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Special Council Meeting Minutes 

February 23, 2022 
 

Present  

 
Mayor Basil Stewart 
Deputy Mayor Norma McColeman 
Councillor Bruce MacDougall 
Councillor Justin Doiron 
Councillor Barb Ramsay 
Councillor Cory Snow 
Councillor Greg Campbell 
Councillor Brian McFeely 
Councillor Carrie Adams 
Rob Philpott, Chief Administrative Officer 
Gordon MacFarlane, Deputy CAO and Director of HR & Legal Affairs 
Brian Hawrylak, HR Officer 
Linda Stevenson, Development Officer 
Aaron MacDonald, Director of Technical Services 
Members of the Public  
 
 

Call to Order / Approval of Agenda / Any Conflict of Interest Declaration 

 
The meeting was called to order by Mayor Stewart at 6:05pm 
 
 
Motion   It was moved and seconded; 
That  The Agenda be approved as circulated. 
Motion Carried  
 
Councillor McFeely provided an overview of how the meeting will proceed this evening. 
 
 
Public Meeting #1 
 

395 Brophy – Official Plan and Zoning Amendment 

 
Background 

The City of Summerside has initiated an application for a portion of PID #322339 to amend the City Official Plan 
from Parkland land use to Residential land use and the Zoning Bylaw from Parkland (P) zone to High Density 
Residential (R4) zone.  The purpose of the zoning amendment is to allow apartment building(s) in proposed R4 
zone. As a result of the proposed rezoning, the Parks and Green Space Plan will require an amendment. The Parks 
and Greenspace amendment will be addressed as a separate process. 
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Proposed Official Plan Amendment: 
 

• Change the land use from Parkland land use to Residential land use.  
 
Proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendment: 
 

• Change the zoning from Parkland (P) zone to High Density Residential (R4) zone. 
 
The application was advertised in the February 8, 2022 edition of the Guardian and letters were mailed to 
property owners within 60m or 200 ft of the subject properties. 
 
Parkland (P) Zone (current zone) 
28.1 The purpose of this zone is to accommodate parks and other parkland uses.    
 
Permitted Uses 
28.2 Subject to Bylaw requirements 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Discretionary Uses 
28.3 Subject to Council approval 

 
 
 
 

Development Standards 
28.4 Standards shall be determined on an individual basis by the Development Officer, but on the applicant’s 

request they may be reviewed by Council for their determination. 
 
 
High-Density Residential (R4) Zone (Proposed Zoning) 
19.1 The purpose of this zone is to provide for high-density housing in the form of apartments, as well as 

housing in the form of single-family, semi-detached, duplex dwellings, row house, townhouse and other 
compatible uses. 

 
Permitted Uses 
19.2 Subject to Bylaw requirements: 

P Zone - Permitted Uses 

drainage greenway public park trail/linear parkway 
greenbelt swimming/wading pool accessory building 

P Zone - Discretionary Uses 

   

R4 Zone - Permitted Uses 

single family dwelling assisted living row house 

semi-detached dwelling duplex dwelling townhouse 
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Discretionary Uses 
 

19.3 Subject to Council approval: 

* Also requires Conditional Use approval 
 
Conditional Uses 
 
 19.4 Subject to a Development Officer approval: 

 
 
 
 

Comments & Questions 

 
a. The applicant is invited to make comments. (City) 

Rob Philpott, CAO for City of Summerside stated that this piece of land owned by the city is zoned parkland.  About 
toe and a half years ago, the city received an unsolicited expression of interest in the property.  Staff had an internal 
discussion as to whether it was worthy to sell the property and made the determination in consultation with City 
Council that it could be sold.  The city undertook a public process to sell it, that involved listing it with a real estate 
agent who would handle any expressions of interests on the property.  There were offers made on the property 
and Council had provisionally accepted an offer subject to certain conditions, one of those conditions was that it 
was subject to the property being re-zoned from parkland to residential (R4).  This purpose of tonight’s meeting is 
to bring the request forward on behalf of the city and hear from the developer for the vision on the property.   

 

Cathy McInnis spoke, she stated that they own a property near the parkland that they were told was always going 
to be parkland when they bought the land and developed it into Chesapeake Brophy.  She asked why the city would 
not have the meeting to say are we going to change this land from parkland to apartment land and why wouldn’t 
the people already in the area be given the chance to know about it.  It was given to a real estate agent, but she said 
she and her husband didn’t know about it and they own property right there.   

 

Mr. Philpott stated part of the reason they are here tonight is to follow through the process of selling and rezoning 
properties that is outlined in provincial legislation and city bylaws.  The first opportunity for members of the public 

apartment building group home nursing care facility: community 
care and nursing home 

boarding house child care facility: medium social services agency 

accessory building rooming house  

R4 Zone - Discretionary Uses 

tourism establishment*: tourist 
home and inn 

  

R4 Zone - Conditional Uses 

home based business tourism establishment: B&B and vacation rental 
property 

secondary suite 
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to with in with any feedback or input into the process is this evening.  The process being followed is following 
provincial legislation and city bylaws and that is how notification proceeds.   

 

Ms. McInnis stated that if you are going to sell  piece of land that is not zoned properly, shouldn’t the city make sure 
that the people who invested in the area know that the city is going to change the zoning and put in something that 
maybe the rest don’t agree with.  She asked if this was ass-backwards.  She stated shouldn’t the city get the zoning 
first and see if everyone agrees with it before the land is sold.   

 

Mr. Philpott stated that there are a number of ways to do it, at the time when the city received the expression of 
interest,  the city felt if it were to proceed and the city did provisionally agree to selling the property, then the city 
would undertake the process of what they are doing right now. 

 

Ms. McInnis stated that it has left everybody else who have already invested in the property when there was nothing 
there, a piece of vacant land, they didn’t know about the land being for sale, nobody contacted them and they have 
senior housing there.   

 

Bill McInnis, stated that the concern is that you can take very little parkland in the city, he has been in Summerside 
for 35 years with kind of the same discussion, he has a property on Maple that there is going to be an oil facility 
behind where the eco-park is.  They fought against that.  He said it seems like the way that the city is following a 
procedure should be changed because if they had some input before it was sold.  He asked if all councillors voted on 
the parkland to be sold.   

 

Councillor Doiron stated that tonight is when council votes.   

Councillor Adams stated that this was publicly advertised. 

Councillor McFeely stated that they are following the process as the CAO indicated, but this is the first stage of the 
process, the opportunity for public input. 

Mr. McInnis asked if the process is flawed if they have to be here to fight against the development, they are not 
against the developers as he said they are developers themselves.  They have been on both sides, so they know what 
it is like. 

Ms. McInnis stated that they get letters, they have property in Moncton, Charlottetown and Summerside.  She stated 
that she gets a letter saying something is going to happen as a neighbour, they want to let her know.  She said she 
got a letter in Charlottetown because someone was putting a deck up, asking if she was ok with it.  She stated that 
this seems to be happening where it has already been decided that the plan is going to be changed from parkland.   

Councillor McFeely stated that it hasn’t been decided, this is the first step in the process, it will go to Planning Board 
for recommendation to Council, so there is still 2 more steps in the process after this. 

Ms. McInnis stated that they shouldn’t have to fight when it has already been sold.  She found about it through 
Facebook. 

Gordon MacFarlane, Deputy CAO, stated that the land has not been sold, there is an agreed purchase and sale that 
has a number of conditions on it, including a rezoning.  If Council decides not to rezone the property, through this 
public process, it will remain parkland.   
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Ms. McInnis stated it would have been nice if Andrews Lodge would have been notified.  She stated that they have 
30 units right there that they put when nothing else was there and it would have been nice to be notified that the 
land was going up for sale, they may have even tried to buy the land to protect it to have some control what goes in 
there.   

Councillor Snow stated that it is part of the process, they are trying to get the information from the public and 
neighbors to work through the process, no decision has been made.  He stated that he thinks its pretty common that 
a purchase and sale agreement would be in place based on scenarios.  If the criteria aren’t met, then they aren’t 
talking, if they were notified previously, they still would have had this conversation with everyone around.   

