Lee responded that there are no plans as this time. 
 
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
 
7. 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) 
This is a request for a site specific exemption in order to construct a five storey mixed-
use building containing retail shops on the first floor, offices on the second floor and a 
total of 14 residential dwelling units on the third to fifth floor of the property located at 
80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) with off-lot parking to be located within the Pownal 
Parkade. The request also includes three variances. Councillor Greg Rivard introduced 
Greg Morrison, PII, to introduce the application. Mr. Bill Chandler, representative of the 
applicant, is also present to provide more information.  
 
The application includes the following:  

1. The first request is a site specific exemption to allow the applicant to apply 
for off-lot parking in the Pownal Parkade for 15 of the required spaces. The 
rest of the required parking spaces, at this time, will be cash in lieu. Off-lot 
parking is not permitted in the current Zoning & Development By-law which 
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was adopted this month; however, was permitted in the previous by-law. The 
applicant is requesting this site specific exemption as they have been 
designing their building under the previous by-law in which it was permitted. 

2. The second request is a variance to reduce the minimum lot frontage 
required to be eligible for a bonus height from 98.4 ft to approximately 76.1 
ft. 

3. The third request is a variance to reduce the minimum side yard stepback for 
the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed building to the Pilot House from 
18.0 ft to approximately 14.33 ft. 

4. The fourth request is a variance to reduce the minimum side yard stepback 
for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed building to MRSB from 18.0 ft 
to approximately 13.0 ft. 

 
The request is to construct a five-storey, mixed-use building on the existing parking lot. 
The proposed building includes a basement with retail space on the main floor, offices 
on the second floor, six (6) residential dwelling units on the third floor, four (4) 
residential dwelling units on the fourth floor, and four (4) residential dwelling units on 
the fifth floor. This application is also subject to the Design Review process and the 
signing of a Development Agreement. Mr. Morrison turned it over to Bill Chandler to 
provide more details of the project. 
 
Mr. Chandler indicated that the property in question is the vacant lot between the Pilot 
House and the MRSB building and is currently used as a parking space. The proposed 
building will have its streetscape lining up with the existing three storey buildings beside 
it. The fourth and fifth floors will have a stepback of about 10 feet. There is a 14.5 feet 
space between the Pilot House and the proposed building and will be constructed of a 
hard surface with landscaping. There is also a plan to move the entrance to the Pownal 
Parkade from the existing entrance to this space. The proposed building will also have a 
connection to the Pownal Parkade. The basement is intended to be storage area for 
files for the legal offices. The main floor will be retail spaces with a common lobby, an 
elevator and two exit stairs. The second floor will be one big office space and the 
developers of this project will be occupying a portion of this space. The third floor will 
be smaller apartments as compared to the apartments at the fourth and fifth floor 
which will have terraces and balconies. The fifth floor will also have roof access.  
 
Mayor Lee asked if it has to go through the variance process and then proceed with the 
design review; Alex Forbes, Planning Manager, confirmed. Mr. Forbes also added that 
without the variances being approved, the Design Review cannot proceed. This also 
deals with a comprehensive development agreement on parking, bonusing and then the 
design review. If the Council will be inclined to support this proposal, the Council will be 
informed of all the components of the application before it proceeds. The developers 
have been working on this project under the old bylaw and the new bylaw is more 
stringent in terms of the parking. This application is considered to be an entire package 
that needs to be decided upon before the project can be approved. Mayor Lee added 



Public Meeting of Council 8 of 8 October 23, 2018 

 

that if this proposed development going to be built on the existing parking then this is 
an opportunity for a building to take place on this. If we are going to develop buildings 
in Charlottetown and require them to provide parking, the development won’t be able 
to happen. Mayor Lee asked how many parking spots are required and Mr. Morrison 
indicated that at this time of the application, they are required to replace the existing 
26 spots and the required parking spots for the application which is a total of 50 
required spaces. Mayor Lee feels that it does not make sense to replace the existing 
parking lots when this development is an opportunity to eliminate what’s 
existing/current. If that is what the Bylaw says, maybe there is a need to revisit the 
Bylaw to encourage development along the downtown area. Mr. Forbes added that this 
will be discussed with the applicant to address this requirement for this application.  
 
Brian Gillis, resident, commented that he has heard the terminology “affordable 
housing” discussed more often and the next step is to do something about it. Mr. Gillis 
asked if the housing units here would be market oriented and what would be the 
square footage of the units. Mr. Chandler confirmed that it is market oriented with the 
smaller units ranging from 700,800 to 1,000 sq.ft. Mr. Gillis also noted that the rents 
would be around the $1200-1400 range and admitted that is not close to the cost of 
affordable housing. Mr. Gillis wanted to make the point known that there is a need to 
balance the equation to mandate inclusionary zoning to have a percentage of the new 
units to be targeted at affordable housing rates. If we are not going to address the 
concern, we are not addressing the current housing problems. Another point is related 
to parking. There have been numerous projects over the past years where cash in lieu 
was used to get projects approved. Mr. Gillis then questioned why we are not building 
parkades from the cash-in-lieu requirements and mandated to act on that. The projects 
become financial instruments to approve it without a backup for the parkades. This 
becomes poor planning and reflects poorly on the governance to those who hold office. 
 
Kenny Martin, resident, agrees with Mr. Gillis about the parking; there is a need to 
balance the parking portion to development. It is great to have development and the 
current proposal is a wonderful concept. Not all people can live downtown but people 
would usually do business downtown and need parking. If we give up parking spaces 
on Grafton Street, it may be concerning to the public. If you allow this practice of giving 
up parking in lieu of a development, we need to look at improving public transit or build 
more parking garages. 
 
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
 
8. Adjournment  
Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard and seconded by Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy that the 
meeting be adjourned.  Meeting concluded at 8:06 PM 



 

 

  
Special Meeting of Council 
Thursday, November 1, 2018 at 5:30 PM 
Council Chambers, City Hall, 199 Queen Street 
 
Mayor Clifford Lee Presiding 
 
Present: Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy   Councillor Melissa Hilton 
  Councillor Greg Rivard  Councillor Jason Coady   
  Councillor Kevin Ramsay   Councillor Eddie Rice 
  Councillor Terry MacLeod          
         
Also:  Peter Kelly, CAO   Scott Messervey, DCAO  
  Richard MacEwen, UM   Tracey McLean, RMC 
              
Regrets: Councillor Terry Bernard  Councillor Mitchell Tweel 
  Councillor Bob Doiron  
 
 
1.  Call to Order 
 Mayor Lee called the meeting to order.   
 
2.  Declarations of Conflict of Interest 
 There were no conflicts declared. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
 Moved by Councillor Kevin Ramsay and Seconded by Councillor Terry MacLeod that the 
 agenda be approved as presented.  Carried. 
 
4. Resolutions & Bylaw Readings 
 
 Moved by Councillor Melissa Hilton 

Seconded by Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy 
 
RESOLVED: 

That the City of Charlottetown approves and accepts the following Financial 
Statements as prepared by management and audited by MRSB for the year 
ended December 31, 2017 (copies attached to this resolution). 

 
 - City of Charlottetown Superannuation Plan 
 - Charlottetown Water & Sewer Corporation Superannuation Plan 
 - Charlottetown Water & Sewer Corporation Financial Statements 

 
CARRIED 7-0 

 
  

DRAFT 
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 Moved by Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy 
 Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
 RESOLVED: 

 That, as per the “Utility Vehicles” tender, Fair Isle Ford Charlottetown be 
 awarded the tender for two (2) vehicles in the amount of $158,966.80 (HST 
 included), 
 
 And that this be expensed out of the 2018/19 Capital Budget, 
 

  And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute    
  standard contracts/agreements to implement this resolution.   

CARRIED 7-0 
 
 Moved by Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy 
 Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
 RESOLVED: 

That per the Request for Quotations on “Snow Clearing of Fire Hydrants, Lift and 
Water Stations”, the following low submissions in regard to hourly rates be accepted 
subject to receipt of required insurance certificates. 
 

Location Contractor  Price/hr (hst included) 
 
Section 1 Landmark   $66.70 
Section 2 Barry Murphy   $69.00 
Section 3 MacKinnon Trucking  $65.26 
Section 4 A&M Snow Removal  $86.25 
Section 5 Landmark   $81.94 
Section 6 Landmark   $81.94 

 
And that this be expensed out of the 2018/19 Operations Budget, 
 
And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute standard 
contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 

CARRIED 7-0 
 

 Moved by Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy 
 Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
 RESOLVED: 

That per the Request for Quotations on “Snow Clearing of Utility Properties”, the low 
submissions in regard to per trip rates be accepted subject to receipt of required 
insurance certificates, 

 

Location Contractor Price/trip (HST Incl.) 

1328 – Brackley 
Pt. Rd – Water 

Tremere Snow 
Removal 

$150.00 
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 And that this be expensed out of the 2018/19 Operating Budget, 
  
 And further that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute 
 standard contracts/agreements to implement this resolution.   

CARRIED 7-0 
 

 Moved by Councillor Terry MacLeod 
 Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
 RESOLVED: 
  That per the Request for Quotations on “Snow Clearing of Municipal Properties”, the  
  following low submissions in regard to Municipal Properties be accepted subject to  
  receipt of required insurance certificates, 
         Season Price (HST included) 
 

Sherwood Civic Bldg       Birt & Mckay Backhoe Services Ltd. $4,400.00 
West Royalty Civic Bldg  Dickieson’s Snow Removal  $3,001.50 
East Royalty Civic Bldg   Birt & Mckay Backhoe Services Ltd. $2,750.00 
Hillsborough Park Civic Bldg W M (1993) Ltd.   $2,472.50 
J E Blanchard Building  Birt & Mckay Backhoe Services Ltd. $1,390.01 
Kirkwood Police Station  Landmark    $5,175.00 

Station & 1 
Hydrant 
178 – Mount 
Edward Road – 
Sherwood Booster 
Station 

Landmark $115.00 

16960 – Rte#2 
Miltonvale Well 
Field & 1 Hydrant 

Landmark $250.00 

614 – Malpeque 
Road – Milton 
Booster Station & 
1 Hydrant 

Landmark $115.00 

588 – Union Rd – 
Water Station & 2 
Hydrants 

Landmark $195.00 

791 – Suffolk Rd. – 
Water Station & 1 
Hydrant 

Landmark $195.00 

18- Riverside Dr – 
Treatment Plant, 
Parking Lot, etc 
and Salting 

M&M Resources $345.00 snow  and 
$143.75 salt 

1 Hydrant on York 
Rd, (in the 
Community of 
York) 

Tremere Snow 
Removal 

$100.00 
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And that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute any standard 
contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 

CARRIED 7-0 
 
 Moved by Councillor Terry MacLeod 
 Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
 RESOLVED: 
  That, per the publicly advertised quote for ‘Request for Proposals for Engineering  
  Services – Harley Street’, the low submission of CBCL Ltd. in the amount of   
  $15,800.00 (plus applicable taxes) be accepted, 
 
  And that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute any standard   
  contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 

CARRIED 7-0 
  
 2nd reading of the Building Code Bylaw – Repeal the existing Building Code Bylaw in 
 its entirety and replace it with the proposed Building Code Bylaw. 
 
 Whereas the City of Charlottetown Building Code Bylaw, Bylaw 2018-12 was read and 
 approved a first time on October 9, 2018; 
  
 Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
 Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
 RESOLVED: 
  That the said Bylaw be read a second time. 

CARRIED 7-0 
   
 Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard 
 Seconded by Councillor Jason Coady 
 
 RESOLVED: 
  That the said Bylaw be approved and adopted. 

CARRIED 7-0 
 
 2nd reading of the Election Bylaw – Amend wording in Part X – Administrative #40 
 Effective Date from Sections 11-17 to Sections 11 & 12 and additional amendment presented 
 as a Bylaw to Amend the City of Charlottetown Election Bylaw, Bylaw #2018-08-A to correct 
 effective dates. 
 
 Moved by Councillor Kevin Ramsay 
 Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton 
 
 RESOLVED: 
  That the City of Charlottetown Election Bylaw be further amended as noted on the  
  attached amending bylaw #2018-08-A and be read a second time and that the said  
  Bylaw be now adopted. 

CARRIED 7-0 
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5. Adjournment 
 Moved by Councillor Eddie Rice and Seconded by Councillor Melissa Hilton that the meeting 
 be adjourned.  Carried. 
 
 
 
 
The meeting concluded at 6:00 PM 



 
 

 PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE 
REPORT TO COUNCIL 

November 13, 2018 
 
The Planning & Heritage Committee did not meet in November; therefore there are no minutes in your 
package. 
 
The Planning Board met on Monday, October 31, 2018 and Wednesday, November 7, 2018; copies of the 
Planning Board Report and the minutes are included in your package.   
 
There are six (6) resolutions to be put forward:  

1. 261 Brackley Point Road (PID # 704544): Discretionary use variance to legalize the conversion 
of existing motel into apartment units 

2. Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) & Mount Edward Road (PID #492405): Rezoning, lot 
consolidation/subdivision and CDA amendment. 

3. 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265): Site specific amendment to allow off-lot parking which 
includes three (3) variances 

4. Property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID #625574): Zone the property to 
Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to designate the same property as Residential on 
Appendix A of the Official Plan 

5. 17 Ralden Ave (PID #397083): Temporary use variance to allow Chapman Bros Snow Removal 
to operate during the snow season 

6. 29 Forest Drive (PID #791913): Request for reconsideration to operate a home occupation (i.e., 
acupuncture & Chinese medicine business) 

7. Zoning & Development By-law - Section 5.2.15 and Section 5.13.3: Changes to the Signage 
Bylaw in reference to the resolution approved by Council on October 9, 2018 

 
The Heritage Board met on Tuesday, October 30, 2018; copies of the Heritage Board report and the minutes 
are included in your package.  
 
There are no resolutions to put forward.  

 
The Design Review Board met on Tuesday, October 30, 2018; copies of the Heritage Board report and the 
minutes are included in your package.  
 
There are no resolutions to put forward.  
 
Reading Papers 
 
First Readings: 

1. Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) & Mount Edward Road (PID #492405): Rezoning, lot 
consolidation/subdivision and CDA amendment 





PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE – PLANNING BOARD 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 31, 2018 
12:00 P.M. 
 
Present: Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair 

Councillor Terry MacLeod, Vice-Chair  
Councillor Jason Coady 
David Archer, RM 
Karolyn Walsh, RM 
Lea MacDonald, RM 
Lynn MacLaren, RM 
Pat Langhorne, RM 
 

Roger Doiron, RM 
Ron Coles, RM 
Alex Forbes PHM 
Greg Morrison, PII  
Robert Zilke, PII  
Ellen Faye Ganga, PH IA/AA 

Regrets: Loanne MacKay, RM 
Kate Marshall, RM 

Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII  
 

   
1. Call to Order  
Councillor Rivard called the meeting to order at 12:01 pm.  
 
2. Declaration of Conflicts 
Councillor Rivard asked if there are any conflicts and there being none, moved to the approval of 
the agenda. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Moved by Karolyn Walsh, RM, and seconded by Councilor Terry MacLeod, that the 
agenda for Wednesday, October 31, 2018 be approved. 

 CARRIED 
 

4. Adoption of Minutes 
Moved by Karolyn Walsh, RM, and seconded by Councilor Terry MacLeod, that the 
minutes of the meeting on Monday, October 1, 2018, be approved. 

 CARRIED 
 
5. Business arising from Minutes 
There was no business arising from minutes. 

 
6. Property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID #625574) 
This is an application to zone the property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID 
#625574) to Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to designate the same property as 
Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan. Robert Zilke, PII, presented the application. See 
attached report. 
 
At the public meeting on October 23, 2018, Mr. Bill Watters, applicant/owner, spoke to his 
application. There were no public feedback received at the public meeting nor did we receive any 
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formal objection in relation to this application. Staff recommendation is to approve this 
application.  
 
Councillor Jason Coady noted that while there was no feedback at the time of the public hearing, 
he has received calls from people around the neighbourhood who are curious about what is going 
to be built on this property. It is also known to them that there was a previous application from 
Mr. Watters to build a large garage to house his recreational vehicle. Mr. Coady asked if site 
plans have been provided to further understand what will be put on this property.  Alex Forbes, 
PHM, responded that the property is considered as a standard lot and if the applicant applies to 
build a house and add a garage to it, it needs to adhere to the Bylaw and will have to provide a 
detailed site plan. At this time, there are no applications or plans, or he may even sell it in the 
future. Mr. Forbes added that this application could likely proceed further without a site plan 
unless other Staff can provide additional information. Robert Zilke added that he has initially 
spoken with the applicant about his plans of building a single family dwelling with an attached 
garage but prior to the public hearing, the applicant mentioned that he intends to preserve the 
yard space for now. At this point, there are no plans to build anything but in case he does, he will 
definitely need to apply for a permit.  
 
Pat Langhorne, RM, clarified that if the property was rezoned to R-1, a big garage cannot be 
built. Councillor Rivard commented that he can build a house and a large garage as part of the 
house, but he cannot build the oversized stand-alone garage he previously planned to construct. 
As of right, he should be able to build a large garage within the regulations because he has a very 
large lot. Robert Zilke confirmed Mr. Rivard’s comments and if the applicant will be building an 
attached garage, there are no restrictions to the size but will be confined to the setback 
requirements of the R-1 zone. If a variance will be required at that time, the applicant will have 
to come back to the board for approval.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked if it is possible to defer the application until the applicant is able to 
provide us with plans of what he intends to build. A deferral would allow the Board to clarify 
with the applicant his intent with regard to the size of the garage.  This important is important in 
light of the previous application that was submitted a few months ago with the applicant 
requesting to build a stand-alone garage which was not supported. Mr. Forbes responded that 
since the lot meets all of the subdivision requirements, he questioned whether deferring this 
application was necessary. He mentioned that if this application is approved, Staff is comfortable 
that the concerns of the neighbours can be addressed when he applies for a building permit. At 
this time, there is no confirmation that the applicant may or may not build a building on this lot. 
Mr. Rivard again noted that once this is zoned, he can build a home as of right. Mr. Forbes 
confirmed that he can build a home as of right, the same as any other neighbor or applicant in 
this area without having to go to the Board for approval.  
 
Pat Langhorne, RM, also asked if the applicant can build a large garage and put an apartment on 
top in an R-1 zone. Mr. Forbes noted that this application is to zone a lot that is a former right of 
way. The previous application was not supported by staff but the current application is being 
supported because the lot is large enough to accommodate the requirements of the R-1 zone. The 
applicant may be asked to come back but he has no plans at this time. We can ask Staff to 
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contact applicant to define his short or long term plan and then let council decide. Councillor 
Rivard also asked if there are restrictions on living space and garage. Greg Morrison, PII, 
commented that unless there are building code restrictions to the living area minimum size but 
not on the maximum garage size  
 
Lea MacDonald, RM, asked if it will be as of right to build all garage on lower level and house 
on top and that there are no restrictions in doing so. Mr. Forbes responded that there are no 
restrictions on the garage being located entirely on ground level and this same situation applies 
to everyone. Also, when building a house, people also take into account the resale value of the 
property and building very large garages attached to a detached house may affect property value. 
 
Lynn MacLaren, RM, clarified the earlier statement that the applicant does not have drawings at 
this time and questioned whether the Board can request plans from the applicant. Mr. Forbes 
responded that we can ask for drawings or plans from the applicant. Notwithstanding, we create 
numerous vacant lots in the City and we don’t ask the owners what the plans are for the vacant 
lot until the time of building permit application. Councillor Rivard commented that the reason 
why all these questions are being asked is because the applicant came in, not more than four 
months ago to build a very large garage which was not supported. Hence, the intent is known and 
this new application may just be a potential workaround to build his plans. Mr. Zilke added that 
the new Bylaw (2018-11) states that drawings or site plans may be requested for applications for 
amendments. Mr. Forbes noted that we can defer the application and ask the applicant to attend a 
future meeting and respond to the various questions.  
 
Councillor Terry MacLeod clarified that the original application was rejected because it was to 
build an oversized garage. If this application is then approved, then the applicant will be able to 
have the option of building what we initially didn’t want him to do because a garage is 
considered to be part of a residential structure. Mr. Forbes then noted that the first application 
was for a standalone garage. In order to build a garage, a house or a dwelling is required. Mr. 
Zilke also added that if he wants to build a garage, then the applicant would have to construct a 
dwelling first before he can build a detached garage or an attached garage.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Lynn MacLaren, RM, and seconded by Roger Doiron, RM, that the request to 
zone the subject property identified as (PID #1073634) to Single-Detached Residential (R-
1L) Zone and to designate the same property as Residential on Appendix A of the Official 
Plan, be deferred until the applicant provides additional information regarding the 
proposed application. 

CARRIED 
  
7. 101 Oak Drive (PID #452748) 
This application is a request to rezone the property at 101 Oak Drive (PID # 452748) from 
Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone. The 
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property is located in the corner of Oak Drive and Doncaster Ave. Alex Forbes, PHM, presented 
the application. See attached report. 
 
A public meeting was held on October 23, 2018 and a representative of the applicant presented 
the plans for the property. At that time, the plans are not very clear since a site plan was not 
provided. The application is requesting permission to build a semi-detached dwelling.  This 
application has raised concerns in the area because it is perceived to be a spot rezoning which 
will introduce a new residential housing type in the area. A petition to oppose the application 
was sent to the Planning Department.  In light of the lack of information provided at this time 
and the fact that the property requires a rezoning, Staff is not prepared to support it at this time. 
A day before the scheduled Planning Board meeting, the applicant has requested to defer this 
application to the December meeting to be able to provide more details of how the application 
relating to site plan and building design.  
 
Councillor Rivard confirmed that this already went to a public consultation and that this 
application can no longer be withdrawn. Mr. Forbes confirmed that the application can no longer 
be withdrawn without Council approval, but the applicant is just requesting to defer to the next 
Planning Board meeting.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Roger Doiron, RM, and seconded by Karolyn Walsh, RM, that the request to 
amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning and Development Bylaw from the 
Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone in 
order to rezone the property located at 101 Oak Drive (PID # 452748), be deferred until the 
applicant provides more details of the proposed development.   

CARRIED 
 
8. 261 Brackley Point Road (PID #704544)  
This is a request for a discretionary use variance to legalize the conversion of the existing motel 
into apartment units for the property at 261 Brackley Point Road (PID # 704544). Robert Zilke, 
PII, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
This application is considered under the previous zoning bylaw to allow discretionary uses to 
convert a previous motel to a 16 unit apartment building to provide long term rentals. There are 
no changes in the original layout of the former Princess Motel. The property is zoned as M-3 
Business Park Industrial which allows for non-intensive industrial uses (i.e. offices, retail sales, 
and hotel) and is more conducive to a residential use. It should be noted though that three (3) 
objections from adjacent properties were received and the concerns were once this is switched to 
long term residential use, the possibility of receiving future complaints that may negatively 
impact the operations of current industrial type businesses within the area. Superior Propane 
mentioned in their letter that they have large trucks that drive in an out of their sites at different 
hours and they don’t want to limit their existing operations once the long term rentals are 
approved. If this application is approved, there are conditions that have to be met by the 
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applicants as well. Site assessments were done by Fundy Engineering in 2011 and as part of the 
report, it was noted that the motel was converted to apartments between the years 2006-2008. 
However, none of the work was done with a building permit.  
 
Lea MacDonald, RM, clarified that the basis of this approval would be the conditions outlined in 
this application. Robert Zilke confirmed and read out the summary of the conditions stated. 
Councillor Rivard raised a concern referring back to the 50 affordable housing units along 
Sherwood Road which was not supported at that time, and now we are looking at an application 
similar to it. Robert Zilke responded that the Sherwood Road application is surrounded by 
existing heavier industrial uses (i.e. heavy equipment, auto repair construction outfits) and the 
area is more industrial in nature. The current application is a pre-existing building that is 
currently being rented out to about 25-28 tenants. The neighbouring businesses along the area 
would be more of light industrial and office type businesses. Councillor Rivard noted to make 
sure that we have this argument noted in case this application is questioned in relation to 
Sherwood Road.  
 
Karolyn Walsh, RM, asked if the current apartments are being rented for long term use during 
the winter months. Robert Zilke responded that the apartments are being rented for long term 
rentals already.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Lea MacDonald, RM, and seconded by Pat Langhorne, RM, that the request for 
a discretionary use variance for the property at 261 Brackley Point Road (PID #704544), be 
approved with the following conditions: 

1. That the owner completes the following:  
a. The owner applies for a building permit for the completed work done 

back in 2006 and 2008, when the motel suites were converted to 
apartment rental units; 

b. That the 2011 Environmental Site Assessment report conducted by 
Fundy Engineering & Consulting Environmental Ltd. be submitted to the 
Planning & Heritage Department for review;  

c. Enter into Development Agreement with the following conditions: 
i. That the existing apartment building cannot be enlarged or be 

increased in occupancy;  
ii. That the free standing sign along the front of the site be removed; and 

iii. That the owner ensures that site drainage is compliant with the 
Zoning and Development By-law 2018-11. 

CARRIED 
 
9. Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) & Mount Edward Road (PID #492405) 
This is an application to rezone a portion of the property located at Mount Edward Road (PID 
#390740) and the property at Mount Edward Road (PID #492405) from the Low Density 
Residential (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) Zone. This application 
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also includes lot consolidation and approval of a Development Concept Plan for the above-
mentioned properties. Greg Morrison, PII, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
This application is to build a total of 143 units in two phases. A public meeting was held on 
October 23, 2018 and at the public meeting, most of the discussions were related to traffic and 
access along Mount Edward Road. Residents felt that the proposed access directly across Fern 
Garden Drive is a dangerous location due to the hill or slope of the road. After the public 
meeting, staff reviewed previous records that indicate that staff met with Public Works 
previously, with attendance from the Province and the Police Department, and that the access 
across Fern Garden Drive was identified as an acceptable access point for a new intersection at 
this location. Paul Johnston, Manager of Public Works at that time, recommended that a traffic 
study be obtained to ensure that the proposed access can be accommodated. Staff discussed this 
with the applicant and the applicants are willing to undergo the traffic study. Staff 
recommendation is to approve the application with this requirement to be included in the 
required Development Agreement.  
 
Lea MacDonald, RM, confirmed that a traffic study will be required for this application and Mr. 
Morrison confirmed that if this application is approved, the condition to conduct a traffic study 
will be required. 
 
Ron Coles, RM, asked if the traffic study will include all the road connections including the 
future use of the property. Mr. Forbes commented that he has spoken with the Chief of the Police 
Department and the Chief feels that a traffic engineer needs to look at the situation to indicate the 
impacts associated with opening the balance of the applicants land on the opposite side of the 
trail on the proposed street connection to Mount Edward Road. At this point, it is uncertain as to 
how the other parcels of the land on the interior of this property will be developed in the future. 
Aaron Stavert, representative of the applicant, added that there have been numerous 
conversations with adjacent land owners about trying to have a road parallel to the trail and back 
to the Towers road which provides access to the shopping mall. There are also a number of 
conversations with other developers about land access in trying to develop the land adjacent to 
their holdings. These conversations are continuously happening and the church is trying to 
negotiate among owners across multiple properties. The applicants (St. Dunstan’s) are willing 
and prepared to study the access across the rest of the property.  Mr. Forbes also noted that it is 
the Church’s interest to develop the general design of the internal roadway in advance of future 
development to assist in the longer term planning for the remaining land locked parcels. Traffic 
calming measures could also be reviewed to ensure that traffic through this phase of residential 
development could be managed appropriately. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Lea MacDonald, RM, and seconded by Karolyn Walsh, RM, that the request to: 

1. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low 
Density Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for a 



Planning Board Meeting 
October 31, 2018 
Page 7 of 8 
 

DRAFT UNTIL REVIEWED BY COMMITTEE 
 

portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), be 
approved; 

2. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the 
Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development 
Area (CDA) Zone for a portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road 
(PID #390740), be approved; 

3. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low 
Density Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for the 
property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), be approved; 

4. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the 
Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development 
Area (CDA) Zone for the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), 
be approved; 

5. Consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID 
#390740) with the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), be 
approved subject to the receipt of final pinned survey plans; and 

6. Amend Appendix “G” – Comprehensive Development Area Lands and Uses of the 
Zoning & Development By-law from allowing a residential building on the street 
with the back portion vacant to 143 residential dwelling units on 5.05 acres of the 
property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), be approved, subject to 
the approval of the Development Concept Plan, Design Review approval, the 
submission of a traffic study and the signing of a Development Agreement. 

CARRIED 
 
10. 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) 
This is a request for a site specific exemption to construct a five (5) storey mixed-use building in 
the existing parking lot located at 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265). The proposal includes a 
basement, retail shops on the main floor, offices on the second floor and three storeys of 
residential dwellings for a total of 14 dwelling units. Greg Morrison, PII, presented the 
application. See attached report. 
 
The site specific exemption also includes the following three (3) variances: 

1. Reducing the minimum lot frontage required to be eligible for a bonus height from 
98.4 ft to approximately 76.1 ft; 

2. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 
proposed building to 70 Grafton Street (PID #340273) from 18.0 ft to approximately 
14.33 ft;  and 

3. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 
proposed building to 137 Queen Street (PID #340257) from 18.0 ft to approximately 
13.0 ft. 

