
                           
 
PUBLIC HEARING   7 HILLCREST DRIVE (PID 00257139 & 30048847) 
 
1.  CALL TO ORDER Instructions 
 Public Hearing Policy (October 2014) 
 Development Process summary (August 2016) 

     
2. PUBLIC HEARING  
 Documentation  
 17 October 2016  1st Section 68 advertisement 
 2 November 2016  2nd Section 68 advertisement 
 8 November 2016 Recommendation from Planning Advisory Committee 
 7 November 2016  Staff Report 7 Hillcrest Drive 
 DRAFT   By-law 2-10-27  
    Development Agreement  
  
 Appearances:  Joe Bent, McKay Builders 
   Peter Allaby, P. Eng. 
   Barb Crawford, P. Eng.  
   Andrew McKay, McKay Builders 
 
   Brian White, Director of Planning/Development Services  
       
 Comments/Appearances: Letters from residents (15) (with map) 
  
3. ADJOURNMENT 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ROTHESAY 
PUBLIC HEARING AGENDA 

Rothesay High School 
Commencing at 7:00 p.m. 

Tuesday, November 8, 2016 
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ROTHESAY 
MEMORANDUM 

             
TO  : Mayor Grant and Rothesay Council 
FROM  : Town Clerk Banks 
DATE  : 4 August 2016 
RE  : Zoning By-law amendment Process 
             
The following summary and attached flow chart is being provided to give a brief overview 
of the Zoning By-law Amendment Process: 
 

1. Planning Advisory Committee (PAC) reviews application and provides written 
views to Council 
 As per section 66 of the Community Planning Act, Council is required to 

request written views of the PAC on the proposed by-laws before enacting 
amendments 

 Planning staff prepare a report of the proposed amendments, with 
recommendations for PAC’s consideration 

 PAC meets the 1st Monday of every month to consider planning applications. 
 

2. Council conducts a public hearing to consider objections to by-law 
amendment(s) 
 All rezoning applications are subject to a public hearing before Council 
 The hearing is advertised between 21- 30 days and 4-6 days before the 

scheduled hearing date 
 Owners of all properties located within 100 metres of the subject property are 

notified of the public hearing by regular mail 
 The purpose of the hearing is to consider any written objections submitted by 

members of the public. Any person may submit an objection and/or speak at 
the hearing 

 Applicants also have the opportunity to present a summary of their proposal, 
and to address any concerns raised by objectors at the public hearing 

 The public hearing is the last opportunity for Council to receive input from the 
applicant and the public before making a final decision on the bylaw. Once the 
public hearing has concluded, Council is not permitted to receive or consider 
any further representations on the bylaw unless another public hearing is held 
or additional information is requested from Town staff 

 
3. Council’s decision to enact, deny or defer the by-law amendment(s) 

Council considers the input received at the hearing and decides to either: 
 Allow the application to proceed by enacting by-law amendment(s); and 

development agreements (if applicable) 
 Require that the by-law or development agreement be amended; or 
 Deny the application 

 
If Council decides to enact the by-law amendment, it is required to read the by-law, by 
title, three times over the course of two separate Council meetings, along with one 
reading in its entirety. First and Second reading by title may occur on the same night 
as the hearing; however, the third reading and enactment must be done at a separate 
Council meeting. 
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2 November 2016
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ROTHESAY 
MEMORANDUM 

             
TO  : Mayor and Council  
FROM  : Town Clerk Mary Jane Banks 
DATE  : 8 November 2016 
RE  : By-law 2-10-27 (Rezoning) 7 Hillcrest Drive 
             
 
Please be advised the Planning Advisory Committee passed the following 
motions at its regular meeting on Monday, November 7, 2016: 
 
MOVED by C. Pinhey and seconded by C. Boyne the Planning Advisory Committee 
recommend Council: 

A. Enact By-law 2-10-27 to rezone lands located at 7 Hillcrest Drive (PIDs 
00257139 & 30048847) from Single Family Residential Large Serviced R1A 
zone to Multi-Unit Residential (R4) subject to a development agreement. 

NAY votes recorded from: L. Gale and E. Gillis. 
CARRIED. 

 
MOVED by C. Pinhey and seconded by C. Boyne the Planning Advisory Committee 
recommend Council: 

B. Enter into a Development Agreement with A.E. McKay Builders Ltd. to develop 
a 60 unit residential condominium complex at 7 Hillcrest Drive (PIDs 00257139 
& 30048847). 

