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CHARLOTTETOWN

DESIGN REVIEW BOARD AGENDA
NOTICE OF MEETING

Tuesday, June 15, 2021 at 12:00 p.m.
Council Chambers, 2" Floor, City Hall, 199 Queen Street
Live streaming: www.charlottetown.ca/video

Call to Order

Declaration of Conflicts

Approval of Agenda — Approval of Agenda for Tuesday, June 15, 2021

Adoption of Minutes - Minutes of Design Review Meeting on Monday, April 19, 2021

Business arising from Minutes

© ok~ w D -

Reports:
a. 203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486) Emily

Request to review exterior design proposal for a new 3-storey residential building with ground

floor office space located in the DMUN Zone.

b. 62 Dorchester Street (PID #336826 & 336818) Laurel

Request to review revised design drawings to construct a 4-unit townhouse in the Downtown

Neighbourhood (DN) Zone.

c. 199 Grafton Street (PID #342790) Laurel

Request to review design drawings for exterior alterations to the Poly Clinic Building in the

Downtown Mixed Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone.

d. Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID #455642) Robert

Request to review design drawings to construct two (2) separate apartment buildings, each
building containing 35-units in the Highway Commercial (C-2) Zone. This proposal requires

design review since 10% of the units will be for affordable housing.

7. Introduction of New Business

8. Adjournment

As the City continues to follow physical distancing protocols set out by PEI Public Health, the maximum seating
for the public will be limited to eight (8) at the Parkdale Room. Upon arrival, individuals will be required to

provide information for contact tracing purposes.
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PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE - DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MINUTES
MONDAY, APRIL 19, 2021 12:00 P.M.

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 2"¥ FLOOR, CITY HALL, 199 QUEEN STREET

Live Streaming: www.charlottetown.ca/video

Present: Mayor Philip Brown Greg Munn, RM
Councillor Mike Duffy, Chair Sharon Larter, RM
Councillor Alanna Jankov Kenneth Mclnnis, RM
Councillor Julie McCabe, Vice-Chair Brian Gillis, RM

Also: Alex Forbes, PHM Ellen Faye Catane, IO/AA

Robert Zilke, PlI

Regrets: Councillor Mitchell Tweel Kris Fournier, RM

As the City continues to follow physical distancing protocols set out by PEI Public Health, the
maximum seating for the public was limited to eight (8) at the Parkdale Room. Upon arrival,
individuals were required to provide information for contact tracing purposes.

1. Call to Order
Councillor Duffy called the meeting to order at 12:05 pm.

2. Declaration of Conflicts
Councillor Duffy asked if there are any conflicts and there being none, moved to the approval of
the agenda.

3. Approval of Agenda
The agenda was approved.

CARRIED

4. Adoption of Minutes
Moved by Ken Mclnnis, RM, and seconded by Councillor Alanna Jankov, that the minutes of
the Monday, March 22, 2021 meeting, be approved.

CARRIED

5. Business arising from Minutes
No business arose.

6. 152 King Street (PID #336024)

This is a request to review renderings of proposed modifications to the duplex dwelling from the
October 27, 2020 design review meeting for 152 King Street (PID #336024). Robert Zilke, Planner
I1, presented the application.

The subject property is currently vacant and undeveloped and has gone through a couple of
application processes. 21-23 Prince Street was subdivided into two parcels and the subdivided
portion was consolidated with the property forming 152 King Street. A number of variances were
previously approved to allow a five (5) unit dwelling on the property. The plans have since changed
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Design Review Board
April 19, 2021
Page 2 of 4

and the applicants are proposing to construct a two (2) unit/duplex dwelling. The proposed duplex
meets most of the setback requirements and will no longer require some of the previously approved
variances.

Mr. Zilke presented the initial concept proposed by the applicant that was submitted to Aaron
Stavert, external design reviewer, for comments. Mr. Stavert provided comments and
feedback/recommendations as outlined in the report (Attachment B). Based on the
recommendations by Mr. Stavert, the applicant revised their design (Attachment C) for further
review from design reviewer.

Mr. Stavert reviewed the revised designs and provided additional recommendations on the fagade,
bay window, columns and materials as outlined in the report (Attachment D). Staff
recommendation is to accept the design reviewer’s comments. Greg Morrison, developer, was at
the meeting to answer questions.

Ken Mclnnis, RM, asked what type of materials will be used on the exterior of the building. Mr.
Morrison responded that the front and one side of the building will use metal siding while the other
sides could potentially use vinyl siding. Mr. Mclnnis also asked if a pitched roof could be used
instead of a flat roof so it may complement or match the surrounding properties. Mr. Zilke
responded that one of the original recommendations was for a gabled-roof design. When Mr.
Stavert reviewed the revised plans, he was okay with the proposed roof with a recommendation to
reduce the thickness at the top. Mr. Mclnnis asked what materials will be used for the front facade
and Mr. Morrison responded that stone veneer will be used.

Sharon Larter, RM, asked if any new development in the 500 Lot Area should blend in with the
streetscape to match the existing community. Mr. Zilke explained that the intent of the 500 Lot
design guidelines is to not detract from the character of the area but at the same time, provide the
ability to provide modern design within the neighbourhood. Ms. Larter indicated that she does not
agree with the proposed modern design. Greg Munn, RM, commented that one of the intents of
the design standards is for new buildings or structures not to mimic historic structures or false
heritage. Ms. Larter felt that there could be more modern structures in the City which could
potentially affect the intent and change the look of the 500 Lot Area. While Ms. Larter
acknowledged that new developments should be different as to not replicate historic structures or
false heritage, she felt that the intent of the 500 Lot Area is to be able to preserve the City’s historic
nature. Mr. Munn explained that there is a toolbox to help address these issues such as looking at
materials that could complement the structure.

Mr. Mclinnis recommended that brick walls be used instead of stones. Mr. Munn agreed and
recommended that maybe a red-colored stone could be used. Mr. Zilke added that the design
review standards are applied differently for new structures and existing buildings. Ms. Larter
acknowledged Mr. Zilke’s comment and recommended that the 500 Lot Area legislation be
revisited to reduce or eliminate having more modern buildings being constructed on vacant lots.
Ms. Larter mentioned that one of the city’s attraction in the 500 Lot Area is the heritage or historic
component of the City and would be beneficial if new constructions could use materials that would
fit the existing surrounding. Mayor Brown commented that there have been other new
developments in the 500 Lot Area that incorporated modern designs. Ms. Larter challenged and

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE



Design Review Board
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asked if it was the right type of development. Mayor Brown asked Mr. Zilke if the bylaw has any
prohibitions relating to these new developments in the 500 Lot Area. Mr. Zilke explained that there
are design standards in the 500 Lot Area and as long as the proposed development meets the intent
of the bylaw, there should be no issues with a more modern design.

Mr. Munn noted that the proposed development meets the guidelines and there is a potential for
the design to be improved further. Ms. Larter recommended to use siding that will be more
complementary to the surrounding neighbourhood.

Mr. Mclinnis asked if the columns could be reduced from 6x6 wood to 4x4 wood. Mr. Munn
recognized Mr. Stavert’s expertise but disagreed with the recommendations to the proposed
development. Mr. Munn preferred the wood on the front to provide contrast. He also felt that the
carriage house was a better design that an open parking space. Ms. Larter also preferred the original
design better that the design reviewer’s proposal. Mr. Morrison preferred their design as well and
does not see any issue changing the stone veneer to brick, and from 6x6 steel post to 4x4 steel post
as long as it meets the building requirements.

Mr. Mclnnis asked about the firewalls in the building and Mr. Morrison responded that the whole
building will be ICF and an ICF firewall between the units. Mr. Morrison also added that one of
the design requirements is to allow a single driveway access only. Therefore, the two (2) car garage
was not permitted.

Some members of the board felt that a pitched roof looked more appealing that a flat roof and
asked if that could be part of the recommendations or if the applicant is willing to consider
modifying the design. Mr. Morrison explained that a pitched roof was not considered as an option
as it would significantly change the whole building and make the structure look taller. Mr. Munn
felt that the roof is not too much of a concern. Mr. Morrison also added that majority of the
developments that went through the design review process in the past had flat roofs. Only a couple
developments had pitched roofs. Mayor Brown also mentioned several other properties in the
downtown area that have flat roofs and commented that flat roofs are not new to the city. Mr.
Morrison mentioned that the adjacent property is a single-storey two (2) unit dwelling and could
eventually be redeveloped in the future. Councillor Jankov and Councillor McCabe do not see any
issue with the roof.

Members of the board did not agree with all of the recommendations by the design reviewer and
staff but agreed with the conditions as outlined in the recommendation.

Since the proposed development is for a two (2) unit dwelling, only the following approved
variances will be applicable:

e Reduce the minimum front yard setback abutting the King Street right-of-way from
approximately 2.61 ft to 0.00 ft; (Building will be setback 4 ft; however, porch will abut
the property line — therefore variance may not be required)

¢ Reduce the minimum side yard setback abutting 142-144 King Street (PID #336032) from
6.0 ft to approximately 4.00 ft;

e Reduce the minimum side yard setback abutting 21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008) from
6.0 ft to approximately 0.99 ft

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE
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Councillor Duffy asked for comments or questions; there being none, the following resolution was
put forward:

Moved by Councillor Julie McCabe and seconded by Greg Munn, RM, that the proposed
renderings as outlined in the March 16, 2021 plans as submitted by the applicant, as opposed
to the proposed revisions submitted by Aaron Stavert on April 12, 2021, be recommended to
Council for approval, subject to the following conditions by the Design Review Board:
e Brick must replace the stone veneer around the front entry;
e Decks/balconies to incorporate 4” x 4” wood posts rather than steel; and
e Wood on front shall be a true wood while the wood proposed in balconies can be a
wood like composite.
And that the following comments submitted by Aaron on April 12, 2021 are not required:
e Material palette to be replace with tonal, low color contrast;
e Fascia height / thickness be reduced;
e Bay window on street front to be stepped back from corner so that material changes
can happen, without being co-planar; and
e Bay on west side also change materials to match the bay on the front of the house.
CARRIED
(7-0)
7. New Business
There was no new business.

8. Adjournment
Moved by Ken Mclnnis, RM, and seconded by Councillor Julie McCabe, that the meeting be

adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 12:30 p.m.

Councillor Duffy, Chair

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE
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203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486)

OWNER: Canadian Mental Health Association (CMHA) CHARLOITETOWN

APPLICANT: Nine Yards

MEETING DATE: Page 1 of 8
June 15, 2021

DEPARTMENT: ATTACHMENTS:

A. Design Review Submission (April 26, 2021)
B. Design Reviewer Comments (May 12, 2021)
C. Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area

Planning & Heritage

SITE INFORMATION:

Ward No: 1 — Queens Square

Existing Land Use: Vacant

Official Plan: Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood
Zoning: Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN)

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning and Heritage Department recommends that the Design Review Board accept the proposed
exterior design of the proposed new 20-unit modular residential building with ground floor office space
located at 203 Fitzroy Street (PID# 346486) with the condition that the proposed exterior design is revised
to reflect the Design Reviewer's recommendations outlined in ‘Attachment B’ to this report.

BACKGROUND:

Request

The applicant (Nine Yards Studio) has submitted an exterior design proposal on behalf of the property
owner, Canadian Mental Health Association (CMHA), for a proposed new 20-unit modular residential
building with ground floor office space at 203 Fitzroy Street (PID# 346486). The request is to approve the

exterior design proposal.

As per Section 3.14.1 of the Zoning and Development By-law, the Design Review process applies to any
Building and Development Permit application involving affordable housing and multi-residential dwelling
development in the 500 Lot Area. The Design Review process is intended to ensure that the proposed
development maintains good design principles and is compatible and complimentary to existing buildings
on surrounding properties.
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Subject Property & Surrounding Neighbourhood

The subject property is zoned Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood (DMUN} by the City of Charlottetown
Zoning & Development By-law. It is approximately 0.68 acres in size with a frontage of approximately 144
feet along Fitzroy Street and a depth of approximately 205 feet. The subject property is located within the
City’s 500 Lot Area boundary. As such, the proposed building is subject to the regulations contained within
Section 7 (Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area) of the Zoning & Development By-law (see Attachment ‘C’).

Lots immediately adjacent to the subject property are primarily occupied by a mix commercial and multi-
residential uses with a low - medium density character.

ANALYSIS:

Zoning & Development By-law

The proposed modular apartment dwelling and ground floor office uses conforms with the uses permitted
in the DMUN Zone as per Regulation 30.1 (DMUN Zone) and step-down Regulation 11.1 {Narrow Single
Detached Residential Zone) of the Zoning and Development By-law.

The applicant has confirmed that the proposed apartment units meet the following ‘affordable housing’
definition contained in Appendix ‘A’ of the Zoning and Development By-law:

“Any type of housing whereby the provincial government provides some form of subsidy or rent
assistance, including public, non-profit, co-operative housing, or rent supplements for people living
in private market housing.”

Further, the applicant has confirmed that the proposed building height (from grade to top of roof) will meet
the minimum height requirement (24.6ft) and maximum height permission (39.4ft) set out in Regulation
30.2.6 (DMUN Zone Regulations for Permitted Uses). As such, no Bonus Height application is required.

At the time of the writing of this report, Nine Yards has yet to submit a detailed site plan or building elevation
drawings. As such, the Planning and Heritage Department cannot currently assess the proposal’s conformity
with applicable Zoning and Development By-law regulations. At the time of Building and Development
Permit review, the Planning and Heritage Department will assess conformity with applicable Zoning and
Development By-law regulations.

