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DESIGN REVIEW BOARD AGENDA 

NOTICE OF MEETING 

 

Monday, September 20, 2021at 12:00 p.m.  

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

Live streaming: www.charlottetown.ca/video  

 

 

1. Call to Order 

2. Declaration of Conflicts 

3. Approval of Agenda – Approval of Agenda for Monday, September 20, 2021 

4. Adoption of Minutes - Minutes of Design Review Meeting on Tuesday, June 15, 2021 

5. Business arising from Minutes 

6. Reports: 

a. 203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486) Emily 

Request to review revised exterior design proposal for a new 4-storey (approximately 44.5ft) 

modular building located in the DMUN Zone containing 28 residential dwelling units and 

ground floor/ below-grade office space. 

 

b. 55 Chestnut Street (PID #361527) Evan 

Request to review the exterior design for the 27 residential apartment dwelling located in the 

R-3 Zone. Exterior design details have deviated from the approved design plan. 

 

7. Introduction of New Business 

8. Adjournment  

 
 

 

 
 

 

 
 

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

provide information for contact tracing purposes. 
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PLANNING AND HERITAGE COMMITTEE – DESIGN REVIEW BOARD MINUTES 

TUESDAY, JUNE 15, 2021 12:00 P.M. 

COUNCIL CHAMBERS, 2nd FLOOR, CITY HALL, 199 QUEEN STREET 

Live Streaming: www.charlottetown.ca/video    

  

Present: Mayor Philip Brown  

Councillor Mike Duffy, Chair  

Councillor Alanna Jankov 

 

Kris Fournier, RM  

Sharon Larter, RM 

Kenneth McInnis, RM 

Brian Gillis, RM  

 

Also: Alex Forbes, PHM  

Laurel Palmer Thompson, PII 

Robert Zilke, PII 

 

Evan Brown, PII 

Emily Trainor, PI 

Ellen Faye Catane, IO/AA 

 

Regrets: Councillor Julie McCabe, Vice-Chair  

Councillor Mitchell Tweel  

 

Greg Munn, RM 

 

As the City continues to follow physical distancing protocols set out by PEI Public Health, the maximum seating 

for the public was limited to eight (8) at the Parkdale Room. Upon arrival, individuals were required to provide 
information for contact tracing purposes. 

 

1. Call to Order  

Councillor Duffy called the meeting to order at 12:15 pm.  

 

2. Declaration of Conflicts 

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

 

Before the agenda on 199 Grafton Street wad discussed, Brian Gillis declared conflict and left the room for this 

application.  

 

3. Approval of Agenda 

Moved by Ken McInnis, RM, and seconded by Kris Fournier, RM, that the agenda for Monday, June 15, 

2021, be approved. 

 CARRIED 

 

4. Adoption of Minutes 

Moved by Councillor Alanna Jankov and seconded by Sharon Larter, RM, that the minutes of the 

Monday, April 19, 2021 meeting, be approved. 

 CARRIED 

 

5. Business arising from Minutes 

No business arose. 

 

6. 203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486) 

This is a request to review exterior design proposal for a new three (3) storey residential building with ground 

floor office space located at 203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486). The property is in the Downtown Mixed-Use 

Neighbourhood DMUN Zone. Emily Trainor, Planner I, presented the application. 

 

The owner of the property is the Canadian Mental Health Association (CMHA) and the proposal is for a 20-unit 

modular residential building with ground floor office space. Design Review process is required for this 

application because it involves affordable housing units and is a multi-residential dwelling type in the 500 Lot 

Area. Ms. Trainor presented the Concept Site plan and material details for the proposed building. A mix of steel 

and pre-finished wood siding (cape cod or equivalent) will be used for the exterior of the building. 
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Design Review Board 

June 15, 2021 

Page 2 of 6  

   

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 

There is a mix of commercial and multi-residential uses surrounding the vacant property and the surrounding 

neighbourhood may be characterized as having a low to medium density character. The proposed modular 

apartment building and ground floor office uses are permitted in DMUN Zone. The applicant also confirmed 

that the apartment units would meet the affordable housing definition and DMUN Zone height requirements of 

the Zoning & Development Bylaw. The parking requirements would be one (1) space for every two (2) units, 

therefore 20 standard parking spaces will be required.  

 

The applicant has not submitted a detailed site plan or building elevations so staff cannot confirm the proposal’s 

conformity to the bylaw at this time. However, the proposal’s conformity with these requirements will be 

assessed during the building permit application stage. Based on the initial review of the applicant’s submission, 

the proposed exterior design proposal appears to meet the general intent and purpose of Section 7 - Design 

Standards for 500 Lot Area.  

