
 
 
 

PLANNING BOARD AGENDA 
NOTICE OF MEETING 

 

Monday, October 07, 2019 at 4:30 p.m. 

Council Chambers, 2nd Floor, City Hall, (199 Queen Street) 
 

1. Call to Order 

2. Declaration of Conflicts 

3. Approval of Agenda – Approval of Agenda for Monday, October 07, 2019 

4. Adoption of Minutes - Minutes of Planning Board Meeting on September 03, 2019 

5. Business arising from Minutes  

6. Reports: 

a) Rezoning 
1. 68 Brackley Point Road (PID #396713) Greg 

Request to rezone the subject property from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone 
to the Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone in order to construct two (2) townhouse 
dwellings containing a total of 14-units. 
 

2. 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322) Alex 

Request to rezone the subject property from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone 
to the Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone in order to consolidate with 13 Pine Drive 
(PID #393314) in order to construct a 41-unit apartment building with underground 
parking. 

 
b) Variances 

3. 17 Tamarac Avenue (PID #392878) Greg 

Request to operate a dog grooming business as a home occupation. 
 

4. 33 Bolger Drive (PID #492579) Greg 

Request to decrease the minimum lot area requirement for a garden suite from 0.50 acres to 
approximately 0.34 acres. 

 

5. 50 King Street (PID #335687) Greg 

Request to increase the maximum building height requirement for the existing single-
detached dwelling from 39.4 ft to approximately 56.0 ft. 

 
6. 60-66 Dorchester Street Street (PID #336826 &336818) Laurel 

Request to decrease the minimum side yard setback for a 4 unit town house in the DN Zone 
from 6 ft. to approximately 0 ft. 
 

7. 21 Greenfield Ave (PID 352955) Robert 
Request to reduce the interior side yard setback from 1.83m (6ft) to 1.2m (4ft) in order to 
construct an addition to the rear portion of the existing single detached dwelling.  



 
 
 

8. 91 King St (PID #336909), 93 King St (PID #336917), 94-98 Dorchester St (PID #336974), 
& 100-102 Dorchester St (PID #336966) Greg 
Request for a lot consolidation of four properties in the DMUN Zone, request to reduce the 
minimum lot frontage required in order to be eligible for bonus height in the DMUN Zone 
from 98.4 ft to approximately 80.1 ft and a request to reduce the minimum side yard 
stepback for the fifth storey from 18.0 ft to approximately 13.0 ft away from Queen Street 
properties. 
 

c) Other Business  
9. 58-64 Queen Street (PID #336990) & 68 Queen Street (PID #336982) Greg 

Request to consolidate two properties in the Downtown Main Street (DMS) Zone. 
 

10. 165 &185 John Yeo Drive(PID #1078179& 1102102) Laurel 

Request to consolidate two properties on John Yeo Drive in the Light Industrial (M-1) 
Zone. 
 

11. Amendments to the Zoning & Development By-law (Bylaw PH-ZD.2) Robert   
Proposed amendments to formalize standard practices dealing with measurements, restrict 
the expansion of legal non-conforming uses, require design review for developments that 
undergo a significant design alteration in the 500 Lot Area, dictate the maximum size of an 
attached garage, enable Heritage Board to provide a recommendation to Council on the 
design and placement of signage for Designated Heritage Resources, define the placement 
of fascia signs for buildings that are four stories or greater and establish Marijuana 
Production Facility parking requirements.  
 

12. Reconsideration for 13 Donwood Drive (PID #278531) Alex   
Reconsideration of rejected minor variance application for a home-based business located 
at 13 Donwood Drive. 
 

7. Introduction of New Business 

8. Adjournment of Public Session 



PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE – PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
TUESDAY, SEPTEMBER 03, 2019, 4:30 P.M. 
PARKDALE ROOM, 2nd FLOOR, CITY HALL 
 
Present: Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair 

Deputy Mayor Jason Coady, Vice-Chair 
Councillor Bob Doiron  
Councillor Julie McCabe  
Basil Hambly, RM 
Bobby Kenny, RM  
Kris Fournier, RM  
Reg MacInnis, RM  

Rosemary Herbert, RM  
Shallyn Murray, RM 
Alex Forbes, PHM  
Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII 
Robert Zilke, PII  
Ellen Faye Ganga, PH IA/AA 
 
