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Special Council Meeting Minutes 

September 23, 2020 
 

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 
Brian Hawrylak, HR Officer 
Aaron MacDonald, Director of Technical Services 
Linda Stevenson, Development Officer 
Mike Thususka, Director of Economic Development 
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 6:30pm 
 
 
Motion   It was moved and seconded; 
That  The Agenda be approved as circulated. 
Motion Carried  
 
 
 

565 Water Street – Zoning Bylaw Amendment 

 
Councillor McFeely stated that this was the opportunity for the public to speak and let their views be known and 
are encouraged to do so. 
 
The City of Summerside is initiating an application, for a portion of PID #68742, to amend the City Zoning Bylaw 
from Medium Density Residential (R3) zoning to High Density Residential (R4) zoning.  The purpose of the zoning 
amendment is to allow an apartment building development.   

 
 

The application was advertised in the September 5th edition of the Guardian and letters were mailed on 
September 3rd to property owners within 60m or 200 ft of the subject properties. 
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Medium-Density Residential (R3) Zone (Current Zoning) 
 
17.1 The purpose of this zone is to provide for medium-density housing in the form of single-family, semi-

detached, duplex dwellings, townhouses, row houses and other compatible uses. 
 
Permitted Uses 

17.2 Subject to Bylaw requirements: 

 
Discretionary Uses 

17.3 Subject to Council approval: 

* Also requires Conditional Use approval 
 

Conditional Uses 
 

17.4 Subject to a Development Officer approval: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

R3 Zone - Permitted Uses 

single family dwelling duplex dwellings assisted living 

semi-detached dwellings accessory building manufactured home: mobile home 
lawfully existing prior to 1999 

R3 Zone - Discretionary Uses 

child care facility: medium boarding house social services agency 

group home nursing care facility: 
community care and nursing 
home 

tourism establishment*: tourist 
home and inn 

townhouse - 8 units per building 
maximum 

row house – 8 units per 
building maximum 

apartments: 4 units maximum 

rooming house   

R3 Zone - Conditional Uses 

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



 
    
 

Special Council Meeting Minutes September 23, 2020 Page 3 

 

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: 
 

 

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 

 
Mike Thususka, on behalf of the applicant made a presentation. 
 
Mike Thusuka:  Thank you, Mr. Chair, so I’m here to provide a brief context and presentation in regard to the 

application for rezoning of this parcel of land. The purpose obviously to discuss the specific rezoning of lot 
17-3 currently designated residential medium density housing under our zoning bylaw and a request to go 
to R4. 

 
  Back in January our office was tasked with finding ways in which to further grow our tax base through the 

disposition of developable lands within the City of Summerside. This property was identified as one of them, 
already being designated for housing opportunities, and we sought solicited proposals on the development 

R4 Zone - Permitted Uses 

single family dwelling assisted living row house 

semi-detached dwelling duplex dwelling townhouse 

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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for those purposes. Through the course of January to March we developed a process to address these lands 
through an RFQ for the redevelopment of this property. This RFQ was designed to shortlist qualified 
proponents to move to the next phase of a formal RFP.  Specifically, the goal of the RFQ was to seek 
proposals for the acquisition and redevelopment of this vacant tract of residential land.  The city does not 
sell properties for speculative purposes, therefore only proponents having the capacity and commitment to 
move forward immediately would have been considered.  Conveyance of this property would occur only 
when the successful proponent had secured all necessary council approvals, project financing and land use 
approvals as part of the final stage.  We had 1 respondent from this process. As part of that one response 
the proponents were requesting a zoning change on part parcel of the lands that we went out to seek 
interest on, as per the map.  

 
  So, currently, as been explained, the lands are a total of 6.12 acres. Based on our current development 

standards, setbacks and environmental controls, the total lands for development are approximately 4.64 
acres.  Lot 17-2, which is currently zoned R4, is 1.39 acres and Lot 17-3 for which we’re seeking a rezoning 
is approximately 3.26 acres of developable land. We as owners of the property and based on the RFQ were 
asked to consider rezoning lot 17-3 from R3 Medium Density Residential to R4 High Density Residential as 
shown in the red circle.  

 
  These lands are currently obviously owned by the City of Summerside are comprised of two different zoning 

classifications R3 and R4 as shown on the map. Along with some greenspace which forms part of our 
greenspace plan for the area. (Next slide.) In terms of the specifics for the lot, the proponent's conceptual 
submission was requesting to have the property rezoned to facilitate their vison of what they could build on 
these lands. 

 
  R3 Zoning as been described allows for medium-density housing and then R4 as described provides for high-

density housing. In terms of the concept, and this is for conceptual purposes only, this is what the Site came 
back under our RFQ public process in terms of what development could take place on these lands. Again, 
based on the RFQ this is what they proposed as a conceptual plan.  It would also require the formalization 
of a development agreement as well as meet all the standards inside the R4 zone and building bylaws.  

 
  For illustrative and conceptualize purposes, this is a concept that the proponent submitted as part of their 

development concept.  Again, this is a concept they have suggested and would require a change from R3 to 
R4. If the rezoning did occur, the development would still be subject to a development agreements and 
zoning bylaw review.  

 
  Again, another rendering of the concept, and again for conceptualized purposes only, this is what their 

potential vision is as part of the first phase of their process. 
 
  And then the last slide is a final rendering of the concept proposed for the Site, again, subject to any 

development agreements and that’s the context of why we are seeking the rezoning this evening. Thank 
you. 

 
Councillor McFeely:  Thank you, Mr. Thususka. 
 
