	
	[image: image1.png]



	


CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

Wednesday, January 17, 2001
Wednesday, February 21, 2001
Thursday, February 22, 2001

PRESENT
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley,



W. Kinsella, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger,



J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ALSO IN ATTENDANCE:

A.B. Maurer, City Manager*

G. Heaton, Corporate Services Department (Law).

E.L. Britton, Office of the City Clerk.

*Attended part of the meeting.

A.
CALL TO ORDER AND RELATED BUSINESS
A.1.
CALL TO ORDER

Mayor B. Smith called the meeting to order at 9:30 a.m. 

A.2.
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

MOVED M. Phair – R. Noce 

That the City Council Public Hearing Agenda for the January 17, 2001 meeting be adopted with the following change:

That the Order of Business for the Agenda be as follows:

L.1.b.
-
Bylaw 12800 – The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw

L.1.a.
-
Bylaw 12801 - To amend Bylaw 5988, as amended, the Belvedere Station Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 10704, as amended, the Boyle Street/McCauley Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 7972, as amended, the Cloverdale Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 6221, as amended, the Garneau Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 6767, as amended, the Montrose/Santa Rosa Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 11618, as amended, the Oliver Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 6765, as amended, the Parkdale Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 10251, the Riverdale  Area  Redevelopment Plan; the Bylaw 8139, as amended, Rossdale Area  Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 11890, as amended, the Strathcona Area Redevelopment Plan.

E.1.a.

Adoption of an Amendment to the Belgravia, McKernan and Parkallen Community Plan.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, W. Kinsella, L. Langley, R. Noce,


M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

A.4.
EXPLANATION OF THE PUBLIC HEARING PROCESS

Mayor B. Smith explained the public hearing process.

A.5.
CALL FOR PERSONS TO SPEAK

E.L. Britton, Office of the City Clerk, called the names of the persons, who registered to speak to the passing of Bylaw 12800.

L.
BYLAWS

L.1.b.

Bylaw 12800 – The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw. (
PURPOSE

To adopt a new Zoning Bylaw for Edmonton.

D. Carlson, Edmonton Portable Sign Association; M. Gillani, Alberta Sign Rentals; J. Visser;   D. Gillett, Chair, City Shaping 2001 Committee; B. Neufeld, Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues; M. Pucylo, Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues; D. Puurveen;  G. Wilson; A. Thorndick-Sloan; L. Gibson, Carma Developers Ltd.; J. Brown, Sherrick Management Ltd; C. Roubekas, Pattison Outdoor Group; R. Relf; C. Basualdo; T. Garrett; 
G. Christenson, Edmonton Home Builders Association; L. Nakatsui, Edmonton Home Builders Association; S. Gilbert; G. Hammermeister, representing J.L. Hutchinson, Mediacom; J. Nicol; A. Sloan; H. Nolan, 124 Street BRZ; S. McLeod, Old Strathcona Foundation; K. Keyes, Maple Ridge Mobile Home Park; J. Andrew, Shaeffer Andrew on behalf of Maple Ridge Owners; 
I. Stewart, representing R. Desmarais, Twin Parks Community Association; A. Bubel; E. Gibson, McCauley Community League; S. Comsa; A. Keyes, Beverly Business Association; 
S. Lowe, Old Strathcona Business Association; D. Contardi, Parkallen Community League; 
K. Wakefield, Westview Village Mobile Home Park; and L. Pushor. 

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, made a  presentation.

D. Carlson and M. Gillani made presentations and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor A. Bolstad left the meeting at 10:38 a.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

J. Visser made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillors L. Langley and J. Taylor left the meeting at 10:45 a.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

Councillor L. Chahley left the meeting at 10:46 a.m.

D. Gillett made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor L. Chahley re-entered the meeting at 10:52 a.m.

Councillor R. Noce left the meeting at 10:54 a.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

Councillors T. Cavanagh, W. Kinsella and L. Chahley left the meeting at 11:02 a.m. and                 re-entered a few minutes later.

B. Neufeld made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.  A copy of the presentation was distributed to all Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

Councillor D. Thiele left the meeting at 11:16 a.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

Councillor R. Rosenberger left the meeting 11:22 a.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

M. Pucylo made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

B. URGENT MATTERS – PROTOCOL ITEMS

B.1.a.

Welcome to Mill Woods Christian School Grade 6 Students (B. Smith).

Mayor B. Smith, on behalf of City Council, welcomed the Grade 6 students from  the Mill Woods Christian School and their teacher, Mr. Stevenson.

Mayor B. Smith vacated the Chair and Deputy Mayor M. Phair presided.

Mayor B. Smith left the meeting at 11:47 a.m.

L.
BYLAWS
L.1.b.

Bylaw 12800 – The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw. (
M. Pucylo answered Council’s questions.

Orders of the Day were called.

Council recessed at noon.

Council reconvened at 1:30 p.m.  Deputy Mayor M. Phair presided.

Mayor B. Smith and Councillors R. Noce and R. Rosenberger were absent.

D. Puurveen made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

G. Wilson’s name was called.  There was no response.

Councillor R. Noce entered the meeting at 1:31 p.m.

Councillor R. Rosenberger entered the meeting at 1:35 p.m.

Councillor W. Kinsella left the meeting at 1:36 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

Mayor B. Smith entered the meeting at 1:40 p.m.

Deputy Mayor M. Phair vacated the Chair and Mayor B. Smith presided.

A. Thorndick-Sloan; and L. Gibson made presentations and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor R. Noce left the meeting at 2:05 p.m. 

Councillor D. Thiele left the meeting at 2:09 p.m. 

J. Brown made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor D. Thiele re-entered the meeting at 2:20 p.m.

Councillor R. Noce re-entered the meeting at 2:21 p.m.

C. Roubekas made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

R. Relf’s name was called.  There was no response.

Councillors A. Bolstad and L. Chahley left at 2:40 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

Councillor W. Kinsella left at 2:46 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

C. Basualdo; and L. Nakatsui made presentations and answered Council’s questions.  Copies of the presentations were distributed to Members of Council and were filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

G. Christenson made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor M. Phair and Councillor J. Taylor left at 3:15 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

MOVED R. Noce  – W. Kinsella

That Council recess now and reconvene at 3:45 p.m.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, W. Kinsella, L. Langley, R. Noce,





M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

Council recessed at 3:20 p.m.

Council reconvened at 3:49 p.m.

Councillors W. Kinsella, R. Noce and R. Rosenberger were absent.

T. Garrett made a presentation.

Councillors R. Noce and W. Kinsella entered the meeting at 3:50 p.m.

S. Gilbert made a presentation.

Councillor R. Rosenberger entered the meeting at 3:51 p.m.

S. Gilbert answered Council’s questions.

Councillor A. Bolstad left the meeting at 3:58 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

G. Hammermeister answered Council’s questions.

J. Nicol made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor B. Anderson left the meeting at 4:06 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

Councillors L. Chahley and W. Kinsella left the meeting at 4:14 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

A. Sloan; and H. Nolan made presentations and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor L. Langley left the meeting at 4:33 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

S. McLeod; J. Andrew; and I. Stewart made presentations and answered Council’s questions.  
A copy of the January 16, 2001 letter from R. Desmarais was distributed to all Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

K. Keyes made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.  A copy of a letter dated January 17, 2001 from J. Ratzke Jr., Vice President, Parkbridge G/P Inc., was distributed to  Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

A. Bubel made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor A. Bolstad left the meeting at 5:24 p.m.

Council recessed at 5:30 p.m.

Council reconvened at 7:01 p.m.  

Deputy Mayor M. Phair presided.

Mayor B. Smith, Councillors A. Bolstad and R. Rosenberger were absent.

E. Gibson and S. Comsa’s names were called.  There was no response.

A. Keyes made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor R. Rosenberger entered the meeting at 7:03 p.m.

Councillor A. Bolstad entered the meeting at 7:04 p.m.

Councillor B. Anderson left the meeting at 7:06 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

S. Lowe made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor W. Kinsella left the meeting at 7:15 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

D. Contardi and K. Wakefield’s names were called.  There was no response.   

L. Pushor made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

T. McKinnon made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.  A copy of a newsletter entitled “The Quixote” was distributed to Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

G. Wilson and R. Relf’s names were called.  There was no response.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department; and E.L. Britton, Office of the City Clerk, answered Council’s questions.