 
A public meeting was held on October 23, 2018 and the discussions surrounded parking. Among 
the discussion was whether the existing parking spaces where the building will be erected should 
be included in computation of the required off lot parking and cash in lieu. The applicant has 
approached CADC and has agreed to provide 15 parking spaces at the Pownal Parkade. The 
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remaining required parking spaces will be then required to be paid as cash-in-lieu. If this 
application is approved, it will still be required to go through Design Review, signing of a 
Development Agreement, bonus height and parking arrangements. Staff recommendation is to 
approve this application.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Karolyn Walsh, RM, and seconded by Pat Langhorne, RM, to approve the 
request to obtain a site specific exemption of the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood 
(DMUN) Zone of the Zoning & Development By-law as it pertains to 80 Grafton Street 
(PID #340265) in order to construct a five (5) storey mixed-use development and allow the 
applicant to enter into an agreement with the City to provide fifteen of the required 
parking spaces off-lot in the Pownal Parkade (100 Pownal Street, PID #340414) for a 
period of not less than 10, be approved, subject to: 

1. Design Review approval; and  
2. The signing of a Development Agreement.  

 
The site specific exemption also includes the following three (3) variances: 

1. Reducing the minimum lot frontage required to be eligible for a bonus height 
from 98.4 ft to approximately 76.1 ft; 

2. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 
proposed building to 70 Grafton Street (PID #340273) from 18.0 ft to 
approximately 14.33 ft; and 

3. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 
proposed building to 137 Queen Street (PID #340257) from 18.0 ft to 
approximately 13.0 ft. 

CARRIED 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:38 p.m. 
 
 
__________________________ 
Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair 
 



PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE – PLANNING BOARD 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 7, 2018 
12:00 P.M. 
 
Present: Councillor Terry MacLeod, Vice-Chair  

Councillor Jason Coady 
David Archer, RM 
Karolyn Walsh, RM 
Lea MacDonald, RM 
Lynn MacLaren, RM 
Pat Langhorne, RM 
Loanne MacKay, RM 
 

Roger Doiron, RM 
Ron Coles, RM 
Alex Forbes PHM 
Greg Morrison, PII  
Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII  
Robert Zilke, PII  
Ellen Faye Ganga, PH IA/AA 

Regrets: Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair 
Kate Marshall, RM 

 
 

   
1. Call to Order  
Councillor MacLeod called the meeting to order at 12:01pm.  
 
2. Declaration of Conflicts 
Councillor MacLeod asked if there are any conflicts and there being none, moved to the approval 
of the agenda. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Moved and seconded that the agenda for Wednesday, November 7, 2018 be approved. 

 CARRIED 
 

4. Property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID #625574) 
This is an application to zone the property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID 
#625574) to Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to designate the same property as 
Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan. Robert Zilke, PII, presented the application. See 
attached report. 
 
The applicant purchased the lot which was a public right of way and is currently looking to zone 
the property as R-1L, which is the same zone as the majority of the neighbourhood. Bill Watters 
is present to speak to his application.  
 
Bill Watters, applicant, presented the property and mentioned that the vacant portion at the back 
of his current property is an existing residential piece and does not plan to build anything on this 
side of the property. Instead, he intends to keep the existing flower beds and timbers along that 
area and continue with the beautification for it. Councillor MacLeod asked for questions and the 
following is a summary of the discussion: 
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Questions/Comments: Bill Watter’s response Staff’s response 
Pat Langhorne, RM: Who 
owns the area at the back and 
what’s behind the vacant 
property in question? 

I own the whole area including the 
existing home in front which is my 
current home. The back property also 
used to be a public right of way that was 
likewise bought by the owner of the 
adjacent property. I have an existing 
fence and the adjacent owner is also 
asking how he can build a fence along 
his property as well. 

 

Lynn MacLaren, RM: What is 
the height of the garage you 
are planning to build on to 
your house? 

I plan to build a small home with a 
garage. Earlier presentation showed 
pictures of the RV and put those inside 
the garage. I do not plan to put a 
driveway, and will all be grass, putting 
flower beds in the area so in a couple 
years, you won’t even see the front end 
of the property.  

 

Pat Langhorne, RM: Is the 
garage going to be separate to 
the house? 

No, it will be attached at the back of the 
property 

 

Lea MacDonald, RM: There’s 
no difference from building a 
garage with an upstairs or 
same as two storey garage 

It will be a two storey house and the 
garage limit will be about 18-20 feet in 
height. 

 

Roger Doiron, RM:  
- Are you building on to the 

house or a separate 
building?  

- How big will the 
garage/building be?  
 

- Will this be rented out? 
 
- Will the upstairs be 30x18 

as well? 
 
 
 
 

- Your Concept is 30x18 in 
size? 

 
- It will be a separate building on the 

lot since I own two lots.  
 

- The variance to the garage will be 
30x18 with two storey living quarters 
in the back.  

- I hope to make it a rental or my 
wife’s parents may live in it.  

- It will be a pen concept at the back – 
with kitchen & living room; upstairs 
with a loft, bedroom, closet and 
bathroom. There are no presentations 
at the moment for the design. 

- It will be 30x60 feet deep (1800 sq. 
ft) where the allowable garage size 
outside the home would be 1200 
With the apartment building at the 
back, I can rent it out (to a gardener). 
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Lynn MacLaren, RM: Just a 
clarification because this is a 
little confusing. A month ago, 
there was an application for a 
separate building. Last week, 
it was an application for an 
attached garage and today, it 
is a house with a garage. 
There are a lot of changes but 
no drawings have been 
presented. We would like to 
see something presented. 

This spring, I had a formal meeting and 
asked all the questions about building the 
structure. I have applied to build a garage 
but was turned down. I found out that the 
property is not zoned as R-1. At this 
point, my application is just to request to 
have this property properly zoned.  
 
Mr. Watters mentioned that he has 
spoken to Planning Staff about the 
proposals of building a garage and that 
he has an existing accessory structure of 
600 sq.ft which will be deducted from his 
allowable 1200sqft. Mr. Watters also 
mentioned about building an attached 
garage which doesn’t have a maximum 
size, but cannot face the street.  
 
Mr. Watters then mentioned that at this 
point, all he wants is to have the 
property zoned and at the time when he 
wants to build on to the property, he will 
be in will all the required drawings 
necessary. 
 

Councillor 
MacLeod then 
requested Robert 
Zilke to expound on 
what Mr. Watters 
can build on an R-1 
zone.  
 
Robert Zilke 
explained that if 
Mr. Watters would 
obtain the R-1 zone, 
he would be able to 
construct a dwelling 
unit with an 
attached garage. 
This will then have 
to go through the 
building permit 
application process 
to review setback 
requirements. If it 
does not meet the 
requirements, it will 
then require for a 
variance and will 
come back to the 
board for review.  

Pat Langhorne, RM:  
- Is the garage size going to 

be bigger than the living 
space?  

- Where on the lot are you 
planning to build it. 
 
 

- You are planning to build 
a garage to put your RV 
and you are adding a 
living space so you can 
build the garage? Where 
will the driveway be? 

 
- Yes, that is correct.  

 
 

- It will be along the note where it says 
Parcel B (as shown on the survey 
plan attached to the report) and it 
will be set back as far from the front 

- Yes. The driveway will be along my 
existing driveway. Ms. Langhorne 
commented that this will mean 
driving through the timber/trees. 

 

 
Lea MacDonald, RM, then commented that this application is only for a recommendation to go 
to a public consultation and so these questions can be addressed at the public meeting. Mr. 
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Watters noted that the public meeting was done and that there were no comments from the 
residents/neighbours. Robert Zilke then clarified and corrected the report and that the 
recommendation to Council for approval of the request to zone the property.  
 
Pat Langhorne, RM, commented that his plans to build a huge garage attached to a home and 
what you see from the front is the garage, including the explanation of how the driveway will be 
is not suitable to the neighbourhood.  
 
Councillor MacLeod then requested if the application can be focused on the request to zone the 
property and then the Planning Staff can look at the design or the plans when the applicant then 
decides to build it.  
 
Councillor MacLeod asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the 
following resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Lea MacDonald, RM, and seconded by Councillor Jason Coady, RM, that the 
request to zone the subject property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID 
#625574) to Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to designate the same property 
as Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan, be approved. 

CARRIED 
(5-3) 

  
5. 17 Ralden Avenue  (PID #397083) 
This application is a request for a temporary use variance to the property located at 17 Ralden 
Avenue (PID #397083). The property is located in the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone. 
Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
Creed’s Petroleum has historically operated from 17 Ralden Avenue as a legal non-conforming 
use in the R-2 Zone but has since closed as of December 2017. Since Creed’s Petroleum 
discontinued their use for a period of six (6) consecutive months, only the uses allowed in the R-
2 Zone are permitted on this property, which are single detached and semi-detached dwellings. 
Chapman Bros Snow Removal moved into 17 Ralden Avenue to operate their snow clearing 
business well after the 6 month period after Creeds closure. Therefore, the property reverted back 
to the current zoning.  
 
An application was before the Board last year for a temporary use for this property and was 
approved at that time to operate from January to May 2018 with the condition that they are to 
find another site for future operations. Chapman brothers have contended that they made several 
attempts to secure another location for their snow removal business.  However, the property that 
they did secure a rental agreement on fell through as the property was sold. Therefore, they have 
submitted another application for a temporary use for the 2018/2019 season.    
 
A variance letter was sent to residents within 100 meters of the site advising them of the 
application for a temporary use.  One letter in support and four letters of opposition were 
received in response to the mail out. Concerns of opposition were: the impact of heavy truck 
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traffic on the newly paved road, noise and pollution from truck traffic and equipment on the site, 
the building is an eyesore, safety for residents and children in the area and the previous approval 
was for 4 months only and a new site was to be found by Chapmans. 
 
Staff feels this type of operation is better suited in an industrial area and that the proposed 
property is now transitioning back to residential. However, Chapman Brothers noted that they 
provide essential service to the City and that they are required to remove snow within 66 
kilometers in the north east area of the City. The staff recommendation is to reject the 
application. 
 
JP Robison, resident, spoke in opposition to Chapman’s operations and described what he has 
observed while they were operating in that area. He said Ralden Avenue used to be a dead end 
road but has since opened up and serves as an artery to leave Sherwood. The road width is 
notably narrow and the sizes of the trucks for snow removal operations are quite large. The area 
is considered residential and there are children living very close to the Creed site. Stop signs 
have been replaced several times because trucks have backed over them.  This is a residential 
area therefore it is not the right location for this business. In order to restore that property to 
green space, environmental tests need to be done because of the operations that have been 
performed there. The road along Rockcliffe Ave is an emergency access only.  
 
Lea MacDonald, RM, asked if Mr. Robison would know how many children under the age of 15 
would be within a 200 ft. radius of the site.  Mr. Robison responded around 20 to 25. Stone Park 
is right behind the site. School buses drive around that area to pick up children for school. 
Loanne MacKay, RM, asked how long since he purchased the property.  Mr. Robison noted a 
little over a year.  He built the property himself with the understanding that Creeds would no 
longer operate from that site. Mr. MacDonald also commented that when backing a loader, it 
would require about 10-15 ft. for the operator to see a child behind a machine. It’s very hard to 
see a child in that area with the size of the roads. Mr. MacDonald noted that he sympathizes both 
with residents and also with the Chapmans because at this point, there is no space for them to 
locate their business. Mr. MacDonald recommended that it may be an option to allow it for one 
more year with the condition no more approvals. Mr. Robison commented that he is only one of 
the many residents in that area who is concerned about Chapmans operating in their 
neighbourhood.   
 
Lynn MacLaren, RM, commented that the Chapmans have the right to operate snow equipment 
at any time of the day because they are considered an essential service under their contract with 
the City. Therefore, if there is a storm, they have no restrictions as they have to clear snow at all 
hours of the day and night. Mr. Robison agreed with Ms. MacLaren that they are required to 
clear the snow.  However, most neighbourhoods do not have 20 snow plows leaving a specific 
property.  He feels that his neighbourhood is the wrong place for an industrial use.  Ms. McLaren 
stated that Chapmans are based in Souris and if they don’t find a space, they would have to drive 
from Souris to clear the streets. Mr. Robison commented that the City has other contracts for 
snow removal and that they can probably provide service to the City if the Chapman Brothers are 
not able to. Ms. MacLaren noted that other contractors may be more costly than Chapman 
Brothers.  
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Roger Doiron, RM, commented that he clearly remembers the resolution passed earlier this year 
included a requirement that Chapmans need to secure a different location for the 2018/2019 
snow season to operate their business. It seems that they are dragging their heels at this point. If 
they look around the City, there are a lot of vacant properties such as the area behind Brackley 
Point Road or other industrial areas. It is not proper to operate this kind of business in a 
residential area and I am against them operating in this area.  
 
Loanne MacKay, RM, also commented that there was a previous application being proposed 
along Sherwood Road and members of the Board commented that it was for the asphalt plant. 
Ms. Mackay clarified that they were also intending to use that as storage for their snow clearing 
machines.  She indicated they could have still located it there even though the application to 
build an asphalt plant was turned down.  
 
Councillor MacLeod asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the 
following resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Lea MacDonald, RM, and seconded by Roger Doiron, RM, that the request for a 
temporary use variance to the property located at 17 Ralden Avenue (PID #397083) to 
permit Chapman Bros Snow Removal to operate from December 2018 until May 2019, be 
rejected.  

CARRIED 
 
6. 29 Forest Drive (PID #791913)  
This is a request for reconsideration regarding an application for a home occupation for 
acupuncture and Chinese medicine business out of an existing single detached dwelling at 29 
Forest Drive (PID #791913). Robert Zilke, PII, presented the application. See attached report. 
The applicant has indicated that the criteria they are applying for Reconsideration under is new 
material facts or evidence not available at the time of the initial order or decision have come to 
light. The new material facts submitted are financial statements and medical correspondence that 
attests to the applicant’s plea for hardship.  Staff noted that this type of plea goes beyond land 
use analysis and the applicants did reference these hardships during the initial application.  It was 
noted that if the applicant applied for reconsideration under another criteria being; a material 
change of circumstances has occurred since the initial order or decision. Since the initial 
application, a new Zoning & Development By-law 2018-11 has been adopted.  The new ZBL 
permits for as-of-right home occupation, as particular use that is permitted is a Health and 
Wellness service.      
 
This application was before the board on October 1, 2018 for the application. Staff felt that it 
was a use that is not within the character of the neighbourhood and recommended for rejection. 
The Planning Board made a motion to recommend to Council for approval; however, Council 
rejected the application at the October 9, 2018 meeting. The applicant has since then applied to 
reconsider the application based on financial and health hardships as their primary intent of 
having the home occupation application.  
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This type of home occupation is more fitting to the definition of a medical office due to the 
practice and operation and not towards a health and wellness service which is considered to be an 
as-of-right use in the new Bylaw. Staff recommendation is to reject this application for 
reconsideration due to the fact that the purpose/reason of the applicant of having this type of 
home occupation in a residential neighbourhood does not align with the land use planning of the 
City. 
 
Lea MacDonald, RM, asked if the applicants can change their application after a year under the 
health and wellness definition. Robert Zilke, PII, confirmed that if the applicant changes their 
application substantially, they can reapply for a permit for health and wellness service but they 
would need to wait at least a year if they wanted to reapply for the original request. However, it 
would still have to meet the definitions of a health and wellness service. Alex Forbes, PHM, 
added that at this point, health and wellness is not clearly defined for as-of-right use in a 
residential area and is currently considered a permitted use only for commercial zones.  As the 
new zoning bylaw is enhanced, a clearer definition of health and wellness will be addressed but 
at this point, it does not change staff’s opinion and recommendation for this application 
especially with the rationale of the application focused on financial and health hardship, which is 
beyond the scope of land use planning. 
 
Loanne MacKay, RM, asked if this application is for a service and not an office and by the 
definition that’s available, it is considered a service. Mr. Forbes responded that the application 
does not meet the definitions of a doctor’s office and again is more towards health and wellness 
where they do massages and other types of therapies, and again, this does not fall under allowed 
uses. Karol Walsh, RM, noted that during the last meeting this application was in, the applicant 
noted that her husband is usually in China and that the business will be operated mostly by her 
and his husband supporting when he is in the City. Also it was noted that the applicant doesn’t 
know how to drive and this may be a concern if something happened there.  
 
Councillor MacLeod asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the 
following resolution was put forward: 
 
That the request for reconsideration of a previous application to operate a home 
occupation (i.e., acupuncture & Chinese medicine business) from the property located at 29 
Forest Drive (PID #791913), be rejected.  

CARRIED 
 
7. New Business  
 
Councillor MacLeod asked for any businesses or updates for the board.  
 
Alex Forbes, PHM, updated the Board that he is not sure if today is the last board meeting for the 
year. But depending on the number of applications, Staff will inform the Board should there be a 
meeting before the end of 2018. If this is the last meeting for the board, Mr. Forbes, on behalf of 
the whole staff, thanked the board for the support in 2018. Lynn MacLaren, RM, also added that 
she has been a part of the board for 15 years and she thanked everyone as this will most likely be 
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her last board meeting unless there would still be one in December 2018. Councillor MacLeod, 
on behalf of Councillor Rivard and Councillor Coady, also thanked the Staff and the Board for 
this year’s support.  
 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:57 p.m. 
 
 
__________________________ 
Councillor Terry MacLeod, Vice-Chair 



 

 
Public Meeting of Council 
Tuesday, October 23, 2018 
Georgian Ballroom & Terrace, Rodd Charlottetown Hotel 
75 Kent Street 
 
Mayor Clifford Lee Presiding 

 
Present:  

Mayor Clifford Lee 

Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy 

Councillor Kevin Ramsay 

Councillor Terry MacLeod 

Councillor Melissa Hilton 

Councillor Greg Rivard  

Councillor Jason Coady 

 

Also:  

Alex Forbes, PHM  

Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII 

Greg Morrison, PII 

 

Robert Zilke, PII 

Ellen Faye Ganga, PH IO/AA 

 

Regrets: 
Councillor Robert Doiron 

Councillor Terry Bernard 

Councillor Mitchell Tweel 

Councillor Eddie Rice 

Peter Kelly, CAO 

 
1. Call to Order 
Mayor Clifford Lee called the meeting to order at 7:04 pm. 
 
2. Declarations of Conflict of Interest 
There were no declarations of conflict.  

 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Mayor Clifford Lee opened the meeting, introduced the members of the Council and the 
purpose of the meeting. Mayor Clifford Lee turned the meeting over to Councillor 
Rivard, Chair of Planning Board who introduced the application.  
 
4. Property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID #625574) 
This is a request to zone the property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive 
(PID #625574) to Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to designate the same 
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property as Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan. The purpose of this zoning 
amendment is to allow the owner to develop the property for residential purposes. 
Councillor Greg Rivard introduced Robert Zilke, PII, to present this application. The 
applicant, Mr. Bill Watters is also present to speak on behalf of his application. 
 
The subject property was previously a public right of way connecting to Belgrave Drive. 
It was determined by the developer (Gardiner Realty) that this right of way would not 
be developed and as a result was sold. The property was sold to Mr. Watters who is 
looking for the planning permission to establish a building lot for Single Detached 
Residential (R-1) Zone. The lot size is 0.42 acres (1,697 sq. m.) with a lot frontage of 
94 ft. (28.7 m.). The R-1 zone’s minimum lot requirement is 696 sq. m. and 22m (72 
ft.) frontage. The lot complies with the R-1L zone minimum requirements. Mr. Watters 
was present to explain his application and answer any further questions. 
 
Mr. Watters indicated that his objective is to improve the whole back area of his 
property. He owns the front lots where his house is currently located. A portion of the 
subject property is heavily timbered and he has no intentions of cutting it down. The 
back of his property would be a mix of grass area and flower beds which the 
neighbours around the area would be able to view from their decks. This view provides 
privacy rather than looking into another home.   It is his objective to make the area 
look nice for him and for the neighbours. At the time the lot was purchased, it was his 
understanding that the lot would be zoned to allow him to develop the property. 
However, this was not the case. The current application then is to zone this property to 
the R-1L zone. 
 
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
 
5. 101 Oak Drive (PID #452748) 
This is a request to amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning and Development 
Bylaw from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the Low Density Residential 
(R-2) Zone in order to rezone the property located at 101 Oak Drive (PID # 452748) to 
facilitate the construction of a semi-detached dwelling including garages. Councillor 
Greg Rivard introduced Mr. Danny Moase, representative for this application, to provide 
details of the application. 
 
The intent is to build a half-million duplex with the intention of selling the units which 
will be individually owned. The construction will include garages made of brick, doors 
will be 3ft wide, a roll in shower in the main level and master bedroom and wheelchair 
accessible. Mr. Moase indicated that a three unit dwelling was built along Valdane Ave a 
few months ago and that his development coincides with others in the area.  The street 
side along Oak Drive will be filled in so there are no entrances along that street.  
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Winston Bryan, resident, clarified if the garages will be facing Doncaster Ave and Mr. 
Mose confirmed that the house will be facing Doncaster Ave. Mr. Bryan also noted that 
there have been water problems in that area over the past years so what would be 
their plans to keep the water from flowing from Brackley Point Road into the properties 
along the street and that the back along Richard Drive will likewise be addressed. Mr. 
Moase responded that the whole idea of infilling the area along Oak Drive would be to 
address this concern by putting proper manholes and drainage that satisfies the City 
engineers.  
 
An unnamed resident clarified that the entrance of the proposed development will be 
along Doncaster Ave because the current civic address says 101 Oak Drive. Mr. Moase 
confirmed that the side along Oak Drive will be infilled so the garages will be facing 
Doncaster Ave. Ms. Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII, confirmed that the current civic 
address is 101 Oak Drive at the moment. It was used to identify the location of the lot 
for this application. The developer had not provided a complete site plan at present and 
the final civic address will be determined when the final building plans have been 
finalized. Mr. Moase also added that it will be best to have the entrance along 
Doncaster Ave to reduce the traffic along Oak Drive.  
 
Leigh Sentner, resident, spoke to acknowledge that the Planning Department has 
received the letter sent by the residents of the area. Mayor Lee confirmed that the 
Department received the letter.  
 
Councillor Melissa Hilton asked if the house beside the subject property would be along 
Richard Drive or Doncaster Ave. Ms. Thompson noted that the civic address is along 
Doncaster Ave. Councillor Hilton then asked Mr. Moase if the proposed development will 
have a shared driveway and intended to be sold individually. Mr. Moase confirmed that 
it will have a shared driveway and will be owner occupied once sold.  
  
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
 
Laurel Palmer Thompson left the meeting. 
 
6. Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) & Mount Edward Road (PID 

#492405) 
This is a request to rezone the property at Mount Edward Road (PID #492405) and a 
portion of the property located at Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) from the Low 
Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 
Zone. This application also includes a lot consolidation and approval of a Development 
Concept Plan for a portion of the above-mentioned properties. The proposed 
Development Concept Plan illustrates the development on a portion of the consolidated 
properties in two phases containing a total of 143 residential dwelling units. Councillor 
Greg Rivard introduced Greg Morrison, PII, to introduce the application. Aaron Stavert, 
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representative for the application, was also present to provide more details of the 
proposed development.  
 
The application includes the following requests: 

1. The first is to rezone the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID 
#492405) from the Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the 
Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) Zone; 

2. The second is to rezone a portion of the property located on Mount Edward 
Road (PID #390740) from the Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to 
the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) Zone. 

3. The third is to consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount 
Edward Road (PID #390740) with the property located on Mount Edward 
Road (PID #492405). 

4. And finally, the fourth is to approve the Development Concept Plan for the 
5.05 acres portion of the proposed consolidated property. 

 
The applicant intends to develop 5.05 acres of the total 8 acre vacant properties off 
Mount Edward Road in approximately three phases. The first phase consists of a seven 
(7) unit townhouse and a 48-unit apartment building on 2.5 acres of land. The second 
phase consists of a 40-unit apartment building and a 48-unit apartment building on 
2.55 acres of land. The applicant would also be proposing to construct a road from 
Mount Edward Road to the Confederation Trail. The proposed road would connect at 
Mount Edward Road directly across from Ferngarden Drive and would continue to the 
Confederation Trail where a temporary cul-de-sac would be implemented until such 
time that the road is extended through the property. The submitted plans only show the 
conceptual massing and Aaron Stavert provided details of the application. The applicant 
has also agreed to undergo the Design Review process in order to develop the design of 
the building at a later date. This will be included in the Development Agreement with 
the conceptual massing plans but the text would indicate that the Design Review 
process is required prior to issuing any permits. Mr. Morrison then introduced Mr. 
Stavert to provide more details.  
 
Aaron Stavert, architect and representative of the applicant, introduced the application 
by noting that that property is owned by Saint Dunstan’s University (SDU) for 
approximately 150 years and one of the predecessors of UPEI. SDU is now run as a not-
for-profit by the Board of Governors. SDU invests approximately one million dollars 
annually through scholarships, bursaries and community based projects. Based projects. 
SDU owned lands for approx. Over the last few years, it has sold a portion of its 
properties and were developed as what we see now as Princess Auto, Canadian Tire 
and the Sobeys property. SDU has been approached by developers to develop a portion 
of their lands and the application in front of you today would be the pie shaped land 
located south of the Confederation Trail off of Mount Edward Road. Some of the goals 
and objectives of this project is to look at residential development as it relates to 
existing neighbourhood, transition to scale down closer to the residents in the area, and 
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provide quality development with lower ratio of floor area to open space. It is not 
intended to be developed to the full extent as allowed by the existing Bylaw but to 
provide a good building space and to connect green spaces to the Confederation Trail. 
Mr. Stavert provided images of the view of the property from the bypass highway and 
along Mount Edward Road and its site attributes. As part of the CDA requirements, the 
applicant is required to look at the full 9 acres of land. The development is targeted to 
be done in three phases with Phase I being a 2.5 acre parcel, 2.55 for Phase II and a 
future CDA for Phase III. Road alignments were also looked at to mitigate traffic issues.  
 
Joey Jeffrey, resident, asked how much lower would the 40-unit apartment be from the 
street line. Mr. Stavert noted that the grade would probably drop 12 to 14 feet to the 
base of the building. The bylaw allows a building height of up to 49.2 feet tall and we 
are gaining a storey and a half of drop and would be looking at 3-storey building from 
the street. Mr. Jeffrey also added that the though the development is high density, he 
considers it as a lower density project than expected. One of the concerns though 
would be the increase in traffic along Mount Edward Road and he asked if a study has 
been made on the impact of this new development to the traffic along Mount Edward 
road, or if there are any other street options available or installation of traffic lights or 
roundabouts that may be considered. Mayor Lee responded that a study has not been 
done yet and it will definitely be referred to the traffic division to look at the 
development at that time and provide recommendations. If the street is not along 
Mount Edward Road, it is uncertain as to where access will be since access will not be 
permitted to exit on to the bypass highway.  
 
David MacDonald, resident, mentioned that any traffic on Mt Edward Road impacts all 
residents along Mt. Edward Road. Mr. MacDonald spoke to a few residents in the area 
and mentioned that they agree that housing is a priority and are not against it. 
However, some concerns raised were 1) the area coming out of Ferngarden is 
considered to be a blind hill and virtually impossible to pull out of without some risk of 
being hit. When the road gets busy towards the traffic lights, cars pile up past 
Ferngarden. If a traffic light was put in that area, turning left to Ferngarden would 
again be a safety concern. Mr. MacDonald mentioned that the current guidelines of the 
City would not have allowed this street to be built. Mr. MacDonald also noted the Street 
Access Bylaw that for controlled access streets such as Mount Edward Road, it is a 
requirement to explore all possible options for street access and not just the easy 
option. Mr. MacDonald reiterated that the development is not a concern, but the access 
road is. Mr. MacDonald has requested that the Council, Planning and Protective Services 
Committee look at the access road for this development.  
 
An unidentified resident commented that there was a previous letter sent out to 
residents about another proposed development along Mount Edward Road and is not 
actually questioning about what happened to that development. The concern would be 
more about if the proposal came back in a year or two, then there would be another big 
development in the area and access might even be worse. There are a lot of properties 
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between Mount Edward Road and Confederation Trail that may be considered for future 
development considering that housing is becoming an issue. Towers Road fronting the 
cinema is being treated more of a street and has more traffic than other streets. We 
need to look at the plans on access between Towers Road and the Bypass highway and 
this piece of land. Residents are concerned about the access that it might compound 
the problem if all access will be towards Mount Edward Road. 
 
Herman McQuaid, representative of Saint Dunstan’s University, commented that about 
two years ago, the proposal was brought to the police committee and looked at through 
Paul Johnson’s group and at that time it was suggested that it was a good entrance to 
use. It would be best to have these documents revisited for review. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked Mr. Stavert if there is a possibility of reworking the roadway or 
entrance to the property to be along the higher portion of the property. Mr. Stavert 
noted that there have been discussions with the City regarding the access of this 
property and had proposed that the access be located along the higher end of the 
property closer to the tree line but received feedback that services and utility run along 
that area and the site line is worse at that level. There are two streets closer to that 
area and there are more risks of other cars going left and right along that side of the 
street. Other options were looked at but all at Mount Edward Road. Mr. Rivard also 
asked what the distance between the proposed access and the bypass traffic light is. 
The information is not available at the moment but an image showing the proposed 
access was presented and was a good image/picture of the distance.  
 
Brian Gillis, resident, noted that the sensitive approach to massing and planning of this 
development is positive. Looking at a developer’s perspective and his own perspective, 
he would look at higher density and social mandate targeted at social affordable 
housing. Mr. Gillis also asked if there is a master plan or conceptual land use envisioned 
for the rest of the land across the confederation trail. Mr. Stavert deferred the question 
to Mr. McQuaid or Mr. McDougal who would be the best resource to answer this 
question. Mr. Gillis added that since we are dealing with a comprehensive development 
area, there are several complex issues along with it such as access, the entrance into 
the shopping mall that acts as connector between Mount Edward Road and Capital 
Drive or University Avenue. This is a result of lack of future planning. The City needs to 
look at good planning and the overall framework impacts the balance of the land.  
 
Donna Gorveatt, resident, asked if there will be a road beside 247 Mount Edward in the 
future. Mayor Lee responded that there are no plans as this time. 
 
