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CITY OF PRINCE ALBERY
DEVELOPMENT APPEALS BOARD
APPEAL NG 8 OF 2040

NOTICE OF DECISION

M THE MATTER OF AN APPEAL TG THE
CITY OF PRINCE ALBERT DEVELOPMENT
APPEALS BOARD, UNDER SECTION 219 OF

THE PLAMNING AND DEVELGPMENT AGT,
BEING CHAPTER P-12.2” of The Stalufes pf SaskatChewan, 2007

BETWEEN
Barton Lafaver, of the City of Prince Albert, in the Province of Saskatchewan.
APPELLANT
and -
The Ciy of Prince Albert, being a body corporate in the Province of Saskatchewan.
RESPONDENT

In the mattsr of an appeal by Banon Lafaver heard in Prince Albert, Saskatchewan, on Octeber 27, 2049,
requesting a relaxation of the 760 milimetres aide lof line requirement as stated under Subsection 6.1.2
af the City of Prince Albert Zoning Bylaw No. 1 of 1387 for a detached garage constructed on a property
legally described as Lot 221, Block & Plan A, Extension 0 (Civic Address: 1360 — 7™ Strest Fast, Prince
Albert, Saskatchewan) in an 137 -- Small Single Dwelling zone.

BEFORE
Mr. Leo Pinel, Chairman
Ms. Sandra Krip, Member
Mr. Wes Moore, Member
Mr. Ravi Prakash, Member

APPEARING:
Appetlant: Mot Represented

Representing the City of Prince Albert:  Yves Richard, Planning Manage:
Don Cheeseman, Building Inspector
Joan Corneil, Divector Econ. Devt. & Planning

Neighbour directly to the west of Mark Krayeliski {1354 — 7" Streat East)
Subject property

FACTS:
This matter was brought to the Board through a Letter of Application for an Appeal dated
Cctober 5, 2010.

The Board, having received the said Application on Qctober 5, 2010, set the matter dowr:
for hearing on October 27, 2010, in the o Floor, Main Boardroom of City Hall, 1084
Cential Avennie, Prince Albert, Saskatchewan, at 2:00 PM. A meeting of the Board was
held on the said date and the hearing was held as scheduled

The facts in this Appeal, as presented to the Board, are as follows:
1 The subject property is zoned R1 — Smail Single Dwelling.

2. Subsection 6.1.2 of the City of Prince Albert Zoning Bylaw No. 1 of 1987, which
applies o the subject development, reads as foliows:

612 Location
Except as may otherwise be provided in this Bylaw, all accessory
buitdings and structures which are not attached or connected with the
principal building shall be erected in the rear yard or side yard and
shalt be at least 1.2 metres from the iot line when located in a side
vard and at least 760 milkmetres from the rear or side ot ne when
located in the rear yard except where a mutuzl garage is erected on
the comimon propetty line the side yard shalt not be required. Where
a physical lane but not a iegal lane exists o where a luture lane may
be created, an accessory building shall be locaied at least 3.8 metres
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from the rear property e, The minimur distance hom the principzl
huitding for an accessory building shal be 1.5 metres

(<)

The appeal before the Board is for refaxation of the side ot line requirement for a
single detached garage. The appellant's garage encroaches Inio the required
160 millimaties side lot ine by 0.27 matres on the wes! wall of the buiiding

4. An application 1o appeal the required 760 milimetres side 1ot ine reguirement fur
# detached garage was filed with the Board on Oclober &, 2010

5. This appezai has been submitted to the Board under Section 218 of The Planning
and Develogunent Act, 2007,

DECISHON
in considering this appeal, the Board must examine Sections 221 of The Flantting and Development Ach,

2007, which states:

(221} In determining an appeal, the board hearing Ine appeal: Delennining an appeal
{a} is bound by any official commurity plau in effect.
b} must enswe that s decisions copforin to the uses of land,
ureusity of use and density of development in lhe zorming bylaw,
{c) must ensire Ihat is decisions are consistenf with any provicis
lfand use policies and statements of proviticial interest; and
fd} may, sabject lo clauses {a} fo (c). confirm, revoke or vary e

approval, decision, any development sfandard or condition, or

ortter fnposed by the approving aufhority, The councd or the

development officer, as the case may be, or make or subslitute
any approval decision or condition ihal if considers advisable

i s opinjon, the action would not:

(i} gramt Io the appiicant a special privifege inconsisten! with
the restriclions on the nefghbouring properfies in fthe
sane zoting district;

(it} amount o a relaxation so as fo defeai the infenf of Ihe
zoning bylaw, or

{4} injariotisly affect the neighbouring properiies.

in the opinion of the Board, the provisions of Section 218{5) of The Flanning and Developiment Acl, 2007,
do not apply and this appeal is therefore property before the Board. Accordingly, the test to be applied by
the Board is whether or not the requested relaxation would grant to the applicant a special privilege
inconsistent with the restrictions on neighbouring properties in the same zoning district o wviould be
conirary to the purposes and intent of the zoning bylaw and would injuricusly affect the neighbouring
propesies.

The appehiant was absent from the hearing. The Board decided to proceed with the hearing as there were
no additional materials tied to be considered, other than the original application material which the Board
could consider,

The Chairman declared the public hearing portion of the meeting open and asked those present to
introduce themselves.

