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CHARLOTTETOWN

PLANNING BOARD AGENDA
NOTICE OF MEETING

Monday, March 02, 2020 at 4:30 p.m.
Council Chambers, 2nd Floor, City Hall, (199 Queen Street)

o o~ w b P

Call to Order

Declaration of Conflicts

Approval of Agenda — Approval of Agenda for Monday, March 02, 2020

Adoption of Minutes - Minutes of Planning Board Meeting on Monday, February 03, 2020
Business arising from Minutes

Reports:

a) Rezonings
1. 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322) Laurel
Request to rezone the subject property from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to
the Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone in order to consolidate with 13 Pine Drive (PID
#393314) in order to construct a 41-unit apartment building with underground parking.

2. 178 Lower Malpeque Road (PID #°s444687, 388439 7 388389) Laurel
Request to rezone the subject property from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1S) Zone to
the Highway Commercial Zone (C-2) Zone and amend Appendix “A” the Official Land Use
Map from Low Density residential to Commercial in order to develop a commercial shopping
centre.

b) Variances
3. 132 St. Peters Road (PID #278168) Greg
Request to increase the maximum building height from 49.2 ft to approximately 59.0 ft in
order to construct a 38-unit apartment dwelling

4. 152 King Street (P1D #336024) Greg
Request for six (6) variances in order to construct a 4-unit apartment dwelling.

5. 197 Minna Jane Drive (PID #469841) Greg
Request to decrease the required lot area from 146,179 sq ft to approximately 91,469 sq ft in
order to construct a 97-unit apartment dwelling.

c) Other Business
6. 550 University Avenue (PID #373126) Greg
Request for a site specific exemption in order to allow a 9-storey (35.0 m) residence to be
constructed which exceeds the maximum building height in the Institutional Zone.




Py,

>

CHARLOTTETOWN

7. Amendments to the Zoning & Development By-law (Bylaw PH-ZD.3) Robert
Proposed amendments to the Zoning & Development Bylaw pertaining to decrease the
minimum lot size area for a Garden Suite to 0.30 acre, permit Mobile Canteens to start
operations in April, creation of a Manufactured Housing Residential (MHR) Zone, insert
Dormitory into the Institutional (1) as a permitted use, insert Storage Facility into the Light
(M1), Heavy (M2), Business Park (M3) Industrial Zone(s), Parking Space Standards, adding
Dormitory and Storage Facility to Appendix A: Definitions.

7. Introduction of New Business

8. Adjournment of Public Session

Winter/Storm Day Reminder: In case of office closure on Monday, March 02, 2020, the new
meeting schedule will be on Tuesday, March 03, 2020 at 4:00 pm. Thank you!



PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE — PLANNING BOARD MINUTES
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 03, 2020, 4:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 2" FLOOR, CITY HALL

Present: Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair Rosemary Herbert, RM
Deputy Mayor Jason Coady, Vice-Chair Shallyn Murray, RM
Councillor Bob Doiron Alex Forbes, PHM
Councillor Julie McCabe Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII
Bobby Kenny, RM Greg Morrison, PII
Basil Hambly, RM Robert Zilke, PII
Kris Fournier, RM Ellen Faye Catane, PH I0/AA
Reg Maclnnis, RM

Regrets:  Mayor Philip Brown

1. Call to Order
Councillor Rivard called the meeting to order at 4:31 pm.

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

3. Approval of Agenda
Moved by Reg Maclnnis, RM, and seconded by Bobby Kenny, RM, that the agenda for Monday,
February 03, 2020, be approved.

CARRIED

4. Adoption of Minutes
Moved by Councillor Julie McCabe and seconded by Shallyn Murray, RM, that the minutes of
the meeting held on Monday, January 06, 2020, be approved.

CARRIED

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

6. 213 Kensington Road (PID #385849)

This is a request to change the Official Plan designation from Mature Neighbourhood (Single-
Detached dwellings in the East Royalty Master Plan) to Medium Density and the Zoning from
Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the Low Density Residential (R-2) Zone in order to
convert the existing single-detached dwelling located at 213 Kensington Road (PID #385849)
into a two-unit (semi-detached) dwellings. Robert Zilke, Planner II, presented the application.
See attached report.

The subject property is fairly large in area and surrounded by woods. There is also a buffer
between the property and the modular home park. The subject property is currently not serviced
with municipal water or sewer services and is currently serviced through the mini-home park. If
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this application were to be approved by Council, a condition of that approval would require that
the owner satisfy the requirements of Water and Sewer Utility with regards to having full
municipal sewer and water services to the property.

The application went through public consultation on January 28, 2020 and at that meeting, no
one spoke on behalf of or in opposition to the proposed rezoning. Staff is recommending
approval of the application.

Councillor Rivard asked what other types of dwelling are they permitted to build if the property
was rezoned to an R-2 zone and the building was eventually torn down. Mr. Zilke responded that
they are only permitted to build up to two (2) units. Anything above two units will have to go
through the process of rezoning again.

Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following
resolution was put forward:

Moved by Shallyn Murray, RM, and seconded by Bobby Kenny, RM, that the request to:

e Amend Appendix “A” — Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from Mature
Neighbourhood to Medium Density Residential; and

e Amend Appendix “G” — Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development Bylaw from the
Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the Low Density Residential (R-2)
Zone;

for the property located at 213 Kensington Road (PID #385849), in order to convert the
existing single-detached dwelling into a two-unit dwelling, be recommended to Council for
approval, subject to adhering to the City of Charlottetown Water and Sewer Utility
Department Terms and Conditions stated below:

e That the owner hire a professional plumber to trace their existing infrastructure
services for both water and sewer services and provide this analysis to the Water
and Sewer Utility Department for review;

e That the owner to make application to the Water and Sewer Utility Department for
installation of services. All servicing must comply with the standards and
requirements of the Water and Sewer Utility Department for required water and
sewer installation. All plans and work are subject to review by the City Water and
Sewer Utility Department; and

e That prior to a Building Permit being issued to convert the single detached dwelling
into a two-unit dwelling that the Water and Sewer Utility Department provide
confirmation that the property is fully serviced and in compliance with their
standards.

CARRIED
(9-0)

7. Kensington Road (PID #278895)

This is a request to rezone the subject properties at Kensington Road (PID #278895) from the
Light Industrial (M-1) Zone to the Mixed-Use Corridor (MUC) Zone in order to construct two
(2) apartment dwellings. This request also includes a lot consolidation with Lot 19-1 Kensington
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Road (PID #278754, PID #278762 & PID #278770). Greg Morrison, Planner II, presented the
application. See attached report.

Letters were sent out to residents within 100 meters of the subject property and staff have not
received any comment or feedback for or against the proposed rezoning. The application went
through public consultation on January 28, 2020 and at the meeting, questions, comments and
recommendations were received from residents and Council member. Some of the questions
were on parking spaces, visitor parking, buffer between the adjacent industrial zone and
property, number and rates of affordable housing units, garbage enclosure locations and drainage
concerns. The applicants indicated that there would be a 6ft berm and a 6-8ft fence above it.
Council members also recommended that future residents in the area should be made aware of
the existing industrial area adjacent to the property and that noise and dust are expected from the
activities in the industrial area. There were also concerns on potential increase in traffic along
Kensington Road especially along the intersection of Kensington Road and Exhibition Drive.
The comments were forwarded to the Police and Public Works Department and Public Works
have indicated that should this application be approved, a traffic study would be required. Staff is
recommending approval of the application, subject to a development agreement.

Councillor Rivard commented that he is concerned that residential developments are moving
closer to the industrial area where aggregates are currently located. Mr. Rivard mentioned that
aggregate is an important business for the City and the City needs to be careful and respectful of
the existing industrial uses in the area as new residential developments are being proposed by
providing significant buffers between industrial and residential areas. Mr. Morrison responded
that the report states that, “Industrial uses are permitted in the area and they are permitted to
continue and are not required to move or reduce their operation due to the construction of a
residential apartment dwelling. The applicants need to ensure that the residents are made aware
of potential conflicts with dust and noise from adjacent properties that may negatively affect the
proposed resident development.”

Rosemary Herbert, RM, asked if there are any greenspaces available especially for families with
children. Mr. Morrison responded that the development requires at least 10% of green space and
the greens spaces would be located in front, sides and back of the property. The green space is
very minimal but it would be meeting the requirements of the bylaw. Councillor Rivard also
added that there is a park land close to the property as well.

Shallyn Murray, RM, asked if all the buildings will be built all at the same time and Mr.
Morrison responded that the first building is currently being constructed and the other two
buildings may or may not be built at the same time. Steve Jackson, applicant, responded that the
first building is at the foundation phase and depending on the clients, it is still early to determine
whether the both buildings will be constructed at the same time or if it will be built one at a time.

Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following
resolution was put forward:

Moved by Kris Fournier, RM, and seconded by Reg MaclInnis, RM, that the request to:
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e Amend Appendix “A” — Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from Industrial
to Commercial for the properties located at Kensington Road (PID #278895);

e Amend Appendix “G” — Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development By-law from the
Light Industrial (M-1) Zone to the Mixed-Use Corridor (MUC) Zone for the
properties located at Kensington Road (PID #278895); and

e Consolidate the properties located at Kensington Road (PID #278895) with Lot 19-1
Kensington Road consisting of PID #s 278754, 278762 and 278770,

be recommended to Council for approval, subject to the applicant entering into a
Development Agreement that includes:

e A traffic study for the proposed development that includes traffic impacts in front
of this development and how it will impact the nearby signalized intersections and
Spring Lane;

e A design review approval due to the fact that the development contains affordable
housing;

e The requirements for a land use buffer (berm & fence) along the northern and
eastern boundary lines abutting adjacent industrial uses;

e The requirements for a land use buffer (fence only) along the southern boundary
line abutting adjacent industrial uses; and

e The requirements for screened trash storage and handling areas on the property.

CARRIED
(9-0)

8. 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322)

This is a request to amend Appendix “A” — Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from Low
Density Residential to Medium Density Residential, amend Appendix “G” — Zoning Map of the
Zoning & Development Bylaw from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) Zone to the
Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone and consolidate 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322) with 11-13
Pine Drive (PID #393314) in order to construct a 41-unit apartment dwelling on the consolidated
property. Laurel Palmer Thompson, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report.

This application was to go before the board in October of 2019 but the applicant asked at that
time that their application be postponed prior to the October Planning Board meeting to allow
them to make changes to their application. The applicant has requested it proceed this month to
the board but the only changes made to the proposal was by adjusting the side yard setbacks
from 10°-6” to 14°-10” to meet the current bylaws.

Both the single detached dwelling at 9 Pine Drive and the existing 5-unit apartment dwelling at
11-13 Pine Drive (PID #393314) would be demolished and a 41-unit apartment dwelling
constructed in its place. The property is located along Pine Drive between Blythe Crescent and
MacMillan Crescent. With the exception of 11-13 Pine Drive, all other properties in this
residential neighborhood is zoned Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) or Low Density
Residential Single (R-2S) Zone. The neighbourhood consists of 1 and 2 unit dwellings.
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Similar applications for this property have been before the board on various occasions. An
application for this property was originally before the board in March of 2012 for a 24-unit
apartment building and again on March of 2013 for a request to rezone to CDA for a townhouse
development. The CDA amendment was for both properties while the application in 2012 was to
construct the 24-unit apartment building on the existing R-3 lot. An application was also
submitted to the Planning Department in 2016 to construct a 27-unit apartment building on the
R-3 lot.

Although the previous apartment building proposals were considered as-of-right development,
there were concerns about the bulk, mass and scale of a 3-story apartment building in relation to
the streetscape. In 2012, the project was advanced to a public meeting and there was a great deal
of opposition and concerns from the public. In response to the public’s concerns, the developer
redesigned his project to a two-storey townhouse development that was more appropriate in scale
for the neighbourhood. A traffic study was also completed by the developer at that time to
address the neighbourhood’s concerns. On June 11, 2013, the concept plan and architectural
renderings for the proposed townhouse development was advanced to a public meeting and
presented to Council and the public. In 2013, Planning Board recommended for approval of the
townhouse application but the developer withdrew his application for a townhouse development
prior to it advancing to Council.

In 2016, the developer submitted an application to construct a 27-unit apartment building.
However, staff refused to issue a building permit because they felt it was out of scale for
surrounding neighbourhood. The applicant appealed staff’s decision to IRAC to refuse a building
permit. They also subsequently applied for a reconsideration of the Development Officer’s
decision to Council and were denied a permit for a 27-unit apartment building by City Council.
The developer then continued their appeal with the Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission
(IRAC) and the appeal was denied with the City’s original decision being upheld. IRAC agreed
with the City’s not to issue a building permit for a 27-unit apartment building as the bulk, scale
and mass of the development was not in keeping with the surrounding neighbourhood. Excerpts
from the transcript of the IRAC ruling were included within the October 2019 Planning Board
Report.

The Official Plan supports infill development within existing neighbourhoods. However, it also
clearly states that infill development must be at a scale and density that would not cause adverse
impacts to adjoining neighbours. The applicants are trying to address the streetscape by having a
T-shaped structure where the front portion of the building is lower rise and smaller in scale and
the larger portion of the building is set back so it is not as visible from the street. It is staff’s
opinion that this design does not achieve a suitable mass or scale for an infill development in this
existing neighbourhood. A means of achieving an appropriate scale would be to design a
building or buildings that are lower rise and have design features that fit into the existing
streetscape and neighbourhood. Moderately higher densities are encouraged as infill within
established neighbourhoods but they must be designed so that they are an appropriate scale and
density that do not cause impacts to existing resients.
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The Official Plan supports mixed forms of housing within existing neighbourhoods to allow for
housing choices. Housing choices within neighbourhoods are important as they provide housing
options for people at various stages of their lives. However, it clearly states that new
development must be physically related to its surroundings and that there should be an
appropriate relationship between height and density for new development in existing
neighbourhoods. It is not clear why this property was rezoned to R-3, but it is staff’s
interpretation that the original rezoning may have occurred at amalgamation as a part of an
overall Zoning Bylaw review process. This process did not require adjacent property owners to
be notified of a zoning change. Prior to the zoning change the property would have been deemed
legal non-conforming. The intent for the zone change may have been to allow the 5-unit
apartment building to become conforming.

Regardless, the IRAC ruling determined that whatever is approved on this property must be
compatible in bulk, scale and mass with other buildings in this low density neighbourhood. If the
bulk and scale of a 27-unit apartment building was deemed by IRAC to be too large on the
existing R-3 property, it is staff’s opinion that a 41-unit apartment building that requires another
property to be spot rezoned from R-1 to R-3 would be significantly out of context for this area.
Staff is recommending that Planning Board reject the request to proceed to a public hearing.

Councillor Julie McCabe mentioned that there are a number of applications related to the
application and asked if the townhouse development proposal was supported by staff. Ms.
Thompson responded that staff supported the request for a 19-unit townhouse development that
was proposed to be constructed on the both properties under the CDA zone, That proposal
would have required a development agreement to assure the neighbours that what was presented
at the public meeting is what would be built on the property. Ms. Thompson mentioned that she
is not aware as to why the developers decided to withdraw the application and come back with
another application for an apartment building. The applicants are here and may be able to
provide more details about why they withdrew their town house proposal. Councillor Rivard
asked if the townhouse development application was voted on by Council and Ms. Thompson
answered that it did not advance to Council since it was withdrawn prior the scheduled Council
meeting.

Cain Arsenault, developer, answered the question as to why the townhouse development was
withdrawn. Mr. Arsenault mentioned that the townhouse project was originally suggested by
Planning but the developers are going to lose money if they went ahead with the proposed
development. It is a numbers game and density is king.

Mr. Arsenault presented details of the proposed development. Pine Heights is a 41-unit, upscale
seniors’ friendly housing development in the neighborhood of Sherwood, planned for the aging
community who have raised their family in this area and consider it home. Sherwood is well
known for its green space, churches, schools and proximity to shopping but lacks the type of
quality housing these seniors are looking for that enables them to stay in their community. With
an abundance of amenities, underground parking, quality finishes and harmonious exterior
materials, Pine Heights is sure to fill this void for seniors and the aging community. It is the
perfect catalyst to begin revitalizing an otherwise aging and dormant neighborhood.
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The site is located close to Mount Edward Road, Brackley Point Road, Maple Ave and Pine
Drive which are considered collector roads. The site is also close to many amenities throughout
the area and considered to be a walkable neighbourhood.

The request is to rezone the R-1 lot to R-3 and consolidate it with the existing R-3 land adjacent
to allow for more density than the original 27 units that was proposed. The property would be
allowed a total of 45 units but the proposal is only for 41 units. The proposed building is set back
significantly from the street from what is permitted. The proposed building would be three
storeys at the front and stepping back to four storeys behind. There would be a significant
landscaped area in the front and along the sides of the property. There will be two access
entering and exiting the building, one and two bedroom units and parking will be underground
parking. Mr. Arsenault also presented other projects in established low density residential
neighbourhoods in Charlottetown along Falconwood Drive, Harley Street, Green Street and
Goodwill Avenue. Mr. Arsenault summarized the project’s facts and benefits before opening up
the floor for questions.

