
 
 
 

PLANNING BOARD AGENDA 
NOTICE OF MEETING 

 

Monday, December 02, 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, December 02, 2019 

4. Adoption of Minutes - Minutes of Planning Board Meeting on Wednesday, November 06, 2019 

5. Business arising from Minutes  

6. Reports: 

a) Variances 
1. 35 Prince Street (PID #337089) Greg 

Request for a variance to extend the legal non-conforming use of the Eating & Drinking 
Establishment by applying for a liquor license. 
 

2. 165 Dorchester Street (PID #338400) Greg 
Request for a variance to reduce the required lot frontage in order to convert the 4-unit 
apartment building into a 5-unit apartment building. 
 

b) Other Business  
3. 38 Palmers Lane (PID #275156) Greg 

Request for a reconsideration of Council’s decision on September 9, 2019 to approve the 
rezoning from the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone to the Medium Density Residential 
(R-3) Zone.  
 

4. Lot 2014-6 Towers Road (PID # 1076728) Laurel 

Request to amend an approved development concept plan in the CDA Zone from two (2) 
buildings with eighty eight (88) units in total to one building with eighty eight (88) units. 
Public consultation on November 27, 2019. 

 
5. Update on Traffic Study of Tim Hortons along Maypoint Road Alex 

 
7. Introduction of New Business 

8. Adjournment of Public Session 



PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE – PLANNING BOARD MINUTES 
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 06, 2019, 4:45 P.M. 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 2nd FLOOR, CITY HALL 
 
Present: Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair 

Councillor Bob Doiron  
Councillor Julie McCabe  
Bobby Kenny, RM  
Kris Fournier, RM  
Basil Hambly, RM 

Shallyn Murray, RM 
Alex Forbes, PHM  
Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII 
Greg Morrison, PII  
Robert Zilke, PII  
Ellen Faye Catane, PH IA/AA 

Regrets: Mayor Philip Brown  
Deputy Mayor Jason Coady, Vice-Chair 

Reg MacInnis, RM  
Rosemary Herbert, RM  

 
1. Call to Order  
Councillor Rivard called the meeting to order at 4:44 pm.  
 
2. Declaration of Conflicts 
Councillor Rivard asked if there are any conflicts. There being none, moved to the approval of 
the agenda. 
 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Moved by Councillor Bob Doiron and seconded by Shallyn Murray, RM, that the agenda for 

Wednesday, November 06, 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 Monday, October 07, 2019, be approved. 

CARRIED 
 

5. Business arising from Minutes 
There was no business arising from minutes. 
 
6. 68 Brackley Point Road (PID #396713) 
This is a request to rezone the vacant property located at 68 Brackley Point Road (PID #396713) 
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 residential 
dwelling units. One of the townhouses would contain six (6) residential dwelling units while the 
other would contain eight (8) residential dwelling units. Greg Morrison, Planner II, presented the 
application. See attached report. 
 
13 letters of opposition were received prior the deadline and at the Public Meeting held on 
October 29, 2019, 11 residents spoke in opposition to proposed development. Three (3) 
additional comments were received after the deadline. Mr. Morrison mentioned that most of the 
concerns were on sight lines, vehicle/pedestrian traffic and speed limit issues. Based on Police 
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and Public Works feedback, the applicant presented a revised site plan where the building 
footprints were flipped to move the access further to the north. Mr. Morrison also outlined the 
positives and shortcomings of the proposed development. Staff explained that the applicant has 
submitted a request to defer the application until January 2020 to give them time to provide a 
traffic study from an engineer. The applicants were at the meeting to answer any possible 
questions. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked if the applicant wanted to provide more information about the 
application and the request for deferral. Brad MacPherson, representative of the developer, 
mentioned that they understood the concerns of the residents on the safety sight line concerns. 
Mr. MacPherson indicated that instead of dealing with assumptions, they would rather deal with 
facts. They have contacted an engineer from Coles & Associations to prepare a proper traffic 
study to address the issues raised by residents. Mr. MacPherson also added that by having a 
traffic study, there could be a more educated decision rather than assumptions and has requested 
that this application be deferred to the January 06, 2020 meeting. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked Mr. Forbes what traffic study would entail since at the public meeting 
concerns were raised on safety with regards to the sidewalk being on the opposite side as well as 
sight lines concerns due to snow. Councillor Rivard also clarified if traffic study only factors the 
amount of traffic, sight lines or what other factors does it consider. Mr. Forbes responded that 
those are questions you may ask the consultants and would depend on the terms of reference that 
you require them to review. A request to look into public concerns may be included in order to 
alleviate the concerns. Based on the technical analysis that would be provided by traffic 
engineers, staff may also recommend additional factors that may have to be reviewed or 
considered. If the board recommends moving forward with a traffic study, staff will work with 
the applicants to ensure that all these concerns are included in the review. 
 