Notwithstanding, it is the opinion of the Planning and Heritage Department that the proposed exterior
design appears to meet the general intent and purpose of the regulations set out in Section 7 (Design
Standards for the 500 Lot Area) of the Zoning and Development By-law.
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Page 3 of 8

it is further noted that apart from the regulations contained in Section 7 (Design Standards for the 500 Lot
Area), the following design orientated regulations will be considered during the Building and Development

Permit assessment process:

Regulation 4.7 (Building Height): The height of the roof mechanical structure shall not project more
than 9.8 feet beyond the maximum permitted height in the applicable zone and it shall be set back
at least 9.8 feet from the roof edge.

Regulation 4.9.1 (Street Orientation): residential buildings shall be oriented to the street with front
doors/ windows facing the street.

Regulation 6.5.4 (Landscaped Area): in all zones (except R-1L, R-1S, R-1N, R-2, R-2S and A zone),
within the minimum front yard setback, a landscaped area consisting of trees, shrubs or a
combination thereof no less than 12 feet wide shall be provided along the lot line abutting the street
and shall adhere to conditions a) through i) set out in Regulation 6.5.4.

Regulation 44.5 (Parking Lots): where a parking lot is in or abuts a residential property and the lot
contains more than four (4) parking Spaces, a ‘land use buffer’ of at least 3.3 feet in height shall be
planted at least 3.3 feet wide in from the lot line on the property for which the application is made
and shall be maintained in a healthy growing condition by the owner. In addition to or instead of a
land use buffer, the Development Officer may require an opaque-type fence.

Appendix ‘A’ of the Zoning and Development By-law defines ‘land use buffer’ as “a portion of any
lot set aside to serve as a visual and spatial separation “through the use of a landscaped berm, trees
or @ man-made feature such as a wall, fence, or walkway” between a specified land use that is
carried out on the lot and a different land use that is carried out on the adjacent lot.”

Design Review

As per Regulation 3.14.3b (Design Review) of the Zoning & Development By-law, the role of the Design

Reviewer is to:

i Conduct a review of the proposed Development for conformance with the intent of this
by-law, including [Section 7 of the Zoning & Development By-law] Design Standards for

the 500 Lot Area and the criteria for evaluation for Design Review.

ii. Provide written feedback, comments, and a final recommendation within a specified 10
business day review period. Written comments may be supported by redline markups of

the submission.

10



TITLE: DESIGN REVIEW — 203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486) Page 4 of 8

iii. ~ Comments and markups from the Design Reviewer are forwarded to the applicant, and
the applicant may revise their submission accordingly. Revised plans may be resubmitted
to the City, along with a compliance (secondary) review fee.

iv.  The revised plans are forwarded to the Design Reviewer for the compliance review.
V. If the review is satisfactory, the plans are granted conditional approval.
As per Section 3.14.3d (Design Review), the role of the Design Review Board is to:

“Review the written feedback, comments, and recommendation by the Design Reviewer and shall
provide a recommendation on the disposition of the application.

i When the application is jointly supported or rejected by the Design Reviewer and Design
Review Board, the disposition of the application shall be determined, and;

ji. Where the Design Review Board does not support the recommendation of the Design
Reviewer than the Design Review Board shall make a recommendation to Council, and
Council shall determine the disposition of the application.”

In accordance with the above requirements, Nine Yards submitted a concept site plan, concept floor plan,
rendered views and material details related to the exterior of the proposed building on April 26, 2021 (see
Attachment ‘A’). Staff forwarded the submitted materials to independent design reviewer, Robert
Matthews, who is an appointed member of the City of Charlottetown Design Review roster. On May 12,
2021, Mr. Matthews submitted a design analysis (see Attachment ‘B’) which is summarized as follows:

e Proposed front yard setback aligns with that of adjacent buildings.

e Proposed height is appropriate in scale relative to existing buildings on adjacent lots.

e There is an opportunity for landscape design (hard and soft features) and tenant outdoor amenity
within the buffer area situated between building and parking lot.

e Suggested revisions to building entrances, including:
- Providing a barrier free rear entrance to residential units from parking lot.
- Addressing safety concerns associated with proximity of driveway to residential main entrance.
- Adding definition and weather protection to residential main entrance (e.g.: consider canopies).
- Addressing grade change associated with residential lobby/ exit stair design.

e Suggested fagade color palette: timeless.

e Garbage and snow storage details required.

11
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Staff forwarded Mr. Matthews design analysis to Nine Yards for review. Nine Yards provided the following

comments in response:

Landscape features will be introduced. Nine Yards is currently working with a landscaping company
to define landscape feature details.

Nine Yards is currently working to define grading, accessibility, ramps details etc.

An exterior amenity space will be introduced at the rear of the building between the building and
the parking lot. This area may be fenced to create a designated area for tenants.

Three of four entrances have canopies. Nine Yards will further detail these features during the
preparation of construction drawings.

Nine Yards ability to modify the residential entrance is limited due to the modular nature of the
building, however Nine Yards agrees with Mr. Matthews comments and will increase the proposed

separation distance between the driveway and residential entrance.
e The material palette is fixed, however colours have yet to be defined.

e There will be a designated garbage area and snow will be stored in unoccupied green space at the

rear of the lot.

CONCLUSION:

The Planning and Heritage Department recommends that the Design Review Board accept the proposed
exterior design of the proposed new 20-unit modular residential building with ground floor office space
located at 203 Fitzroy Street (PID# 346486) with the condition that the proposed exterior design is revised

to reflect the Design Reviewer’s recommendations outlined in ‘Attachment B’ to this report.

PRESENTER:

™\ - .
7 Tqnor
Emily Trainor, MScPI
Planner |

/ (./ ~r .
Alex Forbes, FCIP, MBA

Manager of Planning & Heritage

12
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Attachment ‘A’

Design Review Submission

13
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The Sovereign Building
71 Bank St., 7th Floor

Ottawa ON, Canada
K1P 5N2

PARTNERS:

ROBERT MATTHEWS
B.Arch., OAA
AAPEI, FRAIC

VLADIMIR POPOVIC
OAA, AAPEI, FRAIC
LEED ap bd+c
NATHALIE ROUTHIER
OAA, OAQ, AAPEI,
MRAIC, LEED ap bd+c

GARY WENTZELL
MAATO

SENIOR ASSOCIATES:

GERRY MALLETTE

Dipl. Architectural Technology

KEITH DICKIE
B. Arch, OAA, MRAIC

t. 613-224-0095 N45 ARCHITECTURE INC.
f. 613-224-9811

info@n45.ca

N45.CA

12 May 2021

Mr. Alex Forbes

Manager of Planning and Heritage
PO Box 98

City of Charlottetown, PE

C1A 4B7

Plans Review for
Affordable Housing, 203 Fitzroy
Nine Yards Architecture

Overview

The site is located on a vacant lot at 203 Fitzroy in the norther section of the Block 500
area of Charlottetown. Although the area has several nice heritage residential buildings,
is also an area in transition with infill commercial and multi-unit residential buildings
constructed in the last half of the 20t century. The lot is generous - fronts on Fitzroy and
is deep going back to meet up to a convenience store, gas bar and a multi-unit residential
project. Along Fitzroy, to both the east and west of it are two story historic residential
buildings [ignoring the laundromat].

Siting

The proposed building is placed so that the building front aligns with the set back of the
adjacent neighbours. There is a single vehicular access on the east side adjacent to the
laundromat and which terminates in a parking lot at the rear of the site. The site plan
does not indicate any landscaping details, but it does provide open space of 30 - 40 feet
between the building and the parking. This provides a nice buffer and with attention to
landscape detail and design, would provide nice opportunities for the tenants to enjoy an
outdoor amenity space. The plans do not indicate how the garbage will be handled or
where the snow will be stored.

There are two main entrances to the building, one to the offices of “CMHA” and the other
to the apartments. Accessibility is provided to the office from both the front and rear, but
the residential appears to be solely from the side laneway. Is there also an opportunity to
make the accessibility from the parking to the apartment rear entrance barrier free [like
the office]? The main entrance, as proposed looks too tight as it is dangerously close to
the lane, as well, the entrance door swings out into the pathway. The entrance design
should be revisited to be both safer and more welcoming.

Architectural Character

The design is generally refreshing and contemporary. It is difficult to tell from the renders
the actual overall building height, but my guess is that if the floor to floor is approximately
2.7m, then the O/A building height is in the range of 8.5 - 9.5m. The drawings indicate
10.6 — 11.3m for the proposal. | assume that the heritage house to the immediate left has
a minimum of 3m floor to floor, is above grade 0.75m and has a dimension to the peak of
2.7 -m 3m, making the O/A height around 9.5m — 10m. All this to say, that the scale in the
context of the streetscape is appropriate.
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The Sovereign Building
71 Bank St., 7th Floor
Ottawa ON, Canada
K1P 5N2

t. 613-224-0095 N45 ARCHITECTURE INC.

f. 613-224-9811
inffo@n45.ca
N45.CA

The suggested material colours are popular today. | am guessing a natural wood colour
and a dark grey/charcoal accent. The balconies appear to be horizontal wood slats in a
complementary wood colour, as well.

From a building access perspective, the office entrances are readily identifiable from the
street, but the residential is not so well defined and as mentioned above, has an unhappy
relationship to the sidewalk and drive aisle. In fact, it looks like there is a grade change
there and with the entrance door swinging out, making it dangerous and problematic. Is
there a better solution to the lobby/exit stair design to avoid an entrance door and
exterior stairwell exit door adjacent to each other? Both the rear [parking lot] entrances
are weak as well. It is difficult to tell from the renders, but it looks like there are canopies
proposed over the entrances. | am in favour of protection from the weather and the
contribution to more clearly defining the entrances by incorporating them.

Conclusion

The project as proposed in this area of the City is both good and distinctive. It reads well.
The proponent might consider revisiting the following: -

1. Introduce soft and hard landscaping features.

2. Create exterior amenity spaces.

3. Revisit the apartment building main entrance. Both to define the entrances and

provide shelter.

4. Consider canopies.

5. Revisit the entrances facing the parking lot.

6. The colours are in vogue now but is there a different more timeless palette?

7. Revisit the relationship of the apartment main entrance to the drive aisle.

8. Provide details on garbage storage and snow storage.

Prepared by: -
itecture Inc.
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TITLE: DESIGN REVIEW — 203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486)

Page 8 of 8

Attachment ‘C

Design Standards
for the 500 Lot Area
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DESIGN STANDARDS FOR THE 500 LOT AREA

7.1
7.11

7.1.2

7.2
7.2.1

7.2.2

7.2.3

7.3
7.3.1

7.3.2

7.3.3

7.3.4

7.4
7.4.1

WHERE THESE REGULATIONS APPLY

The following regulations shall apply to all Building and Development Permit applications for
properties located within the 500 Lot Area, as defined and described in Appendix E.

An exemption to the regulations in this Section may be approved by Council, if supported by a
recommendation by the Heritage Board for a Designated Heritage Resource or for a property
located within a Heritage Preservation Area as defined in the Heritage Preservation By-law,
when the strict adherence to these regulations may negatively impact the integrity and
preservation of the Heritage Resource or Heritage Preservation Area.

BUILDING ORIENTATION AND CORNER LOTS

All Buildings shall have one primary entrance that faces the Street and has direct access to the
sidewalk.

Buildings on Corner Lots shall:
a. Orient to both Street Lot Frontages; and,

b. Architectura! features shall wrap the corner of the Building and address the corner
condition.

Street access to individual Attached Residential Units (i.e. townhouses) shall be clearly visible,
and the scale, rhythm and articulation of the front fagade shall be consistent with the
Residential character of adjacent Residential Buildings.

FRONT FACADE HEIGHT AND WIDTH

The primary plane of the front fagade shall not appear taller than traditional Buildings on the
Street, unless the adjacent Building marks an identifiable transition in Building style and/or land

use.

Building elements that are taller than the primary plane of the front fagade shall be designed to
contrast that of the lower levels in materials and/or design.

A single wall plane on the front facade shall not exceed the maximum fagade width of the
traditional Buildings on the Street unless the adjacent Building marks an identifiable transition in
Building style and/or land use.

For larger or wider Buildings, vertical divisions or bays in the fagade at a width consistent with
the traditional Buildings on the Street shall be clearly articulated.

BUILDINGS MATERIALS

The Front and Flankage facades shall carry a consistent type and quality of materials. Where a
Side Yard Setback is greater than 3 m (9.8 ft), the Side facade shall also carry a consistent
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7.4.2

7.4.3

7.4.4

7.4.5

7.4.6

7.5
7.5.1

7.5.2
7.5.3

7.5.4
7.55

7.6
7.6.1

7.6.2
7.6.3

7.7
7.7.1

material. This clause also applies to the rear fagade on a Corner Lot when the Rear Yard is
greater than 3 m (9.8 ft).

Cement clap-board is not permitted on the Front or Flankage facade of a Building, but may be
permitted on the Side or Rear of the Building.

Vinyl siding is not permitted on the Front or Flank fagade of a Building, but may be permitted on
the Side or Rear of the Building.

Materials such as plastic, plywood, concrete block, mirrored glass and metal siding utilizing
exposed fasteners are not permitted on the Front and Flankage fagades of a Building.

The appearance of Building materials shall be true to their nature and should not mimic other
materials.

Where a prohibited material currently exists it may be maintained and replaced as necessary.

WINDOWS

The Front and Flankage facades shall carry a consistent style and material of windows. Where a
Side Yard Setback is greater than 3 m (9.8 ft), the Side fagade shall also carry a consistent style
and material of windows. This clause also applies to the rear fagade on a Corner Lot when the
Rear Yard is greater than 3 m (9.8 ft).

The placement and coordination of windows and doors shall create a balanced facade.

Windows on all facades shall vertically and horizontally align with each other and other features
of the Structure, when architecturally appropriate for the design of the Building.

sliding (patio-style) doors shall not be permitted on the Front or Flankage side of the Building.
For Additions to, or for a Renovation to an existing Structure with:

a. Windows with simulated divided lights with a spacer bar, new windows shall also have
simulated divided lights with a spacer bar.

b. Single or double hung windows, new windows shall also be single or double hung.