 

Regrets: Mayor Philip Brown Greg Morrison, PII  
 

1. Call to Order  
Councillor Rivard called the meeting to order at 4:33 pm.  
 
2. Declaration of Conflicts 
Councillor Rivard asked if there are any conflicts. Councillor Jason Coady declared conflict on 
agenda item 6C-6, Reconsideration to rezone corner of Royalty Road/Upton Road (PID 
#388595). In addition, Alex Forbes declared conflict for agenda item 6A-1, 38 Palmers Lane and 
therefore won’t be able to respond to any questions relating to this application. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Moved by Bobby Kenny, RM and seconded by Reg MacInnis, RM, that the agenda for 
Tuesday, September 03, 2019, be approved. 

CARRIED 
 

4. Adoption of Minutes 
Moved by Shallyn Murray, RM, and seconded by Bobby Kenny, RM, that the minutes of 
the meeting held on Friday, August 23, 2019, be approved. 

CARRIED 
 

5. Business arising from Minutes 
There was no business arising from minutes. 
 
6. 38 Palmers Lane (PID #275156) 
This is a request to rezone the property at 38 Palmers Lane from Low Density Residential Zone 
(R-2) to Medium Density (R-3) and amend the Official Plan Map from Low Density Residential 
to Medium Density Residential. The purpose is to construct an 18-unit apartment unit. Laurel 
Palmer Thompson, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report.  
 
Letters were received from residents within 100 meters of the subject property, seven in 
opposition and one in favor of the application. At the public meeting held on August 27, 2019, 
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six residents spoke in opposition. The residents felt that the proposed development is not 
appropriate in the neighbourhood.  
If the application is successfully rezoned, the lot area would only permit 17 apartment units. The 
applicant would then have to apply for a variance application for the additional unit. While the 
proposed development would not be considered a spot zone and technically could be considered 
to be compatible with the adjoining properties and such development would provide housing 
choices within the neighbourhood, the primary concern is the shifting of a higher density 
residential zone further into a low density mature neighbourhood. Staff recommendation is to 
reject the application. Robert Haggis, architect and representative to the application, is here to 
answer any possible questions. 
 
Mr. Haggis mentioned that the client offered him to engage with the neighbours to determine 
what they would consider a suitable development in terms of form and size. 
 
Shallyn Murray, RM, asked what the initial recommendation of staff was and Ms. Thompson 
responded that it was recommended not to proceed to public consultation. 
 
Councillor Rivard added that this is not an easy application to deal with as it has its own 
advantages and shortcomings. Ms. Thompson also added that on a staffing perspective, staff 
recognizes the current housing shortage but the bylaws and official plans should also be 
considered. And this type of development is something that that is not supported by the Official 
Plan. There are challenges for staff in considering all the concerns from residents and in trying to 
provide a balanced report for this application.  
 
Councillor McCabe commented that the previous application for a 12-unit apartment was turned 
down by Council and now, the applicant is trying to build an 18-unit apartment building. 
Councillor Rivard also asked that if the proposal today was for a 12-unit apartment building, 
would the recommendation change. Mr. Haggis commented that the residents were opposed to 
any rezoning and change in density in general. Councillor McCabe also clarified what would be 
considered an appropriate development. Ms. Thompson indicated that the Official Plan talks 
about step zoning, which is a transition from Commercial down to the lowest residential density 
zone permitted. A townhouse dwelling would make sense with the right scale and mass. 
However, residents were still opposed to this type of development. Rosemary Herbert also asked 
Ms. Thompson to explain about the difficulties with this application with the Official Plan. Ms. 
Thompson mentioned that the Official plan speaks to that area where higher and medium density 
development be located along the corridor at St. Peters Road between the Sherwood Shopping 
Centre and the rail corridors. Local streets that flow off St. Peters Road would traditionally have 
lower density developments. This is a different scenario because you have two existing low rise 
apartment buildings that would have existed during the late 70’s/80’s.  There were no complaints 
about that building and this is going to be a tough decision, considering the technical 
requirements and comments from the residents.  
 