Councillor McCabe would agree that traffic studies maybe good for certain types of applications 
but when you live in the neighbourhood and experience the concerns everyday, you would see 
the picture clearer than a traffic study. Residents also feel that infrastructure is a huge issue in 
that area. Councillor McCabe suggested that the Department have proper things in place before 
developing the property.   
 
Councillor Rivard also clarified the concern of one resident whose property is adjacent to the 
proposed development where they were not granted access along Brackley Point Road. 
Councillor Rivard asked that if a property across the road was not allowed access, how access 
would be allowed for the proposed development. Mr. Forbes responded that he is not certain 
about the concern and the department does not have details of the study that the resident was 
pertaining to. Mr. Morrison also indicated he was not present at the time of the development to 
provide more information but he included all information from the file in this report relating to 
the property that was mentioned.  
 
Councillor Rivard explained that there are three options available here tonight which the board 
may recommend: a) Reject the application, b) Accept the application subject to a development 
agreement and, c) to defer the application until a traffic study is presented. 
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Shallyn Murray, RM, appreciated the applicant’s offer to conduct a traffic study; however, Ms. 
Murray felt that this application is not the right scale for the site and even with the traffic study 
available; her vote would remain to be the same. Ms. Murray then made a motion to accept staff 
recommendation to reject. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Shallyn Murray, RM, and seconded by Bobby Kenny, RM, that the request to: 

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

b) Amend Appendix “G” – Zoning Map of the Zoning and Development Bylaw from 
the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) to Zone to the Medium Density Residential 
(R-3) Zone; 

for property located at 68 Brackley Point Road (PID #396713), in order to construct two (2) 
townhouse dwellings containing a total of 14-units, be recommended for rejection. 

CARRIED 
(5-1) 

K. Fournier opposed 

 

7. Lot 2014-6 Towers Road (PID # 1076728) 
This is a request to amend an existing development concept plan in the CDA Zone from two (2) 
buildings with eighty eight (88) units in total to one building with eighty eight (88) units for Lot 
2014-6 Towers Road (PID # 1076728). Laurel Palmer Thompson, Planner II, presented the 
application. See attached report. 
 
The property in question is Lot 2014-6 consisting of 94,410 sq. ft.  This lot is part of the original 
15 acre site. That comprises the approved Development Concept Plan. The original Development 
Agreement that outlined the terms of conditions of the Development Concept Plan was signed on 
August 15, 2013 for Lot 2014-6 consisted of one (1) 48 unit apartment building and one (1) 24 
unit apartment building. In May of 2016, the current owner applied for an amendment to the 
approved development concept plan to increase the density of the 48 unit building to 64 units and 
Council approved the density increase to a total of 88 units on site.  Following approval of the 
amended development concept plan the applicant began site design and discovered a water line 
easement was closer to the 24 unit apartment building than what was originally sited on the 
concept plan.   
 
The current proposed 88 unit building will have surface parking. The applicant is proposing that 
28 of the units contained within the building be designated for affordable housing. The parking 
has changed to surface parking to make the project more economical to be able to offer a portion 
of the building as affordable housing. The applicant is also requesting to increase the height of 
the building so he is able to maintain 88 units on site.  In order to avoid the waterline easement 
the building footprint would have to decrease and therefore, the height of the building would 
have to increase from 50 ft. to 62 ft. Staff recommendation is to approve to proceed to public 
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consultation. The developers, Robert Cheng and Jen Du, were present to answer any possible 
questions. 
 