 

Mr. McInnis stated that the decision that was made was by everyone there to sell it. 

Councillor Snow stated that there was an expression of interest in the property and that is how they agreed to begin 
the process to see what could or could not happen.   

Councillor McFeely stated that they needed to go through this process and have public input into the process, it is 
the process as it exists today. 

Ms. McInnis stated that they purchased the Brophy property in 2005, they were told it was parkland and was going 
to remain parkland and it wasn’t on their radar that something like this could happened.  She stated that they bought 
the land directly from the city an no real estate agent was involved.  

Councillor Ramsay stated that there was a piece in the Guardian about two and a half weeks ago that if anything 
happens and the buildings are built, the provincial government released that there would be 16 units for social 
housing.  She was contacted by the Guardian to ask what it was about.  She stated that is was to say that there is 
someone who might like to build there, the province has agreed to put social housing there, but it still has to go to 
Council.  Councillor Ramsay stated that she received a number of phone calls to ask what was happening and this is 
step one. 

Mr. McInnis stated it would have been nice as a first step to meet with everybody in the area first.   

Staff stated that letters were sent out for the public meeting tonight for the rezoning from parkland to R4.   

Mr. Mcinnis stated that he is debating the fact of selling parkland.  Councillor McFeely stated that that is another 
debate. 

Ms. McInnis stated that as a recommendation if the city is going to do something that has parkland or nature land 
and there is a bunch of neighbors that it would directly affect, it would be nice if the City contacted the people 
involved.  She said it doesn’t affect her as she doesn’t live there but it affects her tenants who chose that area as 
their home.   

Councillor McFeely stated the letters did go out, but confirmed that the Mc Innis’ would like to see the process started 
sooner.   

Ms. McInnis stated that it seems like they are fighting after the decision has been made, Councillor McFeely assured 
them that no decision has been made. 

Councillor MacDougall stated that the only decision was made was to go through his process.  He said this process 
is no different than the process for rezoning residential to industrial. The same policies and rules have to be followed. 

 Deputy Mayor McColeman wanted to confirm that because the McInnis’ have a property there with residents who 
have made it their home, that they did not know about the sale of the land or receive a letter saying that the parkland 
was being looked at. 
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Ms. Mcinnis stated that she has a problem with parkland that they were told was going to remain parkland in 2005, 
when nobody had invested in the area.  When they invested in the area, they were concerned with what is there and 
what it is going to become when they are the first ones in.   

Mr. McInnis stated that it is a huge investment and that is why they invested in that area, they understand that 
there were things built around it but they always thought it was parkland and didn’t have to worry about it.  He said 
its tight back there with a dead end street he said there is no parkland around there, it’s the only grass they have 
there. 

Mayor Stewart asked if they bought the land from the city, the McInnis’ confirmed and said it did not have to be 
rezoned at the time.  Mr. Mcinnis stated Ms. McInnis’ father bought the first piece and they bought the second piece 
in 1984.  Mr Mcinnis said they bought Rayner Avenue in 1996 and turned that around and have invested and kept 
things up very well.   

Ms. McInnis stated that when the city was going to do the eco-park, Mike Thususka came to them and told them 
what the city was planning to do and their feelings toward it because of their vested interest.  They said they did not 
have a problem with it.  So she asked what is the difference then and now in asking how they felt on the project.   

Mayor Stewart stated that he believes in this case, there were two developers that approached the city.   

The McInnis’ stated they are not against the developers or development.  They invested in that area and expected it 
to be parkland.   

 

b. The public is invited to make comments. 

 

Councillor McFeely read petitions into minutes, one with 38 signatures and the other with 34 signatures. 
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Petition #2 (34 signatures) 

 

Petition of development Parklands Brophy Avenue 

We the tenants of Chesapeake Heights on Brophy Avenue are writing today to express our 
disappointment that beautiful Parkland is now going to be developed into (apartments). 
We moved to this building some of us many years ago because we enjoy the quiet of this area with 
its mostly seniors' buildings and no through traffic allowed. 

 
The Parkland is a major contributing factor to the attractiveness of the area. The greenspace in 

the area is limited.  The major increase is traffic that these types of developments require again 

impacts our quiet enjoyment. 

 
In closing, please don't allow this Parkland to be turned into apartments. 
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Councillor McFeely read email into record Terri Lynn Gallant 

 

We were unable to attend the meeting regarding the plans for the green space on brophy ave. 
We wish to not have any more low-income apartments, there is plenty all around us. With the low-income 
apartments comes alot of problems for a quiet neighbourhood.  We also enjoy the quietness of our dead 
end of road housing.  May we suggest using the entrance on tower street by the park so you could make it 
a four way stop and they could access the apartment from there. And yes, we know it is by a park and a 
fence would easily block out the traffic. (which would only be access for the apartment).  
Thank you for hearing our concerns.  
Terrilynn Gallant 

  Brophy Ave 

 

 

 

Jamie Rodgerson, Summerside, stated that he admires what Bill, Cathy, Angus and Phil and Collen have done in 
Summerside, they are great developers and great people.  He said that his group is looking for their opportunity to 
do what they have done, build good buildings with quality tenants.  He said he is aware that it is a tough decision 
for everyone, he didn’t have anything prepared because he didn’t plan on getting up unless there were any 
questions for him.  They did sign an agreement with the province on the fact that this process moves forward.  Both 
the Council and province is aware of that.  He said they have taken a lot of time to work through, they have over a 
year of planning and not something they have taken lightly.  He realizes that it would affect a lot of people positively 
and negatively.  They are looking for the opportunity to help out Islanders and residents of Summerside because 
affordable housing and housing is hard to find right now.  He said every duplex that is being built is being sold before 
90% of the people get a chance to put their name on one for rent or buy.  With their development they are looking 
to open up some options for people, net zero buildings or net zero capable with solar panels etc. and re-introducing 
power back into the city’s grid.   

 

Bob MacLeod, resident of Chesapeake Heights, inquired how many buildings are going to be put in that area? 

Mr. Rodgerson stated that the preliminary plan is to have 4 – 32 unit buildings 9128 units in total) with not a typical 
design, small footprint, 5500 square feet.  Mr. MacLeod said at 128 more cars would cause a lot of congestion in 
that area with one way in and one way out and no through way.  He stated that it is a green space and should stay 
as a green space.  Mr. Rodgerson stated that the playground will stay.  Mr. MacLeod stated that they need breathing 
space and as each one goes, you can’t get it back.  Mr. MacLeod said he is not for it and thinks it will be a mess if it 
goes through.   

 
Ms. Anna Johnson, Chesapeake Heights, has lived there for almost 4 years, she stated that it is a beautiful spot that 
is quiet, with many of them using the green space.  Th biggest thing that bothers her is the noise from 128 units.  
She said they hear the noise from some of the houses on Elm and Duke Street.  She moved from Summerside from 
the country to be quite and peaceful and to enjoy her space.  She said green space is important.  She said big cities 
are trying to get their greenspace back.  She said it is all seniors in that area with a manor and other senior buildings.  
She said they have earned the right to sleep in until 10 in the morning as they worked hard during their life and said 
that they aren’t going to get it with the years it will take to complete the project the heavy equipment and dust.  
She stated that there has to be another property.  She stated if the city is just speculating on selling a property to 
not list it with real estate, you speculate and get your answers first. 
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Mr. Rodgerson stated that they would be looking at a 9-10 month turnaround for each building, built consecutively 
if approved, so roughly 4 years. 
 
Phillip Cameron, Myrtle Street, said about two and a half years ago he was looking around Brophy Street and 
wondered what would become of the park there.  He came to the city to ask what was going to happen there.  
When he found out the City’s protocol, the city followed their steps, listed the property and someone made the 
best bid, and that brings us to night, to decide whether to sell the parkland or not.  He said he has three buildings 
around there, 391 Brophy, 376 Duke and 445 and 447 Tower.  He said he went in to the City and then it went out 
to the public and everyone had bidding wars and it ended up almost sold.  He said now residents in the area are 
wondering who their new neighbors are going to be and they are there tonight to find out if the parkland is going 
to be sold.   
 
