
 DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD AGENDA 
 
 200-D1-H1-26 
 
 Thursday, July 16, 2026 at 7:00 p.m. City Hall, Council Chamber 
  
  
Item No. Page No. Description 
 
1.  Introduction of the Board. 
 
2. Opening Remarks from the Chair. 

 
3. Presentation from the Appellant. 
 
4. Presentation from representatives of the City of Yellowknife, regarding the 

issuance of Development Permit No. PLDEV-2026-0013 
 
5. Presentations from persons referred to in subsection 66(2) of the Community 

Planning and Development Act.  
1. A presentation from Scott Robertson. 

 
6. Presentation from any other persons the Boards considers necessary. 
 
7. Summation and closing remarks from the representative for the Appellants. 
 
8. Summation and closing remarks from the representatives for the City of 

Yellowknife. 
 
9. Summation and closing remarks from any other presenter. 
 
10. Close of hearing. 
 
Background Documentation 
 
ANNEX A 
11.   Letter from Mr. Edwin Shu to the Secretary of the Development Appeal Board 

serving Notice of Appeal – written submission. 
 

ANNEX B 
12.   Written submission from the City of Yellowknife. 
 
ANNEX C 
13.  Written submission from persons referred to in subsection 66(2) of the 

Community Planning and Development Act. 
 
ANNEX D 
14.   Letter from the Secretary of the Development Appeal Board to the Appellant, Mr. 

Edwin Shu, with respect to the scheduling of a hearing on July 16, 2026. 
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Part I — Introduction and Statement of Facts 

Introduction 
This is the written submission of the Appellant, Edwin Shu, in support of his appeal of the refusal 

of Development Permit Application PLDEV-2026-0013 for a six-unit Multi-Unit Dwelling at 2 

Findlay Point, Lot 77, Block 308, Plan 4204, Yellowknife, Northwest Territories. 

The Appellant's Notice of Appeal was filed with the Secretary of the Development Appeal Board 

on June 19, 2026, within the 14-day period prescribed for filing an appeal. This submission sets 

out, in full, the grounds summarized in that Notice, together with the supporting facts, Zoning By-

law 5045 (the By-law) analysis, and relief sought. 

The Appellant respectfully submits that the application before the Board is, on the Development 

Officer's own findings, a conforming Permitted Use application that technically complies with the 

parking requirements of the By-law and aligns with the City’s Community Plan. The respondent 

issued a refusal of the permit, notwithstanding the findings, on grounds that are not available under 

Section 4.6 of the By-law for a Permitted Use application. The respondent misapplied the variance 

criteria of Section 4.9 of the By-law, and chose not to consider a comprehensive package of binding 

conditions that the Appellant placed on the record before the decision was made. 

The Appellant notes, for completeness of the record, that he has invested in excess of $220,000 in 

this project, comprising the $135,000 purchase price of the lot and approximately $85,000 in 

design, engineering, and permitting costs. The title to Lot 77 is subject to a caveat permitting the 

City to repurchase the lot for $10.00 in the event no development permit has been obtained by 

October 2026 or construction completed by October 31, 2027. The Appellant raises these matters 

only to establish the practical context in which a timely resolution of this appeal is material, and 

not as a basis for relief, the Board's authority being limited to the development permit decision 

itself. 
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Purchase Agreement following on October 27, 2025, and the Sale Agreement executed on October 

31, 2025. The City's own advertisement and sale materials for the lot, issued in September 

2025, identified the property as zoned R1 and listed the permitted and discretionary uses 

available under that zoning, including Multi-Unit Dwelling as a Permitted Use. The use 

proposed in this application is accordingly one that the Planning and Environment Division 

identified as available on this property at the time the City sold the lot. 

On October 31, 2025, the Appellant attended a pre-consultation meeting with the City's Planning 

and Development Department, attended by the Managers of Building Services and of Planning 

and Environment, together with a Planner I, to discuss a proposed six-unit building at 2 Findlay 

Point. The City's written summary of that meeting [Exhibit A-1], dated November 12, 2025, 

confirms that compliance with the Zoning By-law would be assessed upon receipt of a 

complete application, and expressly notes that neither additional units nor green building features 

such as EV charging would determine the outcome of that assessment — confirming that By-law 

conformity, not the broader policy merits of the proposal, was understood from the outset to 

be the governing standard. No concern regarding the number of units, density, or scale was raised 

by City staff at this meeting. 

On December 3, 2025, the Appellant attended a second pre-consultation meeting with the City's 

Planning and Development Department and Public Works and Engineering Department, attended 

by the Manager of Planning and Environment, a Planner I, a Building Inspector I, the Manager of 

Engineering, and a Municipal Engineer II. The Appellant presented four proposed massing options 

and raised specific questions regarding water and sewer servicing, drainage, grading, parking, rear 

yard setbacks, and neighbour consultation. The City's written summary of that meeting [Exhibit 

A-2], issued December 31, 2025, confirms that variance requirements could not be determined at 

that stage and would only be assessed upon receipt of a complete application — consistent with 

the position taken at the October 31, 2025 meeting. Notably, the summary records that a variance 

for the number of parking stalls "may be applied by the applicant," and that the applicant "may 

propose mitigation measures at the rear end of property" subject to policy compliance — language 

that acknowledges both parking variance and rear yard mitigation as available avenues, without 

suggesting either would be refused. No concern regarding unit count, building scale, or 

neighbourhood character was raised at this meeting. 
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The application was originally submitted on January 23, 2026, (over six months ago) proposing 

six on-site parking spaces, however the parking layout as submitted did not comply with the City's 

Development Standards, in part due to lot geometry. Revised plans were submitted on March 6, 

2026, reducing the on-site parking supply and incorporating a car-share service under Section 

7.8.10, together with a request to vary the rear yard setback from 6.0 m to 3.0 m — a reduction of 

approximately 50%. The application was deemed complete on March 11, 2026. 

The application was circulated for public comment, and sixteen written submissions [Exhibit B] 

were received from neighbouring residents, together with a comment from the City's Municipal 

Enforcement Division ("MED") concerning construction-phase conduct at nearby, unrelated 

developments. The application was also circulated to Public Works and Engineering, Community 

Services, and Lands and Building Services, each of which identified no concerns. 

On April 20, 2026, the Appellant submitted a comprehensive Applicant Response to Public 

Comments [Exhibit P], together with revised plans. The revised plans [Exhibit C] reduced the 

requested rear yard variance from approximately 50% to 528 mm (0.528 meters or 1.73 feet) — 

an 8.8% encroachment — by relocating the exterior staircase from the rear elevation to the interior 

of the building and repositioning the building mass closer to the north of the property better 

utilizing the lot’s irregular geometry. The Applicant’s Response further offered a package of 

binding commitments addressing all concerns raised during the public comment period, 

summarized at Ground 4 below. 

On May 16, 2026, the Appellant hosted a voluntary neighbourhood meeting at the site, attended 

by approximately 12 to 15 residents, at which the project's general contractor answered technical 

questions directly. By email dated May 19, 2026, [Exhibit D] the Appellant reported the outcome 

of that meeting to the Development Officer, and further offered to incorporate residential designer 

exterior finishes, cladding, and landscaping enhancements at the building permit stage to reinforce 

the building's residential character, as set out at Ground 5 below. This was in response to 

neighbours complaining of “industrial style” multi-unit buildings already constructed on the street. 

A more detailed chronology of the key events in the development of this application, from the 

City's ballot draw advertisement in September 2025 through to the filing of this submission, is set 

out in Exhibit S. 
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Notwithstanding the matters set out above, the Written Decision concludes that "concerns remain 

regarding neighbourhood compatibility, parking demand, traffic circulation, residential enjoyment 

and amenities," and that "it has not been demonstrated that the proposal can be accommodated 

without adversely affecting neighbouring properties or the established residential character of the 

neighbourhood" (Planning Report, p. 8).  

For the reasons set out in Part II of this submission, the Appellant respectfully submits that the 

above conclusions reflect the exercise of discretion not grounded in the applicable legal and policy 

framework, and are in material respects inconsistent with the findings on which they purport to 

rest. 
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Part II — Grounds of Appeal 

Before setting out the grounds of appeal in detail, the Appellant identifies the framework within 

which the Development Appeal Board exercises its jurisdiction. The Board's authority under 

section 69(1) of the Community Planning and Development Act is to confirm, reverse, or vary the 

Development Officer’s decision. The Board is not conducting a fresh policy review of the proposed 

development; it is reviewing whether the Development Officer correctly applied the By-law and 

the planning instruments that give it effect. 