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
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7. 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) 
This is a request for a site specific exemption in order to construct a five storey mixed-
use building containing retail shops on the first floor, offices on the second floor and a 
total of 14 residential dwelling units on the third to fifth floor of the property located at 
80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) with off-lot parking to be located within the Pownal 
Parkade. The request also includes three variances. Councillor Greg Rivard introduced 
Greg Morrison, PII, to introduce the application. Mr. Bill Chandler, representative of the 
applicant, is also present to provide more information.  
 
The application includes the following:  

1. The first request is a site specific exemption to allow the applicant to apply 
for off-lot parking in the Pownal Parkade for 15 of the required spaces. The 
rest of the required parking spaces, at this time, will be cash in lieu. Off-lot 
parking is not permitted in the current Zoning & Development By-law which 
was adopted this month; however, was permitted in the previous by-law. The 
applicant is requesting this site specific exemption as they have been 
designing their building under the previous by-law in which it was permitted. 

2. The second request is a variance to reduce the minimum lot frontage 
required to be eligible for a bonus height from 98.4 ft to approximately 76.1 
ft. 

3. The third request is a variance to reduce the minimum side yard stepback for 
the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed building to the Pilot House from 
18.0 ft to approximately 14.33 ft. 

4. The fourth request is a variance to reduce the minimum side yard stepback 
for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed building to MRSB from 18.0 ft 
to approximately 13.0 ft. 

 
The request is to construct a five-storey, mixed-use building on the existing parking lot. 
The proposed building includes a basement with retail space on the main floor, offices 
on the second floor, six (6) residential dwelling units on the third floor, four (4) 
residential dwelling units on the fourth floor, and four (4) residential dwelling units on 
the fifth floor. This application is also subject to the Design Review process and the 
signing of a Development Agreement. Mr. Morrison turned it over to Bill Chandler to 
provide more details of the project. 
 
The property in question is the vacant lot between the Pilot House and the MRSB 
building and is currently used as a parking space. The proposed building will have its 
streetscape lining up with the existing three storey buildings beside it. The fourth and 
fifth floors will have a stepback of about 10 feet. There is a 14.5 feet space between 
the Pilot House and the proposed building and will be constructed of a hard surface 
with landscaping. There is also a plan to move the entrance to the Pownal Parkade from 
the existing entrance to this space. The proposed building will also have a connection to 
the Pownal Parkade. The basement is intended to be storage area for files for the legal 
offices. The main floor will be retail spaces with a common lobby, an elevator and two 
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exit stairs. The second floor will be one big office space and the developers of this 
project will be occupying a portion of this space. The third floor will be smaller 
apartments as compared to the apartments at the fourth and fifth floor which will have 
terraces and balconies. The fifth floor will also have roof access.  
 
Mayor Lee asked about the process if it has to go through the variance process and 
then proceed with the design review and Mr. Alex Forbes confirmed. Mr. Forbes also 
added that without the variances being approved, the design review cannot proceed. 
This also deals with a comprehensive development agreement on parking, bonusing 
and then the design review. If the Council will be inclined to support this proposal, the 
Council will be informed of all the components of the application before it proceeds. The 
developers have been working on this project under the old bylaw and the new bylaw is 
more stringent in terms of the parking. This application is considered to be an entire 
package that needs to be decided upon before the project can be approved. Mayor Lee 
added that this proposed development going to be built on the existing parking and this 
is an opportunity for a building to take place on this. If we are going to develop 
buildings in Charlottetown and require them to provide parking, the development won’t 
be able to happen. Mayor Lee asked how many parking spots are required and Mr. 
Morrison indicated that at this time of the application, they are required to replace the 
existing 26 spots and the required parking spots for the application which is a total of 
50 required spaces. Mayor Lee feels that it does not make sense to replace the existing 
parking lots when this development is an opportunity to eliminate what’s 
existing/current. If that is what the Bylaw says, maybe there is a need to revisit the 
Bylaw to encourage development along the downtown area. Mr. Forbes added that this 
will be discussed with the applicant to address this requirement for this application.  
 
Brian Gillis, resident, commented that he has heard the terminology “affordable 
housing” discussed more often and the next step is to do something about it. Mr. Gillis 
asked if the housing units here would be market oriented and what would be the 
square footage of the units. Mr. Chandler confirmed that it is market oriented with the 
smaller units ranging from 700,800 to 1,000 sq.ft. Mr. Gillis also noted that the rents 
would be around the $1200-1400 range and that is not close to the cost of affordable 
housing. Mr. Gillis wanted to make the point know that there is a need to balance the 
equation to mandate inclusionary zoning to have a percentage of the new units to be 
targeted at affordable housing rates. If we are not going to address the concern, we 
are not addressing the current housing problems. Another point is related to parking. 
There have been numerous projects over the past years where cash in lieu was used to 
get projects approved. Mr. Gillis then questioned why we aren’t building parkades from 
the cash-in-lieu requirements and mandated to act on that. The projects become 
financial instrument to approve it without a backup for the parkades. This becomes 
poor planning and reflects poorly on the governance to those who hold office. 
 
Kenny Martin, resident, agrees with Mr. Gillis about the parking that there is a need to 
balance the parking portion to development. It is great to have development and the 



Public Meeting of Council 9 of 9 October 23, 2018 

current proposal is a wonderful concept. Not all people can live downtown but people 
would usually do business downtown and needs parking. If we give up parking spaces 
on Grafton Street, it may be concerning to the public. If you allow this practice of giving 
up parking in lieu of a development, we need to look at improvement in public transit or 
build more parking garages. 
 
Mayor Lee asked for any comments or questions; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next item. Councillor Rivard introduced the application. 
 
8. Adjournment of Public Session 

Moved by Councillor Greg Rivard and seconded by Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy that the 
meeting be adjourned. 

 
Meeting adjourned at 8:06 p.m. 
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SITE INFORMATION: 

Context: Vacant and undeveloped 

Ward No: 8 

Existing Land Use: Right-of-Way 

Official Plan : N/A 

Zoning: N/A 

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS: PLAN-2018-4-Sept-S 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend approval to Council to approve the request to 
zone the property identified as PID #1073634 to Single-Detached Residential (R-lL) Zone and 
designate the same property Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan . 

BACKGROUND: 

Request 
The Planning & Heritage Department has received a request to zone the parcel PID #1073634 to 
the Single Detached Residential (R-lL) Zone and to deSignate the same lot as Residential as per 

Appendix A of the Official Plan . Approval ofthis application w ill allow for the owner to develop the 
site for residential purposes. 

Development Context 
The subject site is 0.4 acres in size, vacant with some portions treed, and is located between 137 
Belgrave Drive which is owned by the same person and 133 Belgrave Drive. The property is 
relat ively flat and undeveloped. Uses surrounding the site are primarily large low density 
residential lots with the only nearby amenity being a public park and greenspace. The lot PID 
#1073634 currently does not have any formal access but this would be provided onto Belgrave 
Drive once developed . 

Planning Report File: PLAN·201B-31-0ctober-6a-l 
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History 
The lot PID #1073634 was once a public right-of-way designated for a street to connect Gardiner 
Drive and Belgrave Drive. This road allowance was subdivided and sold in 2017 to the current 
property owner but was never consolidated with 137 Belgrave Drive. The parcel currently does 
not have a designation or zon ing and therefore has no entitlements for development. The owner 

applied for a site specific amendment on the property to construct a large accessory structure. 
Council recently rejected this proposal to proceed to a public meeting. 

ANALYSIS: 

This property is located within a well-established R-1l Zone. The owner is proposing to zone the 
property Single Detached Residential (R-lL) and designate Residential as per the Official Plan. This 
will allow for the owner to develop a single detached dwelling on the property providing for infill 
in an established low density neighbourhood. The property has access to infrastructure services 
(i.e. sewer and water) and recreational open spaces (parks and trails). Winslow is a low density 
residential community that was amalgamated with the City of Charlottetown in 1995. 

Consistency with the Official Plan 
Presently, the property does not have a designation since it was a previous right-of-way for a road. 
The applicant is seeking to designate the property Residential in order to develop a single detached 
residential building onsite. The Official Plan supports both infill development while maintaining the 
character of the residential neighbourhood. 

Section 3.1.2 of the Official Plan states: Our objective is to promote compact urban form and injill 
development, as well as the efficient use of infrastructure and public service facilities. 

Our policy shall be to allow moderately higher densities in neighbourhoods, and to allow in- law 
suites in residential land-use designations, and to make provision for multiple-jamily dwellings in 
the downtown core, and multiple-family dwellings in suburban centres and around these centres 
provided it is development at a density that will not adversely affect existing low density housing. 

Section 3.2 under the heading of Environmentfor Change states: Preserving the distinctive 
character and identity of Charlolletown 's neighbourhoods requires strategies that promote 
internal stability as well as a sense of community identity. The CHARLOTTETOWN PLAN 
incorporates policies which will help preserve the harmony and integrity of each existing 
neif!,hbourhood within the City. 

The Official Plan supports mixed forms of housing within existing neighbourhoods to allow for 
housing choices. Housing choices within neighbourhoods are important as they provide variety for 
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people at various stages oftheir lives. This neighbourhood predominately consists oflarge single 
detached residential lots with open space areas for parks and trails. 

Consistency with the Zoning By-low 
As previously stated the property has no zoning since it was previously a public right-of-way for a 
future street. The applicant is applying to zone the subject property to the Single Detached 
Residential (R-ll) Zone. The Winslow neighbourhood predominately consists of low density 
residential housing with parks and trails. The proposed zoning would conform to the rest of the 
neighbourhood that is also zoned Single Detached Residentia l (R-ll) Zone. The proposed lot is of 
sufficient size to adhere to all minimum sizing requirements for both frontage and area. 

Public Consultation 
Mailout 
On October 9,2018, Council recommended that the application proceed to the public consultation 
phase. On October 11, 2018, forty-two (42) letters were sent to property owners located within 
100 meters of the subject property. The letter informed them ofthe upcoming public meeting and 
solicit ed their comments, to be received in writing prior to 12:00 pm (noon) on Wednesday, 
October 24, 2018. No letters were received in regards to the application. 

Public Meeting 
A public meeting of Council was held on Tuesday, October 23, 2018 at 7:00 pm at the Rodd 
Charlottetown Hotel, 7S Kent Street. The owner Bill Watters, presented the application and was 
available to answer any questions from Councilor the public. Mr. Watters indicated that his 
objective is to improve the whole back area of his property. He owns the front lots where his house 
is currently located. A portion of the subject property is heavily timbered and he has no intentions 
of cutting it down. The back of his property would be a mix of grass area and flower beds which 
the neighbours around the area would be able to view from their decks. This view provides privacy 
rather than looking into another home. It is his objective, to make the area look nice for him and 

for the neighbours. 

CONCLUSION: 
The Planning & Heritage Department encourages Planning Board to recommend approval to 
Council to approve the request to zone the subject property identified as PID #1073634 to the 
Single-Detached Residential (R-ll) Zone ofthe Zoning & Development Bylaw and designate 
Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan. 
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A ex Forbes, MClP, MBA 
Manager of Planning & Heritage 

Presenter: 

&4/~ ) # 
Robert Zilke, MCIP 
Planner II 
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Attachment A 

Application Fi le . PLAN·20lS· 
October- l 

Address : PID,,1073634 

Ward 8 
Zone:N A 

LEGEND 

EJ Affected Lot 

City of Charlottetown 

a 

o 

12.5 25 

40 80 

City of Cha riottetown 

Planning & Heritage 
Department 

50 Meters 

160 Feet 

Map Cceated:9(27 2018 
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Attachment B-1 1<0·41....' 
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CHARLOTIETOWN 
PLANNING & HERITAGE DEPARTMENT 

APPLICATION 
FILE NUMBER HERITAGE SUBDIVISION 

Name 
ASSESSMENT NUMBER VARIANCE Number of Lots - -
REZONING FROM TO "', OTHER 

I. Applicant's Name b,'-L e /;!~OA Wv!-TTE.fS 

2. Address 13'7 &u: /lA vI£. ala UE W".Js l-L2G: IE C!lf '2.:L 

3. Telephone: Work 'lo2--St.£.-S-B!:D Home f02-- ~t,g -L"I44-

4. Civic Address of Property to be Developed __ -'-'_0_'7 ....... 1..,<. ....... '3'-4"-_________ _ 

5. Present Use of Property (Zone) ~LI\U\!l!,"""".£"""'''-''6tt'""'-· -"'f)"-'F'-'~e:.::..::~"-"1..L.... _________ _ 

6. Proposed Use of Property and Brief Description of Work __ {(j=Q'\->..:O£l>""in"'WTL="'A", .... =-_____ _ 

7. Site or Subdivision Plan Provided Yes No [J 

8. Building Plans Provided Yes [J No [J 

9. Estimated Start Date tJ.-v - 2"" IB Completion Date J"", ~ L - 2.9t 'I 

I, the undersigned, as owner or authorized agent for the owner of kJ~ 
(Civic Address) hereby make application for the above-noted development and cenil)< the truth of all 
statements or representatives contained herein. 

SIGNATURE OF OWNER OR AUTHORlZED AGENT 

NOTE: This is an application ONLY and does not authorize Ole applicant to proceed with the proposed 
development until a building pennit is applied for and issued for the development. 

233 Queen Strttt, PO Box 98, Charlottetown. PE, CanadA C1A 7K2 

Tel (902) 629-4158, Fax (902) 629-4156, Email plsmning@charlouetown.ca, Web www.chadottetown.ca 
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City of 
Charlottetown Report No: PLAN-2018-10 - #6a-2 

Date: October 31,2018 

Directed to: Planning Board Attachments: proposed building plans and 

~--'------;::-;---'-----:-=--:--------1 Zoning map, GIS Map showing semi-
Department: Planning and Development detached dwellings in the area 

Prepared by: Laurel Palmer Thompson MCIP 

Subject: Rezoning application 101 Oak Drive 
Section 3.1 Directing Physical Growth, Official Plan 
Section 3.2 Sustaining Charlottetown's Neighbourhoods 
Section 3.3 Housing Needs and Variety, Official Plan 
Section 3.10 Underground Services and Infrastructure, Official Plan 
Section 4.27 Amendments to the Zoning and Development Bylaw, Zoning and Development 
Bylaw 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff encourages Planning Board not to recommend to Council to 
to rezone the property located at 101 Oak Drive (PID # 452748) and amend Schedule "H" 
the Zoning Map of the City of Charlottetown from R-1L (Single Detached Residential Zone) 
to R-2 (Low Density Residential Zone). 
REPORT: This application was before the Board last month and a recommendation was passed 
to advance the application to public consultation. The application is a request to re-zone the 
property located at lUI Oak. Drive PID # 452748 from R-IL (Single Detached Residential to R-2 
(Low Density Residential) to facilitate the construction of a semi-detached dwelling. 

This property is bounded to the north by (R-I L) single detached residential zoned development 
on Richard Drive, to the east by (R-I L) single detached residential zoned development on 
Doncaster Avenue, to the south by (R-I L) single detached residential zoned development on Oak. 
Drive and to the west by (R-I L) single detached residential zoned development. 

The applicant has submitted plans for a 2,730 sq. ft. semi-detached dwelling including garages. 
Each unit would consist of 1,365 sq. ft. The applicant has not submitted a site plan. However, 
according to GIS the lot dimensions are approximately 86 ft. x 123 ft. which would be large 
enough to accommodate a semi-detached dwelling. However without a site plan staff is not able 
to assess parking, driveway access, site drainage or setbacks. 

The current Zoning and Development Bylaw restricts the uses in the R-I L Zone to single 
detached dwellings only. However, recent amendments to the Zoning and Development Bylaw 
now permits accessory apartments to be located within single detached residential zones. The 
proposed Bylaw will allow an accessory apartment within a single detached dwelling provided it 
is no more than 80% of the main dwelling and is no larger than 861 sq. ft. of floor area. The 
main dwelling must also be occupied by a person who resides on the premises and uses the 
property as their principal dwelling unit. This provision allows for additional housing choices 
within neighborhoods and will help to address the housing shortage that is currently being 
experienced within the City. Therefore, single detached dwellings can be converted to or 
designed as two unit dwellings but the additional density is not as visible as a semi-detached 
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dwelling. Considering the foregoing staff has concerns with the request to rezone this property 
to R-2 given the fact that the same density can now be achieved under the current R-lL zoning. 
If permitted to be re-zoned, the rezoning would technically be considered a spot rezoning. 

This neighborhood predominantly consists of single detached dwellings however, there are some 
semi-detached dwellings located within the vicinity of this lot. On Richard Drive there are two 

semi-detached dwellings that are considered legal non-conforming. A semi-detached dwelling 
was also constructed on the comer of Doncaster and Richard Drives. This dwelling is proposed 
to be constructed on Oak Drive and although there are some semi-detached dwellings in the 
general area the streetscape on Oak Drive is comprised of single detached dwellings. 

Below is a quick summary of the subject application's positive attributes, neutral attributes, and 
shortcomings: 

PositiHs ~eutral Shortcomings 

• Moderately higher density that • Vacancy rate in 
wi 11 not adversely affect 
existing 
low density housing. 

• Increasing the capacity of 
existing underground services. 

• Additional density in fully 
serviced areas of the City. 

• Medium density housing style 
to meet future housing needs. 

• Development is harmonious 
with its surroundings. 

Charlottetown continues to 
decrease. 

FOLLOWING THE PUBLIC MEETING: 

• Could be considered a spot 
rezoning. 

• The rezoning may increase 
interest in low to medium 
density development 
within the neighbourhood. 

• Oak Drive is considered a 
stable neighbourhood 
developed with single 
detached dwellings. The 
change in housing form 
may cause concern with 
existing property owners. 

On October 12,2018 a letter was sent to 46 residents located within 100 meters of the subject 
property advising them of the request to rezone and the date, time and location of the public 
meeting. To date there were no letters received in favor of or against the application. However, 
a petition with 20 signatures in opposition was received from residents in the neighbourhood. 

A public meeting was held on Tuesday, October 23,2018 at the Rodd Charlottetown Hotel. 
At the public meeting Danny Moase, real estate agent presented the application for the applicant. 
He mentioned that the proposal was for a half million dollar duplex that will be individually 
owned. The units would be designed with garages made of brick, units will be wheelchair 
accessible with doors 3 feet wide, roll in shower in the main level and master bedroom. 

Comments received from the public included questions related to the orientation of the building 
and lot drainage issues. Mr. Moase confirmed that the building will face Doncaster Ave and 
water issues will be resolved through appropriate site design that includes manholes that satisfY 
all city requirements. There were also questions related to whether both units would obtain 
access from Doncaster A venue. Mr. Moase confirmed that both units would obtain access from 
Doncaster Avenue with one driveway access opening to service both properties. Another 
resident asked whether the petition had been received by Council and it was confirmed that they 
had a received a copy. 
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CONCLUSION: 
The Official Plan supports moderately higher density and housing choices within 
neighbourhoods. It is important for a neighbourhood to have housing options that provide more 
choice. As people age they often are looking for housing options that require less maintenance 
and allow them to downsize from larger homes. If housing options are not available within their 

neighbourhood oftentimes people are forced to leave their neighbourhoods to seek appropriate 
housing. The Official Plan states, "1jCharlottetown is going to continue to grow as a healthy 
community, affordable housing for all segments of society must generally be available 
throughout the City." Listed below are excerpts from sections ofthe Official Plan that supports 
moderately higher densities and housing choices. 

Section 3.2.2 - Our objective is to allow moderately higher densities and alternative forms of 
development in any new residential subdivisions which may be established, provided that this 
development is well planned overall, and harmonious with existing residential neighbourhoods. 

Section 3. 3. 2 - Our obj ective is to enhance the range of housing available to residents who have 
special social, economic or physical needs 

Section 3.3.2 - Our policy shall be to actively work with our partners to address the hOUSing 
needs of seniors, to expand the range of affordable housing available to them, and to provide it 
in neighbourhoods preferred by them. 

These sections of the Official Plan are supported by the recent amendments to the Zoning 
and Development Bylaw which allows accessory apartment units to be constructed within 
single detached dwellings. This form of housing allows two unit dwellings within stable 
neighbourhoods in an unobtrusive manner. Although, there is already some similar 
housing in the area this portion of the neighbourhood of Sherwood with the exception of 
Barbour Subdivision tends to be a mature, stable neighbourhood developed with single 
detached dwellings and therefore the current rezoning request may be regarded as a spot 
rezonmg. Given the opposition received form the neighbourhood staff has concerns 
encouraging Planning Board to recommend for this application to rezone this property to 
R-2. Staff does not feel the requested zoning change would be appropriate for the area 
given the recent changes to the Zoning and Development Bylaw to allow an additional 
unit within an R-IL zoned property. The requested density can be achieved without 
creating a spot zone. Therefore, staffis not supporting the application to rezone this 
property to R-2. Nothwithstanding, there are no technical reasons why this property 
cannot be developed in the proposed manner. In the event that this application is 
approved, staff would suggest that access from Doncaster Avenue be limited to one 
driveway opening that would service both properties. 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff encourage the Board not to recommend to Council to amend Appendix "H" - Zoning Map 

of the Zoning & Development Bylaw from the Single-Detached Residential (R-IL) Zone to the 
Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone in order to rezone the property located at 101 Oak Drive 
(PID #450748). 
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Zoning map showing location of proposed rezoning: 
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Semi Detached Dwellings in the Neighbourhood: 
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OCTOBER 20, 2018 

ATTN: PLANNING AND HERITAGE DEPARTMENT 

To Whom It May Concern : 

We, the property owners located within 100 meters of 101 Oak Drive (PID #452748), 
request that this property remain single detached residential (R I L), and the application 
not be approved for rezoning. 

Signed 



~~C)Q~~'\. 
~~()~~~ 
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Planning Department 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

To Whom It May Concern, 

Linda Smith <Larsmith@eastlink.ca> 
Monday, October 29, 2018 3:22 PM 
Planning Department 
101 Oak Dr. Charlottetown 

I am sending this email in regards to the possible rezoning and construction of the property On 
101 Oak Dr. 

1) All the properties on Oak Drive from Maple Ave. to the end just before the over pass are single family bungalows. 
2) The application for rezoning is for Oak Dr. but the owner of the property is wanting to put the semi-detached on 
Doncaster Ave. 
3) With flooding issues happening every spring from the Brackley Point Road run off, I have great concerns that we will 
have even more problems in our back yards if a large building in length is placed on Doncaster Ave. 

Thank you for your consideration with my issues. 
Sincerely, 
Linda Smith 
97 Oak Dr. 
Charlottetown, PE 

Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Planning Department 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

To whom it may concern, 

leigh.sentner < leig h.sentner@pei.sympatico.ca> 
Monday, October 29, 2018 4:59 PM 
Planning Department 

101 Oak Dr 
20181028_084456jpg 

This attachment is from one night of rain fall. 
I have concerns about flooding and short term renters of the semi detached. I know he has plans to sell but that 
is no guarantee. 
The properties on our street are all Single Detached Residential and I believe it should stay as originally 
planned. 

Thank you, 
Leigh Sentner 
99 Oak Drive 
Charlottetown, P .E. 

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 
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TITLE: 

~~ DISCRETIONARY USE VARIANCE 
FILE: PLAN-2018-31-0CTOBER-6b·3 

261 BRACKLEY POINT ROAD CHARLOTIETOWN 
OWNER: CANADA YAN RESOURCES INVESTMENT INC 

APPLICANT: BARRY BURLEY 

MEETING DATE: Page 1 of4 
October 31, 2018 

DEPARTMENT: ATTACHMENTS: 

Planning & Heritage A. Map, air photo & drawings 
B. Application related documents 

SITE INFORMATION: 

Context: Developed with an existing motel and surface parking 

Ward No: 8 

Existing Land Use: Apartment rentals (16 units) 

Official Plan: Industrial 

Zoning: Business Park Industrial Zone (M-3) 

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS: None 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

That the Discretionary Use Variance Application to allow for the conversion of the existing 16-unit 
motel to a 16-unit apartment building for long-term affordable accommodation in the Business 
Park Industrial (M-3) Zone be approved at 261 Brackley Point Road (PID # 704544) in accordance 
with the intent ofthe application "Attachment A-l", the attached letter of intent "Attachment A-
2" and the attached site plan "Attachment B-1" subject to: 

1. That the owner completes the following: 
a. The owner applies for a building permit for the completed work done back in 2006 and 

2008, when the motel suites were converted to apartment rental units; 
b. That the 2011 Environmental Site Assessment report conducted by Fundy Engineering 

& Consulting Environmental ltd. be submitted to the Planning & Heritage Department 
for review; 

c. Enter into Development Agreement with the following conditions: 
i. That the existing apartment building cannot be enlarged or be increased in 

occupancy; 
ii. That the free standing sign along the front of the site be removed; and 
iii. That the owner ensures that site drainage is compliant with the Zoning and 

Development By-law 2018-11. 

DIscretionary Use Public Hearing Report REV 01/2018 



TITLE: DISCRETIONARY USE-261 BRACK LEY POINT ROAD Page 2 of 4 

BACKGROUND: 

Request 
The applicant, Barry Burley, on behalf of the property owner, Canada Van Resources Investment 
Inc., is applying through the discretionary use process under Section 32.2 of the City of 
Charlottetown Zoning By-law in order to legalize the existing long-term apartment units in the 
existing motel for the property located at 261 Brackley Point Road (PID #704544) in the Business 
Park Industrial M-3 Zone. Approval of this application will allow for the existing 16-unit apartment 
building to legally exist in order to be continually used as affordable long-term accommodation. 
The applicant intends to continue running the apartments as affordable rental units. The request 
for a discretionary use variance was applied for under the previous Zoning & Development By-law 
as per Section 32.2 which pending Council approval allows the site to be developed for uses 
permitted in the R4 Zone subject to the regulations therein. Since the applicant prepared and 
submitted their application for a discretionary use variance prior to the new Zoning and 
Development By-law 2018-11 being adopted, this application will be processed under the previous 
requirements. 

Development Context 
The subject site is currently developed with a 16-unit apartment building that is 491 sq.m (5,291.5 
sq.ft) in size and has surface parking to the southeast of the subject building. The subject building 
is a wood framed structure founded on a slab on grade foundation with a four foot frost wall. The 
center section of the building is one storey; while the sections on the east and west ends of the 
building have two stories. The lot is level and flat with a large portion of the site being covered by 
impermeable surface either because of the building or hard surfaced parking. It appeared upon 
site inspection that drainage is accommodated through the existing grass swale along the northern 
portion ofthe site. Utility services run along the frontage ofthe site where the original free standing 
sign for the motel still resides. Uses surrounding the site include the Airport Business Park and 
other light industrial/commercial land uses such as a retail parts store to the south and a call centre 
to the north . To the east across the road resides an active transportation path and a public transit 
stop at the corner of MacAleer Drive and Brackley Point Road. There is one access point onto 
Brackley Point Road that provides access to the site. 

History 
The site was originally used for the Princess Motel which was constructed in 1984 and functioned 
as a motel for a number of years. In 2011 there was an engineering report completed by Fundy 
Engineering and Consulting Ltd. that states in 2006 the building had been partially converted into 
apartments. In 2008, the property was sold to the previous owner (Atlantic Eastern Inc) and the 
rest of the motel suites were converted into apartment units. The current owner purchased the 
property in 2014 and it has been continually used for apartment rentals. The Planning & Heritage 
department has no records or permits on file for the work done regarding the motel conversion 

Discre tionary Use Report PlilnnUlg Board REV 01/20 l8 



TITLE: DISCRETIONARY USE-261 BRACK LEY POINT ROAD Page 3 of 4 

into apartments. According to the applicant the property has been the site of an apartment 
building for the last 10 to 12 years. 

ANALYSIS: 
The property is currently the site of a 16-unit apartment building. The apartment units consists of 
15 one-bedroom apartments and 1 two-bedroom apartment. Each of the units contain a fridge 
and a stove. Each of the rental units maintain an average rent of $650.00 per month offering up 
affordable units in an existing competitive rental market. The building has existed on the property 
since it was constructed in the 1980's and therefore would be deemed legal non-conforming with 
regard to meeting the minimum setback requirements of the Apartment Residential R4 Zone. 
However, the minimum requirements concerning on site parking and drainage must be in 
compliance. As a requirement of approval the owner will have to apply through the building permit 
process in order for the Building Inspector to ensure that the building is complaint with the 
applicable National Building Code (NBC) regulations. The property is surrounded by light industrial 
and commercial uses that have developed around the site over the past 34 years. The surrounding 
land uses are of a nature that would have minimal impact on the apartments. 

Consistency with Section 32.2 Discretionary use of the M-3 Zane and Section 4.32.1 City of 
Charlottetown Zoning & Development Bylaw that the Discretionary Use Variance: 

The discretionary use application is being processed under the provisions of the previous Zoning & 
Development By-law when the applicant worked on and submitted the discretionary use proposal. 
The previous By-law allowed for land uses not typically permitted in an industrial zone subject to 
approval by Council and on the recommendation of Planning Board. 

LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS: 

Notification 
In accordance with Section 3.9 of The Zoning & Development By-law 2018-11, notice of the 
Planning Board meeting regarding this application was sent to owners of property within 100 
metres (328 feet) of the subject site and notice posters were posted on the site. 