Councillor R. Rosenberger left the meeting at 7:57 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

Councillor W. Kinsella left the meeting at 7:58 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

K. Wakefield entered the meeting, made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

MOVED L. Chahley – D. Thiele

1.
That Bylaw 12800, as amended, be referred back to the Administration to prepare a report for the February 21, 2001 City Council Public Hearing meeting which addresses the issues resulting from the public hearing and to provide alternative suggested solutions and/or recommendations.  The issues to be included but not to be limited to:

a) Signs.

b) EFCL recommendations.

c) UDI issues.

d) Edmonton Home Builders issues.

e) Mature neighbourhood overlays vis-a-vis the existing Community overlays including the height restrictions and grandfathering.

f) The Maple Ridge Mobile Home Park and Westview Village Mobile Home Park new zoning and the request for changes to that.

g) The Small Holdings rezoning to AG.

h) Notification of BRZs and the Old Strathcona Association and other interested parties.

i) Raves and after hours clubs.

j) Pawn shops as separate classes.

2.
That the Members of Council submit written questions to the Office of the City Clerk by noon, January 26, 2001.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department; and E.L. Britton, Office of the City Clerk, answered Council’s questions.

MOVED A. Bolstad – W. Kinsella

That the Motion on the Floor be postponed to Thursday, January 18, 2001 at 9:30 a.m.

E.L. Britton, Office of the City Clerk, answered Council’s questions.

LOST

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, W. Kinsella, J. Taylor.

OPPOSED:
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce,


M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
B. Smith.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

AMENDMENT MOVED W. Kinsella – R. Noce

That a subsection k) be added to Part 1 of the motion as follows: 

k)
Height restrictions and the rationale for presenting the 8.6 metres

as opposed to 7.5 metres and any alternatives or recommendations in

relation to mature neighbourhoods only.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, 
L. Chahley, W. Kinsella, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor. D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
L. Langley.

ABSENT:
B. Smith.

AMENDMENT MOVED A. Bolstad  – R. Noce

That a subsection l) be added to Part 1 of the motion as follows:

l)
Review the separation distances that are required between residential

and night clubs and determine if any changes should be made.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, 
W. Kinsella, L. Langley, J. Taylor. R. Noce,
M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
B. Smith.

MOTION ON BYLAW 12800, AS AMENDED, put:

	1.
That Bylaw 12800, as amended, be referred back to the Administration to prepare a report for the February 21, 2001 City Council Public Hearing meeting which addresses the issues resulting from the public hearing and provide alternative suggested solutions and/or recommendations.  The issues to be included but not to be limited to:

a) Signs.

b) EFCL recommendations.

c) UDI issues.

d) Edmonton Home Builders issues.

e) Mature neighbourhood overlays vis-a-vis the existing Community overlays including the height restrictions and grandfathering.

f) The Maple Ridge Mobile Home Park and Westview Village Mobile Home Park new zoning and the request for changes to that.

g) The Small Holdings rezoning to AG. 

h) Notification of BRZs and the Old Strathcona Association and other interested parties.

i) Raves and after hours clubs.

j) Pawn shops as separate classes. 

k) Height restrictions and the rationale for presenting the 8.6 metres as opposed to 7.5 metres and any alternatives or recommendations in relation to mature neighbourhoods only.

l) Review the separation distances that are required between residential and night clubs and determine if any changes should be made.

2.
That the Members of Council submit written questions to the Office of the City Clerk by noon, January 26, 2001.
	L.1.b. cont’d.
Planning and Dev.

Due: Feb. 21, 2001


CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION

AS AMENDED:
A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, 
L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair, 
R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
B. Anderson, W. Kinsella.

ABSENT:
B. Smith.

MOVED T. Cavanagh – L. Langley

That Council adjourn now and reconvene on Wednesday, February 21, 2001 at 9:30 a.m.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, 
L. Chahley, W. Kinsella, L. Langley, R. Noce,


M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
B. Smith.

Council adjourned at 9:02 p.m.

Council reconvened at 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, February 21, 2001.

Councillors W. Kinsella, L. Langley and D. Thiele were absent.

E.
REPORTS RELATED TO EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MATTERS

E.1.b.

Response to Questions on Bylaw 12800 – The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw.

____________________________________________________________

MOVED  M. Phair – R. Noce

That item E.1.b. be added to Council’s agenda.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, 
L. Chahley, R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella, L. Langley, D. Thiele.

A.4.
EXPLANATION OF THE PUBLIC HEARING PROCESS

Mayor B. Smith explained the public hearing process.

A.5.
CALL FOR PERSONS TO SPEAK

Mayor B. Smith called the names of the persons, who registered to speak to the passing of Bylaw 12800.

L.
BYLAWS

L.1.b.

Bylaw 12800 - The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw.

L. Anderson, G. Christenson and P. Jackson, Greater Edmonton Home Builders Association; 
I. Stewart and R. Ratzke, Jr., Parkbridge Communities Inc.; K. Keyes, Gowling Lafleur Henderson LIP; J. Desmarais, Twin Parks Community League; J. Galbraith, Lautrec Ltd.; 
L. J. Broks, Al-Terra Engineering Ltd.; K.D. Wakefield, Fraser Milner Casgrain; R. Rosen, West Edmonton Centre Corp. and City Lumber; L. Gibson, Carma Developers Ltd. and UDI; 
J. Wacko, Stantec Consulting Ltd.; M. Shivji, Evergreen Mobile Home Park; L. Pernisch, representing 24 owners in the Kinokamau Plains area; M. Tougas; D.R. Thomas, Fraser Milner Casgrain, representing  Inland Cement Limited; and K. Meagher, Inland Cement Limited.

Councillor L. Langley entered the meeting at 9:36 a.m.

T. MacDougall, IPS Consulting Inc.; J. MacDonald; J.A. Bryan; C. Roubekas, Pattison Outdoor; K. Wawryko, Mediacom Inc.; C. Stetsko, Manufactured Housing Assn.; B. Neufeld, Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues; and M. Gillani, Alberta Sign Rentals.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

L. Anderson; P. Jackson; G. Christenson;  and R. Ratzke made presentations and answered Council’s questions.

A copy of L. Anderson’s presentation was distributed to Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

Councillor R. Rosenberger left the meeting at 10:20 a.m.

K. Keyes made a presentation.

Councillor R. Rosenberger re-entered the meeting at 10:23 a.m. 

I. Stewart made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.  A copy of the presentation was distributed to Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

Councillor R. Noce left the meeting at 10:31 a.m.

Councillor D. Thiele entered the meeting at 10:31 a.m.

Councillor B. Anderson left the meeting at 10:32 a.m. and returned a few minutes later.

Mayor B. Smith called J. Desmarais’ name, who chose not to make a presentation.

J. Galbraith made a presentation.  A copy of “Westview Village”, prepared by Fraser Milner Casgrain LLP, dated February 21, 2001, was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

Councillor R. Noce re-entered the meeting at 10:35 a.m.

L.J. Broks made a presentation.

K.D. Wakefield; R. Rosen; and L. Gibson made presentations and answered Council’s questions.  A copy of the February 21, 2001 letter from L. Gibson, Urban Development Institute Alberta and required amendments to the Terwillegar Towne Special Area, Carma Developers, was distributed to Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk. 

Mayor B. Smith vacated the Chair and Deputy Mayor L. Langley presided.

Mayor B. Smith left the meeting at 10:54 a.m.

Councillors L. Chahley and B. Anderson left the meeting at 10:55 a.m.

J. Wacko made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.  A copy of proposed amendments to RF4 and RF5 Districts was distributed to Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

Councillor B. Anderson re-entered the meeting at 11:02 a.m.

Mayor B. Smith re-entered the meeting at 11:03 a.m.

Deputy Mayor L. Langley vacated the Chair and Mayor B. Smith presided.

Councillor L. Langley left the meeting at 11:03 a.m.

Councillor L. Chahley re-entered the meeting at 11:04 a.m.

Councillors J. Taylor and M. Phair left the meeting at 11:05 a.m.

M. Shivji made a presentation.

Councillors L. Langley and M. Phair re-entered the meeting at 11:08 a.m.

M. Shivji answered Council’s questions.

Councillor D. Thiele left the meeting at 11:13 a.m.

Councillor J. Taylor re-entered the meeting at 11:13 a.m.

L. Pernisch made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor D. Thiele re-entered the meeting at 11:17 a.m.

M. Tougas made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor T. Cavanagh left the meeting at 11:22 a.m.

D.R. Thomas made a presentation.

Councillor T. Cavanagh re-entered the meeting at 11:26 a.m.

D.R. Thomas and T. MacDougall answered Council’s questions.

Mayor B. Smith called the names of K. Meagher and T. MacDougall, who chose not to make  presentations.

J. MacDonald made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

J.A. Bryan’s name was called.  There was no response.

C. Roubekas made a presentation. 

B.
URGENT MATTERS – PROTOCOL ITEMS

B.1.b.

