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Planning Board Committee Meeting Minutes 

February 3, 2021 
 

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 Media 
Members of the Public  
 
 

Call to Order 

 
The meeting was called to order  
 
Mayor Stewart declared a conflict on this item as his daughter lives on the property next to this proposed 
development and excused himself from the meeting. 
 
Agenda was approved as circulated. 
 
Councillor McFeely stated that tonight Council will hear from staff in regards to this proposed 
development and bring forth a recommendation. 
 
 

Zoning Amendment – Colin Avenue 

 
Purpose: The purpose of the zoning amendment is rezone from R1 to R2 to allow semi-detached dwellings. 
The applicant is proposing 10 semi-detached dwellings at the south end of Colin Avenue, the semi-
detached dwellings will be fronting Colin Ave. 
 
Semi-Detached means a building that is divided vertically into two side-by-side dwelling units.  Both 
units are constructed directly on grade and separated from each other by a vertical wall of concrete or 
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masonry firewall. Semi-detached dwellings require individual public utilities and street frontage for each 
dwelling unit and can be subdivided as per Section 8.15. 
 

 
 

 
 
Background:  An application was received from Robins Equity Group Ltd. for PID #1005123 to amend the 
City Zoning Bylaw, Schedule B (zoning map) from Single Family Residential (R1) zone to Low Density 
Mixed Residential (R2) zone. A public meeting was held on January 28, 2021 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: Should Council approve the zoning map amendment, from R1 to R2, the applicant 
will be permitted to construct a semi-detached dwelling subject to the R2 
development standards as noted below.  The proposed building locations must 
meet or exceed all required setbacks from property lines.  The change in density 
is 10 units (R1) vs 20 units (R2). 

 
 

 
 
 

b. Conformity with the Official Plan. 
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Staff Comment: The rezoning conforms to the Official Plan (R1 and R2 are low density housing), 

Section 5.1 (Residential Development) and Section 4.4.1 (Parklands, Parks and 

Green Space Plan). 

5.1  Residential Development 
The first part of this section describes general residential development policies pertaining to housing 
options, zoning categories and residential land allocations. The second part describes specific policies 
pertaining to special planning and development areas, and locations for high density housing. The third 
part deals with other residential issues. 
 

Table 5-1 
Residential 
Densities 

Housing Type Minimum Lot Size 
(approx.) 

LOW DENSITY • Single-family 

• Semi-detached (2 units) 

• Duplexes 

6,781 to 7,500 sq. ft  
8,000 sq. ft.  
8,000 sq. ft. 

 
 

Parklands 4.4.1 

Mini-parks: 
Summerside has 13 mini-parks, most of which are orientated to the needs of nearby 
residential areas: 

• Bluebell Park 130 

 

 

The average size of the City’s mini-parks is 2.47 a. (0.48 ha.) Typically, they are equipped with picnic 
tables and a playground, and often a water feature in the summer, though equipment may be moved 
around between parks to meet changing needs. Fairview Park and Centennial Park also have small 
gardens, and Bluebell Park is unusual in having a beautiful natural area.  

City Parks: 
Summerside has 9 city parks, which serve the specialized needs of the whole community 
and visitors: 

• Rotary Friendship Park 120 

City parks come in all sizes. The largest is Rotary Friendship Park at 53 a. (21.43 ha.) and the smallest 

is Loyalist Park at 1.3 a. (0.52 ha) (the latter is somewhat akin to an urban mini-park but is 
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catalogued as a city park because of its heavy tourist use). Most city parks are orientated to more 
passive uses with the notable exception of QE Park, which has been the site of numerous hosted 
baseball events that bring in numerous visitors and prestige to the City. The endowment of Rotary 
Friendship Park to the City is a testimony of Summerside’s volunteer spirit. Green’s Shore Park was 

completed in 2002 as part of the City’s $5 million Summerside West End Development Project 
(SWEDP) of shoreline infilling, designed to both remove the long-standing odour problem for local 
residents and to create an attractive waterfront park for City residents and tourists. It also contains 
the Bedeque Bay boardwalk/promenade. 
 