There were no obtections to filling of records and the exhibits were received and filed, including the proof
of mailing of notices of the meeting.

The Chalrman asked the CHy to state its position on the appeal.

Yves Richard presented the City's position as detailed in the teport dated October 12, 2010 to lhe
Development Appeats Board. Yves Richard mentioned that the appeal is basically for the relaxation of the
side yard setback for an accassory building {garage) at 1360 - 7™ Street East. The appeal is as a result of
an Order that was issued by the City when they became aware that the garage was too close to the
property line. For this reason, the appeltant is appealing the Order in accordance with Section 242 of The
Planning and Developmen! Ack, 2007, Basically, the inftaction is under Section §.1.2 of the Zoning Bylaw
which requires a setback of 0.76 metres and the garage is currently at 0.49 metres and the relaxation Is
for 0.27 metres. The requested relaxation is more than the 10% variance that can be granted by the
Development Officer, hence the reason tor the appeal.

Yves Richard referred the Board to a section in the teport that ialks about Sectiors 210 14.5 of the
Mational Bullding Coda. According to him, what this section is saying is that, if the garage is granfed as is,
the wast wall of the garage wilt have to be bullt with a 45 min fire rating for it to be in compliancs with the
Nationai Buiiding Code. In addition, Yves cautioned regarding a statemant in the report ihat states f the
appeal s granted, the west corner of the garage will have o be moved 0.09 metres o the east In

5 Breard
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reference to thig, Yves mentioned that he i not trying to infiuence the Board in their decision, rather the
sehtghce should have been wirilten differently and thal it is #iere in the report for information anly

The Chaitman asked the: City to clarify regarding the esves encroachment,

Yves Richard repiied that acoording 1 the real fraperty report that was receled, it s the save that s
anczosching oh the neighbour's puperty

The Chairman asked if there ware any quastion from the Boardd

Wes Moare jaised the question that mraybe the saves are nat as large as indicated an the real prbperty
report but that #is pretty hard to gauge fom the picture.

Don Cheeseman agresd #t s good question bt cannof speak for the surveyer arel can only assume
that the real property report was dona property

The Chaitman asked the Neighbour to state his position

The Neighbour (Mark Krayetski) mentioned that hom his position it is not a slight encroschment but it is
over the amount that is staled on the real ptoperty reporl. According to him, the bottom line 1s that it is
unacceptable and that it is 100 ciose to his deck and will take away from his parking. He went on to state
thal his house was built in 2008 and that he had to mest all the steps far a new building at the time.

Mr. Moore asked what Mark's sutveyor certificate states because he would haye had to have a legal
suvey done.

Mark Krayetski mentioned that he does not have a surveyor's certificate just title insurance. Fe further
went on to state that he was able to procesd with a new bullding because he rehed on his neighbouw on
the other side surveyor's certificate as it was the only one he had at that time.

born Cheeseman mentioned that he car check the City’s record to see if there is one on file since every
new Luilding must have a real property report provided to the City as this is par? of the fequiraments for a
buitding permit.

The Chairman asked if there were any further representation from anyone but there was none.
The Chairman thereafter advised that the public section of the hearing is adjourned.

The Board, having carefuily considerad the evidence presented to it. in light of the powers granted to it by
The Planning and Development Act, finds as follows:

The provisions of Section 221 of The Planning and Developmen! Act 2007, were considered and the
following findings were made:

The Board found that the proposed variance will directly result in unreasonable interference in the use
and enjoyment of the neighzolring praperty, particularly with the objections raised by the neighbour,
affected.

This appeal is therefore DENIED because it does not clear all three “bars to variance relief” as set
out in clause 221{d) of the Act.

TAKE NOTICE THAT, subject to Section 225 of The Planning and Developmen! Act, 2067 this decision
does not take effect untif the expiration of 30 days from the date on which the decision was made

DATED AT PRINCE ALBERT,
in the Province of Saskatchewan,
this 2™ day of November, 2010,

teo Pinel,

o Chairman
o _Rachel Cheke,
Secretary
€VE’ Akt al 4l .r.l;.'z;:r;hf 4‘\;\;“1 i‘ .“ll-lrlf- ST T
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City of Prince Albert
REPORT APPROVAL FORM

Report Title: Appeal No. 8 of 2010 - 3802  Date: | November 3, 2010

- 4" Avenue Fast
(RPT#EDP-10-1786)

Prepared By:

| Yves Richard, Planning Manager

Prepared For:

City Council

Approval Required By: Report Type:
Routine <]
Subsfén"ﬁ'\?e\ s L]
| Financial e :\“ )
City Manager | / ) -
Director of Financial Services ]
Director of Public Works ]
Director of Community Services []
Director of Ec.Dev & Planning B w{,;j e
Director of Fire & Emerg. Services  [_]
Director of Corporate Services []
City Solicitor ]
Chief of Police L]
L]

[

eport Type ~ Definitions:
Routine

T

Matters that are routine in nature and/or follow existing Council
policy require Department Head approval only

Matters that require the concurrence of more than ong
department and/or are complex in nature and require the
approval of the City Manager prior to being provided fo ejected
officials o

Matters that have substantial or unusual financial implications
require the approval of the Direclor of Financial Service

S : i S S e e R R

Substantive

Financial
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City of Prince Albert
o RO R

Report Title: Appeal No. 8 of 2010 — 3802 — 4" Avenue East
(RPT#EDP-10-1786)

Date: November 3, 2010

Prepared By: Yves Richard, Planning Manager

Prepared For:  City Council S

RECOMMENDATION:
That this report be received as information.