Welcome to the Grade 6 Students from St. Dominic School (B. Smith).

Mayor B. Smith, on behalf of City Council, welcomed the Grade 6 students from St. Dominic’s School and their teachers, Mr. Alba and Mrs. Letwin.

Members of Council warmly welcomed the twenty-five students.

L.
BYLAWS

L.1.b.

Bylaw 12800 - The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw.

C. Roubekas answered Council’s questions.

Orders of the Day were called.

Council recessed at noon.

Council reconvened at 1:30 p.m.

Councillors A. Bolstad, W. Kinsella and R. Rosenberger were absent.

K. Wawryko made a presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor R. Rosenberger entered the meeting at 1:31 p.m.

C. Stetsko and D. Gillett made presentations.  A copy of D. Gillett’s presentation was distributed to Members of Council and was filed with the Office of the City Clerk.

D. Morris, D. Carlson and J. Nicol made presentations and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor D. Thiele left the meeting at 1:56 p.m.

B.
URGENT MATTERS – PROTOCOL ITEMS

B.1.c.

Welcome to the Students from Strathearn School (B. Smith).

Mayor B. Smith, on behalf of City Council, welcomed the students from Strathearn School and their teacher, Ms. V. Bell.

Members of Council warmly welcomed the twenty students.

Councillor D. Thiele re-entered the meeting at 2:05 p.m.

L.
BYLAWS

L.1.b.

Bylaw 12800 - The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw.

Mayor B. Smith asked if there was anyone in attendance who wished to make a presentation.  No one responded.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department; and E.L. Britton, Office of the City Clerk,  answered Council’s questions.

Councillor A. Bolstad entered the meeting at 2: 26 p.m.

MOVED A. Bolstad – M. Phair

That any Member of Council, who may wish to do so, be allowed to speak for an additional five minutes.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

B.
URGENT MATTERS – PROTOCOL ITEMS

B.1.d.

Welcome to the Students from Earl Buxton School (B. Smith).

Mayor B. Smith, on behalf of City Council, welcomed the Grade 6 students from Earl Buxton School and their teacher, Ms. D. Rayner.

Members of Council warmly welcomed the twenty-five students.

Councillor T. Cavanagh left the meeting at 3:06 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

MOVED A. Bolstad – R. Noce

That Council recess now and reconvene at 3:45 p.m.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

Council recessed at 3:26 p.m.

Council reconvened at 3:52 p.m.

Councillors W. Kinsella, R. Rosenberger and D. Thiele were absent.

Mayor B. Smith asked if there was anyone in attendance who wished to speak to new information.

L. Broks and D. Gillett made further presentations.

Councillor R. Rosenberger entered the  meeting at 3:55 p.m.

M. Tougas made a further presentation.

J. MacDonald made a further presentation and answered Council’s questions.

Councillor D. Thiele entered the meeting at 3:57 p.m.

K. Wawryko; L. Pernisch and K. Keyes made further presentations and answered Council’s questions.

Mayor B. Smith asked if there was anyone in attendance who wished to speak to new information.  No one responded.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

Councillor A. Bolstad left the meeting at 4:30 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

MOVED T. Cavanagh – B. Anderson

That Bylaw 12800 be read a first time.

AMENDMENT MOVED R. Noce – J. Taylor

1.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended by adding the following text after s. 2.3:

2.4  
Notwithstanding s. 2.1, the zoning (including the uses and regulations set out in Pt. V of Bylaw 5996) that existed immediately prior to the enactment of this Bylaw shall continue to apply to lands legally described as:

2.4.1
Descriptive Plan 9523550

Lot 1

Containing 5.51 hectares (13.62 acres) more or less

A) Plan 9624077 - Subdivision 0.795 1.96

(“Borden Chemical”)

2.4.2
Plan 8121544

Block 1

Lot 8

(“City Lumber”)

2.4.3.
Plan 9223007

Block 6

(“Inland”)

2.4.4.
Plan 7621821

Lot 1 and Plan 7920218, Lot 2 (“Maple Ridge/Oak Ridge”)

2.4.5
NE1/4 1-53-26-W4M

Plan 5504 MC Lot 3

Plan 1111 TR Block 1 (“Westview Village”)

 2.
That Administration be directed to bring back the following bylaws to the April 18, 2001 City Council public hearing meeting:

a)
A bylaw to amend the text of Bylaw 12800 by deleting s. 2.4;

b)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as "Westview Village" from DC (IC) (Direct Control Industrial/Commercial) (Parkland) and CR (Parkland) to RMH (Mobile Home);

c)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as Maple Ridge/Oak Ridge from MHR (Strathcona) to RMH (Mobile Home);

d)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as “Inland” from IC (Parkland) to IH (Heavy Industries);

e)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as “Borden” from GI (Sturgeon) to IH (Heavy Industries)

f)
A Bylaw to rezone land referred to in s.2.4 of bylaw 12800 as “City Lumber” from IC (Parkland) to IB (Business Industrial).

3. That Bylaw 12800 be amended by adding the following text after paragraph 2 in the form of Bylaw 12800

3) Part III of this Bylaw is hereby amended to incorporate all changes to Bylaw from November 15th, 2000 to the date of signing this Bylaw 12800, except that any parcels districted DC5 will be zoned DC2.

4. That the Administration be directed to bring back to Council at the last public hearing on Bylaw 5996 before the Effective Date of Bylaw 12800, a bylaw to amend Bylaw 12800 so that it reflects all of the changes to Bylaw 5996 that took place between the date of signing Bylaw 12800 and the Effective Date of Bylaw 12800.

5. That Bylaw 12800 be amended by:

a)
adding a new definition after subsection 6.1(44) as follows, and renumbering the subsequent clauses in subsection 6.1 accordingly:

45)
Occupants means, when referring to Specialty Food Services, Restaurants, Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs and Nightclubs, people that may occupy Public Space within any of these Uses, to be calculated at 1 Occupant per 1.2m2 of Public Space;

b)
replacing subsection 340.2(3) with the following:

3)
Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs, for less than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space

c)
replacing subsection 340.2(23) with the following:

23)
Restaurants, for less than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space

d)
replacing subsection 340.2(24) with the following:

24)
Specialty Food Services, for less than 100 Occupants and 120 m2 of Public Space

e)
replacing subsection 340.3(6) with the following:

6)
Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs, for more than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space, provided the Site is not adjacent to or across a Lane from a Site zoned residential

f)
replacing subsection 340.3(31) with the following:

31)
Restaurants, for more than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space, provided the Site is not adjacent to or across a Lane from a Site zoned residential

g)
replacing subsection 340.3(33) with the following:

33)
Specialty Food Services, for more than 100 Occupants and 120 m2 of Public Space

h)
replacing subsection 910.6(3)(u) with the following:

u)
Specialty Food Services, for more than 100 Occupants and 120 m2 of Public Space

i)
replacing subsection 819.3(1) with the following:

1)
Where the underlying Zone allows Specialty Food Services, Restaurants, Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs, or Nightclubs as a Permitted or Discretionary Use, these Uses shall not exceed a maximum of 200 Occupants nor 240 m2 of Public Space.  Notwithstanding subsections 11.3 and 11.4, and that larger facilities may be listed as Discretionary Uses, variances shall not be granted to this regulation unless otherwise specified by a Statutory Plan applicable to the Site

6. That Bylaw 12800 be amended by adding the following regulation to subsection 811.2:

2) Notwithstanding the boundary as referenced in subsection 811.2 (1), the boundary is a general boundary and is subject to more precise location where such location is established through the approval of Plans of Subdivision or survey plans of the top-of-the-bank.  In such cases the Development Officer will amend the map to reflect the more precise boundary.

7. That Bylaw 12800 be amended by:

a) replacing replacing subsection 320.3(27) Freestanding On-premises Signs with the following:

27)
Freestanding Off-premises Signs

b) replacing subsection 420.2(6) Industrial Vehicle and Equipment Sales/Rental with the following:

6)
Vehicle and Equipment Sales/Rental

c) replacing subsection 510.3(4) Exhibition Grounds and Convention Centres with the following:

4)
Exhibition and Convention Facilities

d)
deleting subsection 550.3(5) Temporary On-premises Signs

e)
adding the following Uses after subsection 610.3(2) and renumbering the subsequent clauses in subsection 610.3 accordingly:

3)
Major Home Based Business
4)
Minor Home Based Business

f) adding the following Uses after subsection 620.3(2) and renumbering the subsequent clauses in subsection 620.3 accordingly:

3)
Major Home Based Business
4)
Minor Home Based Business

8. That Bylaw 12800 be amended by:

a) adding the following heading after subsection 520.3(5):

520.4 Development Regulations for Permitted and Discretionary Uses

b) adding the following regulation to the end of subsections
540.4 (AJ), 710.4 (DC1) and 720.3 (DC2):

“Signs shall comply with the regulations found in Schedule 59H.”