Mayor Stewart inquired on if the property was listed after being approached by developers.  Mr. Rodgerson stated 
that when he was looking for property online, this property was being shown as listed for 230 some-odd days.   
 
Cao Philpot stated that the city was approached with an expression of interest on the property and before it was 
brought to Council, and internal discussion took place as to whether there was a need to hold onto the property.  
Staff then went to Council to ask what they thought, if they were interested in selling with the need to go through 
a public process to dispose of the property and it was listed with Royal LePage.   
 
Ms. McInnis spoke up and said she thought that earlier Council said that they did not know the land was going to 
be sold, Councillors McFeely and MacDougall stated that Council agreed to go through the process and needed it 
to be completed.  Councillors were aware the land was going to be put up for sale.  Ms McInnis wondered if they 
were not planning on selling something, why would they list it with real estate. 
 
Councillor Snow state that they put things out there to see if there is interest, he said lots of things come to Council 
that never get over the finish line.  If a developer comes to the city with a good idea, they would be silly not to listen 
and just because you are listening, doesn’t mean you are doing.  He said as they listen to all this, they can say that 
this is not a great idea or it’s a good idea and listen to all the sides and options as to what could happen to the 
property. 
 
Ms. Mcinnis said if she owns a building or property, she doesn’t list it unless she is sure she wants to sell it. 
 
Councillor Ramsay stated when this came to Council, someone wanted to buy the property, there were other people 
interested in the property, Council thought the fair thing to do was list it so those who were interested in it could 
have a kick at the can and that is what Council was trying to do.  No one is going to purchase it unless the changes 
or rezoning could happen. 
 
Ms. McInnis stated that to the public or them it looks like the city just said, we are selling this land, the hello with 
everyone else, it’s a done deal and we’ll go through the motions of having a meeting and pretending to decide. 
 
Mr. Mcinnis stated that on the developers side, Mr. Rodgerson invested a lot of time before the meeting and it 
would have been nice to have a decision before he invested the time and money. 
 
Councillor McFeely told the McInnis’ that they understand the point that the McInnis’ have raised, it is early in the 
process and it’s a point that can be taken under advisement in terms of developers opinions on the process.   
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Councillor Ramsay said that Ms. McInnis did not know the property was for sale and Mr. Rodgerson said it was listed 
for 280 days, she asked if it would have been better if a for sale sign was put on the property. 
 
Ms. McInnis said it wouldn’t hurt, along with sending a letter out stating that the city is thinking about changing 
parkland and is looking for input before it gets to this point.   
 
Councillor McFeely said that tonight is the night for the opportunity for people to provide input and they are getting 
input.  
 
Mayor Stewart wanted to clarify if a portion of the property would still be a park.  Councillor McFeely said it would 
be where the playground is. 
 
Councillor Doiron asked the McInnis’ if in 2005 when they built Chesapeake Heights if there were concerns at that 
time about traffic?  The McInnis’s said no, there was nothing there.  They do not recall if a meeting was ever held, 
the zoning was already there. 
 
Councillor McFeely thanked everyone for sharing their views. 
 
 
 

Explanation of the process 

 
1. Explanation of the Process  

In order to process the official plan, zoning bylaw, and Parks and Greenspace Plan amendments, the 
following steps are required: 
 
(1) The zoning bylaw amendment is read a first time and declared as read at a first Council meeting. 
(2) The zoning bylaw amendment is referred to Planning Board for review and recommendation. 
(Steps 1 and 2 take place at the same meeting of Council and will take place this evening) 
 
(3) Planning Board reviews the application and prepares a recommendation to Council. 
(Step 3 takes place at Planning Board meeting scheduled for March 1, 2022, 5pm) 
 
(4) The zoning bylaw amendment is read a second time and declared as read at a second Council 

meeting. 
(5) The official plan amendment is read to be adopted by Council, the resolutions will be either 

carried or defeated by vote of Council. If the official plan amendment, is adopted by Council, the 
amendment is sent to the Minister of Agriculture and Land for signature and the amendments 
becomes official. If the official plan amendment is defeated, the zoning bylaw amendment will be 
defeated as well, as the zoning amendment cannot contradict the official plan amendment.  

(6) The zoning bylaw amendment is read to be adopted by Council, the resolution will be either 
carried or defeated by vote of Council. If the zoning bylaw amendment, is adopted by Council, it is 
sent to the Minister of Agriculture and Land for signature and the amendment becomes official. 

 (Steps 4 - 6 take place at Council’s second meeting scheduled for March 21, 2022) 
 
Please note, that in accordance with section 5.20 of the City Zoning Bylaw, any person who is dissatisfied 
by a decision of Council in respect of the administration of this Bylaw, may appeal Council’s decision within 
21 days to the Island Regulatory & Appeals Commission [IRAC]. 
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Resolutions 

 
COS 22-010 
It was moved and seconded 
WHEREAS an application was initiated by City of Summerside for a zoning amendment for a portion of  
PID # 322339 from  Parkland (P) zone to High Density Residential (R4) zone under the City of Summerside Zoning 
Bylaw; 
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT zoning amendment 014, be hereby declared as read a first time. 
 
[schedule B is attached] 

ZONING AMENDMENT 014  
A BYLAW TO AMEND THE CITY OF SUMMERSIDE ZONING BYLAW 

 
The Council of the City of Summerside under authority vested in it by Section 18 and Section 19 of the Planning Act 
R.S.P.E.I. 1988 Cap. P-8 hereby enacts as follows: 
 

I. The zoning for a portion of PID # 322339  shown on Schedule B of the City of Summerside Zoning Bylaw, is 
designated as High Density Residential (R4) zone, hereby excluding it from its former designation of Parkland (P) 
zone. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
Councillor Snow asked for the Planning Board meeting if the information can come back for the listing dates of the 
property as he is recalling things a bit different as that being discussed tonight.   
 
Motion carried 8-0 
 
 
COS 22-011 
It was moved and seconded 
WHEREAS an application was initiated by City of Summerside for a zoning amendment for a portion of  
PID # 322339 from  Parkland (P) zone to High Density Residential (R4) zone under the City of Summerside Zoning 
Bylaw; 
 
AND WHEREAS zoning bylaw amendment 014 a bylaw to amend the City of Summerside Zoning Bylaw, was read 
and declared as read a first time at this Council meeting; 
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT zoning bylaw amendment 014, a bylaw to amend the City of Summerside Zoning Bylaw be 
hereby referred back to the Planning Board for review and recommendation. 
 
Motion carried 8-0 
 
 
Mayor Stewart explained to those in attendance that this is part of the process to move this to the final vote.   
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Councilor McFeely stated that it now goes to Planning Board where staff will provide answers to questions that 
were raised and Planning Board will make a recommendation to Council. 
 
Councillor Ramsay stated that she will not be here for the meeting on March 1 and she hopes to Zoom in on the 
meeting because these are her residents and she is concerned about how they are feeling and what they want. 
 
Councillor McFeely stated that the voting members of Planning Board are Councillors Ramsay, Adams, McFeely and 
Mayor Stewart, with other council members taking part in the debate. 
 
Deputy Mayor McColeman stated that for the sake of the people who came out, in going through many of these 
types of meetings, the reason why they go through this type of process is it allows that time before the other 
meetings to hear the information and council has to be fair and impartial to everybody’s voice and opinions.  They 
are trying to follow everything that they have to abide by.   
 
 
 

Adjournment 

 
 
 
Public meeting #2 
 

395 Brophy Avenue – Parks and Greenspace Plan amendment 

 
The City of Summerside is initiating a “map amendment” to the City’s Parks and Green Space Plan.  The purpose 
of the amendment is to delete a portion of an existing mini-park (Tower St. Park-140) as indicated on the map.    
 
The public meeting was advertised in the February 8, 2022 edition of the Guardian.  Although notification letters 
are not required for an amendment to the Parks and Green Space Plan, the amendment was noted in the 
notifications mailed out to the neighbours that were impacted by the Official Plan and Zoning Amendments for 
this property. 
 