New Parklands 7.3.1 

The program includes potential for nine new or expanded parks: 

  

Park Proposal 

630 

Bluebell 

Mini/Neighbourhood 
Park Extension 

The existing Bluebell mini-park is 2.55 a. (1.03 ha.) in size 

Located in an area with potentially high population growth and, 
accordingly, it is proposed to expand the site southwards by about 1 ha. 
and upgrade its status to that of a neighbourhood park 

Trail connections would also be made from the park to provide a 
continuous link between MacEwen Road and Walker Avenue, and 
southwards into future developing areas. 

680/685 
Neighbourhood Park 
(South of Rotary Park) 

A proposed new neighbourhood park (5.0 a.+ or 2.00 ha.) would be 

accessed off the proposed East-West Connector Street joining 
MacEwen Road with Water Street East 

The new park would link directly to the Hall Family Lane. 

 
 

c. Suitability of the site for the proposed development. 
 
Staff Comment: This site is physically suitable for development and has been intended for 

development since 1987 when it was first approved.  The site is suitable for low 
density residential land use. The existing public street network and municipal 
services can be extended to this development.  The proposed street connections 
are orderly and follow the existing and proposed street patterns.  Colin Avenue is 
intended to be connected to the proposed east/west connector street.    
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d. Compatibility of the proposed development with surrounding land uses, including both existing and 
projected uses. 
Staff Comment: The subject property abuts residential land uses, with R1 zoning along the east, west 

and north boundaries and R2 zoning along the south boundary. The rezoning from 
R1 to R2 would be compatible with the surrounding zoning as both R1 and R2 
zoning are low density land uses. The future land use plan supports residential 
development in the surrounding areas. 

 
 

e. Any comments from residents or other interested persons. 
 Staff Comment: A public meeting was held on January 28, 2020. The public meeting notice was 

advertised in the January 16th, edition of the Guardian.  Thirty-three (33) letters 
were mailed to nineteen (19) property owners.  Jeff Adams (Robins Equity Group 
Ltd. representative) provided an explanation, along with a proposed lot layout and 
building plans. Written comments were received from the public, regarding this 
application, and are attached to this report. There were twenty-nine persons from 
the public in attendance, ten people spoke at the public meeting, Don Anderson 
(251 Colin Av), Thane Smallwood (254 Walker Av), Marg Leard (252 Colin Av), 
Leslee Kerwin (243 Walker Av), Dan Kutcher (201 Cousins Ct), Monya Matheson 
(254 Colin Av), Randy Gallant (247 Colin Av), Kim McCarthy (253 Colin Av), Craig 
Noonan (233 Mountain Av), and Robyn MacAulay (241 Mountain Av).  The 
concerns raised by the residents have been addressed through out 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 additional 

loading created by the change in zoning from R1 to R2.  Colin Avenue has a 200mm 
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. The 
proposed development of 10 semi-detached buildings in a R2 versus 10 single 
family dwellings in a R1 zone would mean a difference of an estimated 1700 US 
gallons of water a day.  The city’s water supply when all wells are in operation is 
capable of around 6 million US gallons a day. Currently the estimated demand on 
the water supply system is around 3.5 million US gallons a day including fire flows.  
The proposed development would allow the City to connect the watermains on 
Mountain Av and Colin Av.  Colin Avenue has a 200mm gravity collection main on 
Colin Avenue 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 proposed development 
would allow the City to connect the street network with Mountain Av and Colin Av.  
There is adequate City storm drainage infra structure surrounding the property on 
Colin Avenue to accommodate the drainage from this property.  Existing single 
phase power service on Colin Av can be extended to service the proposed lots. 
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Overhead services can be provided in coordination with the utility, as per the 
Electric Rates, Schedules, and Policy Manual. If the developer wishes to install 
underground services the underground design must be submitted and approved by 
Summerside Electric.  There is ample parkland (Rotary Park - 5 acres, Bluebell Park 
– 2.5 acres), within 400m of the subject property.   
 

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

Staff Comment: The west section of Walker (Phase 1 of subdivision) has a street width of 11.5m 
which is comparable to MacEwen Road. The remaining section of Walker Ave and 
all of Colin Ave were infilled and are 8.5m wide, making them some of the widest 
local streets in the City.  Colin Avenue and Mountain Avenue are local streets with 
a capacities of 5000 VPD. They will easily handle the additional vehicle traffic. 
These streets are built to the City standard for local width and have an adequate 
shoulder width to accept pedestrian traffic. Both the Rotary Park and the Bluebell 
Park are accessible from Lynn Street and Walker Ave, respectively.  