Planning law — the Zoning By-law, the Community Plan, and the development scheme — 

represents the legislative expression of the public interest in land use. When Council adopted 

Multi-Unit Dwelling as a Permitted Use in the R1 zone, and when it adopted the car-share parking 

substitution in section 7.8.10, it made deliberate determinations that these uses and standards serve 

the public interest of the community. The central questions for the Board are therefore not whether 

the proposed development is preferable to some alternative, or whether neighbouring residents 

object to it, but rather: does the proposed development conform to the By-law? Does the variance, 

if required, serve the goals and intent of the applicable planning instruments? Do the grounds of 

refusal reflect a genuine application of those instruments, or do they prioritize considerations the 

instruments do not recognize as refusal grounds? The Appellant submits that the answers to these 

questions, on the Development Officer’s own findings, compel reversal of the Written Decision. 

The Appellant respectfully submits that the decision to refuse Development Permit Application 

PLDEV-2026-0013 (the Application), as set out in the Written Decision, should be reversed, or 

varied, for the following reasons. 
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The Written Decision contains three explicit admissions of conformity, each of which 

independently supports approval under Section 4.6. 

(a)  The Use Is a Permitted Use 
"The proposal generally complies with the R1 Zone because a Multi-Unit Dwelling 
is a permitted use. Accordingly, the application does not require rezoning and is 
consistent with the range of residential uses contemplated by the Zoning By-law." 

Table 10-1 of Section 10.1 of the By-law lists Multi-Unit Dwelling as a Permitted Use in the R1 

zone, without qualification or unit cap. Table 7-3 of the By-law specifically contemplates Multi-

Unit Dwellings of up to nine units, calibrating parking and car-share ratios accordingly. The policy 

decision to permit multi-unit residential development of this scale in the R1 zone was made 

by Council when it adopted the By-law in March 2022. It is not a decision available to the 

Development Officer to revisit on an application-by-application basis. 

(b)  The Application Technically Complies With Parking Requirements 
"The development relies on the car-share provisions of the Zoning By-law Section 
7.8.10 and therefore technically complies with parking requirements." 

Section 7.8.10 of the By-law permits the parking requirement to be met through a car-share service 

at a ratio of one car-share vehicle per six required parking spaces. The proposed building contains 

exactly six units, producing an exact statutory fit. The Appellant has committed to a registered 

covenant on title securing this commitment for the life of the development. The credibility of this 

commitment is further supported by YK Car Share Co-op's 2025 Annual Report (Exhibit G). Now 

in its sixth year of operation, the co-op reported 234 registered drivers and 42 members in 2025, 

with year-over-year growth in total bookings of 18.6% and in number of drivers 26.5%. The co-

op is sponsored by the City which provides parking and power for its electric vehicle fleet, and the 

Co-op is actively pursuing a third vehicle location to meet growing demand. These figures 

demonstrate that the car-share model is not a speculative or declining service, but an operationally 

stable and growing one capable of supporting the parking offset relied upon in this application. 

In addition to the car-share space and vehicle, the proposal includes one further on-site parking 

space — exceeding the parking requirement rather than merely meeting it. The Development 

Officer's own findings confirm that this standard is satisfied. 
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(c)  The Proposal Aligns With the Community Plan 
"The proposal generally aligns well with the intent of the Niven Residential 
designation. The proposal also makes efficient use of existing municipal 
infrastructure, supports housing diversity through a mix of one- and two-bedroom 
units, and incorporates bicycle parking, landscaping, and a car-share component 
that reduce reliance on private vehicles. These elements are generally consistent 
with the Community Plan's broader goals of encouraging sustainable, compact, 
and complete neighbourhoods." 

The Development Appeal Board is required to consider whether a proposed development conforms 

to the general intent of the Community Plan. The Development Officer has made that assessment 

and found conformity. This finding is reinforced by Section 4.5 of the Community Plan, which 

lists as an explicit objective the support of "a mix of residential types and densities," with the 

corresponding policy stating that "a variety of residential single unit and multiple unit dwelling 

types will be permitted" in the Niven Residential designation.  

The significance of this finding extends beyond technical conformity. The Community Plan is the 

legislative instrument through which the City has expressed the public interest in land use for the 

Niven Residential area. A finding that this proposal is consistent with the Community Plan’s 

broader goals is, in planning law terms, a finding that the proposed development is in the public 

interest as the City has defined it through its own adopted policy. The Development Officer’s own 

assessment therefore establishes not only technical conformity but alignment with the public 

interest the planning instruments are designed to serve. The refusal that follows this finding 

prioritizes neighbourhood-specific preferences that the Community Plan does not recognize as 

grounds for refusing a conforming Permitted Use application, and that the Development Officer 

had no authority to apply in substitution for the By-law’s conformity test. 

Notwithstanding this finding of conformity — made by the Development Officer's own 

assessment, against the Development Officer's own governing policy — the application was 

nonetheless refused on grounds of neighbourhood compatibility and density that fall outside the 

binary conformity test under Section 4.6. This internal contradiction, in which the decision-maker's 

own stated finding directly undermines the basis for the eventual refusal, gives the decision the 

appearance of having been reached on grounds other than a genuine application of the applicable 

legal and policy framework. 
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(d)  The Refusal Proceeds Despite These Admissions 
Notwithstanding these three admissions, the Written Decision refuses the application on grounds 

of “neighbourhood compatibility, parking demand, traffic circulation, residential enjoyment and 

amenities” (Planning Report, p. 8, Conclusion). These are Discretionary Use evaluation 

considerations, and their invocation here — absent of any legal basis for refusal — constitutes an 

error in the exercise of statutory discretion. 

Discretionary use evaluation considerations are not available as refusal grounds for an application 

that the Development Officer has found to be a conforming Permitted Use, technically compliant 

on parking, and aligned with the Community Plan. Section 4.6 provides exactly two outcomes for 

such an application — approval, with or without conditions, or refusal for non-conformity. There 

being no non-conformity identified, refusal was not an outcome available under Section 4.6. 

The Appellant raises, for the Board's broader consideration, a systemic concern beyond his own 

circumstances. The Appellant was able to identify and challenge this statutory error only by virtue 

of his professional training as a Chartered Professional Accountant (CPA), and his graduate-level 

tax, finance and lending experience. An applicant without comparable resources or expertise may 

have been unable to recognize the legal defect in the refusal, let alone mount a challenge to it — 

and would likely have abandoned a conforming and viable project, or absorbed the cost of an 

unauthorized refusal without recourse. The Board's attention to this ground is therefore not only a 

matter of fairness to this Appellant, but a safeguard against discretionary overreach going 

unchecked for applicants less equipped to contest it. 

The Board may also wish to note the following structural context. Lot 77 is subject to a caveat 

registered on title permitting the City to repurchase the property for $10.00 in the event no 

development permit has been obtained by October 2026 or construction completed by October 31, 

2027. The City accordingly holds a direct financial interest in the outcome of any development 

permit decision on this lot: a refusal that is upheld — whether or not this is its purpose — returns 

the lot to the City at nominal cost, available to be resold through the same ballot draw process that 

generated $135,000 in 2025. The City’s own records confirm that Lot 77 has been sold and 

repossessed on multiple prior occasions.  
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The Appellant does not suggest that this incentive structure motivated the Written Decision, and 

does not ask the Board to make any finding on that point. The Appellant raises it only because it 

is directly relevant to the Board’s assessment of whether the internal contradictions in the Written 

Decision — acknowledging conformity on use, parking, and the Community Plan, while refusing 

the application nonetheless — are consistent with a genuine, arms-length application of the By-

law, or whether they reflect the exercise of discretion that Section 4.6 does not make available to 

the Development Officer. That question is one the Board is uniquely positioned to answer, as the 

independent body charged with reviewing the Development Officer’s decisions under the 

Community Planning and Development Act. 

The Appellant draws the Board's attention to a further pattern in the record that bears on the 

integrity of the Written Decision. The application reached its complete and final form on April 20, 

2026. Under section 4.6 of the By-law, the Development Officer was required to issue a decision 

within 40 days — by May 30, 2026. No decision was issued within that period. No extension was 

sought or consented to by the Appellant. The decision was issued on June 15, 2026 — 56 days 

after the application reached final form, exceeding the statutory period by 16 days. During those 

16 additional days, the Appellant continued to incur costs, the 2026 construction season continued 

to advance, and the two deadlines imposed by the Purchase Agreement moved correspondingly 

closer: the requirement to obtain a Development Permit by October 2026, and the requirement to 

complete construction by October 2027. The delay did not produce a more careful or thorough 

analysis: the Written Decision identifies the wrong setback type in its heading, misstates the 

statutory test under Section 4.9, and fails to apply four of the six criteria Section 4.9 enumerates. 