As a result of the proposed Official Plan and Zoning amendments to a portion of PID #322339, an amendment to 
the Parks and Green Space Plan Map is required.  The area (140 – Tower Street Park) on Schedule ‘B’ - Map of 
Future and Existing Recreation and Green Spaces indicates the subject area being considered. A portion of the 
park will be deleted from the map, while the remaining portion will remain as an existing playground with play 
structures.  
 
 

Comments & Questions 

 
 
Phillip Cameron, Myrtle Street, stated that there was no access into the property from Brophy.  Staff stated that 
the property zoned at the top was already zoned residential (R4), the part that abuts Brophy.  Mr. Cameron stated 
that he didn’t know that in the last year and a half of discussion. Staff stated that it has been on the zoning map 
for 5 years.  Mr. Cameron stated that it wasn’t brought to his attention. 
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Mayor Stewart inquired who owned the 2 lots, staff stated that it is city land, it would be access to the 
development to come off of Brophy.  Mr. Cameron stated that he owns the lot next to the other 2 lots and said 
that when he looked at the whole picture, he wanted to secure the land so he would know what is going on there.  
If he knew the access was separate and ready to be sold, that is all he would have looked at, there was no need to 
look at the rest of it, it was parkland that he was trying to leave there.   
 
Staff stated that even though the mapping shows separate parcels, that it is all one parcel of land, there are large 
parcels of land with more than one zone on it.   
 
Mr. Cameron stated that he thought the whole park going right through right up to Brophy was all parkland.  He 
would have only looked at the R4 land, not the parkland.  Staff stated that it would still have to go through a 
process to get subdivided off.   
 
Mr. Cameron inquired how people are getting to the property with the piece being sold.  Staff stated on their 
original concept, there is access on the right.  Mr Cameron inquired about the left side.  Staff stated that the exit 
would be on the left.  Staff said what is being proposed is a one way in and a one way out.  Mrs. McInnis said that 
will affect all her residents as her building is on the other side. 
 
Mr. Cameron stated that if the access is coming in on the right, its going to circle right around 391 Brophy, so it is 
just going to be a circle of cars going in and coming out.  He said he is pretty sure the people of 391 Brophy, who 
have already sent their concerns in on paper, would really be concerned about a development going in behind 
there now.  Staff stated that this is the concept that was submitted, its not what has been approved by staff of 
anything else.  Staff confirmed that the land has not been sold yet.  Staff stated that they are here to view this and 
hear the comments and bring it back at the next meeting to Planning Board.   
 
 
Ms. McInnis stated that she didn’t realize that the driveway was going to circle Phillip’s building, but her building 
is on the opposite side of the road, so all the traffic will be coming right by their buildings, so the nice quite street 
is no longer a nice quite street.   
 
 

Explanation of the process 

 
 In order to process a Parks and Green Space Plan amendment, the following steps are required: 
 
(1) Planning Board reviews the proposed map amendment and prepares a recommendation to 

Council. 
(Step 1 takes place at Planning Board meeting scheduled for March 1, 2022) 
 
(2) The map amendment is adopted by Council, the resolution will be either carried or defeated by 

vote of Council.  
(Step 2 takes place at Council’s second meeting scheduled for March 21, 2022) 
 
(3) If the amendment, is adopted by Council, it is sent to the Minister of Communities, Land and 

Environment for signature and the amendment becomes official. 
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Please note, that in accordance with section 5.20 of the City Zoning Bylaw, any person who is dissatisfied 
by a decision of Council in respect of the administration of this Bylaw, may appeal Council’s decision within 
21 days to the Island Regulatory & Appeals Commission [IRAC]. 

 
Councillor Snow inquired if the amendment is only pertinent if the other is re-zoned and if it is not re-zoned, they 
don’t have to go any further.  Other Council members confirmed this. 
 
 
 

Adjournment 

 
Motion   It was moved and seconded; 
That  The meeting be adjourned.   
Motion Carried 
 
 
Basil L. Stewart 
Mayor 
 
 
Brian Hawrylak 
HR Officer 
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Planning Board Committee Meeting Minutes 

February 23, 2022 
 

Present 

 
Mayor Basil Stewart 
Deputy Mayor Norma McColeman 
Councillor Bruce MacDougall 
Councillor Justin Doiron 
Councillor Barb Ramsay, Co-Chair 
Councillor Cory Snow 
Councillor Greg Campbell 
Councillor Brian McFeely, Chair 
Councillor Carrie Adams, Co-Chair 
Rob Philpott, Chief Administrative Officer 
Aaron MacDonald. Director of Technical Services 
Linda Stevenson, Development Officer 
Brian Hawrylak, HR Officer 
Members of the Public  
 
 

Call to Order 

 
The meeting was called to order  
 
Agenda was approved as circulated. 
 
 
 

130 Greenwood Drive (Official Plan and 
Zoning amendment 

 
Purpose: The purpose of the official plan and zoning amendment is to allow a multi zone development 
consisting of semi-detached, row housing and apartment building housing development.  
 
Background:  An application from Camco Inc. for PID #69781 to amend the City Official Plan from 
Industrial land use to Residential land use and the Zoning Bylaw from Light Industrial (M1) zone to a mix 
of Low Density Mixed Residential (R2) zone and High Density Residential (R4) zone.  The purpose of the 
zoning amendment is to allow semi-detached housing in the proposed R2 zone, and row housing and 
apartment building(s) in proposed R4 zone.   A public meeting was held on February 16, 2022 and 
Council gave first reading on the same date.  
 
Report:  Under section 5.7 of the zoning bylaw when Planning Board reviews a zoning bylaw amendment, 
it has to consider the following general criteria, as applicable.  Under Section 8.4 of the Parks and Green 
Space Plan, the criteria of b,c,e,g and h must be considered: 
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a. Conformity with all requirements of this Bylaw. 

Staff Comment: If Council approves the zoning map amendments, from M1 to, R2 and R4, the 
applicant will be permitted to construct housing subject to the development 
standards of the respective zone.  A major subdivision process would be required 
to allow the subdivision of lands.  

 
b. Conformity with the Official Plan. 

Staff Comment: Section 5.6 of the Summerside Official Plan describes Council’s policies for 
industrial development.   Section 5.2.2 (Location of High Density Housing) 
describes Council’s policies for Location of High Density Housing. The proposed 
amendments will impact the Parks and Green Space Plan. 

 
Section 5.6.1 in part states: (key text is highlighted and emphasis added with underlining) 
There are a number of areas across the City zoned for industrial use, including two large areas located 
respectively around Greenwood Drive (which includes the Summerside Industrial Park)  
 
Council’s intent is to promote a functional system of special purpose industrial areas which are each 
suited to attracting quality industries in their respective market segments. 
 
 
M1 Light Industrial Zone 
Five areas are designated for light industrial: the ADL site on Highway No. 1A, the largely developed Harvard 
Street industrial area, the Greenwood Drive industrial area which does have large vacant sites and will 
be further expanded in size, and the heavy industrial zone at St. Eleanors where light industries will also 
be permitted 
 
The Greenwood Drive industrial area has been expanded in two places. First, a strip at the south end of 
Greenwood Drive has been rezoned from commercial to industrial use, to better reflect the nature of 
existing businesses in that area. Second, a large vacant parcel to the west of Greenwood Drive and south 
of the Confederation Trail, which had been zoned partly for industrial use and partly for low density 
residential use, is now reserved completely for light industrial).  
 
Further, Council’s Goal and policies for industrial lands are excerpted from the official plan below: 
Goal:   

 Support a planned industrial strategy for the City to attract desirable, new industries in 
special purpose industrial areas, with a focus on quality industrial park development, 
transportation accessibility and minimization of conflicts with other land uses. 

Objective To allow industrial development in various zones 

Policies  
The following are Council’s statements of policy 

1. Maintain the range of zones for light and heavy industrial uses. Port industrial will be allowed in the 
Downtown (D) zone.

 
2. Promote a functional system of industrial areas, each focussing on a particular industrial zone as 

follows: 
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a)  Greenwood Drive, Harvard Street industrial areas, and the ADL site south of 
Reads Corner -- light industrial zone; 

b) St Eleanor’s industrial area -- heavy industrial zone, including light industrial uses; and;

 
3. In light industrial zones, promote appropriate industries as permitted uses along with supporting 

commercial businesses.