Jen Du, representative of the applicant, introduced their company and provided the board with 
additional information with regards to the developments they have constructed for the City of 
Charlottetown and other towns in the Province. Ms. Du also added that their proposed apartment 
building would help address the current housing crisis within the City. Gregg Munn, architect for  
the project, reiterated that the applicants have been allowed 88 units before but due to the water 
easement, the design needed to be revised by increasing the building height to be able to 
construct the same number of units. 
 
Councillor Rivard agreed that the proposed development was still in keeping with the future plan 
in that area and there are other developers who are potentially building similar buildings within 
that neighbourhood as well. Councillor McCabe clarified if this is only a request to proceed to a 
public consultation. Councillor Rivard also asked why this application needs to go back to public 
consultation with very minimal changes to the proposed development. Mr. Forbes responded that 
this is under a Development Agreement and when an agreement is changed, it has to go through 
the process again.  
 
Councillor Doiron asked for clarifications on a few items with regards to the development and 
Ms. Thompson’s (and staff) responses are italicized in below summary:  

 Is the proposed development going higher because of the underground parking and 
was the underground parking a concern in the original proposed plan? Originally, 

about at least 10 years ago when the original plan was approved, the building was 48 

units and the height requirements at that time were a lot lower. When it was 

purchased by the current developer, the development agreement was amended to 

increase the total density to 88 units. Development in the CDA Zone is based on an 

agreement or contract with the City therefore there are no specific setback or height 

requirements. The actual height requirement of the City has also changed since then 

and the new bylaw allows for higher building heights. But regardless of the change in 

the height requirement, because there is a change in the current development concept 

plan, this application has to go through the public meeting process. The underground 

parking does not have anything to do with the height or any other requirements. 
 It was his understanding that the City agreed to the development to have the 

underground parking to have more greenspace. The allocated greenspace for the site 

was the parkland that was deeded to the City for the development as required. 

Underground parking would provide for more green area and less paving on the site 

but not a parkland/green space requirement. Ms. Thompson also emphasized that the 

underground parking to provide more green space was not approved or voted on at 

that time as a trade-off but would only be considered as a bonus to have less asphalt 

on site. Mr. Forbes also added that you get more density by having underground 

parking. The applicants now are looking to have surface parking and increasing the 

height of the building. 
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Councillor McCabe also asked that if by going above ground, they are able to get affordable 
housing units on that property and Ms. Thompson confirmed. Councillor Rivard added that 32% 
of the units will be affordable housing and Ms. Thompson also noted that 28 units will be 
affordable housing and because the property is in a CDA zone, there are no density bonus 
calculations and the 88 units would be the number of units approved in the existing development 
concept plan. The applicants are not changing the density but changing the configuration of the 
site and height of the building only.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
 
Moved by Kris Fournier, RM, and seconded by Basil Hambly, RM, that the request to 
amend an existing development concept plan in the CDA Zone from two (2) buildings with 
eighty eight (88) units in total to one building with eighty eight (88) units for Lot 2014-6 
Towers Road (PID # 1076728), be recommended to Council to proceed to public 
consultation. 

CARRIED 
(6-0) 

 

8. Reconsideration for 13 Donwood Drive (PID #278531)   
This is a reconsideration of a rejected variance application for a home-based business (i.e. 
Counseling/ Therapy service) located at 13 Donwood Drive (PID #278531). Alex Forbes, 
Planning & Heritage Manager, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
This application has been approved to proceed with reconsideration and it is now back to the 
board for a recommendation to Council. The applicant appealed to Council originally that the 
type of service she would be providing is not like any other medical type of operations. At that 
time, Council rejected the application and Councillor MacLeod was not present at that time to 
speak to the application.  
 
Councillor Rivard clarified and remembered that Council approved this application in the last 
Council in October and Mr. Forbes corrected it to say that it was approved by Council for 
reconsideration and to allow the applicant to go through the variance application process again. 
Councillor MacLeod wanted to speak to this application and that is why Council has approved 
the reconsideration request. Mr. Forbes added that the application went back to the required 
process. There was one letter of support and one letter of opposition received. Staff still felt that 
this type of service cannot be considered as home occupation and the recommendation is still to 
reject the application. Planning Board may then make a recommendation whether to approve this 
application, or keep the original decision to reject the proposed home occupation.   
 