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor , D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

AMENDMENT MOVED  R. Noce – A. Bolstad

That Bylaw 12800 be amended as follows:

Amend each ‘grandfathered’ Freestanding Off-premises Sign Use Class in Section 310, 510, 520, 550, 551, 552 and 630 by adding “and that such signs shall not be subject to the Setback and required Yard provisions of this Zone”.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor , D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

AMENDMENT MOVED  R. Noce – M. Phair

That Bylaw 12800 be amended as follows:

Amend Section 814.3.9, being part of the Mature Neighbourhood Overlay, by establishing a 7.5 m height limit as permitted and allowing 8.6 m height limit as discretionary.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department; and G. Heaton, Corporate Services Department (Law), answered Council’s questions.

LOST

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Anderson, R. Noce, M. Phair, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, 
L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Rosenberger.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

AMENDMENT MOVED  B. Anderson – M. Phair

That Bylaw 12800 be amended as follows:

814.3 Development Regulations

9) The maximum height shall not exceed 8.6 m nor 2 ½  Storeys; except as follows:

a) for sites zoned RF1 or RF3 within the areas identified as the Belgravia, McKernan and Parkallen neighbourhoods as shown on the Appendix to this Overlay, the maximum height shall not exceed 7.5 m; and

b) notwithstanding Section 11.4 of this Bylaw, the Development Officer may vary the height regulation to a maximum of 8.6 m and 2 ½  Storeys within the areas identified as the Belgravia, McKernan and Parkallen neighbourhoods as shown on the Appendix to this Overlay, and the provisions of Section 814.3(22) shall apply.

LOST

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Anderson, L. Langley, M. Phair, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; , A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley,


R. Noce, R. Rosenberger.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  L. Chahley – R. Rosenberger

That Council recess now and reconvene on Thursday, February 22, 2001 at 9:30 a.m.

LOST

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, L. Chahley, 
M. Phair, R. Rosenberger.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; T. Cavanagh, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

Council recessed at 5:30 p.m.

Council reconvened at 7:00 p.m.

Councillors W. Kinsella and J. Taylor were absent.

AMENDMENT MOVED  M. Phair - A. Bolstad

That Bylaw 12800 be amended as follows:

Amend the Proposed Zoning Bylaw by adding to the notification requirements in Sections 20.1, 24.2 and 24.4, 720.4, 818.3 and 819.3 a reference to “each President of a Business Revitalization Zone Association operating within the area.”

Councillor J. Taylor entered the meeting at 7:01 p.m.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor , D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

AMENDMENT MOVED  M. Phair – J. Taylor

That Bylaw 12800 be amended as follows:

815.3(14)
For sites zoned RA7 within the areas identified as Boyle Street and McCauley neighbourhoods as shown on the Appendix to this Overlay, the maximum Density shall be 214 Dwellings/ha provided the following criteria are met:

a) the minimum site area shall not be less than 735 m2 and not more than 1475 m2; and

b) the Dwellings shall consist of Bed Sitting Rooms where all Dwellings are more than 25 m2 and at least 60% of the Dwellings are less than 37 m2; and

c) the minimum number of parking spaces per Bed Sitting Room shall be 0.33.

815.3(15)
For Sites zoned RA8 within the areas identified as Boyle Street and McCauley neighbourhoods as shown on the Appendix to this Overlay, the maximum Density shall be 224 Dwellings/ha provided the following criteria are met:

a) the minimum site area shall not be less than 735 m2; and

b) the Dwellings shall consist of Bed Sitting Rooms where all Dwellings are more than 25 m2 and at least 60% of the Dwellings are less than 37 m2; and

c) the minimum number of parking spaces per Bed Sitting Room shall be 0.33.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

LOST

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, M. Phair, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, 
L. Langley, R. Noce, R. Rosenberger.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

AMENDMENT MOVED  J. Taylor – R. Rosenberger

Amend the TTSDR district Section 920.7 in the Special Area Terwillegar Towne Section 4(h)(i) by deleting “except that the minimum side yard for buildings over 7.5 m in height shall be 2m”.

Amend the TTSLR district Section 920.8 in the Special Area Terwillegar Towne Section 4(h)(i) by deleting “except that the minimum side yard for buildings over 7.5 m in height shall be 2m”.

Amend the RF4* district Section 920.5 in the Special Area Terwillegar Towne Section 3(d)(i) by deleting “except that the minimum side yard for buildings over 7.5 m in height shall be 2 m”.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
W. Kinsella.

AMENDMENT MOVED  D. Thiele – M. Phair

That the Maple Ridge (Strathcona) GI and the 3 Kinokamau (Parkland) IC parcels (as described below) maintain their current zoning status.

Legal Description:
The South East Quarter of Section Twenty One (21)
Township Fifty Three (53)
Range Twenty Five (25)
West of the Fourth Meridian
As shown on a plan of survey of the said Township signed
at Ottawa on the 6th Day of March A.D. 1911
Containing 63.9 Hectares (158 Acres), more or less.
Excepting thereout: 10.1 Hectares (25 Acres), more or less
Shown as Lot (A) on Subdivision Plan 5401NY.
B. 1.259 Hectares (3.11 Acres) more or less shown as Area “C”
on filed Plan 8522340


Legal Description:
Meridian 4 Range 25 Township 53
Section 17
All that portion of the North East Quarter described as follows;
The easterly 1320 Feet in perpendicular width throughout
of the southerly 1320 feet in perpendicular width throughout
of the said North East Quarter;
Containing 16.2 Hectares (40 Acres) more or less
Excepting thereout:
Hectares (Acres) more or less
A) Plan 0024170  Road  0.387   0.96


Legal Description
Plan 8121157
Block 1
Lot 3

Plan 8121157
Block 1
Lot 6

Plan 8121157
Block 1
Lot 4

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department; and G. Heaton, Corporate Services Department (Law), answered Council’s questions.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley,


L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair, J. Taylor, 


D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
A. Bolstad, M. Phair.

ABSENT: 
W. Kinsella.

Mayor B. Smith asked if there was anyone in attendance who wished to speak to new information.  No one responded.

MOTION ON FIRST READING OF BYLAW 12800, AS AMENDED, put:

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION

AS AMENDED:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED T. Cavanagh – J. Taylor

That Bylaw 12800, as amended, be read a second time.

CARRIED

RECONSIDERED ON PAGE 29

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

Councillor R. Rosenberger left the meeting at 8:24 p.m. and re-entered a few minutes later.

MOVED  R. Noce – M. Phair

That third reading of Bylaw 12800, as amended, be postponed until such time as all motions are dealt with by City Council.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,
L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,
R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  R. Noce – M. Phair

That the Administration undertake a further review of how independent escorts and escort agencies are dealt with in the zoning bylaw.

LOST

FOR THE MOTION:
R. Noce, M. Phair, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  R. Noce – T. Cavanagh

	That the Administration review the Freestanding sign issue with respect to the two points raised by Pattison and Mediacom, specifically the ‘separation setback’ and the ‘all zones issue’, as well as consult with Mediacom and Pattison; and, at the appropriate time, report back to City Council.
	Planning and Dev.

Due: TBD


CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  M. Phair – D. Thiele

	That the Administration provide a further study on Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs of any size as a Discretionary Use, giving attention to separation distances and other similar concerns expressed by the Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues; and, report back with the Whyte Avenue initiatives.
	Planning and Dev.

Due: TBD


CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  D. Thiele - M. Phair 

That the Administration undertake a more detailed review of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) for Edmonton with the assistance of the Design Guide for a Safer City, the Edmonton Police Service and the Emergency Response Department.

Councillor R. Noce left the meeting at 8:35 p.m. and re-entered the meeting a few minutes later.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

AMENDMENT MOVED A. Bolstad – M. Phair

That the words “undertake a more detailed review of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) for Edmonton with the assistance of the Design Guide for a Safer City, the Edmonton Police Service and the Emergency Response Department” be replaced with the words “review how the CPTED principles could be better used as they relate to land use or development permits”.