Public Feedback 
As of the writing of this report, the Planning & Heritage Department has received (1) one letter of 
opposition to this application . The objector stated that their company had concerns in relation to 
the residential use located in an industrial area and adjacent to their truck auto parts retail store. 
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CONCLUSION: 

The Planning & Heritage Department recommends that the discretionary use variance application 
be approved to the following conditions: 

1. That the owner completes the following: 
a. The owner applies for a building permit for the completed work done back in 2006 and 

2008, when the motel suites were converted to apartment rental units; 
b. That the 2011 Environmental Site Assessment report conducted by Fundy Engineering 

& Consulting Environmental Ltd. be submitted to the Planning & Heritage Department 
for review; 

c. Enter into Development Agreement with the following conditions: 

PRESENTER: 

i. That the existing apartment building cannot be enlarged or be increased in 
occupancy; 

ii. That the free standing sign along the front of the site be removed; and 
iii. That the owner ensures that site drainage is compliant with the Zoning and 

Development By-law 2018-11. 

Robert Zilke, MCIP 
Planner II Manager of Planning & Heritage 

Discret ionary Use Report Planning Board REV 01/2018 
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PLANNING & HERITAGE DEPARTMENT 

APPLICATION 
FILE NUMBER HERITAGE SUBDIVISION 

Name 
ASSESSMENT NUMBER VARIANCE Number of Lots --

WI: c . 'L lr,'i'_ 
REZONING FROM TO '" OTHER 

1. Applicant's Name t,,; V\{) (!tIL. ~(l V) Qe ~CI 'oca4 

2. Address loY: "fCU1Wl \?c>ilDt I.c'Ine , CO A- \ 1+0 

3. Telephone: WorkQ02- 1i:<\'1.44;",,' Home ______ _ 

4. Civic Address of Property to be Developed _-,:2.~Io"-.!.\ --.JP,=I?=r""' • ...!\<..."l"'o-"'-'''\-->.\l .... c __ • 'LI """'·~'1_'K""'clc;..., ___ _ 
.... \ ~ 

5. Present Use of Property (Zone) ~AI"ff")lU17Q:\J"""''''''Y'",A-",-.I'&'''\''1:J::l' I-lLiMlO..--I(Y\1ll3':: . ..,-c..L1 J.:l\\l.r\."VIL5"hLl<l.,,,,dL,,--,,2..fd":y<::.-,-,,o~_ 

6. Proposed Use ofPropelty and Brief Description of Work _______________ _ 

7. Site or Subdivision Plan Provided Yes 'v- No 0 

8. Building Plans Provided Yes 0 No .,..-

9. Estimated Start Date ___________ Completion Date __________ _ 

I. the undersigned, as owner or authorized agent for the owner of U \ ~2-{l.c..k UL"j \-30 ivy," '\2(L 
(Civic Address) hereby make application for the above-noted development and certify the truth of all 
statements or representatives contained herein. 

DATE SIGNATURE OF OWNER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT 
F':;(H2f"~ 'f:"i~H'_ ~.> "SOl.\cx\-(,,,- '~~_ (\---p,,)\\Ct:-"\\"' 

NOTE: This is an application ONL Y and does not authorize the applicant to proceed with the proposed 
development until a building permit is applied for and issued for the development. 

Attachment 8-1 

233 Qllccn Street, PO Box 98, Chllrlottctown, PE. Canada CI:\ 7K2 



Collins & Associates 

National Bank Tower, Suite 200 
134 Ken t Street 
Charlottetown, PE CIA 8R8 
Phone No: (902) 894-4430 
Fax No: (902) 894-4432 

October 3, 2018 

City of Charlottetown 
Planning and Heritage Department 
233 Queen Street 
Charlottetown, PE C I A 7K2 

Attention: Robert Zilke 

Dear Mr. Zilke, 

Barristers & Solicitors 

Re: Application for Discretionary Use 
261 BrackJey Point Road 
PID 704544 

Greg B. Collins 
Barry W. Burley 

Barry@CollinsLawOffice.ca 

File No: BB5679 

Attached is a discretionary use application to allow the property located at 261 Brackley Point 
Road to continue its cutTent use as an apaltment bUilding. 

Introduction 

Under the City's zoning plan, 261 Brackley Point Road, PID 704544 (the "Property"), is located 
in a zone designated M3 - IndustriaL Following its construction the Property was used as a site 
for a motel for approximately twenty years. Under the City's zoning by-laws this was a pelT11itted 
use. However, after twenty years, the then owners of the property started to convert and use the 
propelty as an apartment building. Under the City's by-laws, an apartment building is a non
confOlming use. Over ten years ago the property was completely converted to an apartment 
building and has continued in that use ever since. 

The History ofthe Property 
Attachment 8-2 

According to a report of Fundy Engineering & Consulting Ltd., which perfolT11ed an 



Robert Zilke 
City of Charlottetown 
October 3,2018 
Page 2 

apartments. In 2008, the property was sold and the new owner ("Atlantic Eastern Inc.") completed 
the conversion of the building into apaliments. In 2011 Fundy Engineering reported at page 3 of 
its report: "The interior of the subject building has been completely renovated since 2006 as a 
result of the conversion from motel to apartment building." 

The current owner and applicant, Canada Yan Resources Investment Inc., purchased the Property 
in 2014 from Atlantic Eastern Inc. At that time, the Property was listed and sold as a 16 unit 
apartment building. The current owner continued to use the property for that purpose. In brief, the 
Property has been the site of an apartment building for between 10 to 12 years. 

Current Usage 

The Property is currently the site of a 16 unit apartment building. The apartment units are one 
bedroom long term rentals equipped with fridge and stove. The units would be reasonably 
classified as affordable accommodations with the average rent being $650.00 per month. All of 
the units are rented and the apartment building is currently the home for 25 to 28 people. 

Enclosed is the completed application fOlID, a site plan and the application fee in the amount of 
$300.00. 

If you have any questions, please don't hesitate to call. 

Yours truly, 

BaJTY Burley 

Attachment 8-3 
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PARTSFORTRUCKS 

City of Charlottetown 
PO Box 98, 233 Queen St 
Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island 
C1A7K2 

October 24, 2018 

RE: 

Attention: 

261 Brackley Point Road (PID #704544) 

Planning and Heritage Department 

This letter will serve to state our objection to the conversion of this building to apartment 
rentals. 

Our business is located at 257 Brackley Point Rd, directly beside the property in 
question. 

Our objection is that a residential building is not a good fit for the current light industrial 
zoning. Activities, and the time of day for such activities, that are typical for commercial 
and/or industrial use may be considered a problem or nuisance for residents. 

Specifically, our concern is that there is a strong possibility in the future that conflicts 
may arise from these residents, resulting in formal objections. Although the current 
zoning may provide protection for our position, there could be considerable time, 
expense and needless aggravation to defend it; not to mention any potential ill-will in the 
community. Better to avoid creating a problem now, then to deal with one later. 

Thank you for this opportunity to voice our concerns. 

~~-\~C) 
Paul Raymond vc----? 
Vice-President 
Parts for Trucks, Inc 

9024686777 x 5111 
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AdY9nt~ge 

City of Charlottetown 
PO Box 98, 233 Queen St 
Charlottetown, Prince Edward Island 
C1A7K2 

October 28, 2018 

RE: 

Attention: 

261 Brackley Point Road - PID #704544 

Planning and Heritage Department 

This letter will serve as notice of our objection to the proposed conversion of this building 
to rental apartments or any other residential housing. 

Our business is located at 265 Brackley Point Rd, directly beside the property in question. 

Our objection is this planned residential building will not be a good fit for the zoning. 
Typical activities for commercial and/or industrial use will likely be considered a problem 
or nuisance for residents thus creating challenging conditions for all parties. 

Specifically, our concern is that there is a strong likelihood that concerns and conflicts will 
emanate from residents resulting in formal objections. Although the current zoning 
safeguards our position, there would likely be considerable time, expense and needless 
aggravation to defend it; not to mention any ill-will in the community. 

In the famous words of Benjamin Franklin, "an ounce of prevention is worth a pound of 
cure". We believe the ideal approach is to avoid creating a challenging scenario vs 
dealing with the negative ramifications later. 

Thank you for this opportunity to voice our concerns. 

Gregory Hough 
President & CEO 



October 29, 2018 

Oty of Charlottetown 
Planning & Heritage Division 
Charlottetown, PEl 

Subject: 261 Brackley Point Road (PID #704544) 

To whom it may concern, 

Mike Doucette 
Market Manager - PEl & NB South 
Telephone: (506) 855-0335 
Fax: (506) 386-0196 
mdoucette@super;orpropone.com 

I am writing in regards to the application for a discretionary use variance for the above 
noted property. 

Superior Propane would formally reject this proposal for a long term apartment rental due 
to the fact this is a commercial business park. 

Our facility, located at 30 MacAleer Drive and next door to the property in question, has 
vehicles in the form of service trucks, propane bulk trucks and tri-axle b-trains coming and 
going at all hours of the day and night. 

When trucks are loading or offloading at our plant, the noise from the pumps would be very 
noticeable from the proposed property along with a possible propane odor that may linger 
during this process. 

I would suggest the close proximity of the proposed building to our facility would be a 
disruption in terms of constant noise and propane odor, to the tenants. 

For this reason, we would reject this proposal. 