What the delay produced was a refusal. 

That refusal contains a statement — "it is the developer's responsibility to comply with applicable 

conditions specified within the registered Purchase Agreement" — that has no basis in the Zoning 

By-law or the Community Planning and Development Act. The Appellant has reviewed 

comparable Written Decisions issued for lots sold through the City's ballot draw process. That 

clause appears in at least one such decision that resulted in approval, and is absent from at least 

one other. Its presence is therefore not a standard term applied uniformly across ballot draw 

decisions. More significantly, its appearance in a refused decision — on a lot where the City holds 

a $10.00 repurchase caveat under that same Purchase Agreement — stands in contrast to its 
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appearance in a decision that proceeded to approval without consequence. The Purchase 

Agreement clause was included here, in a refusal, on a lot the City can recover for $10.00 if 

development does not proceed. 

The Appellant further notes that the Planning Report, as issued, does not bear the signature of the 

Manager of Planning and Environment, notwithstanding that the Manager's signature appears on 

comparable planning reports reviewed by the Appellant. The Written Decision was accordingly 

issued without the institutional concurrence that the City's own practice indicates should 

accompany a planning report of this kind. Whether the absence of that signature reflects a 

disagreement within the planning department's own hierarchy, or an omission in the preparation 

of the report, the Appellant is not in a position to determine. Either explanation is consistent with 

the broader pattern this submission identifies. 

The Appellant does not ask the Board to make a finding on subjective intent. The Appellant 

submits that the Board is entitled — and indeed obligated, as the body charged with independent 

review of development decisions — to assess whether the Written Decision reflects the standard 

of competence, objectivity, and professional consistency that a decision made under the Zoning 

By-law by a holder of the RPP and MCIP designations is required to meet, and whether the pattern 

of errors, omissions, and irregularities documented in this submission is consistent with a decision 

made without bias toward a predetermined outcome. The cumulative effect of these documented 

facts — a conforming application refused on grounds unavailable under Section 4.6, a statutory 

deadline exceeded without consent, a Purchase Agreement clause applied inconsistently across 

ballot draw decisions but present in this refusal on a lot the City can repurchase for $10.00, and a 

planning report issued without the signature of the Manager who attended both pre-consultation 

meetings and had direct knowledge of this file from its inception — is that the Written Decision 

has the appearance of a decision not made at arms-length in the genuine exercise of planning 

authority. The Appellant submits that the Written Decision appeared to be made in bad faith, and 

invites the Board, as the independent body charged under the Community Planning and 

Development Act with reviewing this decision, to consider whether that appearance is consistent 

with a genuine and impartial application of the By-law. 

 



Written Submission of the Appellant PLDEV-2026-0013 

Page 15 of 40 

Ground 2 — Technical Parking Compliance Cannot Co-Exist With a Parking-Based 
Refusal 

As set out above, the Development Officer found that the application "technically complies with 

parking requirements" under Section 7.8.10 of the By-law (Planning Report, p.5). The Written 

Decision nonetheless proceeds to refuse the Application, in part, on parking demand and overflow 

concerns. These two positions cannot be reconciled. 

Section 7.8.10 provides that the parking requirement may be met through a car-share service at a 

ratio of one car-share vehicle for every six required parking spaces in the R1 zone. The proposed 

building contains exactly six units — an exact statutory fit, satisfied by the car-share vehicle alone. 

The proposed development, in fact, exceeds this minimum: it provides one car-share vehicle plus 

one additional standard parking space, together with two e-bikes secured on-site and an EV 

charging station powered by rooftop solar. The Appellant has further committed to explore a 

partnership with the YK Car Share Co-op, providing residents with access to the broader co-op 

fleet in addition to the dedicated on-site vehicle. As set out in Part III below, the Appellant's 

architect has further confirmed that a design adjustment, relocating garbage and compost storage 

and replacing the existing dumpster with wheeled bins, would allow for a second standard 

parking space in addition to the dedicated car-share vehicle, should the Board consider this 

appropriate. 

The credibility of this commitment is supported by YK Car Share Co-op's own 2025 Annual 

Report. [Exhibit G] The Co-op, now in its sixth year of operation, reported a net value of 

approximately $76,000, net income of approximately $12,000, and positive cash flow of 

approximately $22,000 in 2025, with 234 registered drivers and 42 members. The Co-op is directly 

sponsored by the City, which provides parking and power for its electric vehicle fleet, and the Co-

op's own materials state that car sharing “reduces the need for parking in our community.” With a 

year-over-year growth in total bookings of 18.6% and in number of drivers 26.5%, the Co-op is 

actively pursuing a third vehicle location, reflecting growing rather than declining demand. The 

Co-op further reports that its electric vehicles have operated reliably through Yellowknife winters, 

with no mechanical issues recorded below -40°C. The Co-op already maintains a comparable 

property-based partnership, providing a discounted rate to residents of a nearby development as a 

condition of a memorandum of understanding — directly analogous to the registered covenant 
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proposed for this development. These facts confirm that the car-share substitution relied upon in 

this application is not a speculative or untested mechanism, but a function of an established, 

financially stable, City-sponsored organization with a demonstrated capacity to serve exactly this 

kind of arrangement. 

The car-share substitution in Section 7.8.10 is not a novel or untested provision. It originates from 

By-law No. 4788, adopted by Council on March 24, 2014, which amended the predecessor Zoning 

By-law No. 4404 to allow a developer to provide a car-share vehicle and stall as the equivalency 

of the parking requirement for six multi-family units. This ratio has been carried forward, in 

substance unchanged, into Section 7.8.10 of the current By-law, adopted in March 2022. The 

policy rationale for the substitution is publicly documented. It was adopted to reduce the cost and 

physical footprint of off-street parking for multi-unit residential development. Contemporaneous 

analysis by Ecology North (https://edgenorth.ca/article/can-car-share-work-in-yk/) estimated that 

a standard on-site parking lot costs a developer in the order of $220,000, translating to 

approximately $55,000 per unit — and that a car-share substitution reduces that per-unit cost to 

approximately $9,200.  The By-law provision the Development Officer found to be technically 

complied with was therefore not an oversight or loophole; it was a deliberate policy instrument, 

adopted with full awareness of the housing affordability rationale it was designed to serve. This is 

a deliberate, considered, decade-old legislative policy choice by Council — not an 

experimental or provisional standard, and not a matter to be  challenged by the Development 

Officer on an individual application. 

The Written Decision expresses doubt that a car-share arrangement can "adequately address the 

practical demands associated with six dwelling units," citing visitor parking, service vehicles, and 

winter conditions (Planning Report, p.5-6). This reasoning does not identify any non-conformity 

with Section 7.8.10. It substitutes the Development Officer's own assessment of the adequacy 

of the car-share ratio for the assessment Council has already made and embedded in the text 

of the By-law. If the 1:6 ratio is considered inadequate as a matter of policy, the remedy lies in a 

By-law amendment considered by Council — not in the refusal of an individual application that 

meets the standard Council has set. 

The Appellant retained Dillon Consulting Limited to provide an independent engineering opinion 

on the traffic and parking implications of the proposed development. Dillon's opinion, dated June 
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29, 2026 (File No. 263733), was prepared by Eric Stewart, P.Eng. (licensed in Ontario, Stamp No. 

100183524) and bears the additional stamp of S.V. Greeley, P.Eng. (Licensee No. L5088, NT/NU 

Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists, Permit No. P010), confirming the 

opinion is sealed by a professional engineer licensed to practice in the Northwest Territories. 

Dillon’s opinion is appended to this submission as Exhibit J. 

It should be noted that the application as submitted included two on-site parking spaces, one of 

which is designated for the car-share vehicle. Since the date of refusal, the Appellant has refined 

the site plan to provide a third parking space through the relocation of the waste storage area, 

bringing the total on-site supply to three spaces. This refinement was within the ordinary scope of 

site plan development and reflects the kind of design iteration that would have occurred had the 

Development Officer engaged with the Appellant on parking prior to issuing a refusal. The Board 

is entitled to consider the development as it will be constructed; the three-space configuration 

described in Dillon's opinion represents the current and operative proposal before the Board. The 

Appellant notes that had parking supply been identified by the Development Officer as a concern 

warranting engagement prior to refusal, this additional space would have been offered at that stage. 

The refusal was issued without any such opportunity being afforded to the Appellant, 

notwithstanding that the solution was readily available and involved no material change to the 

building design or footprint. 