Councillor Rivard commented that he liked the concept of the senior friendly type of housing in
the community. He said when planning was done in East Royalty the master plan in that area of
the City allowed for multi-unit density in specific areas. Councillor Rivard supports the idea that
when residents decide to downsize and sell their property, they would still want to stay within
their neighbourhood but the concern is on the density of the current application. The application
a few years ago was for a 24 unit which is almost half the size of the current proposal at 41. The
applicant appealed to IRAC who eventually supported staff’s decision to refuse issuing a
building permit because the building did not fit the bulk and scale of the neighbourhood. Mr.
Arsenault responded that there are lots of changes with the proposal. The original proposal had
the building oriented right up to the street but the current proposal would see it further back on
the property which can be achieved with the larger parcel of land. There would be significant
cost to the project’s current design. The building could go up to 45 units but it will bring the
building closer to the street for which the developers are compromising on. Mr. Arsenault felt
that this is a totally different proposal from the previous applications.

Councillor Rivard added that he just wanted to point out the concerns of the scale being bigger
that what was originally proposed and was turned down by staff and the decision was upheld by
IRAC at that time and Mr. Arsenault noted that he totally understood and commented that the
City did not have the vacancy rate back then as well.

One of the residents at the meeting asked if she could ask a question and Councillor Rivard
responded that residents are usually allowed to ask questions or give their comments at the
Public Meeting. Councillor Rivard explained that if the application is approved to proceed to a
public meeting then residents would have an opportunity to speak at the public meeting. The
resident clarified though, that staff is recommending that this do not proceed to a public meeting
and Councillor Rivard confirmed.

Rosemary Herbert, RM, asked how many public meetings did the property go through and what
was the reaction of the public. Ms. Thompson responded that there were two public meetings,
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one for the apartment building and the other for the townhouse dwelling. The third application
for the 27-unit apartment building was rejected to advance to a public meeting. For the first
public meeting, the application did not receive positive feedback from the residents. The second
public meeting which was for the townhouse was received more positively. Staff was working
with the developer to determine a project that was more appropriate for the neighbhourhood in
order to balance the developer’s rights and the neighbourhood rights.

Bobby Kenny, RM, commended Mr. Arsenault for the presentation and mentioned that the
project talked about feasibility. Mr. Kenny then asked if Mr. Arsenault felt that the project had to
be this large to make it feasible and Mr. Arsenault confirmed. Mr. Kenny asked if there could be
anything more or less than the proposed development and Mr. Arsenault said no, not with the
quality of the proposed project. Mr. Arsenault added that the underground parking would not be
cheap and would add a significant cost to the development. What the developer felt would be the
expectations of the future tenants would be very high so it will require a higher cost to meet
those expectations without compromising the area. It will be considered upper scale development
for potential retirement homes.

Basil Hamly, RM, asked if all the units are going to be apartment units or would it have condos
and Mr. Arsenault confirmed that these are all one and two-bedroom apartment units.

Councillor Bob Doiron commented that he has two properties along Pine Drive and would
declare himself in conflict with the application and has stepped out for the motion/vote.

Rosemary Herbert, RM, asked what would be the benefits to the application if it was approved or
rejected to proceed to a public consultation. Councillor Rivard responded that if the application
advanced to a public meeting, the public would have an opportunity to provide comments or
feedback. On the negative side, if the board already knew that the public is not interested in this
application, then residents would voice their opinion or opposition to the proposed application.
At this point, this will be a recommendation to Council who will provide a decision to send it to
a public meeting or not.

Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following
resolution was put forward:

Moved by Councillor Shallyn Murray, RM, and seconded by Reg Maclnnis, RM, that the request
to:
o Amend Appendix “A” — Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from Low Density
Residential to Medium Density Residential;
o Amend Appendix “G” — Zoning Map of the Zoning and Development Bylaw from the
Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) to Zone to the Medium Density Residential (R-3)
Zone; and
e Consolidate 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322) with 13 Pine Drive (PID #393314);

for the property located at 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322), in order to construct a 41-unit

apartment dwelling on the consolidated property, be recommended to Council to reject the
request to proceed to public consultation.
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MOTION LOST

(3-5)
Councillor J. McCabe, K. Fournier, B. Hambly, R. Herbert and B. Kenny opposed

Moved by Rosemary Herbert, RM, and seconded by Bobby Kenny, RM, that the request
to:
e Amend Appendix “A” — Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from Low
Density Residential to Medium Density Residential;
e Amend Appendix “G” — Zoning Map of the Zoning and Development Bylaw from
the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L) to Zone to the Medium Density Residential
(R-3) Zone; and
e Consolidate 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322) with 11-13 Pine Drive (PID #393314);

for property located at 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322), in order to construct a 41-unit

apartment dwelling on the consolidate property, be recommended to Council to approve
the request to proceed to public consultation.

CARRIED

(5-3)

Deputy Mayor J. Coady, R. Maclnnis and S. Murray opposed

Ms. Herbert commented that this property has had two public meetings already for the proposed
developments in the past but noted that if the City doesn’t hear from the public for this
application, then how will the board know what the residents’ thoughts are. Ms. Herbert asked if
there should be another consultation again. Councillor Rivard responded that he cannot vote on
this application but his personal opinion is that public meeting should be almost as-of-right to
give the applicant an opportunity to speak to the public and the public to address their concerns
before Council decides on the application. There are advantages and disadvantages to any type
of application.

9. 152 King Street (PID #336024) and a portion of 21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008)

This is a request to consolidate the vacant lot at 152 King Street (PID #336024) with a portion of
21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008). Both properties are located in the Downtown Neighborhood
(DN) Zone and 21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008) is a Designated Heritage Resource. Greg
Morrison, Planner II, presented the application. See attached report.

The purpose of the lot consolidation is to construct a residential apartment building on 152 King
Street (PID # 336008). Variances may be required for the construction of the building depending
on the number of proposed dwelling units and the proposed setbacks.

Since the application involves a designated heritage resource on 21-23 Prince Street, the
application to subdivide the property was reviewed by the Heritage Board on January 27, 2020.
At the meeting, the subdivision application was approved, subject to the proposed development
meeting at 152 King Street to go through the Design Review Process and meet all other Planning
requirements.
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According to the Bylaw, any consolidations that are not R-1 or R-2 are required to go through
Planning Board and Council for approval. Consolidations of this property would ensure that any
development on 152 King Street has to go through the Design Review Process to ensure
conformance with the 500 Lot Design Standards and Guidelines. Staff is recommending
approval of the consolidation subject to a final pinned survey and any future development would
require design review.

Mr. Morrison presented the conceptual drawings for the vacant lot. There is additional work to
be done on the design. One of the concerns raised at the Heritage Board meeting was regarding
the number of garage doors on the front of the building. The applicants are proposing five units
at this time but the plans are conceptual at this time. Again, any development would require
design review and potentially some variances.

Shallyn Murray, RM, asked if the building on 21-23 Prince Street stays as is and Mr. Morrison
responded that since the property line is going to be closer to the property and the fire escape at
the back may have to be redesigned. Ms. Murray also asked where the new building backs out on
and Mr. Morrison responded that it will back out onto King Street.

Councillor Rivard asked for any further comments or questions; there being none, the following
resolution was put forward:

Moved by Councillor Julie McCabe and seconded by Kris Fournier, RM, that the request
to consolidate the vacant lot at 152 King Street (PID #336024) with a portion of 21-23
Prince Street (PID #336008) in order to construct a residential apartment building at 152
King Street, be recommended to Council for approval, subject to:
e A pinned final survey plan;
e A new perimeter deed description being registered describing the outer boundaries
of the consolidated parcels; and
e Design Review approval for any new construction on 152 King Street (PID
#336024).

CARRIED
9-0)
10. New Business
There are no new businesses discussed.

11. Adjournment of Public Session
Moved by Councillor Julie McCabe and seconded by Reg Maclnnis, RM, that the meeting
be adjourned. The meeting was adjourned at 5:19 p.m.

CARRIED

Councillor Greg Rivard, Chair
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Public Meeting of Council

Tuesday, February 25, 2020, 7:00 PM
Provinces Room, Rodd Charlottetown Hotel
75 Kent Street

Mayor Philip Brown presiding

Present:
Councillor Greg Rivard Councillor Terry MaclLeod
Councillor Mike Duffy Councillor Alanna Jankov
Councillor Kevin Ramsay Councillor Mitchell Tweel
Councillor Julie McCabe
Also:
Alex Forbes, PHM Bobby Kenny, RM
Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII Basil Hambly, RM
Ellen Faye Ganga, PH IO/AA Rosemary Herbert, RM
Shallyn Murray, RM
Reg MacInnis, RM
Regrets:
Deputy Mayor Jason Coady Greg Morrison, PII
Councillor Terry Bernard Robert Zilke, PII
Councillor Robert Doiron
(declared conflict)

1. Call to Order
Mayor Brown called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.

2. Declarations of Conflict of Interest
There were no declarations of conflict.

3. Approval of Agenda
Mayor Brown opened the meeting, explained the purpose of the meeting and turned

the meeting over to Councillor Rivard, Chair of Planning Board, who explained the
Public Meeting process and then proceeded to introduce the application.
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This a request to rezone the subject property from a Single-Detached Residential (R-1L)
Zone to the Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone and to amend the Official Plan from
Low Density Residential to Medium Density Residential in order to consolidate with 11-
13 Pine Drive and construct a 41-unit apartment building with underground parking.
Cain Arsenault of APM, developers for Pinecone Holdings, presented the application.

4. 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322)

Mr. Arsenault is hoping that the third time is a charm for this application. The project is
known as Pine Heights. It is a 41-unit upscale senior's friendly housing with
underground parking in Sherwood planned for the ageing community who have raised
their families in the area. Sherwood is known for green space, churches, schools,
proximity to shopping but lacks the type of quality housing these seniors are looking for
that enables them to stay in their community. With an abundance of amenities,
underground parking, quality finishes and harmonious exterior materials, Pine Heights is
sure to fill this void for seniors and the ageing community. It is the perfect catalyst to
begin revitalizing an otherwise aging and dormant neighborhood. Mr. Arsenault
presented the location of the proposed development.

The property backs into some green space owned by the City. Mr. Arsenault presented
the site plan from the previous proposal which he agreed that it was obtrusive to the
neighbours. Mr. Arsenault hopes that this proposal will mitigate those concerns. The
property is set back farther from the street compared to the previous proposal. The
applicants are proposing a three storey building contrary to the media indicating that
there are two buildings on the property. There would only be one building with a
common entrance between the front and the back of the building with a four storey
massing. There will be considerable landscaping to buffer the development from the
adjoining development. There will be two accesses to the property. The applicants are
also considering and suggesting to convey the landscape area at the front to the City as
a kind gesture if the community wanted to build a public plaza.

The proposed development will be high quality finishes and not look obtrusive about the
property. There will be a variety of one and two bedroom units, common areas,
community rooms, fitness room and underground parking with garbage facility within
the building. Mr. Arsenault also presented other proposals in other established
neighborhoods such as Falconwood Drive, Harley Street and Green Street.

Mr. Arsenault also presented some of the project’s facts and benefits: Contributes to
the cities alarming vacancy rate and provides more housing choices in the area thus
increasing property values; Fills the void of limited seniors quality housing in the area;
Reduces the need for further sub-urban sprawl which has an adverse effect on our
environment and traffic patterns. Mr. Arsenault addressed the additional traffic on to
the arterial streets and felt that if the project does not move forward, it would create
more traffic. Mr. Arsenault explained that if infill projects are not approved in these
areas, it encourages more growth outside of the city and other rural areas which would
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double the number of cars driven by residents living outside the city. Mr. Arsenault felt
that traffic won't be an issue with the proposed development; Lowers infrastructure
costs by increasing the area’s tax base. Mr. Arsenault added this proposed development
will not require new infrastructure and the taxes that the developers pay provide
stability for infrastructure; Close to parks, schools, churches, health care and shopping;
A major setback from the street, considerable landscaping and a stepped roof all
disguise the scale of the building from the street. Mr. Arsenault hoped that they did the
best they can to disguise the scale of this. They are also working with the City to create
an area out front for the community; Exterior materials and styling harmonious to the
neighbourhood; Has underground Parking and dual access points from the street;
Located on the periphery of Sherwood away from more established and quiet streets;
and City owned property directly behind the development also ensures no negative
impact to the area.

Mr. Arsenault also presented the densification facts and benefits, not just for this
specific project but for projects in general: Provides more housing choices and
affordability; Helps create walkable neighbourhood; Relieves traffic congestion within
the City; Stabilizes infrastructure costs and helps protect the environment. With very
little to no land available within the city, it is more important now than ever to take
advantage of these limited opportunities, which not only enrich our city but also
mitigates the pressure of rising housing costs and challenging suburban growth. Stop
being afraid of what could go wrong and start being excited about what could happen.
Mr. Arsenault ended his presentation by thanking the residents for attending the
meeting and hope and feel that the developers are able to come up with a compromise
that will benefit the neighbourhood.

Peter Poirier, resident, commented that when you say there is a need, with the old
miniature golf area being developed with a new 81-unit building and Mr. Banks
announcing that the whole west side of Mount Edward Road will have 300 more units,
and in the next year or so, the tight rental market will be eased up. Mr. Poirier
mentioned that he doesn’t understand the need for a 41-unit building in the middle of a
residential area. Mr. Poirier took offense when Mr. Arsenault called the neighbourhood
ageing and dormant. Mr. Poirier indicated that he and the neighbourhood take pride in
their houses. The property is a beautiful property. Mr. Poirier asked why can’t the
developer funnel the traffic to Mount Edward Road instead of driving to Pine Drive and
turn left or right which he considered as a blind hill. Mr. Poirier felt that the traffic
issues were considered and doesn'’t believe that it would only be the 40 vehicles but will
continue to increase the traffic on Pine Drive.

Mr. Arsenault responded to the concerns on the access to Mount Edward Road
(panhandle type of driveway). Utilizing that would mean pushing the building closer
towards the street. To mitigate the scale, the building has been step back and created
more green space to the front of the property. In terms of ageing and the vacancy rate,
urban sprawl has been encouraged. This is revitalizing the inner portion of the City. Mr.
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Arsenault that this is a unique situation and there will be no harm on the property
values and could increase it by stimulating growth in the area. To provide the quality of
development, there is extensive capital associated with the project. And in order to
mitigate that, additional density and units would allow this project to work. Mr.
Arsenault also noted that the reason why the townhouses were not pursued at the time
was because of the capital cost and the developers would not be successful with the
project.

Hara Kempton, resident, commented that almost all the slides were the front view of
the three storey building. It doesn't provide a lot of information that focuses on the four
storey building which she felt was a little deceptive. Mr. Arsenault commented that it
was the point of the presentation. Ms. Kempton asked if Mr. Arsenault has slides to
show the side of the building to show the actual height compared to the other buildings
in the area. Mr. Arsenault responded that there are no slides to show that. Ms. Kempton
added that providing that would be more honest of Mr. Arsenault to present. For the
other successful projects that were mentioned, she noted that they are all three or
three and a half basement and that none of them are four storeys. Mr. Arsenault
confirmed. Ms. Kempton indicated that while Mr. Arsenault mentioned that those are
comparable and successful project, those samples are shorter than the proposed
project. Ms. Kempton stated that there is dishonesty on that note and asked what their
definition of success for the other projects, if it is successful for the developer or the
community. Mr. Arsenault responded that it would be for both. Ms. Kempton also added
that their definition of success is for APM and not about the community.

Ms. Kempton commented that the property was not intended to be developed and that
there was an error on the part of the City and some development with regards to the
zoning of the property. The developers are now trying to develop a property that wasn't
intended to be developed, taking what was a mistake and building on it. Ms. Kempton
indicated that the community is not happy. Mr. Arsenault responded that the area was
originally intended for single family homes but times change and change could be
difficult. Ms. Kempton also suggested that the property be resold to someone who
would honour the neighbourhood. Ms. Arsenault responded that the intent was to
redevelop it and provide a stimulating project to the neighbourhood. Ms. Kempton
commented that it is APM’s intent is to develop it and make money and felt like the
proposal is to develop a 41-unit dwelling so the neighbourhood would settle for 26
units. Mayor Brown clarified that the proposal is for 41 units and if the proposal
changes, it will have to go back and repeat the process again. Mayor Brown also
clarified that the zoning of the property was done during the amalgamation and there
are other properties in the City that went through the same process again. Ms.
Kempton then asked why can't the City revert to the previous zone and Mayor Brown
indicated that the property is currently zoned R-3.
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Ms. Kempton also asked about the size of the land at the front portion that APM would
like to donate to the City. Mr. Arsenault responded that it would be a small portion of
the property.

Lilllan Mead, resident, asked the following questions from her letter that will be
submitted to the Planning Department: Will the land be elevated causing runoff on to
my property? Will the four storey building have windows overlooking my property? If
yes, it would make me feel like a fish in a bowl with no privacy. Is parking allowed next
to my property? Ms. Mead also added that she will have to deal with lights, noise and
fumes on her property. Will my property be devalued because of the zoning change or
the building? What would the extra traffic on an already busy and dangerous street
cause? There have been several accidents (including injuries involving dogs/wildlife) on
Pine Drive.