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

Staff Comment:  There is no impact on environmental, scenic and heritage resources. 

i. Impacts on City finances and budgets. 
 Staff Comment:  There is no impact on City finances and budgets 

 
j. Other matters as specified in this Bylaw. 

Staff Comment:  There are no other matters as specified in this bylaw. 
   
k. Other matters as considered relevant.  

Staff Comment:  The first phase of this subdivision was built in the early 1980’s. The entire 
subdivision was planned and zoned a combination of R1 and R3 (Wilmot Zoning 
Bylaw), both zones allowed semi-detached as a permitted use. The housing 
market demand dictated the build of single family dwellings, not the zoning.  Since 
2016, there has been 7 subdivisions built:   
St Clair Street - 59 lots (35 R1, 24 R2) 
Simmons Av – 6 lots (4 R3, 2 R4) 
Dory View St – 27 (R3r) 
Putters St – 53 lots (18 R2, 35 R4) 
Langille Ct – 10 lots (8 R2, 2 R3) 
Foxland Ct – 10 lots (R4) under construction 
Starlite – 40 lots (R2) under construction 
Bernard – 10 lots (R1) under construction 
 
 

There is no evidence to support, residential property assessment values are effected negatively as a 
result of new residential development in an existing area.   
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STAFF REVIEW:  Staff have reviewed the application and have considered the criteria under section 5.7 
of the zoning bylaw and section 8.4 of the Parks and Greenspace Plan.  Staff support the application, 
from Robins Equity Group Ltd. for PID #1005123, to rezone from R1 to 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 for Council 
for a final decision. 
 
 
 
 
 
Councillor McFeely read two letters from area residents that were not read at the previous meeting: 
 

“Dear Mayor and council,  
 
My wife and I reside at 218 Walker Av. Summerside.  

 
We were recently blindsided by your decision to allow an apt building up against our back fence. 
You even took cash to allow the developer maximum occupancy without any regard for children 
needing space to play.  
 
Now I hear you want to fully surround us in R2 so that we effectively become R2 in small steps.  
 
We regret that we could not be there in person for Thursday’s meeting as we both cannot 
breathe in masks. 
  
We did however watch live from home and were struck by your safety efforts to reduce the 
chances of someone catching a virus from a microphone oddly at a meeting proposing to 
increase traffic into a neighbourhood with no sidewalks.  
 
We all have to walk our kids, grandchildren and dogs on the road here in Bluebell.  
We try to hug the side of the road hoping the approaching car from behind has enough room 
and that he/she sees us however it is very unnerving.  
 
We have often found ourselves skirting our grandkids onto the grass particularly where Walker 
Ave takes a bend. Not so easy though when there’s a snow bank there.  
 
I would implore you to be consistent in your concern for the safety of others and reject this 
dangerous escalation of people and motorists sharing the same path.  
 
Let the record show that you voted for safety.”  
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Sincerely, 
Paul & Michele MacGregor 
Walker Av 

 
 
 
 

“There are two things that I would like to add beyond the one entrance to our community being 
an issue.  
 
One is the miserable narrow corner on Walker that is tricky to maneuver because of parking and 
snow and any number of other issues. It is contentious and dangerous even with the existing 
traffic.  
 
The other is the fact that in order for us to be able to go anywhere by foot in our neighborhood 
we must walk on the road-a road that will, as one person suggested, have twice the vehicular 
traffic if this project goes through than we do now. Unless the safety of the area’s residents and 
children is taken into account by adding sidewalks and another exit the city will be endangering 
its own citizens by adding a compressed residential situation to the existing R1 zoning that exists 
now. The added cost of providing those necessities to make the community safe and on par with 
other newer communities should be an effective and reasonable deterrent to this project. It has 
not been that long ago that this area and in particular Colin Ave. residents had to petition and 
pay for ditch in filling. We did that for safety reasons as well as a love for our community.  
 
The idea that another road “might” be added “some day” should not lull us into thinking it will 
happen.  

 
We all have worked hard and sacrificed to live here and as another person said so well there is 
room for R1 areas that are exclusively that. It is important that City planners, Council and 
Committees understand that and respect those who live in R1 zones by not changing the original 
zoning which will affect so many in that community. We purchase homes in part because of their 
zoning and for that to be changed midstream is disappointing and unnecessary.   Thank you to 
all the residents for all their good input, I hope we are not only heard but listened to and 
heeded.   Thank you for giving us a voice in this important decision regarding our community.  
 