JUSTIFICATION FOR INCAMERA:
N/A

BACKGROUND:

The Department of Economic Development and Planning is in receipt of a
Development Appeal Application from R.L. Miller Contracting on behalf of T.K.
Holdings regarding their conditions of Development Permit Approval for an addition
to a Farm Equipment Sales and Service Center located at 3802 — 4" Avenue East.
These conditions are required to be met before Development can commence on the
subject property.

As per Section 222 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007 and Section 3.19 of
the City of Prince Albert Zoning Bylaw No. 1 of 1987, City Council must be informed
of this appeal at least 10 days before the date fixed for the hearing.

DISCUSSION:

On October 5, 2010, R.L. Miller Contracting applied for a Development Permitfor an
addition to a Farm Equipment Sales and Service Center located at 3802 — 4"
Avenue East, legally described as Lot 4, Block H, Plan 81PA03956, Extension 0
and zoned M3, Light Industrial Medium Density. Consequently, on November 1,
2010, the Department issued a Permitted Use Development Permit Approval for the
proposed addition subject to the following conditions:

1.1 The applicant shall be required to submit a revised site plan fo the
Department of Economic Development and Planning which identifies
the location, number, and size of parking stalls provided, including
stalls designated for the physically disabled; and

1.2 The applicant shall be required to hard surface (concrete or asphalt
paving) any parking or driving circulation area located within the front
yard (the front yard is calculated as 7.5 meters from the front property
fine) and all hard surfaced areas shall be curbed with poured in place
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concrete. The applicant shall submit a revised site plan to the
Department of Economic Development and Planning which identifies
the location of this hard surfacing in accordance with Section 24.4.9 of
the Zoning Bylaw No.1 of 1987, which states:

“‘In addition to the requirements of Section 5, any parking area or
circulation area located in the front yard shall be hard surfaced with
asphalt or concrete and curbed with poured in place concrete fo
prevent encroachment of vehicles onto the landscaped areas and/or
sidewalks”; and

1.3  The applicant shall submit a revised landscape plan to the
Department of Economic Development and Planning which meets the
requirements of Section 24.4.15 of the Zoning Bylaw No.1 of 1987,
which states:

"24.4.15 Landscaping
Landscaping in accordance with Section 21.6 shall be
provided in the following areas:

24.4.15.1  The first 3 meters of the minimum required front yard
calculated from the front property line except for
crossings across the landscaped area in conformance
with The Crossing Bylaw.

244152 In case of a comer site, the side yard abufting the
flanking street must also be landscaped fo a minimum
perpendicular width of 3 meters.

24.4.15.3 A strip abutting the front of the principle building where
foading does not occur, to an average depth of 2 meters.

The reason for the appellant's appeal is that there are practical difficulties in the way
of carrying out the above noted provisions of the Zoning Bylaw and therefore
requesting the Board to grant a relaxation of Sections 24.4.9 and 24 .4.15 of the
Bylaw.

The Development Appeals Board hearing for the appeal is scheduled for Tuesday,
November 16, 2010 at 2:00 PM in the 3™ Floor, Conference Room of City Hall.

OPTIONS:
N/A

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:
N/A

PUBLIC NOTICE/CONMMUNICATIONS:

As per Section 222 of The Planning and Development Act, 2007, and Section 3.19.2
of the City of Prince Albert Zoning Bylaw No. 1 of 1987, a notice has been served by
registered mail to each land owner located within a 75-metres radius of the
appeliant's land that is the subject of the appeal, the ownerfappeilant and by this
report to City Council.
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No additional public notice is required under the Public Notice Policy Bylaw No. 5

of 2003.

STRATEG!C PLAN GOAL.:
None.

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Subject Area Maps.

CONCLUSION:

To receive this report as information.

Respectfully Submitted,

!

Yves Richard, MICU, PPS
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Economic Development and Planning Department
Attention: Yves Richard

[ 'am writing to you in regards to the proposed alteration of the City of Prince Albert zone
along Marquis Road and Highway #3. My Wife and | reside on Grey Owl Crescent facing
Marquis Road. We object to the new proposed zoning of this area for future industrial
development. The plan is not specific and in order to support the plan we would like to
know what is planned to be built? What are the hours of operation? What kind of noise,
noxious odour, traffic increase, or crime increase would there be? This is not something
we want on our door step.

We have lived in the Carlton Park area for the last six vears and have loved it. It is
beautiful. park like and serene. The area has beautiful homes, is quiet and safe. Children
walk to school and neighbours walk with their spouses and pets.

On January 4™, 2011 we are due to welcome our first born into the world. Not once have
we ever thought of raising our child elsewhere. But, now to be honest ,Sir, the idea of
looking out my kitchen window and seeing an industrial area changes that. If this plan
continues with noisy, unsightly industry then were are not so sure how much longer we
will reside within the City of Prince Albert. A city we both love.

We have always assumed that one day that area would be used for residential or business
expansion. Beautiful homes or a Tim Horton’s is not an issue. But having my backyard

look like North Industrial Drive is something else,

We thank you for your time and consideration. We look forward to the meeting on
November 10", 2010 at Carlton Park.