  So the next part in our process is to invite the public to make contact and I guess I want to emphasize again 

that this is the opportunity for the public to speak and have input and we really encourage folks to do so. As 
well, I said earlier, if you raise questions, we may not have the answers to those questions tonight, but the 
process is that staff would do the research on those questions and bring back the information to the planning 
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board meeting where this will go afterwards. So we open the floor for comment and if you come to the mic 
we would ask you to please state your name and civic address for the record, as well, we want to respect 
our social distance protocols and so forth and there is some wipes for people who want to wipe the mic 
before they get too close to it you are certainly welcome and encouraged to do that. With that we would 
open the floor to the public for comment. 

 
  Kim Chiheb:   Good evening city councillors, Your Worship, my name is Kim Chiheb. I live at 23 

Greenwood Drive, across from this parcel of land, 68742 also known as Hippenstall’s Corner for the last 32 
years. I am against the rezoning of this piece of land, as it is the last piece of greenspace on our waterfront. 
It is across from Greenshore which is where events have been held over the last few years like Canada Day 
activities, Ribfest, and if I’m under the right assumption that Atlanticade was supposed to have its main 
office on that shore. That piece of property has been used for overflow parking. 

 
  So, I have a few questions. I’d like to know, I didn’t think I’d be back here so soon, but it was probably about 

3 years ago I guess this come up and I wondered what had changed from then till now on this same piece of 
land that was turned down for rezoning as some of the same councillors, I do believe, were here and voted 
against that. So, my thought was, what has changed? There was someone back then, there’s somebody 
now, but it was turned down back then. What exactly did the ground test come back as. I said it had nothing 
to do with the land to be built on. That it was for the builder to know what they had to do. So, I wondered, 
what do they have to do? As that land has been marshland for as long as I can remember, and I have lived 
in that part of town for a total of 57 years; it’s always been marshland. I’ve watched it get filled in over the 
years and I never took really much of a concern to that, but I guess I should’ve back then because it was all 
marshland and should’ve been protected. But it wasn’t. 

 
  They say that I wonder too with the ground testing because they do plan on having underground parking as 

that diagram shows, I guess, as I read it. Again, being all swampland, I know across the street I have 33 
sump pumps that go all the time – summer, spring, winter, fall – all the time. So, if, again, no underground 
parking can be put there, do we add another floor? So, then we’re going from 6 to 7? And how much has to 
be built up onto that piece of property? So, do we go 8? 

 
  I know there is a housing shortage. I was told maybe 500 units we are short. Does half of that amount have 

to be on 1 piece of property? Can it not be some lower houses? I know there’s still R4 down on, err up 
Greenwood Drive. Out on Mackenzie where R4 when I was looking at the computer shows R4 but they’re all 
duplexes built down there instead of having something like this down there where it was already zoned R4. 
There’s R4 on Pope Rd., MacEwen, and I’m sure there’s quite a few more R4 

 
  Why does it really have to be on our last piece of greenspace on our waterfront? 
 
  I sent each of you out copies on greenspace and mental health. I hope you all had a chance to read them. I 

do have some copies and I do have other studies that I’ve been looking up. I also have a petition signed by 
2100 people all across the world, mind you, but they’re still all in the same thing – save greenspace; 
greenspace is important for mental health. I know we have Community Connections; I have a nephew that 
goes there. What about them? What about our, you know, our mentally challenged adults and children – 
somewhere for them to go – a nice park for them to sit by a stream – to learn about the ice pond and about 
what we grew up with in our day – when that’s all we really had was an ice pond to be around. I asked you 
to take a look for yourselves at the traffic that is already on Greenwood Dr. that runs 7 days a week, morning, 
noon and night. Very heavy, heavy industrial parks just a block up from this piece of land. I’ve taken lots of 
photos and videos that I can share with you if you didn’t have the time to do it. It is you people that are 
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making the final decision on this piece of land and to put it into perspective, I look at 200-300 more cars if 
that building was to be put there and those 3 buildings exiting out onto that little strip of Greenwood Dr. 
that leads right to our industrial parks, our businesses. I would hope that you would actually take a look at 
what a large shadow that that development would put over a very large part of that end of town. As again, 
I’ve taken pictures from all the way up North Market Street on evenings when the sun is setting, well, that’ll 
be gone. So, I’ve wondered if you know if it wasn’t not in your backyard but in your front yard, how many of 
you would vote yes for that same development? I sure hope you make the right decisions for all of the city’s 
residents and just about the almighty dollar. I have tried to inform more people on what was going on over 
the last few weeks. I’ve went around and talked to a few residents. 60 metres isn’t very much when you 
consider how much it’ll affect how many people will be affected by that big shadow it’s going to cast over 
that whole end of town. And really, some of them, because we don’t have a local newspaper anymore, knew 
nothing about it and they’re just right around the corner from me. Had no idea what was going on. So, I sat 
and chatted with them. I don’t know if they had any response. I would’ve hoped someone did. I put a lot of 
work and effort into it on my part because I think it’s important. It’s not just what I’m losing, but it’s what 
my whole end of town is losing. So, I guess I leave it into your guys’ hands on the decision and I just hope 
you make the right one because once this piece of land is gone, it’s gone and it’s not coming back. So, I thank 
you very much for your time, city councillors, your worship, for giving me the opportunity and like I say, I do 
have lots of research and my petition if you’d like to see it. Thank you very much. 

 
 

Councillor McFeely: Thank you very much for your comments, and your well-prepared comments. We thank you for 
that. 

 
Any questions? Anybody else from the public? And again, this is your opportunity. 
 
Bonnie Rogerson:  Good evening, ladies and gentleman, and Honourable Mayor, my name is Bonnie Rogerson and 

I’m here as the President of the Board of Directors of the Bedeque Bay Environmental Management 
Association. 