Andrea Carr MacNeil, resident of Cornwall, expressed her opposition to the application.
Ms. MacNeil and her two brothers have a vested interest in this proposed development.
This development was before Council and IRAC three years ago where this application
was denied. The developer is now back with a new proposal. Ms. MacNeill requested
that this be considered beyond the tax dollars and return of investments at the expense
of others. The position of Pine Drive residents since 2017 has not changed. The current
proposal is to add 41 units to that street. With 1.5 vehicles per unit, there would be an
increase of 60 extra vehicles attempting to access Pine Drive multiple times on a daily
basis. There is an elementary school that is in close proximity to Pine Drive. It has
become difficult to turn left on to Mt Edward Rd from Pine Drive. Traffic has been an
issue raised with the smaller development proposed three years ago. Even if the
developer has acquired an additional parcel of land, the traffic issue won't go away. It
would even double the potential traffic impacts. The traffic impact alone raises the
guestion of why the development has gotten this far. Ms. MacNeil also shared her
opinion that with a development this size, there will be potential issues with excess
parking, noise, snow clearing removal, garbage storage, residual odours and light
pollution. Ms. MacNeil also mentioned that the developers spoke about addressing
apartment inventories and asked if this development is an affordable housing project
that working class can afford or would it be high end apartments. Ms. MacNeil also
mentioned that the developers also suggested that it is geared towards accessible
quality seniors’ housing and asked what the range of rentals would be. She also added
that accessible would mean that seniors with fixed incomes can afford to live there. Ms.
MacNeil also commented that property values would diminish if a 41 unit apartment
building is built in a very well established neighbourhood. Regardless if the additional
parcel of land is purchased by the developer, it doesn't suit the streetscape or the
community and should be rejected by Council. Ms. MacNeil mentioned that she trusts
and asks Council to think long and hard about their decision as it will have a lasting
effect on the neighbourhood. You are the stewards of this City. Please do not make
short sighted, potentially revenue strained decisions that you and future generations
will regret.
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Councillor Rivard clarified that the application that was rejected three years ago was not
voted on by Council. The application at that time was recommended for rejection by
Staff and was appealed through IRAC. Council reviewed this application back around
2012 for a townhouse dwelling. However, that application was withdrawn by the
applicant before it went to Council for a decision.

Joanne MacRae, resident, commented that the package indicated that there were no
letters in opposition and that she received several phone calls from residents who are
unable to attend tonight. Ms. MacRae also asked why their Councillor isn't able to
represent the residents on this application and requested if Councillor Rivard could then
represent on his behalf. Mayor Brown confirmed that the planning department received
letters but that was after the package has been sent out. There were two letters of
opposition and two letters in support as of Tuesday, February 25, 2020. Councillor
Rivard explained that Councillor Doiron declared conflict of interest and based on the
legal opinion given by the City solicitor as well, it was confirmed that Councillor Doiron
Is indeed in conflict due to owning properties near the proposed development. Ms.
MacRae then asked if Councillor Rivard could be their advocate and Councillor Rivard
responded that all of Council could be their advocates.

Ms. MacRae thanked all residents for attending the public meeting to show that they
care about the community. Sherwood is a vibrant community. She is one of the holders
of the history of the property. On March 3, 2012, a 24-unit apartment building was
proposed at 11-13 Pine Drive and the application was rejected by Council. Contrary to
the article posted in the Guardian on February 21, 2020, Bevan Enterprises purchased 9
Pine Drive in 2013 and applied for CDA Zoning. Councillor Lantz at the time explained
the application at the public meeting for a townhouse development for 9-11-13 Pine
Drive. Councillor Lantz also explained that the developer would enter into a
development agreement with details of what would be permitted on the property. This
development would somehow be more compatible with the neighbourhood compared to
an apartment building. The residents were willing to accept it but the developer then
withdrew the application.

In 2016, the developer applied for a 27-unit apartment building. The City Council
(should be Planning Staff) rejected the application and went to IRAC and IRAC rejected
it as well because the bulk, scale and mass of the development was not in keeping with
the surrounding neighbourhood.

The Planning Department rejected the 41-unit proposal because it doesnt meet
identified sections of the Zoning & Development Bylaw. Ms. MacRae also noted several
sections in the Bylaw that was not met and cited examples such as - concerns about
trees, water runoff, sewage and wildlife; surface water and drainage were not included
in the plan; location of water and sewer lines were not shown; traffic. Ms. MacRae
noted that if the planning department stated that the bulk and scale of a 27-unit
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apartment building was deemed by IRAC to be too large for the existing property zoned
R-3, the implication is that a 41-unit apartment building would significantly be out of
context for the area and asked that Planning Board and City Council accept staff’s
recommendation to reject the proposal. Ms. MacRae also recommended further that any
future development on the property have a written comprehensive development plan
that the City can work with and the residents could accept.

Phillip Carr, resident, spoke against the proposed development. There would be
negative impacts to residents of Pine Drive and immediate areas. They see this move by
the developers as a biased approached to sound, thoughtful consideration of the
property they are developing. It is a plan that goes against the streetscape. Most, if not
all of the houses are single family dwellings. Mr. Carr cited sections of the bylaw for
which this proposal does not align with, such as — parking, appropriate snow removal
and surface water drainage, permanent green spaces, harmonious building form and
sympathetic overall design compatible with adjacent landscape. Mr. Carr emphasized on
bulk, scale and mass and asked if Mr. Arsenault is aware of what scale means. Mr. Carr
noted that the scale doesn't suite the neighbourhood and most of the residents felt that
this is not a good fit for the neighbourhood. Residents are concerned about cars,
garbage and snow removal. The neighbouring properties that have had their privacy,
will lose that privacy. Even though it is considered to be senior-friendly units, these are
still temporary rental units and would all be about money.

Mr. Carr reminded everyone that a 26-unit was proposed three years ago and at that
time, it did not fit the neighbourhood. It doesn't fit now and how would a 41-unit fit the
neighbourhood. It is not fair that the residents get muscled out of their properties
because of profit for the developers. It's all about strategy. If it wasnt a good idea
three years ago, why are residents here again. Mr. Carr felt that this is wrong. Council
needs to look at this and consider what happened with the density mistake and should
not let this happen again. The 41-unit apartment building is unacceptable even if the
zone allowed it and would have to note that the zoning that happened during
amalgamation was wrong, therefore wanted to make it right this time.

Mayor Brown reminded everyone that the minutes of tonight’s meeting will become
public record and that the Planning Board is scheduled on Monday, March 2, 2020 at
4:30pm and is an open meeting.

Joanne MacRae, resident, requested that residents who took their time to drive to
attend the public meeting to send an email to the Planning Department
(planning@charlottetown.ca) to voice their opposition or comments. Councillor Rivard
reminded everyone that letters should be sent before noon, February 26, 2020.

Mr. Arsenault addressed the concerns raised by residents. With regards to drainage,
there will be multiple engineers to design the drainage plan. The issue on property
values going down has also been raised and Mr. Arsenault commented that it couldn’t
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be farther from the truth. Mr. Poirier asked how Mr. Arsenault can say that the property
values are not going to be affected when the small houses will be overshadowed by the
building. Mr. Arsenault responded that such issues do not affect the property values
and talked about the Official Plan and said, “The City will remain secure because of our
commitment to sustainable growth which utilizes existing resources and consolidates
development”. Mr. Arsenault also mentioned that growth should be spread equitably
across the city. The developers have done their best to curb the scale of the
development and that they are not going to lie that it is a lot larger than anything in the
area but there are going to be benefits to the neighbourhood for flexible types of
housing. Mr. Poirier commented that the developers acknowledged the scale of the
property being too large. Mr. Poirier reiterated that the scale doesn’t fit the
neighbourhood and requested for Council to listen to the residents and agree that the
scale doesn't fit. Mr. Poirier also shared that he moved to the community of Sherwood
because he believes that it is a community for single family homes and not for
apartment buildings.

Sarah Armstrong, resident, commented that it is not so much on the property value that
is an issue but is more on the quality of life that concerns her. You can't just move into
a neighbourhood and take over and expect people to accept it without trying to work
with people and listen to what they have to say.

Donna Desroches, resident, mentioned that she lives directly adjacent to the property
being developed. The property has been owned by her parents before the streets were
even developed. She plans to continue to live there, consider it as her retirement home.
Ms. Desroches is concerned about the overshadowing because her property is very
close to the proposed development. She felt that it is not right to accept a change as
drastic as what is being proposed.

Anna Carr, resident, asked what is the footprint or dimensions of this building and Mr.
Arsenault responded that the property is 100 feet from the front property line and
meets the setback requirements of the bylaw. The building would be 120 by 125. Mayor
Brown asked what the square footage would be and Mr. Arsenault responded that
because of the tight form of the front and side, the square footage would be reduced
but confirmed that it would be more than 10,000 square feet.

Hara Kempton, resident, talked about sustainability, environmental concerns and green
spaces and square footage of the building and other similar developments. Ms.
Kempton mentioned that there is very limited community space with those types of
developments and would be similar to what is being proposed. She asked if there could
be a plan to have more community public spaces around it instead of just the crumb at
the front. People don‘t want to be inside the buildings all the time and is not good for
the environment as well. There is also a lot of pavement and that is not good for storm
water runoff, environment, water usage, etc. There is nothing that looks like a
sustainable design in this project or promoting beautification within the city. It looks like
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a business not a home. Ms. Kempton if this is something the developers could look at
and Mr. Arsenault commented that they can definitely look at the sustainability portion
such as providing low flow toilets, LED lighting, etc. Sustainability is more about
equitable growth through the city and not pushing development out to East Royalty
where more traffic is happening. Mr. Arsenault also felt that there is enough green
space provided on the property.

Tammy White, resident, commented about the rentals and while it is great that the
developers are creating seniors housing, she felt that the proposed development is not
going to be affordable type of housing. Mr. Arsenault corrected Ms. White by saying
that the development is not going to be subsidized for affordable housing. It is early to
predict the rental rates at this time but this is going to be a higher end type of housing.
It's very early planning at this stage hence drainage plans is not provided at this time.
However, if this moves forward, all these requirements will be incorporated in the
development agreement to mitigate all the concerns raised. Mayor Brown also
explained that if an application is an affordable housing, it will be part of the
application. This development is considered market value apartment units.

Monty Hennessy, resident, asked how many parking spaces will be provided. Mr.
Arsenault responded that the underground parking will be just short of the total number
which is why additional parking spaces will be onsite and buffered with landscaping. Mr.
Hennessy shared that his mother lives in a senior only complex and their building does
not have enough underground parking for the seniors that are there. He felt that the
developers are trying to shove something without doing it the proper way. The number
of times that Mr. Arsenault wasn't able to provide the answers to people’s questions is a
red light. There are a lot of things that are not resolved yet. Mr. Hennessy talked about
the street that runs between Mount Edward Road, Maple Ave and Brackley Point Road.
Mr. Hennessy mentioned that the City Council plans to put flashing lights at the corner
of Maple and Pine because of the amount of traffic and speeding violations. Adding
additional units will not fix the traffic issues. Mr. Hennessy also noted that they have no
plans of leaving their property unless their kids drag him down to Whisperwood. Mr.
Hennessy also added that he felt insulted and thought that there is a lot of
misinformation provided tonight or information that residents did not receive. Mayor
Brown reminded the residents of the Planning Board meeting scheduled on Monday,
March 2, 2020 at the Parkdale Room.

Mr. Arsenault stated that residents who are looking for statistical information about the
project, to include those requests in their email and they are more than willing to
provide that information.

Lillian Mead, resident, asked if there are windows on the side of the building directly
adjacent to her property. Mr. Arsenault confirmed that there will be windows on that
side and people would be able see her property. Ms. Mead strongly indicated that she
does not like it and felt like there is no common sense here. She also mentioned about
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the suggestion earlier of creating a back alley so that the cars don't go out of Pine
Drive. Considering the traffic on Pine, to her side, the lights, privacy on her property,
and potential shops, she mentioned that she doesn't like the change.

Anna Carr, resident, mentioned that she sent a letter last night and she got a
confirmation that it was received by the Planning Department at 1:46pm on February
25, 2020. Ms. Carr asked if there would be any proof that the emails that will be sent
tonight will be acknowledged before noon time tomorrow. Staff confirmed that the
email was received. Mayor Brown asked staff if there is any way to acknowledge that
their emails were received by the department. Staff confirmed that they will be
responding to emails that will be received by the department.

Joanne MacRae, resident, indicated that Terry Myers and Bev Bets, Val Hendrin, Sara
Armstrong and Anna Carr sent their emails to the Planning Department and was
wondering if they were received. Councillor Rivard noted that Ms. Armstrong sent her
email to Councillor Rivard and Councillor Rivard forwarded the email to the planning
department. Mayor Brown also noted that staff can double check the emails that were
received by Planning Department.

Mayor Brown asked for any further comments; there being none, the meeting
proceeded to the next agenda item.

5. Adjournment of Public Session
Moved by Councillor Julie McCabe and seconded by Councillor Greg Rivard, that the meeting

be adjourned. Meeting adjourned at 8:15 p.m.
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BACKGROUND:

Request
The applicant, APM Commercial, is applying on behalf of the property owner, Pine Cone

Developments Inc., to rezone 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322) from the Single-Detached Residential
(R-1L) Zone to the Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone.

The purpose of the rezoning would be to consolidate 9 Pine Drive (PID #393322) with 11-13 Pine
Drive (PID #393314), demolish the existing single-detached dwelling at 9 Pine Drive (PID
#393322), demolish the existing 5-unit apartment dwelling at 11-13 Pine Drive (PID #393314), in
order to construct a 41-unit apartment dwelling.

Development Context
The subject property is located along Pine Drive between Mount Edward Road and MacMillan

Crescent. With the exception of 11-13 Pine Drive (PID #393314) and City owned Institutional
zoned property to the north, all properties in the residential neighborhood are located in the
Single-Detached Residential {R-1L) Zone or the Low Density Residential Single (R-2S) Zone and

contain one or two unit dwellings.

Property History
An application for this property was originally before the Board in March of 2012 and was again

before the Board in March of 2013 for a request to CDA Zoning. An application was also
submitted to the Planning Department in 2016 to construct a 27-unit apartment building. The
developer’s original proposal in February 2012 was for a 24-unit apartment building. Although
the apartment building proposal was considered as-of-right development, there were concerns
about the bulk, character and scale of a 3-story apartment building in relation to the streetscape.
The project was advanced to a public meeting and there were concerns from the public. In
response to the public’s concerns the developer redesigned his project to a two story townhouse
development that more appropriately met the character and scale of the neighbourhood. A
traffic study was also completed. The concept plan for the proposed townhouse development
was advanced to a public meeting on June 11, 2013. In addition to the concept plan the
developer provided architectural renderings of the buildings proposed for the site. These
renderings were also presented to the public and Council at the public meeting. In 2013 Planning
Board recommended for approval of the town house application but the developer withdrew his
application for a town house development prior to it advancing to Council. In 2016 the developer
submitted an application to construct a 27-unit apartment building however, staff refused to
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issue a building permit without going to Planning Board and Council for approval. The applicant
appealed the decision of staff to refuse them an as-of-right building permit. The applicant
subsequently applied for Reconsideration of the Development Officers decision and was denied a
permit for a 27-unit apartment building by City Council. The developer then pursued their appeal
with the Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission {IRAC} and the appeal was denied with the
City’s original decision being upheld. IRAC agreed with the City’s decision to not issue a building
permit for a 27-unit apartment building as the bulk, scale and mass of the development was not

in keeping with the surrounding neighbourhood.

LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS:

Notification
In accordance with Section 3.10 of the Zoning & Development By-law, on February 12, 2020

notice was sent to 25 residents located within 100 meters of the subject property advising them
of the request to rezone and the date, time and location of the public meeting. The letter
solicited their written comments for or against the proposed rezoning request and stated the
deadline to submit written comments on the application. The public notification also included
the proposed lot consolidation in the Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone.

Public Feedback
In response to the City’s notification letter thirty one (31) letters were received in opposition and

eighteen (18) letters were received in support.

The Public meeting was held on February 25, 2020 at the Rodd Charlottetown Hotel. At the
public meeting Cain Arsenauit from APM the property owner’s consultant presented the details
of the application including parking, building design, building elevations, building materials and
site/landscape design. He also talked about neighbourhood demographics and the need for
housing within Sherwood. When Mr. Arsenault finished his presentation residents were invited

to ask questions and make comments.

Several residents spoke at the public meeting in opposition to the application {see the minutes

from the public meeting, attached}.
Comments received in opposition to the development both written and at the public meeting

included:
- Concerns about additional traffic on and around Pine Drive.
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-Concerns about the mass, scale and density of the building within a low rise low density
neighbourhood.

- Concerns regarding sunlight being blocked to adjacent properties.

-Concerns regarding loss of privacy in back yards living next to such a high building.

- Concerns that the building would not be maintained over time.

- Concerns that the building would over power the street scape.

- Concerns regarding lack of detail in the plans.

- Concerns regarding lack of landscaping and parking.

Comments received in support of the development through written submission.

- The building is in close proximity to schools, shopping and churches.

- The City is in a housing crisis and the development will provide much needed housing for seniors
within the city and the neighbourhood.

- The project will bring in tax dollars into the community.