ROOF

The expression of the roof shall be clearly distinguished from the rest of the Building through
treatments such as step-backs, change in materials, cornices lines, and overhangs when
architecturally appropriate for the design of the Building.

Front facing sloped roofs shall include accent gables, dormers, and a variation of rooflines.

The soffit shall have a consistent overhang typical of the streetscape.

SECONDARY STRUCTURES ON A ROOF

Mechanical penthouses shall be integrated within the architectural treatment of roofs shall be
screened from view.
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7.7.2

7.7.3
7.7.4

7.8
7.8.1
7.8.2

7.9
7.9.1

7.10
7.10.1
7.10.2

7.10.3

7.10.4

7.10.5

7.10.6
7.10.7

7.11

7.111

7.11.2

7.11.3

All stacks, gas flues, and roof vents shall not be visible from the Front elevations. Gas flues shall
be located near the roof ridge to reduce their Height.

Al metal chimneys shall be boxed-in and finished with cladding.

Skylights shall be located on a roof not visible from the Front elevation.

PORCHES
A Porch shall be deep enough to allow a seating area with a minimum depth of 1.5m (5 ft).

The Height of the Porch roof shall align with that of Porches on adjacent or nearby Buildings,
and shall be constructed of materials used elsewhere on the Building.

LANDSCAPING

A Landscaped Area shall be provided between the sidewalk and the front facade of the Building,
where appropriate for a continuous streetscape.

SURFACE PARKING

Surface Parking is not permitted in the Front Yard Setback.

Driveways may be permitted when they extend into the Side or Rear Yard of the property, or
when used to access an Attached Garage.

Shared driveways and Curb Cuts are permitted with adjacent properties, subject to a Right-of-
way agreement between property owners.

Shared parking in an interior courtyard with a single access point is permitted, subject to a
Right-of-way agreement between property owners.

Curb Cuts shall accommodate single-car access and the single-car width of the driveway shall be
maintained until the driveway extends beyond the front facade of the main Building.

A Parking Lot shall not be located in the Front or Flankage Yard.

Where a Parking Lot has more than 6 spaces and is visible from the Street, a Landscaped Area or
Fence shall be provided between the sidewalk and the Parking Lot.

GARAGES AND PARKING STRUCTURES

Attached Residential Garages shall not project closer to the Front Lot Line than the front wall of
the main Building.

Attached Residential parking Garages shall be permitted where the width of the Garage is no
greater than 50% of the width of the main Building's front facade.

Where a Parking Structure fronts on a Street:

a. The ground-level fagade shall incorporate retail, public or other active uses, as well as
provide pedestrian amenities such as an Awning, Canopy, or sheltered entryway; and
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7.12
7.12.1

7.12.2
7.12.3

7.12.4

7.12.5

b. The front facade shall be designed to conceal the parking levels and gives the visual
appearance of a multi-Storey Building articulated with bays and window openings.

STOREFRONTS

Storefronts and other ground floor non-Residential uses shall have a consistent amount of
windows and doors on the front facade as those of traditional Buildings on the Street.

Reflective or opaque glazing is not permitted for Retail Storefronts.

An identifiable transition shall be provided between the ground floor storefront and the upper
floor of a Building. This transition may consist of a change in material, change in fenestration, or
similar means.

Storefront entrances shall be clearly articulated and shall be located at or near Grade. Split level,
raised or sunken entrances are only permitted on Street Frontages with a steep slope and where
no other alternative can be feasibly provided.

Weather protection for pedestrians is permitted over a storefront entranceway through the use
of an Awning or Canopy.
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TITLE:
DESIGN REVIEW (N
WD \-

FILE: DESIGN-2021-15-JUNE-6B

60-68 DORCHESTER ST CHARLOTTETOWN

OWNER: ZEUS AND APOLLO DEVELOPMENTS LTD.
APPLICANT: TYLER WHITE

MEETING DATE: Page1of4
June 15, 2021

DEPARTMENT: ATTACHMENTS:

A. Design Review Submission (September 17, 2014)

B. External Design Reviewer Comments (October 5, 2014)
C. Revised drawings (June 1, 2021)

Planning & Heritage

SITE INFORMATION:

Ward No: 1 Queen’s Square

Existing Land Use: Vacant Property
Official Plan: Downtown Neighbourhood

Zoning: Downtown (DN} Zone

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning & Heritage Department is advancing this to the Design Review Board to confirm and
accept the revised design drawings submitted June 1, 2021 are generally in keeping with the
approved design review submission. Staff are recommending that the drawings be approved for
the project to be constructed at 60-66 Dorchester Street (PID #'s 336826 & 336818).

BACKGROUND:

Revisions to the previously approved design for a four unit building at 60-66 Dorchester Street
are being forwarded to the Design Review Board to confirm that the revised proposal is in
keeping with the approved design review submission. During the construction phase of this
development it was discovered that high voltage power lines run along this side of Dorchester
Street creating difficulty in construction. The need to erect scaffolding in close proximity to these
lines has been strictly prohibited by Occupational Health and Safety. The applicant proposed to
Maritime Electric to have the lines buried in order to construct the project in adherence with the
approved design however, it was deemed this was not feasible for only one property at a time to
bury the power lines. As a result, the applicant is proposing minor revisions to the project in
order to avoid having to work in close proximity to the power lines. Staff are recommending that
the design revisions be accepted for the project to be constructed at 60-66 Dorchester Street (PID
#s 336826 & 336818).
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TITLE: PROPOSED REVISIONS TO DESIGN REVIEW - 60-66 Dorchester Street Page 2 of 4

This project underwent a review by an external Design Reviewer and was approved by Heritage
Board/Design Review Board in October of 2014. The project was not immediately undertaken and
in September 2019 a new applicant/owner submitted a revised design which was reviewed and
supported by the Design Review Board. Now in June 2021 revisions are being submitted in an
attempt to return the design much closer to the original proposal. Primarily the third floor is
again pushed back from the streetscape - this time in an effort to stay away from the power lines.

The original Design Review submission in 2014 included:

A proposal for a four unit, three storey townhouse. The two existing lots have now been
consolidated and the new structure is to span the full width.

The building is three storeys with a roof-top walk-out, forming a partial fourth floor. This
is intended as outdoor space on a green roof and would have had a trellis type of
structure. The third level of the house is set back from the street facade allowing the
top of the second storey to approx. align with the cornice line of the neighbouring
duplex.

Approx. 2/3 of the face of the building at grade level occupied by the garage. This will be
setback 4 ft. from the main building face in reference to the traditional carriage ways
(porte-cocheres) in the city and to minimize its impact.

The top of the ground floor of the building measures 9ft in height above grade. The top of
the second level measures to 20ft. and the third level measures to 30ft. to the roof line.
The top of the proposed trellis measures to 37ft in height above grade.

The building is constructed of mainly wood and glass. This is consistent with the
materiality of the surrounding buildings. The sides will be clad in metal siding covered by
a wood lattice. This will form part of a 2 hour firewall required by code. The metal siding
will be applied horizontally to maintain the traditional horizontal lines of residential
siding. Covering the metal siding with wood lattice will reflect the traditional siding

materials.

A large glazed area forms part of the front door allowing a view through the house to the
backyard. The window proportions and rhythm are drawn from the neighbouring
buildings and are screened by a wooden lattice. This provides a transition from solid
glazing to the historically more solid/opaque residential buildings nearby.

Concrete and paving stone will be used for the limited driveway and front walk.
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TITLE: PROPOSED REVISIONS TO DESIGN REVIEW — 60-66 Dorchester Street Page 3 of 4

The September 2019 revisions included:
e The front facade was originally to be clad in wood siding. The drawings have changed to
incorporate a combination of a dark brick and wood siding.

e The side elevations were originally to be clad in a metal siding that would run horizontal
with a wood trellis over the siding. The applicant has decided to clad the side elevations
with brick and a metal trellis over the brick.

e The configuration of the roof top access has changed. Originally it was to be built with
vertical lines and a flat roof. However, details about this feature were vague in the design
submission. The construction drawings show a slanted roof on the roof top access. This
may help to detract from giving an appearance of a 4™ story which the design reviewer
had concerns about.

e The trellis on the front facade of the building appears to be similar to the original proposal
however it does not wrap the corners like originally proposed. The side trellis now is
comprised of metal and has been placed mainly to facilitate the growth of climbing vines.

e The third floor extends out to the front edge of the lower floor levels and is no longer
recessed.

e The vertical separation of the units is removed and horizontal bands were incorporated at

the floor levels

The June 2021 submission includes:
e Third floor is again recessed back from streetscape to avoid proximity to power lines.

e Vertical separation of units is reemphasized and clad in a contrasting lighter coloured
wood cladding.

e Horizontal elements which had originally been intended to support the movable trellis
have been removed.

By-law Requirement
As per Section 7.1 of the Zoning and Development By-law, new buildings within the 500 Lot Area
are required to undergo the Design Review process. This is to ensure that the architectural
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TITLE: PROPOSED REVISIONS TO DESIGN REVIEW — 60-66 Dorchester Street Page4of 4

design of proposed development within the 500 Lot Area maintains a higher quality of design and
is constructed with a consistent type and quality of materials. From a design perspective, “is a
building of its time” which compliments and is compatible with existing buildings on surrounding

properties.

ANALYSIS:

It is the opinion of staff that the bulk, mass, scale and building design layout is generally in
keeping with the design submission that was approved during the design review process in 2014.
The 2021 changes in cladding materials and the modifications to the third floor setback are a
return to the original design as recommended by the independent design reviewer. Staff are
advancing this to the Design Review Board to confirm and accept that the revised drawings are
generally in keeping with the approved design review submission.

The Board has the option to:

a) accept the drawings as submitted.

b) suggest minor modifications or

¢) if the Board feels the construction drawings are substantially different from the design review
submission than the Board can suggest that staff resubmit the design back to an independent
design reviewer for review and comment.

CONCLUSION:
Staff are recommending for approval of the design as submitted for the project to be constructed at 60-66

Dorchester Street (PID #'s 336826 & 336818).

PRESENTER: MANAGER:

Alex Forbes, MCIP, MBA
Manager of Planning & Heritage

Laurel Palmer Thompson, MCIP
Planner I
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Attachment A

Design Review Submission

(September 17, 2014)

DESIGN REVIEW
File: 2021-15-JUNE-6B
60-68 DORCHESTER ST (PID #'s 336826 & 336818)

OWNER: ZEUS AND APOLLO DEVELOPMENTS LTD.
APPLICANT: TYLER WHITE

— L_\
CHARLOTTETOWN

Planning & Heritage
Department

36




i

U SSY AUAD)

muuuu_dua Dlﬂ.r.u.m UUB?—UE

w31a9y uSiso £L1°60'% 10T
S9SNOH MOY 19)sayaioq

37



yz'd
¢zd
zzd
Tzd
ozd
grd

— 0N \D
g, d, d 4

SurdeospueT + saystur] 29 S[ELIAIEIN 9°¢
SMOPUI A\ + SILIIUY 29 S9YDI0] G'¢
$JO0Y + 9E2S 29 SSEN T

saderen) 29 ssa00y JurIe] ¢'¢
uoneIudlI() 29 3uni§ 7'¢

01-1 sruswarmbay 1°¢

siuowaImbayy 107 (¢ 2yp 01 Surpuodsay ¢

Arewrwng u31sa(] 9°¢
SUOTIEA[] G'T

SUE[] YOOI ¥°C
sarpnag SulsseIn €7
mode  udisnqzz
1u2Iu] udisa( 17

udiso(] 'z

UE[d NS '

£oaIng 21§ €'

1X21U07) JLI0ISTH 2 SIsA[euy 211G 7' ]
uononponuy 1°|

MG I

SjuaU0) JO 3jqel

2115 a1 Suidpnis s10317Y01e 2,

38



T

S9SNOH MOY 13)S3Y210(] - LT'60'FT0OT M3lAdY usisaq

"30UEIIEA STY1 10 [Iounod woiy [eaoidde paarasar pue
BIIE OU1 01 UOUIWOD SE SYOBqIas PIed Opis 019z YIim P[ing 01
aoueLIERA ® 10] preog 3utuuelg 01 parjdde uesrjdde oyp yruowr
SIY) JoT[Fey "pied SpIs oY) UO SYDBGIIS 0IIZ PUE 1921S Y} UO
sdeuoyy yum 21s iy ay pardnooo saxopdnp [eurdio oyy
"800C Ul paysijowap a1am A1s a1 pardnodo yorym s3urpping
xa1dnp om1 o1 se au1s ppay uaaid ) e st A1rodord oy Apussorg
‘dewr 3uruoz oy vo pooyroqydIaN] UMOIUMO(T PareUSISIP ST
pue| 3y, "s193YaTy [HOY St 193(01d a1 uo Wiy 2rm10mydre
swmuew Syl pue ou] ssey st 19loxd oy 1oy aueorjdde
Y[ "UMOIMOJIEY) UMOIUMOP UT 12011§ AOIZIL] 99-(9 e
2STIOYUAO] 1TUN IO E JO UONINIISUOD 313 $9A[oAUT 393(01d s1yy |

uononponu| T'F

*2U| SSYY 104 $199UY2IY SAUOT punjJeweH puowing yewgiag W.Wm

311§ 1991G 1515a1210(T 9 Jurreorpuy deja] L4110

39



c

SOSNOH MOY 191S3a1d40( - LT'60'YTOT Malaay usiseq

3)1S Y3 JO MIIA [BLIFY

*2U] SSYY 104 S193)IYAY SBUOf punpEWWeH puowing yewgiag %

*SaSNOYUMO)
31 JO yor2 JO 1BaT Y e spredyoeq u2213 dopaasp 01 spuaiul
jusuodoid ayy, 399) arenbs Q7 Ljerewrxordde Jo aoeds sjqesn
1PU B [PIM 199 ¢F X 07 A[rewixoidde oq [im siun ayy -oup
ssey] U1 1opjoy 21eys & £q dIys1aumo 10 PapuUIUI SI SITUN 211 JO
2u( 4ouednoo0/I9UMO 0] PIPUSIUT JIB SISNOY UMO) INOJ YT,