 
4. In heavy industrial zones: 

a) promote heavy industries subject to Council’s discretion, taking into 
consideration potential impacts on environment quality, public health, and servicing 
requirements and consequent requirements for mitigate measures, which Council may require 
to be determined through impact studies to be completed at cost to the developer and to 
the City’s satisfaction; 

b) promote light industries as permitted uses; and 

c) promote supporting commercial businesses as permitted uses .

 
5. In light industrial and heavy industrial zones: 

a) Promote accommodation of industries in quality industrial park  
developments; 

b) require appropriate buffer strips where industrial or commercial uses either: 
i. adjoin any other non-agricultural zone (except where a commercial use in an 

industrial zone adjoins a commercial zone); 

 
6. Support continuing development of Slemon Park for aerospace and other “high-tech” industries 

 
7. Further examine the City’s industrial needs as part of its Economic Development Strategy 2011, 

including possible needs for an eco-business park industrial area, the adequacy of remaining growth 
capacity at the Greenwood Drive industrial area, the need for timely extensions of infrastructure to the St. 
Eleanors industrial area, and City boundary issues respecting Slemon Park (see Section 8). 

 

5.2.2 Location of High Density Housing 

Council intentions about locating high density housing are important to residents concerned about potential 
location of row houses and apartment buildings into their predominantly low density neighbourhoods. 
To help allay these concerns, Council lays out specific policies below on where they may allow future high 
density housing, some of which elaborate on their foregoing policies for special planning and 
development areas. 
 
LOCATION CRITERIA: 
Council’s criteria for locating high density housing in the City of Summerside include: 

• the desirability of infilling properties which are already partly developed for higher density 
housing; 

• the desirability of locating high density housing close to jobs, community facilities and 
services, and of promoting pedestrian access; 

• opportunities for maximizing the number of opportunities for scenic views through higher 
density and taller residential buildings (but with protection of adequate view planes); 
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• benefits of locating higher density housing in difficult-to-service areas so that they can help 
distribute expensive development costs among more users; 

• opportunities for innovative mixes of higher density housing with other residential 
development in CDA’s; 

• opportunities for recycling older (non-heritage) residential properties with higher density 
development; 

• opportunities for apartments in residential/commercial use buildings; 

• avoidance of negative economic and physical impacts on surrounding land uses, whether 
existing or proposed; 
 

 
c. Suitability of the site for the proposed development. 

 
Staff Comment: This site can accommodate the proposed Low Density (R2) and High Density (R4) 

residential land use being proposed.  
 

d. Compatibility of the proposed development with surrounding land uses, including both existing and 
projected uses. 
Staff Comment: The subject property abuts two existing land uses, the land use to the immediate 

east and north are Light Industrial.  The land uses to the immediate west and south 
are low density residential land uses.   The change from Light Industrial to 
Residential land use would be compatible with the abutting existing Residential 
and may not be considered Light Industrial land use, however the Confederation 
Trail and Greenwood Drive would act as a buffer between the Light Industrial and 
proposed Residential land uses. The subject property is intended to be further 

Objective To encourage high density housing in specific areas 

Policies  
The following are Council’s statements of policy 

1. Promote high density housing on properties already partly developed for high density housing.

 
2. Consider applications for high density housing in the following situations: 

 
3. a mix of housing types in CDA ’s; 
4. areas presently occupied by conforming mobile home parks (see Council Policy 5.3.2.5); 
5. re-zonings in areas presently designated for medium density R3 zone residential use: 
6. areas immediately north of the Downtown, (defined as: Notre Dame Street to the North, 

Granville Street to the East, Heather Moyse Drive to the South and Duke Street to the West) 
subject to no harmful impacts on local heritage housing; 

d.) within residential/ commercial buildings

 
7. Downtown (D) zone (Urban Core Area – all districts). 

 
8. City arterial or collector roads as referenced in Section 7.1 and Figure 7-1. 

 
9. Consider applications for high density housing in other areas with careful consideration of 

Council’s ‘location criteria’ listed above.  
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subdivided and will be subject to a major subdivision process upon development.  
The subject property land use is Industrial however it has been utilized as farm 
land for several years. Consideration should be given to maintaining a portion of 
the M1 land running parallel to Greenwood Dr. or a plan to add M1 lands 
elsewhere in the City. 

 
e. Any comments from residents or other interested persons. 
 Staff Comment: A public meeting was held on February 16, 2022. The public meeting notice was 

advertised in the February 1st, edition of the Guardian.  Forty-four (44) letters were 
mailed to thirty-seven (37) property owners.  Clifford McQuaid (Camco Inc.) 
provided an overview of the development and noted that the housing is needed 
in the Community.  Ann Gallison (456 South Dr) expressed concerns regarding the 
accuracy of the maps displayed at the public meeting, property mapping below is 
according to Provincial Assessment data.  Monty Warren (Valley St), raised 
concerns about an easement between his property and the subject property, 
traffic increase and safety on Valley Street.  Judy Peters (Valley St) expressed 
concerns on Valley St being too narrow to handle the proposed additional traffic, 
pedestrian safety and wildlife habitat on the subject property.  Charles Brown 
(Flamingo Dr), expressed concerns about the lack of information regarding 
wetlands on the property.  Harold Grant (Lockwood Dr) was not opposed to the 
development as he would prefer residential over industrial but was concerned 
about traffic and pedestrian safety.  Patricia Turner also expressed concerns about 
traffic volume and safety.  Tracy Brown (BBEMA) expressed concerns over the 
potential run-off from the site during construction, she also asked that Council 
consider the over impact on the Eco system and wildlife habitat.  Reg Chapman 
(Stratford, PE) supported the development and noted the developer’s quality 
housing developments in Summerside (Langille Ct), Charlottetown and Stratford. 
A letter from Greenisle Environmental Inc. was read into the record at the public 
meeting and is attached to this report. Concerns raised at the public meeting have 
been addressed throughout this report. 

 
 

f. Adequacy of existing water, sewer, road, storm water and electrical services, city parking and parklands 
for accommodating the development, and any projected infrastructure requirements. 
Staff Comment:  The City’s water supply and sewer treatment systems can handle the change in 

zoning from light industrial to R2 and R4. Greenwood Drive has a 250mm 
distribution main on the street that can handle the water requirements for this 
change in zoning. The Developer is responsible for any new water mains and 
service requirements and the connection to the City water distribution system. 
Greenwood Drive has a 300mm gravity collection main on that can handle the 
additional sewer loading from this development. The Developer is responsible for 
any new sewer mains and services and the connections to the existing main. The 
Developer is responsible for all servicing costs due to zoning changes and land 
development. The existing street system Greenwood Drive (local street) on the 
east side of the development and South Drive (collector street) on the west side of 
the proposed development, via Valley Street will accommodate the additional 
traffic generated from the proposed development.  The proposed street layout in 
the R2 portion is not acceptable as shown, street layouts for both the proposed R2 
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and R4 zones will require further review at the time of subdivision/development.  
There is an existing storm drainage system along the west side of Greenwood 
Drive that is sized to accommodate the additional loading generated from this 
development.  Greenwood Dr has 3-phase electrical service available to service 
the proposed development. If existing poles are required to be relocated the 
developer is responsible for all associated costs.   Underground services required 
an engineered drawing to be submitted to Summerside Electric for approval. 
Please note that pad-mount transformers have a 6-month lead time and require a 
signed letter of intent before an order will be placed. There is existing parkland 
(Centennial Park) located within 500m of the subject development, the park is 
accessible by street/walkway network. Parkland dedication will be required at the 
time of subdivision.   

  
g. Impacts from the development on pedestrian/vehicular access and safety, and on public safety 

generally. 
Staff Comment: This Development will require two access points to the existing City street system, 

which results in safer access to not only this development but the existing streets 
of Lockwood Dr. and Valley St. in the event of an emergency, there will be another 
point of access. Any street access from this development onto Greenwood Dr will 
align with Innovation Avenue (City industrial park entrance).  The streets will be 
built to meet City standards and will allow pedestrian access along the paved 
shoulder to the sidewalk on the west side of South Dr. and/or to the City’s active 
transportation lane on the east side of Greenwood Dr. and to Confederation 
Trail. The City must consider the Ice Pond Conservation Area Extension - 810 from 
the existing Ice Pond Conservation Area - 190.  The Ice Pond Greenway – 750, which 
would connect Greenshore Park – 330 to the Confederation Trail – 400 may be 
achieved via a trial system and/or the street network for this development.   The 
Greenspace plan may require an amendment based on a review and consultation with 
Community Services at the time of subdivision. 