Respectfullxz

Dwight and Stephanie LeBlue
3219 Grey Owl Cres

Prince Albert, SK
S6V 6X4

i TR

C‘@% A AT
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3381 Dent Crescent
Prince Albert. SK 86V 7H2
Canada

CITY CLERK

Mr. Yves Richard gﬁ

Planning Manager

City of Prince Albert - Economic Development and Planning Dept.
1084 Central Avenue

PRINCE ALBERT SK S6V 7P9

November 5, 2010,

Dear Sir:

RE: NOTICE OF INTENTION TO ALTER THE BOUNDARIES OF THE CITY OF PRINCE
ALBERT: THE SOUTHEAST LAND ANNEXATION PROPOSAL

We are writing to voice our strong objection to the City’s proposal to re-zone and develop Rural Municipality
N . 1 . . -

lands south of Marquis Road between 6" and 15" avenues. The notice states the reason for the proposal to alter

the boundaries of the city of Prince Albert is for future Industrial Development.

We strongly oppose this proposal on a number of different levels:

First, we have not been properly notified. Subject to section 43(1) (b)Y of The Cities Act, A coumcil that intends
to apply for an alteration of a city's boundaries or for amalgamation or restructuring with other municipalities
shall: personally deliver or send by ordinary mail a copy of the notice to: (i) each person assessed on the last
revised assessment roll with respect to land improvements located in the area affected by the proposed
alteration, amalgamation or restructuring; ...

We never received any such notice.

Second, the public consultation process for this plan leaves a lot of room for improvement and has been
nebulous at best. If it wasn’t for a sharp-eyed neighbour, who saw the tiny notice in the October 9% 2010 Prince
Albert Herald, and alerted me, 1 would not have known about this proposal. | write “this” proposal because,
during the summer | did see the small scale map of the long term proposed development plan for the City
{currently map 5A - Future Land Use and Expansion) which noted the area in question to be Residential.
Although not ideal this did not concern me as much as the revised proposed industrial development. However
some questions still remain. Upon closer review of Map SA | now see that part of the land in question was
proposed as restdential and another part, within the sane block, as “institutional”, Now, I work with maps and
when you photo-reduce a lager scale map with this kind of shading, the public cannot discern the subtle
difference between a narrow and a wider band of diagonal bars {of the same colour) - it all looks the same. This
leads me to a number of questions:

l.  What is institutional? ...a school? ...a halfway house? ....a nursing home? ., _another Jail?;

2. What 1s industrial? A recycling depot; a gravel storage site; another car dealership? an auto mall with
lighting 24/7; or worse still, ALL of the listed???
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e November 3, 2010

3. Why the sudden change in plans without any public consultation”? The origmnal plans showed, sensibly,
industrial development being concentrated in lands between Highwavs 2 and 3. It also showed
development north of the river where there is significant development area available!!

It is also important to note that there appear to be a number of “plans” cireulating — some dating back to 2007.
These plans all show conflicting Information further adding to the confusion. The public is just hearing about
this proposal now.

Third, the quality of Iife that brought me and my family to this wonderful City 1s under serious threat. When we
moved to Prince Albert from Vancouver over 10 years ago, we were attracted by the quality of life but we came
with the initial intent that it would be a short stop — maybe 2-3 years before moving on to other opporiunities.
However, our family quickly grew to love this place and realize this 1s a City with huge potential, a perfect place
fields and we were told at that tine that it was unlikely to change any time soon because the land was zoned
agricultural and that any City expanston would go east and west, We accept that it is unrealistic to expect this
land to remain agricultural Torever and anticipated that at some point there might be residential development,
however; we did not expect to stand to lose the pastoral setting we enjoy so much, so quickly. Over the past 4
years we have noticed the significant increase in traffic noise resulting from the development to the east. More
recently we have also noticed the smell from the Asphait plant that further diminishes the quality and peaceful
enjovment of our property. The proposed industrial development in lands south of Marquis Road will
completely destroy any semblance of the qualities that brought us to this City. Regardless of the industry, the
increased traffic, increased light, air and noise pollution, will destroy what brought my Tanily here and kept us
here. If we had wanted our kids to grow up in an industrial setting we would have stayed in Vancouver.
Industrial activity and development does not belong mn residential arcas. There are other alternatives for growth,
eoncentration and expansion of new industrial development.

Iastly, we acknowledge receipt of the letter dated October 28" announcing, finally, some public consultation
through a public meeting scheduled for Wednesday November 10" 2010 at 5:30 p.m. | had to read this notice
twice - yes, the City has scheduled a public meeting at 5:30 p.m. in a neighbourhood where the majority of
people work and as soon as they get home have to feed their children! | am appalled by the 5:30 p.m. scheduled
time. | work in an area where public consultation is required and would never even consider a public
consultation inceting before 7:00 p.m.  So, is this readly public consultation? 1 hope so. This issue is too
important to miss an opportunity to seek clarity, pose questions and hear answers addressing the many concerns
and, as such, we have made arrangements to attend this meeting.

In closing, my family and | have invested greatly in this City - both financially, and in the community as
volunteers, We have bought into the vision of a strong and vibrant cornmunity. We hope that our concerns and
input will be seriously considered as we all work to mnake Prince Albert the special place we know it to be.

