
 

 

 

 

1. COE – Missing 

Middle Zoning 

Review 

Colton Kirsop 
3:30-4:00pm Presentation 
4:00-4:15pm Discussion - See Presentation Attached 
 
Missing middle = Medium Density Zones 
Multi-unit house that falls between single detached and high rise 
apartment buildings. 
Will remove the Medium Density and Medium Scale Overlays. 
Variance notification periods will be removed. 
RF3, RF5, RF6 (zone to be retired), RA7, RA8 and some low density housing 
such as cluster housing and courtyard houses.  Units can be in man 
configurations including stacked and combination. 
Purpose of the review is to enhance and update Edmonton’s access to 
affordability, aging population, zoning barriers. 
 “Multi-Unit Housing” will be the new term to cover a number of the other 
previous terms (ex. row housing). 
Row Housing will now be allowed mid-block. 
Site coverage will be more flexible. 
Density minimums are still under review to ensure feasibility.  Initial 
suggestions by the city could be challenging for some products. 
It was suggested to the City that a maximum is important to ensure that 
excessively small projects or rooming buildings are not created. 
Setbacks will be reduced - 2.4 m will be required between buildings. 
City will consider how existing RF6 will be amended once the zoning is 
retired.  Will it be automatically zoned RA7?  How does that impact 
neighbouring projects and community perception? 
City will review FAR and ensure parking is sufficient. 
Concern expressed over some building code requirements such as 
hydrants vs. sprinklers for apartments vs. townhomes. 
Concern expressed over site servicing?  What are the servicing sizes and 
capacities? 



 

 

Density and/or zone required for bungalow duplexes. 

Action: Feedback needed by March 22/19 
Going to Urban Planning Committee by June 11/19 
 

2. Charter Bylaw 
18662 & 18718  

Peter Reeson 
18662 - Text Amendment to the Zoning Bylaw 12800 to create new 
Residential Low Density Zone (RLD) 
 
Simplifying zoning to reducing reliance on DC zoning to allow for different 
types of housing and products  
 
18718 – Amendment to Zoning Bylaw 12800 – Garden Suites 
Feb 25th these 2 bylaws were passed 
 
Increasing flexibility with garden suites and stationary tiny homes. 

Action: n/a 

3. CCC/FAC 
Concerns 

Is there a need for more UDI/City support and coordination for CCC/FAC 
related issues? (inspections) 

Action: Please provide feedback on whether we need to take action on this ASAP – though there does 
not seem to be a concern at the time of the meeting.  Provide feedback on any Development 
Agreement amendments that could be considered during future review. 
 
 

4. Review last 
meeting notes 

As per attached 

Action: n/a 

5. EMRB Density 
Update  

Michaela/Rick/Blaydon/Chris 
Met March 11 to discuss the letter in more detail.  
EMRB is happy with their current level of service and timelines.  It was 
discussed that problems the industry is experiencing aren’t necessarily 
resulting from long EMRB timeframes, but with processes within planning 
and development administration at the municipal level which result from 
EMRB framework and compliance.  There are problems that we need their 
help with solving. 
EMRB will provide workshops with municipal staff to ensure all have 
relevant information and understanding of REF criteria and 
implementation. 
Karen Wichuk is working with Peter Ohm on a senior level to work out 
ongoing details and procedure. 
EMRB has committed to multiple future meetings as they understand that 
this is an ongoing process. 



 

 

UDI encouraged EMRB to consider what is meant by regionally significant 
and by encouraging municipalities to utilize asbuilts in confirming density.  
Although EMRB did suggest that they have reviewed all the current 
applications (currently 17) and have provided supportive feedback to the 
CofE to indicate that most of the applications/files are complete, they 
must still take them through their regular review process for 
consideration/approval.  

Action: Continued meetings 
 
 

6. Comments for 
Corporate Tree 
Strategy 

Michaela/Deanna 
Concern that a combined infill/greenfield policy won’t work in all 
development scenarios.  City should consider difference scenarios for infill 
and greenfield.  

Action: Feedback email sent out to group – Deanna is collecting the information and will sent back to 
the city – some great feedback sent in from Russ. 

7. New Discussion Hydrant Cost Share – Nola & Dennis update 
Fire hydrants and water main extensions to accommodate infill 
development. 
Most of the proposed solutions cater more towards bigger developers – 
RF3 & RA8 as opposed to smaller townhome builders. 
Currently the developer pays everything or they walk away from the 
project because it is too expensive to make the project worth the effort. 
Epcor looking into possible cost share mechanisms or levy scenarios. 
Option 1: Levy 
Option 2: Fundraising through fees, Fire/Rescue contributions, Developer 
Contributions. 

Action:  Hydrant Cost Share – further meetings with a smaller group to develop a model so Kelly can 
take to Council in June – feedback needs to be gathered by the end of March. 
 

8. Next Meeting  April 9, 2019 