 

Aside from Section 7, staff will consider design orientated regulations related to matters such as, the height of 

the mechanical penthouse, step back from roof edge, orientation of front doors/windows relative to street, 

landscaped area along street frontage and land use buffer (e.g.: opaque fence or trees around parking lot) during 

the building permit application stage.  

 

The overall comments and recommendations from Robert Matthews, the design reviewer for this project, were: 

the front yard setback aligns with adjacent buildings; the proposed height is appropriate relative to scale of 

existing buildings on adjacent lots; there is an opportunity for landscaping (hard & soft) and tenant outdoor 

amenity between the proposed building & parking area; the building entrances should be revised; there is a need 

for a barrier free rear entrance to residential units from the parking lot; greater buffer between driveway and 

residential main entrance; greater definition and weather protection around residential main entrance (e.g.: 

canopies); grade change associated with the residential lobby and stair design needs to be addressed. Mr. 

Matthews also suggested that the façade color palette be timeless and requested additional details related to 

garbage and snow storage.  

 

The comments were forwarded to the applicant and the applicant indicated that they will be incorporating 

landscape design features; introducing outdoor amenity area between the rear of the building and the parking 

lot; incorporating canopies over three (3) of the four (4) building entrances; and agreed to provide greater buffer 

between the residential entrance and parking lot. The applicant also indicated that they will continue to review 

the grading, accessibility and ramp details prior to the building and development permit application stage. The 

applicant also noted that their ability to modify the entrances is limited because of the modular nature of the 

building. The colour palette has not been finalized yet and the snow and garbage will be located in the unoccupied 

space at the rear of the property. Staff recommend that the proposed exterior design be accepted with the 

condition that it is revised to reflect the Design Reviewer’s recommendations. Shallyn Murray from Nine Yards 

Studio representing the applicant, was at the meeting to answer questions. 

 

Sharon Larter, RM, asked where the proposed building would be in relation to existing landmarks. Mayor Brown 

is adjacent to the Hells Angels’ clubhouse. Ms. Trainor also added that there was a newly renovated multi-

residential building on the southeast of the property.  

 

Brian Gillis, RM, noted that he could not see any ramp access in the site plan for the parking spaces inside the 

building. Ms. Trainor responded that it is her understanding that there are no parking spaces within the building 

and that all parking spaces will be surface parking. The floor plans show office space and residential units on 

the main floor and storage space at the basement level. 

 

Mayor Brown commented that the property has been vacant for a long period of time and that he is in favor of 

infill development and will be a great development for the downtown area. 
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Design Review Board 

June 15, 2021 

Page 3 of 6  

   

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 

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

 

Moved by Ken McInnis, RM, and seconded by Brian Gillis, RM, that the proposed exterior design 

proposal for a new three (3) storey 20-unit modular residential building with ground floor office spaces 

located at 203 Fitzroy Street (PID #346486), be approved, with the condition that it is revised to reflect 

the Design Reviewer’s recommendations. 

CARRIED 

(7-0) 

 

7. 62 Dorchester Street (PID #336826 & 336818) 

This is a request to review revised design drawings to construct a four (4) unit townhouse at 62 Dorchester Street 

(PID #336826 & 336818). The property is in the Downtown Neighbourhood (DN) Zone. Laurel Palmer 

Thompson, Planner II, presented the application. 

 

In 2014, the proposed four (4) unit townhouse was reviewed and was approved by Heritage Board/Design 

Review Board in October of 2014. The original proposal in 2014 had wood cladding, glass along the balconies 

and trellises incorporated into the design. The garages were at street level and set back. The third level was 

stepped back from the streetscape to hide the third storey of the building. 

 

In September 2019, a new applicant/owner submitted a revised design which was reviewed and supported by the 

Design Review Board as well. The proposed design varied from the original design where, this design did not 

have a step back to the third level and was comprised mainly with brick and dark wood. During the construction 

phase of this development, there were issues with Occupational, Health and Safety (OHS) because of the location 

of the high voltage power lines that run along the side of Dorchester Street. Maritime Electric and OSH did not 

allow the project to proceed with the approved design.  

 

In June 2021, the applicant has resubmitted revisions to the approved design in an attempt to return the design 

much closer to the original proposal. The current proposal includes the third floor being recessed back from 

streetscape to avoid proximity to power lines. The wood pieces that were similar to the original design approved 

in 2014 were again incorporated. Staff felt that the current proposal is more reflective of what was originally 

proposed and approved. Staff felt that this is more in keeping with the 2014 proposal than the 2019 proposal.  