Sincerebﬁ}

/ S
& [
# f; fh‘;
Rory and Julie Mclntosh ¢
Ce His Worship Mayor Scarrow and City Council
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3319 Pent Crescent
Prince Albert, SK S6V 768

November 7. 2010

Economie Development and Planning Departiment
City Hall

1084 Central Ave

Prince Albert, SK 36V 7P3

RE: Notice of Intention to Alter the Boundaries of the City of Prince Albert

We are opposed to altering the land southeast of 6™ Avenue and Marquis. One of the
reasons we purchased on Dent Crescent, when looking for a home to raise our young
family was because it is a safe. developed, mature area. By turning the proposed land
into an industrial district takes away the quality of life we hoped to have in this
neighbourhood, devaluing the mvestment we have ma ade to this comniunity.

There are many area’s surrounding the city that would make excellent industrial land and
would not affect residential areas. In our opinion the only things that should be placed 1n
this area is an expansion of residential lots. One of the biggest concerns is the fact that
there has already been discussion as to how the “industrial™ would be zoned. From what
we have read in the newspaper, the land could be used for alimost any sort of industrial
activity,

As young professionals in the city we are disappointed city council would even consider
this land, as it has been an established neighbourhood for 30 vears. If the alteration of
houndaries is approved, we will be forced to look at our current investment in Prince

Albert and consider moving our voung family elsewhere, someplace where forward
planning is best for the entire population not just the ¢ity and business’s.

Sincerely,

Chact MW

Charity Blechinger, CHIM

A s E&W

Kevin Blechinger, COA )

[sam %iet;ifimgcr

Liam Blechinger
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7 November 2010

Economic Development and Planning Department
City Hall, 1084 Central Avenue
Prince Albert, 5K 56V 7P3

Attention: CIiff Skauge, City Clerk
Ladies and Gentlemen:
RE:  Notice of Intention of Boundary Alteration of

City of Prince Albert East of Hwy 3 and South of
Marquis Road for future industrial development.

Please accept this letter of objection to the proposed alteration as described in the
Prince Albert Daily Herald.

The City of Prince Albert presently has land between Hwy’s 2 and 3 south of Marquis
Road that has been zoned for commercial/industrial development where no residential
development is permitted. This zoning works very well for all parties. Commercial
development is centralized. Vehicular traffic in this area is specific to the
commerdcial/industrial enterprises found therein and does not create a concern for
pedestrians or recreational activities,

The area in question in your proposed development is adjacent to residential homes
which house numerous children. The Rotary Trail on the north side of Marquis Road is
extensively used in all seasons by families and adults for walking, jogging, blading,
cycling, and training. Many young children learn to ride bikes on training wheels on this
Trail. Phys Ed programs from Carfton use the trail as part of their Physical Education
program. Your proposal to place an industrial area across the road will lead to major
increases in traffic flow, larger industrial vehicles and semi trucks. This proposed
development is totally incongruous with existing residential zoning and quality of life for
the citizens of Cariton Park. Most importantly increased traffic flow and type of traffic
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Economic Development and Planning
Page 2
7 November 2010

created by the proposed development will create major safety hazards for all who use
the Rotary Trail.

Creating an industrial area in your proposal will negatively impact on the market value
of homes in the Carlton Park area. What has taken years to develop, landscape, and
nurture will be permanently negatively altered by the stroke of a city pen.

As per previous Economic and Development Plans for this area in question, the area
should remain zoned for residential purposes only to compliment/enhance existing
residential development as well as the vital recreational component afforded by the
Rotary Trail. Keep the areas between Hwy's 2 and 3 for commercial/industrial
development. This area is very accessible for larger vehicles from north, south, east,
and west and already has existing service roads. The existing plan has worked
excellently.

I urge you to reconsider this proposal and vote AGAINST the proposai. We need
residential development in the area in question, not industrial.

Respectfully yours,

Darlene R. Walker
3320 Dent Crescent
Prince Albert, SK
56V 7G7
306-922-0388
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Page lof]

HH Cowmerie

Dear Sirs,

!invite you to come to the meeting af Ca;@g’f@g @& drigeiay at 5:30.

itdoes not make sense to overtum existing planning cocuments and suddenly decide to Annex the size of
lard proposed with an industrial end use in mind - especially when it is immediately next tc a long established
residential area. There is no indication of exactly what industrial use the city has in mind - how can you expect
people to even begin te go along with a development of unknown nature. It has never been in the wlens to turn
a large part of that area into anything but residentizl - and even as late as the official community plan published
less than a year ago { December 2009) this was not the case. | would like to know why the very sudden
change i heart to turn tnis arez into an industrial area, instead of residential,