40



€

S9SNOH MOY 19)$94210( - LT'60'VT0Z Moy ugisaq

"2U| SSYY 104 S199)YIY SSUOS pUNpEWWEH puowing yewsiag %@

192135 32 JO S[EIUOZIIOY

pue s1ySay ‘surqadys oy a1esodiosur pue Ausp] .
pooy10qy31aU [eNUIPISaT A[[ed1101STY

sry) ut (s30] 3upjted) s10] JUBDEA JO pULI) OY) 1DEINUNOY) o

00[q Y2 Jo ANSUIP [erIuaPIsal JUTpeI3op YSI[qeISI-Y

211qe] UeqIn Jurpunolins Yyum AMunuod ysiqesy e
ABagva3§ JpI13147)

1X9)U09 91I0)SIH % SisAleuy a)S 2T

41



S9SNOH MOY J191SaYoi0oQ - LT'60'+T0Z Malray ugisag

*OU| SSVYY 40} S192Y21Y SUO[ PUNELULIBH puowIng yiewgioyg %

*S[OBQ1aS OU 2g ‘sa197p00-2110d ‘so[qed

‘SIOWIOP :SOMISHAI0BIRYD pooyioqydau [erads Anuopy
129138 31 JO S[EIUOZIIOY

pue s1ydroy ‘supdys aya arerodioour pue AJIudp] .
AB2gvA3S

42



|

S9SNOH MOY 19)53Y210( - LT'60'FT0Z Moy ugiseq

*OUj SSYY 10) S109}U2IY SOUO[ PUNMBLULLERH puowing yiewgiag %

HOAZAUNS GNYV] T MAAINI O ANOHINY

s . vouns aw 7 e o o
“s Ay

P13 S (40 INISNOD RGLUAM 3HL [IDHUM Livd %0 370m NI NYId SIHL 39000

e

Hd3U TIVHS NOSU3d ON “ATND “PT1 3 § | 40 ALM3dOMd 105 3HL S) NYId SHL 40 LHORIALGD (31

S8LFL ON ONIMVAO
HPL ‘A9 Nmvia

13d AINNOD SN3IND — e e RS

NMOLILLOTAIVHD T TR NN o]
1330S ¥31S3HOHOA

SUBW 00L-L 3TVOS

8189¢¢ 'ON did

%® 9¢89¢¢ 'ON did
d03 NV1d OIHAVYDOdOL

BPEC-695-206 Xvd 13d "NMOLLLOTHVHD
6¥CC—HB6L-206 INOHA INNIAY BLHOMONOT #<)

Buuesuibug g Buifeming pue|s|

V

‘s

£8S YLO *

|
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
55.Lw<
_ Al
¥BLILE "ON Ald [

av

|
_ ’

o)
£y
9%

<.

"S350dYNd ITVILYON 403 OIS 38
10N QWOKE ANV KTNO SISOdNd AHVNIAFIFd 803 §I Nvid %

WOZEC 40 NOIYATIA (SN ¥
HUM HINTG INIHANON 1230039 QL 030NBHIEY SI Nid ¢

ISWRAEHIO GILON SSTINA 'SIUAR NI NIND 34Y SNOISNBNG Tv 2

“¥I0Z ‘ST ISNINY 90 GORGd 3HL &
ONIHNG QUNOBA SvA AJUNG SIHL HO4 MuOM N3 FHL ‘L 2,

24.38m

e

8189¢C "ON qld

S

%,

6965 'ON ‘oma
‘AL SAZANNS 41ND
‘3ONFN343Y

9289¢e ON Qld

7 #£89CC ON Qld

24.38m

1IvHdSY

1 wig9="3'g
| ONITIAMA

S3I0N -

COHISYB HOLYD

Tt HDRIVA ABANNS ONNOJ
" NI SIKL AB HUM LTV30 SONYI

““N, MMI0IS )
o kS

“o,

.

HA ©

&

13341S

&v

AIVMIAIS

d31S3HOH0A

AdMINg ANS €T

43



9

SOSNOH MOY 19}53Y240QQ - LT°60+T0C maay ugisaq DUl SSYY 103 S109)YDIY SSUO[ PUNBLULLERH puowing yiewgiag %m

ue[ MG

— T T Tgesovalds ;

QUYANIVE aFHINOIY \

HLIM Wb S .
QUYANOVE — : M

.

/

«0-08

MovaLas Fais ouIz o4
JONVIYYA AIAOULY —

| /. 7 f
| —— : |
= e e e e R .H

oNIaIN \ 30w3 ONIGTING

ONIMOGHOIIN HLIM NIV NIVIN WO 0~

0L Movalas / MOVELIS IOVHVD
\ 13341S ¥31S3IHIIOT

ueld slS ¥'1

44



/  S9SNOH MOY 18)539Yd10(] - LT'60'¥TOT Malasy ugisaq *0U| SSYM 104 S19831Y2IY SBUO[ PUNELILIEH puowing yiewsgiag %m

UMOIUMOP FT(T JO AIISUIP UBQIN PIsearda(J UMOI21I0[1BY ) UMOIUMOP §/8T JO AISUIP [ETIUIPISY

NOLLINMIJA TIVALITRLS =

‘3uial] ueqn
Arerodwruoo 10§ Ppowr € sapiaoid Jeyt pooymoqydieu
ofemnoy ' ur osnoyumol e udisop  A[emixa1uo)) .
‘uBisop Arerodwaruod
aanisuas  A[eotoisty jo uswrdopasp oyr odemoouy .
S 19211 pUE §30eq1os JuIuyap £q UMO0INI0IEYD)
UMOIUMOP Ul AJSUIP [BLUSPISAI PaIseardul YSI[QEIS-IY o

Juajuj usisaq T'¢

45



8

S9SNOH MOY 19)S8U210Q - LT'60'¥T0Z Moy udisag

1daouoo uSisap Sunearpur yoiavs oxy

UE[d uOOTM TE—,—OA@

3JvdS
ONIAINT

13341S
IANOYd ISNOH
HONOUHL M3IA

*oU] SSYY 104 S198}ILUOIY S2UOL punpELILURH puowiny yiewsgiag _me

-auoz o1jqnd ap
ur 10edun s ozrwITUIW 01 2SNOY YD JO D) UTEW dY) WOIJ
oeq 198 ST PIysm 238183 B sureIuod osfe [pad] punoid sy,

's19sn 2173 Jo £oearrd oy Surpeaur anoyum presyoeq ayp 01
asnoy a3 y3norp asdury8 e 198 ueo o1pqnd ayy, ‘predyoeq
SY3 01 9DUEBIIUD 1UOIJ 2Y1 WO APO2ITP suni yorgym Aem
-J3noIy1 J01I21U1 UE SUTEIUOD ISNOY Y} ‘[2A9] PUNOI3 oY1 1y

1y S1&ys Joos oy woiy 1y umop sSuriq pue asnoy Ay Uy
UOTIE[NOID [EONISA 3 [[B SasnOY [[am 131 2YT N 1Y3TrT

“JUSWD2 PAUIIDS B YINOIY) IPEIE] Y3 UO
passaidxa st pue asnioy 9y Jo eare yuaredsuen oy st £eq siy|.
‘SWI00IPaq PUE UIYPIY ‘W00I SUIAI] Y SUTEIUOD [PIYM
asnoy a3 Jo Aeq apim 71 ®© s120eds Juiar] ay7 :20edg Jurary

.uﬂuwuw.w Uﬂu

uo ﬁuuwmo.u&us ST w_ﬁ—u .mqu UwﬂOﬂ Uﬂu mO quEu—v hﬁ:Ow 10w

>

a1 s1 1] “3UIp[INg 9} 0] SIOTAIIS Y [[e SISNOY PUE SIOO]
32173 [[e uo 1uasa1d 1 300[q IPIM F SIYT, 210D 3DTAIAS YT

€

T

1

umuCUEv~U urews Uuuﬁ—u MO ﬁUwOQEOU ST vw.ﬂOL vﬁﬁ—k

Wnoke ugiseq ¢'¢

46



6 SO9SNOH MOY 181SaY2i0(Q - LT'60'VTOT MalAY Ugisa@

uvu.uum. _.NHTSOA,— EO.@ MITA

fF “Mlll'lll
I

0

.‘Hr i
(TG

jf*ﬁﬁ"'l "_' t
3 .u@l

=

g / il
f

|.|:|_u::|l

-.'.;| NLOE
TN

i

REER RN GUUS.O TWOIY MITA

U] SSYY 104 S3199}1U24Y SOUO[ punjiewWwEH puowiny yewgisg %

nos ﬁu.—daOu MITA TBLIY

ﬁ:Om SA ﬁvUNw—w MO w.mu.jcw e
Zurpmq 3unroqydiou a1 Jo s1ySray o

[IM JUIISISUOD 3G 03 ISNOY 3yl JO [2A] PITYI 23 dEq 19§ .

208} Surp[ing urew Y1 wouy

soeq 1 Sumos £q oFered oy jo siseqdws oYy SZIWIUI o

&OOuw\uUCmuuﬁu o2 ﬁ_u;? 393118 911 SSAIPPY o

salpnis Suisse|\l €°¢

47



0T SOSNOH MOY 191S8Y010(Q - LT'60+T0T Moy ugisaa

3001 PHYL

auy Laadoig 'z

20U 61T
Pa4s "81
predspeq /1

UM 91

1380 CT

EOOuﬁum IASEN ‘71
1250[D) "¢

YA Tl

wooIpag "11
Surury/uayoary] 01

M 6

100[] puo22g

wooy Sulary °g
wooy Ajiure] '/
J3e1og ‘9

UMS

aoeds [edIueydSN %
20UBNIUF UTEA "¢
dooig 'z

ofereny -1

sue|d 100|4d ¥'¢

*2U| SSYY 104 S1993IY2IY SSUOS punjiewiwiey puowing yewgiag mmm

I00]] Urepy

48



TT SOSNOH MOY 19159240 - LT'60'PTOT malnay ugisaq U] SSYY 104 S109}IYIAY SAUOM pUnpeLULIBH PUOLUENY MieLgiog W.Wm

T ~&mu_

m 2. ._ .rk.u.‘E—.nl.

piefyoeg yum
UOIABUUCa |BNSIA SapIncid
Buluedo paze|s o8le|

19A8] punoJd 1e yoeq 18s
81 Anus ajeass-uewny agie|

2 ©

..
100y UjEW JO €01 0} ,6

sasnoy Supnoqygeu
)M JUSISISUOD LWIO)
JeinBueoa) 1Y esudwod
s0me| pue Bulpis poom

Buipis poom

Fuized sapeys —— e
USL.I9s 30|1E| POOM -

uselos - : - I
30/1e| 8|qeiado 0] o) = - :

=
ouyl ane jo doy ol ,0Z

1981)S Woly
¥oeq 19s st £2103S o€

sasnoy Suunoqysiau
UM JUSISISUOD WiyIAy.
Suize)d pue uoynw

L ——] -
Joou jo doy 01,0¢

Bunies Aluoojeq doyoos L\mn

— — r— = zacam e suoneAs| G'c

eomel Jo doj a7, J€

49



ZT SOSNOH MOY 19)SaYyd10Q - LT'60"vT0Z MaIASY ugisaq

"OU| SSYY 404 S198JIY2IY SSUOI PUNIRILUBH puowing yewsiag %

50



€T

S9SNOH MOY 431S34210Q - LT'60'VTOT Mooy ufisoq

*2U] SSYY 104 S}93YYIIY SSUOS PUNIBLUWIEH puowIng yewsgiag Wm_,\‘

AMewwnsg ugisaq 9'¢

51



¥T S9SNOH MOY 131S3Udl10( - LT'60vTOZ MalAay ugisag

*ou] SSYY 104 S)991YIIY SBUCS punjJewley puowing yewgiag Wmm

52



GT SOSNOH MOY 49)SaYdJ0(] - LT'60'7T0OT M3y ugisag

*sgurping Surpunoxms oy
Sunuawapdwod a[iym S1Iqe] UeqIn 3t 3A01d W UED 2INI0IYDIE
Arerodwiaiuoo moy pue udisap Y1 WIOJUT UBd pooynoqydau
341 jo OuIQE] Y1 MOy Jo SUTPUEISIOPUN UE Paured aAey om
Apms siy1 wiox] '1921S Y3 WO SFUIP[ING 2YI JO IXIIU0D PUE
Suissew oYy puelsISPUN 121124 01 [PPOW 2)IS PIYEds € I[INg pue
ea1e a1) paydeiSoroyd asey oy, ‘pooyimoqydiou Surpunosns
oY1 pue 1201 oY1 Suldpmis swn J[qeIapisud 1uads dABY

399118 9Y2
Jo 1o10ereyd o pue Asusp ayp Jurysijqeisa-a1 01 uerrodur
aq [ 218 no jo 1uawdopeasp oyl '199(01d mo wrory 120ms
31 $SOIDE AIDQIIP ISNOY MOI oY1 pue owoy Afurey d[3uis e
Surpnpur paresouar Apuesesjd usaq 2aey sowoOY 213 JO IWOS
‘Apuaoay "sTead 10 1UEDEA PaUTEWID] sey ey paseydind am 10]
o) pue Suisnoy [[y-ut 10§ s[fes Juruue[d ueqin pood aroym s10]
3upyred 211s-go om1 jo sontuipur ay3 paragns sey pue 129ng
U2an() 01 IUDE[PE ST 12211G 19ISIYDIO(T JO N20[q Iemonied
SIY],  IOUWIWNS STyl UMOIIMNO[IEYD) JO 1Iedy 9Y) Ul 1321G
10189YDI0(] UO $10] 1UEdeA OMI 313 3seyoInd 01 pasesyd a1am 3