ANALYSIS FOLLOWING PUBLIC CONSULTATION:

The R-3 portion of this proposal has been the subject of a number of development applications
over the last 7 years. In May of 2016 the city refused a building permit for a 27-unit apartment
on the existing R-3 zoned property citing a number of reasons why the bulk and scale of that
proposed apartment building was inappropriate in a low density neighbourhood. Please see the
following transcript in italic and bold from the IRAC ruling below:

(15) The City presented two witnesses, Laurel Palmer-Thompson and Alex Forbes. Ms.
Palmer-Thompson is a professional land use planner and is employed by the Cily as a planning
and development officer. Mr. Forbes is also a professional land use planner and serves as the
City’s manager of planning and heritage. The testimony of Ms. Palmer-Thompson and Mr.
Forbes was presented at the hearing as a panel. It was helpful to the Commission.

(16) Ms. Palmer-Thompson has worked with the City’s planning department for
approximately 13 years. She testified about the two prior applications by Pine Cone for
development of the Property. Neither application is the subject of this appeal. This evidence
was therefore presented as background information only.

(17) Ms. Palmer-Thompson testified that the first application for a 24 unit apartment
building was filed in 2012, The application proceeded to a public meeting where concerns
were raised about traffic property values, overpowering adjacent dwellings, and surface
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water drainage. Letfers from concerned residents were also filed with the City. Ms. Palmer-
Thompson testified that there was a great deal of public opposition. The application was
withdrawn by Pine Cone before the matter could go back to Planning Board for consideration.

(18) Ms. Palmer-Thompson testified that the second application was filed in 2013, and it
proposed a 19 unit townhouse development for the Properly and the adjacent provincial
parcel number 393322, This proposal also involved a request to re-zone the Properly and
provincial parcel number 393322 to the Comprehensive Development Area zone. A public
meeting was held. The Planning Board recommended approval of this proposal, contingent on
Pine Cone entering into a development agreement with the City. A draft development
agreement was then prepared. Pine Cone had questions about the development agreement
and requested that the proposal not proceed to Council for consideration.

(19) Mr. Forbes has worked with the City for approximately three and a half years. He
testified that he took responsibility for Pine Cone’s current application, which is the subject of
this appeal. Mr. Forbes testified that he met with the principals of Pine Cone, reviewed the
application, and discussed the matter with planning staff at the City. He was concerned that
the application was in confiict with some of the policies expressed in the Official Plan. Mr.
Forbes’ letter to Mr. Bevan on June 28, 2016 (Exhibit R1, Vol.3, Tab 105) sets out those

concerns.

(20)  Mr. Forbes referred to section 1.3 of the Official Plan, noting that the Official Plan
articulates policies which preserve existing residential low density neighbourhoods and
ensures that new residential development is physically related to its surroundings. He also
acknowledged section 3.1 of the Official Plan, which encourages efficient compact urban form
while sustaining existing character and identity. Mr. Forbes also testified that, pursuant to
section 3.2.2 of the Official Plan, moderately higher densities are encouraged so long as such
initiatives do not adversely affect existing low density housing. To summarize, Mr. Forbes
testiffied that the Official Plan reguires new development fo be physically related to its
surroundings in order to be harmonious and to maintain the distinct character of the City’s

neighbourfioods.

(21)  Mr. Forbes also testified that Pine Cone’s proposal confiicts with sections 4.54.4(c).
4.54.6(1), and 4.62.3(a) of the Bylaw. He testified that a development officer at the City may
refuse an application if the conditions in the Bylaw are not met. He also noted that the
application did not contain a written statement with graphic descriptions that addressed the
compatibility and integration of the proposed development with existing adjacent land uses,
as required by section 4.62.2(c) of the Bylaw. Mr. Forbes stated that he refused the
application on the ground of compatibility. He testified that he was not trying to prevent the
exercise of Pine Cone’s right to development.

-----
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(58) Ms. Palmer-Thompson'’s report dated September 6, 2016 (Exhibit R1, Volume 3, Tab 109)
also provided an extensive review of the application and the various bases for the original
decision made by Mr. Forbes. That report provided, in part, as follows:

It is staff's opinion that these policies and objectives reinforce the Planner/Development
Officer’s rationale for rejecting the application for a building permit for a 27 unit apartment
building at this location. It is clear that the Official Plan supports infill development within
existing neighbourhoods. However, it also clearly states that infill development must be at a
scale and density that would not cause adverse impacts to adjoining neighbours. A means of
achieving this would be to design a building or buildings that are lower rise and that fit into
the existing streetscape. In other areas of the City such as the 500 Lot area, new nfifl
development is required to go through a desjgn review process. Whereby the proposed design
of buildings are reviewed by an independent consultant and the building design, bulk and
scale are considered within the environment that it is to be constructed. Although the design
review process is not required in this area of the City, the Planner/Development Officer would
still apply similar principles when reviewing the site, massing, placement, bulk and scale of a
development within an existing neighbourhood.

The Official Plan supports mixed forms of housing within existing neighbourhoods to allow for
housing choices. Housing choices within neighbourhoods are important as they provide
variety for people at various stages of their lives. Notwithstanding, it clearly states that new
development must be physically related to its surroundings and that there should be an
appropriate relationship between height and density for new development in existing
neighbourhoods. "Our Policy shall be to ensure that the footprint, height, massing and
setbacks of new residential, commercial, and institutional development in existing
neighbourhoods is physically related to its surroundings.”

Although 11-13 Pine Drive is zoned R-3 and typically an apartment building is considered an
as of right use jn this zone, an apartment building of this size, bulk, scale and density
immediately adjacent to low rise single detached dwellings is not consistent with good
planning principles. In respect to the streetscape it would be difficult for a building with this
bulk, mass and scale to fit into the surrounding streetscape.

[emphasis added]

(59) Ms. Palmer-Thompson'’s testimony before the Commission was also consistent with
her report to Planning Board.

(60)  The reasons provided by Mr. Forbes and Ms. Palmer-Thompson must be read together
with the minutes of Planning Board and Council. As the Commission explained in Atlantis
Health Spa Ltd. v. City of Charlottetown, Order LA12-02 at paragraph 23, “fwjihen Council
follows Planning Board's recommendation, it may fairly be said that in so doing, Council is
adopting the reasoning and analysis used by Planning Board.” That principle is also applicable
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in this case. When the record is read as a whole, the Commission is satisfied that the City
discharged its obligation to provide substantive reasons for its decision to refuse the
application filed by Pine Cone.

(61) Reconsideration is a strategic decision made by a developer and may, in appropriate
circumstances, result in a different outcome. However, reconsideration also provides an
opportunily for a municipality to revisit its original decision and address any alleged
deficiencies. In this case, Pine Cone decided to request reconsideration and, by doing so, the
application was reviewed by a professional planner, Planning Board, and Council. All of this
evidence was contained in the record filed before the Commission. No objection was raised by
Pine Cone. When that evidence is reviewed and considered, the Commission is satisfied that
Planning Board and Council evaluated the application fairly and in accordance with its Bylaw
and Official Plan.

(62) The law recognizes that in some cases, a subsequent hearing or reconsideration
exercise may remedy or cure procedural defects in the original proceeding. Pine Cone argues
that jts initial application was required to be placed before Planning Board. The City, on the
other hand, stresses that Pine Cone itself wanted a swift "yes” or "no” decision from the City
and that, as part of the reconsideration process, the matter did go before both Planning Board
and Council. According to the City, the practical effect of this process was to "cure” any
procedural irregularity in the treatment of the application. The Commission recognizes that
there will be cases where nothing less than full compliance with all procedural requirements
at all stages of the development process will satisfy the duly of fairness in certain
circumstances. However, in the context of this particular case, and the evidence before the
Commission as to the history of this Property and the expectations of Pine Cone regarding this
particular application, the Commission is satisfied that the Cily considered the proposal from
Pine Cone in a fair and reasonable manner. After an independent review of all the surrounding
circumstances, the Commission has decided not to interfere with the decision made by the

city.
(63) For these reasons, the appeals are denied and the City’s decisions on June 28, 2016

and September 12, 2016, which denied the application by Pine Cone for a building permit for
the Properly, are hereby confirmed.

Staff would note that the property zoned R-3 has had a complicated history with regard to how it
was applied to this property. Prior to the application of the R-3 zoning, the property was deemed
legal non-conforming because it contained a S-unit apartment building in the R-2 zone. This
property was rezoned as a part of an overall Zoning By-law review process which did not require
adjacent property owners to be notified of a zoning change. 1t is hard to determine after the fact
the rationale for changing the zoning on this property from R-2 to R-3 residential. The intent may
have been to allow the 5-unit apartment building to become conforming. Staff could not find a
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rationale in our records for why the property was up zoned. Regardless, the IRAC ruling
determined that whatever is approved on this property must be compatible with regard to bulk,
mass and scale of any building in relation to the low density neighbours.

In this particular proposal the developers have indicated that they have attempted to hide the
mass and scale of the proposed 41 unit apartment building by consolidating both 9 and 11&13
Pine Drive together to form a lager parcel. The current proposal has an increased front yard
setback with a 3 story building in front stepping back to a 4 story building. There is also
additional landscaping on the property than was proposed for the previous applications. The
applicant indicted at the public meeting that the front portion of the property would be
landscaped and couid be given to the City as a public space. This parcel of land is not large
enough for any form of parkland and it is unlikely that Parks and Recreation would accept such a
piece of property. In addition it is likely this piece of property is needed for the development to

meet the frontage requirement in the Bylaw.

Although an attempt has been made on behalf of the property owner to disguise the bulk, mass
and scale of the proposed apartment building by setting it farther back on the property, providing
underground parking and additional landscaping. However, the fact remains that if the bulk,
mass and scale of a 27-unit apartment building was deemed by IRAC to be too large on the
existing property zoned R-3, the implication is that a 41-unit apartment building (that requires
another property to be rezoned from R-1L to R-3) would be significantly out of context for this
area. As a result, staff is suggesting that Planning Board reject the request to rezone the subject
property and reject the request to consolidate 9 Pine Drive with 11 & 13 Pine Drive.

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

Positives Neutral Shortcomings
= Higher density using existing =  The proposed apartment
underground services to its building has the potential
fullest practical capacity. to negatively impact the
= New residential existing adjacent low
development near a centre density housing.

of employment. = The bulk, mass and scale

® New housingin a fully of the building is out of
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Good evening,
. My name is Philip Carr & | have been a resident, on and off, of Mac Millan cres for the past 40 yrs. It

has come to my attention that there is a proposal to join lots 8, 11 & 13 Pine drive into one large lot to
accommodate the development of a 41 unit apartment building.
| come here to speak out against this development. Also, the negative impact it would have on the

residents of Pine dr & the immediate area. We are here again to bring forth our objections to this
development.

| see this move by the developers as a biased approach to sound thoughtful consideration of the
neighbourhood space they're trying to build on. It is a plan which goes against the surrounding
neighbourhood. All the houses are single resident dwellings, save for a few duplexes. This proposal
goes against everything the Sherwood area of Charlottetown represents.

Article 4.62 SITE DEVELOPMENT PRINCIPLES

subsection

.8d. permanent green spaces for urban planting and Maintenance of mature trees, shrubs and other
suitable vegetation;

g. harmonious Building form compatible with surrounding or adjacent Buildings and_in scale with the
natural or built elevations of the site;

h._sympathetic overall Design compatible with any adjacent urban or natural landscape. natural
environment. Building forms and architectural features:

| personally don't feel that this is a good fit for the neighborhood. Where will all the cars go? Where
will all the garbage go without lining it up against the other property lines for safe storage? What about
snow removal? What about the already congested Pine dr? The residents of the surrounding properties
have the most to lose. Both financially and emotionally. Their properties have been quiet PRIVATE
spaces. They will now be looked at from above by a temporary resident who happens to be out on their
deck enjoying the sun. [t's not right that these existing residents get muscled out of their personal
private spaces because someone sat down with an architect and laid a plan to squeeze as much rental
money as possible from what they saw in the zone bylaws as a completely acceptable action. They
took the total space and did some multiplication and came up with a number. 41

| pose this question to you. If you lived in a detached house and everyone around you lived in similar
type housing. Would you be ok with a 41 unit apartment building going up next door to you? | know |
wouldn't be.

If it was a good idea 3 years ago then do you think we would be here again? No. It's still not a
good fit. Council needs to look very hard at this again. The thought of having a 41 unit apartment in this
space is completely unacceptable. The zoning allows it at this time, sure, BUT therein lies the issue.
Regardless of the intent of the property owners considerations before purchasing this property. The
reality is, a 4 story apartment building does not belong amongst a plethora of single detached
residential houses. Let's make this right and change the zone back to what it was pre amalgamation.
Put a 4 unit townhouse in there as was originally intended.

Thanks for reading this.






In March 3, 2012, a 24 unit apartment building was rejected by City Council for the
property at 11-13 Pine Drive for many reasons outlined at a Public Meeting in
response to the concerns of City residents.

Contrary to the newspaper article in the Guardian February 21, 2020 , Bevan
Enterprises purchased 9 Pine Drive and applied to the City in April, 2013 for CDA
Zoning whereby Rob Lantz, chair of the Planning Committee of Council, explained
the proposal was for a town house development for 9, 11-13 Pine Drive. Lantz
explained that the City would enter into a Comprehensive Development Agreement
and spell out in detail what it would or wouldn’t allow on the property. Councillor
Lantz explained that the City would get something more compatible with the
neighbourhood and the density was actually less than the proposed apartment
building. The developer also provided the architectural renderings of the buildings
proposed for the site and they were presented at a public meeting in June, 2013. All
was approved, but the developer withdrew this proposal before it went to City

Council for final approval.

In 2016, the developer applied to build a 27 unit apartment building on the Pine
Drive properties and it was rejected by the City’s Planning Department. The
developer appealed to IRAC. IRAC agreed with the City as the “bulk, scale, and mass
of development was not in keeping with the surrounding neighbourhood.” The City
stated, the proposal was not appropriate in light of the neighbourhood, the Official
Plan, and the by-law.

On January 17, 2018, Bruce MacDougall was president of the Federation of PEI
Municipalities and he stated, “Municipal land use planning helps protect
homeowners against incompatible development that could negatively impact the
value of their home. It helps preserve the character and lifestyle of communities.”

The Planning Board of the City of Charlottetown rejected this proposal for a 41 unit
apartment building because it doesn’t meet the Site Development Principles as
outlined in 4.62 of the City’s By-laws.

Subsection, 4.62a.vi states that the developer should state how compost and waste
would be stored and removed from the site. This was not addressed.

My concerns include: Would those areas be properly screened? Would there be
stenches? Would the crows, racoons, skunks, and wildlife from the City’s Water
Reservoir get into this garbage and litter the neighbourhood?

Subsection 4.62a.iii states that details for the surface water and drainage should be
included in the plan. The location of sewer and waterlines should be shown. These

details were not provided by the developer.

In 2012, the late Doris Boulet asked if an environmental study had been done
addressing the existing treed area and water and sewer supply on the proposed 24



unit apartment building. In 2020, this proposed apartment building is for 41 units.
I'm concerned about the trees, the water run-off, and the amount of sewage flowing
into the lines. Subsection 4.62.3 e stated that the suitability of water and sewer
services and their connections should be explained. Subsection 4.62.3 f stated that
the adequacy of storm water drainage should be provided. This was not done by the
developer.

Other residents have written submissions to you with their concerns about
increased traffic to the area. Children walk to school along Pine Drive and cross the
street to their homes. The intersection of Pine Drive and Maple Avenue is already a
grave concern for the area residents.

“If the bulk and scale of a 27 unit apartment building was deemed by IRAC to be too
large on the existing property zoned R-3, the implication is that a 41 unit apartment
building would be significantly out of context for this area.” On February 3, 2020,
the Planning and Heritage Department of the City of Charlottetown rejected this
proposed 41 Unit apartment building.

I urge the Planning Board and City Council to accept the recommendations of the
City's Planning Department and reject this proposal for a 41 unit apartment
building.

[ would recommend any future development for this property should have a written
Comprehensive Development Plan.

Joanne E. MacRae and Gordon A. MacRae
11 MacMillan Crescent

Charlottetown,

February 25, 2020


















Moreover, given that the Towers development is less than a minute away by car from Pine Dr., it
would still allow APM to meet their “vision™ as quoted in The Guardian, namely for the building
to provide "a place to go for people who want to move out of their homes but not out of the
community.” In other words, the arguments put forth by Cain Arsenault of APM at the meeting
for why the Pine Dr. complex is needed are undercut and made moot by the other options already
available to his organization.

Thank you for taking the time to read this, and if you’d care to discuss it further I"d be happy to
make myself available.

Regards,

Rory Beck


















Please deny the request to rezone 9 Pine and leave it as R-1L.
Thank you,

Peter Poirier
002-940-2147
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February 24, 2020

7 MacMillan Crescent
Charlottetown, PElI C1A 8G3

City of Charlottetown
Planning and Heritage Department
233 Queen 5t.
Charlottetown, PEI C1A 4B9
RE: Rezoning Application
File: Plan-2020-6A3-February
9 Pine Drive (PID #393322)

Dear Members of the Planning and Heritage Department:

An application is before you to rezone the subject property from the Single-Detached Residential (R-1L)
to the Medium Density Residential (R-3) Zone and to amend the Official Plan from Low Density
Residential to Medium Density Residential in order to consolidate 9 Pine Drive {PID 393322) with 11-13
Pine Drive {PID #393314) and construct a 41-unit apartment building with underground parking.