LOST

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, R. Noce, M. Phair.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOTION OF COUNCILLOR D. THIELE, put:

That the Administration undertake a more detailed review of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) for Edmonton with the assistance of the Design Guide for a Safer City, the Edmonton Police Service and the Emergency Response Department.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

LOST

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, R. Noce, M. Phair, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  M. Phair – D. Thiele

	That the Administration bring forward a report to the June 18, 2001 City Council Public Hearing meeting on single-family development dealing with lot size, lot coverage, lot width and garage use, as it relates to:

a) RSL, RPL, RF1, RF4 and RF5; and

b) grading.
	Planning and Dev.
Due: June 18, 2001



M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED M. Phair – D. Thiele

That the Administration provide a study on an “Off the Shelf” seniors housing overlay at the November 27, 2001 City Council meeting. 

Councillor D. Thiele left the meeting at 8:55 p.m. and re-entered the meeting a few minutes later.

Councillor B. Anderson left the meeting at 8:56 p.m. and re-entered the meeting a few minutes later.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

Councillor T. Cavanagh left the meeting at 8:58 p.m. and re-entered the meting a few minutes later.

G. Heaton, Corporate Services Department (Law), answered Council’s questions.

AMENDMENT MOVED  A. Bolstad – B. Anderson

That the words “study on an “Off the Shelf” seniors housing overlay at the November 27, 2001 City Council meeting” be replaced with the words “report on possible options for encouraging seniors housing”.

lost

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, M. Phair, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:

B. Smith; T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, 
L. Langley, R. Noce, R. Rosenberger.

ABSENT:

W. Kinsella.

MOTION OF COUNCILLOR M. PHAIR, put;

That the Administration provide a study on an “Off the Shelf” seniors housing overlay at the November 27, 2001 City Council meeting.

lost

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, M. Phair, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

OPPOSED:

B. Smith; T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, 
L. Langley, R. Noce, R. Rosenberger.

ABSENT:

W. Kinsella.

MOVED  M. Phair – D. Thiele

That the Administration bring forward a report on the legal implications of establishing an appeal process for rezoning bylaws in the MGA.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council’s questions.

LOST

FOR THE MOTION:
M. Phair.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, T. Cavanagh,


L. Chahley, L. Langley, R. Noce, M. Phair,


R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  R. Noce – B. Smith

That the following motion be reconsidered:

MOVED T. Cavanagh – J. Taylor

That Bylaw 12800, as amended, be read a second time.

Orders of the Day were called.

Council adjourned at 9:30 p.m. to reconvene on February 22, 2001 at 9:30 a.m.

Council reconvened on Thursday, February 22, 2001 at 9:30 a.m.

Councillors T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, W. Kinsella, R. Rosenberger and D. Thiele were absent.

Councillors D. Thiele, T. Cavanagh and L. Chahley entered the meeting at 9:31 a.m.

CARRIED

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, J. Taylor D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella, R. Rosenberger.

Councillor R. Rosenberger entered the meeting at 9:32 a.m.

AMENDMENT MOVED  J. Taylor – B. Smith

That Section 720.3 of the Zoning Bylaw read as follows:

720.3
Contents

	

	
1)
The applicant shall provide a proposed Direct Control Provision that must contain the following:



	
a)
the legal description of the Site to which the proposed Provision shall apply;

	
b)
Use Class Opportunities; and 

	
c)
Development Regulations for Use Class Opportunities.



	2) The applicant shall submit a Site Plan. The Site Plan shall be appended to the Bylaw that adopts this Provision, and all development in the Provision shall be in accordance with the Site Plan. Building elevations may also be required.  The site plan will illustrate the issues that necessitated the use of Direct Control, and may include:

a) location on the site of specific uses, including any accessory uses and activities;

b) details or elements necessary to better achieve land use compatibility, such as Urban Design and architectural treatment of structures, increased separation spaces and landscaping, and the like; and

c) any staging of the development.

The Site Plan will not restrict other provisions of the Zoning Bylaw that were not at issue at the time of the application of the Direct Control Provision.



	
3)
All Regulations in the Zoning Bylaw shall apply to development in the Direct Control Provision, unless such Regulations are specifically excluded or modified in a Direct Control Provision.




M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council's questions.

Councillor D. Thiele left the meeting at 9:48 a.m. and re-entered the meeting at 9:51 a.m.

CARRIED

FOR THE AMENDMENT:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor.

OPPOSED:
M. Phair, D. Thiele. 

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

Mayor B. Smith asked whether there was any new information anyone wished to address.  There was no response.

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department; and E.L. Britton, Office of the City Clerk, answered Council’s questions.

Mayor B. Smith asked whether there was any new information anyone wished to address.

M. Gillani, representing the Portable Sign Association, made a presentation.

Mayor B. Smith asked whether there was any new information anyone wished to address.  There was no response.

MOVED  R. Noce - T. Cavanagh

That the public hearing on Bylaw 12800 be closed. 

carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOTION ON SECOND READING OF BYLAW 12800, AS AMENDED, put:

carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  T. Cavanagh – R. Rosenberger

That Bylaw 12800, as amended, be considered for third reading.

carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

MOVED  T. Cavanagh – R. Rosenberger

	That Bylaw 12800, as amended, be read a third time.

Amendments

1.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended by adding the following text after s. 2.3:

2.4  
Notwithstanding s. 2.1, the zoning (including the uses and regulations set out in Pt. V of Bylaw 5996) that existed immediately prior to the enactment of this Bylaw shall continue to apply to lands legally described as:

2.4.1
Descriptive Plan 9523550

Lot 1

Containing 5.51 hectares (13.62 acres) more or less

A) Plan 9624077 – Subdivision 0.795 1.96

(“Borden Chemical”)

2.4.2
Plan 8121544

Block 1

Lot 8

(“City Lumber”)

2.4.3.
Plan 9223007

Block 6

(“Inland”)

2.4.4.
Plan 7621821

Lot 1 and Plan 7920218, Lot 2 (“Maple Ridge/Oak Ridge”)

2.4.5
NE1/4 1-53-26-W4M

Plan 5504 MC Lot 3

Plan 1111 TR Block 1 (“Westview Village”)

 2.
That Administration be directed to bring back the following bylaws to the April 18, 2001 City Council public hearing meeting:



a)
A bylaw to amend the text of Bylaw 12800 by deleting s. 2.4;

b)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as "Westview Village" from DC (IC) (Direct Control Industrial/Commercial) (Parkland) and CR (Parkland) to RMH (Mobile Home);

c)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as Maple Ridge/Oak Ridge from MHR (Strathcona) to RMH (Mobile Home);

d)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as “Inland” from IC (Parkland) to IH (Heavy Industries);

e)
A bylaw to rezone land referred to in s. 2.4 of Bylaw 12800 as “Borden” from GI (Sturgeon) to IH (Heavy Industries)

f)
A Bylaw to rezone land referred to in s.2.4 of bylaw 12800 as “City Lumber” from IC (Parkland) to IB (Business Industrial).

3.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended by adding the following text after paragraph 2 in the form of Bylaw 12800

3)
Part III of this Bylaw is hereby amended to incorporate all changes to Bylaw from November 15th, 2000 to the date of signing this Bylaw 12800, except that any parcels districted DC5 will be zoned DC2.

4.
That the Administration be directed to bring back to Council at the last public hearing on Bylaw 5996 before the Effective Date of Bylaw 12800, a bylaw to amend Bylaw 12800 so that it reflects all of the changes to Bylaw 5996 that took place between the date of signing Bylaw 12800 and the Effective Date of Bylaw 12800.

5.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended by:

a)
adding a new definition after subsection 6.1(44) as follows, and renumbering the subsequent clauses in subsection 6.1 accordingly:

45)
Occupants means, when referring to Specialty Food Services, Restaurants, Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs and Nightclubs, people that may occupy Public Space within any of these Uses, to be calculated at 1 Occupant per 1.2m2 of Public Space;

b)
replacing subsection 340.2(3) with the following:

3)
Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs, for less than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space

c)
replacing subsection 340.2(23) with the following:

23)
Restaurants, for less than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space

d)
replacing subsection 340.2(24) with the following:

24)
Specialty Food Services, for less than 100 Occupants and 120 m2 of Public Space

e)
replacing subsection 340.3(6) with the following:

6)
Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs, for more than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space, provided the Site is not adjacent to or across a Lane from a Site zoned residential

f)
replacing subsection 340.3(31) with the following:

31)
Restaurants, for more than 200 Occupants and 240 m2 of Public Space, provided the Site is not adjacent to or across a Lane from a Site zoned residential

g)
replacing subsection 340.3(33) with the following:

33)
Specialty Food Services, for more than 100 Occupants and 120 m2 of Public Space

h)
replacing subsection 910.6(3)(u) with the following:

u)
Specialty Food Services, for more than 100 Occupants and 120 m2 of Public Space

i)
replacing subsection 819.3(1) with the following:

1)
Where the underlying Zone allows Specialty Food Services, Restaurants, Bars and Neighbourhood Pubs, or Nightclubs as a Permitted or Discretionary Use, these Uses shall not exceed a maximum of 200 Occupants nor 240 m2 of Public Space.  Notwithstanding subsections 11.3 and 11.4, and that larger facilities may be listed as Discretionary Uses, variances shall not be granted to this regulation unless otherwise specified by a Statutory Plan applicable to the Site

6.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended by adding the following regulation to subsection 811.2:

2)
Notwithstanding the boundary as referenced in subsection 811.2 (1), the boundary is a general boundary and is subject to more precise location where such location is established through the approval of Plans of Subdivision or survey plans of the top-of-the-bank.  In such cases the Development Officer will amend the map to reflect the more precise boundary.