Ms. Murray commented that it is hard to reject this application because of the current housing 
crisis and that the application is really not out of context with the surrounding.   
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Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Reg MacInnis, RM, and seconded by Bobby Kenny, RM, that the request to: 

a) Amend Appendix “A” the Official Land Use Map of the City of Charlottetown from 
Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential; and  

b) Amend Appendix “G” – Zoning Map of the Charlottetown Zoning and 
Development Bylaw from R-2 (Low Density Residential) Zone to R-3 (Medium 
Density Residential) Zone; 

for property located at 38 Palmers Lane (PID #275156), in order to construct an 18-unit 
apartment building, be recommended to Council for rejection. 

CARRIED 
(6-3) 

R.Herbert, S. Murray & K. Fournier opposed 

 

7. 13 Donwood Drive (PID #278531) 
This is a request to operate a home occupation (i.e. counselling/therapy service) for the property 
at 13 Donwood Drive (PID #278531). The property is located in the Single-Detached Residential 
(R-1S) Zone. The property owner will be the sole operator of the home occupation and shall 
operate out of an office in the dwelling. Robert Zilke, Planner II, presented the application. See 
attached report. 
 
The proposed home occupation will allow for counselling/therapy services consisting of 
appointment based visits with only one client at a time. The total number of clients visiting per 
week would be around three (3), with appointments scheduled on an hourly basis. This number 
may increase in the future. The applicant intends to use one of the rooms of her property for the 
proposed home based occupation and the property would have enough room to accommodate 
three (3) off-street parking spaces.  
 
At the time the applicant submitted the application, the amendments to the Zoning & 
Development Bylaw (2018-11/PH-ZD.2) including the prohibitions to permitted home 
occupations were not approved yet. It includes but is not limited to Medical, Health and Dental 
Office as a prohibited use under the existing Zoning & Development By-law regulations. Letters 
were sent to residents within 100 meters of the subject property and received two (2) responses 
opposing the proposed home occupation. Their main concerns were on safety, possibility of 
intensification of the services and the proposed use may be detrimental to the character of the 
existing neighbourhood. Staff recommendation is to reject the application.  
 
The applicant spoke to her application and clarified that her services would be more of a 
counselling session through employee assistance services as compared to a paramedical practice 
such as a medical/dental clinic. The applicant indicated that the intention of this home 
occupation would be to provide counselling services and support to clients in a quiet and 
confidential environment. This business is not intended to negatively impact the neighbourhood 
but to be able to enhance the community.  
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Councillor Rivard clarified the potential increase in amount of clients per week from three (3) to 
having more clients in the future. The applicant responded that it usually takes about three to five 
years to establish or to build the business. She intends to do this as a part time business only and 
would serve overflows from other counselling services or services that would need to have her 
clients visit her office. The applicant wanted to have this business in her property to allow her to 
have a legal use of the property for her business. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Basil Hambly, RM, and seconded by Bobby Kenny, RM, that the request to 
operate a home occupation (i.e. counselling/therapy service) for the property located at 13 
Donwood Drive (PID #278531), be recommended to Council for rejection.  

CARRIED 
(6-3) 

Councillor McCabe, S. Murray & K. Fournier opposed 
 

8. 53 Upper Hillsborough Street (PID #360719) 
This is a request to reduce the required lot frontage from 22m (72.2 ft) to approximately 17.6m 
(58 ft) and to reduce the required lot area from 696 sq.m (7,491.7 sq.ft) to approximately 427 
sq.m (4597 sq.ft) to establish a duplex dwelling at 53 Upper Hillsborough Street (PID #360719). 
The property is located in the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone. Robert Zilke, Planner II, 
presented the application. See attached report. 
 
The property contains a single-detached dwelling. However, the applicant indicated that the 
upper level was used as a second dwelling unit for a family member. The property has been 
assessed as a single-detached dwelling and the City has no building permit record that legally 
established it as a two-unit dwelling.  Approval of this application would allow for the 
construction of a two-storey duplex dwelling. No modifications to the exterior façade will be 
done except for the dedicated entrance to the second unit. Staff recommendation is to approve 
the application. 
 