Rega~~;~ 
~~~~~L~,=~==~b~-~------

Mike Doucette 
Market Manager, PEl & NB South 



 

 

 
 

 

Report No: PLAN-2018-30-October-#6c-4 
   
Date:        

October 30, 2018 

Directed to:          
Planning Board 

Attachments:    
1. GIS Maps 
2. Applicant’s Submission Department:        

Planning & Heritage 
Prepared by:   

Greg Morrison, MCIP              
Subject:  
Request for a rezoning and a comprehensive development plan. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  

Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to approve the request to: 
 

1. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 

Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for a portion of the 
property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740); 

2. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Low 

Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 

Zone for a portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740); 
3. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 

Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for the property located 
on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); 

4. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Low 

Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 

Zone for the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); 
5. Consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) 

with the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), subject to the receipt of 
final pinned survey plans; and 

6. Amend Appendix “G” – Comprehensive Development Area Lands and Uses of the 
Zoning & Development By-law from allowing a residential building on the street with the 

back portion vacant to 143 residential dwelling units on 5.05 acres of the property located 
on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), subject to the approval of the Development 
Concept Plan, Design Review process and the signing of a Development Agreement. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

City of 
Charlottetown 



 

 

SUMMARY:  

 

The Planning & Heritage Department has received a request to: 
 

1. Rezone a portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) from the  
Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area 
(CDA) Zone; 

2. Rezone the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405) from the Low 
Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 
Zone; 

3. Consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) 
with the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); and 

4. Approve the Development Concept Plan for the 5.05 acres portion of the proposed 
consolidated property. 
 

As per Section 36.2.1 of the Zoning & Development By-law, Development within a 
Comprehensive Development Area is subject to the approval by Council of a Development 
Concept Plan. The applicant is proposing to develop 5.05 acres of the vacant properties off 
Mount Edward Road in two phases. 
 
The first phase consists of a seven (7) unit townhouse and a 48-unit apartment building on 2.5 
acres of land. The second phase consists of a 40-unit apartment building and a 48-unit apartment 
building on 2.55 acres of land. The applicant / property owner would also be proposing to 
construct a road from Mount Edward Road to the confederation trail (see attached plans).  
 
The proposed road would connect at Mount Edward Road directly across from Ferngarden 
Drive. The proposed road would continue to the Confederation Trail where a temporary cul-de-
sac would be constructed until such time that the road is connected through the rest of the vacant 
parcel with Saint Dunstan Street.  
 
Appendix “G” of the Zoning & Development By-law identifies the vacant parcel (PID #390740) 
to allow a residential building on the street with the back portion vacant and under the CDA 
Zone. If approved, the text in Appendix “G” would be modified to allow 143 residential dwelling 
units on the 5.05 acres of vacant land. 
 
OFFICIAL PLAN: 

 
The Official Plan provides policy relating to allowing moderately higher densities in 
neighbourhoods, using existing underground services to its fullest practical capacity and 
encouraging development in fully services area.  
 
 
 



 
 
Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to allow moderately higher densities in neighbourhoods ... 

and to make provision for multiple-family dwellings in the downtown core, and multiple-family 

dwellings in suburban centres and around these centres provided it is development at a density 

that will not adversely affect existing low density housing. 

 

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to use existing underground services to its fullest practical 

capacity before public funds are used to extend new water and wastewater lines into areas that 

are essentially undeveloped. 

 

Section 3.3.1 - Our objective is to encourage development in fully serviced areas of the 

City, to promote settlement  and  neighbourhood  policies  as  mechanisms  for  directing  the  

location  of  new housing, and to encourage new residential development near centres of 

employment. 
 

Section 3.3.1 - Our policy shall be to provide medium density housing styles to meet future 

housing needs.  

 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION: 

 
Mailout 
 
On October 9, 2018, Council recommended that the application proceed to the public 
consultation phase. On October 11, 2018, twenty-five (25) letters were sent to property owners 
located within 100 meters of the subject properties. The letter informed them of the upcoming 
public meeting and solicited their comments, to be received in writing prior to 12:00 pm (noon) 
on Wednesday, October 24, 2018. No letters were received. 
 
Public Meeting 
 
The public meeting of Council was held on Tuesday, October 23, 2018 at 7:00 pm at the Rodd 
Charlottetown Hotel, 75 Kent Street. The applicant’s representative, Aaron Stavert, presented the 
application and was available to answer any questions from Council or the public. Five residents 
spoke to this application at the public meeting.  Joey Jeffrey inquired if the 40 unit apartment 
building would be lower than the street line.  Mr. Stavert noted that the grade would probably 
drop 12 to 14 feet to the base of the building.  Mr. Jeffrey also asked about the proposed street 
entrance and whether a study has been made on the impact of this new development to the traffic 
along Mount Edward Road or if any other street options were available or installation of traffic 
lights warranted.  The Mayor indicated that a traffic study had not be done but this development 
would be reviewed by our Police traffic division.  David MacDonald also inquired about the 
proposed traffic impacts for residents along Mt. Edward Road.  He was concerned about the area 
coming out of Ferngarden Drive is a blind hill and hard to pull out without some level of risk.  
Moreover, he mentioned that this area of Mt. Edward is prone to car backing up from the by-pass 



highway beyond Ferngarden Drive.  Herman McQuaid on behalf of the applicant commented 
that two years ago the proposal was brought to the police committee and Paul Johnston group 
and it was suggested that this was a reasonable access point.  Councillor Rivard inquired whether 
the applicant could review reworking the roadway entrance to Mt. Edward Road.   Mr. Stavert 
mentioned that a road access further back from the by-pass highway had been reviewed but it 
was determined that the sight lines were not good at that location.   
 
Brian Gillis commented that the development of this property was undertaken in a sensitive 
manner but didn’t address the social mandate of resolving affordable housing.  Mr. Gillis 
questioned whether it would be appropriate to see the master plan for the entire Saint. Dunstan’s 
property.  Mr. Gillis was concerned that road connections through the entire Saint Dunstan’s 
property should be determined in advance.  He felt that the lack of future understanding of all of 
the proposed land uses was bad planning. 
 
DISCUSSION: 

 
As per Section 36.3.2 of the Zoning & Development By-law, the Council, before approving a 
Development Concept Plan, shall consider the following four (4) items: 
 

1. The Maintenance of Design Standards of the proposed buildings and their acceptability 

with respect to land uses and the character and scale of existing and proposed 

Development in the vicinity. 

 

The submitted plans only show the conceptual massing of the buildings and do not 
illustrate specific design elements. That being said, the applicant has attempted to respect 
the existing scale of the single-detached dwellings across Mount Edward Road by: 

 
 Recessing the proposed apartment buildings to reduce the impact of the buildings 

scale; and 
 Proposing to locate a townhouse dwelling along Mount Edward Road to provide a 

compatible use across from the existing single-detached dwellings.  
 

Further, all access to the proposed residential buildings will be directed off of the 
proposed street and not directly onto Mount Edward Road. This concept / scale of 
development are similar to the development off of Towers Road behind the 
Charlottetown Mall.  

 

2. The preservation of existing site features of unique quality and the preservation of the 

natural beauty of the area. 

 

The subject property is constrained by Mount Edward Road, adjacent properties, and the 
Confederation Trail. The applicant has attempted to preserve a portion of open space 
between the proposed townhouse and the adjacent single-detached dwelling at 269 Mount 
Edward Road (PID #390757). 



 

3. The type of Ownership. 

 

The type of ownership has not been identified at this time, but one would assume that due 
to the configuration of the lots, the buildings will either be maintained as rental units or 
sold as individual condominiums.  

 

4. The proposed population density of the area, the floor space ratio, the adequacy of Open 

Space areas, building form, Parking, pedestrian walkways, Streets, water supply, 

sanitary and storm sewers. 

 

As previously indicated the submitted plans only show the conceptual massing of the 
buildings. That being said, the applicant has agreed to undergo the Design Review 
process in order to develop the design of the building at a later date. Should the 
application be approved, the Development Agreement would include the conceptual 
massing plans but the text would indicate that the Design Review process is required 
prior to issuing any permits. 

 
Staff would note that parking is required to be exclusive of the front yard for any building 
containing more than three (3) residential dwelling units. That being said, the subject 
property is located in the CDA which would be subject to a Development Concept Plan 
being approved. The applicant is requesting to locate surface parking at the front of the 
apartment buildings in Phase II for the following reasons: 
 

1. Locating the parking at the rear and moving the building towards the street would 
mean that the proposed building would be at the minimum side and front yard 
setbacks. The applicant feels that the aesthetics of the apartment buildings being 
setback from the proposed street is more appropriate; and 
 

2. Due to the topography of the land, having the apartment buildings locate adjacent 
to the trail (which is the low part of the property) would mean that the townhouse  
in Phase I and the apartment buildings in Phase II would appear to be at the same 
height. 
 

With regard to traffic issues raised at the public meeting, staff agree that the issue of the creation 
of a safe access point to Mt. Edward is a critical component of any development application.  
Staff would note that this issue was reviewed before with the Police traffic division in the past 
and they were in support of the proposed street access location.  Notwithstanding, the Police 
Department feel that a traffic study is warranted in this case to ensure that the proposed street 
access to Mt. Edward Road meets all of the acceptable Transportation Association of Canada 
guidelines for safe access including the ability of the owner to open up the vacant lands on the 
other side of the trail.  The Police Department has indicated that they would be more comfortable 
ensuring that a traffic professional confirm that the proposed street geometry through the site is 
acceptable for the proposed development and any future development on the interior of this very 
large property.  Staff would note that the by-pass highway is a controlled access highway and 



there will be no opportunity to gain access to this road network.  As a result, this places more 
pressure on safe access connections to Mount Edward Road to open up the vacant lands that 
remain between Mt. Edward Road and the Lower Malpeque Road.  There are few acceptable 
access points to create a street connection to Mt. Edward Road and a traffic engineer can 
comment on how this important street access point can be designed in a safe and efficient 
manner for the proposed and future development of the applicant’s property.   Staff recommend 
the traffic study be a requirement of the development agreement proposed for this property.  The 
study will need to be completed and reviewed prior to any building permits being issued for 
development on this site in the event that this application is approved. 
 
Notwithstanding, there are no major issues that have been raised to date that would warrant not 
supporting this application.  On balance, staff are prepared to support this application subject to 
signing a development agreement that includes a traffic study and design review of the future 
buildings as outlined in this proposal. 
 
Below is a quick summary of the subject application’s positive attributes, neutral attributes, and 
shortcomings: 
 

Positives  Neutral Shortcomings 

 
 Moderately higher density that 

will not adversely affect 
existing low density housing. 

 Increasing the capacity of 
existing underground services. 

 Additional density in fully 
serviced areas of the City. 

 Medium density housing style 
to meet future housing needs. 

 The proposed townhouse 
addresses the scale and 
character of existing dwellings 
across Mount Edward Road. 

 The applicant has agreed to the 
Design Review process in order 
to finalize the plans that form 
part of the Development 
Concept Plan. 
 

 
 

 
 

  
RECOMMENDATION: 

 
Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to approve the request to: 
 

1. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 

Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for a portion of the 
property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740); 



2. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the 
Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area 

(CDA) Zone for a portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740); 
3. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 

Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for the property 
located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); 

4. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the 
Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area 

(CDA) Zone for the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); 
5. Consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) 

with the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), subject to the receipt 
of final pinned survey plans; and 

6. Amend Appendix “G” – Comprehensive Development Area Lands and Uses of the 
Zoning & Development By-law from allowing a residential building on the street with 

the back portion vacant to 143 residential dwelling units on 5.05 acres of the property 
located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), subject to the approval of the 
Development Concept Plan, Design Review process and the signing of a Development 
Agreement. 

 
Respectfully, 
 
_________________________ 
 

Reviewed By:   
CAO Dir Corp Srvs Dir Pub Srvs Dir F & D Srvs Dir Hum Res Mgr Other 

RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS:        
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Report No: PLAN-2018-30-October-#6c-5 
   
Date:        
October 31, 2018 

Directed to:          
Planning Board 

Attachments:    
1. GIS Maps 
2. Applicant’s Submission 
3. Off-Lot Parking Agreement with CADC 
4. Letters from Residents 

Department:        
Planning & Heritage 
Prepared by:   
Greg Morrison, MCIP              
Subject:  
Request for a site specific amendment to allow off-lot parking which includes three (3) variances. 
 
RECOMMENDATION:  
Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to approve the request to obtain a site 
specific exemption of the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone of the Zoning & 
Development By-law as it pertains to 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) in order to construct a five 
(5) storey mixed-use development and allow the applicant to enter into an agreement with the 
City to provide fifteen of the required parking spaces off-lot in the Pownal Parkade (100 Pownal 
Street, PID #340414) for a period of not less than 10 years which is contrary to the Zoning & 
Development By-law (2018-11) subject to: 
 

1. Design Review approval; and  
2. The signing of a Development Agreement.  

 
The site specific exemption also includes the following three (3) variances: 
 

1. Reducing the minimum lot frontage required to be eligible for a bonus height from 98.4 ft 
to approximately 76.1 ft; 

2. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed 
building to 70 Grafton Street (PID #340273) from 18.0 ft to approximately 14.33 ft; and 

3. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed 
building to 137 Queen Street (PID #340257) from 18.0 ft to approximately 13.0 ft.  
 

 
 
SUMMARY:  
 
The Planning & Heritage Department has received a request to construct a five-storey, mixed-use 
building on the existing parking lot located at 80 Grafton (PID #340265). The proposed building 
includes a basement with retail space on the main floor, offices on the second floor, six (6) 

City of 
Charlottetown 



residential dwelling units on the third floor, four (4) residential dwelling units on the fourth floor, 
and four (4) residential dwelling units on the fifth floor. 
 
In order to construct the proposed building, the applicant requires a site specific exemption to the 
Zoning & Development By-law to allow the applicant to apply for off-lot parking which is not 
permitted in the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11). The site specific exemption includes 
a variance to allow the applicant to be eligible for bonus height and two (2) variances to the 
stepbacks of the fourth and fifth floors. 
 
There is some confusion in light of the fact that the application was submitted under Zoning & 
Development By-law (August 1, 2018). That being said, this application is being reviewed as per 
the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11) because it is the current by-law at the time that 
Council determines the disposition of the application. Should the application be approved, the 
approval would be to amend the current by-law (Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11)). The 
Minister of Communities, Land, and Environment is not able to approve an amendment to a by-
law which does not exist anymore (Zoning & Development By-law (August 1, 2018)). 
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
DMUN Requirements: 
 

 

 
 
 

 DMUN Requirements Proposed  

Permitted Uses 

Apartment Dwelling 

Office 

Retail Store 

Apartment Dwelling 

Office 

Retail Store 

Lot Frontage 

min 65.6 ft 

(for both apartments dwellings and 

commercial uses) 

approx. 76.1 ft 

Front Yard Setback 

min 0.0 ft 

(within the min and max range of 

the existing buildings on the block) 

approx. 0.0 ft 

(in line with MRSB and Pilot 

House) 

Rear Yard Setback 

min 0.0 ft 

(within the min and max range of 

the existing buildings on the block) 

approx. 0.0 ft 

(in line with Pilot House, less 

than MRSB) 

L Side Yard Setback 

min 0.0 ft 

(equal to the side yard setback of 

the existing building on the abutting 

property) 

approx. 0.0 ft 

(same setback as MRSB but 

note that there is a 13.0 ft 

common right-of-way 

between buildings) 



 
 

 
The proposed mixed-use building adheres to all permitted uses and setbacks in the Downtown 
Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN). That being said, the applicant is requesting a bonus height 
of two (2) additional floors which is permitted in this zone subject to the lot frontage variance 
being approved. 
 
In light of the fact that MRSB has a 0.0 ft side yard setback from the adjacent common right-of-
way, staff feels that the proposed building utilizing a 0.0 ft side yard setback from the adjacent 
common right-of-way satisfies the by-law requirements because if the common right-of-way was 
non-existent, these two buildings would be permitted to abut one another. Due to the common 
right-of-way, there will be approximately 13.0 ft from MRSB to the proposed building. 
 
Bonus Height Development Standards: 
 
 

 

R Side Yard Setback 

min 0.0 ft 

(equal to the side yard setback of 

the existing building on the abutting 

property) 

approx. 14.33 ft 

(Pilot House has a 0.0 ft 

setback; however there is a 

landscaped open space 

between buildings on the 

subject property) 

Height Max 39.4 ft 

approx. 60.0 ft excluding 

stairwell penthouse 

(bonus height required – see 

table below) 

 Bonus Height Requirements Proposed  

Permitted Zones 

DMUN 

DMS 

DC 

WF 

DMUN 

Building Height max 60.7 ft 
approx. 60.0 ft excluding 

stairwell penthouse  

Lot Frontage min 98.4 ft 
approx. 76.1 ft 

(variance required) 

Front Stepback min 9.8 ft approx. 10.0 ft 

L Side Stepback 

min 18.0 ft  

(from adjacent properties) 

 

approx. 13.0 ft 

(due to the common right-of-

way, the 4th and 5th floors are 

stepback 13.0 ft from MRSB – 

5.0 ft variance required.) 



 
 

 
The proposed five-storey mixed-use building does not adhere to all of the bonus height 
development standards as outlined in Section 29.3 of the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-
11). In light of the fact that the subject property does not meet the lot dimension requirements to 
be eligible for bonus height, a variance is required. 
 
In addition to the variance for the lot frontage, the applicant is also proposing two (2) additional 
variances to the side yard stepbacks from the fourth and fifth floors to the adjacent buildings.  
 
In light of the common right-of-way, the proposed building is setback approximately 13.0 ft from 
MRSB, the fourth and fifth floors must be stepped back an additional 5.0 ft from the building 
wall in order to meet the requirements of the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11). In order 
to keep the stairwells in line vertically throughout the building, the applicant is not proposing to 
stepback the fourth or fifth floors, hence the desire for a variance. 
 
While the 14.33 ft landscaped open space is present between the proposed building and the Pilot 
House, the fourth and fifth floors would need to be stepped back an additional 3.67 ft to adhere 
to the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11). In order to maintain the side of the residential 
dwelling units on the fourth and fifth floors, the applicant is requesting a variance as well. 
 
Finally staff would note that as part of the requirements for a bonus height application, an 
increase to the minimum standard pertaining to building height shall be permitted in exchange 
for securing a specific public benefit. The proposed public benefit for the fourth and fifth floors 
has not been indicated on the submitted plans to date but staff will work with the applicant to 
determine what the proposed public benefit will be. The amount of required public benefit is 
based upon $4.00 per 0.1 sq. m. of floor area for both the fourth and fifth floors. Permitted public 
benefits include:  
 

1. Adaptive reuse, Maintenance, preservation, or enhancement of a Designated Heritage 
Resource as defined in the Heritage Preservation By-law; 

2. The provision of Affordable Housing Dwelling Units, by way of subsidization between 
the applicant and the province for a specified period of time and confirmed in a written 
agreement registered to the property; 

3. The provision of three or four bedroom Dwelling Units; 
4. The provision of a Landscaped Area, such as urban park, plaza, boardwalk or other 

facility where a deficiency exists or as indicated by the City; 
 

R Side Stepback 

min 18.0 ft  

(from adjacent properties) 

 

approx. 14.33 ft 

(due to the landscaped open 

space, the 4th and 5th floors 

are stepback 14.33 ft from the 

Pilot House – 3.67 ft variance 

required.) 



 
 

5. The provision of public art in a location to be agreed upon by the City; 
6. Investment in active transportation or public transit; 
7. The provision of a LEED-gold standard certified Building or other equivalent 

qualification; or 
8. The provision of subsidized commercial space for arts or other cultural uses. 

 
Landscaped Area: 
 
As per Section 6.4 of the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11), a minimum of ten percent 
(10%) of the lot area shall be used for no other purpose than landscaped area.  
 
The total lot area of the subject property is approximately 9,558.16 sq ft (76.1 ft x 125.6 ft). The 
applicant has proposed a landscaped area between the proposed building and the Pilot House. 
The proposed landscaped area is approximately 1,800.3 sq ft (14’4” x 125.6 ft) which would 
represent 18.8% and satisfy the requirements of the by-law. 
 
The by-law also indicates that in all zones where the minimum front yard setback permits, a strip 
of land of not less than 12.0 ft in width shall be provided for a landscaped area. In light of the 
fact that the proposed building is permitted a 0.0 ft front yard setback, this requirement does not 
apply. 
 
Parking: 
 
The subject property is located in the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone in 
which a stand-alone parking lot is not permitted. That being said, the property was formally 
located in the Downtown Mixed-Use Commercial (DMU) Zone where a stand-alone parking lot 
is permitted. In light of the foregoing, the subject property, which is currently being used as a 
parking lot containing 26 standard parking spaces would be considered a legal non-conforming 
use. Because the proposed building will be displacing these existing parking spaces, they will 
have to be accommodated elsewhere and additional parking will have to be provided for the 
proposed building. 
 
Staff completed a preliminary parking calculation based upon the submitted plans.  
 

Standard Parking Spaces 
 

Business office / retail store in the 500 Lot Area = 2 spaces for the first 450 sq ft 
of floor area plus 1 addition space for each additional 1,045 sq ft of floor area. 

 
Main Floor = +/- 6,000 sq ft of Retail Store 
Second Floor = 6,946 sq ft of Office 
 



 
 
6,946 sq ft + 6,000 sq ft = 12,946 sq ft 
12,946  sq ft – 450 sq ft = 12,496 sq ft (2 spaces) 
12,496 sq ft / 1,045 sq ft = 11.96 spaces (12 spaces) 

 
Dwelling unit in the 500 Lot Area = 1 space for every two dwelling units in a 
building with more than three dwelling units. 
 

Third Floor = 6 dwelling units 
Fourth Floor = 4 dwelling units 
 
Fifth Floor = 4 dwelling units 
 
14 dwelling units / 2 = 7 spaces 

 
Total Standard Parking Spaces = 2 + 12 + 7 = 21 spaces 
Plus the 26 spaces being removed from the existing property 

 
Mobility Parking Spaces 
 

Multiple Dwellings = 1 reserved space per 5 to 30 units. 
 

14 dwelling units = 1 mobility parking space 
 
All other uses = 3 reserved parking spaces for the mobility of the disabled per 26-
100 parking spaces required. 
 

28 required standard parking spaces = 3 mobility parking spaces 
 

Total Mobility Parking Spaces = 4 spaces 
 
 Total Spaces 
 

 47 standard parking spaces and 4 mobility parking spaces 
 
Staff would note that the basement was exempted in light of the fact that it is proposed to be used 
for file storage only. No other exemptions were included for washrooms, storage rooms or 
common areas on the main floor or second floor at this time. When detailed floor plans are 
submitted, the required parking will likely be reduced as the parking calculation above is based 
upon the strictest regulations.  
 
Staff would also note that the number of parking spaces that currently exist on the property may 
also be reduced when a proper survey plan is submitted. Staff identified 26 standard parking 



spaces from the aerial photography but the applicant indicates that the spaces are undersized and 
that there may be less than 26 spaces that adhere to the requirements of the Zoning & 
Development By-law on the property. 

 
As per Section 4.44.6 of the previous Zoning & Development By-law (August 1, 2018), the 
development officer could, with the approval of the Council, approve off-lot parking for 
developments located in the 500 Lot Area provided that the building containing the required 
parking is within 787.4 ft of the subject lot and the developer has filed with the City, a lease 
providing the parking for a period of not less than 10 years. The recently approved Zoning & 
Development By-law (2018-11) does not allow for off-lot parking but rather requires that cash-
in-lieu of parking must be paid when adequate parking cannot be provided on the property and 
therefore, a site specific exemption is required.  
 
In this circumstance, the applicant would be required to pay up to $306,000 ($6,000 per space x 
51 spaces) to construct the proposed building. In light of the fact that this project has been 
developing for the past few years, the applicant is requesting that they be able to enter into an 
agreement with the City to provide 15 parking spaces off-lot in the Pownal Parkade (100 Pownal 
Street, PID #340414) as per the previous Zoning & Development By-law (August 1, 2018). The 
applicant is requesting to pay cash-in-lieu for the remaining spaces. Therefore, the applicant 
would be required to pay up to $216,000 ($6,000 per space x 36 spaces) to construct the 
proposed building. 
 
Staff would note that the applicant is also requesting to locate an interior link between the third 
floor of the proposed building and the Pownal Parkade in order to provide readily available 
access to the residents, employees, and public utilizing the proposed building.  
 
OFFICIAL PLAN: 
 
There are several Official Plan objectives that relate to this application; in particular, those aimed 
at sustaining neighbourhoods (Section 3.2) and creating a vibrant 500 Lot Area (Section 4.2):  
 

Section 3.1 – Objective #2 – Our objective is to promote compact urban form and infill 
development, as well as the efficient use of infrastructure and public service facilities. 

 
The proposed development involves additional residential density in the downtown core which 
will capitalize on existing municipal infrastructure that presently exists.  
 

Section 3.2 - Objective #1 - Our objective is to preserve the built form and density of 
Charlottetown’s existing neighbourhoods, and to ensure that new development is 
harmonious with its surrounding.  

 
This objective contains a policy stressing the importance of ensuring that “building footprints, 
massing, and setbacks” are physically related to its surroundings. The proposed development is 
applying for two additional floors of bonus height which will make the building appear larger; 



however, the applicant has attempted to stepback the fourth and fifth floors to allow the 
streetscape to be viewed as a three storey building which is traditional along the block. 
 

Section 3.2 - Objective #2 - Our objective is to allow moderately higher densities and 
alternative forms of development in any new residential subdivisions which may be 
established, provided that this development is well planned overall, and harmonious 
with existing residential neighbourhoods. 

 
The proposed development will provide high density residential development and new forms of 
dwelling units to the surrounding neighbourhood, as this objective encourages. The external 
design reviewer will ensure that key design criteria are satisfied to ensure harmony with the 
neighbourhood.   
 

Section 3.2 - Objective #3 - Our objective is to support the provision of suitable 
commercial and institutional needs, employment opportunities, community-based 
services, and public realm amenities within neighbourhoods. 

 
The proposed development is in the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) which 
supports residential uses as well as commercial uses. The proposed building provides suitable 
commercial space within the existing neighbourhood. 
 

Section 4.2 - Objective #2 - Our objective is to promote new development that 
reinforces the existing urban structure. 

 
The proposed development satisfies the front yard setback requirements outlined in the DMUN 
Zone, and as a result, it complies with permitted street setbacks on the block while reflecting the 
urban structure of other developments in the neighbourhood. 
 

Section 4.2 - Objective #5 - Our objective is to ensure that the concept of compatible 
development is fundamental to all aspects of the CHARLOTTETOWN PLAN. 

 
Section 4.2 - Objective #6 - Our objective is to protect and strengthen the character of 
the residential neighbourhood in the 500 Lot Area 

 
Objective 5 defines compatible development as “development that is not necessarily the same as, 
or similar to existing development.  It is development that enhances the character of the existing 
community.”  
 
The proposed development has traditional elements in the building design. One may argue that 
aspects of the building were done in an attempt to recreate heritage but these issues and other 
design standards of the 500 Lot Area will be evaluated through the design review process to 
ensure that new development is compatible with, and enhances its surroundings. 
 
 



 
 
PUBLIC CONSULTATION: 
 
Mailout 
 
On October 9, 2018, Council recommended that the application proceed to the public 
consultation phase. On October 11, 2018, fifty-one (51) letters were sent to property owners 
located within 100 meters of the subject property. The letter informed them of the upcoming 
public meeting and solicited their comments, to be received in writing prior to 12:00 pm (noon) 
on Wednesday, October 24, 2018. Two (2) letters were received, one (1) in support and one (1) 
in opposition stating that the City no longer needs big buildings but heritage buildings instead. 
 
Public Meeting 
 
The public meeting of Council was held on Tuesday, October 23, 2018 at 7:00 pm at the Rodd 
Charlottetown Hotel, 75 Kent Street. The owner’s representative, Bill Chandler, presented the 
application and was available to answer any questions from Council or the public. Mayor 
Clifford Lee clarified the process of this application with it having site specific amendments, 
variances and design reviews should this application move forward. Mayor Lee also commented 
whether the 26 existing parking spaces need to be replaced. Parking Standards were reviewed in 
this application and again, will be up to Council to decide on the parking requirements as it 
relates to the overall components of this application. Two residents spoke to the application in 
relation to affordable housing and parking spaces. Mr. Brian Gillis mentioned about 
incorporating a percentage of new housing development for affordable housing and questioned 
why the City is not building parkades from cash-in-lieu requirements from new development. 
Mr, Kenny Martin recognized that this application is a wonderful concept but he also agreed with 
Mr. Gillis’ comment on parking and recommended to at least look at improving public transit or 
build more parking garages.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
This application involves numerous requests which shall be considered concurrently, as all items 
must be approved to proceed with the proposed development. Staff is confident that the majority 
of the requirements in the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11) have been satisfied and the 
proposed development will enhance the existing neighbourhood. 
 
Staff has additional confidence in approving the project because if the site specific exemption is 
approved, the application will be required to follow the Design Review process as per Section 
3.13 of the Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11) and would be subject to the signing of a 
Development Agreement to ensure that the plans that have been reviewed and presented to the 
public and Council will be constructed. The Development Agreement will also include 
provisions pertaining to the bonus height public benefit and parking arrangement. 
 



Below is a quick summary of the subject application’s positive attributes, neutral attributes, and 
shortcomings: 
 

Positives  Neutral Shortcomings 
 

 Promotes compact urban form 
and infill development, as well 
as the efficient use of 
infrastructure  

 Preserves the built form and 
density of the neighbourhood. 

 Well planned overall, and 
harmonious with existing 
neighbourhood. 

 Provides suitable commercial 
employment opportunities and 
public realm amenities within 
the neighbourhood. 

 Strengthens the character of the 
500 Lot Area 

 Design review is required to 
ensure that new development is 
compatible with, and enhances 
its surroundings. 
 

 
 

 

 
 Requires a site specific 

exemption to allow the 
applicant to apply for off-
lot parking. 

 Requires a variance to the 
lot frontage requirement for 
bonus height. 

 Requires variances to 
reduce the minimum side 
yard stepback for the fourth 
and fifth floors on both 
sides of the proposed 
building. 
 

  
In light of the fact that the proposed development will enhance the neighbourhood and that the 
proposed concept plan has support in the Official Plan, staff is recommending approval of this 
application. 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to approve the request to obtain a site 
specific exemption of the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone of the Zoning 
& Development By-law as it pertains to 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) in order to construct a 
five (5) storey mixed-use development and allow the applicant to enter into an agreement with 
the City to provide fifteen of the required parking spaces off-lot in the Pownal Parkade (100 
Pownal Street, PID #340414) for a period of not less than 10 years which is contrary to the 
Zoning & Development By-law (2018-11) subject to: 
 

3. Design Review approval; and  
4. The signing of a Development Agreement.  

 
The site specific exemption also includes the following three (3) variances: 
 



4. Reducing the minimum lot frontage required to be eligible for a bonus height from 98.4 ft 
to approximately 76.1 ft; 

5. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed 
building to 70 Grafton Street (PID #340273) from 18.0 ft to approximately 14.33 ft; and 

6. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed 
building to 137 Queen Street (PID #340257) from 18.0 ft to approximately 13.0 ft.  

 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
_________________________ 
 
Reviewed By:   
CAO Dir Corp Srvs Dir Pub Srvs Dir F & D Srvs Dir Hum Res Mgr Other 

RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS:        
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Ganga. Ellen 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good morning, 

Doug Wright <dwright@atlantech.ca> 
Wednesday, October 24, 2018 11:49 AM 
Planning Department 
Lloyd Compton 
80 Grafton St. (Proposed Development) 
image002.emz 

I am the co-owner of Lot 500 Properties Inc., which owns 70 & 60 Grafton St. properties - adjacent to the proposed 
development at 80 Grafton St. 

Just a quick comment that we are aware of and support the proposed development being put forward at 80 Grafton St. 

Lot 500 Properties Inc. has similar development plans (mixed-use building) for 70 & 60 Grafton St., and look forward to 
working together with MRSB to 
ensure that both their proposed project and our proposed project complement each other, Grafton St. and the 
designated Lot 500 property zone. 

Doug Wright, P.Eng 
President 

Atlantech® Companies 
89 Hillstrom Aile, Charlottetown 
PEl, Canada C1 E 2CB 
Tel: 902.368.7500 Ext 22 
Gel: 902 .314.1 175 
dwright@atlantech.ca 

Doug Wright, P.Eng 
President 

Lot 500 Properties Inc. 
89 HilistromA..e , Charlottetown 
PEl, Canada C1 E2ca 
Tel : 902.368 .7500 Exl:22 
Gel: 902 .314 .1175 

dwright@atlantech ca 
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Ganga, Ellen 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

xl chen <chen161122@gmai l.com> 
Friday, October 19, 2018 6:44 PM 
Planning Department 
Disagree the construction planning at 80 Grafton street 

As the owner of 82-96 Kent street, I disagree the construction planning at 80 Grafton street (PID#340265). 

Charlottetown is a tour city that doesn ' t need big building, but heritage building. Why I spend a large amount of 
money to maintain the heritage building, but others can build large building that will destroy the city view? I 
will be very disappointed, also the tourists will be very disappointed, some day they will lose interest in this 
city. Thanks. 

Xiongliang Chen 

President 

Chen & Liang City United Ltd. 

X:iongliang Chen President Chen & Liang City United Limited Add: 21 Donald Drive Charlottetown, PE C 1 E 
1Z5 Cell: 902-626-6389 Email: chen161122@gmaiLcom 

1 



TITLE: 
ZONING & OP AMENDMENT 

FILE: PLAN-2018-7-NOVEMBER-4a-1 (revised) 
/' ,~ 

PROPERTY PID #1073634 CHARLOITETOWN 
OWNER: BILL WATERS 

MEETING DATE: Page 1 of 4 
October 1st 2018 

DEPARTMENT: ATTACHMENTS: 

Planning & Heritage A. Map of Site 