Dillon applied the industry-standard ITE Parking Generation Manual, 6th edition, and concluded 

that the parking demand for the proposed six-unit development is 7 spaces. The three on-site spaces 

provided, combined with the car-share substitution permitted under s.7.8.10, together address that 

demand. Dillon further notes that the car-share vehicle and e-bikes will be located on-site, available 

exclusively to residents, and secured as a binding condition of the Development Permit through a 

Development Agreement with the City — eliminating any concern about the arrangement being 

informal or unenforceable. 

Dillon's opinion also addresses the Development Officer's concern regarding visitor, delivery, and 

service vehicle parking. It concludes that delivery and service vehicle parking demands are not a 

concern, as such vehicles typically stop briefly on the road regardless of on-site parking 

availability, and that their activity is concentrated during weekday working hours when resident 

parking demand is at its lowest. These findings rebut the planning report's speculation that the car-
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share arrangement would generate materially increased on-street demand. The enforceability of 

the car-share commitment is also confirmed by the Development Officer's own prior written 

response to public comment. In a letter dated April 4, 2026 [Exhibit B, p1], responding to a 

resident's question about how the car-share enforcement mechanism works, the Development 

Officer explained that the requirement would be a condition of the Development Permit, secured 

by a separate Development Agreement with the City, with a City inspection conducted after two 

years to confirm the service is implemented and operating as intended. The Written Decision 

does not revisit or address this explanation when it later expresses doubt, at pages 5 and 6, 

about whether the car-share arrangement can be relied upon to meet the practical parking 

demands of the development. 

A nearby development at 7 Findlay Point on the same street was approved with a variance 

reducing required parking from 4 spaces to 3 — with no car-share infrastructure, no e-bikes, 

no EV charging, and no covenant on title. That decision was upheld by the Development Appeal 

Board. The Appellant's parking solution is materially more robust than what has been approved 

and upheld on this same street. See Ground 7 below. 

Ground 3 — The Variance Analysis Misstates and Misapplies the Section 4.9 Test 

Section 4.9 of the By-law sets out the criteria the Development Officer must apply when evaluating 

a request for variance. The Written Decision's evaluation of the requested 528 mm (0.528 meters 

or 1.73 feet) rear yard variance, applicable to the south rear of the building only, does not correctly 

state or correctly apply that test. 

(a)  The Heading Identifies the Wrong Variance 
The Written Decision's analysis is presented under the heading "Evaluating the Request for 

Variance to the Side Yard Setback (Section 4.9)" (Planning Report, p.4). The variance requested 

is for the rear yard setback, not the side yard. While this may be characterized as a drafting 

oversight, it is the first indication that the variance analysis that follows was not prepared with the 

care the By-law and the Development Officer's professional designation, RPP, MCIP, require. The 

Appellant believes this to be a significant error especially given the irregular and difficult lot 

configuration. 



Written Submission of the Appellant PLDEV-2026-0013 

Page 19 of 40 

The heading error is not an isolated drafting imprecision. Read together, the Written Decision’s 

errors — identifying the wrong setback type in the heading, misstating the applicable test by 

substituting “adversely” for “materially” and adding a fourth protected interest not found in the 

By-law, and declining to apply the six criteria of Section 4.9(b) through (g) — disclose a pattern 

of unfamiliarity with the provisions being applied. The Development Officer holds the professional 

designations of RPP and MCIP, which carry obligations of professional competence and due 

diligence in the preparation of planning decisions. The Appellant raises these errors not to make a 

personal characterization of the Development Officer, but because they bear directly on the weight 

the Board can place on his professional opinion. A planning decision that misidentifies the variance 

being evaluated, misstates the statutory test, and fails to assess the enumerated criteria of the By-

law is not a reliable foundation for a refusal of a conforming Permitted Use application. The Board 

is entitled to weigh the Development Officer’s professional opinion accordingly. 

(b)  The Test Is Misstated 
The Written Decision states the applicable test as follows: 

"Under Section 4.9, a variance should not be approved where it would unduly 
interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood, materially interfere with 
neighbouring lands, or adversely affect the use, enjoyment, value, or development 
of adjacent properties." 

Section 4.9(a) of the By-law provides as follows: 

"The proposed Variance would not result in a development that will: (i) unduly 
interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood; or, (ii) materially interfere with 
or affect the Use, enjoyment or value of neighbouring parcels of land." 

Two material departures from the text are apparent on comparison. First, the By-law's list of 

protected interests under (ii) is the use, enjoyment, or value of neighbouring parcels of land. The 

Written Decision adds a fourth interest — "development" — that does not appear anywhere in 

Section 4.9. Second, and more significantly, the By-law qualifies the required degree of effect on 

those interests with the word "materially." The Written Decision substitutes the word "adversely" 

in its place. "Materially" requires a substantial, significant effect; "adversely" requires only that 

an effect be unfavourable in direction, without regard to its magnitude. By changing the test 

without legal basis — using "adversely" rather than "materially," and by adding "development" 
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as an interest the By-law does not protect — the Written Decision applies a materially lower 

threshold than Section 4.9(a) requires, one more easily satisfied against the Appellant than the By-

law permits. 

The Appellant raises this not to suggest any intentional misstatement. Whether intentional or 

inadvertent, the substitution of this altered test for the one enacted by Council means the Written 

Decision proceeds without legal authority, because the analysis that follows is built entirely on a 

standard Section 4.9 does not impose. 

(c)  No Specific Finding Is Made Under the Correct Test 
Section 4.9(a) is structured as a threshold inquiry, set out as its own complete provision and 

terminated by a period before the list of supporting criteria at (b) through (g) begins. The threshold 

asks whether the variance of 528 mm (0.528 meters or 1.73 feet) on the south rear corner of the 

building — not the development generally — results in “unduly interference with the amenities of 

neighbourhood; or materially interfere with or affect the Use, enjoyment, or value of neighbouring 

parcels of land.” 

Even applying the Written Decision's own, more permissive formulation of the test, no specific 

finding is made. The Written Decision states that public feedback "suggests" that those concerns 

are "relevant" and "should be considered," and that consideration "should also be given" to whether 

the variance is self-created (Planning Report, p. 4). This is the language of an issue being flagged 

for further thought, not the language of a finding actually made. Notably, the Appellant had 

addressed these concerns in the updated drawings now under appeal and was not provided 

with any evidence of further unresolved concerns from neighbouring residents following that 

update [Exhibit D, Neighbourhood meeting & Handout]. No neighbouring property is identified 

by reference to which a specific, material effect attributable to the 528 mm (0.528 metres or 1.73 

feet) variance — as distinct from the development as a whole — has been assessed. 

This distinction is critical. The variance does not impact the amenity and practicality concerns 

identified in the Written Decision — traffic, parking demand, scale — which are about the about 

the development as a whole. They exist identically whether the rear yard setback is 5.472 m or the 

full 6.0 m required by the By-law. Refusing the variance does not eliminate the Development 

Officer’s stated concerns; it eliminates the development entirely, since the building cannot be 
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Four of the six applicable criteria are the correct application of Section 4.9(a) and are strongly met. 

The Written Decision does not appear to assess any of these criteria individually, which appears 

to constitute a further instance of discretionary non-application of provisions of the By-law — one 

that, when properly applied, would have supported the Appellant's application. A variance analysis 

without applying these By-law criteria, results in an incomplete analysis under Section 4.9. 

The physical and geological constraints supporting Section 4.9(c) and (d) are independently 

confirmed by a topographic survey [Exhibit N], a sealed geotechnical report — the Tetra Tech 

Desktop Geotechnical Site Evaluation [Exhibit H], prepared by April Graves, E.I.T., and sealed 

by Robert Girvan, P.Eng. — which identifies bedrock exposure and a diabase dyke running 

through the site, and confirms that blasting will be required to establish a buildable foundation. 

The Tetra Tech report was prepared in respect of the Appellant’s current proposal and reflects site 

conditions that are inherent to the lot’s underlying geology. These conditions are not specific to 

the scale or unit count of any particular proposed building; they arise from the lot’s physical 

characteristics and would require the same excavation and blasting approach regardless of whether 

the proposed development were a duplex or a six-unit building. 

This conclusion is independently confirmed by the City’s own prior decision on this exact lot. 

Development Permit Application PL-2022-0060 [Exhibit I], approved by the City on April 21, 

2022, authorized a duplex at 2 Findlay Point on the condition that the minimum rear yard setback 

be reduced from 6.0 m to 5.84 m — a 160 mm (6.29 inches) encroachment. The fact that a two-

unit duplex proposal on this same lot required rear yard relief is not a coincidence and is not 

attributable to the scale of that proposal. It confirms that the rear yard constraint arises from the 

geometry of Lot 77 itself, independently of the unit count or building type proposed for it. The 

City’s own approval of that variance, on this exact lot, is the strongest possible evidence that the 

constraint the Appellant now relies upon is real, pre-existing, and site-specific — precisely the 

circumstance Section 4.9(b) contemplates. 