The board had discussions around the previous decisions regarding this application and staff 
indicated that it was initially recommended to Council for rejection and Council accepted staff’s 
recommendation. Councillor McCabe commented that there was more clarity around the service 
level for medical services versus counselling services. Mr. Forbes added that the Board or 
Council may or may not change their decision. In the letter of support that was received, it 
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indicated that this type of business required privacy and preferred not to let other clients see each 
other in a lobby as an example. Councillor Rivard clarified that if this application was submitted 
to the department today, it would not have to go through Planning Board because it is a 
prohibited use for home occupation and Mr. Forbes confirmed.  
 
Councillor McCabe commented that you would understand how a medical service setup would 
be and that this type of home based services cannot be considered as medical service practice. 
Councillor McCabe also added that a dog grooming business was approved last month and felt 
that the applicant’s proposed profession is not going to be cause a number of clients lining up at 
her home. It will take a while for her to establish her services and would make sense to start her 
business at her home if she felt comfortable having clients in her home.  
 
Bobby Kenny, RM, also commented that this type of counselling is different than a medical 
service where a counselling would be more one-on-one while a medical service would have at 
least two or three people. If a dog grooming business was approved last time, Mr. Kenny 
indicated that he would support this application. 
 
Mr. Forbes noted that the only concern with counselling is that the scope can be very board and 
would be difficult for the City to monitor such types of home occupations. Mr. Kenny asked if an 
agreement can be put in place to put controls and Mr. Forbes indicated that it is possible and 
would be binding on the applicant. Concerns on home based businesses would be the success of 
the applicant could create issues with neighbours in the future. Councillor McCabe also added 
that for that type of business, there would only be a max of 8 clients per day if one worked 8 
hours a day with one client per hour.  
 
Mr. Zilke added that he did some research on how other municipalities treat such type of services 
and they normally included a separate definition such as health services which would be 
permitted as a home occupation but with certain restrictions. If there would be an appetite for 
council to do the same, an amendment to the bylaw may be considered. 
 
Kris Fournier, RM, commented that the applicant wants to start a business and asked if a 36 
month permit be issued instead. Mr. Forbes responded that the decision can either be to approve 
or to reject. A development agreement may be put in place but you cannot put a time frame on a 
development agreement. It is either to allow the applicant and set conditions in the development 
agreement. 
 
Basil Hambly, RM, asked if there are any other similar counselling sessions that is known or 
were previously approved by Council and Mr. Forbes responded that there are none that is 
known by the department but there are a lot of home businesses that are operating without a 
permit. The department’s goal is to facilitate home businesses that do not or will not create 
nuisances or mischiefs to their neighbours. 
 
Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following 
resolution was put forward: 
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Moved by Councillor Julie McCabe 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 approval. 

CARRIED 
(5-1) 

B. Hambly opposed 

 

9. 10 Harley Street (PID #274365) and a portion of 297 Allen Street (PID #274449) 
This is a request to consolidate 10 Harley Street with a portion of 297 Allen Street in order to 
reconstruct an apartment building that was destroyed by fire with additional density. Laurel 
Palmer Thompson, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
A 28-unit apartment building on the property was destroyed by fire earlier this year and the 
applicant is reconstructing the building and adding ten (10) additional units for a total of 38 units 
with underground parking. In addition, the applicant is also requesting to consolidate 10 Harley 
Street (PID #274365) and a portion of 297 Allen Street (PID #274449). The previous Bylaw 
allowed a maximum height of 39.4 ft. for buildings in the R-3 Zone.  However, in 2018, the 
Zoning and Development Bylaw was amended to increase the maximum height to 49.2 ft. in the 
R-3 Zone. This will allow for an additional story to be built. The current lot area is 35,222 sq. ft. 
which allows for 28 units.  
 