7.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended by:

a)
replacing replacing subsection 320.3(27) Freestanding On-premises Signs with the following:

27)
Freestanding Off-premises Signs

b)
replacing subsection 420.2(6) Industrial Vehicle and Equipment Sales/Rental with the following:

6)
Vehicle and Equipment Sales/Rental

c)
replacing subsection 510.3(4) Exhibition Grounds and Convention Centres with the following:

4)
Exhibition and Convention Facilities

d)
deleting subsection 550.3(5) Temporary On-premises Signs

e)
adding the following Uses after subsection 610.3(2) and renumbering the subsequent clauses in subsection 610.3 accordingly:

3)
Major Home Based Business
4)
Minor Home Based Business

f)
adding the following Uses after subsection 620.3(2) and renumbering the subsequent clauses in subsection 620.3 accordingly:

3)
Major Home Based Business
4)
Minor Home Based Business

8.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended by:

a)
adding the following heading after subsection 520.3(5):

520.4 Development Regulations for Permitted and Discretionary Uses

b)
dding the following regulation to the end of subsections
540.4 (AJ), 710.4 (DC1) and 720.3 (DC2):

“Signs shall comply with the regulations found in Schedule 59H.”

9.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended as follows:

Amend each ‘grandfathered’ Freestanding Off-premises Sign Use Class in Section 310, 510, 520, 550, 551, 552 and 630 by adding “and that such signs shall not be subject to the Setback and required Yard provisions of this Zone”.

10.
That Bylaw 12800 be amended as follows:

Amend the Proposed Zoning Bylaw by adding to the notification requirements in Sections 20.1, 24.2 and 24.4, 720.4, 818.3 and 819.3 a reference to “each President of a Business Revitalization Zone Association operating within the area.”

11.
a)
Amend the TTSDR district Section 920.7 in the Special Area Terwillegar Towne Section 4(h)(i) by deleting “except that the minimum side yard for buildings over 7.5 m in height shall be 2m”.

b)
Amend the TTSLR district Section 920.8 in the Special Area Terwillegar Towne Section 4(h)(i) by deleting “except that the minimum side yard for buildings over 7.5 m in height shall be 2m”.


c)
Amend the RF4* district Section 920.5 in the Special Area Terwillegar Towne Section 3(d)(i) by deleting “except that the minimum side yard for buildings over 7.5 m in height shall be 2 m”.

12.
That the Maple Ridge (Strathcona) GI and the 3 Kinokamau (Parkland) IC parcels (as described below) maintain their current zoning status.

Legal Description:
The South East Quarter of Section Twenty One (21)
Township Fifty Three (53)
Range Twenty Five (25)
West of the Fourth Meridian
As shown on a plan of survey of the said Township signed
at Ottawa on the 6th Day of March A.D. 1911
Containing 63.9 Hectares (158 Acres), more or less.
Excepting thereout: 10.1 Hectares (25 Acres), more or less
Shown as Lot (A) on Subdivision Plan 5401NY.
B. 1.259 Hectares (3.11 Acres) more or less shown as Area “C”
on filed Plan 8522340


Legal Description:
Meridian 4 Range 25 Township 53
Section 17
All that portion of the North East Quarter described as follows;
The easterly 1320 Feet in perpendicular width throughout
of the southerly 1320 feet in perpendicular width throughout
of the said North East Quarter;
Containing 16.2 Hectares (40 Acres) more or less
Excepting thereout:
Hectares (Acres) more or less
A) Plan 0024170  Road  0.387   0.96


Legal Description
Plan 8121157
Block 1
Lot 3

Plan 8121157
Block 1
Lot 6

Plan 8121157
Block 1
Lot 4

13.
That section 720.3 of the Zoning Bylaw read as follows:


720.3 Contents

1)
The applicant shall provide a proposed Direct Control Provision that must contain the following:

a)
the legal description of the Site to which the proposed Provision shall apply;

b)
Use Class Opportunities; and

c)
Development Regulations for Use Class Opportunities.

2)
The applicant shall submit a Site Plan. The Site Plan shall be appended to the Bylaw that adopts this Provision, and all development in the Provision shall be in accordance with the Site Plan. Building elevations may also be required.  The site plan will illustrate the issues that necessitated the use of Direct Control, and may include:

a)
location on the site of specific uses, including any accessory uses and activities;

b)
details or elements necessary to better achieve land use compatibility, such as Urban Design and architectural treatment of structures, increased separation spaces and landscaping, and the like; and

c)
any staging of the development.

The Site Plan will not restrict other provisions of the Zoning Bylaw that were not at issue at the time of the application of the Direct Control Provision.

3)
All Regulations in the Zoning Bylaw shall apply to development in the Direct Control Provision, unless such Regulations are specifically excluded or modified in a Direct Control Provision.
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carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

L.1.a.
-
Bylaw 12801 - To amend Bylaw 5988, as amended, the Belvedere Station Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 10704, as amended, the Boyle Street/McCauley Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 7972, as amended, the Cloverdale Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 6221, as amended, the Garneau Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 6767, as amended, the Montrose/Santa Rosa Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 11618, as amended, the Oliver Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 6765, as amended, the Parkdale Area Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 10251, the Riverdale  Area  Redevelopment Plan; the Bylaw 8139, as amended, Rossdale Area  Redevelopment Plan; Bylaw 11890, as amended, the Strathcona Area Redevelopment Plan.

MOVED R. Noce - R. Rosenberger

	That Bylaw 12801  be read a first time
	Planning and Dev.

Due: TBD


carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

E. REPORTS RELATED TO EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE MATTERS

E.1.a.

Adoption of an Amendment to the Belgravia, McKernan and Parkallen Community Plan.

_____________________________________________________________

MOVED R. Noce - R. Rosenberger

	That the Administration advertise and hold a public hearing on Bylaw 12801 and the Resolution (item E.1.a.).
	E.1.a. cont’d.
Planning and Dev.
Due:
 TBD


carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

E.1.b.

Response to Questions – Bylaw 12800 – The Edmonton Zoning Bylaw.

__________________________________________________________________

MOVED  R. Noce – M. Phair

	That the February 8, 2001 Planning and Development Department report be received for information.
	Planning and Dev.


carried

FOR THE MOTION:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, L. Langley, 
R. Noce, M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, 
J. Taylor, D. Thiele.

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

Councillor D. Thiele left the meeting at 10:24 a.m. and returned a few minutes later.

MOVED  L. Langley - B. Anderson

That the Planning and Development Department prepare an amendment, as a separate bylaw, for Plan 1992 MC, Lot 3, to rezone the property located at 2304 -170 Street from AGU (County of Strathcona) to Rural Residential. 

M. Garrett, Planning and Development Department, answered Council's questions.

LOST

FOR THE MOTION:
L. Langley.

OPPOSED:
B. Smith; B. Anderson, A. Bolstad, 
T. Cavanagh, L. Chahley, R. Noce, 
M. Phair, R. Rosenberger, J. Taylor, D. Thiele. 

ABSENT:
W. Kinsella.

N.
NOTICE OF MOTION
Mayor B. Smith asked whether there were any Notices of Motion.  There were none.

(Sec. 91, B.L. 12300)

O.
ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 10:37 a.m.

______________________________

______________________________

MAYOR
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ATTACHMENT 1

ITEM L.1.b.

JANUARY 17, 2001

CITY COUNCIL MEETING

Bylaw 12800 – Proposed Edmonton Zoning Bylaw

Questions

Councillor J. Taylor

1. Signs - Should the City have two types of portable or temporary signs and allow, perhaps, a few more of each on a property?

2. Mature Neighbourhoods - Should the City grandfather the 7.5 metre height?

Should the City grandfather the Strathcona and Boyle/McCauley A.R.P. provisions that the communities do not want to lose?  Are there so few issues here that it will not really matter if the communities get what they want?