NAY votes recorded from: L. Gale and E. Gillis. 
CARRIED. 
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Hillcrest Drive Proposal
Public Comments

Nov. 4th, 2016
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From:
To: Mary Jane Banks
Subject: Public Meeting - 7 Hillcrest Drive -Rezoning Application
Date: October-31-16 12:44:40 PM

Please provide the following letter to Council on my behalf in connection with the above
 noted public meeting. 

Sent via email

October 31, 2016

Mayor Grant and Members of Rothesay Town Council,

I had hoped to address you in person in connection with this matter but I will be out of town
 on business on the date of the scheduled public meeting and unable to attend.

If present, I would once again express my concern that matters which have been under
 discussion privately for months will be addressed by members of the public possibly without
 a complete sense of what is being considered since plans for this application seem to be the
 subject of ongoing discussions with staff and ongoing amendment. However, I am pleased
 that Council accepted the recommendation to refer this application back to PAC and the
 public to give you and members of the public additional time for debate and consideration. 

I'd welcome a chance in the future to participate in discussions with your Council and other
 interested citizens about the challenges of process, governance and transparency faced by
 public bodies with specific emphasis on development activities. I note that the City of
 Edmonton has done extensive work on the issue of residential infill development and has
 excellent source materials online. Perhaps the notice and informational aspects of these types
 of plans could be adapted for our much smaller community.

In connection with this proposal, and conceding that residents generally are open to
 responsible and innovative development on this site, the question really revolves around
 building location, density and whether this proposal constitutes a thoughtful and aesthetic
 transition from the surrounding single family homes. No one can seriously suggest that this is
 anything other than a significant change in use with potential challenges. It is among the
 largest deviations from the Municipal Plan considered by a Council for many years and would
 benefit from a process which involves all stakeholders. The increase from a permitted 8
 residences to 60 (750%) is worth careful review as it cannot be undone once approved.
 
A jarring transition which is not thoughtfully executed will be bad for the property values of
 surrounding homeowners and will diminish the general impression and aesthetics of our
 community. In solving one perceived problem (the need for additional types of housing in
 Rothesay), it should not create others.
 
The developer advises that the two multi unit buildings will each be roughly the size of
 the current Rothesay Town Hall.  In addition to the low rise condominiums, is it
 appropriate to have two such large structures on a relatively small site? Clearly if the two
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 structures were motel buildings you would reject them as an intrusion on the character of the
 neighbourhood but you would also be concerned about their size and prominence.  Is
 the proposed transition from the surrounding half acre lots with a single residence reasonable
 ? Most residents seem to agree that, at the very least, the large structures cannot and should
 not be located on the Hampton Road even with the revised 20 metre setback. This is
 completely inconsistent with the surrounding single family homes which have significant
 landscaping, large lots and substantial setbacks.
 
As I have said previously, we understand that economics dictate many aspects of property
 development but, in our view, the proposal’s massing from 8 to 60 residences may simply be
 too much for the site to accommodate when combined with concerns which may exist in
 connection with parking, traffic, water and other issues. We would support a further scaled
 back proposal which moves the largest (but hopefully smaller) structures completely to the
 rear and side of the site using landscaping to reduce the impact of the transition from the low
 rise surrounding residential structures. The developer has repeatedly indicated his willingness
 to locate the largest structures at the rear of the property and has presented these options for
 consideration. We remain at a loss to understand staff's refusal to entertain this option based
 on an unexplained desire to create a streetscape of two anomalous and out of place large
 structures merely to facilitate walking.

The larger issue is whether the proposal meets the spirit of the existing Municipal Plan and
 whether a facilitated discussion with public input should take place before spot rezoning for
 much increased density on a residential lot takes place. We are aware that other similar
 projects are being contemplated for Rothesay and therefore a precedent will have been created
 by this project which may be difficult to ignore when subsequent applications are made. Have
 all stakeholders had an adequate opportunity to weigh in on what their town should look like
 in the future? Have staff presented to Council a balanced and comprehensive assessment of
 the current proposal or is it advocating spot rezoning?  Is it time to take a moment to reflect
 on a new Plan for Rothesay? 

Proponents will tell you that there are words in the existing Plan which support consideration
 of higher residential density along the Hampton Road. I would suggest that the average
 resident of Rothesay would have told you that their interpretation of those words would use
 the Low Wood project as an example of higher density residential development. What is
 currently being proposed, since it is well beyond the Low Wood precedent, was never
 contemplated or considered. If this argument makes sense to you, Council could reject the
 proposal and recommend that proposals of this scale must await a review of the Municipal
 Plan (which is due). The proponent would be free to resubmit a much scaled back alternative
 proposal for your subsequent consideration.
 