On behalf of myself, Anna Carr, and my husband, Charles W. Carr, | wish to express our strong
objections to that part of the application as it relates to the construction of a 41-unit apartment
comples. My parents before me and subsequently our family have been residents in close proximity to
the property referenced above for what is now only days short of 80 years and have a very strong
attachment to it. The area adjacent and within many blocks of it is a residential neighbourhood
consisting mainly of single family dwellings some of which do have small subsidiary apartments. A large
percentage of these homes are single storey buildings and, to the best of my knowledge, none would be
3-storey buildings.

On several occasions applications have come before your Department for approval, been withdrawn and
resubmitted after changes. However, the developer insists the applications should have been approved
and permits issued on the “as of right” but your Department has denied the applications and IRAC (aka
Island Regulatory and Appeals Commission) has upheld your decisions.

Applications have requested approvals for 24-unit apartments, 27-unit apartments, 19-unit apartments
on the 11-13 Pine Drive property and now before you is a request for a 41-unit building on the two
properties — 9 Pine Drive and 11-13 Pine Drive. There is some ambiguity in just what is being proposed
as an informational article printed in the ‘Guardian’ newspaper on February 21, 2020 suggests the
proposal is for two buildings with no reference to underground parking while the public meeting
notification in the ‘Guardian’ newspaper on February 22, 2020 indicated it is a request to permit the
construction of “A” 41-unit apartment with underground parking. The developer requests the
consolidation of #9 Pine Drive (PID 393322) with 11-13 Pine Drive (PID 393314). The property at 9 Pine
Drive has a land area of approximately 15,000 sq. feet. This amount added to the land area of
approximately 30, 492 sq. feet at 11-13 Pine gives an amount of about 45,500 square feet on which it is
proposed to have 41 units or little more than 1,100 square feet per unit.



The issues of increased traffic, garbage containers and collection, parking availability for tenants and
visitors, parking lot lighting, spring water run-off, snow removal, etc. must also be considered when
making the decision.

Much evidence was offered by both Laurel Palmer-Thompson, Planning and Development Officer and
employee of the City of Charlottetown and Alex Forbes, Professional Land Use Planner and who serves
as the City of Charlottetown’s Manager of Planning and Heritage at the hearing called and heard by IRAC
in November 2017 to deal with the appeal of the decision made by Charlottetown City Council in
September 2016 to deny the application.

Mr. Forbes noted the Official Plan of the City “articulates policies which preserve existing resident low
density nighbourhoods and ensures that new residential development is physically related to its
surroundings.”

Ms. Palmer-Thompson said the Pine Cone proposal is an infili project. She further added “Pine Drive is
an older, established stable residential neighbourhood”. She identified bulk mass and scale as factors
that made it difficult for Pine Cone’s proposal to fit into the existing streetscape.

| would bring to the attention of the Planning and Heritage Department again the decision and order LA
17-08 rendered by IRAC in November 2017 and specifically those sections #51 - #63.

Truly, what has changed as far as the neighbourhood is concerned? Closer to the Charlottetown Mall on
Mount Edward Rd. there have been constructed numerous single storey units numbering from 4 or
more attached to one another and these units, for the most part, are occupied by seniors. The Mount
Academy has been constructed and it is 5-storeys in height but is on sufficient land mass that its large
size is compatible to its surroundings. A very large 5-storey apartment complex has been constructed
on Rte. 2 near to the former Sears Department store but again | would suggest it has sufficient land
mass to mask its large size and certainly has no other residential neighbourhood in close proximity.

The proposal before you is completely incompatible with the surrounding neighbourhood of single
family residential dwellings. This project, if allowed to proceed, will negatively affect neighbours living
adjacent to it and detract from their right to enjoy their property. 1t would ‘loom’ over its adjacent
neighbours and even over those not so close. The proposed building(s) would detract from the
streetscape which is well established.

Any new construction in the neighbourhood under question must be esthetically pleasing and physically
related to the community and there is no doubt this proposal does not meet that criterium. There has
to be a way to develop this property in such a way that it would truly be a ‘part of the neighbourhood’
but a 4-storey monstrosity behind a 3-storey with its {i.e. — the 3-storey building) sole purpose being to
‘disguise the scale of the building’ is not the answer.

Yours truly,

Anna Carr






Contrary to what the developers are stating, there has been significant recent apartment
development in Sherwood, in the property behind the mall, to the discontent of many in the
immediate area.

We will be counting on your attendance and support at the meeting on Tuesday night.

Thank you for your time and attention to this urgent matter.
Regards,

Sarzh Armstrong

MacMillan Crescent resident

Sent from my iPhone






Regards,
Sarah Armstrong

MacMillan Crescent resident

Sent from my iPhone









February 26, 2020

City of Charlottetown

Planning and Heritage Committee
Attention Greg Rivard

Re: Pine Drive Rezoning application

Greg, | attended the public meeting last evening at the Charlottetown Hotel.
| object to this proposed rezoning based on the size and scope of the project.

We purchased our property on 3 MacMillan Crescent in June 2009. We had searched for some time for a
property in Sherwood. Our intention was and is to raise our children (3), have them attend the local schools and

sports facilities.

This is a quiet street where we know our neighbors from not anly MacMillan Crescent, but Pine Drive and Oak

Drive as well.

In this area we are well aware of the traffic issues on Pine Drive. The city police do a great job of patrolling the
Pine Drive and Maple area during school hours, but these are growing busier each year.

There are currently 24 dwellings facing Pine Drive between Mount Edward Road and Maple Avenue.

This project would see and addition 41 units added to that street. | have concerns now with our daughter
walking to Sherwoaod school. | believe this would increase this concern.

The back (West side) of my property borders onto 21 Pine Drive. We have a very private back yard that is well
developed. We know both our neighbors and enjoy “chatting over the fence” whenever we see each other. The
eastern elevation of this project would be my new western view. This would block the late afternoon and

evening sun for both 21 Pine Drive and myself.

We currently enjoy our deck and backyard privacy and if this project were to move forward this would be gone.

This property is an odd ball as a result of amalgamation of the city. If a project were to fit in with the local
properties it would have to be on a small scale. | understand the developer wants to maximize the project on
this property, but that is the reason all previous proposals were either reject by city staff or the public out right.
One previous proposal did not move forward because Pine Cone investments decided not to move forward.

Thank you for your attention to this matter,
Tom Fitzpatrick

3 MacMillan Crescent






Thanks
Bethany






Sincerely,
Valerie Handren
35 Pine Drive






1). For over 3 years our view from most of our back yard on Greenleaf Drive is the view of a tarp on top of the
developer's present apartment building. This residential area is home to residents who take great pride in
their properties. How can we trust someone to develop a much larger building when he does not appreciate
the residents and decor of the current area? What kind of repairs can we expect of another building if he
cannot afford to replace the roof of his current apartment building or is this a "wait for a while and the
council will eventually approve another building so why repair the present one" kind of deal?

2}. It is common knowledge that the development between Mt. Edward Road and the back of the
Charlottetown Mall changed as it was built. What happened to the green space among the duplexes? Can we
expect the same lack of the well-being of the environment and residents in the area if this unit is built?

3). If the 27 unit proposal was turned down for this area, why would council even begin to think of allowing a

41 unit building, even with 2 extra properties? Even with the need for accommodations in Charlottetown, why
ruin the decor of the already developed area? Perhaps annexing more land to Charlottetown might prove a

better plan.

4). The land in this area was not developed to handle the traffic of 41 more families in a very smalil area.
Thank you for taking our concerns seriously, Bob.

Sincerely,

Elaine Somerville and Jason Moffatt
16 Greenleaf Drive












In conclusion open the door to this one and the floodgates will open forever in Sherwood. Don Spence at 45 Blythe

Crescent, Charlottetown, P.E.
PS It is near time that the city review the road signage at the top of Pine & Oak. It is my opinion that in court the city

wouldn't have a leg to stand on if a driver is charged with passing on the right.






-traffic is already an issue on Pine Dr, towards Maple and Mt Edward. The developers claim that this will not
worsen is wrong with a minimum of 41-60+ new cars travelling at least once a day. Accidents, or near misses,
are common at present.

-this is not a dormant community, and will continue to be vibrant as the seniors that live there age in place
(with minimal help from the province and City through established programs). Once they move out, younger
families will flock to move in. The seniors that live in that area will NOT move into this apartment building
which they are fighting against, thereby negatively affecting the community.

-the proposal does not fit in visually or esthetically into the neighbourhood. It does not address environmental
concerns either.

-the developer was not transparent in the photos presented, did not know details of the proposal when asked
and was unable to answer questions completely. Why then would the Commission and Council even be able to
properly look at the incomplete application?

Further Questions:

This proposal is hinging on a need for seniors friendly housing, which there is not a proven need for in this
community. Where is the research to back up this claim?

The developer mentioned other “successful” builds nearby, what is the definition of successful? For the
community or the developer? Have studies been done by the developer on traffic flow and local residents
feelings about the builds? All of these examples were also 3 storeys only, which is NOT what is being
proposed. This is a misleading argument. Please request appropriate further information.

The underground Parking being proposed does not meet the needs of the proposal and so the 41 units should
not be allowed as an extension of lot square footage related to Apt numbers. Underground parking is a red
herring, trying to fool the Commission and to conceal the outdoor parking that would also be needed.

What is the developer providing in terms of green outdoor space for Apt residents? What is the size of the
possible “Public Area”? And do these meet Beautification and Environmental concerns for the City of
Charlottetown? Shouldn’t this be addressed before any decision is made?

Why would the developer not provide accurate information of how this building would fit into the community
visually? Is it because they know it does not fit? How could the commission be able to make a decision without

this info?

Lastly, the owners, Bevan family, do not do appropriate upkeep on their building that is present now. They
have been known to delay repairs extensively. They obviously have the money to build new. The present
structure is not kept up well now, how can we trust that they are going to do better in the future?

There are better ways to address housing shortages in an established community while protecting beautiful
neighbourhoods, addressing environmental concerns and building communities than proposing to erect a four
story building in a community that doesn’t want it; a building that doesn’t meet all bylaws and standards and
is being proposed based on an error which should be corrected (not compounded). Improving and helping to
build beautiful and sustainable neighbourhoods is one of the goals of Charlottetown and should not be swept
aside for the financial needs of a developer.

Thank you,



Hara Kempton
Resident of Charlotteown










































Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.









Kari Kruse
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Development Context

The subject properties are located at 178 Lower Malpeque Road. To the north is land zoned
institutional and R-15 {Single Detached Residential). To the east is a Maritime Electric utility
easement and land zoned C-2 Highway commercial. To the south is the Charlottetown Arterial
Highway with R-1L zoned land on the opposite side of the highway and to the west is Low Density
Residential zoned land designated R-1L, R-1S and R-2S.

ANALYSIS:
This is an application to rezone approximately 24.19 acres of land located north of the

Charlottetown Arterial Highway. The land is currently zoned R-1S (Low Density Residential) and
the applicant is proposing to rezone the land to C-2 (Highway Commercial) to expand a retail
shopping centre. The subject property abuts existing low density residential development. A
watercourse (part of the Ellen’s Creek Watershed) separates the subject property from the
existing low density developed land. The applicant has provided a site plan of the proposed
development showing approximately 136,000.00 sq. ft. of retail space on the subject property. If
the property were rezoned to Highway Commercial the overall total retail space within the
shopping centre would be approximately 475, 000 sq. ft. plus a storage facility, bank, office space,

and multi-unit residential.

The site plans shows a series of internal private streets within the development. The primary
access to the site is Daniel Drive located off of Malpeque Road. Daniel Drive was a private road
but has recently been taken over by the City as a public road. There is also a small portion of
Minna Jane Drive that is public. However the balance of roads will be privately maintained. The
development has a signalized intersection on Malpeque Road that is controlled by the Province.
The site plan also shows two additional accesses/egress to the site. 1) A right out only off ramp
from the development to the arterial highway and 2) a road marked as new road leading from

the shopping centre to Sherwood Road.

The arterial highway is a Provincial road and therefore is regulated by the Provincial Department
of Transportation and Infrastructure Renewal (TIR). The applicant has provided a copy of a
technical memo on traffic from WSP Canada to accompany their application. This technical
memo was submitted to PEI Department of Transportation, Infrastructure and Energy.
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Staff consulted with the Department of TIR regarding this proposed off ramp and the applicant
has provided a letter from the Minister representing the Provincial Department of TIR confirming
that, “a right out only access onto the arterial highway will be permitted subject to the conditions
of the letter written by the Minister dated February 1, 2020 and the design alternatives as
outlined in WSP’s report dated January 22, 2020”.

The new road access shown to Sherwood Road is not located where there is low density
residential development. This portion of Sherwood Road is zoned for commercial and industrial
development. However, it is located within approximately 650 feet of the intersection of
Malpeque Road and Sherwood Road therefore; staff would recommend that a traffic study be
completed to determine the effects this access may have on the signalized intersection. Also,
further west along Sherwood Road near Lower Malpeque Road is low density residential
development. The traffic assessment should also consider impacts on the intersection of

Sherwood Road and Lower Malpeque Road.

An easement/land owned by Maritime Electric separates the subject property from the existing
C-2 zoned shopping center. The easement is approximately 100 ft. in width and contains a power
line corridor. The easement currently provides a separation and defines a boundary between the
existing C-2 zoned land that forms part of the shopping centre and the subject property. Staff
spoke to Maritime Electric in the summer of 2019 to determine if they granted approval for the
applicant to cross the powerline easement with access roads. At that time Maritime Electric
indicated that the applicant has not approached them to seek approval. They indicated there
would be a process for the applicant to go through to seek approval. Maritime Electric also
indicated that if they allowed them to cross the easement more than likely it would result in
infrastructure having to be moved at a significant cost to the applicant. A further update from
the applicant has not been provided to staff on this matter. Staff would also note that if Maritime
Electric chooses to not allow access across their land then the only access to the subject parcels
would be from Lower Malpeque Road through a low density residential neighbourhood. Staff
does not support funneling traffic from an intensive commercial development through a low

density residential neighbourhood.

A portion of Ellen’s Creek watershed backs onto this proposed commercial development. The
applicant has shown a 100 ft. landscape buffer along Elien’s Creek. A minimum 75 ft. bufferis
required by Provincial standards therefore the proposed buffer exceeds this requirement by 25%.
Ellen’s Creek Watershed Management group has done a significant amount of work in
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maintaining this watershed over the years. If development were to occur adjacent to this
watercourse an engineered storm water management plan for the entire subdivision would have
to be provided to ensure that damage is not incurred to the water shed by storm water runoff. It
is possible that such a development would be subject to an environmental impact assessment as
per Provincial requirements. It is unclear at this time if the Provincial Department of
Environment has been consulted regarding this proposal.

Commercial and industrial development has been designated along Malpeque Road. The subject
properties were designated as Low Density Residential on the Future Land Use Map in 1999 and
remain this land use to present day. The low density residential land is currently separated from
the commercial zoned land in the Royalty Power Centre by the 100 ft. powerline easement
owned by Maritime Electric. If these parcels were rezoned to C-2 there essentially would be the
same separation with the new buffer along Ellen’s Creek between the commercial development
and the existing residential development along Lower Malpeque Road as there would be using
the Maritime Electric easement as a buffer between the commercial and potential future
residential development if these parcels were to remain R-1S. Therefore, if rezoned the location
of adjacent land uses will not change but will shift westward toward existing built dwellings.
Allowing commercial development of this nature to shift westward closer to existing low density
residential development may raise concerns from the residents of this residential

neighbourhood.

The Board may also consider that development began on the Royalty Power Centre in the early to
mid 2000s. Approximately 1/3 of the land has been developed to date. The balance still remains
vacant. Given that land within this shopping centre is not currently “built out” it may be
considered premature to rezone these properties at this time.

Staff has examined sections of the Official Plan and the Official Plan supports a major commercial
suburban centre to be located in the area around the Charlottetown Mall and Buchanan Drive
area. Although the Official Plan was originally adopted in 1999 the area around the
Charlottetown Mall continues to grow northward toward John Yeo Drive and the Royalty Power
Centre. The Official Plan does not support scattered commercial development throughout the

City.
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There are various sections of the Official Plan that apply to this proposal (see below)

The Environment for Change

One of the primary thrusts of the CHARLOTTETOWN PLAN is to promote efficient growth and
development, and compact urban form. The designations of the major commercial suburban
centre and the suburban neighbourhood commercial centre are designed to reduce the land-use
conflicts which arise from scattered commercial development throughout the City, and to
encourage the establishment of a mixed-use centre which will serve the needs of residents in
Charlottetown’s suburban and rural neighbourhoods.

Section 4 Encouraging Prosperity:
4. Our objective is to ensure that economic development is focused in those areas of the City
where it will provide long-term benefit as well as result in optimal use of our physical and financial

resources.

. Our policy shall be to establish commercial and industrial fand-use categories in which
specific types of activities will be permitted. The boundaries of these zones will generally be
established in accordance with previous or projected land-use patterns, the City’s policy to
promote compact urban form, the ability of the location to support the use and/or provide
necessary services, as welf as the need to address the various land-use requirements of our
commercial and industrial sectors.