B. Application related documents 

SITE INFORMATION: 

Context: Vacant and undeveloped 

Ward No: 8 

Existing land Use: Right-of-Way 

Official Plan: N/A 

Zoning: N/A 

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS: PLAN-2018-4-Sept-5 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend Council to approve the request to zone the 
property identified as PID #1073634 to Single-Detached Residential (R-lL) Zone and designate 
the same property Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan. 

BACKGROUND: 

Request 
The Planning & Heritage Department has received a request to zone the parcel PID #1073634 to 
the Single Detached Residential (R-1l) Zone and to designate the same lot as Residential as per 
Appendix A of the Official Plan. Approval of this application will allow for the owner to develop 
the site for residential purposes. 

Development Context 
The subject site is 0.4 acres in size, vacant with some portions treed, and is located between 137 
Belgrave Drive which is owned by the same person as 133 Belgrave Drive. The property is 
relatively flat and undeveloped. Uses surrounding the site are primarily large low density 
residential lots with the only nearby amenity being a public park and greenspace. The lot PID 
#1073634 currently does not have any formal access but this would be provided onto Belgrave 
Drive once developed. 

Planning Report File : PlJ\N 2018 7- November 1 



TITLE: BELGRAVE DRIVE PID #1073634 Page 2 of 2 

History 
The lot PID #1073634 was once a public right-of-way designated for a street to connect Gardiner 
Drive and Belgrave Drive. This road allowance was subdivided and sold in 2017 to the current 
property owner but was never consolidated with 137 Belgrave Drive. The parcel currently does 
not have a designation or zoning and therefore has no entitlements for development. The owner 
applied for a site specific amendment on the property to construct a large accessory structure. 
Council recently rejected this proposal to proceed to a public meeting. 

ANALYSIS: 

This property is located within a well-established R-1L Zone. The owner is proposing to zone the 
property Single Detached Residential (R-1L) and designate Residential as per the Official Plan. 
This will allow for the owner to develop a single detached dwelling on the property providing for 
infill in an established low density neighbourhood. The property has access to infrastructure 
services (i.e. sewer and water) and recreational open spaces (parks and trails). Winslow is a low 
density residential community that was amalgamated with the City of Charlottetown in 1995. 

Consistency with the Official plan 
Presently, the property does not have a designation since it was a previous right-of-way for a 
road. The applicant is seeking to designate the property Residential in order to develop a single 
detached residential building onsite. The Official Plan supports both infill development while 
maintaining the character of the residential neighbourhood. 

Section 3.1.2 of the Official Plan states: Our objective is to promote compact urban form and infill 
development, as well as the efficient use of infrastructure and public service facilities. 

Our policy shall be to allow moderately higher densities in neighbourhoods, and to allow in- law 
suites in residential land-use designations, and to make provision for multiple-family dwellings in 
the downtown core, and multiple-family dwellings in suburban centres and around these centres 
provided it is developmellt at a dellsity that willllot adversely affect existillg low dellsity hOl/sillg. 

Section 3.2 under the heading of Environment for Change states: Preserving the distinctive 
character and identity of Charlolletown 's neighbourhoods requires strategies that promote 
internal stability as well as a sense of community identity. The CHARLOTTETOWN PLAN 
incorporates policies which will help preserve the harmony and integrity of each existing 
neighbourhood within the City. 

The Official Plan supports mixed forms of housing within existing neighbourhoods to allow for 
housing choices. Housing choices within neighbourhoods are important as they provide variety for 

Plaf1!llllR Report Fill": PLAN 2018-7 November 1 



TITLE: BElGRAVE DRIVE PID #1073634 Page 3 of 3 

people at various stages of their lives. This neighbourhood predominately consists oflarge single 
detached residential lots with open space areas for parks and trails. 

Consistency with the Zoning By-law 
As previously stated the property has no zoning since it was previously a public right-of-way for a 
future street. The applicant is applying to zone the subject property to the Single Detached 
Residential (R-ll) Zone. The Winslow neighbourhood predominately consists of low density 
residential housing with parks and trails. The proposed zoning would conform to the rest of the 
neighbourhood that is also zoned Single Detached Residential (R-ll) Zone. The proposed lot is of 
sufficient size to adhere to all minimum sizing requirements for both frontage and area. 

Public Meeting (October 23 2018) 
The application was presented to council and members of the public. Mr. Watters was present to 
explain his application and answer any further questions. Mr. Watters indicated that his objective 
is to improve the whole back area of his property. He owns the front lots where his house is 
currently located. A portion of the subject property is heavily timbered and he has no intentions 
of cutting it down. The back of his property would be a mix of grass area and flower beds which 
the neighbours around the area would be able to view from their decks. This view provides 
privacy rather than looking into another home. It is his objective to make the area look 
attractive for him and for the neighbours. At the time the lot was purchased, it was his 
understanding that the lot would be zoned to allow him to develop the property. There was no 
follow up questions or representation from members of the public to provide input on the 
application. 

Planning Board (October 31't 2018) 
The application was presented to Planning Board with the recommendation to approve the 
Zoning and Official Plan amendments. The Board had some reservations to recommend approval 
due to the fact that there was a previous application for an enlarged accessory structure that 
could be built to sat isfy all requirements of the Zoning By-law. Staff did clarify that since it is a 
legal lot separate from the owner's other lot located at 137 Belgrave Drive the applicant would 
have to establish a residential use as the primary land use prior to an accessory use such as a 
garage be constructed. There were some concerns raised by Board members that the owner 
could construct a building with a dwelling unit and sacrifice the residential space for more garage 
floor area. As such the Board deferred the application until such time that the owner either 
speaks to his application in person or provides a building concept for the lot. 

CONCLUSION: 
Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend Council to approve the request to zone the 
property identified as PID #1073634 to the Single-Detached Residential (R-ll) Zone of the Zoning 
& Development Bylaw and designate Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan. 

Planning Rr por l File: PLAN 20 18-7 November 1 



TITLE: BELGRAVE DRIVE PID #1073634 

Alex Forbes, MClP, MBA 

Manager of Planning & Heritage 

Presenter: 

Robert Zilke, MCiP 

Planner II 

Plannmg RflpOr'l File: PLA N 2018-7- November- l 

Page 4 of 4 



      Attachment A 

 

 
Application File: PLAN-2018-

October-1 
 

0 12.5 25 50 Meters 

Address: PID#1073634     

Ward: 8 0 40 80 160 Feet 
Zone: N/A     

LEGEND 

Affected Lot 

 
City of Charlottetown 
Planning & Heritage 

Department ± 
 

 
City of Charlottetown 

 
Map Created:9/27/2018 

 



Attachment B-1
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1..f3J-Rlf.2 ·1 '8' 

CHARLOTIETOWN 
PLANNING & HERITAGE DEPARTMENT 

APPLICATION 
FILE NUMBER HEIUTAGE SUBDIVISION 

Name 
ASSESSMENT NUMBER VARIANCE Number of Lois --
REZONING FROM TO ~I OTHER 

I. Applicant's Name _----="l'-'~/-"t....L.=--'~"_\ -"/;!,--"4-""')=o,-",,,~---,lJ'-"-<t4,,,-,-T7-,-,E.,.;.,,,,£,--S _________ _ 

2. Address 13 '7 3c.u.: (l A vI£. t IU vIZ tv IN '" l .aG: IE C I ~ I Z . .'L 

3. Telephone: Work '10 2-Sr.L. -S-8!:CJ Home '102- %g -L <t44-

4. Civic Address of Property to be Developed __ -'-I_D_2-<-1,L" ...... 1"-'4'---_________ _ 

5. Present Use of Property (Zone) ~'-.1l\ll~=.4l.=""""" .. !t.·--'tP=P...:~=!:A'_:1.L_ ___________ _ 

6. Proposed Use of Property and Brief Description of Work __ ",t?c"'Ifi'-'-'."'.,,!.!IT.~AJ='T'c.::,.!.I\>.. .... ~ _____ _ 

7. Site or Subdivision Plan Provided Yes No 0 

8. Bnilding Plans Provided Yes 0 No 0 

9. Estimated Start Date ,.J ltV - 2v. 19 Completion Date _-=J'-'vv:..=...,.,II'-"L_---=2:::&"-~"_Lr_ 

I, Ule nndersigned, as owner or authorized agent for the owner of k~~ 
(Civic Address) hereby make application for the above-noted development and certify Ule tmUI of all 
statements or representatives contained herein. 

SIGNATURE OF OWNER OR AUTHORIZED AGENT 

NOTE: This is an applicatiou ONLY and does not authorize the applicant to proceed with UlC proposed 
development until a building permit is applied for and issued for the development. 

233 Queen Streel, PO Box 98, Charlottetown, PE, Canada C IA 7K2 

Tel (902) 629·4158. Pax (902) 629·4156, Email planning@Ch:u)ottctown.ca, \Veb www.charioUctowll.ca 
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KEY PLAN (N.T.S.) 

LEGEND 
LANDS DEALT WITH BY THIS PlAN 
FOUND SURVEY MARKER 
PLACED SURVEY MARKER 
CALCULATED POINT 
TREE\HEDGE LINE 
FENCE LINE 
MANHOLE 
CATCH BASIN 
UTILITY POLE 
LIGHT 
SIGN 
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\ . THE FIELD WORK FOR THIS SURVEY WAS EXECUTED DURING 
THE PERIOD OF NOVEMBER 20, 2017. 

2. AZIMUTHS ARE GRID OERIVEO. 

.3. ALL DIMENSIONS ARE GIVEN IN FEET, UNLESS NOTED. 

4. FOR THIS SURV£'( TO BE VAlJD, IT IS NECESSARY FOR 
APPROVAL TO BE GRANTED BY THE APPROPRIATE AUTHORITY. 

1-'1 '" Island Surveying & Engineering 
134 LONGWORTH AVE 
CHARLOTTETOWN , PEl 
C1A 058 

PHONE 902-394-3349 
FAX 902 -569-3348 

www.isesurveys.cQ 

PLAN OF SURVEY SHOWING 
LOTS 17-55A & 17-58 
BEING A SUBDIVISION OF 

PIO 1073634 & 102997 
SCALE 1 " - 40 ' 
BELGRAVE DRIVE 
QUEENS COUNTY 
TOWNSHIP No.33 P.E 

DRAWN BY: AMO P.I.D. No. 1073 
DRAWING No. 17364 1029 

2831 

I, ROBERT A. WAKElIN, PRINCE EDWARO ISLAND LAND SURVEYOR, 
DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THIS SURVEY WAS EXECUTED UNDER MY 
DIRECTION AND SUPERVISION, AND THAT THIS PLAN IS A TRUE AND 
CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF SAID SURVEY. 

·ROBiR~~ SURVEYOR . NOV'MB1:,:" ,0'; 



Directed to: 
Planning Board 
Department: 

City of 
Charlottetown 

Plannin & Herita e 
Prepared by: 
Laurel Palmer Thom son, MCIP 
Subject: 

Report No: PLAN-2018-11 # 4\:) -2 

Date: 
November 7, 2018 
Attachments: 
l. GIS Map 

2. Letters from Residents 

Request for a temporary use variance to the property located at 17 Ralden Avenue (PID 
#397083). 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to reject the request for a temporary 

use variance to the property located at 17 Ralden Avenue (PID #397083) to permit Chapman Bros 

Snow Removal to operate from December 2018 until May 2019. 

SUMMARY: 

The City of Charlottetown Planning & Heritage Department has received an application for a 
temporary use variance to the property located at 17 Ralden Avenue (PID #397083). The 

property in question is located in the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone. 

Creed's Petroleum has historically operated from 17 Ralden Avenue as a legal non-confonning 

use in the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone. Creed's closed their business as of December, 

2017 and did not operate at this location for a period of three years. Sometime following Creed's 

closing, Chapman Bros Snow Removal moved into 17 Ralden Avenue to operate their snow 

clearing business. At the time Chapman Bros occupied the site Creed's Petroleum had already 

closed their business and vacated the site for a period exceeding 6 months. As per Section 5.5.3 
of the Zoning & Development Bylaw: 

"A non-conforming Use of land or Building Shall not be permitted to resume if it has 
been discontinued for a period of six (6) consecutive months, and in such event the land 
or Building Shall not thereafter be Used except in conformity with this By-law. " 

Therefore, since Creed ' s Petroleum discontinued their use for a period of six (6) consecutive 

months, only the lIses allowed in the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone are permitted on this 

property. 



Chapman Bros Snow Removal has been operating from 17 Ralden Avenue for the past few years 
from December I to May I (or as snow removal is needed). In January of 2018 City Council 

approved a temporary use variance to allow Chapman Bros to operate their snow clearing 
business from January 2018 until May 2018. The approval was on the premise that Chapman 

Bros would secure another site to locate their snow removal business prior to the 201812019 
snow clearing season. 

Following the 2018 snow removal season Chapman Bros did explore several options to secure a 

site to relocate their snow removal business within City limits. For various reasons an 
appropriate site was not able to be secured prior to the 201812019 snow removal season. 
Chapman Bros have indicated to the City that they did have an agreement signed with a property 
owner to rent a location for their equipment however, the property was recently sold and they are 

now not able to utilize this location. 

In light of the foregoing, the applicant is again requesting a variance to allow a temporary use of 
land not permitted by the Zoning & Development Bylaw for a period of four (4) months as per 

Section 3.9.1 f. of the Bylaw: 

"a Temporary Use of land in a manner otherwise prohibited by this By-law for a period not 
exceeding four (4) months in any year" 

MAILOUT: 

On October 19,2018, forty (40) letters were sent to property owners located within 100 meters 
of the subject property. The letter informed them of the proposed variance and solicited their 
comments to be received in writing no later than Monday, November 5, 2018. To date, one (I) 

responses was received in favor and three (3) were received in opposition (see attached letters). 

The letter of opposition stated concerns relating to: 

• Heavy truck traffic causing damage to a newly paved Ralden A venue. 
• This use will increase traffic at all hours of the day I night. 
• This use will add noise and pollution to the neighbourhood. 
• The existing building is an eye-sore. 
• This use will affect the safety of the residents and children that walk in the area. 
• Council stated that Chap mans would be gone in May and they were there all summer. 

The letter in favor stated: 

• That it was convenient to have Chapman Bros in the neighbourhood because streets were 
cleared in a timely manner. 



DISCUSSION: 

Below is a quick summary of the subject application's positive attributes, neutral attributes, and 
shortcomings: 

Positi, es Neutral Shortcomings 

• Essential service to the City. 

• Should it be approved this year, 
Council can require it be 

relocated next year. 

• This use has been • Not pennitted in the R-2 

operating from this Zone. 
property for a number of • Creeds Petroleum is no 

years. longer a legal non

conforming use. 

• This use is better suited 
for an industrial zone. 

• Potentially disruptive 
hours of operation for 
residents. 

• Second application for a 
temporary use variance. 

Staff would note that this use is better suited for an industrial property in the City. The applicant 
contends that they are providing an essential service during the winter to not only the residents of 
this immediate neighbourhood, but all the residents of Charlottetown. Chapman Bros has been 
contracted by the City of Charlottetown to remove snow within 66 kilometers in the northeast 
section of the City. The applicant has indicated that the subject property is a central location for 
their snow removal zone. Staff would note that this former industrial property is transitioning 
back to a residential property. 

However, because the legal non-conforming use does not operate from this property, and the 
proposed use is not permitted, staff is reluctant to support this variance. In addition a temporary 
use variance was already granted to Chapman Brothers for the 2017/2018 season with the 
condition that they secure another location for their business for the next snow clearing season. 
Although, Chapmans have indicated that various attempts to find an alternate location was not 
successful a temporary use is meant to be a temporary use and not a recurring use on an annual 
basis; therefore, it difficult for staff to support this application. 

Notwithstanding, Chapman Bros have operated from this location for the last few years, and 
provide an essential service to the City. Should this variance be approved, staff would suggest 
that a condition be placed on the approval that no additional temporary use variances will be 
approved for the snow removal business and that the applicant must find a new location next 
year. 



RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff encourages Plmming Board to recommend to Council to reject the request for a temporary 

use variance to the property located at 17 Ralden Avenue (PID #397083) to permit Chapman 

Bros Snow Removal to operate from December 2018 until May 2019. 

~IflOP 
Reviewed B : 
CAO Dir Corp Srvs Dir Pub Srvs Dir F& 0 Srvs DirHum Res Other 

RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS: 





Subject: 17 Ralden Avenue (PID #397083) 

Good morning, 

I am writing in regards to a letter we received for the above property. We (myself and spouse) 

fully agree to allowing Chapman Brothers to operate from the Creed's property. When they 

were there in the past, we had no issues with noise and they did a wonderful job with plowing. 

I think them being so close to the city, the streets get plowed in a timely manner. 

Sincerely 

Debbie & Kent MacRae 

170 Barbour Circle 

From: Lynn Carr [mailto :dlynnie67@gmail.com j 
Sent: Tuesday, October 23, 2018 9:12 PM 
To: Planning Department 
Subject: [SPAMj Rezoning Application for 17 Ralden Avenue 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Since moving to Barbour Circle 10 years ago, we have seen and experienced the decline of the state of 
Ralden Avenue from the various heavy trucks - first Creeds, then Feasible Fuels, and now Chapman Bros. 
who utilize this route. We have seen potholes so big that they span the entire width of one road lane 
forcing motorists to drive on the wrong side of the road to avoid the hole. Each year the City would fix 
the hole by patching it, but each year it grew bigger until finally this year Ralden was finally resurfaced 
and it has made a huge difference. We feel if Chapman Bros. is allowed to return to this location, the 
road is going to suffer the same sort of truck traffic that a residential area road was never intended to 
endure. 

Donald & Lynn Carr 

156 Barbour Circle 



From: J Rodd [mailto:jroddOO@gmail.comj 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 7: 18 AM 
To: Planning Department 
Subject: 17 Ralden Ave. Variance 

Hello, 1 am writing in regards to the letter I received regarding 17 Ralden ave known as the 
fonmer Creeds. This was disheartening to read, 1 thought since it was agreed at last years council 
meeting that Chapman' s were no longer able to operate from 17 Ralden because it now 
residential. 

As I stated last time I do not agree with that 17 Ralden should be allowed to operate as a snow 
plow operation. This is a residential area and is not safe to have such heavy machinery 
carelessly backing in and out of that location. There are many reason why you should not allow 
this such as respect for the people who live in this area. The noise keeping us and our children 
awake. The dangers of heavy equipment in a busy residential area. They park on top of the stop 
sign in which [ believe they should be at least 30 ft from a stop sign. They park at the crosswalk. 
The area is not big enough to operate such a company there. The corner is a very busy area and 
when you add snow plows backing up onto the street and into the intersection this could cause a 
serious accident. [ for one have had a snow plow drive out of their driveway in front of me twice 
last casuing me to slam on my breaks on the icy road. At the end of the day it comes down to 
safety of this community and abiding by the bylaws in which they don'l. Why is this company 
getting the tendors for the city when they do not have a proper location? They don't need to be 
right in Charlottetown why not find a location further out of town. The building is darlic and an 
envirorunental hazard, something needs to be done with it! 

Last year an employee from Chapman' s said we will not receive good service from them and 
didn't know how good we could have had it if the neighborhood didn't complain. With a 
statement like that why would we want them in our neighborhood. Why is this even up for a vote 
when it was already voted on last year? [ believe they planned on coming back all along they 
were supposed to be gone by May last year and were still around the location in July. 

All [ ask is please don' t approve the variance to allow Chapman' s to operate a snow plow 
company out of 17 Ralden. 

Thank you, 

Janice Robison 



From: Louis Arsenault [mailto:louisarsenault@live.com] 
Sent: Sunday, November 04,201811 :55 AM 
To: Planning Department 
Subject: pid# 397083 

I live at 27 macausland dr and I am against the proposal for chapmen's snow removal in our 
neighbourhood because of noise pollution at all hours. tractor trailer's were also there the last 
time cleaning there trucks sometimes blocking traffic. more and more kids are moving into our 

area and I think it is unsafe for those tractors being so close to our homes. and on the other 
side of things snow removal company's and other business in our area are leaving a mess of oil 
containers and garbage and it makes our neighbourhood look bad they should be in an 
industrial park. 
Sent from Outlook 



Thompson. laurel 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Ce: 
Subject: 

Another one, 

Best Regards, 
Ellen 

-----Original Message-----

Ganga, Ellen on behalf of Planning Department 
Monday, November OS, 2018 4:57 PM 
Thompson, Laurel 
Forbes, Alex 
FW: 17 Ralden Ave 

From: J P Robison [mailto:jp,robison@century21.ca ] 
Sent: Monday, November 05,20182:29 PM 
To: Planning Department 
Subject: 17 Ralden Ave 

The City of Charlottetown Planning & Heritage Department, 

I am writing this letter for awareness and safety for the public, 

I would like to first ask a few questions; who owns Creeds? How long has Creeds been non operational? Has a site visit 
ever been done to this property? 
In the letter I received the 2nd paragraph stated: Creeds Petroleum operates from 17 Ralden Avenue as a legal non

conforming use""" 
Creeds has been non operational for years and lost its zoning variance, The subject property is a residential zoning with a 
civic address of 17 Ralden (Formally known as Creeds Petroleum), 

How this property has been leased out over the past years is completely wrong in every way, 
When Creeds was operational, I'm only guessing"" say 8-10years ago, 
There was no through way traffic from Oak to Darte dr to Ralden Ave , 
Creeds Operated at the end of a dead end street, Ralden Ave had no through way traffic. Fast forward to today, Ralden 
Ave is one of the busiest streets in this area, 
There is a 4 way stop in front of the building; on average 1-2 out of 
10 car/trucks stop at, 
Last year Chapman's didn't have enough space to move their snow removal equipment in and out of the parking lot; 
they use the 4 way stop corner to back up through and hold up traffic or near cause accidents all hours through out the 
day, Watching them trying to fit all their equipment on a little piece of land is like a starving person with only one plate 
at an all you can eat buffet, Last year I witnessed the city employees fix the stop sign 3 times from their trucks backing 
up over them; what if that was a child they didn't see instead of a stop sign, 
I live across the street with 3 kids under the age of 8, it's far too dangerous, 

Creeds was granted a temporary variance last year until May of this year; they were there until July and had to be told to 

leave"" , 

Last year I wrote a letter pointing out certain dangers and zoning violations: 



Through out different times of the day there are more then 10+ heavy machinery vehicles pointed at the road which 
consists of trucks, backhoes, excavators, snow blows, dump trucks, tractor trailers, etc. 
There is a plumbing company across the street from Creed's which also has a excesses amount of vehicles coming and 
going through out the day which causes a cross fire of vehicles in front of the four way stop. 
There is so much traffic coming and going over 200' +\- of Road frontage it reminds me of Frogger; the arcade game. 
Amongst all the heavy machinery we have the very active corner for through traffic, school bus pick ups (elementary 
school kids running and playing), residents walking their dogs, Stonepark school kids coming and going from next door. 
I find this most shocking that the City of Charlottetown is even debating on letting this continue. How anyone has not 
been injured yet is very fortunate; we can not let this unsafe practice continue. We have bylaws in place for a reason; 
this unsafe environment has to be brought up to the bylaw standings and enforced to the highest level before someone 
gets hurt . The location falls in a residential area; if any business was applying for a commercial zoning for this property 
they would be turned down before this process would even make it to City Council to vote upon. 

I am 100% in support of development, business growth, residential growth, and community. Although, I'm Not if the end 
results increase the chances of accidents or injuries to our fellow Island residents. 

Sincerely, 

JP ROBISON 
Charlottetown Resident 
21 Ralden Ave 

JP ROBISON 
jp.robison@centurv21.ca 
902.314.3151 
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Prepared by: Robert Zilke, MCIP 

Subject: Request for Reconsideration of a home occupation (i.e. acupuncture & Chinese 
medicine business. 
RECOMMENDATION: 
Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to reject the request for 
reconsideration to operate a home occupation (i.e., acupuncture & Chinese medicine business) 
from the property located at 29 Forest Drive (PID #79 1913). 

Report: 
The City Plruming Department has received a request for reconsideration under Section 3.14 of the 
Zoning and Development Bylaw 2018-1 1 regarding an application for a home occupation for 
acupuncture & Chinese medicine business out of the existing single detached dwelling. The original 
home occupation application was refused by Council on October 9, 2018. Counci l in their decision 
noted the public opposition from surrounding residents and had concerns that this home occupation had 
the potential to intensify in the future, and the City may not have the ab ility to monitor the number of 
clients visiting the business on a daily and hourly basis. 

On October 25, 2018 a letter requesting a reconsideration was received from the applicant with their 
reasons for requesting a reconsideration of Council. The applicant is basing their reconsideration 
request on hardship pertaining to personal financial and health reasons. The applicant provided a letter 
and personal documents (i.e. income statements, tax returns and medical correspondence) that outline 
the plea based on hardship. Therefore the applicant is applying for reconsideration of their appl ication 
based on the following reasons: 

I) That the business operating out of a commercial space is having difficulty generating enough 
cash flow (operating in a deficit) to cover expenses such as rental and electricity costs; 

2) That one of the applicants and the only other full-time employee of the business Mr. Jianbin Li 
has a medical condition that at times would not permit him to drive himself and Liping Liu 
(applicant) to the business if it were located offsite. Mr. Li is the only person in the household 
with a driver' s license; and 

3) That the acupuncture & Chinese medicine business is the so le source of income for the family 
and relocating the business into the applicant's home is the only other option to alleviate 
burdensome financial costs and debt. 



The Process of Reconsideration: 

In order for an application to be reconsidered there are two stages to a reconsideration request. When an 
applicant requests a Reconsideration the application for Reconsideration is required to pass a threshold 
test. To pass the threshold test, the applicant must provide sufficient particulars in the request to show 
that the request falls within any of the stated grounds contained in Section 3.14.3 of the By-law. Section 
3.14 of the Zoning and Development Bylaw outlines the threshold test, 

3.14 RECONSIDERATION 

.3 Council May review, rescind, change, Alter or vary any order or decision made by the Development 
Officer or Council, and Council May reconsider any application under this section provided that: 

(a) new material facts or evidence not available at the time of the initial order or decision have come to 
light; 
(b) a material change of circumstances has occurred since the initial order or decision; or 
(c) there is a clear doubt as to the correctness of the order or decision in the first instance. 

If, after receiving a recommendation from the Board, Council determines that the request passes the 
threshold test, Reconsideration will be given based on the merits of the application. 

Staff has reviewed the initial application and the grounds put forth by the applicant for the 
Reconsideration. The applicant is basing the request for the Reconsideration on that, 

(a) new material facts or evidence not available at the time of the initial order or decision have 
come to light. 

The applicant has provided supplementary information to corroborate their plea for hardship. Land use 
analysis must focus on the impact of the "use" and the technical aspects of land use planning. Hardship 
as it relates to an applicant's financial/personal situation adds a dimension that goes beyond land use 
analysis. However, staff would put forward the following concerning another criteria for 
Reconsideration, specifically: 

(b) a material change of circumstances has occurred since the initial order or decision. 

The new Zoning & Development By-law 2018-11 replaced the previous By-law that required special 
approval from council. The new Zoning & Development By-law 2018-11 permits certain home 
occupations as-of-right. One of the listed permitted uses is a Health and Wellness service. It is important 
to note that the new Zoning & Development By-law 2018-11 does not define what a Health and 
Wellness service could be. Notwithstanding, staff maintains that acupuncture and Chinese medicine fits 
the definition of a Medical, Health and Dental Office as defined by the Zoning & Development By-law 
2018-11: 

Medical, Health and Dental Office means an establishment used by qualified medical practitioners and 
staff for the provision of medical, health and dental care on an outpatient basis. This term refers to such 



uses as medical and dental offices, physiotherapy services, chiropractic services, counseling services 
and ancillary clinic counseling services but does not include Veterinary Services. 

Given the medical nature of the proposed use of acupuncture and Chinese medicine, specifically the 
outpatient treatment portion and similar uses defined in the Medical/Health Office definition such as 
physiotherapy, chiropractic or counselling services. Acupuncture and Chinese medicine shares a great 
deal of similarities through regulation and education as those uses defined in the Medical, Health and 
Dental Office definition. In fact many of the services listed by the applicant in the original application 
(i.e. treatment using medicine, massage, health therapy and ancillary counseling services) are similar 
services that are offered by physiotherapy and chiropractic services. Some preliminary research shows 
many local acupuncture clinics are located in mixed use and commercial zones. Staff would conclude 
that acupuncture and Chinese medicine is more closely defined as a Medical, Health and Dental Office 
rather than a health and wellness service. The proposed use has the potential to generate frequent client 
visits per day and could generate an increase in traffic beyond which is typically associated with a home 
occupation. Therefore, staff maintains their original recommendation that the proposed home 
occupation would not be appropriate as a home occupation in a residential neighbourhood. 

Background: 

This property is zoned Residential Single Detached R-IL Zone. On July 30, 201S a home occupation 
application for an acupuncture & Chinese medicine business was submitted the Planning & Heritage 
Department for approval. Under the project description on the application it listed some of the following 
services: Orally and external treatment using Chinese medicine, Tai Chi, Fumigate therapy using 
medicine, health advice, diet therapy and Chinese massage. 

On October I, 20 IS the application was advanced to Planning Board whereby the Board recommended 
to Council to approve the home occupation. The application was before Council on October 9, 20lS and 
Council voted to reject the request. In Council's decision to reject the home occupation, Council elected 
to follow administration's analysis and concluded that the nature of the business operates with frequent 
appointments and is not included in the previous Zoning & Development By-law as-of-right home 
occupation requirements. Concern was also raised about the strong local resident opposition against the 
proposed home occupation. 

Conclusion: 

The applicant has stated in the grounds for appeal: 

1. That Charlottetown City Council was not aware of the financial and health hardships of the applicant 
to operate the business from a commercial property when they made their decision. 

Staff have noted that a material change did occur since the initial decision specifically, the approval of 
the new Zoning & Development By-law 20 IS-II, specifically the section regarding home occupations: 

2. That during the original application process the new Zoning & Development By-law 2018-11 that 
permits home based business as-aI-right was not considered. Council has the ability to consider the 



home occupation (i.e. Acupuncture and Chinese medicine) to be classified as a Health and Wellness 
service. 

As the grounds proposed for Reconsideration by the applicants meet the requirements of Section 3.14 of 
the Zoning and Development By- law (Threshold Test). 

Staff would still maintain the original recommendation to reject the home occupation based on the 
grounds that acupuncture and Chinese medicine does fit the definition of Medical, Health and Dental 
office as it is defined in the Zoning By-law 2018-11. This is a defined use that is regulated in many 
different zones (Institutional , Commercial , Mix Use etc.) and as such is not in keeping with the character 
of a residential area. 

RECOMMENDATION: 

Staff encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to reject the request for reconsideration to 

operate a home occupation (i.e., acupuncture & Chinese medicine business) from the property located at 

29 Forest Drive (PID #79 1913). 

Respectfully, / 

,~ 
Reviewed Bv : -
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             
  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 
 
Moved by Councillor           Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor          Terry MacLeod 
 
 
RESOLVED:  
 
That the request for a discretionary use variance for the property at 261 Brackley 
Point Road (PID #704544), be approved with the following conditions: 

1. That the owner completes the following:  
a. The owner applies for a building permit for the completed work done 

back in 2006 and 2008, when the motel suites were converted to 
apartment rental units; 

b. That the 2011 Environmental Site Assessment report conducted by 
Fundy Engineering & Consulting Environmental Ltd. be submitted to 
the Planning & Heritage Department for review;  

c. Enter into Development Agreement with the following conditions: 
i. That the existing apartment building cannot be enlarged or be 

increased in occupancy;  
ii. That the free standing sign along the front of the site be 

removed; and 
iii. That the owner ensures that site drainage is compliant with the 

Zoning and Development By-law 2018-11. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             
  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 
 
 
Moved by Councillor           Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor          Terry MacLeod 
 
 
RESOLVED:  
 
That the request to:  

1. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 
Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for a portion of the 
property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), be approved; 

2. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Low 
Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 
Zone for a portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), be 
approved; 

3. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 
Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for the property located 
on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), be approved; 

4. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Low 
Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 
Zone for the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), be approved; 

5. Consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) 
with the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405), be approved, subject to 
the receipt of final pinned survey plans; and 

6. Amend Appendix “G” – Comprehensive Development Area Lands and Uses of the Zoning 
& Development By-law from allowing a residential building on the street with the back 
portion vacant to 143 residential dwelling units on 5.05 acres of the property located on 
Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), be approved, subject to the approval of the 
Development Concept Plan, Design Review approval, the submission of a traffic study 
that supports the proposed and future development and the signing of a Development 
Agreement. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             
  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 
 
 
Moved by Councillor           Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor          Terry MacLeod 
 
 
RESOLVED:  
 
That the request to obtain a site specific exemption of the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood 
(DMUN) Zone of the Zoning & Development By-law as it pertains to 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) 
in order to construct a five (5) storey mixed-use development and allow the applicant to enter into an 
agreement with the City to provide fifteen of the required parking spaces off-lot in the Pownal 
Parkade (100 Pownal Street, PID #340414) for a period of not less than 10 years with the rest of the 
required parking spaces to be paid through cash-in-lieu ($6,000 per parking space required), be 
approved, subject to: 

1. Design Review approval; and  
2. The signing of a Development Agreement including bonusing agreement and parking 

requirements.  
 
The site specific exemption also includes the following three (3) variances: 

1. Reducing the minimum lot frontage required to be eligible for a bonus height from 
98.4 ft to approximately 76.1 ft; 

2. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 
proposed building to 70 Grafton Street (PID #340273) from 18.0 ft to approximately 
14.33 ft; and 

3. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the 
proposed building to 137 Queen Street (PID #340257) from 18.0 ft to approximately 
13.0 ft. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             
  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 
 
 
Moved by Councillor           Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor          Terry MacLeod 
 
 
RESOLVED:  

 

That the request to zone the property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave 

Drive (PID #625574) to Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to 

designate the same property as Residential on Appendix A of the Official Plan, 

be approved.  
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             
  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 
 
 
Moved by Councillor           Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor          Terry MacLeod 
 
 
RESOLVED:  
 
 

That the request for a temporary use variance to the property located at 17 

Ralden Avenue (PID #397083) to permit Chapman Bros Snow Removal to 

operate from December 2018 until May 2019, be rejected.  
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             
  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 
 
 
Moved by Councillor           Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor          Terry MacLeod 
 
WHEREAS: 

Council denied the application to operate a home occupation (i.e., acupuncture & Chinese 
medicine business) from the property located at 29 Forest Drive (PID #791913) on October 9th, 
2018. 
 
The application was submitted for reconsideration and presented to the Planning Board on 
November 7th, 2018, where Staff indicated that the threshold for reconsideration was not met. 