If the development were to proceed in any fashion, the developer has told residents privately
 he would have no objection to certain alterations to the draft Development Agreement which
 was circulated to the public (these suggestions made at the public meeting were not
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 incorporated in the latest revised draft from staff); 1) the agreement should be non assignable
 (ie. the developer who made the commitments to residents would be the only one who could
 have the benefit of the rezoning and could not "flip" the rezoned property to a third party), 2)
 the time limit to complete construction should be limited to a reasonable period such as 3
 years, 3) it should be made clear that this is a condominium project and not rental property,
 and 4) landscaping and berms surrounding the site should be erected when construction is
 commenced.
 
I regret not being able to address you personally. As I have said repeatedly, I believe a
 thoughtful, innovative development of this parcel is possible and desirable. I believe the
 proponent merely wants to build something which will be of good quality, profitable and
 marketable. I equally believe that a rush to approval of planning and rezoning "on the fly"
 will not necessarily yield the desired result and that our Town will live with the decision  for a
 long time.

Respectfully submitted, 

Peter Klohn
57 Hampton Road 
Rothesay, N.B.
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From:
To: Nancy Grant; Matthew Alexander; Miriam Wells; Tiffany Mackay French; Bill McGuire; Peter Lewis; Grant Brenan;

 Don Shea; Mary Jane Banks
Subject: Fw: 7 Hillcrest Drive Rezoning Application (Public Hearing Sept 14/16)
Date: October-31-16 3:57:08 PM

Mayor & Council -

Please be advised that despite the developer submitting a 'revised' plan for this
 project, my comments as communicated on September 14/16 are still items of
 which I am concerned and am therefore still NOT IN FAVOR of this
 development.

Regards,
Cindy Millican
71 Eriskay Drive

From: Cindy M 
Sent: September 14, 2016 5:02 PM
To: nancygrant@rothesay.ca; mattalexander@rothesay.ca; miriamwells@rothesay.ca;
 tiffanymackayfrench@rothesay.ca; billmcguire@rothesay.ca; peterlewis@rothesay.ca;
 grantbrenan@rothesay.ca; donshea@rothesay.ca; MJ Banks
Subject: 7 Hillcrest Drive Rezoning Application (Public Hearing Sept 14/16)
 
Good Afternoon.
Allow me to apologize for the 11th hour submission of my comments.  It was my
 intention to attend this evenings Public Hearing, however, a family commitment
 will prevent me from doing so.   I will keep my comments brief and to the point
 and I sincerely hope they will be taken into consideration when Council
 deliberates the merits of this rezoning application.   Let me begin by stating my
 position on this application.  I am not in favor of the proposed rezoning.   While
 I applaud the developer for his confidence in our Town and his desire to develop
 here, I do not feel this is an appropriate location for such a high density
 development.   Hampton Road (particularly in the area of Hillcrest) is a very
 busy area with not only motorists but pedestrians as well.   With four (4)
 schools, a very popular sports field and arena and the revamped Common all
 within walking distance, plenty of vehicular and pedestrian traffic is generated
 at all times of the day/evening in this area.   While I appreciate that the
 applicant has conducted a traffic study, I think we all recognize that two key
 factors would have played a role in the outcome of this study - the time of year
 (summer break for schools) and the fact that the Rothesay Road was (and
 continues to be) closed to through traffic.   Yes, assumptions were made as to
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 what the volume would have been if the timing of the study had been different,
 but in my opinion that does not negate the need for a study to be done in 'real
 time' - ie:  when school is in session and Rothesay Road is open.   At the very
 least, the Town should undertake it's own traffic study to substantiate the
 numbers recorded by the applicants consultant.   Another traffic aspect which I
 feel needs to be considered is the fact that it is not only Hampton Road &
 Hillcrest which will feel the effects of the traffic generated by this
 development but the feeder roads farther up into the Highlands could also be
 impacted.   Currently, in an attempt to avoid traffic on Hampton Road and the
 lights at the Marr Road, it's common for vehicles to short cut (with no regard to
 the speed limit) via Eriskay Drive and Iona Ave to reach the Marr Road.   As you
 all are no doubt aware, Eriskay between Highland and Iona and Iona itself are
 very narrow with several blind knolls along the way.   Construction was to be
 done on these two streets to enhance safety & infrastructure, however, it now
 seems that this project has been taken off the table indefinitely as no money is
 available.   I firmly believe that Council needs to revisit the decision to sideline
 this project as it deserves to be placed back on the priority list for reasons of
 safety and infrastructure integrity.   In summation, I do not feel that this
 location is suitable for a high density development.   The affected area (the
 Highlands) is well known for it's well kept properties and large, mature lots and
 given it's proximity to schools and other family oriented amenities, it is a very
 popular area for families of all ages.  High density just does not seem to fit with
 the existing character of the area.   I hope Council will consider the character
 and nature of our Town when reviewing this application.   Once a development of
 this type is constructed, there is no going back ... this will be precedent setting
 and not in a good way.   Thank you so very much for taking the time to review my
 comments.   Should you have questions or comments, please feel free to contact
 me.    Best regards.   Cindy Millican, 71 Eriskay Drive   
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From:
To: Brian White
Cc: Nancy Grant; Tiffany Mackay French; Don Shea; Miriam Wells; Peter Lewis; Bill McGuire; Grant Brenan;