4.3 Creating Suburban Centres

Given the size and established nature of the Charlottetown Mall, the developing Wal-Mart site
and the lands in that vicinity yet to be developed, this plan recognizes the importance of the area
as a defined suburban commercial centre with a regional focus. While the downtown core will
continue to remain as the principal focus of commercial and institutional growth and
development in Charlottetown, the Charlottetown Mall and surrounding lands will continue to
develop as a mixed-use area supporting a range of commercial, institutional, and residential
facilities. The Charlottetown Mall/Wal-Mart suburban centre as shown on the Future Land-Use
Mop will require concept plans.
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Given that development along Lower Malpeque Road is low density residential staff does have
concerns with allowing commercial development of this intensity to expand west from Malpeque
Road toward Ellen’s Creek into land that is designated for future low density residential
development. The Official Plan supports efficient growth and development, and compact urban
form and looks to direct commercial development toward a suburban centre that is designed to
reduce land use conflicts with low density residential development.

The subject properties were designated under the Official Plan as an area for residential growth
and at the time were not intended for commercial development.

Conversely Charlottetown has seen in recent years increased expansion of economic growth and
demand for specific retail services to accommodate the growth that is occurring within our City.
If this commercial development were permitted to expand westward Ellen’s Creek and the
adjoining buffer zone would provide a separation between the commercial uses in the Royalty
Power Centre and the residential development on Lower Malpeque Road.

Therefore, it may be appropriate to refer this application to public consultation to gauge the
public’s opinion. However, it is staff's view that before advancing to public consultation some
additional information should be provided so the public and Council are able to make an

informed decision.

Without an environmental impact assessment it is unclear about the impacts the expansion of
this development may have on the Ellen’s Creek watershed. The Provincial Department of
Environment and the Ellen’s Creek Watershed Group should be consulted to determine the level
of review required. As well the site plan shows streets crossing the Maritime Electric easement
that separates the Royalty Power Centre from the subject properties. The applicant has not
provided confirmation to the City that Maritime Electric will permit the applicant to build streets
over their land. If access is not granted to the applicant over Maritime Electric land than the only
means of accessing the subject properties is through the residential subdivision on Lower
Malpeque Road. This would not be supported by staff. A traffic impact assessment should also
be provided for the access onto Sherwood Road addressing any effects the development may
have on the intersection of Sherwood Road and Malpeque Road and the intersection of
Sherwood Road and Lower Malpeque Road.
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It is staff’s view that these issues have to be resolved prior to this application proceeding to

public consultation.

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

Positives

The proposal would provide
additional tax dollars to the
municipality.

The proposal may attract retailers
that are not otherwise currently
available within this market area
thus providing additional services
and products to the residents.
The proposal makes the highest
efficient use of existing
underground services.

Neutral

The existing Maritime Electric
Easement provides a buffer
between the C-2 Highway
Commercial development and the
R-1S Low Density Residential
development.

The new environmental buffer
would provide the same separation
between the current residential
uses as the Maritime Electric
easement and future residential
dwellings.

An egress from the site has been
approved by the Province onto the
Charlottetown Arterial Highway.

Shortcomings

There is still vacant land within
the Royalty Power Centre. This
may be considered premature
development.

Concerns surrounding impacts
this development may have on
the watershed. Destruction of
habitat and surface water runoff
from parking lots.

There may be concerns from
area residents about
incompattbility of land use with
neighbouring low density
residential development.
Maritime Electric has not
indicated whether they will
grant access over their
easement to the subject

properties.

CONCLUSION:

Therefore, the Planning & Heritage Department encourages Planning Board to recommend to
defer the request to proceed to public consultation for the application to amend the Future Land
Use map from Low Density Residential to Commercial and to rezone the properties located at
178 Lower Malpeque Road form R-1S to C-2 Highway Commercial PID #'s 444687, 388439 &
388389 until access over the Maritime Electric land is granted and a legal agreement signed
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A building permit was then issued on January 20, 2020 for Phase | — site & foundation for a 38-
unit apartment dwelling being constructed on the vacant property.

Request
On February 4, 2020, a variance application was submitted to increase the maximum building

height of the proposed 38-unit apartment dwelling to approximately 59.0 ft.

Development Context
The existing vacant property is located on St. Peter’s Road between Falconwood Drive and

Woodward Drive. The subject property is adjacent to the former Leon’s Furniture and across the
street from Vogue Optical / Scotiabank. The subject property also abuts two properties to the
south which each contain 2-unit dwellings. All properties in this block are either located in the
Mixed-Use Corridor {(MUC) Zone or the Highway Commercial {C-2) Zone.

LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS:

Notification
In accordance with Section 3.9.3 of the Zoning & Development By-law, notice of the Planning

Board meeting regarding this application was sent to owners of property within 100 metres
(328.1 ft} of the subject property on February 6, 2020 soliciting their written comments for or
against the proposed variance. The deadline to submit written comments on the application was
Monday, February 24, 2020.

Public Feedback
The Planning & Heritage Department received one (1} letter of support and one (1) letter of

opposition.

The letter of support was from the adjacent property owner to the north which indicated that !
“have no objection to the request for the increase height variance. 9 ft ceilings are common place
now and will only provide a nicer apartment for the tenants.”

The letter of opposition was from the adjacent property owner who owns the two abutting
properties to the south who indicated that the reasons for this opposition are as follows:
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(1) it appears to me that the construction was granted to do the apartment building bring
49.2 feet by rules and regulations. | think that this suggested that you change the rules
and regulations. | think that this is wrong.

The applicant submitted a Building & Development Permit application for the site and foundation
work for a 38-unit apartment dwelling on December 24, 2019. At the time, professional drawings
were submitted for the site work and foundation; however, only concept plans were submitted
for the remainder of the building.

Staff sent an email to the applicant on December 9, 2019 following a review of the concept plans
which indicated that the maximum building height is 49.2 ft but “The submitted plans illustrate a
building height of 49.5 ft from the bottom of the main floor to the top of the parapet. The height
is calculated from the average finished grade to the height point of the roof surface in the case of
a flat roof. The parapet can be excluded but we would need scaled drawings of all four elevations
to determine the average building height of the proposed building.”

In light of the foregoing, the applicant likely would be able to achieve the maximum average
building height of 49.2 ft with 8 ft ceilings; however, has elected to apply for a variance to
provide 9 ft ceilings to the tenants.

(2) 1 can not understand the Mathematical values, i.e.: if you increase the height from 8 feet
to 9 feet for a 5 story building, this is an increase of 5 feet, not the 10 feet requested. The
thickness of each floor remains constant. The height of the ceiling in my own home, is not

quite 8 feet.

The maximum building height in the Mixed-Use Corridor {(MUC) Zone is 49.2 ft. That being said,
the definition of height means the verticol distance meosured from average finished Grade to the
highest point of the roof surface in the case of a Flat Roof, or the ridge af a goble, hip, or gambrel
roof, and excluding such Structures os antennas, municipal water storage tanks, skylights,
cupolas, elevator penthouses, mechanical penthouses, solar panels, chimneys, silos, smoke stacks,
steeples and spires. Therefore, the average building height of a building may meet the average
building height of 49.2 ft even though the building is taller than 49.2 ft at the highest point.

In this circumstance, the applicant have indicated that the average building height of the
proposed 38-unit apartment dwelling is 57.0 ft while the highest point of the building will be 59.0
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ft. In the absence of elevations drawings that can be scaled by staff to confirm the building
height, staff have elected to apply the variance to 59.0 ft to avoid any issues at the time that the
architectural elevation drawings are submitted to staff for approval.

Finally, the applicants also indicated that they would be looking at adjusting the grades of the
property slightly so it is difficult to provide a detailed response justifying the increase from an
average of 49.2 ft to an average of 57 ft without knowing the proposed change in grades.

(3) | don’t know the square footage of each apartment but let’s say 1000 sq. ft., so with one
extra foot of height, there is going to be 1000 cu. ft. of extra volume. Thot will have to be
heated during the winter months and the same volume will have to be cooled during the
hot summer days. As you can understand this is a complete waste of ENERGY.

(4) You have not explained how this new proposed height of 59 feet is going to compare to
the height of the surrounding buildings. If the building is extra height, therefore, the
proposed new height would be out of balance with the neighboring apartments, buildings,

homes and / or properties.

It is difficult to determine the exact height of the surrounding buildings; however, using
Pictometry it appears as though the apartment dwellings along Falconwood Drive and Lions Court
are between 28 ft and 32 ft while the warehouse for the former Leon’s Furniture is approximately
35 ft.

(5) Another question is how this extra height will affect the sunlight reaching the other
apartments, buildings, homes, and / or properties.

ANALYSIS:

When an applicant submits building plans which appear to adhere to the height requirements of
the Zoning & Development By-law, it is difficult for staff to justify the additional height being
requested; however, approving a variance to allow an apartment dwelling above the maximum
building height of 49.2 ft has occurred on a number of occasions in the past few years:

e March 13, 2017 — 300 Capital Drive — site specific amendment to 73.00 ft in height {hotel)
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October 10, 2017 — 197 Malpeque Road — variance to 65.25 ft in height (apartment
dwelling)

e April 9, 2018 — 494 Queen Street — variance to 74.00 ft in height (apartment dwelling}
s April 8 2019 — 197 Minna Jane Drive — variance to 69.75 ft in height (apartment dwelling)

+ December 9, 2019 — Lot 2014-6 Towers Road — CDA amendment to 62.00 ft in height
{apartment dwelling)

The request for an additional 10 ft in building height could be considered a minor request when
considering that other apartment dwellings which have received larger variances in the past and
the subject property is located near additional apartment dwellings and commercial

development.

Arterial roads by nature are generally categorized as high capacity urban roads. Their primary
function would be to deliver traffic from collector roads to the by-pass or highways at the highest
level of service possible. Arterial roads typically contain higher densities than collector or local
streets but generaily have less access points for residential development. In addition, higher
densities should be located along bus routes. The bus runs down Gordon Drive which is

approximately 200m from the subject property.

Official Plan

Constructing a 38-unit apartment dwelling on the vacant property would be categorized as
compact urban form and would maximize the use of existing underground services near centres
of employement. Because of this, the following objectives of the Official Plan would be satisfied:

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

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to use existing underground services to its fullest
practical capacity before public funds are used to extend new water and wastewater
lines into areas that are essentially undeveloped.
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Section 3.3.1 - Our objective is to encourage development in fully serviced areas of
the City, to promote settlement and neighbourhood policies as mechanisms for directing
the focation of new housing, and to encourage new residential devefopment near centres

of employment.

Further, the Official Plan promotes moderately higher densities in neighbourhoods which are
harmonious and do not adversely affect existing low density housing:

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to allow moderately higher densities in
neighbourhoods, ... and multiple-family dwellings in suburban centres and around these
centres provided it is development at a density that will not adversely affect existing low
density housing.

Section 3.2.1 - Our objective is to preserve the built form and density of Charlottetown’s
existing neighbourhoods, and to ensure that new development is harmonious with its
surroundings

Section 3.2.1 - Our policy shall be to ensure that the footprint, height, massing, and
setbacks of new residential, commercial, and institutional development in existing
neighbourhoods are physically related to its surroundings.

Section 3.2.1 - Our policy shall be to establish an appropriate relationship between the
height and density of all new development in mixed-use residential areas of existing
neighbourhoods.

Section 3.2.2 - Our policy shall be to ... permit multiple unit developments in suburban
areas provided that it is development at a density which will not unduly adversely affect
existing low density housing.

The proposed development is located in an employment centre which contains a mix of
residential and commercial uses. The proposed apartment dwelling would be out of scale in
comparison to the two (2} low density residential dwellings to the south; however, those
properties are located in the Mixed-Use Corridor (MUC) Zone which would allow an apartment
dwelling to be constructed should the properties have 82 ft of lot frontage. While 126 St. Peter’s
Road (PID #278143) may be undersized for an apartment dwelling, 124 St. Peter’s Road has a lot
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area of approximately 73,000 sq ft which would allow for 59 residential dwelling units to be
constructed without any bonuses {underground parking or affordable housing) being applied.

Currently there is a demand for dwelling units in the City of Charlottetown and this development

would help to help to satisfy this demand:

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

housing needs.
The Official Plan supports in-fill development through flexible zoning provisions {i.e., variances):

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to encourage in-fill development through public land
assembly initiatives, flexible zoning provisions and the reduction or waiver of
development fees for small or irregularly shaped lots and, when warranted, the use of
tax incentives within fully serviced areas of the City.

Finally, medium density residential is encouraged along St. Peter’s Road between the Sherwood
Shopping Center and the CN Rail Corridor which would be applicable in this instance:

Section 4.4.1. - Our policy shall be to allow incremental growth of medium sized highway
commercial, medium density residential, and residential uses along both sides of St.
Peter’s Road between the Sherwood Shopping Centre and the CN Rail corridor.

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

shortcomings:

Positives Neutral Shortcomings
* The subject property is = A number of apartment ® Is not compatible with
located on an arterial street dwellings have received adjacent two (2) unit
within 200m of the bus height variances in the dwellings; notwithstanding,
route. previous three (3) years. they are located in the MUC
* The subject property is near = Currently a demand for Zone which would also
centres of employment. dwelling units in the City allow for an apartment

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

e Reduce the minimum side yard setback for a fire escape abutting 21-23 Prince Street (PID
#336008) from 3.9 ft to approximately 0.00 ft subject to the entire fire escape including
the stairs being located entirely on 152 King Street (PID #336024)

in order to construct a four {4) unit apartment dwelling on the vacant property located at 152
King Street (PID #336024).

BACKGROUND:

Request
The property owners, David & Lucas Arsenault and Andrew Harding, have made an application to

for six {6) variances in order to construct a four (4) unit apartment building on the vacant
property located at 21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008). The subject property is located in the
Downtown Neighbourhood {DN) Zone and the six {6) variances include:

e Request to reduce the minimum lot frontage from 65.6 ft to approximately 48.17 ft.

e Request to reduce the minimum front vard setback abutting the King Street right-of-way
from approximately 2.61 ft to 0.00 ft.

® Request to reduce the minimum side yard setback abutting 142-144 King Street (PID
#336032) from 6.0 ft to approximately 2.50 ft.

e Request to reduce the minimum side yard setback abutting 27 Prince Street (PID
#336016) from 6.0 ft to approximately 2.67 ft.

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

e Request to reduce the minimum side yard setback for a fire escape abutting 21-23 Prince
Street (PID #336008) from 3.9 ft to approximately 0.00 ft.

Development Context
The surrounding neighbourhood contains a mix of residential and commercial buildings located in

the Downtown Neighbourhood (DN) Zone as well as the Downtown Mixed-Use Neighbourhood
(DMUN) Zone. The abutting properties include a semi-detached dwelling at 142-144 King Street
(PID #336032), a single-detached dwelling at 27 Prince Street (PID #336016), and a 5-unit
apartment dwelling at 21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008). Eat & Enjoy Restaurant is also located
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at 35 Prince Street (PID #337089) while Water Prince Corner Shop is located at 139 Water Street
{(PID #335984).

Property History
A Zoning Inquiry was completed in January 2017 when the property was recently purchased

which stated that:

The property is located in the Downtawn Neighbourhood (DN) Zone and the uses and
regulations of the DN Zone are attached. We have no building permit records for this
property. Any future development on this property will be subject to meeting all City of
Charlottetown Bylaws or Codes. Further, the property is located in the Heritage
Preservation Area and as such, must comply with the regulations relating to the 500 Lot

Area.

The applicants requested to subdivide a portion of 21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008) in order to
consolidate it with 152 King Street (PID #336024). In light of the fact that this application involves
a subdivision of the designated heritage resource located at 21-23 Prince Street {PID #336008),
the request went to the Heritage Board on January 27, 2020. At the meeting, the following

motion was passed:

Moved and seconded that the application to subdivide the rear portion of 21-23 Prince
Street (PID# 336008), subject to the proposed development meeting Design Review and all
other Planning requirements, be approved.

Finally, Charlottetown City Council passed the following resolution at the monthly meeting of
Council held on Monday, February 10, 2020:

That the request to consolidate the vacant lot at 152 King Street (PID #336024) with a
portion of 21-23 Prince Street (PID #336008) in order to construct a residential apartment
building at 152 King Street, be approved, subject to the terms and conditions as outlined in
the Planning Board Minutes dated February 03, 2020.

The terms and conditions from the Planning Board minutes include:
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including the Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area and the criteria for evaluation for Design

Review.
Natianal Building Code

Due to the proximity of the propose building to the adjacent property lines, staff forwarded the
plans to the Building Inspector who indicated that:

1- The building would be less than 1.20m to the property line on 3 sides and there would be
permitted 0% of openings on these sides (Front would face street and would be
accepted.) Opening can be protected with Fire Closures.

2- The Exterior walls would have to be non-combustible construction with non-combustible
cladding (Front would be exempt)

3- Any projections as such balcony would be required to be non-combustible if within 1.2m of
property line.

4- The exit stairs serving the back upstairs suite would not be accepted as it is the main
means of exit to the outside and ways from the property. Your exit stairs cannot be

located on adjacent property.
5- There may be other items not discussed at this time, but unit we receive a full set of

stamped plans, | cannot comment further.