Therefore, Staff’s original recommendation remains the same. 
 

RESOLVED: 

That the request for reconsideration of a previous application to operate a home occupation (i.e., 

acupuncture & Chinese medicine business) from the property located at 29 Forest Drive (PID 

#791913), be rejected. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             
  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 
 
 
Moved by Councillor           Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor          Terry MacLeod 
 
 
WHEREAS: 

Council approved the Resolution  to amend Section 5.2 and Section 5.13.3 of the Zoning & 
Development By-law in order to allow additional signage to identify points of access/egress on 
institutional properties seven (7) acres or larger on September 10, 2018.  
 
Whereas, the resolution (2018-09-02 as it pertains to Zoning & Development Bylaw – Section 
5.2.15 and Section 5.13.3) was read the first time on September 10, 2018 and read the second 
time on October 9, 2018.  

 
Whereas, the new Zoning & Development Bylaw (2018-11) was approved by the Minister 
effective October 1, 2018, with the amendments pertaining to 2018-09-02 not yet incorporated 
in the new Bylaw (2018-11). 
 
Whereas, the General Provisions for Signage is contained under Section 44 of the New Bylaw, 
therefore changing the amendments to the section from Section 5.2 and Section 5.13.3 of the 
Old Zoning & Development Bylaw to Section 44.2.1.n and Section 44.13.3 of the New Bylaw 
respectively. 
 

RESOLVED: 

That the changes to the General Provisions for Signage adopted on October 9, 2018, with 

resolution (2018-09-02 as it pertains to Zoning & Development Bylaw – Section 5.2.15 and 

Section 5.13.3) be incorporated into General Provisions for Signage Section 44.2.1.n and Section 

44.13.3 of the new Bylaw 2018-11,as attached, be approved. 
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BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 

BYLAW 
AMENDMENT # 2018-09-02 

 
Authority 
The Council of the City of Charlottetown under authority vested in it by Section 16 and 19 of the 
Planning Act R.S.P.E.I 1988 Cap. P-8 enacts as follows: 
 
Amend Section 44.2.1.n and Section 44.13.3 of the Zoning & Development By-law in order to 
allow additional signage to identify points of access / egress on institutional properties seven (7) 
acres or larger. 
 
Amendments to the Bylaw: 
 
Remove Section 44.2.1.n: Signs placed at the head of a driveway to identify points of access / egress, 
up to a maximum Sign Area of 0.5sq.m (5.4sq.ft) and a maximum height of 1.22m (4ft). Signs shall 
not include any advertising aside from a corporate logo;  
 
and replace with: 
 
4.2.1.n: Signs placed at the head of a driveway to identify points of access / egress, not include any 
advertising aside from a corporate logo, are permitted on: 

a) Properties in an institutional zone which are 7.0 acres or greater in lot area, provided that: 
i. The maximum Sign Area is 2.97 sq.m (32 sq.ft); 
ii. The maximum height is 2.74m (9 ft); and 
iii. The Sign shall be setback a minimum of 1 m (3.3 ft) from the property line or a 
building. 

b) Properties in all other zones and in an institutional zone which are less than 7.0 acres in lot 
area, provided that: 
i. The maximum Sign Area is 0.5sq.m (5.4sq.ft); and 
ii. The maximum height is 1.22m (4 ft). 
iii. The Sign shall be setback a minimum of 1 m (3.3 ft) from the property line or a 
building. 

 
And in Section 43.13.3: 

 Move the Institutional (I) Zone from the category restricting Sign Area shall not exceed 
4.65sq.m (50sq.ft) per Sign Face and Signs shall not exceed 3.7m (12.1ft) in height. 

 To the category restricting Sign Area shall not exceed 9.29sq.m (100sq.ft) per Sign Face and 
Signs shall not exceed 6m (19.7ft) in height. 
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44.13 FREE STANDING SIGNS   

44.13.3 Free Standing Signs shall be adhere to the following provisions: 

Zone a. Dimensions b. General Provisions 

c. DC Zone           DMUN 
d. PC Zone          WF Zone 

 

Sign Area shall not exceed 2.32sq m 
(25sq ft) per Sign Face.   
Signs shall not exceed 2.5m (8.2ft) in 
Height. 

Signs shall have a maximum of two parallel  Sign 
Faces; 
Signs shall not impede pedestrian or vehicular 
visibility when accessing a lot; 
Signs shall be setback a minimum of 1m (3.3ft) from 
the property line and a Building; 
Signs erected on a Corner Lot shall be prohibited 
within the Sight Triangle Area; 
Signs shall have a minimum Clearance of 2.2m 
(7.2ft) above open areas and 4m (13ft) above a 
driveway or vehicular traffic area; 
When a Business Premise(s) is located on a Corner 
Lot or through lot, one Sign is permitted on each of 
two Lot Frontages, provided that the second Sign is 
50% of the total Sign Area identified in this table, 
and there is a minimum distance of 30.1m (99ft) 
between the Signs. 

e. C-1 Zone           DMU 
Zone          P Zone 

f. PZ Zone 

Sign Area shall not exceed 3.72sq m 
(25sq ft) per Sign Face.   
Signs shall not exceed 3.7m (12.1ft) in 
Height. 

I Zone 
OS Zone 

Sign Area shall not exceed 4.65sq m 
(50sq ft) per Sign Face.   
Signs shall not exceed 3.7m (12.1ft) in 
Height. 

C-2 Zone 
MUC Zone 
I Zone 

Sign Area shall not exceed 9.29sq m 
(100sq ft) per Sign Face.   
Signs shall not exceed 6m (19.7ft) in 
Height. 

C-3 Zone Shopping Centres: 
Sign Area shall not exceed 30sq m 
(323sq ft) per Sign Face.   
Signs shall not exceed 9.75m (32.0ft) 
in Height. 
Non-Shopping Centres: 
Sign Area shall not exceed 13.9sq m 
(150sq ft) per Sign Face.   
Signs shall not exceed 8m (26.2ft) in 
Height. 

A Zone 
M-1 Zone 
M-2 Zone 
M-3 Zone 

Sign Area shall not exceed 13.9sq m 
(150sq ft) per Sign Face.   
Signs shall not exceed 8m (26.2ft) in 
Height. 

 

 
Effective Date 
The effective date of this Bylaw is the date as signed by the Minister of Communities, Land and 
Environment. 
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PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE – HERITAGE BOARD 
OCTOBER 30, 2018 12:00 PM 
PARDKALE ROOM, CITY HALL    
  
Included Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair  

Councillor Terry MacLeod  
Councillor Jason Coady 
Simon Moore, RM 
Aaron Stavert, RM 
Ian MacLeod, RM 
 

Bobby Shepherd, RM 
Alex Forbes, PHM  
Todd Saunders, HO    
Greg Morrison, PII 
Ellen Ganga, IA/AA 

Regrets Tara Maloney, RM  
 

 

1. Call to Order  
Councillor Greg Rivard called the meeting to order at 12:00pm.  
 
2. Declaration of Conflicts 
Councillor Greg Rivard asked if there are any conflicts and there being none, moved to the 
approval of the agenda. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Moved by Aaron Stavert, RM, and seconded by Simon Moore, RM, that the agenda for 
Tuesday, October 30, 2018, be approved.  

 CARRIED 
4. Adoption of Minutes 
Moved by Simon Moore, RM, and seconded by Councillor Terry MacLeod, that the 
minutes of the Tuesday, September 25, 2018 meeting be approved. 

 CARRIED 
5. Business arising from Minutes 
There was no business arising from the minutes.  
 
6. 93 Pownal Street (PID # 339986) 
This is an application for window replacements and exterior alterations to the property located at 
93 Pownal Street (PID # 339986). The property is a designated Heritage Resource and is located 
in the Downtown Mixed Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone of the 500 Lot Area. See attached 
report. 
 
The application includes: 

 Aluminum clad 2/2 wooden windows are to be installed in the five windows on the third 
floor of the front elevation.  The remaining windows on the front elevation are existing 
vinyl and will be replaced with new wooden window to match, over time.  Windows on 
both side walls (north & south) which had been bricked over were revealed and new 
wooden windows are to be installed.   

 A proposed shed roof dormer on the rear of the building is proposed to provide access to 
the third floor level.  This floor will be developed at a later time but it is proposed that the 
roof be raised to allow future access now. The access stairs to the upper level will not yet 
be constructed and not included in this application.   
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DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 

 The entry step/deck providing access to the ground floor at the rear is to be re-
constructed. 

 
Comments/concerns noted: 

 Board member clarified that the application is to replace the windows and Staff 
confirmed the windows that will be replaced with wooden windows at this time will be 
those on the top floor and the existing vinyl windows will be replaced over time.  

 Board member also requested that a final recommendation on what needs to be done for 
the door. Staff mentioned that the door has had columns and wood pieces on top for 
many years and based on few inquiries noted that these wood pieces are probably not 
original.  It is suspected there may have originally been double doors given the opening 
size.  Staff also noted that the property owners are willing to put the door columns back 
or take them out based on appropriate recommendations. Board members indicated they 
thought both options were appropriate to either leave the columns in place or remove 
them. 

 Board member also asked if there are other buildings to reference in terms of the door 
design. Other board members felt that the door has been there for years but they are not 
original to the property. 

 
Councillor Rivard asked for comments or questions; there being none, the following resolution 
was put forward: 
 
Moved by Simon Moore, RM and seconded by Aaron Stavert, RM, that the window 
replacements and exterior alterations to the property located at 93 Pownal Street (PID # 
339986), be approved. 

CARRIED 
 
7. 41 Prince Street (PID #337097) 
This is an application to designate the property located at 41 Prince Street (PID #337097) as a 
Heritage Resource. The property is not a designated Heritage Resource but is located in the 
Downtown Neighbourhood (DN) Zone of the 500 Lot Area. The owners of the property are 
requesting to have the property designated as a Heritage Resource. The current owner is planning 
to sell the property at this time and has provided staff a document of all property transactions and 
an extensive history of the property.  
 
A heritage evaluation of the property was undertaken in 2007 but it didn’t rank very high but 
since we now have more information about the history of the property, the property would rank 
substantially higher when re-evaluated. If a property is being requested to be designated and it is 
believed that there’s a historic credence to it, allowing it to be designated gives the City more 
control over future developments for the property. See attached report. 
 
Comments/concerns: 

 Council commented that looking at the portion of building believed to date from 
1805, it looks like a log cabin and even if it was shingled, it doesn’t change the 
historic value of the property.  

 Board member also commented that since the owners are trying to sell the property, 
requesting to designate the property seems like a counter argument to what the board 
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usually deals with. Staff mentioned that the implications of designating the property 
has been discussed with the property owners, including the intent of wanting to 
protect the property after it being sold.  

 Council also clarified that this application needs to go through Public Consultation. 
Staff confirmed and mentioned that this application will be presented to the new 
Council to go to Public Consultation. 

 
Councillor Rivard asked for comments or questions; there being none, the following resolution 
was put forward: 
 
Moved by Aaron Stavert, RM, and seconded by Bobby Shepherd , RM, that the application 
to designate the property located at 41 Prince Street (PID #337097) as a Heritage Resource, 
be recommended to Council to proceed to Public Consultation.  

CARRIED 
 
8. 140 Rochford Street (PID #345736)  
This is an application for an addition of new fire egress stair on the north side of the property 
located at 140 Rochford Street (PID #345736). The property is a designated Heritage Resource 
and is located in the Downtown Neighbourhood (DN) Zone of the 500 Lot Area. The proposed 
fire egress stair will be added to accommodate the required egress from the existing third floor 
units. See attached report. 
 
The application includes: 

 Two new steel doors are to be installed with glass panel to meet required fire regulations 
are to be installed in the existing window openings of the north elevation to allow for 
egress from each of the two units. 

 A wooden stair and rail system is to be installed with landings as indicated.   
 The upper platform/deck measures 4ft 6in deep by approximately 17ft. and is supported 

by 6in x 6in posts which extend the full height from grade. 
 
Questions/Comments: 

 Board member commented that they cannot have wooden fire escape for three floors and 
that it is close to the windows and that the windows need to be protected or non-
combustible.  Staff noted that the Building Inspectors looked at this application and 
advised that the application is acceptable. 

 Board member also asked if the egress can be on the other side of the building and Staff 
noted that there were apparently complications to get out the other way. 

 Board members clarified on which side the egress would be and Staff confirmed that it 
will be along Euston Street. Staff also noted that a metal staircase may look better and 
also noted the building is setback considerably from the street. 

 Board members also asked if these are existing apartments and Staff asked fire inspectors 
if the egress is really needed fire inspectors confirmed that it is needed. Staff also asked if 
they can only build a balcony and not the stairs.  

 The Board asked for alternatives to this application and at the time of the meeting, no 
alternatives are available. Board members felt that it doesn’t have a very good layout at 
this time since this is a designated and quite prominent property in the downtown area. 
Board members also requested to check the building codes in terms of the fire egress 
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requirements. Staff noted the application has gone through an engineer but not an 
architectural designer and that the application can be deferred so the applicant can look at 
other options. 

 
Councillor Rivard asked for comments or questions; there being none, the following resolution 
was put forward: 
 
Moved by Aaron Stavert, RM, and seconded by Simon Moore, RM, that the application for 
an addition of new fire egress stair on the north side of the property located at 140 
Rochford Street (PID #345736), be deferred until the applicant provides options for the fire 
egress. 

CARRIED 
 

9. 15 Hillsborough Street (PID #336198) 
This is a request for alterations to the existing building including a rear extension for the property 
at 15 Hillsborough Street (PID #336198). The property is a designated Heritage Resource and is 
located in the Downtown Neighbourhood Zone (DN) of the 500 Lot Area. See attached report. 
 
The new owner of the property is planning to restore the main building and add a one storey 
section on the rear.  This property is a good example of a log house in Charlottetown, it is the oldest on 
a block that was settled early and remained undisturbed by fire or development. 
 
The proposal includes: 

 Addition on the back of the existing building to construct a bedroom and a bathroom.  
 Renovate the second floor to create a bedroom while retaining the dormer. 
 A proposed new shed dormer across the full width of the rear which will provide access 

to a new roof deck on the top of the new addition.  
 Although the drawings submitted suggest the dormer on the front of the building no 

longer breaks the eave line, it is actually intended to remain as existing.   
 Door placement to the deck is centered on the rear shed dormer with glass rail on the roof 

top deck 
 Relocating the garage re-cladding the garage with board and batten siding. 

 
Questions/Comments: 

 Board member asked if the images shown will be the intended design and Staff 
confirmed with clarifications on the placement of the doors and windows and front 
dormer. 

 It was questioned if these changes will be seen from the street and staff noted that these 
are less visible from the street  

 
Councillor Rivard asked for comments or questions; there being none, the following resolution 
was put forward: 
 
Moved by Aaron Stavert, RM, and seconded by Simon Moore, RM, that the request for 
alterations to the existing building while retaining the dormers as is, including a rear 
extension for the property at 15 Hillsborough Street (PID #336198), be approved. 

CARRIED 
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Moved by Councillor Jason Coady and seconded by Aaron Stavert, RM, that the meeting be 
adjourned. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:18 PM. 
     
Councillor Greg Rivard 
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I. GIS Map 
io:q;;;;:t;;;;;;;t:p-an;;;;;j!&:Heriiag;;-----1 2. Proposal drawings 

Prepared by: Todd Saunders 

Subject: 93 Pownal Street (P IO #339986) - application for window replacements and exterior 
alterations. 

to approve 
Heritage Preservation Bylaw Section 5.1.1 & 6. 

Standards and Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada 
City a/Charlottetown 500 /0/ area development standards and guidelines December 2010 

REPORT: 
93 Pownal Street (PlD#339986) is a designated Heritage Resource and is located in the Downtown Mixed 
Use Neighbourhood Zone (DMUN) of the 500 Lot Area. 
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The application includes: 
• Alwninum clad 2/2 wooden windows are 10 be installed in the five windows on the third floor of the 

front e levation. The remaining windows on the front elevation are existing vinyl and will be replaced 
with new wooden window to match, over time. Windows on both side walls (north & south) which 
had been bricked over were revealed and new wooden windows are to be installed. 

• A new roof donner on the rear of the building is proposed to provide access to the third floor level. 
This floor will be developed at a late r time but it is proposed that the roof be raised to allow future 
access now. The access stairs to the upper level will not yet be constructed. 

• The entry step/deck providing access to the ground floor at the rear is to be re-constructed. 

--_ ....... _ ... _ .. _ ... _.--- --------_ .. POWNAL STREET RE 
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PROPERTY BAC KGROUND: 
93 Pownal Street is a three storey brick office building that was originally built as a private residence. The 
Georgian inspired facade has a symmetrical arrangement of windows. 93 Pownal Street is valued as a well 
preserved example of a former brick house with Georgian and Italianate influences in the City; for its 
association with former residents of the City; and for its role in supporting the Pownal Street streetscape. 

Patrick Cadden built a brick house at the 93 Pownal Street address in 1855. The house was sold in 1866 to 
tobacconist, Philip Coyle. A local newspaper, the Islander, reported on a fire that destroyed Philip Coyle's 
bouse on Pownal Street and an adjoining house owned by Michael Treanor in 1868. The newspaper did not 
identify Coyle's house as brick constructed, but it was likely the same home at 93 Pownal Street which had 
burned. The 1878 Topographical Map of Charlottetown shows the present brick house at the 93 Pownal 
Street location so if indeed the home was completely destroyed in 1868, then it had been rebuilt by the late 
1870s. 

Eventual ly, the house was inherited by Coyle's daughter, Bridget Coyle and her husband Michael Duffy. The 
Duffy fami ly would own it until at least the early 1980s. At some point, the building was converted into an 
office building. A well maintained building that looks much as it did when it was a private home, it helps 
support the Pownal Street streetscape. 

93 Pownal Street is Georgian influenced in style but also shows some Italianate inspiration. The Georgian 
style is one of the most common architectural styles on Prince Edward Island. It emerged from 18th Century 
Britain and was intent on expressing confidence, order and balance. Combined with the brick exterior of this 
building, the result was intended to impress. 93 Pownal Street's Georgian features include the symmetrical 
facade with five bays, a central doorway with and transom light. The Italianate style was a more decorative 
style reminiscent of the Venetian arcades of the Renaissance period. Italianate influences can be seen in the 
slightly arched windows of the main Hoor, the low sloping roof and the stone band design near the roof. 

The following character-defining elements contribute to the Georgian and Italianate influenced heritage 
value of 93 Pownal Street: 

- The overall square massing of the building and its synunetrical facade 
- The three storeys 
- The flat roof 
- The brick construction 
- The stone mouldings including the decorative door surround with columns, the sl ightly curved lintels of the 
main floor and the flat stone lintels of the second floor, the sills, the beltcourse and the banding across the 
lOp of the building 
- The size and placement ofthe sash windows which get progressively smaller from the bottom to the top of 
the building 
- The size and central placement of the door 

Respectfully, 

R~vi~wed By: 

CAD I "'.corp S .... " I Di, Pub Srvs I Dir F &: 0 Srvs I Di, Hum Res 1"1 I (>I .. , :.-
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Attacbments: 
I. GIS Map 

jo;p;artment:P"a;;:;;;;;g.!uienitaii<------j2. Historic research from applicant 

fpfej;a.:edbi;;-'ii'Qcidi;a;;;;(jm~------1 3. City of Charlottetown Heritage Resource 
I Prepared by: Todd Evaluation 

Subject: 41 Prince Street (PID #337097) - application to designate property as a Heritage 
Resource. 

to to to to 
Public Consultation on the application. Section 2.2 Official Plan recognizes the importance 
of Heritage Resources within the City of Charlottetown and their role of securing the City's 
economic health as a valuable tourism marketing tool. 
See: City o/Charlolle/own Heritage Preservation Bylaw Section 3.2.2. 

Standards and the Conservation 0/ Historic Places in Canada 

REPORT: 
41 Prince Street (PID#337097) is not a designated Heritage Resource but is located in the Downtown 
Neighbourhood Zone (DN) of the 500 Lot Area. 
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The application includes: 
• The owners of the property are requesting to have the property designated as a Heritage Resource. It 

is located in the 500 lot area and previously the Heritage Preservation Area. 

The owners have submitted an extensive research on the property, excerpts ofwruch follow: 

Significance of building located at 41 Prince Street, Charlottetown: 

The house at 41 Prince Street is located in Lot 52 of the first 100 Lots is significant due to the age 
(1805 - 1833) and construction style (vertical planks) of the original section of the house. The exterior of 
the house in its current fonn reflects the Prairie Four-Square design. During renovations carried out in 1995, 
the interior was completely guned which exposed three types of construction methods and the original design 
of the house (see Figure 2). These include: 1) I !h: storey building made of vertical planks (est. 1806 - 1833) 
with trunnels, birchbark and cast nails; 2) a (wo storey addition at the back (roughhewn, irregular studs, and 
randomly placed 'nailers' (est. 1863 - 1878); and, 3) a second storey added to the main building c 1930-31 
using platfonn construction with regularly sawn 2" x 4" studs. 
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Figure 2 - indicating the five phases of construction. 

The main house is a 1 Y: storey building constructed of vertical planks held together with trunnel 
pegs. Planks were band sawn with dimensions up to 24 1/4" wide and 3" thick. Sills were fastened with cast 
iron nails only_ Seams between the vertical planks are covered with birch bark and cast nails. Lathe and 
plaster was applied directly to the inside surface of the planks to create the interior finish. The house is 
suspected to have been built between 1805 and 1833 as the c l790 map with additions to 1805, titled '"The 
Original Plan of Charlottetown Lots, No.1 " (Figure 3) does not indicate a building at thi s location whereas a 
building is clearly indicated in the 1833 Wright map (Figure 4). The entirety of Lot 52 is owned by 
Theophilus Chappell at this time. This building appears to be the only building on Lot 52 still surviving 
from this period. 

figure 3. Section of the early plan of Charlottetown entitled "The Or~;g~m~a~l~p~lan~~~~~~~'LotS. No.1 . 
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Figure 4. Section orthe George Wright map or 1833 showing a building present at Ihe currenl localion or 41 Prince St. 

Lot 52 is highlighled in yellow, with the bui lding circled in blue. 

The 1863 Lake Map shows the building in its current location, with the addition of a three more 
buildings between King and Dorchester Streets. This map image correlates well with a sketch from the 
Public Archives ("Prince Street, Charlone Town 1863" Public Archives and Records Office, Prince Edward 
Island Acc2702/s23/55) showing a 2 Y2 storey building (style suggests a store) at the corner of King and 
Prince Street with three 1 Y2 storey buildings making up the remainder of the block (Figure 6). The property 
at 41 Prince Street has a small dormer at the front. The property at 47 Prince Street does not and appears to 
be represented as a double tenement. By this point, the property at 4 1 Prince Street had been conveyed from 
Theophilus Chappell, Builder to Charles Gregor in 1842 and then to David Higgins Chappell in 1856. David 
H. Chappell was noted to be a City Cabinet Maker on the deed and a Grocer and Surveyor of Ships in an 
entry in the Island Register (www.islandregister.comlchappell.html). The property owned by David 
Chappell included the properties currently numbered 37 and 41 Prince Street. David H. Chappell lived with 
his wife Kezia Christie and niece Kezia Fraser, as indicated in the 1901 census (possibly at the corner 
shop?). 

Figure 6. Sketch entitled Street, Charlone Town, 1863" from Public Archives and Records Office, Prince Edward Island 
Acc2702ls2315S) showing the West side of Prince Street as viewed from Water Street. 41 Prince Street shown as a 1 Y.r storey 

house with a small single donner at the front. 

The 1878 Ruger's Panorama suggests a 1 VI storey building at 41 Prince Street but a two storey 
addition at the back of 47 Prince Street (Figure 8). The Goad Fire Insurance map created in 1888 
(revision/reprint 1917, Plate 17) clearly describes the bui lding at 4 1 (noted as 43) Prince Street as having 1 Y2 

40f7 



storeys at the front. a two storey addition at the back (similar in location to the current two storey addition). 
with a small one storey addition also at the back (no longer present) (Figure II ). The building at 47 Prince 
Street does not have a two storey addition at the back in thi s map. The two storey addition may have been 
moved from 47 Prince Street to 41 Prince Street sometime between 1878 and 1917. This is suspected as 
when the exterior sheathing at 47 Prince Street was replaced - 1998 revealed the construction materials and 

style (framing and sheathing) of the main house at 47 Prince Street to be similar to the two storey addition 
currently at the back of 41 Prince Street. 

Figure 8. Section of Prince Street in Ruger 'S 1878 Panorama view. Area containing 41 Prince Street is highlighted (box). 
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Figure II. Goad Fire Insurance map ( 1888 - 1917) The image shows a two storey addition at the back of 41 Prince 
Street (labelled 43 in this diagram). NOie that the bouse and comer grocery store sit on the plot of land conveyed to David H. 

Chappell in 1856, later bequealhed to Kezia Fraser. 

The house property was purchased by Thomas H. Mills in 1930 from Kezia Fraser. Thomas Mills added the 
second storey with donner at the front of the house. The central staircase that had gone from the back of the 
house towards the donner al the front of Prince Street was redirected (or rebui lt) so that it ran from the centre 
of the house to the second floor at the King Street side. The house was raised at the front using a rough 
concrete. The house was fini shed inside with Douglas Fir trim and doors typical of the period. The piano 
windows at each side of the house near the front were probably added at this time. Exterior sheathing of 
shingles was likely added to the entire house as we ll to unify its appearance. There was a small porch at the 
back on the north faci ng side. The porch was removed in late 1950's and replaced with a staircase to the 
upper level when it was converted into an apartment. 
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The house was clad in Abitibi siding (early 1970' s) and piano window on the north side filled in. An extra 
roof, with greater slope, was added above the roof of the two storey addition at the back around early 1980's 
(identified in Figure 2). The interior of the house underwent major renovations and upgrades (electrical, 
plumbing, heating, interior framing to create a space for insulation and the add ition of new windows) in 
1990. Abitibi siding was removed and shingles restored in 2005. A donner was added to the back of the 

attic of the main house in 2008. 
The house remains in the Mills family (Figure 13). 

, ..... , -~~ 
Figure 10. Excerpt from the 1880 map by the J. H. Meacham Company, the Historical 

Atlas of the Province of Prince Edward Island. A building is indicated at 41 Prince Street but 
not at 47 Prince Street. The building at 41 shown to be as deep as the large building on the 

corner of Prince and Dorchester. (black dotted area surrounds lot 52) 

Respectfully, 

Rc-yic-w", By: 

CAO Dir S"" Dir!"llb S"" Dir F &: 0 Srvs Dtf Hum Res M "''''' , J 
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Directed to: 
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Department: 

City of 

Charlottetown 

Plannin & Herita e 
Prepared by: 
Todd Saunders 

Report No: 2018-HERT-IO-#6c 

Date: 
October 30, 2018 
Attachments: 
I. GIS Map 
2. proposal drawings 

Subject: 140 Rochford Street (PID #345736) - Addition of new fITe egress stair on the north side 
of the ro rt . 
RECOMMENDATION: Heritage Board is encouraged to support the application pending all 
other requirements being met. See: 
City ofCharlonelOwn Heritage Preservation Bylaw section 5. 1 & 6. 
Standards and Guidelines for the Conservafion of Historic Places in Canada 
Ci 0 Charlottetown 550 lor areG develo men! standards and idelines December 2010 

REPORT: 
Proposed fire egress stair to accommodate required egress from existing third floor units. The property 
is located in the Downtown Neighbourhood (DN) Zone of the 500 lot area and is a designated Heritage 

Resource. 

The application includes: 

• Two new doors are to be installed in the existing window openings of the north elevation to 
allow for egress from each of the two units. 

• Two new steel doors are to be installed with glass panel to meet required fi re regulations. 
• A wooden stair and rai l system is to be installed with landings as indicated. 

• The upper platfonnldeck measures 4ft 6in deep by approximately 17ft. and is supponed by 6in x 
6in posts which extend the full from 

y; 

Location Map 
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City of 
Charlottetown 

Report No: 2018-HERT-IO #d 

Date: October 30, 2018 

Directed to: Attachments: 
r,;H"'e"r;"ta':"e-!B"o"a"-ni"-_____________ -I 1. location map 

Department: 2. proposa l drawing 
Plannin & Herita e 
Prepared by: 
Todd Saunders 
Subject: 15 Hillsborough Street (pm #336198) - request for alterations to the eXlstmg building 
including a rear extension . It is anticipated a revised proposal wi ll be avai lable at the time of the 
meetin . 

RECOMMENDATION: 
Heritage Board is encouraged to suppo" the application for exterior alterations at IS Hillsborough 
Street. 
See City ojCharlottelOwn Heritage Preservation B law Section 5.1 &6. 

Report: 
This is a designated Heritage resource and is located in the ON afthe 500 Lot area. The new owner of 
the property is planning to restore the main building and add a one storey section on the rear. There is 
some debate whether he wi ll retain or remove the front donner. A new proposal may be forthcoming. 

The proposal includes: 

• The applicant is proposing to re-clad the building in new wood sh ingles. Essentially a new wall 
be built around the exterior of the logs to a llow for sufficient insu lation and the logs will be 
exposed on the interior. This would cover and protect the log structure currently exposed to the 
weather. 

• It is the intention ofthe applicant to replace the existing wi ndows and repaint the entire building. 

- -

Potential development 



Property History: 
15 Hilisborough Street (1800 - 1850) 
It is not clear when 15 Hillsborough Street was built, but its log construction is consistent with some of 

Charlott~town's old~st properti~s. It do~s not appear in G~org~ Wright's Field Notes of 1833 -one of our 
earliest sources of information on Charlottetown ' s building stock - indicating that it may have been 
moved from another site or built just after his survey. It would not be the last time the house was moved 
because for much of its history the building was located on the south west comer of Hillsborough and 
King Street. It was moved to its current site at 15 Hillsborough Street in approximately 1921. 
The first reference we have to the building comes from Irene Rogers' "Charlottetown: The Life 10 Its 
Buildings". She stated that Master Mariner, George Harris was a resident of the home in 1850 and the 8 
October 1850 edition of the Royal Gazette was listed as her source. A house appears on the south west 
comer of Hillsborough and King Streets in the 1863 map produced by the American cartographer, D. 
Jackson Lake and 15 years later, the building appears on the 1878 Panoramic View of Charlottetown. 
Unfortunately, we have no early photographic evidence of 15 Hillsborough Street that would show its 
early appearance, however, the owner has found that the centre donner was a later addition. 
According to a local resident, whose family lived in the house, it was owned by Master Mariner Captain 
John Gillis until at least 1916, when Frank N. Kays purchased the building and ran a comer store from the 
site. Kays would return to Lebanon in 192 I. marry, and come back to the Island later in the year. Upon 
his return, he would have a foundation dug one lot down the street to the south at the IS Hillsborough S1. 
site and move the house onto it. In 1923, Kays would have the neighboring house and store at 19 
Hillsborough Street built on the corner site. Once finished, he and is family wou ld run the store and live 
in 19 Hillsborough Street 
A number of fam ilies have resided at 15 Hillsborough Street throughout its long history including the 
DeRoche, Revelle, McCarthy, Cullen, Kays and Mill families. 
A good example of a log house in Charlottetown, it is the oldest on a block that was settled early and 
remained undisturbed by fire or deve lopment. 

Respectfully, 

RtYitwed By; 
0.0 I Oir CorpSrvs I Oil I'\ob Sr--'S I Oor F &: 0 Srvs I OitHum Res IM1'r I "'. 
RECOMMENDATIONS/ACTIONS: 
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PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE – DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 
OCTOBER 30, 2018 12:00 PM 
PARDKALE ROOM, CITY HALL    
  
Included Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair  

Councillor Terry MacLeod  
Councillor Jason Coady 
Simon Moore, RM 
Aaron Stavert, RM 
Ian MacLeod, RM 
 

Bobby Shepherd, RM 
Alex Forbes, PHM  
Todd Saunders, HO    
Greg Morrison, PII 
Ellen Ganga, IA/AA 

Regrets Tara Maloney, RM   
 

1. Call to Order  
Councillor Greg Rivard called the meeting to order at 12:18 pm.  
 
2. Declaration of Conflicts 
Councillor Greg Rivard asked if there are any conflicts and there being none, moved to the 
approval of the agenda. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Moved by Aaron Stavert, RM, and seconded by Simon Moore, RM, that the agenda for 
Tuesday, October 30, 2018, with the addition of 55 Chestnut Street, be approved.  

 CARRIED 
4. Adoption of Minutes 
Moved by Councillor Terry MacLeod and seconded by Councillor Jason Coady that the 
minutes of the Tuesday, September 4, 2018 meeting be approved. 

 CARRIED 
5. Business arising from Minutes 
There was no business arising from the minutes.  
 
6. 98 Stan MacPherson Way (PID #1088368) 
This is a revised design proposal for the property located at 98 Stan MacPherson Way (PID 
#1088368). Greg Morrison, PII, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
This application was first presented in 2016 and the original building size was twice as large as 
the current proposal. Earlier in 2018, the revised application was presented to the Heritage Board 
for information purposes which was slightly different from the original proposal. There were a 
number of changes and a conference with the architect, David Lopes, was conducted and some 
of the comments have been incorporated in the recent design changes. The changes meet the 
design review requirements and the design review was completed and approved recently.  
 
Comments/concerns noted: 

 Board members expressed concern about the materiality of the proposed design. There 
are lots of materials going on the same plane, third floor doesn’t step back like other 
buildings along the street, the grey stripes are not recessing anymore. Since this is a 
building that will be built along the waterfront, the board feels that the building design 
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should be of a quality that merits this location and it is important to spent the time 
reviewing the design of this building.  

 Staff mentioned that design reviewer did discuss the application of building materials on 
the various street frontages of the exterior of this building.   The design reviewer 
questioned the architect whether it was possible to contrast the various building materials 
by applying them on an angle to help with the transition – front materials to be wood and 
the back to be more of stone (wood representing residential and stone representing 
industrial feel of the waterfront). The applicant did not agree with the recommendation so 
the architect continued with the design as presented.  

 Staff also added that the architect spent a lot of time to make the design and materiality 
work. There were concessions on some design elements and since some of the concerns 
raised today are similar to previous comments, it was suggested that another discussion 
with the architect on this issue should be undertaken.  

 The timeline of the project was discussed and Staff noted that the application has been 
around since 2016 and the applicants already did some site works and intend to start 
doing foundations as soon as possible. 

 The Board noted if there are changes that need to be made or additional reviews need to 
be considered, we can defer this application until issues are addressed.   
 

Councillor Rivard asked for comments or questions; there being none, the following resolution 
was put forward: 
 
Moved by Aaron Stavert, RM and seconded by Councillor Terry MacLeod that revised 
design review application for the property located at 8 Stan MacPherson Way (PID 
#1088368), be deferred until issues on the exterior materiality of the building are 
addressed. 

CARRIED 
 
7. 55 Chestnut Street (PID #361527) 
This is a design proposal for the property located at 55 Chestnut Street (PID #361527). Alex 
Forbes, PHM, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
This application is the second phase of the Chestnut-Passmore rehabilitation project. The first 
phase was the building along Passmore Street which is currently being inspected for occupancy. 
This second phase will be along Chestnut Street which is less sensitive with regard to street 
frontage along Passmore Street which is surrounded by residential dwellings. The proposed 
Chestnut street building is almost the same design as the Passmore Street building but will just a 
larger version of it. The design reviewer has agreed that it can move forward the way it is 
currently designed but suggested that the applicant may wish to consider slight variations to the 
colors of this building to differentiate it from the Passmore Street elevation. Since this is the last 
Board Meeting of this Council, the applicant would like to have the design review approved so 
he can move forward with obtaining building permits.  
 
Comments: 

 The Board noted that they are receptive to a slight change in colors and Staff noted that they will 
work with the applicant on this suggestion.  
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Moved by Simon Moore, RM and seconded by Bobby Shepherd, RM that revised design 
review application for the property located at 55 Chestnut Street (PID #361527), be 
approved provided that the commentaries from this design review be incorporated.   

CARRIED 
The meeting was adjourned at 12:35 PM. 
 
 
 
     
Councillor Greg Rivard 
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Prepared by: 4. Proposed Building Design 
Todd Saunders 

5. Proposed Site Plan 

SUbject: 
Revised design proposal for the property located at 8 Stan MacPherson Way (PIO #1088368). 

RECOMMENDA nON: 
Staff encourages the Design Review Committee to recommend to Council to approve the request for 
the proposed development located at 8 Stan MacPherson Way (PID #1088368). 

BACKGROUND: 