92Ud}|99x3 ug|saq 10} aoe|d jeoads v - ealy 307 00S T

sjuawalinbay
107 00S @Y} 0} Suipuodsay T°¢

*2U| SSYM 404 S198}IY21Y SAUO[ PUNjIRLILLBH puowing yiewgiag %

sarpms 2118 Sunonpuon)

53



9T S9SNOH MOY 19152210 - LT'60°+TOZ MaIAay Ugisaq

EJIE J00[q 2UO SIY1 UT pUNoj sowoy AJrurey oj3urts pue saxajdnp
‘53SNOY M01 JO XIW Y3 UM [[oM SIIJ [SPOL ISTIOYUMO) 1],
"pooymoqydsu a1 Jo 19108IRYD D102 oY) 01 onayredwids
3J41s ISIUISPOW 1B B JO JATIEDIPUT 2q [[IA SISNOYUMOI MIU
oy jo 3uswdoasap ayy, AIMIUD YIQZ PUe YPGT AP UI IING
sawoy jo paspdwiod §7 12911G J2ISAYDIO(T UO SIMIDANTYDIE YT,

$92In0s9Yy
agejuoH |Iy aSelana pue Joadsay ‘910)say 19930id ‘b

192118 91 JO WPAYT UBQIN PUE 3[ES YD JUTUTEIUTEUT 029118
311 SSOIOE SISNOY MOI INOJ 22 uW[dWOD [[Im SISNOYUMO)
MoU IMOj Y[, ‘eate a3 Ul sSUIp[INg IOYIO 01 UOWWOD
SYOBQI9s JUI] 10] 0I9Z PUE dWOY 1Udelpe Y st 190ms o1
UO JOBQISS SWES ) YIM paudisap 2q [IM SISTIOYUMOI )2
Teys ur A[eo1I0ISIY PalsIxd Jeym o1 Tepruais si 12(oid s jo
Surssew oy, "sasnoy xa[dnp om1 pey Apeurduo yorgm sus
342 UO $SNOYUMO] P3YJEIIE INOJ 1ONNSUOD 01 ST 192foxd oy,

"usajied yooig
pue )231)S 2110)SIH 2y} Suipuajix3g pue SuIdIojuIsy 'S

“WNNURUOD UEQIN J[g-UT 273 YAIM 1USISU0d Juisnoy
3orq pping 01 [eaia st 192(oxd asnoyumon a1 jo juswidopAsp
oYy, “Busnoy ojur padojpasp 2q Aepauios PINoYs 13s2Y210(]
uo Funuoiy sSurp[ing 25211 01 1uadE(pe s10] Sunjred om1 oYy
"Y00[q 3Y3 JO PUD 33 01 YSNOIYI [eIIUSPIST ISII-MO] 01 1991G
u29n) jo 2rejy3noroyy urew oy uo sFuIp[Ing [BIDISUWWOD
wory umop sdals eale oY) JO JAIDEIEYD DWIOISIY Y[  "ISEd
Y1 01 39011§ ULINIY) JO IAUI0D [OED Ik sTuIp[ing [EPIWWOd
Aq powrely st 192:G 193910 JOo oo|q repnopred sty

ainjoni}s ueqdn sunsixg Suidiojulay i

U] SSYY 104 S199)YY SSUOT pUnBWWEH puowing yiewsiag %m

qu— —uU>N& STISIDA SOUO0Z EUUuU

54



/T SOSNOH MOY J48)1SaYdlo( - LT'60+T0T Malmey ugiseq

*192128 32 JO 2PIS YINOS PUE
[IOU Y} U22MI9q DUE[eq Y1 FUNBISUIDI PUE 199118 O3
$SOIDE $asnOYMOI 21 Sunoapal £q adess 190ms Y1 2010JUTRI
Aj3uons sasnoyumor msu Yy '91S Y1 U0 AJ[EdIIoISIY
SEM HNH—H bmwﬂwﬂu U«QH UUN—&UH (021 .HUH—HN.- uﬂﬂ uonisuell e
Se Popuslul 30U ST 3] “3991s I Uo Fursnoy Iapo Iy Jo
3[E2s 2y Yaa Ul 1y 01 paudisop 10afoxd [rgur ue st sTyy,

"S9|ROS pue salsuau|
JUDI2HIP JO Seale UIIMIDQ SUORISURI} IPIAOLd ‘9

* pooyinoqy3iau ay3
Jo £1md3s [[e1940 Y3 S0UBYUS puE sInoqudou usamiaq
san suatpduans Suisnoy pardnooo pum() ‘sorydesdowsp
Jo x1w peoiq e 10§ saptunizoddo Jurar] jJo L1aurea ® s1apo
[PPOoW 3SNOYUMOl YT, "UMOIUMOP saf[Twre] Suiduriq 01 43y
st uonednooo pue digsroumo Aredorg -pardnooo 1oumo
3q [ santadord [enpiarpul 2soU3 JO YoES IeYl PapudIul
st 11 asnedaq 2dAy Zuipping osnoYumol 21 P[RS om
‘s;usuniede [eIULI PUE SWNIUTWOPUOD WOIJ JUIPI(Y

pooyinoqysieN jenuapisay
ay} jo J19)oeieys 9y} usysualns pue 39330id ‘S

"J9913G J9159YDI0(T UO IMIOANYDIE FUIAJ0AD
2 Jo L3onusINe oY1 pue 239[ed [ENSIA 311 S20I0JUIDT PUE

*oUj SSYY 404 S)O3UYDIY SUC pUNJEWIIEH puoLuing sewgiag Wm&

UONTUYIP [[eM 19311S ISEDIZUT 01 WTE $ISNOL]

GBI & ) L e Jis i
: Wy BT ~ N et
il :n.".l.. NS G o/ T

i
bl

AISUSP [EIUAPIST D1I0ISTH]

55



8T SOSNOH MOY 19)1SaY210( - LT'60'FTOT MalAaY udisaq

“pooynoqudiou
[ERUSPISAI 241 01 31991§ UDNQY) Jo sTUIP[ING [BIDISWWOD
wolj UONISUEN 23Ul 01 NP ' pue puofaq Arunurwod
pue 103{o1d a1 jo s3erray 2a1ss21301d 9 01 se yrEWpUE]
[EnsIA 9ApOURSIP & opiaoid [[im 1] 1221¢ 12$2ydI0(] UO
1S4 (19211§ [BIDIDWIWOY) SUMOIDNO[IEYD)) 19911 U2n()
WOlj UONISUUO0D [ensia 3UONS B 91BAID SISNOYUMO) T,

AJIAI)O9UU0Y)
pue uopejuauQ [ed1siyd pue jensip uaysuans g

‘awoy 23e1119Y € JO UOTSI2A
£reroduaiuod e apraoid 124 9915 23 JO 1992 21 UIJOS 01
[o91s paredniion oy 01 parjdde s1 sonye] 3EdIPp Y USROS
ures [221s pa1e3niiod e 01 JuIpis poom [EUOMIPEN UIOI)
uonisuen sopeosej ay], ‘uonisodeixn( [nja1ser pue s1es12p €
uj sjerorew [euonipen pue Arerodwajuod sasn uipmq ayy,

[emapis ay3 01 1uoe(pe oned 1uoij [Tews
€ 318210 01 PUE J00P 913 Jo 10edwl oY) 20NPas 01 apEde] I
ug passadai sy agered oy, “Surpping ayp ySnoayy uonenausd
1S PUE J[eAaPIs Y1 UO 1SIINUT $LIID S[Y]  "pref1nod
3oBq 5Y1 01 asnoy 3yl Y3noIyn ssadde [ensia sapraoid et
£eMd37901q [EUIUT UE JO UONEIID DY ST 199138 21 Sunewue
pue 1sa11u; Jupeand jo sem 3y jo suy -Suipping oy 01
$s300% SunIAUL J[EMIPIS 9y wof Yoeqaas dools 1uolj € sey
DUEBIIURJUOIJSY], "19913$ 31 01 PIIUILIO 2TE SISNOYUMOI O,

1SON Jo3el
19943 9y} uo Supuol4 SaL0)S 291yl ISii4 dyj ‘L

DU SSYY 404 108Uy SSUO[ PUNEWUBH puowing yJewgiag %&

uoubm ﬁvvﬂd EO.@ —UﬂuOE Uﬂ_u ..HO MITA

56



6T SOSNOH MOY 181Sa1210( - LT'604T0Z Malay ugisaq

‘sfersorew pue saopioerd 3urpping
punos uo poseq uSisop Areroduroluod SANISUIS B 2q 01

2A31[2q am TeyM Ul pateulwind sey yoeoidde saneroqe[joo
mQ ‘pooymnoqysau 31 Jo IX1UO0D Y3 01 JANISUIS uisop
MpySnoys e uo paseq 199{oxd Lrerodwaiuocd pue onusyine
ue dopasp o1 cuuﬁ_. sey udisap a3 01 yoeoidde mQ

a3ejlia aining awoaag
Aay] 3ey) os sZuip|ing onnsuc) pue ugisaq "OT

B/u g

*oU] SSYY 104 $108)1Y21Y SAUOT punjewey puowiny yJewsgiag %&

57



0z SOSNOH MOY 191SaYalo( - LT'60°vT0g manay ugisag

12400 punoid 2g sauols Juiaed ‘doois oy Aq passeappe
3q T4 }oeqas 3uoly oyt £4q pasodxa pred yuoxy Luy

undiooy adfa
ren3uedal e H{po[q oY1 uo suosusurp pres jo uraned sy
s Aruriojuod [exduad ug st 2sNoY YoEeS JO UOISUIWIP Y],

192138 24 Jo auoz d1qnd oY1 FUISSaIPPE 0UBIIUS UTEW 31
pue doois o1 Y1oq YaIm Pa1uaLIo 122115 a7e sFuIp[ng ayJ.
“11 01 2u2dE(pe APo21Ip

0WSO£ Uﬁ—u ..wO u,mﬂu wUJUudE JUNﬁuUm Dﬁ .JUO—Q Uﬂu mﬁoﬁd
SISTIOY] [EUONIPEN [IIM SUT] UT PAIIS 1€ SISNOYUAMO) S,

uonejusliQ @ SulS 'S

‘ou] SSYY 104 S}08MYIIY SaUO[ punjiewiuey puowing yewsiag %

Uumumﬂom RENN TN

QONSJOS I2TWUNg

xoumby

9]
o



Tz SOSNOH MOY J81sayd10( - LT'60'¥TOT Malnay udisaq

"SOSNOYUMO] 213 JO SPOUEBNUD urews Judredsuen
pue Surwoopm ot uo uondaoiad oqnd sy sasnooj pue

a3e1ed oy uo siseydwn ssop sind sty Suipping Arewnd
212 jo sue[d 1uoyy Yy wWol] Yorq 19s ST Anud dFered oyy

auoz o1pqnd oy ur 199115 o1 SUOTE UOTIEDO] $11 JO
3SNEDq S[ELIDIEW [EINIEU ‘WIEM [31Mm PI[TEIP ST 2Feted oy

sageler) R $S909y Sujied €€

\

\
1
1

11
i

||

||II||‘|!I||11

il
(L]

(11

| *1 |
|I||:|;I| IE||

I

i

"oU| SSYY 10} S199HYAY SBUOI PUnJRWIWIEH puowiing yiewdiag %
adereny 29 AUy Jo matA (¢

59

Anus wo1j joeqias st aderen)




2z SO9SNOH MOoY 4981s2U210Q] - LT'60'vTOT MaInay ugisag *OU] SSYY 104 $108}1YoIY SBUO[ punjBWILLIRH puowuiny yiewsgiag %&

S3UT] 2318 PUE 2[e$ UBQIN SUTUTEIUTE]A]
310D §S300¢E u&u 01 Pa15auu0d 9PEIE] 132118 211
EO.@ v—u._wﬁ 1a8 MOO.H Hoom —Ubﬁ—u 241 uo wM:uuu 17 uﬂ :E,? Uuoﬂp Y

"$3INIONIIS wﬁu:udﬂo.ﬁﬂw

jo doyoos oy Jo 1312y 2Y1 Ie ST 2UI[ JOOI JOO PIYI Y.