In light of the comments above, staff would suggest the following changes be made to the

proposed variances:

Proposed Variance Recommended Variance

Side Yard Setback (Building)
approx. 2.50 ft 4.00 ft
abutting 142-144 King Street
Side Yard Setback (Building)
approx. 2.67 ft 4.00 ft
abutting 27 Prince Street
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Official Plan

Constructing a 4-unit apartment dwelling on the vacant property with the approval of a number
of variances for setbacks and density would be categorized as compact urban form and would
maximize the use of existing underground services near centres of employment. Because of this,
the following objectives of the Official Plan would be satisfied:

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

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to use existing underground services to its fullest
practical capacity before public funds are used to extend new water and wastewater lines

into areas that are essentially undeveloped.

Section 3.3.1 - Our objective is to encourage development in fully serviced areas of
the City, to promote settlement and neighbourhood policies as mechanisms for directing
the location of new housing, and to encourage new residential development near centres

of employment.

Notwithstanding, the development must be harmonious with its surroundings. The purpose of
the Design Review process is to ensure that the Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area are

satisfied.

Section 3.2.1 - Our objective is to preserve the built form and density of Charlottetown’s
existing neighbourhoods, and to ensure that new development is harmonious with its

surroundings

Section 3.2.1 - Our policy shall be to ensure that the footprint, height, massing, and
setbacks of new residential, commercial, and institutional development in existing
neighbourhoods are physically related to its surroundings.

Section 3.2.1 - Our policy shall be to establish an appropriate relationship between the
height and density of all new development in mixed-use residential areas of existing

neighbourhoods.

Section 3.2.2 - Our policy shall be to permit moderately higher densities in new
neighbourhoods and ... to make provision for higher density residential projects located in
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the Downtown Core Area and the Waterfront (located in the 500 Lot Area) and to permit
multiple unit developments in suburban areas provided that it is development at a density

which will not unduly adversely affect existing low density housing.

Currently there is a demand for dwelling units in the City of Charlottetown and this development
would help to help to satisfy this demand.

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

housing needs.

The Official Plan supports in-fill development through flexible zoning provisions {i.e., variances).

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to encourage in-fill development through public land
assembly initiatives, flexible zoning provisions ond the reduction or waiver of
development fees for small or irregularly shaped lots and, when warranted, the use of
tax incentives within fully serviced areas of the City.

shortcomings:

Positives

The subject property is
located in the 500 Lot Area
near centres of
employment.

The proposed apartment
dwelling is compact urban
form.

The proposed apartment
dwelling is an efficient use
of existing underground
services.

The proposed apartment
dwelling will have to follow
the Design Review process

Neutral

Currently a demand for
dwelling units in the City of
Charlottetown.

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

Shortcomings

The request for six (6)
variances can be seen as
excessive as the only
setback it is conforming
to is the rear —also
conforms to the height.
Notwithstanding, the
subject property is
located in the 500 Lot
Area where most
buildings do not comply
with current sethack
requirements.
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Drive (PID #463841). The purpose of the variance is to construct a 97-unit apartment dwelling
with underground parking.

Development Context

The subject property abuts three streets — Minna Jane Drive (Private), Daniel Drive, and
Malpeque Road. The subject property and adjacent development is bordered by Maritime
Electric property and the Charlottetown Arterial Highway.

Within the development area identified above, a 60-unit apartment building is located at 215
Minna Jane Drive and it is anticipated that an additional 60-unit apartment building will be
constructed at 219 Minna Jane Drive. The rest of the surrounding lands identified above is being

used for commercial establishments.

Property History
A building permit was issued on October 12, 2007 to renovate the existing building to be used as
a professional office space (i.e., dentist office). The rest of the property has remained vacant.

Charlottetown City Council passed the following resolution at the monthly meeting of Council
held on Monday, April 8, 2019:

That the request to:

1. Amend Appendix “A” - Future Land Use Map of the Official Plan from Concept
Planning Area to Commercial;

2. Amend Appendix “G” - Zoning Map of the Zoning & Development Bylaw from
Comprehensive Development Area (CDA) Zone to the Highway Commercial (C-2) Zone;
and

3. Increase the maximum height for an apartment dwelling in the C-2 Zone from 15.0m
(49.2ft) to approximately 21.26m (69.75 ft),

for the property at 197 Minna Jane Drive (PID #469841), be approved, subject to the existing
access between the Dental Office and the lower parking lot be removed as per the
Department of Transportation regulations.
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LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS:

Notification

In accordance with Section 3.9.3 of the Zoning & Development By-law, notice of the Planning
Board meeting regarding this application was sent to owners of property within 100 metres
(328.1 ft) of the subject property on February 6, 2020 which solicited their written comments for
or against the proposed variance. The deadline to submit written comments on the application
was Monday, February 24, 2020.

Public Feedback
The Planning & Heritage Department received 10 responses in opposition, one (1) petition

containing 74 signatures, and two (2) responses in relation to the proposed access onto the

private street, Minna Jane Drive.

Two (2) responses were received from APM in relation to the proposed access onto Minna Jane
Drive which is a private street. The proposed development proposes an access onto Minna Jane
Drive as well as an access onto Daniel Drive which is a public street. The concerns from APM were
brought to the attention of the applicant and staff has been made aware of the ongoing
discussions between the two parties. Whether or not the proposed development will have to be
amended to remove the access onto Minna Jane Drive, the proposed development has an access
onto Daniel Drive which would be permitted.

While the full letters of opposition are attached to this report, the opposition stated from the

public is summarized as follows:

Construction of a Five (5) Story Building / Proximity to Adjacent Apartment Dwelling

“five stories of another building built so close to us would totolly block not only the view
but the sunlight and privacy of both buildings”

Charlottetown City Council passed a resolution on Monday, April 8, 2019 to allow the
construction of a 69.75 ft apartment dwelling on the subject property. With this approval, the
applications are permitted to construct an apartment dwelling which is 69.75 ft in height;
however, they are proposing to decrease the proposed height and in doing so, increase the
building footprint. The purpose of the current variance is not for height or setbacks, rather
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density. The applicant would be permitted to construct the proposed building as-of-right if the
number of tenants were reduced.

“those on the south side will be able to share meals and the Guardian by way af their

balcony with the new neighbours”
The proposed apartment building is setback approximately 76’ 3” from the shared property line
with 215 Minna Jane Drive (PID #1095678). The existing apartment dwelling is set back

approximately an additional 28 ft from said property line.

Sufficient Parking / Limited Landscaped Open Space

The request is to construct a 97 unit apartment dwelling which would require 97 standard
parking spaces and four (4) mobility disabled parking spaces to be provided on the property. The
applicants are proposing 60 standard parking spaces to be provided underground and 77
standard parking spaces above ground. While sufficient parking is provided, some of the standard
parking spaces would have to be converted into mobility disabled parking spaces.

“the outdoor area is sparse, but we deal with it and cannot give up green space”
The applicants will be required retain 10% of the property as landscaped open space. Due to the
fact that the property is currently vacant does not establish it as landscaped open space, it is

private property which is permitted to be developed.

Increase in Traffic

“the traffic alone from the tenants of this new building would present a real problem
especially when there are several new retail businesses coming into the area”

The proposed apartment dwelling will increase the traffic at the Daniel Drive intersection and if
so desired, Council may wish to make the proposed variance contingent on a traffic study being
completed. That being said, the master plan for Minna Jane Drive (PID #388280) would likely
increase the traffic demand on the intersection significantly more than the proposed apartment

dwelling.
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Significance of Variance Reguest

“never have | seen more of a needed decrease in lot size to construct such a big building on

such a small lot”

“such blatant disregard for the rules that other developers must live within is not

acceptable”

“once an exception is made to alfow such a variance, from 146,179 sq ft to approximately
91,469 sq ft, how can other developers be denied”

Staff concur that the proposed variance is significant and may set a precedent for additional

developments to seek similar variances.

Staff has determined that there are two options which would reduce the variance requested for

this property:

1. The applicants are proposing to subdivide the subject property - Lot 20-1 (91,469 sq ft)
would contain the proposed apartment dwelling while the existing dental office would
remain on Lot 20-2 (34,038 sq ft). If the applicants elected to keep the property as one
parcel and divide the buildings through a condo association, the total lot area of the
property would increase from 91,469 sq ft to 125,507 sq ft resufting in a 14.1% variance
instead of a 37.4% variance.

2. As per Section 43.4.1. of the Zoning & Development By-law, where underground parking
is located under the main footprint of the building, the density of units permitted on the
property would be increased by 20%. That being said, 75% of the required parking must
be located underground in order to receive this density bonus.

The proposed property being 91,469 sq ft would allow for 61 residential units without the
density bonus and 73 residential dwelling units with the underground parking. The
required parking for a 97 unit apartment dwelling would be 97 standard parking spaces
and four (4) mobility disabled parking spaces, meaning 76 parking spaces would have to
be located underground. The applicants are only proposing 60 parking spaces
underground, making them illegible for the density increase.
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If the additional parking spaces can be provided underground, then the 20% density
increase (61 unit to 73 units} would be permitted. Subsequently the required lot area for
the additional 24 residential dwelling units would be 36,168 sq ft resulting in a 24.7%

variance instead of a 37.4% variance.

ANALYSIS:

Malpeque Road would be categorized as an arterial road or highway. Arterial roads by nature are
generally categorized as high capacity urban roads. Their primary function would be to deliver
traffic from collector roads to the by-pass or highways at the highest level of service possible.
Arterial roads typically contain higher densities than collector or local streets but generally have

less access points for residential development.

Official Plan

Constructing a 97-unit apartment dwelling on the vacant property would be categorized as
compact urban form and would maximize the use of existing underground services near centres
of employment. Because of this, the following objectives of the Official Plan would be satisfied:

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

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to use existing underground services to its fullest
practical capacity before public funds are used to extend new water and wastewater
lines into areas that are essentially undeveloped.

Section 3.3.1 - Our objective is to encourage development in fully serviced areas of
the City, to promote settlement and neighbourhood policies as mechanisms for directing
the locotion of new housing, and to encourage new residential development near centres

of employment.

Further, the Official Plan promotes moderately higher densities in neighbourhoods which are
harmonious and do not adversely affect existing low density housing:
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Section 3.1.2 - Our policy sholl be to allow moderately higher densities in
neighbourhoods, ... and multiple-fomily dwellings in suburban centres and oround these
centres provided it is development at a density thot will not adversely affect existing low

density housing.

Section 3.2.1 - Our objective is to preserve the built form and density of Chorlottetown’s
existing neighbourhoods, and to ensure thot new development is harmonious with its
surroundings

Section 3.2.1 - Our policy shall be to ensure thot the footprint, height, mossing, and
setbocks of new residentiol, commercial, ond institutional development in existing
neighbourhoods are physically related to its surroundings.

Section 3.2.1 - Our policy shalf be to establish an appropriate relationship between the
height and density of all new development in mixed-use residential areas of existing

neighbourhoods.

Section 3.2.2 - Our policy shall be to ... permit multiple unit developments in suburban
areas provided that it is development at a density which will not unduly odversely offect

existing low density housing.

While there are no low density residential development in the area, this development would be
categorized as high density which would be compatible with commercial development and other

apartment dwellings.

Currently there is a demand for dwelling units in the City of Charlottetown and this development

would help to help to satisfy this demand:

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

housing needs.
The Official Plan supports in-fill development through flexible zoning provisions (i.e., variances):

Section 3.1.2 - Our policy shall be to encouroge in-fill development through public lond
assembly initiatives, flexible zoning provisions and the reduction or woiver of
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development fees for small or irregularly shaped lots and, when warranted, the use of

tax incentives within fully serviced areas of the City.

Notwithstanding, the proposed variance is significant and may exceed “flexible zoning

provisions.”

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

shortcomings:

Positives Neutral

Shortcomings

=  The subject propertyis near = While the building is above = Significant variance

centres of employment. the maximum building request which would set

= The proposed apartment height for the C-2 Zone, it is a precedent for the
dwelling is compact urban lower than the approved development of other
form. variance. apartment dwellings.

®= The proposed apartment = The density bonus for
dwelling is an efficient use underground parking is
of existing underground not being satisfied.
services. = The significant variance

request is due to the

proposed subdivision by

the applicant.

CONCLUSION:

The Planning & Heritage Department encourages Planning Board to recommend to Council to
reject the request to decrease the required iot area from 146,179 sq ft to approximately 91,469
sq ft in order to construct a five storey, 97-unit apartment dwelling with underground parking at

197 Minna Jane Drive (PID #469841).

Notwithstanding, staff would be in a position to support a variance to the required lot area if:
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City of Charlottetown Planning & Heritage Department
Re-Zoning property located at 197 Minna Jane Drive

PID 469841

To whom it may concern:

First of all | want to state that | am a developer and sympathize with other developers who find
themselves needing a slight variance to make a project work. | myself have been in before with
needing a small variance on heights, especially concerning the 4™ floor of a building.

This 4™ floor allows more green space and allows the developer to build an attractive building
without impacting surroundings. | feel this should be a ‘standard’ not an exception now that
Charlottetown and all of PEl is growing as it has.

After saying this | also strongly feel that we have a required lot size for a reason. In our frantic
attempt to catch up with our much needed housing, more and more requests requiring a
variance of an ever increasing amount are coming through.

Concerning 197 Minna Jane Drive ( PID 469841 ) never have | seen more of a needed decrease
in lot size to construct such a big building on such a smail lot! This | am not in favor of at all! |
could see a few %’s or even 10% max, but this is something like 60% allowance. Unacceptable!!

When this rush to build anywhere, at any size on any lot has subsided, how is the City going to
look, with these monstrous buildings on small lots with very limited trees or green space.

Plus creating a substantial increase in traffic in an already busy area this creates a less than
desirable area for our tenants who have chosen this area to live and retire.

| think we really need to look at why the by-laws were put in originally. A limit to a variance
should be applied.

In closing, thank-you for an opportunity to express my displeasure of this allowance, and I trust
that whoever makes this decision stands up for Charlottetown and will make the right decision
not to allow these Mega Buildings on lots that are not suited for them.

Thank You, Bill Mclnnis
Mcinnis Group {1993) Ltd.
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From: Violet Darrach <vjd1942@telus.net>
Sent: February 23, 2020 7:44 AM
To: Planning Department
Subject: New Apartment Building for Minna Lane

We are strongly opposed to the construction of a 5-story building proposal to be constructed next to 215 Minna Jane
Drive. The traffic alone from the tenants of this new building would present a real problem especially when there are
several new retail businesses coming into the area. Between Bed Bath and Beyond and the liquor store we have a high
volume of traffic already and on top of that there is a lot of Seafood Express truck traffic in front of our building.

We live on the fourth floor of Chesapeake Haven and five stories of another building built so close to us would totally
block not only the view but the sunlight and privacy of tenants in both buildings. | assume the tenants planned for this
building would not be seniors, as | am and therefore their life style would be much different than ours, may inciude
children, loud music, parties, lots of company etc. Just the amount of driving a parent does for their children in todays
world is extensive. Does the new planned apartment have tenant parking for all of the tenants and if not where would
they be parking vehicles?

Please do not approve a FIVE story building next to us, respectfully Violet and Eric Darrach



Stavert, Robert
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From: MarvinMacDonald <marvennorma@eastlink.ca>
Sent: February 23, 2020 12:52 PM
To: Planning Department
Cc: Mayor of Charlottetown (Philip Brown); Coady, Jason
Subject: City of Ch'town Planning & Heritage Re-zoning 197 Minna Jane Drive

Please refer to proposed re-zoning PID 469841

Almost 1 year ago we were fortunate to move to 215 Minna Jane Drive. ( Chesapeake Haven )

Bill MclInnis built this lovely,extremely well maintained, comfortable senior complex that is "home " to us who
occupy 60 units here.Most of us, who paid high taxes on our greater Charlottetown homes now are paying high
taxes included in our rent. We have become a family and meet regularly in the well equipped common
room.Many friendships have been made and we were all happy until we received this letter of proposal of re-
zoning. Now we are all disgusted and stressed. Although we are living independently, there are some who don't
drive cars and are not able to be out on the go.All these people have is the sunlight and vision of the great

outdoors.

The outdoor area is sparse , but we deal with it and cannot give up any green space.There is a lot of traffic with
the present businesses--- Seafood Express( 80 trucks daily); Timber Mart, Leon's etc. and there are more
businesses opening in the spring.This is no problem as we still have" breathing" space and can see the
sunlight. The proposal to build a 5 storey, 97 unit square box in this small area is unacceptable. This developer
obviously has no respect for anyone and lacks any common sense !

Some of us will be moving elsewhere if this monstrosity is constructed. Why do we have to move as seniors
who are just getting settled in our new home and those with disabilities have to even consider this ?

Those on the south side will be able to share meals and the Guardian by way of their balcony with the new

neighbors. Is this not disgraceful ? ( A slight exaggeration.)

We might as well be in downtown Toronto, China , Korea etc. Is this how the City of Charlottetown wishes for

us to feel ? We don't think so.
There is lots of land for him to build on that won't interfere with anyone and there would be lots of parking

space for his future tenants as well.
We strongly disagree with you even CONSIDERING this proposal for re-zoning this land.Our opinion here is

that the planning and heritage department has no business even looking at this request. Have a heart !!!

Regards,
Marven & Norma MacDonald
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From: Barbara Prowse <barbara.prowse@gmail.com>
Sent: February 24, 2020 12:27 PM
To: Planning Department

To: The Planners for the city of Charlottetown

We read, with concern, the proposal for 197 Minnna Jane Drive development. And at this time, we would name
a couple of concerns:

1. When this property at 197 was bought and sub-divided, the buyer knew the exact size of the lot and what
would be permissible according to the by-laws of the city planning commission. Such blatant disregard for the
rules that other developers must live within is not acceptable.