Anna and Dean MacDonald.” 

 
 
 
Councillor McFeely read a letter written on behalf of the applicant: 
 

“I have been retained by Mike Robins, CEO of Robins Equity Group Ltd., to respond to the public special 
council meeting that was held on January 28, 2021 (the “Meeting”), regarding his Zoning Bylaw 
Amendment Application for Parcel Number 1005123 on Colin Avenue, Summerside (the “Property”). 
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It is clear to us that the residents of the Blue Bell subdivision are passionate about keeping their 
neighbourhood, an upscale neighbourhood that is safe and friendly. My client is equally passionate about 
developing the Property in order to maintain the aesthetic of the neighbourhood while fixing the Mountain 
Avenue and Collin Avenue dead ends. 

My client fully intends to address each and every issue that was raised during the public hearing in order 
to develop the Property with the neighbours rather than despite them. If there are any concerns not 
addressed herein, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 

Family oriented community: 
The concern that this development would affect the family oriented community arose multiple times 
during the Meeting. If the zoning is not changed from R1 to R2, the lots will have to be priced higher 
which would decrease the likelihood that young families would be able to afford the lots. The lots would 
then only be accessible to older individuals who are not raising children in the subdivision. My client is 
working closely with designers and builders who are passionate about building homes for young families. 
Their target demographic is young professionals who are starting a family. Adding more families to the 
neighbourhood would increase the family oriented nature of the Blue Bell Subdivision. 

My client fears that if another developer were to purchase the Property they would either attempt to 
rezone the Property to a higher density zoning, or build properties that they can use as rentals in order to 
make it financially viable. This would mean that another developer could completely change the family 
oriented nature of the subdivision regardless of the zoning change. Additionally, there is never a guarantee 
of who will be moving in next door. 

Nearly 50% of the residential houses in Summerside are zoned R2 low density mixed residential or a higher 

density zoning. If changing the zoning from R1 to R2 results in a less family oriented neighbourhood, nearly 
half of Summerside would not be family oriented. We know this not to be the case. Summerside is an 
excellent place to raise a family. Rezoning one parcel of land is not going to decrease the family oriented 
nature of the Blue Bell subdivision, it will increase it. 

2 Story Homes: 
There was concern raised about building two-story homes. I believe this concern to not be relevant to the 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my client. The change in the zoning will not change a 
potential developer’s ability to build a two or three story home. The entirety of Mountain Avenue is two-
story homes. Additionally, many of the homes on Colin Avenue are two story homes. The current R1 zoning, 
does not preclude anyone from building two or even three-story homes. Therefore, if another developer 
was to develop the property they would almost certainly develop two story homes regardless of the zoning. 

If restricting the development of the corner lots, or all the lots, to one-story was a sticking point that could 
prevent the zoning amendment, then my client would adjust their plan and could accommodate that 
restriction. However, we believe this concern to be unwarranted as the neighbouring homes are two-story 
homes. 
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Increased traffic concerns: 
I believe this concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my 
client. My clients proposed Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application does not violate any Road Access 
Restrictions under section 10.2 of the Zoning Bylaw. The current state of Mountain Avenue and Colin 
Avenue results in two dead ends. This development would resolve the two dead ends, resulting in less 
people turning in driveways. Additionally, government vehicles, such as garbage trucks and repair vehicles 
would not have to turn around in private driveways. 
 

There was concern regarding the entrance to the Blue Bell Subdivision at the Meeting. It is my 
understanding that the City of Summerside is working to resolve this issue. Preventing rezoning is not the 
solution to the Walker Avenue exit; fixing the entrance and exit of the Blue Bell Subdivision is the solution. 
The proposed development would ease flow of the Blue Bell Subdivision. If this rezoning is not approved, 
the development may not occur. This would mean that if and when the second exit from Blue Bell is 
created, that all the homeowners on Colin Avenue will have to exit their road onto Walker Avenue through 
only the Lynn St. corner. This will likely not resolve the congestion issue, even if a second exit is created. 
The proposed development would allow homeowners on Colin Avenue to use the second exit if one is 
constructed, by travelling through the development and out Mountain Avenue, rather than continue to 
congest the Lynn St.-Walker Ave intersection. 