 
Councillor McFeely:  If you could state your address please, Bonnie. 
 
Ms. Rogerson:  Yes, my personal address is Kinkora, Prince Edward Island, however, we are the owners of the ice 

pond. At the moment, our concern, grave concern, with what is happening with that situation right at the 
moment, but I’ll set that aside for the moment in terms of what’s happening here in the proposed 
development to our floor and I commend Kim in her very well prepared and very specifically documented 
information that she brought forth for all of us to listen to. 

 
  The stream that runs - strategically from the letter of invitation that we received on this proposed 

development – the stream indication – for some reason it was indicated that it stopped at Water Street. 
That stream actually does extend along the – I’m not sure what side it would be – I guess the west side of 
that proposed development area and that would’ve been the stream that would’ve fed into what was that 
marshland. 

 
Mayor Stewart:  That’s on the screen there now – I think he’s showing it. 
 
Ms. Rogerson: Yes, that’s the stream I’m talking about and it didn’t continues all along through and up right around 

to where our pond, the ice pond, is located. Just above – just on the other side of that. The stream has been 
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maintained over a long period of time by our association. Summerside is our city in the watershed and we’re 
just not quite sure what the meaning is behind stopping with this proposed little map that we’ve received 
not indicating to maybe the public information why it was not indicated all the way up and through. I believe 
on PEI it’s a 15-metre broadcast that’s needed from any moving water area from where a development 
would take place. That’s not indicated here as well. We did watch the marshland being filled in subject to 
for whatever reason at that time. We had mentioned over a period of time to several of the councillors at 
that time that this was something we’d come back and pay for and I think maybe that’s where it’s come 
back in spades to us now. This stream ultimately ends up feeding into the shore obviously and into the 
estuary. As I said I’m not going to be into the situation that we’re dealing with now with the ice pond but it 
definitely is posing a very important and detrimental environmental problem at the moment, and Kim was 
very right in indicating that that is the only bit of greenspace that is left and we were involved over a 4 year 
period with developing a diversity plan for the city in connection with some individuals – I’m not sure if they 
were on council or not – but we were involved with this and spent a considerable amount of time with our 
staff at the time and with the city folks that were involved in developing a green diversity plan for the city 
allowing for green spaces indicating where green spaces could be maintained and basically built upon and 
it just doesn’t look like this is happening right now with this particular area and it does have a significant 
ultimately a significant problem with what is happening with the ice pond. What I’m going to do actually is 
ask that our Executive Director who has all the details on this just if we have a moment to speak to this and 
she can fill you in on the details. But thank you very much for the opportunity. 

 
Mayor Stewart:  Madame Chair, Mr. Chair, just a question there – I think I saw on one of the maps earlier this evening 

where you had the green space that stream that was coming down there on one of the maps earlier? There, 
that one there that I think you’re referring to, was it? That green strip there? 

 
Ms. Rogerson:  Exactly. 
 
Tracy Brown:  So that would be your buffer zone. Our only question we have is during the process of the construction 

of the ice pond we sat there and watched that whole section beyond there which was a wetland be filled in, 
so, what is there is now as solid ground but underneath, I’d say, if you had an extensive rainy period, it would 
resolve itself back to a wetland. You’d have … back up. 

 
Councillor McFeely:  I don’t want to interrupt, but could you please state your name and your address. 
 
Tracy Brown:  I’m Tracy Brown, I’m the Executive Director of the Bedeque Bay Environmental. My address is actually 

in the Baltic but the property we are talking about is obviously a historical ice pond which is just, if you look 
at the tip of that triangle, right across the street is our ice pond. So that is something that we spent half a 
million dollars and 5 years restoring. And right now, our issue, we’re questioning the environmental impact 
of putting such a high rise division – I’m not sure – if you’re talking about a lot of height, you’re talking about 
a lot of land, that is not, 3 acres is really not a lot of land to put an apartment building on and have sufficient 
green space around. That land does slope back as I said it is a former wetland, it will slope back to that pond 
and back to that stream. The reason we restored the ice pond is because we wanted to restore – 70 years 
ago there was a run of seabass that would migrate there every fall – they’d come up in October, they’d 
breed above the pond and then they’d head back out to sea. So, we sufficiently managed to restore that 
stock naturally and they were back again last year and the year before and I’m wondering how this 
development might threaten that natural return of brook trout. There’s not too many places on PEI that 
historically is all native brook trout. That pond is brook trout and brook trout alone. It’s very rare on PEI to 
have that. You don’t have any rainbows in there. It’s a beautiful stream and I’m just worried that some kind 
of construction like that – you’re talking about a massive undertaking of plowing of the land. You’re talking 
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about construction that’s going to adversely affect runoff in certain areas if you’re putting concrete down 
depending on the slope of that land, I’m not sure where that water’s going to run. You’re talking about 
taking a whole section of land and blocking it to sunlight from a big building. That is gonna cool down the 
stream. That’s gonna cause ecological problems in that stream and it’s something that we’re really worried 
about based on the fact that we have worked extensively to restore a natural spawning run of fish. And on 
PEI, there’s not that many areas within municipalities and in Summerside this is the only area alone with 
freshwater fish, so it’s a very ecologically important section. I mean, to some, it’s just a green space, to us, 
it’s a whole ecosystem that we’ve worked on. I guess the other thing we’re looking at too is based on what’s 
going on now we’re seeing extensive runoff into our pond from the construction that’s being conducted way 
up on Greenwood Drive and that’s impacting our pond so I’m curious as to what extensive regulations and 
overseeing is going to be done with the contractor to make sure that we have no impact like that in this 
area. It’s a very small section of land and it’s a very important stream right now, ecologically. And basically, 
yeah, we as, we are duly opposed, just for the ecological, and the fact that we have a beautiful green space 
there above the pond that we’re turning into a nature park. I would prefer to see somewhere down the line 
that BBEMA works with council to turn that into an adjacent area of greenspace/green park/natural area 
for the community. I know we need buildings. I know we need apartments. I know we need that. But do we 
have to threaten an ecosystem in order to put an apartment in? Could we not be able to save that 3 acres 
and turn it into a natural garden area for the City of Summerside. And that was kind of our vision when we 
put the pond in, to kind of take it all the way down. I’d hate to see, for the sake of some tax base, an 
apartment building go in there and threaten that. That’s all we have to say. 