There must be some driving force for doing this as soon as possible because | think there are other, more
suitable areas that coule be considered. Again, | would like to know the reason for this!l!l What other options
were explored before this new plan emerged?? The area along Highway 3 corridor was expected to be turned
into a commercial area and this would proba bly be appropriate and acceptable. The arez immediately to the
east of this proposed commercial area was to be residential in the long term {20 - 5C years). The industrial
arsa was to be located between Highways 2 and 3. Even if one thinks in terms of a possible second bridge
with option 4B, whare the bridge would be east of the airport, or even one of the version 2 options, why you
would want to turn an area right next to an established residential arez into industrial area. The new bridge
would link the highways in the south to the new industrial area by the airport and further industrial development
may be possible around the old pulp mill site. There should be no need to develop an industrial area south of
the city. Cther acceptable options for industrial may to complete filling in of the north industrial area, which
may require some reclamation work, or possibly consider options in the area of the present landfili. The city is
claiming we have to annex the land south of Prince Albert as industrial land, rather than residential, because
we still have a lot of options available within the present city boundaries for residentia! development - so the
province would net aliow it. | would argue that we also have plenty of options for industrial development within
the city or more appropriate land could be annexed for industrial purposes - again, there is no reason for the
province to approve this, especially when this area has not been considered for industrial zoning in any
community plan in the past. | feel the types of industrial developments outlined by the South Industrial Corridor
Concept Plan and Commercial Industrial Feasability Study Advisory Committee would be more appropriate
near the old pulp mill site and may also benefit from the existing rail line there. The presense of electrical and
natural gas infrastructure as wel as the fact that current residents have built their hormes there knowing it was
an industrial site, also make this a natural for industrial development. Manufacturing services targetted ‘or the
oil ndustry in Alberta may also find it beneficial to be on the north side of the river

If we want to grow the city to take advantage of its assets, lets have cornmercial corridors, future resicential
subdivisions and recreational areas on the south side of the river, ard keep the industrial development to the
north side and limit any industrial development that might take place to the south to the area between highways
2&3

I built my house facing Marquis Road, and this area that is being proposed to be annexed, 30 years ago. At
that time Marquis Road (38th St) was nothing more than a country road that wound its way around sloughs and
over small hills. | knew at the time that ! built that | was building on the edge of the city and the arez to the
south would eventually be developed, but only once the rest of the residential areas were filled in - as even the
most recent long term plan for the city that has been submitted indicates that residential development wili only
take place in the long term - 20 - 59 years from now, The creaticn of the east end of Ma rquis road brought with
it a loss of peace and quiet that came with a major fraffic artery outside my front door. However, | am still able
to enjoy the sense of being in the country with the view from my south facing windows and the sounds of the
wildlife in the spring around the slough. Reptacing this with buffer zone compesed of an earth berm with a wail
on top and more trees and replacing the sounds and smells of soring with the bustling sounds and smells of
an industrial area is not something | can look forward to.

As this is also the naw home for the winter festival outdcor site. this is also something [ enjoy and will miss. If
this land utilized by the winter festival was not annexed until it was needed in another twenty or so years there
would be no need for the festival to seek out yet another site for some time to come.

! do eventually envision a residential development to the south of Marquis Road that is centered around a
lake like setting formed by the natural drainage of the area. Perhaps scme light commercial establishments
such as restaurants and recreation activities would be appropriate around the lake as wet!l. Ducks and other
wildlife and natural vegetationcould be enjoyed by the locals and tourists alike. It wou'd eventually spread to
the residential subdivision already established to the south of Prince Albert and would link the residential areas
with the Fairvisw Fairways Golf Course.

A long term community plan that included residential. commercial ard industrial developments s potential
future land uses will lead o hezlthy development of the community and healthy relations. There is na fairress
in suddenly imposing an industrial area next to an established residenta! area. A-dam good iustification is
going fo be required.
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City of Prince Albert
To Council,

1 am wrllmo this letter in I‘C&dl‘d% 1o the land annexation south of Marquis Road and
between 6" Avenuc East and 15" Avenue east. | am highly opposed to the City’s
intention to use this land for the purpose of light industrial.

In the report titled “South Last Industrial Land Annexation (RPTHEDP-10-135)” dated
September 7, 2010 it states that “Residential development would not fit will with
industrial development due to noise and traffic usually associated with this type of
development, which would negatively affect the quiet amenities required for residential
land use™. My question is, what about the already existing residents? Don’t we matter?
We will live right across the street from this development. The existing residents will be
exposed 1o the noise, the traffic and we don’t want that.

Parcel 44, Plan AK2420, Fxt 127 and Parcel E, Plan BY2431, Ext. 0 should not be
considered for light industrial development. ‘Thank you for your time, 1 trust you will
listen to the citizens of Prince Albert and look for alternate land for industrial use.
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‘City of Prince Albert

REPORT APPROVAL FORM

Report Title:

Municipal Service Centre
Cold Storage Building
Reconstruction Project
Report

(RPT# PW-10-103)

Date: | November 5, 2010

Prepared By: | Brian Klashinsky, Mechanical & Building Mice. Manager

Prepared For: | City Council

Apprdva[ Required By:

Report Type:

Routine L]
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Finaycial s

City Manager
Director of Financial Services

Director of Public Works

Director of Ec.Dev & Planning

City Solicitor
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Report Type = Definriione:

officials

Routine Matters that are routine in nature and/or follow existing Councif
policy require Depariment Head approval only
Substantive Matters that require the concurrence of more than one

department and/or are complex in nature and require the
approval of the City Manager prior to being provided to elected

Financial Matters that have substantial or unusual financial implications
require the approval of the Director of Financial Services

-
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City of Prince Albert
REPORT

Report Title: Municipal Service Centre Cold Storage Building
Reconstruction Project Report
(RPT# PW-10-103)

Date: November 5, 2010

Prepared By: Brian Klashinsky, Mechanical & Bldg. Mtce. Manager

dF

RECOMMENDATION:

That the tender from RNF Ventures Ltd., which includes Alternate Price #1 to
provide power to the existing electrical service, is reduced by $36,010, to include
proposed cost reductions, for a total reconstruction cost of $425,128 be accepted.