Lot 77 has now been sold by the City to at least three separate parties, including the Appellant, 

with the lot being repossessed by the City between each sale due to the development not proceeding 

to completion. This history of successive sales and repossessions is itself consistent with the site’s 

known physical constraints, including the bedrock conditions confirmed in the Tetra Tech report 
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and the rear yard constraint reflected in the prior Development Permit. These are longstanding 

characteristics of Lot 77, predating and independent of the Appellant’s proposal. 

(e)  The Self-Created Variance Inquiry Has No Foundation in the By-law 
The Written Decision questions “whether the variance is the result of a site-specific constraint or 

whether it is necessary to accommodate the scale of development” (Planning Report, p.4). Section 

4.9 contains no criterion addressing whether a variance is self-created, and this consideration has 

no basis in the test as enacted by Council. In any event, the premise underlying this question is not 

factual: the Appellant was willing to reduce the building footprint by the 528 mm (0.528 metres 

or 1.73 feet) at issue, had this been identified to him as a basis for approval. Even if such a 

consideration were relevant, the constraint here arises from the irregular geometry of Lot 77, a 

constraint that exists independently of unit count. This is confirmed directly by the City’s own 

records: a previous owner of Lot 77 submitted Development Permit Application PL-2022-0060 

for a duplex on this lot, and that application — for a two-unit building, not a six-unit one — was 

approved only with a rear yard variance reducing the setback from 6.0 m to 5.84 m [Exhibit I]. 

That project ultimately became cost-prohibitive and was abandoned, with the lot repossessed by 

the City. The variance at issue in this appeal is site-specific and geometry-driven, precisely the 

circumstance Section 4.9(b) contemplates, and the City’s own prior approval on this lot confirms 

that this constraint is not a function of the number of units proposed. 

(f)  Section 4.8 Reserves Density-Related Variance Authority to Council, Not the Development 
Officer 
Section 4.8 of the By-law grants the Development Officer authority to allow a variance for, among 

other things, rear yard setbacks, but that authority is expressly conditioned: it must be exercised 

"pursuant to Section 4.9," and it applies only "as long as it does not relate to Site Density." Site 

Density variances — relating to lot coverage, lot area, and building height — are reserved to 

Council alone under the immediately following paragraph of Section 4.8.  

The Written Decision’s variance analysis repeatedly frames its concerns in terms of the building’s 

scale, its “increased residential intensity,” and its density relative to the surrounding cul-de-sac 

(Planning Report, p. 4). To the extent the refusal of the rear yard variance rests on these density-

related considerations, rather than on the specific Section 4.9(a) criteria properly applied to the 

528 mm (0.528 metres or 1.73 feet) encroachment itself, the Development Officer has exceeded 
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the authority Section 4.8 confers by deciding a matter the By-law reserves to Council. On June 12, 

2026, the Development Officer advised the Appellant that the current application would be 

refused, and that in order to be reconsidered, the Appellant would need to submit an entirely new 

application with a smaller building footprint — after more than seven months of engagement with 

the City on a 6-plex proposal dating back to October 31, 2025. The current application was refused 

three days later, on June 15, 2026, by the Written Decision. The requirement to begin a new 

application from the outset, rather than to revise and resubmit the existing one, is inconsistent with 

the engaged and cooperative process the Appellant had maintained throughout and is a further 

basis on which the Board is asked to exercise its jurisdiction. 

(g)  Properly Applied, the Section 4.9 Test Is Met 
Applying Section 4.9 as written — not as rephrased in the Written Decision — to the specific facts 

of the 528 mm (0.528 meters or 1.73 feet) variance: the threshold in Section 4.9(a) is met, because 

the amenity and practicality concerns identified in the Written Decision attach to the development 

as a whole and are not shown to be caused by, or specific to, the encroachment itself. Sections 

4.9(b), (c), (d), and (f) each independently support the variance, and the Appellant satisfies four of 

them. Despite the Development Officer's apparent failure to apply the Section 4.9 criteria in the 

assessment, the variance criteria have, in fact, been met, and the variance should be granted. 

Ground 4 — Discretionary Use Criteria was imported and the Appellant's Binding 
Conditions Package Was Not Addressed, Notwithstanding Section 4.6's Express Authority 
to Approve With Conditions 

Section 4.6 of the By-law requires that 'there must be consideration of the Impacts of development,' 

and directs that a conforming Permitted Use application 'shall' be approved 'with or without 

conditions.' The power to impose conditions is integral to the approval mechanism Council built 

into Section 4.6 — it is the means by which identified impacts are addressed on a conforming 

application, as an alternative to refusal. The Appellant entered into the record a comprehensive 

package of binding conditions directly responding to the concerns raised, set out in the Applicant 

Response to Public Comments dated April 20, 2026, which forms Appendix B to the Planning 

Report. The Development Officer accordingly had this response before him when he prepared the 

Written Decision refusing the Application. The following binding commitments specifically 

addressed the concerns raised during the public comment period and subsequently carried forward 
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Section 4.11.3 of the By-law requires that notice of a decision include a list of public comments 

received and how they were considered in the decision process. The Written Decision lists the 

public comments received and summarizes their general themes, but does not indicate how those 

themes were considered in light of the Appellant's comprehensive Applicant Response of April 

20, 2026, which directly addressed each category of concern identified — privacy, scale, traffic, 

parking, and density — through specific design revisions and binding conditions. The Written 

Decision references that response only as an attached appendix, without connecting its contents to 

the concerns it was responding to. The Development Officer's own April 4, 2026 letter [Exhibit 

B], addressed above at Ground 2, demonstrates that he was capable of engaging specifically and 

substantively with the concerns raised about the car-share mechanism when he chose to do so. The 

Written Decision does not extend that same specific engagement to the binding conditions package 

offered in the April 20, 2026 Applicant Response. Page 4 of the Planning Report states only that 

public concerns are 'relevant' and 'should be considered' — the language of an issue being flagged 

for further analysis, not the language of a finding actually made based on the full response 

provided. The Written Decision does not show that the analysis contemplated by that phrase was 

ever completed. 

The Appellant further notes, for completeness, that the application reached its complete and final 

form on April 20, 2026, following the revisions made in direct response to public comments. 

Section 4.6 provides that an application shall, at the option of the applicant, be deemed refused if 

no decision is made within 40 days of the application reaching final form, absent the applicant's 

consent to extend that period; no such consent was given. The Development Permit Decision Letter 

is dated June 15, 2026 — 56 days later, exceeding the prescribed period by 16 days. The Appellant 

raises this only as further context for the extended and cooperative process that preceded the 

Written Decision, not as an independent ground for reversal. 

The Appellant notes that Yellowknife’s construction season is limited by climate to a period 

generally running from spring through early fall. The timing of this appeal accordingly has 

practical implications for the project’s ability to proceed in 2026. 
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Ground 5 — Section 10.1 Imposes No Scale, Massing, or Typicality Standard Beyond the 
Dimensional Regulations of Table 10-2, and the Appellant's Beautification Offer Was Not 
Addressed 

The Written Decision finds, under the heading "Conditions of Use (Section 10.1)," that the 

proposal "does not appear to fully satisfy the intent of Section 10.1" because it "introduces a larger, 

more dense, residential form than is typical within the immediate context" (Planning Report, p.6). 

This finding derives a standard from the section’s purpose statement that does not exist in the 

operative provisions of Section 10.1. The Development Officer does not define what 'larger' means 

in this context, does not identify the measure or comparator against which the proposal is said to 

be larger, and does not indicate whether this characterization reflects an objective standard set out 

in the zoning By-law 5045 or his own discretionary impression of the building. 

Section 10.1 contains three operative components. First, Table 10-1 lists Multi-Unit Dwelling as 

a Permitted Use in the R1 zone, without qualification. Second, Table 10-2 sets out the applicable 

dimensional regulations: maximum lot coverage of 55%, against which the proposal sits at 29%; 

maximum building height of 12.0 m, against which the proposal sits at 11.3m; and minimum front 

and side yard setbacks, with which the proposal complies. Third, the Development Regulations at 

Section 10.1(a)(i) provide that the site plan, the relationship between buildings, structures and open 

spaces, the architectural treatment of buildings, and vehicle circulation "shall be subject to 

approval by the Development Officer." 