 
Councillor McFeely :  Thank you very much, Tracy. 
 
Mayor Stewart:  Mr. Chairman, can I just ask, did I see a map a little earlier where it sort of showed where the 

buildings of the proposal would be, and how close? … That’s it there, is it? 
 
Tracy Brown:  They’re quite close. I mean, if you’re looking at the sunlight, you’re going to end up with that section 

being quite dark. The more shade you put on a stream, the more you cool down the stream and the more 
you’re going to have issues with migration spawning fish. It’s going to modify the temperature... 

 
Mayor Stewart:  Does it show on there, Aaron, our Director, the footage from the building to the stream? 
 
Aaron MacDonald:  We haven’t reviewed this to scale on a scale drawing. As they mentioned, it was a concept then 

they, they would have to, whatever development would happen would have to comply with the regulations. 
 
Tracy Brown:  So, they have to be 49.2 feet away from the stream. They can’t put any kind of construction, any kind 

of (interference) within that 49.2 feet. That is the … legislation on PEI… 
 
Councillor McFeely:  Thank you very much, Tracy. Any other comments from the public?  
 
Barry Ford:  Evening Mayor & council, my name is Barry Ford. I live at 539 Sheen Street, Summerside within 100 

metres of Hippenstall’s Corner. I have some questions and I have something to say. Not sure if we should do 
the questions first or do the saying first or which would you prefer, I guess. 

 
Councillor McFeely:  However you want to proceed. 
 
Barry Ford:  Ok. I’ll do the questions first. City management states in their presentation, this is the previous 

presentation, that’s not tonight’s because that was a shortened version, same idea but I’m going off the 
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previous presentation. City management states, to maximize development for the whole community, 
knowing it might have potential impact on some, but we believe that impact could be managed. Question 
is, what impacts are they talking about, how will they be managed, and are these impacts any different from 
residents’ concerns? Second question is, such a large development, any effect on water pressure in the area 
or everything remain the same or? Third question, has there been a traffic study done or will there be a 
traffic study done? Number 4, if the rezoning is approved and the proposed development denied, with the 
land revert back to its former zoning of R3? And I’d like to know the name of the developer. But I’m probably 
not going to get the name of the developer, so. Anyways, that was my questions. 

 
Councillor Ramsay:  So, do you want those questions answered now? Like, Mike, I think you did the presentation. 

Tech Services? Mike? Whoever has the information. 
 
Barry Ford:  You can get back to me.  
 
Councillor McFeely:  Those will be dealt with in the staff’s report. 
 
Councillor Ramsay:  Perfect. Just trying to help you out there, Barry. 
 
Barry Ford:  I need all the help I can get there, Barb. The land parcel 68742 known as Hippenstall’s Corner was known 