 
 

h. Compatibility of the development with environmental, scenic and heritage resources. 
Staff Comment:  The City is aware of potential wetlands on this site which must be identified and 

reviewed during the design phase of the development.   As we understand, the 

practice to determine a wetland buffer requires the developer/land owner to 

contact the Department of Environment to arrange for a site visit.  A provincial 

Watercourse Alterations Supervisor performs a site visit and marks the wetland 

buffer using flagging.  The developers/land owner would be responsible to have 

the lands surveyed and the surveyor would collect the flagged areas marked. The 

survey plan would also identify any easements, right-of-ways, etc. on the 

property.  There are no compatibility issues regarding, scenic or heritage 

resources.  

i. Impacts on City finances and budgets. 
 Staff Comment:   Not applicable 

 
j. Other matters as specified in this Bylaw. 
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Staff Comment:    
   
k. Other matters as considered relevant.  

Staff Comment:  The Developer must meet provincial regulations regarding construction site run-off 
in proximity of watercourses. 

 
STAFF REVIEW:  City Staff do not support the application, from Camco Inc. for PID #69781 to rezone to a 
mix of Low Density Mixed Residential (R2) zone and High Density Residential (R4). Please find the 
Planning Officer’s comments below. 
 
 
Planning Officer Comments:  The subject property is approximately 60 acres in area. At the time of the 
original official plan in 1998, it has been Council’s intension for this property to be future expansion of 
the Pope Road/Greenwood Drive industrial park.  Council’s policies noted in this report, do not explicitly 
prohibit Council from changing the official plan future land use map from industrial to residential with 
respect to the current application. However, removing 55 acres of employment lands (industrial) and 
designating to residential does not align with Council’s Economic Growth Strategy in Section 3.7.1 of the 
official plan and policy #7 highlighted above. 
 
Excerpt Section 3.7.1 
Similarly, targeted Commercial and Industrial Growth strategies are required to demonstrate the City’s 
commitment to growth in these sectors.   
 
If Council approves this change to the official plan Future Land Use Plan map (Schedule ‘B’), it is 
recommended: 
 
1. Council direct staff to start identifying potential new industrial growth areas on the future land use 
plan that make up the equivalent 60 acres being re-designated to residential. 
 
2. The text of the official plan in Section 5.6 for industrial lands would need to be amended, as well as 
the map Figure noted above.  Recommendations #1 and #2, could occur at the time of the official plan 
5-year general review in 2023. 
 
3. As a final recommendation and caution, location and zoning of new industrial lands is not a 
straightforward process.  Residents will have concerns of new industrial zoned lands if located near 
residential zoned areas.  The outskirts of the City or agricultural lands may have the land mass required, 
but may have costly servicing constraints or provincial highway access issues. 
 
As per Section 5.10 (b, iii) of the Zoning Bylaw, the Planning Board shall make a recommendation to 
Council on this application before it is approved or denied. 
 
The planning board recommendation whether carried or defeated will be brought forward to Council for 
a final decision. 
 
 
Councillor McFeely made reference to the Traffic Count Calculations and engineering comments: 

A local City street capacity of 5,000 VPD anticipated street volume 1168 VPD, Valley Street can 
handle the additional traffic load if it was the only access from the new R2 & R4 development. 
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Councillor McFeely read the following email into the record: 
 

From: Patricia Bilodeau  
Sent: Tuesday, January 18, 2022, 6:59 PM 
To: bmacdougall@city.summerside.pe.ca 
Subject: 130 Greenwood Drive  

 
We have received a notice of the proposed development and rezoning of the property between 
Greenwood Drive and Valley Street /Lockwood Dr. As you are likely aware the residents in this 
area (including myself and my husband) are very concerned about how this rezoning will affect 
our guiet little neighbourhood. We are very much in favor of development within the city but are 
concerned about the side effects of the surrounding area. I welcome your thoughts on this 
proposal.  

 
Patricia Tanner  

 
 
Councillor McFeely referenced a letter from the Economic Development Department, and read the last 
two paragraphs: 

Economic Development is certainly pleased to see reinvestment in our vacant industrial land 
stock to address the other mounting gaps in our economy but feels the trajectory of all these 
industrial rezoning is further descending us to a point where our ability to attract and retain 
industrial investment will be compromised to a point of no return. 

It would be Economic Development preference to see this development in more appropriately 
zoned lands but understand the need to address immediate opportunities.  However, all partners 
must be aware that this trend cannot continue if we are going to create and grow a vibrant 
economy. 

 
 
 
PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATION:    The application received from Camco Inc. for PID #69781 to 
amend the City Official Plan from Industrial land use to Residential land use and the Zoning Bylaw from 
Light Industrial (M1) zone to a mix of Low Density Mixed Residential (R2) zone and High Density 
Residential (R4) zone be recommended to be approved by Council:  
 
Moved by: Councillor Adams Seconded by: Councillor Ramsay 
 
 
Discussion: 
 
Councillor MacDougall stated that he agrees with the staff recommendation but realizes the need for 
residential development.  He’d like to work with the developer and economic development to find 
another place for the development. 
 
Councillor Ramsay stated that the developer has built beautiful developments and knows how important 
housing is and hopes they come to the right decision. 

mailto:bmacdougall@city.summerside.pe.ca
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Councillor Snow stated the value of industrial land is important and they hear how if they don’t build more 
houses, how are they to attract more talent for those jobs.  He stated the location would be great as a 
residential area, but they also need industrial land. 
 
Councillor Adams wondered if there isn’t housing there, will residents be upset if industrial is there.   
 
Councillor Doiron stated that there seemed to be a lack of awareness from the developer on the land and 
doesn’t think it’s a responsible way to go about the development. 
 
Deputy Mayor McColeman stated that since the staff do no recommend it and hearing about the wetland 
and environmental concerns, it is something that has to be taken into consideration. 
 
Councillor Campbell stated that the McQuaid family has done a lot of development in Charlottetown and 
would love to have the development. 
 
Mayor Stewart stated that Council will make a final decision at the next Council meeting on March 1. 
 
 
Motion: 

Carried   For 0 

     

Defeated X  Against 4 

 
  
 
 

55 Starlite Street – zoning amendment 

 
Purpose: The purpose of the zoning amendment is to allow a semi-detached development (approximately 
40 lots). 
 
Background:  An application was received from MacDuff Property Development for PID #615286 to 
amend the City Zoning Bylaw from Agricultural (A) zone to Low Density Mixed Residential (R2). A public 
meeting was held on February 16, 2022 and Council gave first reading on the same date.  
 
Report:  Under section 5.7 of the zoning bylaw when Planning Board reviews a zoning bylaw amendment, 
it has to consider the following general criteria, as applicable.  Under Section 8.4 of the Parks and Green 
Space Plan, the criteria of b,c,e,g and h must be considered: 

 
a. Conformity with all requirements of this Bylaw. 