This third provision is an approval function over the specific features submitted as part of the 

application — it is not an independent, freestanding standard by which the "typicality" of a 

building's scale relative to its neighbours may be assessed. The By-law does not state that the 

relationship between buildings must conform to neighbourhood norms, or that architectural 

treatment must resemble surrounding development; it requires only that the Development Officer 

approve the site plan, building relationships, architectural treatment, and vehicle circulation as 

designed. Where, as here, the Development Officer has not identified any specific aspect of the 

site plan, building relationship, architectural treatment, or vehicle circulation that fails to meet an 

objective standard set out elsewhere in the By-law, Section 10.1(a)(i) cannot be read as 

authorizing a refusal on the general basis that the building is larger or more dense than what is 

typical in the immediate context. The Development Officer's characterization of the building as 

'larger' and 'more dense,' without reference to any measurable standard, appears to exceed his legal 
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authority in this respect, consistent with the pattern addressed at Ground 3(f) above, where density-

related considerations of this kind are reserved to Council under Section 4.8, not to the 

Development Officer. 

It is also notable that the Written Decision's finding on this point is expressed as the proposal 'does 

not appear to fully satisfy the intent' of the section — language of impression and degree, not a 

finding that any specific provision of Section 10.1 has been contravened. No such provision is 

identified, and the Appellant submits that none was in fact contravened. 

The Written Decision's character concern is, in any event, addressed by an offer the Appellant 

placed on the record before the decision was made, and which the Written Decision does not 

mention. By email to the Development Officer dated May 19, 2026 [Exhibit D], following a 

voluntary neighbourhood meeting hosted by the Appellant at the site, the Appellant stated his 

intention to work with the project architect at the building permit stage "to incorporate exterior 

finishes, cladding materials, and accent elements that reinforce a residential character — including 

mixed siding profiles, entry detailing, and landscaping," and confirmed he was "prepared to invest 

in these enhancements" and welcomed "any guidance the City may wish to offer in that regard." 

This offer responds directly to the only concern Section 10.1 could plausibly be read to raise — 

the residential character of the building's exterior treatment — and was available to the 

Development Officer to address through a condition of approval under Section 4.6, consistent with 

the conditions analysis set out under Ground 4 above. The Written Decision does not refer to this 

offer. 

“Neighbourhood” Is Not a Defined Term Under the By-law 
It is also notable that the term “neighbourhood,” used throughout the Written Decision to describe 

the area against which compatibility and character are assessed, is not a defined term under the 

By-law. Section 2 of the By-law provides that defined terms are capitalized throughout the 

document; “neighbourhood” does not appear, capitalized or otherwise, in the By-law's definitions 

table. The area constituting “the neighbourhood” for purposes of any compatibility assessment is 

accordingly undefined, and properly includes the immediate area addressed in this submission — 

Findlay Point itself, and the comparable developments at 7 & 8 Findlay Point and 123 & 130 

Moyle Drive, both within the same general vicinity.  
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In the absence of a By-law definition, “neighbourhood” takes its ordinary dictionary meaning. 

Merriam-Webster defines a neighbourhood as “a place or region near; vicinity” — a broad, 

proximity-based description with no fixed radius, boundary, or measurable extent. Applying that 

ordinary meaning, there is no principled basis to scope “the neighbourhood” of 2 Findlay Point in 

a manner that would exclude the comparable developments addressed in this submission, all of 

which sit within reasonable proximity to the subject property.  

The same undefined area reasonably extends to include 120 Moyle Drive, approximately 200 

metres from the subject property, where the City approved a 19-unit public housing apartment 

building with a height variance to 16.8 m, exceeding the 15.0 m maximum otherwise permitted in 

that R2 zone. The Appellant does not suggest the R1 and R2 zones are interchangeable, or that the 

standards applicable to one apply to the other. The point is narrower: there is no fixed or principled 

basis under the By-law to define “the neighbourhood” in a manner that excludes a 19-unit, 

variance-approved building a short distance away, while treating a six-unit building as introducing 

an unusual or uncharacteristic form into the area. Whatever reasonable boundary is drawn around 

“the neighbourhood” of 2 Findlay Point, that neighbourhood already contains substantial multi-

unit development, approved with variances of its own. The same email also placed on the record 

the outcome of the voluntary neighbourhood meeting the Appellant hosted at the site on May 16, 

2026, attended by approximately 12 to 15 residents, at which the project's general contractor 

answered technical questions directly. The Appellant reported to the Development Officer that the 

reception was "largely positive," that attendees "appreciated the revised plans," and that "most 

attendees appeared satisfied with the responses provided," with only "two neighbours" expressing 

"a general view that the building is too large for the lot," and "no new technical objections" were 

raised. This update sent directly to the Development Officer a month before the decision was made 

— is not addressed in the Written Decision, and stands in contrast to the characterization at page 

4 of the Planning Report that “the volume of public feedback received suggests that neighbouring 

residents have concerns.” The Written Decision relies on the volume and content of public 

feedback as relevant to the Section 4.9 analysis without accounting for this later, more current, and 

more representative record of neighbourhood reception following the revised design. 
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area. The proposed building is three storeys plus crawlspace, with a gross floor area of 

approximately 509 m² — well below both thresholds. No comparable provision of the By-law 

requires a traffic study for a development of this scale, and none was obtained. 

The Findlay Point cul-de-sac was not, in any event, designed without contemplation of multi-

family traffic. In fact, a specific By-law was created to address this concern, specifically, the Niven 

Lake Development Scheme By-law No. 4438, Schedule 1-A, Section 3(b), provides that the cul-

de-sac is designed for two-way traffic, and Section 3(d) expressly identifies on-street parking as a 

traffic-calming design feature of the neighbourhood — not a deficiency to be remedied. A marginal 

increase in vehicle trips from a six-unit building equipped with a car-share vehicle, e-bikes, and 

proximity to public transit does not constitute the kind of undue interference Section 4.9(a) is 

concerned with, in a roadway expressly designed to accommodate exactly this form of 

development. 

This is confirmed by an independent professional opinion obtained by the Appellant from Dillon 

Consulting Limited, sealed by a transportation engineer, dated June 29, 2026 [Exhibit J]. Applying 

the ITE Trip Generation Manual, the opinion estimates the proposed six-unit development would 

generate approximately 3 vehicle trips during the weekday PM peak hour — one vehicle 

approximately every 20 minutes — compared to 1 trip for a single-family home, and concludes 

the development is 'not anticipated to have a meaningful impact on traffic operations on the cul-

de-sac' and is 'not expected to meaningfully affect the comfort and safety of pedestrians and 

residents using the cul-de-sac.' 

The same opinion addresses parking demand using the ITE Parking Generation Manual, estimating 

a demand of 7 spaces for the proposed six-unit building, against a four-unit alternative estimated 

at 5 spaces. The opinion confirms that, applying Section 7.8.10's car-share substitution, 'the 

development provides more than the required parking spaces,' and concludes that delivery and 

service vehicle parking is not a material concern, since such vehicles typically stop briefly on the 

road regardless of off-street availability, and such activity is concentrated during working hours 

when resident parking demand is lowest. 

The opinion further addresses the public comments directly, noting that 'many of the public 

comments objecting to this application appear to reference valid frustration with issues they are 





Written Submission of the Appellant PLDEV-2026-0013 

Page 34 of 40 

A Second Comparison on the Same Plan, Signed by the Same Development Officer 
A second, even more directly comparable decision confirms this pattern. At 123 Moyle Drive — 

Lot 88, Block 308, Plan 4204, the same plan and block as the subject property — the same 

Development Officer approved a variance reducing the required side yard setback from 1.5 m (4' 

11") to 0 m, a 100% reduction, for a four-unit Townhouse Dwelling in the R1 zone (Permit No. 

PL-2025-0013, approved September 12, 2025) [Exhibit L]. That decision was signed by the same 

Development Officer who refused the present application, on what appears to be purely a 

discretionary basis and concurred by the Manager of Planning and Environment. 

That report's evaluation of the Section 4.9 variance criteria consists of a direct, properly-worded 

finding: that the variance “will not unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighborhood; or 

detract from the use, enjoyment or value of neighboring parcels of land.” That finding tracks the 

language of Section 4.9(a) directly, in a single sentence. The Written Decision at issue in this 

appeal contains no equivalent finding, despite addressing a variance request less than one-tenth 

the size of the variance approved at 123 Moyle Drive. 