to us kids who grew up in the area 40-50 years ago as a frog pond. At one time it was a vast marshland filled 
with tadpoles, frogs and smelts. The smelts were so plentiful in the brook that you could just reach in and 
grab them by the handful. As kids we played hockey during the wintertime and caught frogs and tadpoles 
in the summer. Over the years, the area became less and less as it was filled in. The frogs and smelts are 
gone, but luckily the ice pond has been restored thanks to Bedeque Bay Environmental Association. As now 
zoned as conservation land along with the brook that runs parallel with land parcel 68742 and across Water 
Street and into Summerside Harbour. City management says they are concerned about urban sprawl but the 
infilling of this marshland is urban sprawl. There are several land lots in the area that are zoned R4 that have 
recently been developed with low or medium density housing on them. There are also others that are zoned 
R3 where single family units have been built. Although you are allowed to do this, could the city discourage 
this kind of development if urban sprawl is a major concern? This was a natural area that was infilled 
because of its proximity to the waterfront for development and it was zoned R3. Now city management 
wants to rezone it to R4 for even higher density development. What’s left of the old frog pond is the brook 
and the 15 metre buffer zone to try and protect it from development. Section 3.0 of the official plan says as 
a community we enjoy our waterfront, open spaces, and small-town feel. Section 3.4 of the plan policy #9 
proclaims to encourage the creation of a unique or interesting outdoor spaces that reinforce community 
identity and create a sense of place distinct from other communities and other parts of the community. 
Building this massive proposed development on this property does not let citizens enjoy the waterfront, open 
spaces, or keep our small-town feel. Nor does it create a unique or interesting space. This is a very unique 
and precious piece of land on the edge of Summerside Harbour with a spectacular view and since it is owned 
by the City of Summerside, it should remain that way for all citizens and future citizens to enjoy. Once this 
land is in private hands, it’ll be gone forever. Quite a few tourists walk down Rufus Street in the warmer 
months, and I have talked to many of them in my driveway and they all love the openness of the area. 
Hippenstall’s Corner may now be an empty lot but it is not an eyesore. Section 3.7-8 of the Official Plan 
speaks to consider the concept of a town market square creating a unique public visual experience that 
marquees Summerside. Can anyone here think of a better spot than the frog pond? Hippenstall’s Corner is 
now zoned R3 medium density. Why do they need to rezone it to R4 high density when there are already 
land parcels zoned R4 that are street frontage or a short distance from the street - MacKenzie Drive, Pope 
Rd., Central St., land behind the manor uptown, and Granville Street North. Could the city not help 
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developers put high density housing where it’s already zoned properly for it? The need to rezone to maximize 
the value of the land as city management stated could set a precedent for future rezoning applications as 
all one would need to say to get a rezoning is that you want to maximize the value of the land and nothing 
else matters. The Official Plan says in Section 3.7 a graduation of residential densities is promoted from 
higher density housing around the North Granville commercial area and the downtown core through some 
nearby areas of medium density to lower density towards the outskirts, meaning that higher density 
developments are to be constructed in the North Granville St. area and the downtown core and gradually 
taper up into St. Eleanors and Wilmot. According to the Official Plan, Hippenstall’s Corner is not in the 
downtown core or North Granville St. Section 22.7 Summerside Zoning Bylaw guidelines for downtown: 
maximum building heights may be up to 10 stories except where buildings are adjacent to residential land 
uses, where a maximum height of 4 stories is allowable to be compatible with existing residential homes. If 
it is not ok to build over 4 stories downtown next to residential homes, why is it ok in the west end? City 
management considers the width of a residential street, Greenwood Drive, an acceptable transition between 
1 and 2 story houses and 3 60’ apartment buildings, while on the other side they consider a 15 metre buffer 
between 3 6-story buildings in a sensitive conservation zone, the ice pond brook. Opposite to the brook, 2 8-
unit townhouses have a 15 metre buffer between them. City management speaks about a natural transition 
between our neighbourhood and this proposed development, but there is nothing natural about the 
transition. You have houses on 1 side and boom, 3 6-story buildings. This is an immediate transition. We do 
not believe this to be an acceptable transition from residential houses nor an acceptable buffer from the 
brook conservation zone. There are very few services other than for recreational purposes that people would 
use with any regularity within walking distance. Very few people would walk, bike or take the bus from this 
area of the city to go uptown to access services and then return again. If this proposed development were 
to be built in the North Granville area it would be much more efficient for public transit and ridership would 
increase. The current proposed location would only encourage people to drive their vehicles when we 
consider the 314 parking spaces for 198 apartments. In the Official Plan Section 3.2 it lists the following 2 
paragraphs: 

 
  #1. Walkable Neighborhoods - ensure land use and community design enhance and support pedestrian 

friendly design. 
 
  #2. Transportation Choices - ensure a variety of transportation alternatives are available including walking, 

cycling or transit, REDUCING THE NUMBER OF VEHICLE TRIPS. 
 
  By putting this proposed development at Hippenstall’s Corner, it does not promote any of these 

transportation choices, nor would it be pedestrian friendly, in fact it would increase dependency on the car. 
Even with this new bicycle/pedestrian lane on Greenwood Dr., pedestrian traffic on area streets to and from 
Community Connections, Greenshore, CUP, the ice pond and the boardwalk would put at higher risk. During 
a recent summer council meeting regarding changes to the intersection at Greenwood Dr. and Pope Rd., 
Mayor Stewart mentioned the expected increase in traffic on Greenwood Dr. from the new Eco Park. This 
new traffic from the Eco Park will not just flow north on Greenwood Dr. to Pope Rd. but would also flow 
south to the intersection with Notre Dame St. and south again to the intersection of Greenwood Dr., Rufus 
St. and Water. This new traffic from the Eco Park would add to the already existing commercial truck traffic 
on Greenwood Dr. The 3-way intersection of Greenwood Dr., Rufus and Water St. is already a busy 
intersection with a successful dairy bar right in the middle of it. Truck traffic on Greenwood Dr. and private 
commercial vehicles using Rufus to go to the CUP. According to the proposed development’s diagram, 8 
parking spaces empty directly onto Greenwood Dr. At a minimum of 3 metres, these spots are 24 metres in 
length along Greenwood Dr. 
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  Section 10.9 Zoning Bylaw – Parking lot area layout and construction Subsection C.1. says each parking lot 
area shall not be sited within 1 m of any lot line. These parking spaces seem to violate this bylaw. There are 
also 2 more access points into the main parking lot from Greenwood Dr. making a combined 10 access points 
over a length of approximately 110m. The length of Greenwood Dr. between Water St. and Notre Dame 
where these entrances are is approx. 195m. The total width of these entrances is 36m. 

 
  This seems to be an excessive amount of driveways onto such a short stretch of residential street. One 

entrance to the main parking lot is situated at the beginning of a curve in the road just after the dairy bar 
driveway. Any obstacle such as a tree, sign, utility pole, parked car would impede a driver's line of sight when 
exiting the parking lot, creating another potential danger at this location. 

 
  Water St. does not have a left turning lane at Greenwood Dr. or at Rufus St. 
 
  For example, an eastbound car turning left onto Greenwood Dr. or Rufus St. needs to stop for any oncoming 

traffic, but a lot of drivers pass on the shoulder and go around the stopped car; some don't even slow down. 
This makes for a very dangerous intersection and crosswalk. 

 
  Where the buildings of this proposed development would be situated at – I’m just going by where they had 

the stakes from the land test I presume they are, where they took the soil samples - I'm not 100% sure if a 
left turning lane could even be put along this stretch of Water St. 

 
  The proposed 2 townhouse complexes on Water St. - one has a driveway for a rear parking lot and have 8 

driveways directly emptying onto Water St. That’s 9 driveways with a total width of 30m over a lot width of 
125m. 