 
The traffic issue is not an issue with this development; it is an issue with the remainder of the subdivision. 
The traffic issue is not something my client can control, however developing the road through the Property 
allows for a third exit of the subdivision to be constructed down the road. There are currently 125 approved 
lots in the Blue Bell subdivision. Changing the zoning and adding ten extra lots will only result in an 8% 
increase in traffic. This is a negligible difference when connecting Maple Grove Road and Walker Avenue 
could result in a 50% decrease in the traffic at the Walker Avenue exit of Blue Bell Subdivision. 

Loss of Green Space: 
There was a concern raised regarding a loss of green space by developing the Property. I believe this 
concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my client. The “green 
space” is slotted for development. Regardless of whether the Property is zoned as R2 or R1. As such the 
“green space” will not remain in place. Additionally, the largest park in Summerside, Rotary Park, is in the 
neighbour’s back yard. The loss of green space is not an issue which is relevant to the zoning amendment. 
My client is working very hard to develop the property with the most minimal effect on the greenery and 
trees on the Property. 

Fence and/or tree line: 
One of the residents on Mountain Avenue mentioned trying to keep some of the trees between the existing 
properties on Mountain Avenue and the proposed new lots. My client is fully willing to keep a row of privacy 
trees between the Mountain Avenue properties and the new developments should this be required by 
council. Allowing R2 zoning provides council with the opportunity to require that privacy trees be planted. 
If the Zoning Amendment is not approved, any developer can develop the properties and remove all the 
trees. 
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The plans that my client and his builder have developed ensure that, from behind, the semidetached homes 
would appear very similar to a single family home. Additionally, it is a long established principle, first 
recorded in Aldred’s case in 1610 ((1610) 9 Co Rep 57b), that a land owner cannot protect the view that 
he has from that land. The rationale is that it would unduly limit the freedom to build on one's own land 
and thereby hinder beneficial development. 

Property Value: 
The majority of the homes on Colin Avenue are appraised by the Government of Prince Edward Island at 
less than $200,000.00. The fair market value of the semi-detached homes that my client will be building 
on the property will exceed the values of the homes on Colin Avenue. Therefore, the values of the pre-
existing homes will increase as a result of the construction of semi-detached homes. 

Entry roads, no sidewalks, narrow roads: 
I believe this concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my 
client. The concerns regarding the narrow entry roads and lack of sidewalks in the area are not relevant 
to my client’s development and should not be considered. Additionally, these concerns should be 
directed towards the city of Summerside as it is their responsibility to ensure proper roads and sidewalks. 
However, the roads in the Blue Bell Subdivision comply with the city’s requirements, and are sufficiently 
wide. Additionally, the minimal increase of 10 families in the extensive Blue Bell Subdivision will not 
make a difference in the congestion of the roads. In fact, the development of the connection between 
Colin Avenue and Mountain Avenue will alleviate much of the congestion on Lynn St and create a better 
flowing subdivision. Additionally, this development will fix the two dead ends, and will result in garbage 
trucks, snow plows, and other vehicles not having to turn around in private driveways. These concerns 
should not be considered when determining the approval of the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application 
submitted by my client. 

Removing Trees: 
I believe this concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my 
client. The property is already approved for development without restrictions on removing trees. Any 
developer who wishes to develop single family dwellings could come in and remove all the trees. The 
Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my client is for the purposes of zoning the property as 
R2. The change in the zoning does not mean that any more or any less trees will remain as there has not 
been a restriction placed on the trees on the Property. However, accepting the Zoning Bylaw Amendment 
Application submitted by my client gives you the opportunity to tell my client to keep a certain percentage 
of the trees. 

My client and his builder are passionate about keeping the trees and have developed a plan which keeps 
as many trees as possible. They have also decided to build 2-story semidetached homes in order to limit 
the square footage of the lot used as opposed to one-story structures, thus keeping more trees. My client 
is willing to place restrictive covenants on the land restricting the removal of trees if necessary. 

Playground: 
I believe this concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my 
client. The change in the zoning will not adversely affect the playground. In fact, my client and Warrens 
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Carpentry are prepared to donate to help fix the playground on a per home basis. Therefore, if the rezoning 
is approved, then there would be more money donated towards the playground. 

Airbnb: 
I believe this concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my 
client. The change in the zoning will not change whether the future home owners decide to Airbnb their 
property. However, should you approve the zoning amendment to R2, my client is prepared to place 
restrictive covenants on the property preventing commercial activities such that Airbnb would not be 
allowed. 