 

Staff is advancing this to the Design Review Board to confirm and get approval from the Board that the revised 

drawings are generally in keeping with the approved design review submission. The Board has three (3) options: 

a) approve the drawings as submitted; b) suggest minor modifications; or c) if the Board feels the construction 

drawings are substantially different from the design review submission, then the Board can refer the drawings 

back to the design review process. If the Board approves the drawings, staff can proceed with the review and 

approval of the building permit.  

 

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

 

Moved by Mayor Philip Brown and seconded by Greg Munn, RM, that the revised drawing submitted on 

June 01, 2021, for a new four (4) unit building at 62 Dorchester Street (PID #’s 336826 & 336818), be 

approved. 

CARRIED 

(6-0) 

 

8. 199 Grafton Street (PID #342790) 

Brian Gillis declared conflict and left the room for this application.  

 

This is a request to review design drawings for exterior alterations to the Polyclinic Building located at 199 

Grafton Street (PID #342790). The property is in the DMUN Zone. Laurel Palmer Thompson, Planner II, 

presented the application. 
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Design Review Board 

June 15, 2021 

Page 4 of 6  

   

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 

A design review was before the board in March 22, 2021 for a multi-unit residential dwelling with affordable 

units on the property. This current application is for revisions to the façade of the existing Polyclinic building.  

 

The main façade of the existing building is all brick with windows. Currently, there is no interaction along 

streetscape for exterior doors. The applicants are proposing the following changes: changes to the current 

entrance way; removal of the basement level and  first storey windows on the east wing and replacing it with 

storefront glazing with a separate entrance way for a new retail tenant; addition of wooden timbers to the frame 

the entrance way and new store front; and extension of glass atrium over entranceway to the ground level. 

 

Section 3.14 of the Zoning & Development bylaw states that, “The Development Officer and Design Review 

Board shall review Development and/or Building Permit applications for Alterations and Additions to existing 

buildings for compliance with the Design Standards for the 500 Lot Area and shall give further consideration 
for the following” (criteria as outlined in Section 3.14.4)  

 

Section 7 also stipulates Design Criteria for buildings within the 500 Lot Area to ensure that there is high quality 

design within the 500 Lot Area. Staff reviewed the application and staff felt the that current building’s façade is 

reminiscent of architecture from the 1970s. Apart from the existing entrance to the building, there is very little 

interaction between the current building façade and streetscape. It is staff’s opinion that the current proposal 

incorporates traditional material and the addition of storefront glazing and additional entrances would create 

more interaction between streetscape and pedestrians. Staff feel that the proposed renovations are more in 

keeping with the requirements of Section 7.12 of the Bylaw. Staff is advancing this to the Design Review Board 

to confirm and get approval from the Board the proposed renovations are generally in keeping with the 500 Lot 

Area standards. The Board has three (3) options: a) approve the drawings as submitted; b) suggest minor 

modifications; or c) if the Board feels the construction drawings are substantially different from the design 

review submission, then the Board can refer the drawings back to the design review process. Cain Arsenault, 

developer, was at the meeting to answer any questions. 

 

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

 

Moved by Ken McInnis, RM, and seconded by Councillor Alanna Jankov, that the proposed alterations 

to the façade of 199 Grafton Street (The Polyclinic Building), as submitted, be approved. 

CARRIED 

(5-0) 

B. Gillis declared conflict. 

 
Sharon Larter left the meeting before the next application was discussed. 

 

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

This is a request to review design drawings to construct two (2) separate apartment buildings, each building 

containing 35-units on the property located at Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID #455642). This proposal requires 

design review since 10% of the units will be for affordable housing. The property is in the in the Highway 

Commercial (C-2) Zone. Robert Zilke, Planner II, presented the application. 