Staff Comment: If Council approves the zoning map amendment A to R2, the applicant will be 
permitted to construct housing subject to the development standards of the R2.  
A major subdivision process would be required to allow the subdivision of lands.  
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b. Conformity with the Official Plan. 
Staff Comment: The rezoning conforms to the Official Plan, the future land use plan designates the 

land use as residential. The proposed amendment has no impact on the Parks and 

Green Space Plan. 

c. Suitability of the site for the proposed development. 
Staff Comment: This site can accommodate the proposed Low Density (R2) residential land use 

being proposed.  
 

d. Compatibility of the proposed development with surrounding land uses, including both existing and 
projected uses. 
Staff Comment: The subject property abuts two land uses, Agricultural and Residential. The lands to 

the immediate west are zoned R3 and the land to the south is zoned R2. The 
rezoning from A to the proposed R2 would be considered compatible with the 
existing land uses and the projected land uses. The Agricultural land to the east is 
also being considered for residential development. The subject property is 
intended to be further subdivided and will be subject to a major subdivision 
process upon development. 

 
e. Any comments from residents or other interested persons. 
 Staff Comment: A public meeting was held on February 16, 2022. The public meeting notice was 

advertised in the February 1st, edition of the Guardian.  Eighteen (18) letters were 
mailed to seventeen (17) property owners.  Robert Duffy (MacDuff Property 
Development) provided an overview of the development and noted that R2 
housing is in demand in the City.  Charles Brown (Flamingo Dr.) spoke at the public 
meeting, he raised concerns regarding green space requirements and increased 
traffic on Water St. East as a result of these developments. He also noted there is 
no detail in the public notification letter he received. Written comments (email 
from the residents of 739 Flamingo Drive, attached to this report) was received 
and read at the public meeting, the concerns raised were related to the increased 
traffic on Water St. East.  Concerns raised at the public meeting have been 
addressed throughout this report. 

 
f. Adequacy of existing water, sewer, road, storm water and electrical services, city parking and parklands 

for accommodating the development, and any projected infrastructure requirements. 
Staff Comment:  Rezoning from Agriculture to R2 does not have a significant change on the 

loading of the nearby Reads Corner Lift Station. The City’s water supply and 
sewage collection systems can handle the proposed development (Starlite 
Estates Phase 2). The sewer main infrastructure of Starlite Estates Phase 1 
accommodates the sewage flows from proposed Starlite Estates Phase 2. The 
sewer main stubs at the ends of Starlite Street and Loggie Drive are to be 
extended into Starlite Estates Phase 2 to service the proposed development.  The 
water infrastructure of Starlite Estates Phase 1 accommodates the water 
requirements for Starlite Estates Phase 2.  The water main stubs at the ends of 
Starlite Street and Loggie Drive are to be extended into Starlite Estates Phase 2 to 
service the proposed development. The Developer is responsible for all servicing 
costs due to zoning changes and land development.  The proposed streets will be 
8.8m width, with concrete curbs to meet national and City standards. Water 
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Street East is a collector street which handles 18,000 – 22,000 VPD and will 
accept the additional loading. The storm drainage for this development will 
outlet to the Bedeque Bay via the existing Confederation Trail drainage system to 
Read Creek, resulting in no additional loading on the existing infrastructure on 
Water St East. Electric servicing can be extended from Starlite Phase 1 to Phase 2, 
the existing main trunk powerline line has lots of capacity for Phase 2, Phase 1 
was built with anticipation of Phase 2. There is ample existing parkland (Lefurgey 
Park – 3.9 acres) located within 700m of the subject development and (Wilmot 
Community Centre) located within 1km of the subject development, both parks 
are accessible by street/side walk/confederation trail network. Parkland 
dedication is not required until the property is further subdivided.  Council will 
accept monetary or land to satisfy parkland dedication. 

  
g. Impacts from the development on pedestrian/vehicular access and safety, and on public safety 

generally. 
Staff Comment: The proposed streets will be designed to meet a 50 km/hr local street speed limit 

posted at 40 km/hr based on City and National design standards. The proposed 
street layout will connect to the existing street layout in Starlite Estates Phase 1 
and will have to allow for a future street connection to the east (Starlite Phase 3).  
As a result of the future street connection to the east, these developments will 
have another connection to Water St. East for safer exiting during emergencies. 
As a result of the rezoning there will be a net increase to traffic flow on Water St. 
East by 13.7 % (includes Starlite 1, 2, 3 and Arsenault Bros).  Water Street East 
can accommodate the 13.7% calculated increase (calculations are attached to 
this report). The 8.8m street width allows for a paved street shoulder to 
accommodate safe pedestrian traffic.  There is a sidewalk on the south side of 
Water St. East and the Confederation Trail, both can be accessed from this 
development. 

 
h. Compatibility of the development with environmental, scenic and heritage resources. 

Staff Comment:  There are no compatibility issues regarding environmental, scenic or heritage 

resources.  

i. Impacts on City finances and budgets. 
 Staff Comment:   Not applicable 

 
j. Other matters as specified in this Bylaw. 

Staff Comment:   Not applicable 
   
k. Other matters as considered relevant.  

Staff Comment:   The developer, as in Phase 1 of Starlite Estates, will build the subdivision with the 
intent to sell the lots for development. For clarity on the information provided in 
the notification letters, the notifications main purpose is to indicate the public 
meeting date/time/location and the property being considered, it is not intended 
to explain the development, that is the purpose of the Public meeting. 
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STAFF REVIEW:  City Staff supports the application, from MacDuff Property Development to rezone from 
Agricultural (A) to Low Density Mixed residential (R2). 
 
As per Section 5.10 (b, iii) of the Zoning Bylaw, the Planning Board shall make a recommendation to 
Council on this application before it is approved or denied. 
 
The planning board recommendation whether carried or defeated will be brought forward to Council for 
a final decision. 
 
Councillor McFeely referenced the traffic counts that were included in the original report. 
 
PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATION:    The application received from MacDuff Property 
Development for PID #615286 to amend the City Zoning Bylaw from Agricultural (A) zone to Low Density 
Mixed Residential (R2) zone be recommended to be approved by Council:  
 
Moved by: Councillor Ramsay Seconded by: Councillor Adams 
 
 
Discussion: 
 
Councillor Adams stated that there is a street not mentioned, Ellis Street.  Staff stated that the east-west 
street is Ellis.  Adams stated that traffic is a problem and hopes the east-west connector can be a reality.  
Staff stated there will be an extra 2.5 meters of asphalt on the roads and there may be a sidewalk extended 
on the north side of Water Street to cross at Hillside. Councillor Adams stated that the residents that have 
reached out to her are not against development, but they would like the traffic at Water Street east dealt 
with.   
 
Staff stated Water Street east sees 18,000 vehicles per day and can handle 20,000-80,000 vehicles. 
 
 
 
Motion: 

Carried X  For 4 

     

Defeated   Against 0 
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815 Water Street east Zoning 
amendment 

 
Purpose: The purpose of the zoning amendment is to allow a semi-detached, row housing and apartment 
building(s) development in proposed R4 zone (approximately 50 lots). 
 
Background:  An application was received from MacDuff Property Development for PID #615278 to 
amend the City Zoning Bylaw from Agricultural (A) zone to High Density Residential (R4). A public 
meeting was held on February 16, 2022 and Council gave first reading on the same date.  
 
Report:  Under section 5.7 of the zoning bylaw when Planning Board reviews a zoning bylaw amendment, 
it has to consider the following general criteria, as applicable.  Under Section 8.4 of the Parks and Green 
Space Plan, the criteria of b,c,e,g and h must be considered: 

 

a. Conformity with all requirements of this Bylaw. 
Staff Comment: If Council approves the zoning map amendment A to R4, the applicant will be 

permitted to construct housing subject to the development standards of the R4.  
A major subdivision process would be required to allow the subdivision of lands.  

 
b. Conformity with the Official Plan. 

Staff Comment: The rezoning conforms to the Official Plan, the future land use plan designates the 

land use as residential.  Section 5.2.2 (Location of High Density Housing). The 

proposed amendments will impact the Parks and Green Space Plan. 

5.2.2 Location of High Density Housing 

Council intentions about locating high density housing are important to residents concerned about potential 
location of row houses and apartment buildings into their predominantly low density neighbourhoods. 
To help allay these concerns, Council lays out specific policies below on where they may allow future high 
density housing, some of which elaborate on their foregoing policies for special planning and 
development areas. 
 