2. Parking: - We are residents of 215 Minna Jane Drive. As a Seniors complex, the McInnis Group work hard at
planning and developing space that is safe, clean and well landscaped. Parking is clearly laid out and was
planned before contracts were signed. The proposal for 197 M.J. Dr., which we understand is not a Seniors
building, could have in excess of 150 resident vehicles and additional space would be needed for guest parking.
The footprint of the building would not allow space for that much underground parking. The question would
remain, where would these additional cars go? Where is the green space? Surely that is also a requirement?

CBC today quoted Mr. Tim Banks as saying " the market is catching up now to the rental demand in the
Charlottetown marketplace”. So why would any developer request an exception to the rule on a lot that does not
qualify for this size of building? And why would the city promote the possibility of so much empty rental
space? Would we just be encouraging more Air B&B's? For your information, the McInnis group do not
permit, by contract, , Planning and Heritage such short term rentals and because we build community that
socializes and cares for each other, such rentals would be very noticeable.

Once an exception is made to allow such a variance, from 146,179 sq ft to approximately 91,469 sq. ft., how

can other developers be denied? There is a lot of empty space in the Winsloe area, we do not need to be packed
on top of each other. Planing for senior's areas in this region might be a welcome addition to the city planning.

Sincerely,

Barbara and Brian Prowse

Apt 413,
215 Minna Jane Drive

Barbara Prowse



Stavert, Robert
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From: Bob & Murilla Horobin <bobandmurilla@gmail.com:>
Sent: February 24, 2020 3:36 PM
To: Planning Department
Subject: 197 Minna Jane variance

As residents of 215 Minna Jane Dr we strongly object to the variance proposed for this building. From the
diagram it would appear that the building will be very close to us. We live on the south side of our building and
the proposal will block our daylight; something smaller or with a different orientation would be more
acceptable.

We trust this application will not be approved

Murilla and Robert Horobin



Stavert, Robert
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From: Kornelis Hamming <kornelis.hamming@gmail.com>
Sent: February 24, 2020 3:49 PM
To: Planning Department
Cc: Coady, Jason; Mayor of Charlottetown (Philip Brown)
Subject: 197 Minna Jane Drive (PID #469841) Variance Application

Dear Esteemed City of Charlottetown Planning Department, Ward 8 Councilor and Mayor:

Having returned to PEI last night subsequent to attending to family for most of the month of February, my wife
and I are just learning that plans are afoot to construct a new and very large apartment building on the lot
immediately to the south of our current residence in 215 Minna Jane Drive.

Of considerable concern is the sheer size of the proposed complex on such a tiny lot, a matter that cannot
proceed without the City of Charlottetown approving a Section 3.9.4 of the Zoning and Development By-Law
variance that appears to be very material in nature. As we understand it, the request is to allow a new very large
structure to be built on a lot of 91,469 sqft whereas zoning/Bylaw for such a structure requires 146,179 sqft of

lot area.

By our calculations, the variance request asks that the City of Charlottetown approve a 37% reduction in lot
size requirements, or put another way, permit a structure on a lot that is undersized by 60%. Whether one uses

37% or 60%, the variance percentage appears to be outlandish.

We would agree that the supply of residential, condominium and apartment dwellings appears to be trailing
demand. This situation is likely to be of shorter duration (a few years) versus longer duration (a few decades),
and as such should not set the stage for purely opportunistic demands.

In short, we oppose the variance request given its sheer enormity.

At the time that we committed to be a resident of the apartment building at 215 Minna Jane Drive, we were
aware that a similar apartment building immediately to the north was planned. We had no knowledge of plans
for a 60%+ larger apartment building to the immediate south.

Recognizing the need for additional apartment dwellings for residents of Charlottetown, and PEI in general, we
can see our way clear to support a reasonable building of similar size, shape, height and lot-layout as that of
215 Minna Jane Drive. Having 3 similar-ish apartments in a similar-ish configuration side-by-side strikes us
being attractive and visually appealing to both those living there and those traveling through the area.

Respectfully submitted,
Kornelis and Klaassiena Hamming
215 Minna Jane Drive, Apt. 109



Stavert, Robert

From: Ron Saunders <ronanddonna@eastlink.ca>
Sent: February 24, 2020 3:53 PM

To: Planning Department

Subject: Proposed re-zoning of 197 Minna Jane Dr.

We are writing with regard to a request for a variance to allow for construction of a 97 unit apartment building at 197
Minna Jane Drive. We live at 215 Minna Jane Drive, Chesapeake Haven apartments, which adjoins the lot for the

proposed new building.

This variance would mean approximately a 60% relaxation of the current regulations due to the lot being too small for
the proposed structure. This seems to be a significant deviation.

We are concerned about the aesthetics of squeezing a too large building on a too small lot. Also, one assumes this
would result in less green space.

Another concern is increased traffic flow at what is already one of the busiest intersections in the city. This will be
further exacerbated by traffic travelling to and from the many new businesses that have recently opened or are under

construction in and around the old Sears store.

We realize the city must continue to grow and there is a need for new apartments. However, If the vision for the city’s
future development has changed to the point where the existing regulations are no longer appropriate, then perhaps
new policies or regulations are needed.

Thank you for your consideration of our comments and concerns.

Ron and Donna Saunders
902-566-1968
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mechanical penthouse)} which exceeds the maximum building height in the Institutional (1) Zone
of 12.0 m.

The site specific exemption would allow the proposed residence to exceed the maximum building
height of 12.0 m if approved at 550 University Avenue (PID #373126).

Development Context
The specific location of the proposed residence on the UPEI campus would be near the corner of
University Avenue and Belvedere Avenue. The proposed residence would be connected to two

(2) of the existing residences on the property, Bernadine Hall and Andrew Hall.
Property History
Council passed the following resolution on June 14, 2004:

That the request by UPEI for a height variance from the required 39.4 feet to 56 feet for the
proposed 158-bed student residence to be located at 550 University Avenue, (PID# 373126), be

approved.

A building permit was then issued on October 6, 2004 to construct the 5-storey residence
{Andrew Hall).

LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS:

Notification
If the proposed site specific exemption is approved to proceed to the public consultation phase,

the Planning & Heritage Department shall notify the public of said public meeting in accordance
with Section 3.10.4 of the Zoning & Development By-law.

ANALYSIS:

As per Section 3.11.1.a. of the Zoning & Development By-law, Council may approve a Site Specific
Exemption to the permitted uses and regulations in any Zone, where ... the proposed Site Specific
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Exemption is not contrary to the Official Plan. Policies in the Official Plan relating to working with
UPEI to satisfy their land use requirements include:

Section 5.4.1 - Our objective is to establish regular dialogue with representatives of ...
University of Prince Edward Island ... in order to keep abreast of their needs, and to
seek mutually beneficial resolution of issues.

Section 5.4.1 - Our policy shall be to meet with representatives of the province and
the City’s educational institutions on a regular basis to address, and seek mutual
resolution to, any outstanding issues.

Section 5.4.2 - Our objective is to work with representatives of Charlottetown’s
educational institutions to ensure that their present and future physical space and
land-use requirements are factored into the City’s planning processes.

The applicants provided the following rationale illustrating the need for housing for UPEI:

UPEI is building a New Residence in conjunction with the 2023 Canada Winter Games. The
New Residence is being designed and constructed to initially house 1600+ athletes
participating in the 2023 Canada Winter Games. Following the Games, 260+ students will
call the residence home as they study at UPE].

University Avenue is classified as an arterial road which by nature is generally categorized as high
capacity urban roads. Their primary function would be to deliver traffic from collector roads to
the by-pass or highways at the highest level of service possible. Arterial roads typically contain
higher densities than collector or local streets but generally have less access points for residential
development. In addition, higher densities should be located along bus routes. The transit system
runs along University Avenue, in front of the proposed campus. The Official Plan has the
following objectives to direct growth along University Avenue and create ecstatically pleasing
entrances to the City:

Section 4.4.1 - Our objective is to support the measured and appropriate growth of the
two commercial corridors on University Avenue and St. Peter’s Road, which are
predominantly characterized by highway commercial uses.
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Section 4.4.3 - Our objective is to work with our partners on University Avenue and on St.
Peter’s Road to enhance the appearance of these routes as destination points and as

entrances to the downtown core.

Should the site specific exemption be approved, the proposed 9-storey, 35.4 m residence will one
of the tallest buildings in the City of Charlottetown. The applicants have provided the following
text to rationaiize the building height:

The taller volume is set back from University Avenue with lower volumes in front. The
north end of the building is set into the sloping site to help reduce the height relative to
adjacent grade.

The massing of the building is strategically configured and stepped to allow the adjacent
buildings’ facades to receive direct sunlight for a portion of the day and allow the sun and
shadow to play across the newly created courtyard. The orientation of the new residence
volumes also alfows direct sunlight to each of the student units. The benefits of natural
light and direct sunlight is important to the mental heaith of students, and to any

occupants of a building.

The project is located in the southwest corner of campus. This site is the lowest elevation
of the sloping campus and an ideal spot to develop a higher building to minimize the
difference of roof elevations compared to other buildings on campus that are located
higher up the slope.

The applicant also rationalizes the materiality of the proposed residence:

The exterior finishes will respect the existing materiality of the campus. Materiality of the
different volumes will be varied to break-up the overall building mass. Some of the spaces
will have opaque facades, like the auditorium, while other circulation and student spaces
will be more transparent allowing light and views through the building to offer visual
connections to other building spaces/activities and outside surroundings.
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As per Section 3.9.1.i. of the Zoning & Development By-law, a major variance is permitted if the
variance request is not substantial and does not entail a Rezoning application. If there is any
doubt, then a Rezoning application or Site Specific Exemption must be sought by the applicant.
Due to the fact that the proposed variance would be substantial, the applicant has elected to
proceed with a site specific exemption.

Due to the scale of the proposed development, staff would recommend that the proposed
development be subject to a Development Agreement. As per Section 3.3.12 of the Zoning &
Development By-law, Council may require that a Development Agreement be signed between the
two parties indicating that the Development will be carried out in accordance with the drawings
and other documents produced in respect of the proposed Development and agreed upon
between both parties, and the Development Agreement shall bear the signatures of the applicant

and the City.

Finally, staff met with the applicants on Monday, January 27, 2020 to discuss the proposed
development. The applicants indicated that the project is “extremely sensitive to time and has to
start shortly and must be completed” by the Canada Games in order to house athletes. Due to
the limited time allocated to design the building, only concept drawings have been completed to
date. In light of the foregoing, it was discussed at the meeting the possibility of Council requiring
Design Review to take place to alleviate any concerns with respect to the design of the residence.
This process is typically reserved to the downtown 500 Lot Area but has been utilized in the past
in circumstances where the plans were not fully developed at the time of a rezoning application
or CDA Zone amendment. Staff would highlight that this process be contemplated and the design
review approval form part of the Development Agreement. The requirement of the Design
Review approval and Development Agreement will be left to the discretion of Planning Board &
Council. If Design Review becomes a requirement, staff would ensure that it was facilitated in

such a manner to prevent significant time delays.

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

shortcomings:

Positives Neutral Shortcomings

= The proposed = The applicants have = The application would be
development is located tentatively agreed to sign a substantial variance and
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e Section 35 Light Industrial {(M1) Zone (include Storage Facility under Permitted Use);

e Section 35 Heavy Industrial (M2) Zone {include Storage Facility under Permitted Use);

¢ Section 35 Business Park Industrial (M3) Zone (include Storage Facility under Permitted
Use);

e Section 43.1 Parking Space 5Standards {i.e. Dormitory, Storage Facility);

¢ Appendix A. Definitions {i.e. Dormitory, Storage Facility)

* Appendix G. Zoning Map

be approved to proceed to public consuitation.

BACKGROUND [/ ANALYSIS:
Over the last few months the Planning Department has had several requests pertaining to

alternative forms of housing. Zoning & Development By-laws in their nature are fluid documents
that are amended in order to respond to changing community needs, such as housing or
recognizing new [and uses. In order to provide more housing options in the community, Planning
Committee has directed staff to relax the standards for garden suites and manufactured housing.
Given the low vacancy rate and Council’s priority to increase the local housing stock staff is
proposing three (3) separate amendments to help address this issue. The first amendment is to
decrease the minimum lot size requirement for a garden suite from 0.5 acre to 0.3 acre and the
last two amendments are to create a separate zone for manufactured housing to be built and
serviced by public infrastructure. The final amendment pertaining to housing is the re-insertion of
Dormitory into permitted uses for the Medium Density Residential (R-3) and the Institutional (I)
Zones. The other proposed amendments consist of allowing mobile canteens to start operations
earlier in the year, insert Storage Facility under permitted uses for the mixed use and industrial
zones and insert minimum parking space requirements for both of the proposed permitted uses

Dormitory and 5torage Facility.

Garden Suites Minimum Lot Size {Attachment A)

In 2018 the Zoning & Development By-law decreased the minimum lot area requirement for a
garden suite from one (1) acre to 0.5 acre to encourage more infill development and densify
neighbourhoods with large single detached dwelling lots. This amendment only allowed for
approximately 390 additional properties with the opportunity to construct a garden suite. Since
this time staff have been approached by multiple property owners seeking to construct a garden
suite but are constrained by the existing lot area size requirement. Staff conducted research into
the minimum garden suite ot area requirements but found various municipalities (i.e. Edmonton,
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Victoria, Saanich) are more aggressive where they permit a garden suite on lot sizes below 0.1 acre
if the building meets all minimum property setbacks. Reducing the minimum lot area to 0.3 acre
will allow for approximately 1,900 more properties to qualify for a garden suite. This provides the
municipality with the opportunity to densify historically low density neighbourhoods and provides
another option to create more housing.

Mobile Canteens {Attachment B}

Staff is proposing to revise the timeframe of allowing for mobile canteens to operate earlier in the
year by changing the date from May to April. This is to account for PElI Burger Love and would
allow for mobile canteen businesses’ to participate in this culinary event which takes place in April.

Manufactured Housing Residential (MHR) Zone_(Attachment C)

Currently, the Zoning & Development By-law only permits manufactured housing (i.e. modular and
mini-home) to be placed in private developments that are serviced by private streets as per the
requirements of the Manufactured Housing {MH) Zone. Staff is proposing the creation of a new
zone Manufactured Housing Residential (MHR) Zone that would allow for manufactured housing
to be located and served by public streets. The siting requirements of this zone will be identical to
that of the existing MH Zone to ensure consistency with other manufactured housing

developments.

Insertion of Dormitory under Permitted Uses in the Institutional {I} Zone (Attachments D}

The previous Zoning & Development By-law permitted a Dormitory in both the Medium Density
Residential (R-3) and the Institutional {1} Zones. Staff is proposing to re-insert this land use back
into only the Institutional (1) Zone, since this is the only zone in which existing dormitories exist.
When the By-law went through the last major amendment in 2018, this use was removed despite
there being multiple dormitories throughout the City that serve both the College and University.
Therefore, staff is proposing to reinsert this use back into the Institutional (i) Zone.

Insertion of Storage Facility under Permitted Uses in in the Mixed-Use Corridor {(MUC), Light
Industrial {M-1), Heavy Industrial (M-2), Business Park Industrial (M-3} Zones (Attachment E, F, G,
H)

Recently, staff received a request for the development of an indoor storage facility. The By-law
only defines and permits for outdoor storage and warehousing in the Mixed-Use Corridor and
corresponding industrial zones. A storage facility is a similar use to a warehouse/distribution
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centre from a land use compatibility perspective, therefore staff is proposing to allow for a storage
facility in the same zones.

Parking Space Standards {Attachment I}

Introducing two new land uses (i.e. Dormitory and Storage Facility) would require establishing
minimum parking standards. For the Dormitory use staff are proposing to reintroduce the parking
space requirements from the previous Zoning By-law in order to avoid creating legal non-
conforming situations. The parking requirements would be “1 space for every 3 beds or 1 space
per unit, whichever is greater”.

Due to its unigue nature a Storage Facility does not require much parking since users temporarily
que onsite to load or unload goods. Through research staff recommends that “I space for each 23
sq. m (247.6 sq ft) of Office space plus 1 space per 200 sq. m (2,152.8 sq. ft} of Floor Area dedicated
to storage or 1 parking space per ten (10} storage units, whichever is lesser ” be inserted into the
General Provisions for Parking.

Appendix A. Definitions (Attachment J)

The first definition that staff is proposing to insert is for a Dormitory. Common land use definitions
for this use is as follows: means a Building or Structure where residents have exclusive use of a
Bedroom but common washroom and/or kitchen facilities, and where each resident individually
compensates the owner for providing the accommodation.

The second definition is for a Storage Facility which is defined as a Building or Structure consisting
of individual storage units accessible by the user, used for the storage of goods, wares,
merchandise, items or things.

Appendix G. Zoning Map (Attachment K}
The proposed amendment is to include the proposed Manufactured Housing Residential (MHR)

Zone to the legend on the zoning map.

LEGISLATIVE REQUIREMENTS:

Notification
If the proposed amendments to the Zoning & Development By-law PH-ZD.2 are approved to
proceed to the public consultation phase, the Planning & Heritage Department shall notify the
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