That this project be funded as follows:

. $344,294 mﬁva}igble from Confirmed Insurance Monies as per Attached
$24,000 | Available from 2010 Capital Budget ltem to Power Existing Facility
$56,834 | Preliminary Discussions with City’s Insurer Suggest This Value will

be Covered by Insurance but Confirmation of this is Required.

$425,128 | Total Cold Storage Building Reconstruction Costs

P anron g o ot

JUSTIFICATION FOR INCAMERA:
N/A
BACKGROUND:

The original cold storage building was constructed in 2003 at a cost of $253,490.00.
The successful contractor was Zaks Building Supplies & Contracting from Hague,
Saskatchewan.

DISCUSSION:

Severe plough winds destroyed a portion of the facility in July of 2010. Prakash
Engineering Ltd., a structural engineering firm, was engaged to assist in the
determination of safe demolition of damaged components as well as reconstruction
options. In addition, the City was directed to engage a Contractor to remove all
damaged components, ensure that the balance of the building was secure and clean
up the site with the goal being that the potential for damage and/or liability, on behalf
of the City, was eliminated.
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Following the close of tenders and the subsequent review, both the Consultant and
low Contractor were directed to prepare a list of potential cost reductions. The entire
list 1s attached and $36,010 of these items are recommended for incorporation into
the reconstruction strategy. In addition, $24,000 is available from the 2010 budget
to introduce a SaskPower electricity feed to the facility so that lighting inside the
building could be operational. Demolition costs to date were $26,141 and design
costs for the reconstruction details are calculated to be $53,566. In the final
calculation, a shortfall of available monies of $56,835 remains.

At this point the City’s Insurer was contacted and options specific to the shortfal!
being disbursed under the City's insurance policy was discussed. At this time, Friday
November 5 Keith Izsak advised that likely SGI would cover the additional costs
as the City had firm prices from the industry regarding actual reconstruction costs.
The final decision would be made in the week of November 8 when the information
provided to the City's Insurers could be reviewed. The only caveat would be that the
City's Insurance policy on that facility would be adjusted to reflect the actual value of
the cold storage building.

OPTIONS:

Option 1: This option does not proceed with the reconstruction of the existing facility
but removes the balance of the facility from the site and utilizes recovered and
unspent monies from the City’s insurer to relocate City resources from the old City
Yards to the Municipal Service Centre (MSC).

The 2008 space study had identified a budget value of $6.6M to facilitate this
relocation. The net of insurance monies available, should the reconstruction not
proceed and the balance of the building removed, would still require a significant
cash commitment from the City to proceed with the relocation to the MSC given that
the recovery of the insurance claim could be approximately $300,000. In summary,
Option 1 is not the preferred option.

Option 2: This option proceeds with the reconstruction of the existing cold storage
facility. This project, when complete, will be a long term solution that will not be
subject to future high wind damage. Option 2 is the preferred option.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS:

The proposed funding summary is as follows:

' Details Values Information
RNF Ventures Ltd. Tender Value $456,274
Provides Power to the Building $4 864 | Alternate #1
Subtotal $461,138
Confirmed Costs to Date $26,141 | Includes Demolition
Calculated Design Costs . $53,566 | From Prakash Engineering
Monies Available in 2010 Budget ($24,000) | For Power to Existing Bldg.
Insured Value of Building ($424,000) | Confirmed from Finance
Shortfall $56,835 P_otgntial to be Covered by
City's Insurer
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PUBLIC NOTICE/COMMUNICATIONS:
N/A
STRATEGIC PLAN GOAL:

This project is aligned to the City’s Strategic Goa! of SAFETY by taking a pro-
active approach to an existing facility that has the potential to generate an unsafe
event or an OH & S claim. The provision of a permanent power feed to the cold
storage facility will improve the safety and use of this structure.

The Strategic Goal of INFRASTRUCTURE is aligned by considering a priority
approach to the maintenance of existing infrastructure utilizing time and cost
effective strategies.

ATTACHMENTS:

Tender 169/10 Summary Sheet

MSC Cold Storage Facility Tender Summary c/w Variances
RNF Ventures Ltd. November 1%, 2010 Potential Cost Savings
MSC Cold Storage Facility Overview

CONCLUSION:

In the worst case scenario, should the insurance reimbursement not come to
fruition, the costs to the City for the reconstruction of the cold storage facility would
be the $56,835 but this cost still represents good value for the ability to continue to
benefit from the reconstructed cold storage building.
T
- Respé}ntfully Submitted,
S /o
S P
S AT o

%

SN

Brigh Klashinsky \

Mechanical and Building Maintenance Manager
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CITY OF PRINCE ALBERT PURCHASING DEPARTMENT

TENDER TABULATION
TENDER NO. 169/10

PRODUCT/SERVICE:

MUNICIPAL SERVICE CENTRE COLD

STORAGE BUILDING - RETROFIT PROJECT

OPENED: 2:30 P.M., WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 27. 2010

ADDITIONAL PRICE FOR 200 AMP
BIDDER PRICE ELECTRICAL SERVICE

RNF VENTURES
|62 - 177" sSTREET WEST $456,274.00 $4,864.00
PRINCE ALBERT, SK 86V 3X3

R.L. MILLER CONTRACTING LTD. :

422 - 16" STREET WEST $516,000.00 $5,000.00
PRINCE ALBERT, SK S8V 3V8

ZAK'S BUILDING SUPPLIES & CONTRACTING -

101 EAST SERVICE ROAD, BOX 5 $523,612.88 $2.857.14
HAGUE, SK SOK 1X0

NORSEMAN CONSTRUCTION LTD.