: "UOTIBAD[?
ST 1® oeq Joop par ayp Juiddars £q s3urpring 1usoe(pe

Jo aurg IJOs 23 SassaIppE UmBOH—CBOu 93 JO DB IUOCII YT, = : m -
'$]jO0I1 1Y uﬁn—E«w QAR [[E sasnoOyuMmOol 24T, . i , pper——
e s =
sJ00Y e
— l.ilm

"au0z o1qnd 913 SSTPPE 01 I0BJ IUOIJ Y} UO UONE[NONIE
JwIos YN wWi0] Jen3UeI0dl B YOO0[q Y1 UO SIWOY
[euonIpEN YIIM 1uNsisuod pue s[durs sy wiroy Julp(mq oYy aUI7 J0OK 1001 PAUL

*S20UIPISIY 19311 . : e
12159ypI0(] Auews uo punoj are re so[qed yoeq poddas ¢ .
a1 01 yeads 01 L1038 panp oy yoeq Surddors pue sorrois - LHHHHW
oMl 01 20¥] 1u0xy IPY Funrun] Aq IX2IU0D IrerpIUrT
1Pl M 31 1Y 01 PIudsop 2Iom  SISNOYUMOI YT e
193] /°G1 JO [PpIM
a8eauoiy 10] umuwiurw & Sutaey Jo syuswarmbar apod oy
199w pue pooyIoqydiau aY) UT SAIMIONIS IYI0 YIIM JIPIm
UJ JUDISISUOD JE $ISNOYUMO] 11 Jo oueld [[em 1uUoIj U]

9|edgQ @ SSeIAl V'€

60



€2 SO9SNOH MOY 191s9U010(] - LT'60¥TOT Maay ugisaq "2U} SSYY 404 S199MU2IY SBUO[ PUNLIBLUWIEH PUOWING yiewgiag W.Wm

“pooyIoqydiau oyp
Y31 1uR)sIsu0d are WA Y1 pue suoniodoid mopuim o4y,
J1 punoxe sFUIP[ING [ENUIPISII PI[OS JIOW ) 01 JANISUIS
Aqreorroasty s1 pue 3uized 01 pijos woij UopISUEN Y1 JO
uorssardxs Arerodworuoo e syuosardor usords 20mIe[, oYL

192118 Y31 WIOIJ SMOPUIM ) [jO

Bursop moynm soeds Fuial] 11211 Jo Loearrd oy pue 1ydy|

93 [OIIUOD 01 I2ST 3} SI[QBUD UDIDS STY], "UIIIDS UIPOOM
e 4q poziseyduwd o216 opescej 122118 Y1 UO SMOPUIM U]

"awoy urapow e uy 1y3|

[BINIBU IO SPI3U IUSLIND 3} $ISSAIPPE 124 SBAIE 10] )(S

oY1 ul syuspaoaid d1101sTY Jo ANPIOS YD SISSAIPPE YoTym

uoriod paze[3 & pue PIjOs & 10q JABY SIWOY MU

ayJ, "sarmonms Jurpunoxms a3 uo 3urze[d jo unowe Yy
{IIM JUNSISUOD ST 3snioy yoea uo Jurze[S jo aferusorad oy

‘predyoreq padeospue]

a1 o asnoy oy ydnoryp mara e suwrad Lemszasiq
[EUIIUT STYT, “ToOp 1uo1j oY1 soruedwiosoe mopuim 3Ie[ Y

SMOPUIA

IsnoYy a1y

01 2uenud pue yoeordde ureur oy sorENIUDDE DUEBNIUD

poze[d oy pue ofered prjos oY UIMIDQ ISENUOD YL .
"predyoeq

a1 01 y3noryr maia & sarwniad asnoy 2 Jo ANU2 U0 A

Te BATe paze[d Y "asnoyumol oy Jo souoz dreanrd oy pue

o11qnd o syjuI] Yorym dools pareurwm[r ue sey 3SNOY YOBY o

-auoz o1jqnd o Surssarppe 10 1uertodwr £194

LATALS I
SOWIOD3] 0UENUD IYI JB S[EINEW IY] JO 1UdUNESN Y]

WOY¥d 3SNOH
salnu3l @ saydiod G°'¢ HONOYH.L AFIA

61



T S9SNOH MOY 181s8210(] - LT'60°PTOT MalAdY ugisaq U] SSYY 104 §)09}1Ydly SaUOf punjieluwieH puowiny yiewsglag %

UA0I2N0[IBY) UMOIUMO(] UT JUIWIEDI] 199115 29 2d4T asnop [esrd4T jo marp 199mg

e 100 29 ABMaALIp
paNwWI oY) 0] Pasn aq (s souols Juised 2¢ PLUOY) .

“aoustradxa
UMO01UMOP 33 2DUBYUD [[im do0Is 29 S0UBIIUD JUOIJ 3T JO
UONB[NONIE SY) PUE [9A3] SIYI 18 SPEIEJ O3 JOIUSUNEIN Y],

*a1qissod 19a219ym parerodioout aq
[[144 31 Inq (}0€Q13S OU YILM SIWOY UMOIUMOP Jo [eo1d 1 s1
stp) pred auoxy o ur Surdeospue] 10y soeds oy st 210y
Juertodunt £124 9q i 13U 1UOI} OYI JO JUDUIEIN YL, o

suideaspue

sasnoyumo] m3N J10j Lifenare]y pasodoig asnoy] Sunoqudion] jo AifeLarey
“uippepp 3uIp[Ing [eUONIPEN 210U B $ID2]JaI T - . — :
‘30113E] POOAL B PUIY2Q PIONPOIUI ST [991S U A\ ‘[ELIoTew
Axerodwawion e s1 £epo1 1201 “3UIpIs [e19wW 212 pnoIys ol
Pas 3 [[14 0T11E] POOM PUE SIUT| MOPEYS [EIUOZLIOY JEdUT|
ysijqesa o3 Ajperuozpioy pardde aq s Surpts eraur sy
"apoo 4q paxmbai st [Jemary oy 7  a19yM s0€] 9pIs o
U0 1u2s21d 2q J[IM YOIM 2011 POOM PUIYR] UIIDS UTE]
Surprs [e1owr e saverodioour ospe uipping oY saIMIONNS
Zurpunozms a1 Jo ANTeLIIEW 21 YILM TUISISUOD ST YoIgm
‘sse[3 pue poom Jo A[utewr p1onNsuod d1e SIUIP[NG YL .

saysiul 9 S|eldIRAl 9°S

=g

62



Gz S9SNOH MOY 12)S2Y240Q - LT'60°4TOZ MaIAdY ugisaq

"2U] SSYY 104 SIPOUYIY SOUOM PUnJeLULLIBH puowng syieLugiog %

63



Attachment B
External Design Reviewer Comments

(October 5, 2014)

DESIGN REVIEW J,,%"‘“"“‘ ?'\,__ .
File: 2021-15-JUNE-6B ;
CHARLOTTETOWN

60-68 DORCHESTER ST (PID #’'s 336826 & 336818) ; _
Planning & Heritage

OWNER: ZEUS AND APOLLO DEVELOPMENTS LTD. Department

APPLICANT: TYLER WHITE
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2014. OCT. 15

CITY OF CHARLOTTETOWN
c/o ALEX FORBES

223 QUEEN STREET
CHARLOTTETOWN, PEI

RE: DESIGN REVIEW: DORCHESTER ROW HOUSES

Alex:

Congratulations on the successful developmernt \@l:‘l\d‘ deployment /t»the City of Charlottetown’s
urban design guidelines for the 500 Lot Area, There is &-growing trend toward the responsible
development of urban areas all across North \Amerie;é/ with a ?gcus on good quality design that
encourages active streetscapes, livability, and suﬁé@ﬁable deyefopment. We are incredibly happy to
serve as the very first external des’ifgn**r‘eviewers for the City of Charlottetown's design guidelines and
are honoured that you plaoexﬁis irusTQn*Our firm. -

Having said that, workin§ on the first degigiteviewstan be challenging considering that this process
is new to everyone involved énd\,. asific from the-guidelines themselves, there are minimal established
protocols or precedents to dravv\(ro”m for the applicant, designers, city staff, and design reviewers.
As such, we ha¢é attlempied to review the project at a high level within the spirit of the established
guidelines a@ﬁ”general g@@d’idesign practices, and we have consciously tried to avoid taking on the
role of ifie> designer to \suggest gr resolve specific design issues. Our comments and
recomménd@ti%n§ are solely intended to serve as a guiding document for both the applicant and city
staff to work eut the specific details in line with the design guidelines’ stated objectives and in the
best interest of the residents-of Charlottetown.

If any offence is takené{to any of the comments we have provided, certainly none is intended and our
opinion is just that — an opinion. While an external party can provide honest objective feedback, we
understand that this feedback must also be viewed through the lens of the local context and the
desires of the project’s proponent. As such, we fully understand that some design elements that we
might take exception to may, in fact, be perfectly acceptable to different parties and vice versa. In
any case, our objective is to provide food for thought and challenge the design process to get the
best possible outcomes for the City of Charlottetown.

With that said, on the following pages in no particular order are our design review comments and
recommendations after completing a review of the 2014.09.17 Design Review Submission
document provided by Kass Inc. and BGHJ Architects for the proposed Dorchester Street Row
Houses.

ACRE ARCHITECTS INC | 86 PRINCE WILLIAM STREET | SAINT JOHN, NB | E2L 2B3 | T (506) 658-9679
www.theacre.ca
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DESIGN REVIEW COMMENTS:

1. Several minor discrepancies were noted between the floor plans and the elevations presented in
the applicant’s submission, such as an indication of a shower on the third floor plan projecting
past the plane of the setback fagade, whereas the elevation does not illustrate this volume.
Based on our conversation with the applicant, it is assumed for the purposes of this review that
the elevations presented in their submission are correct.

RECOMMENDATION:

1.1. In the event that any revisions to the elevations and building envelope are required, these
revisions should be made subject to the design review process for comments.

2. Although understandably early in the design process, material selectiofisin the applicant’s
submission were vague, particularly for items such as the 3" floor s’éfb@oli;-behind the lattice
screens, and the rooftop railings and stair enclosure. Material segl“ections ate important to the
success or failure of the design, particularly in terms of compaitibility with the\s\ur\ro‘undings.

RECOMMENDATION:

2.1. Supplementary information should be providegi"by;{‘thé\appficant>to give a clear
understanding of the project’s materiality prior to desigh“abproval.

3. The various design models and contextuaLimagg's‘\illustrated in the applicant’s submission do
not show or appear to consider the impact\Of roof oco\qbancies in relation to adjacent buildings.
These can be supported in theory; however,\their@/onte'xtual/impact should be better
understood before proceeding. '

As shown on page 22 ofthe applicant’s submission; the rooftop occupancy begins at a height
extending above the égéighbouring icontext and i%js‘assumed from the elevations that the
proposed rooftop deck vailing sitsﬁn,fiﬁg same Plane as the primary building fagade. Given this,
the materiality and transpargncy of the railing' must be reviewed so as to not read as though the
building fagade-is higher that wghét relates to the size and scale of the neighbourhood.  Although
the propos;é’d facade design stepg bqo‘k to acknowledge the neighbours, it must be recognized
that thefoof planes o‘fﬁthéahistoric puildings on the street step back from the street at a much
gre@{ér rate and, therefare, the proposed townhouses already have an increased street

presence at the third floor line,
RECOMMENBATION:

3.1. The rooftop railing material must have a high degree of transparency, such as glass or thin
metal wire or similar materials _

3.2. Alternately, the rooftop railing must be sufficiently set back from the fagade so as to not be
visible from the sidewalk on the opposing side of the street.

4. The applicant has provided little analysis of the rooftop stair enclosure in their submission,
however, its appearance from the street and from various view planes may have an effect on the
developments perceived bulk in relation to the surrounding context. Of particular interest is the
end unit closest to Pownal Street where the side yard fagade could have an appearance of
being 4 storeys tall and well above the adjacent property.

ACRE ARCHITECTS INC | 86 PRINCE WILLIAM STREET | SAINT JOHN, NB | E2L 2B3 | T (606) 6568-9679
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RECOMMENDATION:

4.1. Review building sections to ensure the stair enclosure is not visible from the sidewalk on
the opposing side of the street.

4.2. Provide analysis of the side yard fagade facing Pownal Street in relation to the adjacent
building, the future maximum building envelope of the adjacent parcel, and the view planes
from Pownal Street

4.3. Employ design strategies, such as a high degree of glazing, breaks in material, etc., or
revise the rooftop access to minimize the massing and visibility of the stair enclosure.
Mirroring the development such that the higher 4-storey elements facetoward Queen
Street and transitions to adjacent properties with higher densities an‘ﬁ Puildable envelopes
might be appropriate. (See comment #6)

5. Although some text was provided by the applicant to give a basmwderstandmg of the design
intent, no drawings were provided of the side yard facades”te give a complete uqderstandmg
The applicant advised that a non-combustible oladdlngzls requwed by the Natlonal Buitding Code,
however, there was no indication of how this materiai? ould transition from the sifles to the front
facades other than a reference during our discussidn that the tréihsconcept from the front
fagcade would also be employed. There is a concern that i not treated properly, the wrapping
of materials from one fagade to another could read as “facad1§m” and undermine the otherwise
strong design qualities of the project. Thefe may also be a design’ ‘opportunity with the trellis to
help reinforce the 3™ storey setback line |n,keepl[)g with the surroyndlng context.

RECOMMENDATION:

5.1. Supplementary mforma’uon should be proyided by the applicant to give a clear
understanding of thé- side yard facades with particular emphasis on the trellis design and
material transmg_ns prior to the issuance of Qulldmg permits.

6. While the propesed developmenf does acknowledge the neighbouring context with a setback at
the third /ﬂoor the«roof planes of- the adjacent buildings step back from the fagade at a far
greatersate remforcmg more of a 2 -storey appearance. As a result, there is sorme trepidation
thatétﬁe new development could appear to be larger in scale than the neighbours, however,
there could be support for this when considering that the density ramps up significantly toward
Queen Stregt

RECOMMENDATION:

6.1. Review the proposed development for context against the maximum building envelopes of
adjacent properties to ensure that the scale of development steps down appropriately as
required by Design Principle #6.

7. Parking in historic urban areas is a difficult balancing act and often comes with trade-offs. In
keeping with good urban design principles, the 500 Lot Area design guidelines are very specific
that parking should occur in the rear yard, however, this comes with trade-offs, such as reduced
yard amenity space and possible reduced salability for modern families.

Having a garage door at street level on the front fagade in an urban area is seldom appropriate,
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however, the effects of such in this development proposal appear to have been minimized with
good design acumen. Consideration has been given by the applicant to set the garage door
back from the street and reduced ceiling heights below the recommended minimum were
employed to minimize its impact, however, its presence is still prominent in the expectation that
street-level fagades be active, animated, and visually interesting. The garage’s presence at the
front of the building requires that the detailing, design, and material selection of the door be of
utmost importance to avoid the appearance of a blank fagade that is detrimental to the
pedestrian experience and generally discouraged in good urban design.