Matthew Alexander
Subject: Fw: By-Law 2-10-27 Amendment to Proposed Condominium Complex - 7 Hillcrest Drive
Date: 01 November 2016 1:10:06 PM

Dear Mr. White,
Reference subject by-law amendment/condominium complex.…
After reviewing conceptual  site/landscape plan, the minimal set-back of the 2
main buildings on the corner of Hampton Road & Hillcrest as well as the additional
parking on Hillcrest side suggest nothing much has changed from developers
original plan.  Given that the Hampton Road is an already busy street,  particularly
at peak periods, one has to ask if 7 Hillcrest Drive is the appropriate location for
such a high density development.  The size of  the condominium  proposal (single
family residential to large serviced R1A/multi unit R4)  raised many questions and
concerns at the  public hearing held September 14th.
Even in the project's amended form, the surrounding, older established
neighborhood(s)  (i.e. Hibbard Lane, Henderson Lane, etc.), will be  negatively
affected by the size of the proposed complex. 
The existing infrastructure is also inadequate. With schools and huge outdoor
sporting fields nearby, traffic issues will likely  intensify. Hillcrest Drive is only .6 of
a kilometer from a very busy intersection. Where the Hampton, Marr and Clark
Roads meet, is already a congested intersection (especially during the morning
and afternoon peak periods). 
This particular intersection is of sub-par design. When approaching, the centre
lane traffic on the Marr Road meet the centre Lane traffic coming up the Clark
Road, cars/trucks etc.,  must literally meet head on to make their respective turns.
In spite of an apparent need for condo housing in Rothesay and  for reasons
stated above,  the scope (size) of Mr. McKay's project as described in the
amended documentation provide by the town, is, in my opinion, not suited for the
Hampton Road/Hillcrest Drive location.  
During the September 14th public hearing  several  suggestions were made as a
way to possibly  "soften" the appearance of the complex. Some of those ideas
would make the development more in keeping with the exisiting neighborhood(s).
However, based on what is being presented in the amended package, it is evident
both the developer and town hall have chosen to stay the course and not deviate
much from the original plan.
Sincerely,
André Castonguay
email : 

Sent from  i5
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From:
To: Rothesay Info
Subject: rezoning 7 hillcrest dr
Date: November-01-16 1:52:04 PM

To Mayor Grant and Rothesay council
 As  long time residents of Silverton Cres. in Rothesay we wish to express our displeasure at
 the proposal to rezone 7 Hillcrest  Drive from R1A to R4. In our opinion the proposal is much
 to large for the area and would completely change the intent of the original R1A zoning for
 the area.
 
 
 It seems that every time AE McKay wants to build in Rothesay that a zoning change is
 requested or a variance is granted. Why isn't this plan proposed in an area already zoned R4?
  Isn't that what a municipal plan is all about? 
 
I hope our concerns will be considered by council when debating the proposed changes.
 
Sincerely, David and Claudette Hudson
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From: rothesay-noreply@thepulsegroup.ca
To: Rothesay Info
Subject: Website Contact message
Date: November-01-16 10:04:34 AM

Name: Brian Wilson
Street Address: 139 Renshaw Rd
Phone: 
Email: 
Comments: I was wondering if a decision on the townhouse development on Hillcrest Dr.has been made. Affordable
 senior housing is becoming more of a concern every year. I live in a single family home on the Renshaw Rd and
 can see a time when I will want to downsize. It would be my first choice to stay in the town of Rothesay. I have
 lived here for many years and love it a lot. There have been  some great projects completed over the last few years,
 the Common included, so keep up the good work. Brian Wilson
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Lisa Best and John Gallant 
6 Silverton Crescent 
Rothesay, NB E2E 5V8 
 

3 November 2016 

Mayor Grant and Councillors 
70 Hampton Road 
Rothesay, NB E2E 5L5 

Dear Mayor Grant and Councillors: 