BOX 779 $528,940.00 $3,500.00
BIRCH HILLS, SK S04 0G0

*PST IS INCLUDED AND GST IS EXTRA TO ABOVE PRICES
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MSC Cold Storage Facility Tender Summary

Firm Value 200 Amp Service Variance

RNF Ventures Itd. $456,274 54,864

R.L. Miller Contracting $516,000 $5,000 559,867}
Zak's $523,613 $2,857 SES 237
Norseman Construction $528,940 $3,500 (571,302
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- GENERAL CONTRACTORS - CONSTRUCTION MANAGERS -

November 1, 2010

City of Prince Albert

Purchasing Department, Municipal Services Centre
11 - 38 Street East

Prince Albert, SK SB6W 1A5

Ph: (306) 953-4350

Fax: (306) 953-4353

Attn.: Ron Harris / Brian Klashinsky

Re: Cold Storage Building Reconstruction
Municipal Service Centre
Prince Albert, SK
PCL Project No. 2010-65

Dear Ron/Brian

As per our conversation, we have prepared the following list of potential cost
savings for the project mentioned above.

It is also of note, that some options, cannot be used with other options. We will
all need to take the time to sit and review these options, once you have selected
which ones you feel may be considered.

Please note that the prices do not include GST.

Division 1

1. To delete the requirements for a Building Permit.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$2,281.00>

Division 2
2. To delete the requirements for ten {10) compaction tests as specified in

Section 32 23 33.1.3.1.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$720.00>
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Division 3

3. To substitute 26MPa T50 concrete for all 30MPa concrete specified.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$248.00>

Division 6

4. To substitute a 6x6 PWF post in lieu of the 6x8 PWF specified. This price
IS a price for each post.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$72.00/each>

5. To change the 2x4 strapping on the exterior walls to 48” 0.c. from 24” o.c.
as specified. The strapping to remain 24” o.c. on the roof.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$643.00>

Division 7
6. To substitute 26 gauge metal wall and roof cladding in lieu of the 24 gauge

specified.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$4,431.00>

Division 9

7. Todelete the entire painting specification requirements.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$700.00>

Division 10

8. To delete the supply and installation of the bird netting as specified in
Section 10 20 20.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$2,640.00>
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Division 26

9. To delete the electricat scope of work in its entirety.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$22,938.00>

Division 32

10.To delete the asphalt scope of work and replace with the following:
- 6" thick concrete slab c/w WWM at two (2) overhead door
locations.
- 3" — 4" thick unreinforced concrete slab to all other areas.
- Concrete to be 25MPa.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$26,774.00>

11.To delete the asphalt scope of work and replace with compacted granular
fill.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$37,851.00>

12.To make the following changes to the Chain Link Fencing Scope of work:
- Delete bottom rail, use tension wire in lieu of
- All gate pipes are sched40. The rest of the pipe to be regular
wall, commercial grade, in lieu of what was specified.
DELETE FROM THE BASE BID <$890.00>

We trust you will find this to be all in order. We await your instruction.

If you have any questions or concerns, please call.

Sincerely,

Kelly Miller, G.S.C.
RNF Ventures Ltd.

KGM/aw

AGENDA - Page - $2-285



MSC Cold Storage Facility Potential Cost Reductions

Ref. BRNF Correspondence Dated November 1st, 2010
Date Prepared: November 5th, 2010

ltem  Description Value Accept Comments
Low Contractor $461,138 RNF Ventures Ltd.
1 Eliminate Building Permit (57,281 (52,281} Permit Required but Fees Can Be Waived
2 Delete Compaction Testing ST {57201 Below Asphalt Locations
3 Substitute 25MPa {52745 In Lieu of Specified 30MPa
4  Provide 6 x & PWF Post {572 {each) in Lieu of Specified 6 x 8 Post
5 2 x4 Strapping to 48" o.c. (5643} I Ligu of Specified 24" o.c.
6  Substitute 26 ga wall/roof cladding (24,8338 {54,421] In Lieu of Specified 24 ga
7 Delete Painting Reguirements (L0
8  Delete Bird Netting 52,540 /040G Specified Supply and Installation
9 Delete Electrical Scope (522 5384 Init's Entirety
10 Delete the Asphalt Scope 17 TR 522,928 Replace with Concrete
11 Delete Asphalt Scope (537 84503 Replace with Compacted Granular Fill
12 Modifications to Chain Link Fencing {SBA0:

. In Lieu of Retaining a G icai Consult
PEL in Attendance for Helical Pile nLeu etaining a Geotechnical Consultant

13 . {52.000) {52,004 to Confirm Helical Pile Installation as per
Installation \ .
Specification
$425,128
Costs to Date 526,141 Confirmed from Great Plains

Consultant Costs $53 566 Confirmed from Prakash

Meonies in 2010 Budget ¥ To Power Electrical Service

Insured Value of Building {2424,004) Confirmed with Brian Parschauer
Projected Shortfall $56,835
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