Councillor Rivard commented there will basically no change to what the existing structure as the 
second unit already exists and that this can be compared to single family homes with an 
accessory apartment. Councillor Doiron also commented that this is basically just legally 
converting it from a single family dwelling to a duplex. Mr. Zilke also added that they are 
allowed to construct a 2-unit dwelling on the property and would meet the requirements of the 
Bylaw except for the frontage and lot area for which the variances are being requested.   
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Councillor Julie McCabe and seconded by Councillor Bob Doiron, that the 
request to reduce the required lot frontage from 22m (72.2 ft) to approximately 17.6m (58 
ft) and to reduce the required lot area from 696 sq.m (7,491.7 sq.ft) to approximately 427 
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sq.m (4597 sq.ft) to establish a duplex dwelling at 53 Upper Hillsborough Street (PID 
#360719), be recommended to Council for approval, subject to the following condition: 

1. That an occupancy permit is issued on the additional dwelling unit based on the 
completion of the required work/upgrades to the dwelling unit and building as 
per requirements of the Building & Development Permit.  

CARRIED 
(9-0) 

 
9. 80 Longworth Ave / 46 Victory Ave (PID #364695) 
This is a request to reduce the required lot frontage from the required 30m (98.4 ft) to 
approximately 25m (82 ft) in order to permit three (3) residential dwelling units at 80 Longworth 
Ave/46 Victory Ave (PID #364695). The property is located in the Medium Density Residential 
(R-3) Zone. Robert Zilke, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
The property contains a two-unit dwelling and the applicant is proposing to convert one of the 
units into a two-unit dwelling, making it a total of three residential units. Should this application 
be approved, there will be no changes to the footprint of the building. There are enough parking 
spaces on the property. There is a proposed additional parking space as presented by the 
applicant but this additional parking space will not be approved due to close proximity to the 
corner. Staff recommendation is to approve the application. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Reg MacInnis, RM, and seconded by Rosemary Herbert, RM, that the request to 
reduce the required lot frontage from 30m to approximately 25m to establish a three (3) 
unit dwelling at 80 Longworth Ave / 46 Victory Ave (PID #364695), be recommended to 
Council for approval, subject to the following condition: 

1. That an occupancy permit is issued on the additional dwelling unit based on the 
completion of the required work/upgrades to the dwelling unit and building as 
per requirements of the Building & Development Permit.  

CARRIED 
(9-0) 

 
10. 17 Capital Drive (PID #387654) 
This is a request to increase the maximum residential density from 11 to 12 dwellings units; a 
request to decrease the left minimum side yard setbacks from 4.5 m (14.8 ft) to 3.0 m (9.8 ft); 
and a request to decrease the right minimum side yard setbacks from 4.5 m (14.8 ft) to 3.0 m (9.8 
ft) to the property at 17 Capital Drive (PID #387654). The property is located in the Highway 
Commercial (C-2) Zone. Laurel Palmer Thompson, Planner II, presented the application. See 
attached report. 
 
The applicant applied for variances in 2017 and 2018 and on both occasions, the variances were 
approved. Since that time, the applicant has not submitted any building permit application. If 
after one (1) year of a variance approval, no building permit is issued or a permit is not acted 
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upon, the variance and any permit shall automatically be deemed null and void. The variance has 
since then expired and the applicant is reapplying for the same variances to allow the 
construction of a 12-unit apartment building. The application did not receive any opposition and 
therefore the minor variance to increase the density from 11 to 12 units can be approved by staff. 
This proposed apartment building meets the required parking spaces and landscaping 
requirements. It could also enhance the streetscape along Capital Drive and the apartment unit 
conforms and aligns to the Official Plan. Staff recommendation is to approve the remaining two 
variances. 
 
Councillor Rivard commented on a previous discussion on consolidating the property with the 
adjacent lot which is also owned by the same family members. Ms. Thompson responded that if 
parking on site is not sufficient, this could be an option that may be considered. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Bobby Kenny, RM, and seconded by Basil Hambly, RM, that the request for 
variances to: 

 Decrease the left minimum side yard setbacks from 4.5m (14.8ft) to 3.0m (9.8ft); and 
 Decrease the right minimum side yard setbacks from  4.5m (14.8ft) to 3.0m (9.8ft), 

to construct a 12-unit apartment building at 17 Capital Drive (PID #387654), be 
recommended to Council for approval. 