3. Zoning in Annexed Areas - There seemed to be some conflict in the new zoning of small land holdings but I am not just sure I got what the problem is; did you? 
There needs to be some discussion on the mobile home issue although it could have been cleared up in some dialogue in Chambers on the morning after the hearings.

4. Bars, Raves et cetera - I truly hope that the new zoning for bars and restaurants makes some difference regarding these increasing problems. There should be some discussion in this regard.  Council has got to find an ongoing, workable solution and land use zoning may be one way.

5. U.D.I. and Homebuilders - Is there any merit in looking at an actual split between mature areas of the City and new or greenfield development?  Perhaps two distinct section or something.  Again, I bring this up just because I believe three different presentations sort of mentioned this as a possibility.

6. DC5 debate - Lewis Nakatsui and Louise Gibson both talked about lot width and the building industry’s standard house widths being out of sinc.  Is this something of any significance?

7. Notice to Organizations other than Community Leagues - B.R.Z.’s seem to be an easy and sensible inclusion; or are they?  Of course, this opens it up for other organizations and where do we draw the line?  There needs to be some discussion on this.

8. Pawn Shops - If the City looks at pawn shops then should a whole list of other businesses that are not wanted by some be looked at as well?

Councillor A. Bolstad

9. Retroactivity -   Will any of the suggested new land use designations replace land use zones, apart from those in the annexed lands? For example, will bars with


entertainment now be zoned as nightclubs?

10.
Urban Intensification - I realize that the City has not commissioned such a study yet, but are there not some things the City could do as part of this review?  For example, could not allowances be made for things like smaller lots and higher densities as part of the strategy to make efficient use of space (as outlined in the Municipal Development Plan)?
a)
Lot sizes - What would be wrong with 28 ft. lot widths in RPL districts?

b) 
Underground Parking - Why not allow higher density for any kind of 
development if the owner provides underground parking?

11. 
Building Height - Please explain how it is determined.  Please explain what the height limit is for each residential category.

12. 
Front Drives -  Please explain how these will be restricted in mature neighborhoods.    I would like to know the process that will be used and the factors that will be taken into consideration.

13. 
Signs -  Please explain the rationale for grouping portable and temporary


signs and how you determined the maximum number of signs allowed.

14. 
Secondary Suites -  Could these be allowed, at least as a discretionary use, in some new or older parts of the City?

15. 
Tenant Notification - How will this be accomplished?  Could it be improved upon in some fashion?

16. 
Existing ARPs, SPOs -  Please explain again why the City should not stick with the existing plans and how can it be ensured that their principle elements will be captured in the adoption of “off the shelf” planning overlays.  Will each community be shown the new plan that is suggested for their area and get a chance to speak to it?

17. 
Can the Griesbach lands be rezoned to Alternative Jurisdiction (AJ) as suggested


by Canada Lands Corp.? (Attachment 1a).  Do you have another suggestion?

Councillor B. Anderson

18. 
Can the concern of the portable sign companies re:  lumping all temporary signs in the same category and increasing competition for the same space, be effectively dealt with?

19. 
The EFCL concern about 8.6m permitted heights seems valid in mature neighbourhoods.  If heights over 7.5m are not unilaterally refused, why can the LUB not make heights over 7.5m a discretionary use?

20. 
Please list the pros and cons of making bars, lounges and nightclubs a discretionary use as they relate to residential proximity.

21. 
Please list the pros and cons of conducting a review of home based businesses based on the information contained in the EFCL document (Attachment 1b).

22. 
Is there some way to strengthen the application of crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) in the new zoning bylaw?

23. 
The suggestion of Class B applications being required to post a sign on the property may improve neighbourhood communication and plug some gaps.  Is there any reason why this could not be required in the LUB?

24. 
Is there a positive way to retain the status of ARPs and SPOs in the LUB?



Can the several unique points that were identified be referenced in the LUB and development officers be instructed to note the intent of items:

· 7.5m height (Belgravia, McKernan, Parkallen)

· increased density (Boyle McCauley)

· decreased parking requirements (Boyle McCauley)

· big box ban (Boyle McCauley)

25. 
Are the UDI/Homebuilders Association concerns appropriately addressed in the 
LUB?

a) secondary suites – new areas

b) decrease in lot width – new areas

c) grade and height concerns – new areas

d) restructure plans attached to DC2

e) imperial to soft metric

f) at grade start for height calculation – new areas
26. 
Can the off premise sign grandfather clause be included in the LUB?

27. 
Is there any valid reason why BRZ’s, community leagues and any other fully functioning neighbourhood stakeholder groups should not be notified of Class B applications?

28. 
Can a land use class not be found for Mobile Home Sites (MHR Strathcona) that would eliminate their concerns about non-conforming restrictions and new restrictions on future adjustments to their sites?

29. 
Please indicate the difficulties that may be encountered if pawnshops were either put in a separate use class, or made a discretionary use city wide.

Councillor R. Rosenberger

30. 
What has Calgary done to incorporate CPTED principles in their Land Use Bylaw?

Councillor M. Phair

31. 
In the proposed new DC2, how does the bylaw find a balance between flexibility and certainty?  How might an attached plan fit into this balance?

32. 
Is the issue of secondary suites one of policy rather than the land use bylaw? What is the current policy in relation to developed neighbourhoods and new neighbourhoods?

33. 
With the incorporation of the mature neighbourhoods overlay, are garages allowed off the alley only (except corner lots) in neighbourhoods that have alleys? Does the development have discretion or is a front garage only appealable to the SDA Board?

34. 
In areas where there are permanent signs that would not be zoned for such signs in the future, should there be a maximum period set for “grandfathering”?  (Perhaps 10 years).

35. 
In the presentation on portable signs, a number of points were made about balloon signs, temporary, etc.  Would you clarify the current status of such variation of signs.  The proposed changes would see four signs as a maximum.  What is the rationale?  Had the Department looked at six or two?

36. 
In the transferring of old ‘county’ zoning  before annexation to close equivalents of Edmonton zoning, had any attention been given to additional industrial zoning, particularly adjacent or near the north/south trade corridor (Anthony Henday Drive)?

37. 
Under what category does x-rated video stores fall?

38. 
Does the proposed parking changes impact the nature or status of temporary/permanent parking lots, especially in the downtown?

39. 
There were a number of concerns brought forward concerning the Boyle-McCauley ARP that would seem to make higher density and larger buildings more difficult to do.  Would you comment please?

40. 
In reviewing Attachment 1 (and Appendix 1 of the Attachment) of E.1.a. in the agenda package, it would seem that this is essentially the template use for removing ARP’s/SRO’s.  The attachment uses the words ‘advice to the Development Officer’, guidelines, and overlays that are defined as regulations.  It seems to me that the wording sets out the remnants that are kept from ARP’s/SRO’s as quite secondary to neighbourhoods and lose the authority that they had in the current system.  From the perspective of the communities that currently have ARP’s/SRO’s how is the new system as good or as ‘sure’ of a system as what is now in place?

41. 
Attached is a written copy of the presentation from the Old Strathcona Foundation (Attachment 1c). Please comment on the points that they have brought forward.

Councillor D. Thiele

42. 
Can the Planning & Development Department come back February 21 with amendments that reflect RMH zoning for Maple Ridge/Oak Ridge and West View Village Mobile Home Park?  Has the Manufactured Housing Association been involved to date?

43. 
Are there other situations like this that have been identified and could they be addressed as well?

44. 
It has been suggested that bars, relaxation massage parlours, etc, be made a discretionary development if that development is adjacent to or across the lane from residential property.  Can the determination of permitted or discretionary uses be amended from occupancy to locational criteria?  If not, why not?  In relation to neighbourhood bars, etc, why is there no minimum separation distance from residential communities, schools & churches?  What definition will the department provide for the term ‘adjacent’?

45. 
The performance based industrial zoning concept is said to need some more work.  Who will work on this strategy and what kind of time frame are we looking at?

46. 
What provisions of the existing ARPs and SPOs are more restrictive than the proposed overlays?  Please comment on Ms. Bebel’s remarks that the ARPs and SPOs will have lesser standing if not incorporated in Bylaw 12800?  Since the UDI and GEHBA indicated that they have no difficulty working with the existing ARPs and SPOs and that communities report no complaints or problems, why can they not remain in the Bylaw, as in the past?

47. 
UDI and GEHB are in agreement with EFCL that the 7.5m height in mature neighbourhoods be the permitted maximum, with the understanding that anything over 7.5m be discretionary (Class B Permit).  Is there any difficulty making that revision?

48. 
Where or when did Council give the policy direction on CPTED as indicated in the response given to EFCL?  How can the requirement to attach a CPTED Matrix be incorporated into the Development Permit and Zoning application process?