Issues previously identified include 

Design / Scale of the Proposed Buildimz 

The revised buiJding design has a footprint thai is approximately 2,100 sq ft smaller than the original 
building design. The original building design is preferred by staff because the building framed both Stan 
MacPherson Way and Water Street. 

The revised building design could be a trade off by eliminating off-lot parking and acconunodating all 
required parking on the property. That being said, Section 3.5.2 of the Official Plan states that the need 
for surface parking should be minimized on the Waterfront: 

Our policy shall recognize the value of waterfront land for open ~pace and development and 
in accordance, support a parking structurellot close to the waterfront which minimizes the need 
for using the waterfront for surface parking. In addition. future development on the waterfront 
should require underground parking or other alternatives to surface parking. 



The Waterfront Master Plan also states that «most developers will prefer to use surface parking. as it is 
the cheapest option available. Unfortunately, surface parking can overwhelm the waterfront 

environment, creating an environment that is not attractive and a poor use of a scarce resource," 

Water Street Elevation 

With the revised building design no longer spanning the entire length of the property along Water Street, 
the proposed parking lot is now visible. That being said, this could be mitigated by requiring screening 
along Water Street in the form of landscaping, a fence, a retaining wall , etc. Staff would suggest that 
whatever screening technique is employed, it should be more permanent than landscaping alone. As a 
minimum, a retaining wall with a fence or a retaining wall with integrated landscaping could achieve 
this goal. 

As per Section 44.10.4 of the Zoning & Development Bylaw, any parking lot visible from a street shall 

have a landscaped buffer zone of no less than 2. 0 melres widlh between the street and Ihe parking 101, 

exclusive of driveway access. 

Further, as per Section 44.10. of the Zoning & Development Bylaw, accepted landscaping includes 

grassed areas with shrubs and trees, or planters. Shrubs should obtain a minimum of l.Om (3.3 ft) in 

height, 10 reduce glare from headlights, and shall be provided at a frequency of 1 shrub for every 2 m 

(6.6 ft) of rear and side yard lot length. Trees shall be a minimum of 50mm caliper in size, and shall be 

provided at afrequency of one tree for every 4.5m (14.8 fi) of length abutling a street. 

Walkable Street 

Section 44.3.1 of the Zoning & Development Bylaw states that only specified uses shall be permitted on 
the ground floor of a building in the WF zone immediately abutting a designated Walkable Street. 

The original building design included a 1,300 sq ft MePEl craft market accessible from Stan 
MacPherson Way and a cultural establishment (accessible through the craft market); both of which are 
permined uses on a walkable street. The revised building design has reduced the walkable uses to a 355 
sq fi demo I retail market and a cultural establishment (primarily a lobby and kitchen). 

Staff feels that the walkable component of this development has diminished significantly_ That being 
said, the app licant has discussed the fact that there is no sidewalk along Stan MacPherson Way and 
therefore would not generate any pedestrian traffic. Should a sidewalk be put in in the future. then the 
applicant would construct steps and a ramp on the City right-of-way adjacent to the sidewalk. Any 
development in the City right-of-way would require Publ ic Works approvaL 



The transition between Stan MacPherson Way and the proposed building has been compromised in the 
revised application as it is not currently accessible directly from Stan MacPherson Way. 

Additionally, staff will need to confirm the following requirements at the building & development 
permit stage: 

1. All building placement and massing requirements conform to Section 44.2 of the Zoning & 

Development Bylaw; 
2. The minimum finished floor elevation must conform to Section 44.5 of the Zoning & 

Development Bylaw; 
3. The total landscaped open space must conform to Section 44.7 of the Zoning & Development 

Bylaw; 
4. External classing materials must conform to Section 44.9 of the Zoning & Development Bylaw; 
5. Bicycle parking is located on the property as per Section 44.12 of the Zoning & Development 

Bylaw; and 
6. The proposed building conforms to the requirements of the National Building Code. 

In light of the foregoing, while there are a number of components from the original application have 
been diminished in the revised application, there may be some reasonable accommodations identified 
above, that could be incorporated to address staff's concerns between the two applications. 

Below is a quick summary of the subject application's positive attributes, neutral attributes, and 
shortcomings: 

PositiHs Neutral Shortcomings 

• Increases the attractiveness of the 
waterfront. 

• Enhances the character of the 
existing neighbourhood. 

• The development reflects the 
architectural design that is of its 
time. 

• Footprint of the building has 
changed substantially. 

• Design review and a 
development agreement will 
ensure the building is 
constructed as proposed. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The revised application now 
requires a rear yard setback 
variance. 
Uses have of the property 
located on the waterfront for 
surface parking. 
The proposal does not 
properly address the 
sidewalk. 
The walkable component of 
this application is less 
pronounced than in the 
original application. 

Bicycle parking has not been 



contemplated at this time. 

Respectfully, 

Reviewed By: 

CAO I Oir corp Srvs I Oir Pub Srvs I OirF&OSrvs I OirHum Res I Mgr I Other 
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FELLOWS & COMPANY LIMITED 
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October 3, 2018 

Alex Forbes, MBA, MelP 
Manager of Plaming and Heritage 
City of Charlottetown 
PO Box 98, 233 Queen street 
Char1ottetown, PEl 
C1A 7K2 

Attn: A1e)[ FOfbeSIGreg Mortlson 

Sir: 

FCL Project 1020 

Re: MCPEl OffiCe Building comer Of 
Street and Stan MacPherson Way, C:h,";,ttj'i.t..n. PEl 

Design Review 

This project as we understand is a revised ~"""""~. ;of~~;~~~:~~~' ~'~U~lbm~"~ed~"'''. same location. Also, this building has been Ihl'l!e 
noors. We state this because the inside the rhythm of the exterior 
elevatlonal composition. In addition to . has certan cuttul<ll imagery 
and malerial chOices to tollsider. The use the use of circular 
molifs are certainly important in factors fOfCed us to 
naView this project from a to be 
the most amculty 10 date. 
our own design parameters I 
these are opi"Ilons and 
only acted 
anyot 
We sincerely 
nvolved. 

as .""", 
viewed n a positive mamer and 

City andfor the Clent take Offense 10 
is not our htent to be negative in any way. 

enhance the projeCl resulting in a win for all those 

Having ,,::;:,:,~,:;tii!~~~~~~~:';;""'~ design review of the MCPEI Office Bulking. 
Some In 

Design Review Parameters 

This application was reviewed with references to the: 

• Applicanfs ct'aWinos: Al00, AtOl, At02. Al03, A104, A201 , A202. A301 , & A302. and 
coloured renderings AOOO, A2OO-A208 plus A:210 

• City of Charlottetown Zaring & Oevelopment By-Law - amended December 12-, 2017 

• City of CharlOttetown Comprehensive Water Front Master P~naJ Report Dec. 2012. 

City of Charlottetown 500 lot Area Development Standards & Design Guideflnes
UMaied 



Design Review Comments 

1. Oisaepancles 

One noticed was the site p{an had a slightly different flOor layout than the drawIlg called 
makl noor plan 

The other seemed to show the Multi-purpose Room No. 1 as a two storey space but the 
plans were not conclusive. We assumed In the end that this was only one storey In height 
and that the perspective drawtags were not 100% complete at this time. 

Commentary 
These are minor at this stage. 

2. Review by the Zormg & Development By-taws 

We reviewed this buiklillg specfficaJy under section '7.2 Oe ... ~ent standards for New 
Development in the 500 lot area" and '7.4 Design standardS for Non-Residential 
Development "only. Also Section "44 Waletfront Zone ~ 

We feel thai the proponent has understood and ~ these twOosections. There is a 
reference to utiliZing -wood wildoWs" but we are.dndear at this stage the windows shown 
are metal or wood presumably this ml!;Jtrt be · up at'" more detailed stage. like permit 
stag .. 

Waterfront Zone 
The only ISsue we encountered here 

Commentary 
We feel that the roofp~ of~lI/ass comer which scales 4'-a- is too weak a 
statement OUr strong sugiJ¢stion is that 5'-0 wiD lOok better an<! give the proper significance 
to the "Par1iament room· thaf:.. ~ I think cultural issues trump zoning issues. 

d the 500 lot Area Development Standards 

When lOOllil1g at rrenl P.f'QPOSaI as it relates to Its site and other factors suCh as heritage 
issues we find that a of the,ba'Sic components are there but in need of some adjustment 

The two nearest herttage structures are the stone Brass Shop {coffee house} and Foonde(s 
Hall--- both masonry and both on the water side. A closer look at the fenestrations of both 
indicates the arched window head-- a nice feature but not one easily integrated into the 

ground noor of this bulidiOO. llSa"Ig muHiple panes within the laroe windows certainly leans 
toward heritage- even better if they are made of wood. WhJe Foonde(s Hal is primarily bOck 
and the small Brass Shop (coffee house) being stone suggests to us that a masonry stone or 
bOCk is a good Choice for the fl'st 2 storeys on the harbour side. I am sure that the clients 
would encotr.IOe the stone but if cost is an issue then briCk Is a good second choice. The 
North side of Water 5tffiet il this area is mostly two to ttYee storey wood aaCl apartment 
buSdings. so to us the logical matenaJ facing water strl!et should utilize a strong wood look to 
embrace tile area. Natu"al wood WQtjd be our first choice but codes and mailtena1ce 
suggest 10 us that the newer wood gral'led metal sid"1lg is both realistic and maintenance 
free.therefore a good Choice. 

We understand the symbolism d the glaSs tower but thirj( It can be improved upon. To be 
trulY elJective, the roof must be seen 10 go above the maln structure which wi. ~e the 
element strength and will :aDow the Par1lament Room to have a high ceiling and therefore 

P~2 of3 



greater promilence. The root ovedlang with its glulam beams looks weak and shoIJ~ 
probably extend more than shown. The filst nooc rnartet area Is eQUally mportant but the 
secand noor as leasable space is not as relevant We beieva that ~ the two 
cyIoders of glass (one of clean structural. glass a'ld one of standard capped curtain wal) with 
a row of punch windows and real wood panels wiI serve 10 accent top and bottom and offer a 
break from overuse of a good thing. On the end of Founder's Hall there is a nice detail of 
diagonal wood panelS that might ifused make fOf a nice tIe4t. The location of this comer 
element would be improved if it sprang from a true 45· plane and that both sides transitiOned 
[nlo the same material-both wood look. Detaililg woukl also be much simpler. 

The entry canopies (aU shown rectangular) might be used to advantage fOr example the 
South one might be semi-cfrcular to better relate to the plaZa It serves. The mar1l:el Side could 
be truncated to suggest somethino less traditIOnal. 

In analyzi"lg the building facades, the use erthe daf1o\ skfing seemed a IitUe bit too randOm 
and not consistent i.e. wide with WindoWs, blank, and wider with many windows. It these were 
to serve as visual breaks then their Placement ShoUd be Il'K)(6 tI}ought out and perhaps not 
with windows at all. These could also be non-rectangular mayptitJJs adding a dynamic k:l the 
structure. Some COlour here might be of nterest 

The top of the buikfJng coukl taXe a cue from the new cOndos ~ from Founder's HaD and 
put 00 a sngJe slopped roof over the elevator stairwelP'TlliS con~ial element on the 
condos might even be helped by emualing this Ioqk; etl'~helping both! 

FIIl3Ity It strikes us that pedestrians seemg en 
sidewalk from the Water Street E 

Design Review Conclusions 

~~AANB 
Attachments- 7 sketches 
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FELLOWS & COMPANY LIMITED 
159 Ou..oan.lcl 5t. E3S 1W7 T: S06.462.81.a 

October25, 2018 

Ajax Forbes, MBA, MC[P 
Manager of Planning and Heritage 
City of Charlottetown 
PO Box 98, 233 Queen Street 
Charlottetown, PEl 
C1A 7K2 

Atto' AJex Forbes/Greg Morrison 

Sir. 

F: 506.462..6141 

Re: Office Building comer of Water 

'-now.@nb .• ibn.com 

~ F.aow.. B.ArdL. AANB 

Eel Project 1020 

Street and Stan MacPherson Way, Chartottetown, PEl 
Design Review 

We have had a chance to fe-review this project after amendments by the Architects, Coast 
Design Inc., responded to our comments of October 15, 2018. 

The changes renect our major suggestions, and we feel that this example of Charlottetown's 
review process has worked as the City Planners hoped it would. Collaboration between the 
designer, David Lopes. the City Planning Group and ourselves as outside reviewers, have aU 
"WOr1c::ed together to improve this particular project 

Our biggest concern, the glass cylindrical comer, has been greatly improved upon by ensuring 
thai it rises above the adjacent roof, thus giving it more prominence. Two other big concems have 
been addressed: the aMmon of a pedestrian walk on the east side, and the revision of the roof 
top element with its new roofline. 

We are pleased that the process has allowed for the positive benefits to develop in this fash ion, 
and that all parties are winners! 

Although some of our other ideas have not been specifically adjusted, we are confident that Mr. 
Lopes, as he moves through his design development phase with his client, will keep these 
potential thoughts in mind. As Architects, we fully understand the outside influence that dients. 
and sub consultants can have on final detalls. 

Once again it has been pleasure to assist with this method of external design review rex the City, 
and we are pleased to see this important project proceed to final design phase and its ultimate 
construction. 

r~ 
'!" Fellows, BArch., AANB 
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Chestnut Passmore Proposed Rehabilitation Project; Phase 2 

Chestnut Passmore Proposed Rehabilitation Project; Phase 2 

Design Brief 

1. Summary 

The Chestnut Passmore rehabilitation project is a 2 phase project which seeks to 

re-establish the proper balance of residential living quarters, complete with both 

above and below grade parking thereby allowing this project to aid in 

transitioning the recent trend of the Charlottetown upgrading the residential 

portfolio north of the “500 Lot” boundary of Grafton Street by re-energizing and 

renewing established neighborhoods. In total, it will provide 43 modestly sized 

apartments (averaging about 1,000 sq.ft.) in two separate buildings. Upon 

completion there will be 53 parking spots with 25 of those above grade and the 

remainder under the building constructed within Phase 2 (Chestnut Street 

Apartments) of the program. 

Phase 2 which is the subject of this design review is a four-storey structure built over 

an underground parking garage of 28 parking spaces.  This Phase 2 Chestnut 

Street facing apartment consists of nine single bedroom and eight two-bedroom 

apartments.  

It will be serviced by the existing water, sanitary sewer, storm sewer, electrical 

power, roadway and sideway infrastructure. The green space exceeds the 10% 

requirement identified within the guidelines. 

This proposed urban infill development is respectful of the established 

neighborhoods to the north and as well provides an architectural connection to 

the character, scale and form of adjacent multi residential and commercial 

developments immediately to the south and west. Minimal exterior signage will 

be provided and will be facing north, simply advertising the multi residential 

facility.  

The proposed building delivers on enhanced sustainability by its virtue as an urban 

infill project and further builds upon this given its close proximity to major 

employers, existing amenities such as commercial, cultural, cycling, mass 

transport and parkland. 

2. Design Objectives 

The primary design objective is to establish a visual connection to the recent 

increase of diverse development to the immediate south and the west of this site. 

Within the past 5-6 years, within a block there has been a resurgence of both 

service/commercial and more upscale urban development with the expansion 
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Chestnut Passmore Proposed Rehabilitation Project; Phase 2 

and renovation of the Kwik Kopy headquarters and printing facility, the 

development of the Queen and Passmore multi residential facility, and finally the 

expansion of the Invesco Office complex. All of these developments have 

occurred within 100 meters from the center of this proposed development. 

Recognizing that this proposed development needs to respect the residential 

component of the buildings that it replaces and which are at the end of their 

useful life has led to the inclusion of forward looking, modest residential units. Hand 

in hand with this, is the design provision of off-street parking spaces for residents. 

A secondary design objective is to provide visual relief of typically constructed 

large rectangular facilities recently seen populating the suburban areas, using a 

combination of pleasing vertical and horizontal building “breaks” and soft, yet 

stimulating exterior textures and colours. Given the building’s location, the  

primary elevation of the building resulted in a southern exposure, enabling the 

market facing elevation to prominently illustrate the pleasing visual breaks of 

vertical elements, textures and balconies.  

Another secondary design objective was to explore the opportunity to address a 

growing market of professionals looking to relocate near the commercial core. 

Recognizing this demographic is a combination of both single and 2-bedroom 

units, thereby maximizing the efficiency of the layout.  

This development as presented exceeds the 10% greenspace requirement. 

3. Analysis 

The majority of the abutting properties are to the East and the West with Passmore 

Street immediately to the north. There is an existing parking lot as well as both 

service and commercial office buildings of a similar scale across Chestnut Street 

immediately to the south. To the north, across Passmore Street, are existing 

residential units along with an existing bed and breakfast commercial facility. 

The proposed building is situated to reduce the impact on the adjacent 

properties by providing a street buffer to those residential buildings across 

Passmore Street. Simultaneously, the new Chestnut apartment provides a scaled 

link to the office and commercial properties to the south. 

The Charlottetown Transit has its primary north south feeder route on University 

Avenue to the east, and less than 100 meters from the center of this proposed 

building. University Avenue also serves as the major vehicular artery serving the 

City. To the west, again less than 100 meters away, is Queen Street, again a major 

vehicular City route. 
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The proposed building is within easy walking distance to both an elementary 

school, and intermediate and high schools as well as a number of churches. Parks 

range from playgrounds at the St. Jean’s Elementary school some 200 meters 

away to Victoria Park, less than a 1 km distance. 

Cyclists are 800 meters from the Victoria Park biking lanes (open 6 months of the 

year), 900 meters from the Confederation Trail, which provides unlimited access 

to most destinations on the Island, and 800 meters from North River Road which is 

the major north south biking route in the City. 

The center of the commercial, cultural and heart of the City is less than 500 meters 

from the proposed building; with the four major employers within the City being 

situated within this 500 meters radius. 

This facility is of sufficient size to warrant an external manager. As with most 

buildings of this size, that manager’s job will be to, on a weekly basis, wheel the 

proper carts to the Passmore Street side for garbage pick-up, and then to wheel 

them back following pick-up by IWMC. Experience indicates that this will be in the 

range of no more than 5 full carts of refuse for a building of this size. This protocol 

is similar to other buildings in the City and has been vetted as acceptable by 

IWMC. 

A review of the associated design guidelines as set out by the City has found that 

all of the guidelines have been met or are not applicable. One may question the 

mass and scale of the building however, when compared to the Invesco building 

directly across the street to the south, the Kwik Kopy building located 250 feet 

away and the Queen and Passmore multi-residential building located at the end 

of the block, less than 200 feet away are taken into the equation, this proposed 

facility is well within keeping of the existing streetscape. 

The original buildings on site have been demolished. That being said, however, 

the character of the building being completed reflects numerous qualities found 

in the Queen and Passmore townhouses, the Invesco building, and the Kwik Kopy 

building located immediately to the south of this development. This character is 

reflected the use of materials, glazing, as well as crisply articulated building lines. 

As well, the scale of this new facility is well within keeping of the scale and massing 

of these previously stated facilities. 

Utilization of green spaces on all four sides of the building, which addresses current 

bylaw concerns, also allows this property to blend into adjacent structures while 

remaining consistent with existing development in the vicinity. Location of the 

above grade parking which is by and large hidden from the North view-planes 
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aids in this consistent approach. Additional plantings have been accommodated 

to remain in keeping with the City bylaws.  

The development of this facility will not deter from existing maintenance on this 

streetscape in the area and in fact should heed such functions as both street and 

sidewalk clearing by consolidating a number of driveways and replacement of 

sidewalks through the development of this building. 

As developed elsewhere, the setbacks for new construction reflect average 

Street setbacks within the block. The materials developed for this facility are 

compatible and build upon recent developments within the immediate area. 

The height of this building is within keeping the average height of the existing 

commercial developments to the West and to the South. 

The proposed facility will sit on land amassed through consolidation of a number 

of previously residential lots which have been properly zoned for this purpose. As 

such the number of municipal services serving this area will be reduced to a single 

potable water, fire water, storm water, and sewage connection properly sized. 

The preliminary plan for the lot consolidation of this area has been undertaken by 

a registered public land surveyor for the province of Prince Edward Island and as 

such meets the requirements as set out in the City of Charlottetown zoning and 

development bylaw. 

4. Sustainability 

Sustainability has been incorporated into the concept presented in a number of 

different manners. 

Improved density in an area of lower density housing lends itself to sustainability 

and improving the sense of community. Immediate adjacencies to most major 

employers, transit routes, green spaces and the amenities of the City central core, 

all speak to reduced vehicular traffic, therefore CO2 emissions. Increased 

commercialization including for a market development within the structure will 

bring an opportunity of further increasing sustainability by the introduction of a 

green grocer back into the City core. Realizing that this is occurring as an urban 

infill project, removing tired neglected structures but utilizing existing power, 

water, sanitary, storm and roads again enhances the stainability of this project.  

To maintain sustainability the current Canadian Energy Model for Low Rise 

Buildings will be used as the guideline for determining insulation levels, window 

selection, heating/cooling sources and ventilation rates. 
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Lighting methodologies, both interior and exterior will lend themselves toward 

more sustainable LED technologies; recognizing that tenants also play a part in 

assisting with this initiative. Parking areas however, can benefit from both daylight 

harvesting methodologies and/or motion sensors to decrease the overall carbon 

footprint. 

Building materials and methodologies, as have been employed by this developer 

on other projects in the City, will include for materials which increase sustainability 

not only including for environmentally sound items such as window glazing, 

cladding material, low emissivity VOC paint, but also methods of construction 

which enhance STC ratings thereby reducing overall material usage, using the 

Canadian Energy model for Low Rise Buildings and ensuring that the project 

includes for green spaces and shrubs. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 

BYLAW 
 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE “BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT BYLAW (2018-11-01 as it pertains to Mount Edward Road 
(PID #492405 and a portion of PID #390740)”, as attached, be read a first time. 
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date: November 13, 2018 
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw (2018-11-01) be approved and that it be read a second 
time at the next Regular Meeting of Council. 
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date: November 13, 2018 
  
WHEREAS THE “BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ZONING AND 
DEVELOPMENT BYLAW (2018-11-01 as it pertains to Mount Edward Road (PID #492405 and 
a portion of PID #390740)”, as attached, was read and approved a first time on November 13, 2018;  
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw be read a second time.  
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date:                             , 2018 
 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw be approved and adopted.   
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________    Terry MacLeod 

Date                              , 2018 
 

__________________________   ______________________________  
Mayor/Chairperson    Chief Administrative Officer  
(signature sealed)     (signature sealed) 
 
MINISTERIAL APPROVAL 
This Bylaw to Amend the City of Charlottetown Zoning and Development Bylaw is hereby approved. 
 
Dated on this __ day of ___________, ________.         ______________________________________________ 

Hon. Richard Brown, Minister of Communities, Land 
and Environment 
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BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 

BYLAW 
AMENDMENT # 2018-11-01 

 
Authority 
The Council of the City of Charlottetown under authority vested in it by Section 16 and 19 of the 
Planning Act R.S.P.E.I 1988 Cap. P-8 enacts as follows: 
 

1. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 

Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for a portion of the 

property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740); 

2. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Low 

Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 

Zone for a portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740); 

3. Amend Appendix “A” – Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from the Low Density 

Residential designation to the Concept Planning Area designation for the property 

located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); 

4. Amend Appendix “H” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the Low 

Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone to the Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) 

Zone for the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405); 

5. Consolidate the portion of the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #390740) 

with the property located on Mount Edward Road (PID #492405),  subject to the receipt 

of final pinned survey plans; and 

6. Amend Appendix “G” – Comprehensive Development Area Lands and Uses of the Zoning 

& Development By-law from allowing a residential building on the street with the back 

portion vacant to 143 residential dwelling units on 5.05 acres of the property located on 

Mount Edward Road (PID #390740), subject to the approval of the Development Concept 

Plan, Design Review approval, the submission of a traffic study and the signing of a 

Development Agreement. 
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Effective Date 
The effective date of this Bylaw is the date as signed by the Minister of Communities, Land and 
Environment. 
 



 
CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 

BYLAW 
 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE “BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT BYLAW (2018-11-02 as it pertains to 80 Grafton Street (PID 
#340265))”, as attached, be read a first time. 
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date: November 13, 2018 
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw (2018-11-02) be approved and that it be read a second 
time at the next Regular Meeting of Council. 
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date: November 13, 2018 
  
WHEREAS THE “BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ZONING AND 
DEVELOPMENT BYLAW (2018-11-02 as it pertains to 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265))”, as 
attached, was read and approved a first time on November 13, 2018;  
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw be read a second time.  
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard  
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date:                             , 2018 
 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw be approved and adopted.   
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________    Terry MacLeod 

Date                              , 2018 
 

__________________________   ______________________________  
Mayor/Chairperson    Chief Administrative Officer  
(signature sealed)     (signature sealed) 
 
MINISTERIAL APPROVAL 
This Bylaw to Amend the City of Charlottetown Zoning and Development Bylaw is hereby approved. 
 
Dated on this __ day of ___________, ________.         ______________________________________________ 

Hon. Richard Brown, Minister of Communities, Land 
and Environment 
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BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 

BYLAW 
AMENDMENT # 2018-11-02 

 
Authority 
The Council of the City of Charlottetown under authority vested in it by Section 16 and 19 of the 
Planning Act R.S.P.E.I 1988 Cap. P-8 enacts as follows: 
 
 

Obtain a site specific exemption of the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone of 

the Zoning & Development By-law as it pertains to 80 Grafton Street (PID #340265) in order to 

construct a five (5) storey mixed-use development and allow the applicant to enter into an 

agreement with the City to provide fifteen of the required parking spaces off-lot in the Pownal 

Parkade (100 Pownal Street, PID #340414) for a period of not less than 10 years with the rest of 

the required parking spaces to be paid through cash-in-lieu ($6,000 per parking space required), 

subject to: 

1. Design Review approval; and  

2. The signing of a Development Agreement including bonusing agreement and parking 

requirements.  

 

The site specific exemption also includes the following three (3) variances: 

1. Reducing the minimum lot frontage required to be eligible for a bonus height from 98.4 ft 

to approximately 76.1 ft; 

2. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed 

building to 70 Grafton Street (PID #340273) from 18.0 ft to approximately 14.33 ft; and 

3. Reducing the minimum side yard stepback for the fourth and fifth floors of the proposed 

building to 137 Queen Street (PID #340257) from 18.0 ft to approximately 13.0 ft. 
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Effective Date 
The effective date of this Bylaw is the date as signed by the Minister of Communities, Land and 
Environment. 
 



 
CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 

BYLAW 
 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT THE “BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT BYLAW (2018-11-03 as it pertains to Belgrave Drive (PID 
#1073634))”, as attached, be read a first time. 
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date: November 13, 2018 
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw (2018-11-03) be approved and that it be read a second 
time at the next Regular Meeting of Council. 
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date: November 13, 2018 
  
WHEREAS THE “BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ZONING AND 
DEVELOPMENT BYLAW (2018-11-03 as it pertains to Belgrave Drive (PID #1073634))”, as 
attached, was read and approved a first time on November 13, 2018;  
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw be read a second time.  
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________ Terry MacLeod 

Date:                             , 2018 
 

BE IT RESOLVED THAT the said Bylaw be approved and adopted.   
 
Moved by Councillor __________________________________________________ Greg Rivard 
 
Seconded by Councillor ________________________________________________    Terry MacLeod 

Date                              , 2018 
 

__________________________   ______________________________  
Mayor/Chairperson    Chief Administrative Officer  
(signature sealed)     (signature sealed) 
 
MINISTERIAL APPROVAL 
This Bylaw to Amend the City of Charlottetown Zoning and Development Bylaw is hereby approved. 
 
Dated on this __ day of ___________, ________.         ______________________________________________ 

Hon. Richard Brown, Minister of Communities, Land 
and Environment 
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BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN ZONING AND DEVELOPMENT 

BYLAW 
AMENDMENT # 2018-11-03 

 
Authority 
The Council of the City of Charlottetown under authority vested in it by Section 16 and 19 of the 
Planning Act R.S.P.E.I 1988 Cap. P-8 enacts as follows: 
 
Zone the property (PID #1073634) adjacent to 137 Belgrave Drive (PID #625574) to Single-
Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone and to designate the same property as Residential on 
Appendix A of the Official Plan. 

 
 

Effective Date 
The effective date of this Bylaw is the date as signed by the Minister of Communities, Land and 
Environment. 
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CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             

  
MOTION CARRIED    

MOTION LOST     

         Date:   November 13, 2018 

 

Moved by Councillor           Terry Bernard 

 

Seconded by Councillor          Melissa Hilton 

 

 

RESOLVED:  

 

That the City enter in to a one (1) year lease agreement with the option 

of a one (1) year extension with Cape D’Or Holdings Limited for the 

property at 68 Kensington Rd in the amount of $33,600 (plus applicable 

taxes), 

 

And that the Mayor and CAO are hereby authorized to execute any 

standard contracts/agreements to implement this resolution. 

 

Public Works #2 

  



Resolution Support 
PW #2 

November 13, 2018 

 

 

Public Works has recently purchased 7 new sidewalk machines to carry out all sidewalk snow 

removal activities within the City by internal forces.  Currently, there is insufficient space to 

store these new machines at MacAleer.  These new machines, along with our older machines, 

need to be stored indoors during the winter months, as the hydraulic fluid needs to stay warm 

for the machine to be kept in good operating conditions.  If not, these machines are at risk to 

damage leading to costly repairs. Over the past number of years, Public Works has leased a 

property on Longworth Ave at a rate of $4,331.66/month, however, due to mold and other 

building maintenance issues, the City allowed the lease to expire and chose to explore other 

facility options. 

 

In January 2018, an RFP was issued, with only 2 proposals received.  After a review of each 

proposal by staff and the PW committee, it was determined that due the high cost for both 

proposals, staff would search for other options. Staff have since found a location on 

Kensington Rd that has sufficient indoor heated storage for the equipment.  It is also 

conveniently located to service downtown, Parkdale, and East Royalty. This new location is 

expected to save the City approximately $10,000/year. 

  

Based upon the foregoing, City staff recommends that the City enters in to a 1-year contract 

with the building owner, Cape D’Or Holdings Limited, with the possibility of a 1-year extension, 

for the a monthly rental rate of $2,800 (plus applicable taxes).  The rental rate includes 

electricity, water and sewer, snow removal, and garbage removal.  The heating of the main 

garage space is an oil furnace which would be a separate cost to the City.     

 

 

 



 
 
 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, TOURISM,  
ARTS & CULTURE COMMITTEE 

REPORT TO COUNCIL 
NOVEMBER 13, 2018 

 
 
 
 
The Economic Development, Tourism, Arts & Culture Committee has not met since last council 
meeting.  
 
There are no resolutions for your consideration. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
Councillor Robert Doiron, Chair 





















 
 

ADVANCED PLANNING, PRIORITIES & SPECIAL PROJECTS COMMITTEE 

REPORT TO COUNCIL 
NOVEMBER 13, 2018 

 
 
The Advanced Planning, Priorities & Special Projects Committee did not meet since the last 
Council meeting. 
 
There are no resolutions for your consideration. 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Councillor Kevin Ramsay, Chair 
 
 

 





 
 

Finance, Audit & Tendering Committee 
November 13th, 2018 
12:00 Noon– Sherwood Room   
 
Present: Deputy Mayor Mike Duffy Councillor Terry Bernard 
 Councillor Greg Rivard  Peter Kelly, CAO    
 Scott Messervey, DCAO   Connie McGaugh, ACC  
 
Regrets: Councillor Melissa Hilton  
 
          
1) Call to Order 
Deputy Mayor Duffy called the meeting to order at 12:00 noon. 
 
2) Declarations of conflict of interest 
There were no conflicts of interest declared. 

 
3) Approval of Agenda 
Moved by Councillor Rivard and seconded by Councillor Bernard that the agenda be 
approved as circulated. Carried. 
 
4) Adoption of Minutes 
Moved by Councillor Bernard and seconded by Councillor Rivard that the minutes from 
October 4th and October 31st, 2018 were approved as presented. 
 
5) Business arising from Minutes 
There was no business arising from the minutes. 
 
6) Public Procurements 

 
Closed/Closing 

a. P&R– Snow Clearing of Simmons & Cody Banks Arenas (25-Oct-18) 
b. PW – Supply of Hire Equipment – Bucket Loader for Moving Snow (8-Nov-

18) 
c. Utility – Winter River Wellfields Upgrades Phase 5:  Suffolk Wellfield 

Wellheads and Piping Expansion (8-Nov-18) 
d. PW – Storm Pipe Construction – 2018 Package C – project extra 
e. PW – 2018 Storm Sewer Package A – project extra 
f. PW – Lease Agreement – Store Sidewalk Machines 

 
It is anticipated that resolutions will be presented to Council by the Public Works & 
Urban Beautification (items d & f) and Park, Recreation & Leisure Activities Committees 
(item a).   
 
 



 
 

7)  Finance Questions Under Advisement 
There were no new finance questions under advisement. 
 
8) Manager’s Operational Update 
DCAO updated Committee that financial statements are complete.  CRA is looking at 
HST and potential audit.  Also dealing with staffing vacancies in Finance. 
 
9) Introduction of New Business 
There was no new business to introduce. 
 

10) Motion to move into closed session  
Moved by Deputy Mayor Duffy and seconded by Councillor Rivard to move into closed 
session, as per Section 119 (1) sub-sections (a) & (e) of the PEI Municipal Government.  
Carried. 
 

11) Closed Session Recommendations 
The Committee recommends the following resolution for City of Charlottetown 
consolidated audited financial statements be forwarded to Council for approval.  
Committee also recommends resolutions for Parkland Dedication from MacKay Property 
Development and a Purchase of Land from WGB Holdings. 
 
12) Adjournment of Public Session 
Moved by Councillor Bernard and seconded by Councillor Rivard that the meeting be 
adjourned. Carried. 
  
Meeting adjourned 1:15 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
_________________________________ 

Chair: Melissa Hilton 

 





















 

 

 

 

CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN 
 

R E S O L U T I O N 
 

             

  
MOTION CARRIED         

MOTION LOST         

         Date:  November 13, 2018 

 

Moved by Councillor           Melissa Hilton 

 

Seconded by Councillor          Mike Duffy 

 

 

RESOLVED:  

 

That the City of Charlottetown approves and accepts the Consolidated 

Financial Statements of the City of Charlottetown as prepared by 

management and audited by MRSB for the year ended December 31, 

2017 (copies attached to this resolution). 

 

Finance #3 
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