Not wanting duplex in the neighbourhood: 
At the Meeting, there was lady who said how they loved their neighbourhood and have lived there for a 
number of years. She went on to say that she is getting to the age of selling her home and moving to a 
duplex. My client is excited by the opportunity to provide the neighbours with the option of remaining in 
their neighbourhood, while being able to downsize. We believe that providing housing options allows 
people to remain in their neighbourhood where they have close connections and creates a more united 
neighbourhood. 
 

Community outreach: 
It was brought up that the neighbourhood was disappointed that they weren’t contacted directly 
before the public meeting was announced by the developer. That the developer never made any 
phone calls or knocked on any doors. My client would have loved to get the neighbours input personally, 
however, due to Covid-19 he was unable to be here. My client is prepared to take whatever steps 
necessary to consult with the neighbours and enjoys hearing their input. Perhaps setting up a comment 
box (either electronic or physical) would help. If you have any suggestions on this we would love to hear 
your feedback. My client is wanting to involve the neighbour’s suggestions. 

Good subdivision for raising a family : 
I believe this concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my 
client. The change in the zoning will not adversely affect whether the subdivision is a good place to raise a 
family. St. Clair Street in Summerside as a comparison, is a mix of duplex and single family residences with 
multiple families who would agree that it is a good place to raise a family. The construction of semi-
detached homes will not change the ability to raise a family in the neighbourhood, it will just give the 
opportunity for more families to raise a family there. 

Information about the developer online: 
I believe this concern to not be relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted by my 
client. My client is in the process of developing a new website. It is not abnormal for developers to not have 
a social media presence. 

Final thoughts 
It seems as though the neighbourhood has used my client’s development to raise their concerns about the 
entire Blue Bell Subdivision and the City of Summerside generally. These concerns which have no relevance 
to my client’s development should not hinder his ability to develop semi-detached homes. To consider the 
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concerns which were raised which are not relevant to the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application submitted 
by my client would be to breach your duty as officers of this lovely city. 

Parcel Number 809350 is directly south of my client’s property and is zoned R2. Clearly, the City of 
Summerside is not concerned with having R2 zoned properties in this area. To extend the R2 zoning would 
not adversely affect the neighbourhood. Instead, we believe changing the zoning to R2 will bring young 
families to the neighbourhood and make it a better place to raise a family. 
 
Approving the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application would also mean that two dead end roads are 
resolved. No longer will garbage trucks, snow plows, and other vehicles need to turn around in private 
driveways or on my clients land. Without approving the Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application, this land 
will likely never be developed as it is not financially viable if only single family dwellings can be erected. If 
this land isn’t developed, then the two dead end roads will remain that way and will never be resolved. 
 
My client is prepared to take whatever steps necessary to have his Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application 
approved including entering into a development agreement pursuant to section 5.15 (a) of the Zoning 
Bylaw, if required. If there are any requirements or suggestions you have for my client, he is more than 
happy to implement them into his plans for the development. My client’s goal is ultimately to make 
Summerside a better place to live and we believe that approving his Zoning Bylaw Amendment Application 
would do just that. 
 
This is your chance to resolve the dead end roads. This is your chance to get extra funding for the 
playground. This is your chance to attract young families to stay in Summerside. This is your chance to get 
the road developed to allow a third exit out of the Blue Bell Subdivision in the future. Most importantly, 
this is your chance to make Summerside better. Please approve Robins Equity Group’s Zoning Bylaw 
Amendment Application. 
 
If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned. 
 
James Profit” 
 
 
 
Councillor McFeely asked if staff had any additional comments. 
 
Aaron MacDonald: 
“That was a lot of information to digest.  Staff’s role is to try and review an application and how it relates 
to the Official Plan, Zoning Bylaw and Parks Plan that have been done over the last number of years.  We 
try to make an effort to review the questions and statements that were raised by residents, Council and 
developer and review various documents in the City to provide input to enable the Planning Board to 
make a recommendation and provide information to the entire Council to make an informed decision at 
the monthly meeting. 
 