That report further finds that the 123 Moyle Drive development “complies with R1 regulations 

relating to Lot width, Lot coverage, building height, front and rear yard setbacks, and site 

development,” with the side yard setback as the sole point requiring variance relief — the same 

posture as the present application, where the Development Officer has likewise acknowledged 

conformity on every standard apart from the 528 mm (0.528 meters or 1.73 feet) rear yard 

variance now in dispute. Public Works and Engineering raised no concerns with that development, 

consistent with the absence of any Public Works concern in the present file. The Board is 

respectfully asked to note that the Development Officer who refused this application has, on the 

same subdivision plan, applied Section 4.9 to a substantially larger variance and reached a different 

result. It appears that a different standard was applied when assessing the application for 2 Findlay 

Point than was applied to the comparable developments addressed above, resulting in the refusal 

now under appeal. 

The administrative record discloses a consistent practice of approving yard setback variances — 

and in several instances multiple simultaneous variances — for Duplex and multi-unit residential 

development on Findlay Point and within the broader Niven residential area. As set out in Exhibit 

M, variances have been approved on this street ranging from a 2.7% rear yard reduction on this 
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exact lot in 2022 (PL-2022-0060) to a 41.7% rear yard reduction at 7 Findlay Point (PL-2022-

0151), with comparable approvals recorded at 3 Findlay Point, 130 Moyle Drive, and 123 Moyle 

Drive. The rear yard variance now sought — 8.8% — is effectively the same magnitude as the 

8.5% rear yard variance approved at 3 Findlay Point for a duplex on the same street, and is 

materially less significant than the combined variances approved at 7 Findlay Point under a single 

permit. The planning report provides no analysis identifying a principled distinction between those 

prior approvals and the present application by reference to the two-part test in section 23(1) of the 

Community Planning and Development Act or section 4.9 of Zoning By-law No. 5045. The Board 

is invited to consider whether the refusal of this application is consistent with the administrative 

record disclosed in Exhibit M. 
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Part IV — Relief Sought 

For the reasons set out in this submission, the Appellant respectfully requests that the Development 
Appeal Board grant relief in one of the following forms, each available to the Board under section 
69(1) of the Community Planning and Development Act 

1. REVERSE the decision of the Development Officer to refuse Development Permit Application 
PLDEV-2026-0013, and APPROVE the application as submitted, including the requested 528 mm 
rear yard setback variance, on the basis that the application conforms with Zoning By-law No. 
5045 in every respect required for approval of a Permitted Use application, and that the requested 
variance satisfies the criteria of Section 4.9 in full. 

2. IN THE ALTERNATIVE, VARY the decision pursuant to section 69(1) of the Community 
Planning and Development Act to approve the application with the binding conditions offered in 
the Appellant's Applicant Response to Public Comments dated April 20, 2026, together with the 
confirmed design enhancement providing three on-site parking spaces in total, one of which is the 
dedicated car-share vehicle, and such further conditions as the Board considers appropriate. 

3. IN THE FURTHER ALTERNATIVE, VARY the decision to approve the application on 
condition that the rear yard encroachment is eliminated in full and the site is reconfigured to 
provide three on-site parking spaces in total, one of which is the dedicated car-share vehicle, both 
as confirmed feasible in the signed letter of the Appellant's architect dated June 24, 2026, with 
final design details to be confirmed at the building permit stage. 

4. Grant such further or other relief as the Board considers just in the circumstances. 

Part V — Conclusion 

The Development Officer's own Planning Report finds that the proposed development is a 

Permitted Use in the R1 zone, that it technically complies with the parking requirements of Section 

7.8.10, and that it generally aligns with the Community Plan's Niven Residential designation. The 

application has been substantially revised in direct response to public comment, reducing the 

requested rear yard setback variance from approximately 50% to 8.8%, relocating the exterior 

staircase to eliminate the primary overlook concern, and offering a comprehensive package of 

binding conditions addressing privacy, drainage, construction conduct, parking enforcement, and 

residential character. None of these revisions, nor the conditions offered, are addressed in the 

Written Decision. 
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The refusal that followed these findings and these revisions appears to rest on discretionary 

grounds that Section 4.6 does not make available for a conforming Permitted Use application, on 

a variance analysis that misstates and misapplies the criteria of Section 4.9, and on a character 

concern under Section 10.1 that the By-law's operative provisions do not support and that the 

Appellant had, in any event, already offered to address. 

This is a fully designed project at the Development Permit Stage, ready to proceed once a permit 

is issued. 

The Appellant respectfully submits that a decisive resolution of this appeal — whether by reversal 

or by the alternative relief set out in Part IV above — avoids further delay and cost, and is both 

the outcome the By-law requires and the outcome that allows this project to proceed within the 

current construction season. 

 

All of which is respectfully submitted. 

Edwin Shu 
Appellant 
July 6, 2026 



2 Findlay Point 

Fw: LOT 77, BLOCK: 308 and PLAN: 4204 PRE-CONSULTATION MEETING SUMMARY
2 Findlay Point Thu, Nov 13, 2025 at 7:38 AM
To: HParihar@yellowknife.ca
Cc: tsetta@yellowknife.ca, glittlefair@yellowknife.ca, malam@yellowknife.ca

Hi Himanshu,

Thank you very much for the detailed response, I really appreciate it. I will take these comments into consideration when selecting concepts for the proposed 6-
plex. 

I will also reach Mohammad to discuss development plan incentives available for the proposed project.

Thank you,
Edwin

On Thu, Nov 13, 2025 at 7:20 AM Edwin Shu  wrote:

From: Himanshu Singh Parihar <HParihar@yellowknife.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2025 4:31:39 PM
To: Edwin Shu 
Cc: Tatsuyuki Setta <tsetta@yellowknife.ca>; Greg Littlefair <glittlefair@yellowknife.ca>; Mohammad Alam <malam@yellowknife.ca>
Subject: LOT 77, BLOCK: 308 and PLAN: 4204 PRE-CONSULTATION MEETING SUMMARY

Hello Edwin,

I hope this email finds you well. Thank you for meeting with us on Friday, October 31, 2025, between10:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. regarding your proposal for a 6-unit
(studio, one-bedroom, and two-bedroom units) building on 2 Findlay Pt, Yellowknife (Lot: 77, Block: 308 and Plan: 4204). This meeting was attended by:

· City of Yellowknife Planning and Development Department Staff:

1. Greg Littlefair
Manager, Building Services

2. Tatsuyuki Setta
Manager, Planning and Environment
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3. Himanshu Singh Parihar
Planner I, Planning and Environment

 ·       Applicant and Support Team:

1. Edwin Shu
2. Joyce Taylor

 

Please refer to the following details as a summary of our pre-consultation meeting:

1. The compliance of your two-storey building with the Zoning by-law, variance requirement or rezoning requirement will be analyzed when we receive your
application for Development Permit. When you are making a Development Permit application, it should be made according to section 4.4. of Zoning by-law
5045, as amended.

2. For your questions regarding appeal period and effective date of decision: A Development Permit if issued does not come into effect until the day after the
14-calendar day appeal period is complete. To know more about the Development appeal process and who can appeal please review Section 5 of the
Zoning By-law 5045, as amended.

3. For your query regarding accessibility requirements for the building, we will evaluate your proposal according to the Zoning By-law 5045, as amended and
other applicable policy documents. Since we do not have your plan currently, we cannot evaluate your proposal. An accessibility unit cannot provide you
with a variance for other requirements of the Zoning By-law 5045, as amended. All the accessibility units should meet the National Building Code
Accessible Standards.

4. Please contact Mohammad Alam, Manager, Planning and Environment (malam@yellowknife.ca) to determine if you are eligible for any Development
Incentives or Grants.

5. We will determine details related to service and site considerations once we have your application. This might require approval from other departments
and additional requirements. 

6. We appreciate your intent to create a high-quality, attractive building but the designs and community integration, including landscaping, and other
requirements, should comply with all the City of Yellowknife by-laws, Official Community Plan and all the other applicable policies. There may be additional
agreements required after you submit your application.

7. An electric vehicle charging station may add value but won’t determine approval of your application.   
8. The City is working towards diversifying the housing options but adding additional rental units won’t determine approval of your application.   
9. As per Zoning by-law 5045, as amended, for a Multi-Unit Dwelling (9 units or less), the minimum parking requirement is 1 per Dwelling Unit and no more

than 2 per Dwelling Unit in the R1 zone. Parking requirements for your proposal may vary, we will only know about this requirement when we have your
application.

 

The above-mentioned topics are as per the sequence of the paper copy you shared (Please Find Attached checklist for shared by you). Please note we did not
review any details of the attached plan, as you mentioned during the meeting that this will change and it is currently incomplete. Once you are ready with your
proposal, you can submit a Development Permit and a Building Permit application for Planning and Development department review. Please use the following
link to find out more about the application fees and process to make your application:

Applications, Forms, Licences and Permits - City of Yellowknife

 

As mentioned during the meeting it is important to submit a complete application.
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If you require further assistance with the application process, fees, or other details, please contact me at HParihar@Yellowknife.ca or at 867.669.3428. For
building permit related query please contact Greg Littlefair, Email: glittlefair@yellowknife.ca. You can also contact planningandenvironment@yellowknife.ca and
buildingservices@yellowknife.ca.