CARRIED 
(9-0) 

 
11. Corner of Royalty Road & Upton Road (PID #388595) 
This is a request for reconsideration to rezone a portion of the vacant property from the Single-
Detached Residential (R-1S) Zone to the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone. Laurel Palmer 
Thompson, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
The application was rejected by Council on April 8, 2019. The applicant has submitted an appeal 
to IRAC noting the following: Council, in making its decision, did not consider: 

a) The fact that the Planning Board had approved the subdivision; 
b) The planners for the City considered this good development application and worthy of 

consideration; 
c) The City did not consider the benefit to the City of mixed zoning nor did it consider the 

factors set out in the bylaws respecting the material grounds for consideration; 
d) The Council ignored the objectives and policies of the City of Charlottetown’s Planning 

& Development Bylaws; 
e) Council ignored the five “Baker” factors, failed to render a decision with procedural 

fairness, failed to carefully evaluate the application, and, failed to give reason for 
declining the application. The decision of Council flies in the face of decided case law, 
and, decisions rendered by IRAC. 
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In order for an application to be considered, the application is required to pass a threshold test. If 
Council determines that the request passes the threshold test, reconsideration will be given based 
on the merits of the application. The application is currently at the threshold test stage and staff’s 
analysis do not support the claim by the applicant that there is a clear doubt as to the correctness 
of the order or decision in the first instance.  
 
Councillor Rivard commented that the application does not meet the threshold so there is no 
point in overturning the decision. Reg MacInnis, RM, also noted the fact that there was no new 
information provided. Mr. Forbes added that Council will make the final decision on this 
application.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Reg MacInnis, RM, and seconded by Kris Fournier, RM, that the request to 
reconsider a decision of Council to rezone approximately 3.25 acres of vacant property 
located on the corner of Royalty Road and Upton Road (PID #388595) by amending 
Appendix “G” – Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development Bylaw from the Single-
Detached Residential (R-1S) Zone to the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone, be 
recommended to Council for rejection.  

CARRIED 
(8-0) 

 
12. Amendments to the Zoning & Development By-law (Bylaw PH-ZD.2)  
This is an application to make amendments to the Zoning & Development Bylaw (PH-ZD.2) 
pertaining to:  

 Section 2: Operation 
 Section 3.14 Design Review 
 Section 4: Accessory Structures 
 Section 4.6: Non-conforming buildings 
 Section 36.3 Regulations for Industrial and Commercial Uses 
 Section 43.1 Parking Space Standards 
 Section 44.21 Exemptions to sign regulations 

Robert Zilke, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked who determines the guidelines for design review and that the guidelines 
should be clear. Mr. Forbes responded that guidelines will be defined for design reviews. 
 
Rosemary Herbert, RM, asked if living spaces or bonus rooms over the garage are considered 
garage space or living space. Mr. Zilke responded that it will count as part of the living space. 
Mr. Rivard also asked what triggered this initiative and Mr. Zilke noted the example on the 
Belgrave application for an attached garage. 
 
Reg MacInnis, RM, asked why the asphalt plant would just not be permitted in the City of 
Charlottetown. Mr. Forbes responded that because of the legal land uses, the M-2 zone would be 
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the only zone where an asphalt plant may be permitted. The West Royalty is different from 
Sherwood and it would be difficult to restrict a legal use without providing a compelling 
planning rationale.  
Councillor Doiron also asked why this was not done before the asphalt plant was added in the 
Bylaw as a permitted use. Now the permitted use within the West Royalty Business Park is being 
requested to be taken out. Residents of West Royalty don’t want an asphalt plant the same as the 
residents of Sherwood. Mr. Forbes responded that the amendment process for an asphalt plant in 
the M-2 Zone became an issue when a prospective business owner contested that he had the right 
to establish an asphalt plant in this zone based upon the definition of heavy manufacturing.  The 
Planning Department were not prepared to issue a permit for an asphalt plant as of right and 
sought further clarification from Council through the amendment process.  Councillor McCabe 
feels that instead of prohibiting the asphalt plant at West Royalty, she recommends that the 
zoning for West Royalty be changed. Mr. Forbes responded that it would be up to the Board to 
make a recommendation on this and Council to make a decision. Regardless of how Council 
wishes to deal with this amendment, IRAC will review the initial amendment process and this 
ruling will provide further clarity on the appropriateness of the second amendment to the M-2 
zone.  
 