To recap some of the information, traffic was brought up a number of times, we are to consider the 
increase in traffic from R1 to R2, there will be an increase in traffic going from R1 and R2.  For R1 it would 
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be 10 additional lots, to go to R2 would be 20 lots.  From Walker, Colin and Mountain, there is one way 
out of the subdivision.  There is an overall plan as parcels develop to provide future exits with abutting 
landowner’s parcels of land.  What was mentioned by someone by allowing this connection to happen, 
right now Colin could only go out through Lynn, if there is an accident, everything in blue would be able 
to have an access out through Walker. The same could be said for Walker, if anything happens in that 
area, this area would be a second access through Lynn.  There is an overall street plan for the subdivision 
as it develops.  We do collect traffic every few years, we did collect some closer to the MacEwen Road 
intersection, over the course of a couple of days there were roughly 1200 vehicles per day at that location.  
There are about 110 houses in that area, so we are looking at an additional 10 houses, so roughly 10%.  
The 10 houses would represent about 10% more than what is there now. 
 
Various street widths were mentioned, if you go back to Granville Street, Walker is probably about 10.5 
meters wide which is the width of a collector, even though it is classed as a local street.  At the turn, there 
is a narrowing of about 7- 8 meters wide.  From then on it was probably only 6 meters wide years ago, 
through the course of the infill program, Colin and the rest of Walker was infilled, and the part of the 
infilled street goes from 6 to 8 meters wide with the curbs.  Those streets are to local streets standard or 
exceeding the standard.  There is an area at the corner of the turn that does not have the width of 8.5 as 
that area did not have ditches, so wasn’t part of the infill. 
 
The area that comprises, Lynn, Walker and Colin, and Mountain comprises about 35 acres of land, 
developed in a number of phases over 10-15 years.  The last phase of Colin was completed in 1996, the 
developer passed away and didn’t get to complete the last phase being considered today.  There is a lot 
of vacant land in the area, about 300 acres, and there is the experience of being in the country.  About 4 
developers have looked at this parcel of land over the years and determined that it wasn’t viable under 
the current zoning.  The fourth developer stated that they would like to do it, but it would have to be re-
zoned to R2, and that is why we are here today. 
 
There is an overall parkland plan and does show that Blue Bell park can expand to the south.  The 
developer would be required to make a parkland contribution. 
 
 Aaron MacDonald reviewed plans for future street connections and recent developments in the area. 
 
Staff answered a number of questions from Councillors. 
 
 
Sherri-Lee Pike, Walker Avenue, stated that while duplexes on St Clair did sell quickly, they were sold to 
seniors and proposed double story duplexes on Walker Avenue would probably be something that seniors 
are not interested in.  She stated that there are lots of duplexes being built and wonders why an R1 
community cannot be kept that way. 
 
 
Scott Drummond, Walker Avenue, inquired what the criteria would be for crosswalks as it is dangerous 
on a turn on Walker Avenue.  Aaron McDonald explained the criteria where new sidewalks are installed.   
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Jeff Adams, Warrens Carpentry, stated that the developer is away of the parkland development fee, as 
well Warren’s Carpentry would be looking to donate to the Blue Bell Park.  He stated that there are 3 
designs for the homes, but it will be the home purchaser who would decide whether the home would be 
one or two story.  He stated the developer has not been contacted by anyone, but is willing to speak with 
anyone who calls. 
 
Don Anderson stated that he believes it would be irresponsible to add more traffic to the neighborhood 
when there is only one exit. 
 
Jamie Matheson, Colin Avenue, stated his family bought in the subdivision because of the single family 
sub-division. 
 
 
Councillor McFeely stated that he sees that there are three options, 1) pass the recommendation 2) defeat 
the recommendation 3) table the recommendation and have staff discuss further with the developer. 
 
 
PLANNING BOARD RECOMMENDATION:    The planning board have reviewed the application and have 
considered the criteria under section 5.7 of the zoning bylaw and section 8.4 of the Parks and 
Greenspace Plan, the planning board recommend the application received from Robins Equity Group 
Ltd. for PID #1005123 to amend the City Zoning Bylaw from Single Family Residential (R1) zone to Low 
Density Mixed Residential (R2) zone be approved by Council:  
 
 
Moved by: Councillor Adams Seconded by: Councillor Ramsay 
 
Councillor Ramsay made an amendment to table this recommendation pending more information from 
the developer.  There was no seconder and the motion was withdrawn. 
 
 
Motion: 

Carried   For 0 

     

Defeated X  Against 4 

 
 

Adjournment 

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