The applicant is proposing to consolidate 4,060 sq. ft. from 297 Allen St. to increase the lot size. 
This will create a lot that is approximately 39,282 sq. ft. which supports 31.7 units. The applicant 
is proposing underground parking. The Zoning and Development Bylaw permits a density bonus 
of 20% when 75% of the parking is located underground. The density bonus will allow a total of 
38 units if the lot consolidation is approved. The location of the property is desirable for seniors 
and an additional ten (10) units would support the demand for additional housing options 
especially for residents looking to downsize.  
 
Staff sent out 48 letters and received two (2) letters of opposition and one (1) letter of support. 
Concerns were on snow melting on the vacant lot and lights from cars and the building shining 
toward the adjacent property.  The developer has talked to residents in the area to address those 
concerns. Staff recommends approval of the lot consolidation subject to a development 
agreement or conditions placed on the building permit to address concerns.  
 
Councillor Doiron asked if there are any indications on requiring sprinklers in the building 
should the proposed building be three or four storeys high. Mr. Forbes responded that sprinklers 
would be required if a building goes beyond three floors high and would be based on the 
requirements of the Building Code. 
 
Shallyn Murray, RM, asked if the consolidation only pertains to the strip of property between the 
buildings and asked if they could build the building without any lot consolidation. Ms. 
Thompson confirmed that they can build on the property but would not be able to construct as 
many units as what is being proposed.  The lot size allows for additional density. Ms. Thompson 
also added that the strip of land being subdivided from the adjacent property is in excess of what 
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they are required for the building on Allen Street, hence consolidating it with the property in 
question would allow for additional units to be built. 
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 Kris Fournier, RM, that the request  to 
consolidate 10 Harley Street (PID #274365) and a portion of 297 Allen Street (PID 
#274449), in order to construct a 38-unit apartment building, be recommended to Council 
for approval, subject to a final pinned survey plan. 

CARRIED 
(6-0) 

 

10. 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 3.8.6 and 3.9.6 Minor and Major Variances; 
 Section 3.14 Design Review; 
 Section 4: Accessory Structures; 
 Section 4.6: Non-conforming buildings; 
 Section 5.5: Non-conforming uses; 
 Section 43.1 Parking Space Standards; 
 Section 44.12.4 General Provisions for Fascia Signs; 
 Section 44. 13.3, 44.15.1 and 44.16.1 Reinsertion of the Downtown Main Street (DMS) 

Zone in the General Provision Table for Signage pertaining to Free Standing, Sandwich 
Board signs and Temporary Banners; 

 Section 44.21 Exemptions to sign regulations; 
 Section 45.13 Lot Size; 
 Appendix A. Definitions. 

  
Robert Zilke, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report. 
 
Mr. Zilke mentioned that the amendments have been explained in detail in the previous Planning 
Board meeting and at the public meeting held on October 29, 2019. At the public meeting, a 
question was posed on how staff would determine what would be considered a significant 
alteration thereby triggering a design review. Mr. Zilke noted that s process and additional 
definition were added to clearly define what would trigger a design review.  If the Development 
Officer received an application that could potentially compromise the architectural design then it 
could be forward to the Design Review Board for a recommendation to either approve it or send 
it through the formal design review process.  The process would require the submission to 
undergo a design review conducted by a licensed architect for compliance with the 500 Lot Area 
design guidelines.  
 
Councillor Rivard agreed to the definitions but asked Mr. Zilke how staff would be able to 
determine the need for a design review. Mr. Zilke responded that when a developer intends to 
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make changes to the overall shape, material, craftsmanship, etc., then it would be an indication to 
go through the design review committee who could recommend approval or require a third party 
architect to review the project. Staff would also be in consultation with the department’s 
Heritage Officer who has formal design training. Mr. Forbes also clarified that for every 
designated property in the downtown area, there is likely four more that should be designated. 
Since properties that are in the 500 Lot area that are not designated heritage process, they are no 
longer covered by the Heritage Preservation Bylaw. This design review process requirement is 
intended to protect these properties from any significant development in the future.  
 
Councillor Rivard asked if the new Heritage Preservation Bylaw allows the board to 
automatically designate a property or would there be an avenue to designate a property. Mr. 
Forbes mentioned that the board/Council may slow the process down but the Board/Council 
needs to be cautious with this process. 
 