 
  Section 10.2 Summerside Zoning Bylaw: Road access Restrictions: "No parking spaces within a parking lot 

shall access directly onto any city arterial or urban collector street." Now 9 driveways in this short stretch of 
Water St. may not be a parking lot but it should raise some traffic concerns. Here, there is no left turning 
lane here either. This stretch of Water street, as council knows, is known for its speed, increasing safety 
concerns even more. 

 
  The traffic along this stretch of Water St would be a similar scenario to the Autumn St. and Water St. 

intersection at Tim Hortons downtown before it was rectified. Though speed would be a bigger factor at the 
Hippenstall’s Corner stretch of Water St. We also have to consider that there is also no sidewalk along Water 
St. in this area.  

 
  Water St., South Dr., and Notre Dame St. are all hospital routes. Ambulance, police and fire trucks use them 

on a regular basis. Congested streets and intersections along these routes are not acceptable in an 
emergency. The addition of a 4-story hotel only one block away from this proposed development at Credit 
Union Place is bringing in even more traffic combined with new commercial traffic from the Eco-Park, the 
dairy bar, truck traffic, and local traffic. 

 
  The proposed addition of another 314 cars all in one block we do not believe area streets will handle the 

excessive amount of traffic in a safe and efficient manner. It will be a traffic and safety nightmare when 
events are happening in the area, which they do quite often. 
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  Traffic from Greenwood Dr. may also divert itself onto Willow Ave. from Greenwood Dr. since Willow 
connects directly onto Central St. This would increase traffic through two school zones, Elm Street 
Elementary and Summerside Intermediate. Is the city willing to spend money on new infrastructure to 
support all this new vehicle and pedestrian traffic? 

 
  When comparing the proposed developments' diagram to the actual land parcel #68742 map, the proposed 

development diagram shows that the section of street that was formerly South Dr. is to be permanently 
closed. According to the Municipal Government Act section 213 Permanent Closing of a Street subsection-3 
Notice and Hearing:  "A council that proposes to permanently close a street in the municipality shall give 
public notice and hold a hearing respecting the closure before final passage of a bylaw in respect of the 
proposed closure." 

 
  Should council abide by the Municipal Government Act IF THIS ROAD IS TO BE CLOSED? Maybe they 

should’ve had it before the rezoning of this land takes place. There is also an island of grass between the 3 
streets of Notre Dame, Greenwood Dr. and I’m presuming it’s still South Dr., that little stretch, that does not 
seem to belong to the land parcel either, is it considered part of the streets or is it its own separate land 
parcel? 

  
  About a month ago during a rainstorm, sediment from the construction of the new Eco-Park on Greenwood 

Dr. had found its way into the Ice Pond Wetlands Conservation zone turning the Ice Pond and brook red with 
silt runoff. And it happened again tonight. As I drove by there, the ice pond is pretty red, and the brook 
looked like it was mud. 

 
  If it is not possible to keep sediment from a construction site on a property on the opposite side of the road 

and over a 1/2 kilometer away , how can we be assured that a small 15m buffer zone will protect what’s left 
of the wetlands and the brook during over 2 years plus, if you’re lucky 2 years, of massive construction. The 
recent incident at the Ice Pond Wetlands Conservation zone shows the need for a better system of storm 
water drainage for this sensitive area. With all the work the Bedeque Bay Environment Association did for 
the Ice Pond and also its historical value to the city, it would be a great disservice to the citizens of 
Summerside if these type of environmental incidents were allowed to continue due to construction in the 
area. These incidents are not accidents and although they are not deliberate actions, they are manmade 
events that should not happen. Will the City pay for the upgrading of the storm water drainage system along 
the Ice Pond Wetlands Conservation zone that includes the brook along Hippenstall’s Corner?  

 
  Along the southwest side of Hippenstall’s Corner there is still some of the old marsh remaining at the edge 

of the infill. The 15m buffer should be measured from the edge of this vegetation and not from the edge of 
the brook. We believe the buffer is now being measured from the brook’s edge and not from the edge of the 
vegetation If measured from the vegetation the buffer zone would be an additional 15m inside the landfill. 

   
  The 2+ years of construction of this proposed development along with the construction of the hotel at Credit 

Union Place, brings noise, dust, debris, and construction traffic. We believe this is a little much for area 
residents and the Ice Pond Wetlands to deal with. Why is this proposed development not even being 
considered for a more suitable site? 

   
  When looking at the diagram there only seems to be a couple of options for the placement of garbage 

dumpsters for the proposed apartment complex, either facing Greenwood Dr. for everyone to look at or 
along the brook side of the property. This would not be a very good place for waste containers as garbage 
would inevitably end up in the brook conservation zone. The proposed townhouses would have their garbage 
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dumpsters in the back parking lot area. Garbage from these dumpsters would inevitably end up in the brook 
conservation area a mere 15m away. 

 
  Our population has increasingly become older in the last 20 years, but just as fast as the population ages 

our population will get younger and in 20 years we will more need affordable housing for young families 
than we will need 1 and 2 bedroom apartments. City management uses the comparison of PEI's percentage 
of multi-unit housing to the Canadian percentage. The graph on page 34 section 2.2 of the official plan 
shows that Summerside has a higher percentage of multi-unit housing at 37% compared to the rest of PEI 
at 21% and even above the Canadian percentage at 33.5% of multi-unit housing. So, in the next 20 years 
will this proposed development be a desired rental property or start to become a rundown apartment 
complex? The latter would greatly lower property resale opportunities for area residents in the long term 
and would be a black eye on the area as a whole. 