Acknowledging that design guidelines are just that — guidelines to shape a development and not
absolute requirements — the proposed design of the project is generally in keeping with the
overall spirit of the 500 Lot Area design guidelines. As a result, the proposed garage location
can be supported in this instance despite failing to adhere to the recommeried guidelines for

parking location and 1# floor ceiling heights.
RECOMMENDATION:

7.1. Supplementary design and material information must bef‘provided by the\,qaﬁ‘plicant and be
agreed to in advance of the issuance of building permﬁs to/give a clear understanding of
the proposed garage design.

7.2. The garage door materials must be of the high”és’tguélity aﬁd*‘itéis essential that the design
provide visual interest to animate the street-level fagade.

8. Building on comment #7 above, the presenqe*oj\rhultip!e driveways at the street front in close
succession reguires frequent interruption ofthe sidewglk. This.serves to interrupt the pedestrian
experience, provides difficulties for those with ‘visuafi»or mability impairments, and can cause
safety issues with cars crossing the path of pedéstrians, particularly when blindly backing out of
garages with very short driyg—:?Ways ‘such as that proposed by the applicant.

RECOMMENDATIOQ::‘

8.1. Where possible, drivevga%(éhould be grouped and shared to minimize the number
interruptions-to the sidewalk:-

8.2. Toéive priority and added sagety to the pedestrians by slowing vehicular approaches, each
«{j_ri\ieway should ramp upward to meet the sidewalk elevation rather than drop the sidewalk

to meet the street elevation.

9. During our discussion with the applicant regarding the front stoop design, it was indicated that
some revisions to/the plans have been made since the initial submission and that the elevations
provided may not fully represent those changes. Some concerns with the presented design
were raised regarding the potential for dark corners, crime prevention strategies, garbage
collection, garbage storage, and reduced visibility and connection of the entrance from the
street.

RECOMMENDATION:
9.1. The applicant must confirm the design of the stoop and building entrance in relation to the

submitted building facades. Any revisions to the facades provided in the applicant’s
original submission should be made subject to the design review process for comments.
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9.2. The design of the stoop should be revisited by the applicant to increase the transparency
and connection of the entrance to the street in keeping with the good urban design and in
an effort to minimize the potential negative aspects discussed above.

10. Although discussed with the applicant, some trepidation remains regarding the location and
storage of garbage and recycling containers within the development. The area dedicated to

such uses in the garage appears to be minimal as well as being difficult to access and maneuver

containers, particularly when a vehicle is parked in the garage. As a result, this could encourage
users to store bins on the exterior or in the sheltered stoop. This practice could result in poor
aesthetics from the street and encourage vermin.

RECOMMENDATION:

10.1. Revisit the placement of garbage and recycling containers to endure sufficient space and
maneuverability is provided for adequate interior storage.

11. Among the prime features of the applicant’s design is thegﬁ—eit%d trellis, however, thete is
minimal detail provided as to its design, construction, mﬁterials, and function as wglas its
employment and correlation on other facades and roéftop occupancies. While tﬁgproposed
concept appears to be elegant, of its time, and gen%rai%y Ih«\keeéi‘ngé\ivith the design guidelines, if
poorly executed, the trellis could be a detriment to the proj\ec’fff’s;overall urban design objectives
and its success. Key urban design items supported by the propesed trellis design include the
horizontality and solidity of the existing stigetseape as well as the réigforcement of the 2" floor
line.

RECOMMENDATION:

11.1. The applicant must qaﬁﬁ@ the design, material, function, and locations of the trellis prior
to the issuance of Huilding permits to giveya tigar understanding of the design implications.

11.2. The specific trgiliSQeéigp in{reiaﬁgn:fﬁ"’at[ﬁi'sible fagades should be made subject to the
design review process foradditional comments.

Overall, it is6ur belief thakghe propos%jfproject is in keeping with the spirit and objectives of the City
of Charl@ﬁtewan’s design ‘guidelines. Upon successful resolution of the specific design review
comments listed.above to the satisfaction of the proponent and city staff, we feel that this proposal
will make for aﬁﬁei@ellent addition to the Charlottetown’s urban character.

In the meantime, if you fave any questions or require anything further on this file, please do not
hesitate to contact usgat any time.

Sincerely,

T s

Stephen Kopp,
Partner

—
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Attachment C: Revised Design Drawing
(June 1, 2021)

DESIGN REVIEW — "‘,‘k_\
File: 2021-15-JUNE-GB CHARLOTTETOWN

60-68 DORCHESTER ST (PID #’s 336826 & 336818) : ’
Planning & Heritage

OWNER: ZEUS AND APOLLO DEVELOPMENTS LTD. Department

APPLICANT: TYLER WHITE
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TITLE:

—
DESIGN REVIEW /‘%ng
FILE: DESIGN-2021-15 JUNE 6-C
199 GRAFTON STREET CI{ARLOTIETOWN
OWNER: 102390 PEI INC.
APPLICANT: APM COMMERCIAL ROYAL LEPAGE

MEETING DATE: Page 1 of 10
June 15, 2021
DEPARTMENT: ATTACHMENTS:

A. GIS Map

Planning & Heritage
B. Pictures of the existing building facade

C. Concept drawings showing the proposed changes to the
building fagade.
D. Floor plan of new store along streetscape.

SITE INFORMATION:
Ward No: 1 (Queen Square)
Existing Land Use: Commercial/ office building and surface parking lot

Official Plan: Downtown Mixed Use Neighbourhood

Zoning: Downtown Mixed Use Neighbourhood (DMUN) Zone

RECOMMENDATION:

The Planning & Heritage Department encourages the Design Review Board to accept the
proposed renovations to the building facade of the former Poly Clinic Building located at 199
Grafton Street (PID #342790)

BACKGROUND:

Request

APM Commercial on behalf of their client 102390 PEI Inc. has submitted design drawings for an
exterior renovation to the facade of the building located at 199 Grafton St. which is currently
known as the Polyclinic. The renovations include:

1) Changes to the current entrance way.

2) Removal of basement level and 1% story windows on the east wing and replacing with
storefront glazing and a separate entrance way for a new retail tenant.

71



TITLE: DESIGN REVIEW BUILDING FACADE RENOVATIONS — 199 Grafton Street Page 2 of 10

3) Addition of wooden timbers to frame the entrance way and new store front
4) Extension of glass atrium over entranceway to ground level.

Section 3.14 of the Zoning and Development Bylaw states,

3.14.4 The Development Officer and Design Review Board shall review Development and/or
Building Permit applications for Alterations and Additions to existing Buildings for compliance
with the Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area and shall give further consideration for the
following:

a. The original character of a Building or Structure, the construction and original

architectural details;

b. Use of the same traditional materials already used on the Building of this era;

C. The scale of any Alterations or Additions to a Building in relation the scale of the original
or the existing Building or Structure;

d. Existing doors and windows, and these existing openings in relation and proportion to

others in the Building;

e. Original door and window casements, sashes, mullions, or muntins, and glazing in doors

and windows;

f. Alterations or Additions to the pitch, direction and arrangement of the roof and whether
these are in keeping with the original or existing design of the Building or Structure;

g. Architectural details which do not need to be changed, removed or replaced; or

h. The location of any attached or protruding mechanical or Utility Services.

Planning staff have asked the applicant to describe in their submission how the proposed
renovations to the building address this section of the Bylaw. The applicant has provided the
following comments. The applicant’s comments are included in bold lettering.

a. The original character of a Building or Structure, the construction and original architectural
details;

Based on its recent age and uncharacteristic style there is nothing to mimic as it relates to
style and architecture. Our approach is to enhance and add character to an otherwise plain
and monolithic brick building along Grafton street.
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b. Use of the same traditional materials already used on the Building of this era;

While there is no wood currently on the building now, we do feel that the addition of this
material is characteristic and prevalent of any era of Charlottetown and brings a certain
warmth along the street.

c. The scale of any Alterations or Additions to a Building in relation the scale of the original or the
existing Building or Structure;

Our minor entrance modifications and storefront addition pale in comparison to the size of
the current building and helps bring a more human scale along Grafton street.

d. Existing doors and windows, and these existing openings in relation and proportion to others in
the Building;

There are no significant modifications being proposed to the existing fenestration other
than modifications to the entrance portal and the addition of storefront glazing for a new
retail anchor tenant.

e. Original door and window casements, sashes, mullions, or muntins, and glazing in doors and
windows;

This should only apply to certain heritage buildings.

f  Alterations or Additions to the pitch, direction and arrangement of the roof and whether these
are in keeping with the original or existing design of the Building or Structure;

There are no major alterations to the roof lines being proposed.
g. Architectural details which do not need to be changed, removed or replaced; or

As stated above, there is currently no architectural style or detail that is present and
necessary to preserve.

h. The location of any attached or protruding mechanical or Utility Services.

Not applicable

By-law Requirement

As per Section 7 of the Zoning and Development By-law, “Design Standards For the 500 Lot Area”
the regulations as set out in this section apply to all building and Development Permits in the 500
Lot area. This is to ensure that the architectural design of proposed development within the 500
Lot Area maintains a higher quality of design and is constructed with a consistent type and quality
of materials.

Please refer to the Design Standards of the 500 Lot Area Section 7 of the Zoning and
Development Bylaw (attached). The standards outlined in this section are the requirements

under review as a part of this application.
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ANALYSIS:

The current building fagade is reminiscent of architecture from the 1970’s. Apart from the
existing entrance to the building there is very little interaction between the current building
facade and streetscape. It is staff's opinion that the current proposal incorporates traditional
material such as the wood timers. The addition of storefront glazing and additional entrances
along the front of the building timbers creates more interaction between the sidewalk which
lends to a more vibrant streetscape. The wooden timbers and storefront glass help to break up
the current plain facade and brings the building to the pedestrian level.

In particular the proposed changes are more in keeping with Section 7.12 “Storefronts” in the
Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area of the Zoning and Development Bylaw. See below .

7.12 STOREFRONTS

7.12.1 Storefronts and other ground floor non-Residential uses shall have a consistent amount of
windows and doors on the front facade as those of traditional Buildings on the Street.

7.12.2 Reflective or opaque glazing is not permitted for Retail Storefronts.

7.12.3 An identifiable transition shall be provided between the ground floor storefront and the
upper floor of a Building. This transition may consist of a change in material, change in
fenestration, or similar means.

7.12.4 Storefront entrances shall be clearly articulated and shall be located at or near Grade. Split
level, raised or sunken entrances are only permitted on Street Frontages with a steep slope and
where no other alternative can be feasibly provided.

7.12.5 Weather protection for pedestrians is permitted over a storefront entranceway through
the use of an Awning or Canopy.

Staff are advancing this to the Design Review Board to confirm and get acceptance from the
Board that the proposed front fagade renovations to the building at 199 Grafton Street are
generally in keeping with Section 3.14.4 and Section 7 of the Zoning and Development Bylaw.

The Board has the option to:

a) accept the drawings as submitted.

b) suggest minor modifications or

¢) if the Board feels the proposal does not meet the criteria set out in Sections 3.14.4 and 7 of the
Zoning and Development Bylaw they can recommend for the project to go back to a design
reviewer for comment.
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CONCLUSION:

It is staff’s opinion that the proposed alterations to the fagade of 199 Grafton Street is in keeping with the
Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area and are recommending the Board accept the design as submitted
for the renovations at 199 Grafton St (PID #342790).

PRESENTER: MANAGER:
4

Alex Forbes, MCIP, MBA
Manager of Planning & Heritage

Laurel Palmer Thompson, MCIP
Planner Il
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ATTACHMENT “A” GIS MAP SHOWING LOCATION

Subject Property

76



TITLE: DESIGN REVIEW BUILDING FACADE RENOVATIONS - 199 Grafton Street

Page 7 of 10

ATTACHMENT “B” PICTURES OF THE EXISTING BUILDING FACADE

204 Grafton St
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ATTACHMENT “C” CONCEPT DRAWINGS SHOWING PROPOSED
CHANGES
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ATTACHMENT “D” CONCEPT DRAWINGS OF THE NEW STOREFRONT
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TITLE:
DESIGN REVIEW
FILE: DESIGN-2021-15-JUNE- GD

Lot 18-2 SHERWOOD ROAD (PID #455642) CHARLOTIETOWN

APPLICANT: ARSENAULT BROS HOLDINGS INC.

MEETING DATE: Page1of 4
June 15, 2021

DEPARTMENT: ATTACHMENTS:
A. Design Review Submission {(May 20, 2021)

Planning & Heritage
B. External Design Reviewer Comments (June 2, 2021)

SITE INFORMATION:

Context: 5.92 Acre vacant property

Ward No: 8 — Highfield

Existing Land Use: Vacant and undeveloped
Official Plan: Commercial

Zoning: Highway Commercial (C2) Zone

PREVIOUS APPLICATIONS:
01-042 (Rezoning from CDA to M3), 20-454 (Rezoning from M3 to C2)

RECOMMENDATION:
The Planning & Heritage Department encourages the Design Review Board to accept the submitted

design for two 30-unit apartment dwellings containing affordable dwelling units at 18-2 Sherwood
Road (PID #455642) subject to the following recommendations from the Design Reviewer’s report:
1. Developing a detailed site plan with emphases on soft and hard landscaping features
around the base of the building and ;
Extending the sidewalk from the buildings to the street or entrance of the property;

3. Reviewing a way of changing the look/massing of the buildings from a long horizontal
appearance to a vertical one;

4, Revisit the apartment building(s) main entrance to better define the entrance and provide
more shading; and

5. Distinguish the two (2) apartment buildings apart with different materiality and colour.

BACKGROUND:

Request

The applicant, Arsenault Bros Holdings Inc., have submitted a design for two 35-unit apartment
buildings containing affordable dwelling units at Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID #455642). As per
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Section 3.14.1 of the Zoning & Development By-law, the Design Review process shall apply to ...
any Affordable Housing development(s) in or outside the 500 Lot Area ...