Councillor McCabe asked where the parking regulations on rounding up/down threshold would 
fall under and Mr. Zilke responded that it would fall under the operations section. Councillor 
Rivard clarified that that current bylaw does not allow calculations to be rounded up and Mr. 
Zilke confirmed. Mr. Zilke added that given the housing situation, this proposed calculations 
would be desirable. Councillor Doiron also asked what the parking spot requirements are for 
every unit. Mr. Zilke responded that it would depend on the zone of the property and type of 
building. Councillor Doiron also asked why parking spot requirement in the Downtown Area is 
only 0.5 per unit while all the other areas require one parking space per unit. Mr. Forbes 
responded that in the downtown area, you can purchase parking spaces in a parking structure. 
Also, most properties in the Downtown area don’t have driveways. Councillor Doiron then asked 
how cash-in-lieu works and Mr. Forbes would be applicable for developments in the downtown 
area where parking spaces cannot be provided and therefore, developers would have to pay for 
cash-in-lieu of parking for future parking structure developments.  
 
 
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 3.8.6 and 3.9.6 Minor and Major Variances; 
 Section 3.14 Design Review; 
 Section 4: Accessory Structures; 
 Section 4.6: Non-conforming buildings; 
 Section 5.5: Non-conforming uses; 
 Section 43.1 Parking Space Standards; 
 Section 44.12.4 General Provisions for Fascia Signs; 
 Section 44. 13.3, 44.15.1 and 44.16.1 Reinsertion of the Downtown Main Street 

(DMS) Zone in the General Provision Table for Signage pertaining to Free 
Standing, Sandwich Board signs and Temporary Banners; 
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 Section 44.21 Exemptions to sign regulations; 
 Section 45.13 Lot Size; 
 Appendix A. Definitions. 

be recommended to council for approval;  
CARRIED 

(6-0) 
 
11. New Business 
Alex Forbes, PHM, gave the Planning Board that there may be a request for a special board 
meeting to discuss the results of the traffic study for the corner of Capital Drive and Maypoint 
Road (proposed Tim Horton’s drive-thru). Staff was hoping to get the reports at the time of the 
Planning Board meeting but since the reports are not in yet, staff will be meeting with the 
developer to review the report and then request for a special meeting.  
 
12. Adjournment of Public Session 
Moved by Bobby Kenny, RM, and seconded by Councillor Bob Doiron, that the meeting be 
adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 5:53 p.m. 

           CARRIED 
 

  
_______________________ 
Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair 
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Public Meeting of Council 
Wednesday, November 27, 2019, 7:00 PM 
Grafton Room, Rodd Charlottetown Hotel 
75 Kent Street 
 
Deputy Mayor Jason Coady presiding 

 
Present:  

Councillor Alanna Jankov 

Councillor Greg Rivard  

Councillor Julie McCabe 

Councillor Mike Duffy  

Councillor Terry Bernard 

Councillor Kevin Ramsay  

Councillor Terry MacLeod 

Councillor Robert Doiron 

Councillor Mitchell Tweel (dial-in) 

 

Also:  

Alex Forbes, PHM  

Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII  

Ellen Faye Ganga, PH IO/AA  

Regrets: 

Mayor Philip Brown 

Greg Morrison, PII        

 

 Robert Zilke, PII                                            

 

1. Call to Order 
Deputy Mayor Coady called the meeting to order at 7:00 pm. 
 
2. Declarations of Conflict of Interest 
There were no declarations of conflict.  

 
3. Approval of Agenda 
Deputy Mayor Coady opened the meeting, introduced the members of the Council and 
the purpose of the meeting and turned the meeting over to Councillor Rivard, Chair of 
Planning Board, who explained the Public Meeting process and then proceeded to 
introduce the application. 
 
4. Lot 2014-6 Towers Road (PID # 1076728) 
This is a request to amend an existing development concept plan and development 
agreement under Section 41, Comprehensive Development Area Zone (CDA) of the 
Zoning and Development Bylaw for Lot 2014-6 Towers Road (PID #1076728) from two 
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(2) buildings with eighty eight (88) units in total to one building with eighty eight (88) 
units. Laurel Palmer Thompson, Planner II, presented the application. See attached 
report. 
 