 
  In closing we ask the council to consider the environmental, traffic, safety, and parking issues of this 

proposed development. It's incompatibility with the area as this is a one and two storey house neighborhood 
with no essential services in the area. Going back to section 3.7-8 of the official plan which talks about a 
Town Market Square. If council was serious about this idea when the official plan was drafted then 
Hippenstall’s Corner would be the premiere site for it. If this land is put into private hands the City will lose 
it forever. We believe the bad outweigh the good for this proposed development at this site and we 
encourage all councillors to look into the future and vote against this rezoning. 

 
  Councillor McFeely:  Thank you, Barry, for your very well thought out and well researched comments and 

questions. As we said from the onset, staff have been recording all these questions and when we get the 
report from staff at planning board, hopefully they will address all the questions and comments that have 
been raised tonight. And that’s the opportunity for council to have a discussion on those. With that, I don’t 
know if there’s anybody else or any other comments from the public?  

 
Mayor Stewart:  Mr. Chair, can I just ask the question, in regards to know some of the answers like the water pressure 

and those kinds of things, we’ll come back. I wasn’t here 3 years ago but I understand it was turned down, I 
think you had mentioned, but I was told, I think the reason at that time was there was no proposal for 
development. 

 
From the public:  No, I believe there was. 
 
Mayor Stewart:  I don’t know. 
 
Deputy Mayor McColeman:  If I could just add to that, I believe there was an application in and there was a request 

to rezone the property but there wasn’t any identification of what they were planning to develop it for, and 
I believe at that time the City was a bit concerned – it would be like writing a blank cheque. We didn’t know 
what it was being planned for, if it had gone to that zoning and that’s why the city at that time in their 
decision decided against it. 

 
Councillor MacDougall:  I agree. 
 
Councillor McFeely:  That would be my recollection as well. That there was no development plan with the application. 
 
Mayor Stewart:  Yes, that’s what I was referring to. There was a request in to have it rezoned but apparently there 

was no proposal on what it would be rezoned for… 
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Councillor McFeely:  And that’s why it was denied. 
 
Mayor Stewart:  Denied at that time. 
 
Councillor Snow:  With that in mind, and I think it might have been Barry who mentioned it, maybe not, but one of 

them mentioned the fact that it currently being zoned R3 and if the proposed development did not go ahead, 
would or could it revert back to R3 again as opposed to leaving it on speculation, right? Because if the current 
development proposal did not go ahead then it’d be open for whatever in the future. 

 
Councillor McFeely:  I think once, and I ask Aaron to correct me on that, but once it’s rezoned, it’s rezoned. Is that 

correct? You’d have to go through the process again probably to put it back to R3.  
 
Councillor Ramsay:  But the city still has control of it. 
 
Councillor McFeely:  Yeah, the city still owns it.  
 
Councillor McFeely:  Any other comments, questions? Councillor Snow?  
 
Councillor Snow:  I agree, the city would still have control of it, but my concern is, the city as in us as councillors have 

control of it but who knows what future councillors are gonna think or plan with that. Right? So… 
 
Councillor McFeely:  Exactly. 
 
Councillor Snow:  So, you would hate to… There’s some concern with rezoning something to an R4 without there 

being an actual development guaranteed to proceed I guess is my question. That falls off, 4 years time, none 
of us are here, new council are here and it turns into whatever. Right? And that would be a concern. Some 
of that guarantee I understand with the past council that basically is the same thing you were worried about 
not knowing for sure what might end up there and in theory unless there is a signed development agreement 
we still don’t know for sure. 

 
Councillor Ramsay:  But couldn’t we put a proposal in to have it changed, like, couldn’t we change it back as council? 
 
Councillor McFeely:  You’d have to go through the rezoning process. 
 
Councillor Ramsay:  You’d just have to go through the rezoning process again, but it doesn’t stay unless we want it 

to stay, right?  
 
Councillor Snow:  Historically, I don’t think you would see very often rezoning go from say R3 to R2 or R4 to R3. 

Usually zoning increases what you can put on that. 
 
Councillor Ramsay:  Yes, but what I’m saying is if there was a concern around that, and that sounds like your concern, 

right? What if we went ahead with this and the contractor pulled out and there you’d be somebody else 
could just go in and do what they want but we still have control of pulling that back, correct? Council does. 
Of putting it back to R3. 

 
Councillor McFeely:  We would… 
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Councillor MacDougall:  It is R3. 
 
Councillor Ramsay:  No, no, no. If it went to R4 and the contractor pulled out and then here it is R4 and someone 

come in and do whatever they want, we could put it back to R3 if we knew we weren’t going to be council 
next term, or it’s not going to be the same people. So that’s all I’m saying; we do have control of it.  

 
Councillor McFeely:  In theory we could do that, but I think Councillor Snow is probably correct, it would be unusual, 

but we can do it. 
 
Councillor Ramsay:  It would be unusual but, this is unusual though, this whole thing. 
 
Councillor McFeely:  Yeah. Any other comments or questions from… Councillor Doiron. 
 
Councillor Doiron:  I have 3 questions, just that I’ve been taking notes during the evening and I think now is a good 

time as any to put them forward. One was just actually a question that somebody asked me and I wasn’t 
sure of the answer and I would like to put it by either Director Mike or possibly even CAO Rob and that is, 
just wondering how the city proceeds in a manor that is free from a conflict of interest when it is both the 
applicant and the decision maker? Do you know what I mean? Just somebody was curious, since we own the 
land, how do we go through this in a way that’s like I said, free appears to be free of a conflict of interest 
since we’re both the applicant and the people that will ultimately make the decision. It’s more of a just a 
general curiosity type question but it certainly… 

 
Mayor Stewart:  Legal question. 
 
Councillor McFeely:  I think it’s a very good question and a legal question that we would need to get an opinion on. 