LOCATION CRITERIA: 
Council’s criteria for locating high density housing in the City of Summerside include: 

• the desirability of infilling properties which are already partly developed for higher density 
housing; 

• the desirability of locating high density housing close to jobs, community facilities and 
services, and of promoting pedestrian access; 

• avoidance of negative economic and physical impacts on surrounding land uses, whether 
existing or proposed; 
 

Objective To encourage high density housing in specific areas 

Policies  
The following are Council’s statements of policy 

1. Promote high density housing on properties already partly developed for high density housing.

 
2. Consider applications for high density housing in the following situations: 
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7.1.1 City Arterials  

• Water Street East 

• South Drive/Water Street 

• Heather Moyse Drive 
 
 
Greenspace Plan Section 7.3.2 indicates a future conservation area (North Reads Creek - 820) an extension of 
the existing South Reads Creek - 440.  Section 7.3.3 indicates the Reads Creek Greenway – 790, would run from 
Reads Creek Park – 470 to the Confederation Trail – 400.  
 
 

c. Suitability of the site for the proposed development. 
 
Staff Comment: This site can accommodate the proposed High Density (R4) residential land use 

being proposed.  
 

d. Compatibility of the proposed development with surrounding land uses, including both existing and 
projected uses. 
Staff Comment: The subject property abuts three land uses, Agricultural, Residential and Commercial. 

The land use to the immediate west is Agricultural with the proposed zone to be 
R2. The land the land use to the north is Agricultural and the land to the south is 
mainly R4 with some service commercial (C2). The rezoning from A to the 
proposed R4 would be considered compatible with the existing and the projected 
land uses. The subject property is intended to be further subdivided and will be 
subject to a major subdivision process upon development. 

 
e. Any comments from residents or other interested persons. 
 Staff Comment: A public meeting was held on February 16, 2022. The public meeting notice was 

advertised in the February 1st, edition of the Guardian.  Fifteen (15) letters were 
mailed to seventeen (17) property owners.  Robert Duffy (MacDuff Property 
Development) provided an overview of the development and noted that housing 

 
3. a mix of housing types in CDA ’s; 
4. areas presently occupied by conforming mobile home parks (see Council Policy 5.3.2.5); 
5. re-zonings in areas presently designated for medium density R3 zone residential use: 
6. areas immediately north of the Downtown, (defined as: Notre Dame Street to the North, 

Granville Street to the East, Heather Moyse Drive to the South and Duke Street to the West) 
subject to no harmful impacts on local heritage housing; 

d.) within residential/ commercial buildings

 
7. Downtown (D) zone (Urban Core Area – all districts). 

 
8. City arterial or collector roads as referenced in Section 7.1 and Figure 7-1. 

 
9. Consider applications for high density housing in other areas with careful consideration of 

Council’s ‘location criteria’ listed above.  
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is in demand in the City, the developer intendeds to create lots to accommodate 
a mix of densities.  Charles Brown (Flamingo Dr.) spoke at the public meeting, he 
raised concerns regarding green space requirements and increased traffic on 
Water St. East as a result of these developments. Written comments (email from 
the residents of 739 Flamingo Drive, attached to this report) was received and read 
at the public meeting, the concerns raised were related to the increased traffic on 
Water St. East. Concerns raised at the public meeting have been addressed 
throughout this report. 

 
f. Adequacy of existing water, sewer, road, storm water and electrical services, city parking and parklands 

for accommodating the development, and any projected infrastructure requirements. 
Staff Comment:  Rezoning from Agriculture to R4 does have a significant change on the sewage 

loading of the nearby Reads Corner Lift Station. This change in zoning relates to a 
6.5% increase of sewage to the nearby Reads Corner Lift Station.  The City’s water 
supply can handle the new developments change in zoning. The City’s in the 
process of replacing its oldest lift station, Reads Corner and the new Reads Corner 
lift station is designed to service the entire drainage area including the proposed 
developments rezoning. This 6.5% increase in load on the station can be equated 
to a cost of $77,702.55 to the utility. The new sewer main infrastructure from 
Schooner Street can handle the sewage flows from the rezoning of the new 
development at 815 Water Street east.  The new water infrastructure from 
Schooner Street can handle the water requirements for the rezoning of the new 
development at 815 Water Street east. The water main will be required to loop 
into the Starlite Estates Phase 2 development when the streets are connected.   
The proposed streets will be 8.8m width, with concrete curbs to meet national 
and City standards.  Rezoning this land from R4 will not add additional loading to 
the City storm drainage system. The Storm Drainage from this development will 
outlet to Schooner Street drainage system, which in turn outlets to Water Street 
East and into Read Creek. The proposed development will require storm stubs to 
the future parking areas for the applicable lots.  Electrical service can connect 
from Starlite Phase 2 or the Arsenault Brother’s development from the south.  
There is ample existing parkland (Lefurgey Park – 3.9 acres) located within 700m 
of the subject development and the park is accessible by street/walkway network. 
Parkland dedication is not required until the property is further subdivided.   

  
g. Impacts from the development on pedestrian/vehicular access and safety, and on public safety 

generally. 
Staff Comment: The proposed street will be designed to meet a 50 km/hr local street speed limit 

posted at 40 km/hr based of City and National design standards. The proposed 
street layout will connect to the existing street layout in Starlite Estates Phase 1 
and will have to allow for a future street connection to Schooner St.  As a result of 
the fore mentioned street connections, these developments will have another 
connection to Water St. East for safer exiting during emergencies.  As a result of 
the rezoning there will be a net increase to traffic flow on Water St. East by 13.7 % 
(includes Starlite 1, 2, 3 and Arsenault Bros).  Water Street East can accommodate 
the 13.7% calculated increase (calculations are attached to this report).   The 8.8m 
street width allows for a paved street shoulder to accommodate safe pedestrian 
traffic.  There is a sidewalk on the South side of Water St. East and the 
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Confederation Trail can be accessed from this development.  The City must 
consider the Greenspace Plan Section 7.3.2 which indicates a future conservation 
area (North Reads Creek - 820), an extension of the existing South Reads Creek - 440.  
Section 7.3.3 indicates the Reads Creek Greenway – 780, would connect Reads Creek 
Park – 470 to the Confederation Trail – 400, this connection may be achieved via a trail 
system and/or the street network for this development.  The Greenspace plan may 
require an amendment based on a review and consultation with Community Services 
at the time of subdivision. 

 
h. Compatibility of the development with environmental, scenic and heritage resources. 

Staff Comment:  The City is aware of potential wetlands/pond on this site which must be identified 

and reviewed during the design phase of the development.   The practice to 

determine a wetland buffer would require the developer/land owner to contact 

the Department of Environment to arrange for a site visit.  A provincial 

Watercourse Alterations Supervisor would go to the site and mark the wetland 

buffer using flagging.  The developers/land owner would be responsible to have 

the lands surveys and the surveyor would collect the flagged areas, delineated as 

the wetland buffer. There are no compatibility issues regarding, scenic or heritage 

resources.  

i. Impacts on City finances and budgets. 
 Staff Comment:   Not applicable 

 
j. Other matters as specified in this Bylaw. 

Staff Comment:    
   
k. Other matters as considered relevant.  

Staff Comment:   The developer, as in Phase 1 and 2 of Starlite Estates, will build the subdivision with 
the intent to sell the lots for development. For clarity on the information provided 
in the notification letters, the notifications main purpose is to indicate the public 
meeting date/time/location and the property being considered, it is not intended 
to explain the development, that is the purpose of the Public meeting. 

 
STAFF REVIEW:  City Staff supports the application, from MacDuff Property Development to rezone from 
Agricultural (A) to High Density Residential (R4). 
 
As per Section 5.10 (b, iii) of the Zoning Bylaw, the Planning Board shall make a recommendation to 
Council on this application before it is approved or denied. 
 
The planning board recommendation whether carried or defeated will be brought forward to Council for 
a final decision. 
 
 
 
Councillor McFeely noted that the traffic calculations and engineering comments were attached to the 
report. 
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PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATION:    The application received from MacDuff Property 
Development for PID #615278 to amend the City Zoning Bylaw from Agricultural (A) zone to High 
Density Residential (R4) be recommended to be approved by Council:  
 
Moved by: Councillor Adams Seconded by: Councillor Ramsay 
 
Motion: 

Carried X  For 4 

     

Defeated   Against 0 

 
 
 

Adjournment 

 
Motion   It was moved and seconded; 
That   The meeting be adjourned.  
Motion Carried 
 
 
 

 