Affordable housing is defined in the Zoning & Development By-law as:

“Any type of housing whereby the provincial government provides some form of subsidy or rent
assistance, including public, non-profit, co-operative housing, or rent supplements for people living
in private market housing.”

An agreement will have to be entered into with the owner and PEI Housing Corporation for the
affordable housing component.

Property History
The subject property was subdivided and rezoned to the Business Park Industrial (M3) Zone by

Maritime Electric in 2001 for a facility expansion. The expansion never occurred and sat vacant
and undeveloped. In December of 2020, the current owners rezoned the property to Highway
Commercial (C2) Zone in order to construct three (3) multi-dwelling apartment buildings with a
total of 200 units. Since that time the owner has revised their submission to construct two (2)
multi-dwelling apartments with onsite amenity space.

ANALYSIS:

As per Section 3.14.3.b., the role of the Design Reviewer is to:

i Conduct a review of the proposed Development for conformance with the intent
of this by-law, including the Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area and the criteria
for evaluation for Design Review.

ii. Provide written feedback, comments, and a final recommendation within a
specified 10 business day review period. Written comments may be supported by
redline markups of the submission.

iii. Comments and markups from the Design Reviewer are forwarded to the applicant,
and the applicant may revise their submission accordingly. Revised plans may be
resubmitted to the City, along with a compliance (secondary) review fee.

iv.  The revised plans are forwarded to the Design Reviewer for the compliance review.

v.  If the review is satisfactory, the plans are granted conditional approval.
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As per Section 3.14.3.d., the role of the Design Review Board is to review the written feedback,
comments, and recommendation by the Design Reviewer and shall provide a recommendation on
the disposition of the application. When the application is jointly supported or rejected by the
Design Reviewer and Design Review Board, the disposition of the application shall be determined
and where the Design Review Board does not support the recommendation of the Design Reviewer
than the Design Review Board shall make a recommendation to Council, and Council shall
determine the disposition of the application.

The submitted plans for design review (Attachment ‘A’) were sent to the external design reviewer,
Robert Matthews, on May 27, 2021.

Mr. Matthews provided his comments on June 2, 2021 (Attachment ‘B’). Mr. Matthews noted the
following in terms of both building and site design:

Building Design

Mr. Matthews agrees with defining the base of the building by both colour and material, however
various improvements can be made such as breaking up the massing with vertical banding,
increasing the height of the simulated stone at the building entrance, changing the window
treatments with a taller expression for some of the units and changing the colour and siding
between the two buildings so they complement each other but are not identical.

Site Design

The site plan provided minimum information that distinguished between both hard and soft
landscaping, the applicant has provided a fair amount of amenity space with a play structure and
passive greenspace. Mr. Matthews recommended providing some landscaping along the base of
the building, canopies for shading for the front and other sides of the building as well as more
shading in the amenity space. Lastly, a sidewalk connection should be provided from both
proposed buildings to the edge of property at the site entrance in order to ensure safe access to
the buildings and free from conflict with vehicles. Mr. Matthews suggested that the owners revisit
the proposed location for the garbage area and possibly relocating it to a less visible portion of the

site.
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TITLE: DESIGN REVIEW ~ LOT 18-2 SHERWOOD ROAD (PID #455642) Page 4 of 4

CONCLUSION:
The Planning & Heritage Department encourages the Design Review Board to accept the submitted

d

esign for two 30-unit apartment dwellings containing affordable dwelling units at 18-2 Sherwood

Road (PID #455642) subject to the following recommendations from the Design Reviewer’s report:

1.

Developing a detailed site plan with emphases on soft and hard landscaping features
around the base of the building and ;

Extending the sidewalk from the buildings to the street or entrance of the property;
Reviewing a way of changing the look/massing of the buildings from a long horizontal
appearance to a vertical one;

Revisit the apartment building(s) main entrance to better define the entrance and provide
more shading; and

Distinguish the two (2) apartment buildings apart with different materiality and colour

PRESENTER: .
\
W V4 L o]
Robert Zilke RPP, MCIP Alex Forbes, RPP, MBA
Planner I| Manager of Planning & Heritage
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Attachment A-1

Project Summary / Design Review Rationale

Please accept the attached renderings as our design review submission for the development of Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID
#455642).

A resolution of Council approving the rezoning of Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID #455642) from the Business Park Industrial
(M-3) Zone to the Highway Commercial (C-2) Zone in order to construct two (2) separate apartment buildings that will result in
a total of 186 apartment units on the property subject to a Development Agreement was passed on December 14, 2020.

The proposal included a 90-unit apartment building and a 96-unit apartment building, each of which were five storeys in height
which would have required a height variance. Preliminary conceptual renderings of these buildings were presented to the public.
The main point of the discussion through the rezoning process was the proximity of the apartment buildings to Maritime Electric
and the néed for on-site amenity space.

Following approval of the rezoning, we began developing plans, at which time we quickly determined that the approved density
would not be feasible on the property while maintaining the desired outdoor amenity space. In light of the foregoing, we elected
to scale back the density of the project. Originally Phase 1 included the development of a 90-unit apartment building; however,
after seeking approval through City staff, we decided to design two smaller buildings, each containing 35 dwelling units. The
smaller buildings required less on-site parking allowing for additional amenity space to be provided. The proposed apartment
buildings will be four storeys with a pitched roof. The plans attached illustrate outdoor amenity space including a dog park, play
structure, and gazebo for outdoor seating. While the apartments are located on a transit route, it was important for us to maintain
1.5 parking spaces per unit, exceeding the requirement in the bylaw, as many of our units are 2-bedroom.

The second phase of the development has been intentionally left blank as it will be designed / developed following the completion
of Phase 1. The Development Agreement will have to be structured in a way that the number of units will have to adhere to the
rezoning approval and Design Review will take place for this building at a later date; similar to the Agreement that was in place
for Chestnut Street. Phase 2 will include on-site solar panels to power lighting in common spaces on the property.

The rezoning approval required that 10% of the developed units be used as affordable housing. In light of the foregoing, Design
Review is required. While there are no design guidelines for properties outside of the 500 Lot Area, we wanted to ensure the
buildings were developed to a high standard. In order to do so, we engaged Robert Haggis with SableARC Studios who also sits
as an external Design Reviewer for the City.

While the attached plans vary slightly from the preliminary concept plans from the public meeting, scaling the buildings back in
both units and height allowed us to provide additional amenity space, which will create a more positive living experience for the
tenants who will call our development home.

We look forward to working with the Board to obtain design review approval and are very excited to break ground on this
development this Summer.

Respectfully,

DA AR

David Arsenault, CPA
President, Arsenault Bros Holdings Inc.
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Attachment A-1

Project Summary / Design Review Rationale

Please accept the attached renderings as our design review submission for the development of Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID
#455642).

A resolution of Council approving the rezoning of Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID #455642) from the Business Park Industrial
(M-3) Zone to the Highway Commercial (C-2) Zone in order to construct two (2) separate apartment buildings that will result in
a total of 186 apartment units on the property subject to a Development Agreement was passed on December 14, 2020.

The proposal included a 90-unit apartment building and a 96-unit apartment building, each of which were five storeys in height
which would have required a height variance. Preliminary conceptual renderings of these buildings were presented to the public.
The main point of the discussion through the rezoning process was the proximity of the apartment buildings to Maritime Electric
and the need for on-site amenity space.

Following approval of the rezoning, we began developing plans, at which time we quickly determined that the approved density
would not be feasible on the property while maintaining the desired outdoor amenity space. In light of the foregoing, we elected
to scale back the density of the project. Originally Phase 1 included the development of a 90-unit apartment building; however,
after seeking approval through City staff, we decided to design two smaller buildings, each containing 35 dwelling units. The
smaller buildings required less on-site parking allowing for additional amenity space to be provided. The proposed apartment
buildings will be four storeys with a pitched roof. The plans attached illustrate outdoor amenity space including a dog park, play
structure, and gazebo for outdoor seating. While the apartments are located on a transit route, it was important for us to maintain
1.5 parking spaces per unit, exceeding the requirement in the bylaw, as many of our units are 2-bedroom.

The second phase of the development has been intentionally left blank as it will be designed/ developed following the completion
of Phase 1. The Development Agreement will have to be structured in a way that the number of units will have to adhere to the
rezoning approval and Design Review will take place for this building at a later date; similar to the Agreement that was in place
for Chestnut Street. Phase 2 will include on-site solar panels to power lighting in common spaces on the property.

The rezoning approval required that 10% of the developed units be used as affordable housing. In light of the foregoing, Design
Review is required. While there are no design guidelines for properties outside of the 500 Lot Area, we wanted to ensure the
buildings were developed to a high standard. In order to do so, we engaged Robert Haggis with SableARC Studios who also sits
as an external Design Reviewer for the City.

While the attached plans vary slightly from the preliminary concept plans from the public meeting, scaling the buildings back in
both units and height allowed us to provide additional amenity space, which will create a more positive living experience for the

tenants who will call our development home.

We look forward to working with the Board to obtain design review approval and are very excited to break ground on this
development this Summer.

Respectfully,

DA

David Arsenault, CPA
President, Arsenault Bros Holdings Inc.
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Attachment A-2

Commating Enginccr.

Sable/ ARC

Sherwood Rd. Master
Plan




Attachment A-3

LOT 18-2 SHERWOOD ROAD MASTER PLAN

Q
<
(o}
om
-
=
o
i
<
=

= =
i
I ||J|

=

mm (m
O E

i
i

T

PREFINISHED PVC TRIM

(COLOR TBD)

GEN STONE

D (COLOR TBD)

VINYL BOARD AND BATTEN

. COLOR 3 (TBD)

. VINYL SiDING COLOR 2

(TBD)

ASPHALT ROOFING

m VINYL SIDING COLOR 1
(TBD)

8MATERIAL BOARD

Sable/ARC

sustainable architecture + design



=

o
Sable/\

sustainable architecture + ¢

el
B 5‘1 .

et
—p it

Y
<
t
Q
E
£
o
iy]
=
<










!

Aftachment A-7

Sable/A

sustainable architecture +




The Sovereign Building
71 Bank St., 7th Floor

Ottawa ON, Canada
K1P 5N2

PARTNERS:

ROBERT MATTHEWS
B.Arch., OAA
AAPEI, FRAIC
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Attachment B-1

t. 613-224-0095 N45 ARCHITECTURE INC.
f 613-224-9811

info@n4b.ca

N45.CA

02 June 2021

Mr. Robert Zilke, RPP, MCIP
Planner il

PO Box 98

City of Charlottetown, PE
C1A 4B7

Plans Review for
Sherwood Road Apartments
Arsenault Bros. Holdings inc & Sable/ARC

Overview

The site is located on a vacant parcel of land, Lot 18-2 on Sherwood Rd. in the northern
section of Charlottetown. Architecturally, the area is a mixture of uses, from commercial,
retail, and rural to single family residences. It is outside the 500 Block area.

This is the first phase of a two-phase project and consists of two 4 storey 35-unit
apartments.

Siting

The proposed buildings are placed in tandem, one behind the other and perpendicular to
Sherwood Rd. Parking is adjacent to the buildings on the west side. Beyond the parking is
a generous amenity space, consisting of a dog park, gazebo, and a playground.

There are no floor plans, but it appears that there is one main entrance to the building in
the centre of the long facade.

Architectural Character

The submitted Project Summary / Design Review Rationale is good for a project summary,
but very weak in the rationale for the design.

Although there are not too many examples of good architecture on Sherwood, this design
is not improving the character of the area. A lot more in terms of design could be done to
improve the character of the two buildings and create a sense of pride for both the
owners and the tenants without a significant change in the choice of material costs.

The idea of defining the base of the building by both colour and material is good. The
entrance feature has been highlighted with the use of simulated stone but may be more
welcoming and effective by increasing the height. The massing is broken into three main
elements, but this is lost in the horizontality of the colour banding. Perhaps the applicant
can explore other alternatives to expressing the verticality of the three blocks to help
mitigate the length of the facade. Complementary to this might be studying the sizes of
the window treatment with some units with a tailer expression. Both buildings should be
complimentary, but not identical.
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Attachment B-2

2

The Sovereign Building t. 613-224-0095 N45 ARCHITECTURE INC.
71 Bank St., 7th Floor f. 613-224-9811

Ottawa ON, Canada info@nd5.ca

K1P 5N2 N45.CA

There isn’t a landscape plan as part of the submission. It would be beneficial to develop a
plan that will be complimentary and functional in the amenity space, as well as providing
foundation to the base of the building and providing shade both in front of the building,
the other sides of the building, and in the amenity space. Connecting the sidewalk to the
street or to the edge of the property at the site entrance is always good as some people
do walk and or jog off site. This creates a safe access to the buildings out of the drive aisle.

Conclusion

The project, as proposed is a missed opportunity to improve the level of design in this
area of the city.

. The proponent might consider revisiting the following: -

1. Developing a detailed site plan with emphases on soft and hard landscaping
features.

2. Extending the sidewalk to the street or edge of property

Reviewing the choice of materials and colours

4. Reviewing a way of changing the look/massing of the buildings from a long
horizontal appearance to a vertical one.

5. Revisit the apartment building(s) main entrance to better define the entrance
and provide better scale.

6. The colours are insipid. Is there a different palette that is more contemporary
or more stimulating?

7. Isthere an opportunity to handle the garbage in a more discrete way other than
in the middle of the parking lot?

b

Robert Matthews
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