49. 
I believe a review of home based business is needed.  Who would be involved and what would be the time frame of a review?

50. 
What is the process for invalidating developments (Section 35.17) based on incorrect information?  What process could be put in place to ensure a similar result on a zoning or rezoning application that has been approved as a result of misleading or incorrect information?  Are there any other mechanisms to ensure the validity of information filed in rezoning applications?  Did the requirement for an applicant to provide letters of support where support is claimed remain in this version of the Bylaw?

51. 
Will the notification process be helped by having an applicant post a notice on the property?  What other things could help in this notification?

52. 
Does it make sense to use lot sizes that reflect imperial measurement as opposed to the metric system?  Does this pose any problems?

Councillor R. Noce

53. 
The Old Strathcona Foundation made the statement that the proposed zoning bylaw will repeal the Strathcona Area Redevelopment Plan and exclude all community groups, with the exception of community leagues, in the planning process.  Is this statement correct?

54. 
The Old Strathcona Foundation made the comment that the proposed zoning bylaw gives development officers “excessive powers”.  Is this statement accurate?  Please compare with the current land use bylaw.

55. 
The Greater Edmonton Home Builders’ Association set out a number of concerns in its letter to City Council dated January 16, 2001.  Specifically, I would ask that you kindly address the following issues:

(a) What are your thoughts about adding a fourth method for grade calculation based upon a “landscaped” grade at the foundation or building wall?

(b) What are your thoughts with respect to R.P.L. lots being a minimum width of 8.5 metres?

(c) What are your thoughts on including imperial dimensions, as well as metric, in the proposed zoning bylaw?

(d) Do you agree with the Greater Edmonton Home Builders’ Association’s


position that DC zonings should not become detailed “contract zoning”?

56. 
The owners and residents of the Oakridge and Mapleridge Mobile Home Parks believe that the City of Edmonton is unilaterally down-zoning their properties as a result of the proposed zoning bylaw.  They have requested that their properties be zoned to an equivalent zoning under the proposed zoning bylaw.  Are their concerns accurate?  Should we be taking steps to accommodate their request?

57. 
The Twin Parks Community League has written a letter to City Council dated January 16, 2001, with respect to its concerns relating to the proposed zoning bylaw.  Specifically, they are concerned about the rezoning from MHR to AGI.  Are their concerns real?  Is the AGI zoning accurate and appropriate?

58. 
A number of community groups have indicated their concern with respect to the Escort Bylaw and its relationship to the Minor Home Occupation.  Would you support an amendment to the proposed zoning bylaw that would exclude all escort businesses from qualifying as a Major or Minor Home Occupation?  Notwithstanding your position on this issue, I would ask that you kindly provide me with a draft amendment to the proposed zoning bylaw that would exclude all escort businesses from qualifying as a Major or Minor Home Occupation.

59. 
Would you support developing a separate use class within the proposed zoning bylaw that would define escort businesses as discretionary?  Again, notwithstanding your position, I would ask that you kindly provide me with a draft amendment to develop a separate use class within the proposed zoning bylaw that would define escort businesses as discretionary.

60. 
What impact does the proposed zoning bylaw have on group or limited group homes?  Will anything change?  

61. 
Mediacom and Pattison have some concerns regarding renewal applications for existing signs.  Does the Planning and Development Department support an amendment to the proposed zoning bylaw that would state, among other things, that “all off premises signs which existed legally immediately prior to this bylaw coming into force shall be renewed on the basis of the development standards which existed immediately prior to this bylaw coming into force”?  Notwithstanding the position of the Planning and Development Department, I would ask that you kindly advise me as to which section must be changed in order to accommodate their request.

62. 
I understand that the Groat Estate Implementation Plan was adopted by a resolution of City Council rather than bylaw.  What effect does the proposed zoning bylaw have on the Groat Estate Implementation Plan?

63. 
Canada Lands has made the argument that the proposed zoning bylaw appears to have serious limitations in respect to interim land uses and modifications.  As a result, Canada Lands is requesting that City Council prepare a customized zone.  Does the Planning and Development Department support this position?

64. 
The community leagues of Belgravia, Parkallen and McKernan have concerns with respect to the current overlays.  I would ask that you kindly respond to their areas of concern:  building height, community participation, the definition of “grade” and the size of the front garage that would be permitted on small lot situations.

65. 
Do you agree with the Boyle Street–McCauley Community League that to apply the same zoning bylaws to all communities which are very different in character is impractical and inadvisable?

66. 
Does the imposition of the matured neighbourhood overlay relegate the Boyle-McCauley ARP to a junior status?  

67. 
Would the development officer be obligated to apply the principles and provisions of any ARP?

68. 
Do you agree with the Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues’ recommendation that any development applications for bars, neighbourhood pubs and nightclubs be discretionary if the proposed development is adjacent to residential properties?

69. 
The Edmonton Federation of Community Leagues have also recommended that any rezoning application issued on the basis of incorrect information contained in the application should be invalid.  What are your thoughts on this recommendation?

70. 
Do all DC-5 zonings convert to DC-2?

71. 
The Beverly Business Association has recommended a reclassification of how major/minor second hand stores are dealt with under the zoning bylaw.  Specifically, the Beverly Business Association suggests that a differentiation between pawn shops and other second hand stores be developed.  Do you agree with this suggestion?

72. 
Is the Administration aware that the owners of the Maple Ridge lands claim to have met with members of the Planning and Development Department on several occasions in the past year without any mention being made to them about the possible down-sizing of their property?

73. 
If the practical effect of this bylaw is to cause properties such as the Maple Ridge and Westview communities to be down-sized, and if that results in a loss of value to the owners and residents of these communities, does that not expose the City to the possible risk of litigation?

74. 
How did the Administration conclude that Plan Edmonton would constrain council from granting Maple Ridge and Westview equivalent to existing zoning since Plan Edmonton does not even mention mobile (or manufactured) home uses and furthermore does not provide site specific direction to land use regulation?  How is it that the broad and conceptual illustration of the desired land development structure could be interpreted by the administration as exclusionary of an existing legal use?

75. 
Aside from the obvious examples of the Maple Ridge and Westview communities, how many other properties and how many residents are directly impacted by the rezoning through the Bylaw initiative to something other than the “closest equivalent” district?

Councillor L. Langley

76. 
Food and Beverage Category - You are proposing increasing from two to four classes.  Regarding occupancy, you recommend that you will measure space and NOT number of seats.  Since many of the bar problems on Whyte Avenue seem to stem from the fact there are three different numbers currently, how will the new method resolve our concerns regarding overcrowding?

77. 
You suggest adding additional regulations affecting patios.  What might those be and what are the advantages?

78. 
Much concern was expressed about building height in mature neighbourhoods by residents.  Homebuilders want increased height.  What is your proposal to deal with these two concerns and is it practical to try to accommodate both groups?

79. 
Since grade in effect would make a difference in proposed height in relation to neighbouring properties, what is your best suggestion to deal with this?

80. 
Members of the EFCL suggested more time is needed to discuss their proposals – seven more recommendations were presented at the hearing.  Can they be accommodated?

81. 
What is your reaction to the suggested recommendation that the distance between bars and residential units be increased in newer areas?

82. 
Would you clarify please how small holdings can be redistricted to AG when in many cases there is no way the land will ever be “farmed” or used for any agricultural purposes?  Why would Rural Residential not be appropriate?  How could it become zoned Rural Residential?

Councillor T. Cavanagh

83. 
Since Plan Edmonton attempts to encourage public understanding of key policies by consulting with existing community stakeholders as part of the policy development process, would it not have been prudent for the Administration to ensure that the Public Notices warned of possible down-zoning and that affected parties such as Maple Ridge and Westview were consulted directly?

84. 
Is the Administration aware that if the manufactured home communities are down-zoned as proposed, that the Municipal Government Act will render the existing development as non-conforming, which will impose severe constraints on the continuation of the existing uses and will eliminate the ability to commence certain permitted uses, and will withdraw discretion from the development approving authority respecting future approvals?  Is the Administration aware whether the proposed zoning will allow the construction of garages, decks, community buildings or playgrounds, or allow for new homes to be brought into the community as old homes are removed?

85. 
Since the Municipal Plan places a priority on community development and attempts to encourage and support residents in developing and sustaining their neighhourhood and communities (Edmonton Plan Section 3.2), how can we justify a forcible down-zoning of the Maple Ridge and Westview properties without any direct consultation with the owners or residents of those communities? How can it be said that the adoption of this Bylaw in its present form it respectful of the vested property rights and interests of the owners and residents of the Maple Ridge and Westview communities?
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