I am writing concerning the proposed development at 7 Hillcrest Drive. We are concerned about the 
proposal for several reasons. First, and most important, is the fact that the surrounding neighbourhoods 
are low density residential. One of the reasons that most people purchased homes in this area was the 
nature of the neighbourhood. As is stated in the Rothesay Municipal Plan (2010), “Protection of existing 
neighbourhoods is a key tenet of this Plan. New development will be expected to complement existing 
housing and to be generally consistent with the existing styles and density in areas contiguous with land 
proposed for development.” (pg. 12). Further on Page 14, in Section 5.2.3 POLICY “The areas shown on 
the Future land Use Map as low density residential shall be limited to uses that include single-family, 
detached housing, and in some zones, two unit dwellings with limitations on the relative numbers of each 
type and uses accessory or supplementary to these.” Further the map in Schedule A clearly shows the area 
as low density residential. An examination of the proposed development is inconsistent with these 
statements. We do not understand why a deviation to the municipal plan is being considered, especially 
as the Municipal Plan was adopted only 6 years ago. There are other areas in Rothesay that could be 
considered for higher density development and these areas are outlined in the plan. 

Second, there are five schools that are in this immediate neighbourhood (Rothesay Elementary, 
Rothesay Park, Harry Miller Middle, Rothesay High, and Touchwood Academy). Adding 60 residential 
units at the bottom of Hillcrest has the potential to put pressure on these schools. Further, children walk 
to each of these schools and having a construction zone in the area could put those children in danger.  
In the morning and afternoon, Hillcrest Avenue is busy; there are buses and parents travelling to 
Rothesay Elementary. I cannot imagine the increase in traffic if 60-100 additional vehicles were moving 
down Hillcrest Avenue to Hampton Road. We attended the initial town meeting and listened in disbelief 
to the results of the traffic study. Anyone who drives down Hillcrest in the morning realizes that there 
will be an impact to traffic flow. Currently, in the morning, traffic can be backed up from the lights at 
Marr Road to the Town Hall. Conducting a traffic survey during the least busy time of year (summer) 
cannot possibly indicate that there will be no increase in traffic during the busiest times of the year. 

2016November8PublicHearing 7Hillcrest_080



Mayor Grant and Councillors 
3 November 2016 
 Page 2  

Third, as we live on Silverton Crescent, we are concerned about where this development ends. The 
current proposal is for the development to remain below the two house lots at the bottom of the 
Crescent. If those houses are put up for sale, can they be rezoned and integrated into this complex? Will 
the road that goes through the complex (Balmoral) be extended to travel up Silverton? These are 
questions that concern us. When we purchased our home, we looked at several neighbourhoods in 
Rothesay and Quispamsis. We choose this area because it was close to the school, the Commons, and 
other amenities. A high density development such as this changes the atmosphere in our neighbourhood, 
makes it less safe for our son to travel to school and to activities, and could affect the value of our home. 
Already one house on Hillcrest has sold and another on Henderson is recently up for sale. These listings 
may be coincidental but I would urge Council to take these listings seriously. It is certainly possible that 
homeowners are so concerned about this development that they are considering the possibility of 
moving.  

We would also like Council to be aware that we are not against development. We certainly think that 
low or medium density residential dwellings would be appropriate on this plot of land. At the same time, 
60 homes, with two large buildings, built on less than four acres of land seems unreasonable. When one 
stands on the bottom of Hillcrest and looks at the plot, it does not seem possible that the proposed 
development would fit in the space provided. I would suggest that, perhaps, 20-30 garden homes would 
be appropriate on this plot. 

 

 

Sincerely, 

Lisa Best and John Gallant 

2016November8PublicHearing 7Hillcrest_081



2016November8PublicHearing 7Hillcrest_082



2016November8PublicHearing 7Hillcrest_083



2016November8PublicHearing 7Hillcrest_084



2016November8PublicHearing 7Hillcrest_085



From: rothesay-noreply@thepulsegroup.ca
To: Rothesay Info
Subject: Website Contact message
Date: November-03-16 11:09:51 AM

Name: Gillian Wallace
Street Address: 69 Scovil Road
Phone: 
Email:
Comments: I wish to protest the old and new plans for the 7 Hillcrest property. This is not the proper location for
 apartment buildings. You may wish to call them condos, but they are too big for this location in the town.
 Councellor Wells was correct at the last public meeting - Rothesay has an ambiance that is being quickly erroded.
 With new builds too big for lots, on undersized lots and in  back yards of one home properties. Which ever way you
 look at this redesign - it's still lipstick on a pig.

2016November8PublicHearing 7Hillcrest_086

mailto:rothesay-noreply@thepulsegroup.ca
mailto:rothesay@rothesay.ca