Yeah. 
 
Councillor Doiron:  Ok. Maybe can we. Just. Yeah. 2nd question was to Director Mike are there any plans to address 

should we proceed after our next meeting, are there any plans with the developer to address the issues 
concerning the ecological implications of developing like Kim I think referred to the tests, and that sort of 
thing, is there a plan to do that between I guess now and our next meeting?  

 
Mayor Stewart:  You need a microphone there Mike just to have to recorded. Sorry. That one or the one over here. 
 
Councillor Doiron:  There are valid concerns, ecologically, I just wondered if there’s… 
 
Mike Thususka:  Yeah, I think Councillor, we have to go back to the developer and ask but the developer followed an 

RFQ process understanding all the rules and regulations in regards to that site in terms of all the 
environmental, the setbacks, the zoning and everything else. Certainly, I would think we would go back and 
have that discussion with the developer. But, prior to proceeding, regardless, there would be a development 
agreement put in place.  

 
Councillor Doiron:  Ok. I guess my final comment is just more of a clarification on the state of the property as it is 

now which is currently R3, I guess just to clarify for anybody that might be watching or listening, keeping it 
R3 doesn’t necessarily mean that the current state of the land would be preserved, correct? Like at any time 
if a developer wants to develop it as R3 as it is currently you know you can put 4 unit townhouses or 
apartments or I think it was like a tourist like an inn. There are, as it’s zoned now, it’s not guaranteed it’s 
going to be an empty lot forever because… Ok. 



 
    
 

Special Council Meeting Minutes September 23, 2020 Page 16 

 

 
Councillor McFeely:  That’s correct. Any other comments… 
 
Mayor Stewart:  Just to follow that up, Mr. Chairman, I didn’t see any other lights on there. To follow up on what 

Councillor Doiron said, with it being R3 now, how many units could we build on it, or how many driveways 
could be there, or… 

 
Councillor Doiron:  Townhouses up to 4 units each? 8 units? 8 unit townhomes can now be… 
 
Mayor Stewart:  8 buildings?  
 
Councillor Doiron:  8 unit. Townhouses. 
 
Aaron MacDonald:  We’ll look at it and come back to you with a number. 
 
Councillor McFeely:  That’ll be part of the staff report. 
 
Councillor Snow:  Just, Mike’s comment there made me think, he said that prior to proceeding, there would be a 

development agreement. Is there a way to flip this on its head have a development agreement in place 
based on it becoming R4? So, to my comment earlier, the concern I have is, the initial concern that I’m 
thinking of is it ends up in speculation and we don’t know past our term what’s going to happen on that 
land, so is there a way that a development agreement with the proposed developer could be signed prior to 
us rezoning. Is that something that can be done legally?  

 
Councillor McFeely:  Maybe that’s something Mike can… I think the challenge for the developer would be that they 

probably need to do some investment to get to the point where they would do a development agreement 
and they’d be hesitant to spend a whole lot of money until they know that the zoning is in line with what 
they want to do. Mike?  

 
Mike Thususka:  If you allow me, I think we have the question here, I’ll go back and review the question and provide 

as part of staff report some follow up feedback to that question.  
 
Councillor McFeely:  Yes. Perfect. Any other comments or questions? If not, we’ll move on and the next part of the 

process here is to give, #5, to give an explanation of the process.  

 
 

Explanation of the Process 

 
In order to process a zoning bylaw amendment, 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.  (Planning 

Board Meeting will be October 6th, at 5:00pm) 



 
    
 

Special Council Meeting Minutes September 23, 2020 Page 17 

 

(4) The zoning bylaw amendment is read a second time and declared as read at a second Council 
meeting. 

(5) 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 3 - 5 take place at Council’s second meeting, scheduled for October 19th, 2020 at 6:30pm) 
 
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]. 

 
 

Resolutions 

 
 
COS 20-090 It was moved and seconded 
WHEREAS  the City of Summerside has initiated an application for a zoning amendment for a portion of PID # 
68742 from  Medium Density Residential (R3) zone to High Density Residential (R4) zone under the City of 
Summerside Zoning Bylaw; 
 
BE IT RESOLVED THAT  zoning amendment 319, be hereby declared as read a first time. 
 
[schedule B is attached] 

 
ZONING AMENDMENT 319  

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 # 68742  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 Medium 
Density Residential (R3) zone. 
 
Resolution carried 8-0 
 
 
 
 
COS 20-091 It was moved and seconded 
WHEREAS  the City of Summerside has initiated an application for a zoning amendment for a portion of  

PID # 68742 from Medium Density Residential (R3) zone to High Density Residential (R4) zone 
under the City of Summerside Zoning Bylaw; 

 
AND WHEREAS zoning bylaw amendment 319, a bylaw to amend the City of Summerside Zoning Bylaw, was read 

and declared as read a first time at this Council meeting; 
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BE IT RESOLVED THAT  zoning bylaw amendment 319, a bylaw to amend the City of Summerside Zoning Bylaw be 
hereby referred back to the Planning Board for review and recommendation. 

Resolution carried 8-0 
 
 
 
 
 
COS 20-092 It was moved and seconded 

Whereas  the Province of PEI through the PEI Infrastructure Secretariat has advised that the Gas Tax 
Municipal Strategic Component program is open for applications until September 25, 2020 

 
Be it Resolved that  Council endorses the City’s applications for funding under the Gas Tax Municipal 

Strategic Component program be submitted as follows: 
 

• MacEwen Road/Water St & Glovers Shore Road Storm System 
• Boardwalk Revitalization 

 
Resolution carried 8-0 
 
 
 
 

Adjournment 

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