Section 41.2.5 of the Zoning and Development Bylaw requires that amendments to a 
Development Concept Plan be approved by Council. The amendment/approval process 
follows the same process as amendment to the Zoning and Development Bylaw and 
requires notification of property owners within 100 meters of the subject property, 
posting of the proposed bylaw amendment and a public meeting. The Bylaw also 
requires that the working site plan and buildings also be approved on the 
recommendation of the Board. Although the developer is submitting the architectural 
building plans for review and approval at this time, the Affordable housing portion of 
the building will also have to undergo the design review process.  
 
The property in question is Lot 2014-6 and it consists of 94,410 sq. ft. This lot is part of 
the original 15 acre site. It is bound to the north by Towers Road, to the east by Lot 
2014-4 of the Development Concept Plan, to the south by a parkland parcel and Rails to 
Trails to the west.   
 
The original Development Agreement that outlined the terms of the Development 
Concept Plan was signed on August 15, 2013 and the approved uses and density 
consisted of one (1) 48-unit apartment building and one (1) 24-unit apartment building 
with a building height of 39. 4 feet.   
 
In May of 2016, the current owner applied for an amendment to the approved 
development concept plan and was approved by Council. It includes one (1) 64-unit 
apartment building with underground parking and a maximum height of 50 ft. and one 
(1) 24-unit apartment building with a maximum height of 39.4 ft. The total density 
approved on site was a total of 88 units. 
 
Following approval of the amended development concept plan, the applicant began site 
design and discovered a water line easement was closer to the 24-unit apartment 
building than what was originally sited on the concept plan. Therefore, the property 
owner has requested to amend the Development Concept Plan. 
 
The current proposal is to combine the two buildings into one L-shaped building. The 
total units on site would still be 88 units contained within one building and the originally 
proposed underground parking will now be surface parking. Also, the applicant is 
proposing that 28 of the units contained within the building be designated for 
affordable housing. The change to surface parking is to make the project more 
economical to be able to offer a portion of the building as affordable housing. 
  
Since the total building footprint will be smaller, the applicant is also requesting to 
increase the height of the building from 50 ft. to 62 ft. to allow for 88 units. Greg Munn, 
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architect for the project, is here to present additional details regarding the proposed 
development. 
 
Mr. Munn presented additional plans showing the proposed development. Mr Munn 
explained that they have looked at initially moving the water line but this would be cost 
prohibitive and it would be more reasonable to combine the two buildings into one. The 
overall footprint will be smaller but the building will be one floor higher. There will be 
60 market units and all units will be 2-bedroom apartments. The 28 affordable units 
would consist of 16 2-bedroom units and 12 1-bedroom units. Thirty two (32%) of the 
total units will be affordable housing.  
 
Councillor Bob Doiron asked if there will be 88 parking spaces on site and Mr. Munn 
confirmed. Councillor Julie McCabe noted that while the 88 parking spaces meet the 
bylaw requirements, Ms. McCabe asked if there are plans to add additional parking 
spaces for visitors. Mr. Munn responded that the proposed design would have 88 
parking spaces but the owners are willing to revisit the plans and accommodate 
additional parking spaces. Since the parking spaces are situated closer to the street, 
there is a green space buffer allocated between the street and the parking spots. 
 
Councillor Mitchell Tweel asked that while the current proposed development is to 
combine the two buildings into one structure, would the applicant be coming back in 
the future to develop the same property (and the vacant lot at the back of the building) 
even further. Mr. Munn responded that the current proposal would be the full 
development of the property and full extent of the project. Councillor Tweel mentioned 
that the original concept plan provided for 10% green space instead of cash in lieu and 
that the green space would be available and developed for the residents to utilize in the 
future. Mr. Munn responded that the remaining parcel of land at the back of the 
building is the green space and it is situated next to the trail. 
 
Deputy Mayor Coady asked for any further comments; there being none, the meeting 
proceeded to the next agenda item. 
 
5. Adjournment of Public Session 
Moved by Councillor Kevin Ramsay and seconded by Councillor Alanna Jankov, that the 
meeting be adjourned. Meeting adjourned at 7:14 p.m. 
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