Councillor Coady reminded the board of what the Board and Council went through regarding the 
proposed asphalt plant along Sherwood Road, then the approval of asphalt plant as permitted use 
for M-2 zone and now taking West Royalty out. Mr. Coady felt that this is ridiculous. Mr. Forbes 
responded that it would be up to the Board to make a recommendation. This proposal is a result 
of all the previous proposals and amendments. There were a lot of discussions as to whether one 
can legally put an asphalt plant in the West Royalty Business Park. Any application would still 
have to go through an Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) to determine if this would be 
approved or not. Councillor McCabe commented that if the property is zoned M-2, then it would 
be an M-2 zone. We cannot just say that this time it is not okay, whereas the last time, it was 
okay to put an asphalt plant in that zone.  
 
Councillor Rivard commented that other Council members may feel that this was initiated by 
him but clarified that this is a concern of staff.  Mr. Rivard also added that even if he wasn’t a 
part of this board, he would ask why compounding the problem we already have is appropriate. 
Mr. Rivard feels that because it is his ward, other Council members are looking at him. 
Councillor McCabe and Mr. Coady commented that they are not indicating that it was Mr. 
Rivard’s initiative but they are just recommending that the overall zoning be considered. Mr. 
Forbes added that the board may provide their recommendations accordingly.  Staff’s 
responsibly is to fortify the Bylaw with clear language, make it as strong as possible and cut out 
any ambiguity.   Council is the appropriate body that can review amendments to clarify any 
ambiguity in the Zoning By-law.  
 
Ms. McCabe recommended that the zoning of the West Royalty be changed as a whole from a 
heavy industrial to a lesser industrial zone and not just specific to asphalt, aggregate or concrete. 
Mr. MacInnis’ point of view is to get IRAC’s inputs before this move forward. Mr. Forbes 
mentioned that it is totally up to the board to make a recommendation but staff brought this issue 
forward to bring attention to this situation.  
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Ms. Herbert felt that the timing is not ideal and if this can be discussed in the near future. Ms. 
Herbert also asked if asphalt plant can be located out in the country side. Mr. Forbes responded 
that asphalt plants are usually located in rural areas and cannot be located within 500 meters of 
residential dwelling. Mr. MacInnis recalled that there used to be an asphalt plant years ago and 
members commented that it may have been in the Summerside Port. 
 
Mr. Doiron recommended that staff or the board wait for IRAC to provide an update or to wait 
for the hearing to be done before looking at this proposal again. Councillor McCabe indicated 
that she is totally against this proposal. Mr. Rivard commented that the members heard the 
concerns of the residents and asked if this proposal can move forward without waiting for the 
IRAC hearing.  Mr. Coady responded that residents along Sherwood were against the asphalt 
plant. At the public meeting, residents also spoke in opposition. Mr. Rivard clarified that the 
public meeting was for a request to rezone a property in order to locate an asphalt plant. Mr. 
Rivard also asked about the discretionary use for an asphalt plant that was permitted along the 
airport zone previously. Mr. Forbes indicated that the airport would have allowed that for the 
airport’s development purposes only and not allowed their property to be used by a private 
business to operate from.   
 
Mr. Hambly clarified that the West Royalty as a whole is M-2 zone. Mr. Zilke commented that it 
used to be West Royalty Industrial Park and now renamed to West Royalty Business Park. Some 
portions are zoned M-3 which is Business Industrial Park, which is less industrial compared to an 
M-2 zone.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Reg MacInnis, RM, and seconded by Rosemary Herbert, RM, that the 
amendments to the Zoning & Development Bylaw (PH-ZD.2) pertaining to:  

 Section 2: Operation; 
 Section 3.14 Design Review; 
 Section 4: Accessory Structures; 
 Section 4.6: Non-conforming buildings; 
 Section 43.1 Parking Space Standards; and 
 Section 44.21 Exemptions to sign regulations, 

be recommended to council to proceed to Public Consultation;  
 
And, the amendment to the Zoning & Development Bylaw (PH-ZD.2) pertaining to Section 
36.3 Regulations for Industrial and Commercial Uses (asphalt plants), be deferred until 
after the IRAC Hearing.  

CARRIED 
(9-0) 

 
13. New Business 
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14. Adjournment of Public Session 
Moved by Basil Hambly, RM, and seconded by Councillor Julie McCabe, that the meeting 
be adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 6:17 p.m. 

           CARRIED 
 

  
_______________________ 
Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair 
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