 

The property in question is a vacant property located between the current Maritime Electric Hydrogeneration 

Station and a truck depo. The request is for approval of the exterior design for two (2) new four (4) storey, 35-

unit apartment buildings. The original application indicated that 10% of all units would be dedicated for 

affordable housing. However, the application was revised from being an affordable housing as defined by the 

Zoning & Development Bylaw to an application through the CMHC funding under the low interest loan 

construction program. With this change, it would preclude the requirement for design review. A design review 

process is triggered when a development outside the 500 Lot Area includes affordable housing units component 

in it.  
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Design Review Board 

June 15, 2021 

Page 5 of 6  

   

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 

Mr. Zilke noted that the applicants have received approval through a rezoning process which included a signed 

development agreement stipulating a design review approval as a requirement. The original application was for 

three (3) buildings to two (2) buildings, and from 200 units to 70 units (35 units per building). This will be 

considered as Phase I of the project. It will consist of two (2) 35-unit apartment building with surface parking 

and amenity space. Phase II will be submitted at a later date. Mr. Zilke presented the concept site plan and 

materials for the proposed building. The applicants are proposing that the design for both building will mimic 

each other. There will be an amenity space located on the east of the property which will include a fenced-in 

park for dogs, gazebo and play equipment for residents. Garbage bins will be located at the center of the parking 

lot. 

 

Robert Matthews, design reviewer for the project, provided the following comments and recommendations: 

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

extend the sidewalk from the buildings to the street or entrance of the property; change the look/massing of the 

buildings from a long horizontal appearance to a vertical one; revisit the apartment building(s) main entrance to 

better define the entrance and provide more shading; distinguish the two (2) apartment buildings apart with 

different materiality and colour; and garbage bin location be relocated from the center of the parking to a different 

location onsite. 

 

The design reviewer comments were forwarded to the applicants and the applicants provided the following 

responses: a more detailed site plan and renderings will be presented to show the intended landscaping features 

to be incorporated which will include additional landscaping around / between the buildings; proposed that the 

sidewalk will be extended directly out to Sherwood Road at the time that the active transportation route has been 

constructed; agreed to incorporate some vertical massing/material elements into the proposed apartment 

buildings to provide more rhythm and verticality to the present form; and further design adjustments will be 

considered for the main entrance that may be part of a vertical massing element to be incorporated. The applicant 

explained that the intent for this development was to have both buildings exist as mirror-images or ‘sister 

buildings’ for economic reasons and to create an aesthetic supported by symmetry between the two buildings. 

The applicant also provided several applications and development that has multiple buildings incorporating the 

same designs for each building. 

 

Staff is recommending that the design review board to accept the proposed exterior design with the conditions 

that it is revised to reflect the Design Reviewer’s recommendations except condition 5 regarding distinguishing 

the two buildings from each other. Mr. Zilke acknowledged that there are buildings that mimic each other from 

a design perspective. Also, since the property is outside the 500 Lot Area and was just an added condition 

stipulated in the Development Agreement, staff felt that this condition could be waived. Greg Morrison, 

developer for the application, was at the meeting to answer questions. 

 

Alex Forbes, PHM, also explained that the development is depended on CMHC’s funding approval for the 

affordable housing component and Mr. Zilke added that the reason why this is brought forward to the design 

review board is because part of the signed development agreement required that a design review process be 

completed. 

 

Mayor Brown clarified that this does not ideally require a design review process. However, since the application 

originally has affordable housing component in it, it required a design review process. Since the City is looking 

at amending the Affordable and Accessible Housing Program, the requirements for a design review has changed. 

Mr. Zilke clarified that the Zoning & Development Bylaw defined affordable housing as provincially subsidized. 

Currently, the Affordable Housing Incentive Program offered by the is being reviewed to clearly define 

affordable housing requirements. Mayor Brown clarified if the proposed units will be market value housing. Mr. 

Forbes explained that the applicant could still get approval from CMHC for an affordable housing project but 

they may not be able to get all the benefits or incentives under the Affordable Housing Incentive Program or the 

Zoning & Development Bylaw if it is not funded by the provincial government. 

 

Councillor Duffy asked for comments or questions; there being none, the following resolution was put forward: 
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Design Review Board 

June 15, 2021 

Page 6 of 6  

   

DRAFT UNTIL APPROVED BY COMMITTEE 

 

Moved by Brian Gillis, RM, and seconded by Ken McInnis, RM, that the proposed exterior design to 

construct two (2) 35-unit apartment buildings on the property located at Lot 18-2 Sherwood Road (PID 

#455642), be approved, with the conditions that it is revised to reflect the Design Reviewer’s 

recommendations except condition 5 regarding distinguishing the two buildings from each other. 

CARRIED 

(5-0) 

Sharon Larter was no longer at the meeting to vote on this application. 

10. New Business 

There was no new business. 

 

11. Adjournment 

Moved by Mayor Philip Brown and seconded by Kris Fournier, RM, that the meeting be adjourned. The meeting 

was adjourned at 12:53 p.m. 

 

 

     

Councillor Duffy, Chair 
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