 

Please let us know if you have any questions.

 

Mársı | Kinanāskomitin | Thank you | Merci | Hąį’ | Quana | Qujannamiik | Quyanainni | Máhsı | Máhsı | Mahsı̀

 

Himanshu Singh Parihar

Planner I

City of Yellowknife

Tel: 867.669.3428
yellowknife.ca

 

       

 

I acknowledge that I reside and work in Chief Drygeese territory.

 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed  The message may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt
from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are
notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited  If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by email and
delete the contents of the communication. Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail and/or attachments.
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 Forwarded message ---------
From: Eli Smith <esmith@yellowknife.ca>
Date: Wed, Dec 31, 2025 at 1:43 PM
Subject: 2 Findlay Point - December 3, 2025 Meeting Follow-up
To: 
Cc: Wendy Newton <wnewton@yellowknife.ca>, Jacob Cocquyt <jcocquyt@yellowknife.ca>, Tatsuyuki Setta
<tsetta@yellowknife.ca>, Warren Wourms <wwourms@yellowknife.ca>, Vivian Peng <qpeng@yellowknife.ca>

Hello Edwin Shu,

I am sending the following meeting notes on behalf of Himanshu as he is no longer with the City of Yellowknife. For any
general questions pertaining to these notes, please contact PlanningAndEnvironment@yellowknife.ca.

Meeting Date and Time:
3 December 2025 at 1:00pm to 1:30pm
Background:
The applicant Edwin Shu intends to build a multi-unit building on 2 Findlay Pt, Yellowknife (Lot: 77, Block: 308 and Plan:
4204). Applicant had a pre-application consultation meeting on October 31, 2025, followed by another meeting on December
3, 2025, with multiple City departments. The applicant came with four proposed massing options and queries related to water
and sewer, sanitary drainage, and grading and drainage.
Meeting Attendees:

1. City of Yellowknife Staff:

a. Public Works and Engineering Department

i. Wendy Newton, Manager, Engineering

ii. Jacob Cocquyt, Municipal Engineer II

b. Planning and Development

i. Tatsuyuki Setta, Manager, Planning and Environment

ii. Himanshu Singh Parihar, Planner I, Planning and Environment

iii. Warren Wourms, Building Inspector I, Lands & Building Services Division

2. Applicant:

c. Edwin Shu

Please refer to the following details as a summary of second pre-application consultation meeting held at City Hall:

1. Servicing:

i. The water and sewer services were taken to the corner of the lot.  They will need to be taken to the
building such that the sewer service is a straight line from the sewer main to the building (no horizontal
deflection).

ii. For all multi-family dwellings three units or more, sprinklers are necessary and will require an
upgrade for at least one of the water lines from the water main. These upgrades will be made based on the
design completed by an engineer.

iii. To be eligible for the City’s Service Connection Failure Assistance Program (SCFA) the service
must comply with all City standards, by-laws and regulations.

iv. Garbage collection for this location is to be provided by the property owner.  The City will not
provide this service as the road does not have the space available to accommodate City garbage and organics
carts.

2. Parking requirements:

i. The applicant may choose to go with different types of parking, but movement of vehicles needs to
be shown. Further, parking requirements should comply with the Zoning by-law 5045 and all the other applicable
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policies.

                   ii.            Variance for number of parking stalls may be applied by the applicant, but approval of a variance is
not guaranteed.

3.      For Development in the setback:

                    i.            It is recommended that the proposed plan meets all the regulations of Zoning By-law 5045 and all
the other policy requirements.

                   ii.            Applicant may propose mitigation measures at the rear end of property, but it should comply with all
the policy requirements.

                 iii.            At this stage, we cannot provide you with any details about the Variance requirements. We will
evaluate your proposal once we receive it and determine all the requirements as per our analysis.

4.      Discussion with Neighbours:

                    i.            We cannot provide you with information related to having a discussion with the neighbours
beforehand as it depends on applicant. The City will circulate your application (once received) to the neighbors,
adjacent landowners and other external and internal departments.

                   ii.            Requirement of grading permit and blasting permit is to be independently reviewed by the
applicant. 

5.      Landscaping:

                    i.            All the landscaping should meet the requirements of Zoning by-law 5045 and all the other
applicable policies.

                   ii.            A development agreement may be required as a part of landscaping requirements.

6.      Fees:

                    i.            As per Part 18 of the Fees and Charges By-law No. 4436, the Development Permit fees for a Multi-
Family Dwelling or Townhouse Dwelling is:

o   $500.00 per application + $150.00 per unit
(We cannot determine exact amount at this stage as number of units are not confirmed)

                   ii.            Additional fees may be charged as per the application requirements of other departments.

                 iii.            You can refer to the following link for more information related to fees: Consolidation of Fees and
Charges by-law No. 4436.

PLEASE NOTE: The City of Yellowknife is amending permit application fees in early 2026. An appropriate fee will
apply at the time of application.

 
If you have any questions related to specific division, please use the following email addresses:

·         Planning and Development Department:

o   Planning and Environment Division: planningandenvironment@yellowknife.ca

o   Lands and Building Services: buildingservices@yellowknife.ca

·         Public Works and Engineering Department

o   Engineering Division: engineering@yellowknife.ca

Please note the above-mentioned details are as per limited information shared with us during the pre-application meeting on
December 3, 2025. There may be additional requirements, permits, approval, or agreements required at a later stage.
 
Thank you,
 
Mársı | Kinanāskomitin | Thank you | Merci | Hąį’ | Quana | ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ| Quyanainni | Máhsı | Máhsı | Mahsı̀
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Eli Smith
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Edwin Shu 
April 2, 2026  Page 4 

 

residential units, at what point does the city draw the line. This extreme densification 
(overpopulation) of the cul-de-sac will have many negative consequences. First off there are multiple 
significant safety concerns with this many proposed people crammed into such a small area. I have 
almost been hit 3 times by vehicles with the current added pressures of vehicles in the cul-de-sac. The 
driver did not even see me on each event. I have called by-law a number of times but those are 
generally short-term remedies. There have been vehicle collisions, an increase in parties, and unsafe 
driving (spinning doughnuts). Additionally, most homes have multiple children residing which are also 
at a significant risk with the overpopulation of this area as it is. It is no longer safe to have our children 
play outside at Findlay Point, which is such a shame as this was initially a huge selling feature when 
we purchased our home in 2023.  
 
As it stands there are two 4 plex units, one of which is not yet finished, multiple duplexes in the 
immediate area, one house with a suite being built and only 2 stand alone homes all in one small cul-
de-sac. Currently our home is valued at over 1 million dollars and I pay significant property taxes for 
essentially just snow removal once a year. This will significantly impact our property value, views of 
the area including sun with a tall building and further noise pollution.  Multiple times a week if not 
most days, access to my house is impeded by illegally parked vehicles. This is a concern if emergency 
vehicles need to get in, I have to get out fast, or if anyone in general needs to access our homes such 
as to fill propane and for any deliveries, etc. With the cul-de-sac being treated like one giant parking 
lot of multiple vehicles left everywhere it also effects garbage pick up and snow removal for Findlay 
Point, which is a massive problem for current residents, never mind adding another potential 12 or 
more individuals to this lack of space. Also to note, multiple tour buses and city taxis also frequently 
pull into Findlay Point to drop off and pick up tourists who seek to hike trails in the area.  
 
If you would like further evidence of the congestion, I am more than happy to submit photos. I have 
lodged formal complaints to by-law as well as the land development unit over issues in our court. Our 
quality of life has been negatively impacted over the last 2.5 years of building and increased use of 
the area. There are fuel spills (environment attended) there is garbage flying all over. The city cannot 
keep tabs on the issues as is, let alone 6 more units and up to 12 (or more) people and potential 
animals/pets residing there. I think it would be naïve to think a ride sharing program will be utilized or 
enforced. Coincidently, a rideshare program in Niven has been previously explored and resulted in the 
determination that it would not be sustainable as several cars would need to always be available in 
order to ensure the success of this program in such a space where the walking distance to the “city” 
core is too far for residents to not have immediate access to a readily available vehicle. These 
individuals will have no choice but to purchase or bring their vehicle with them, resulting in 
attempting to park it in the cul-de-sac. The reality is all residents currently in Findlay Point have at 
least 1 if not 2 vehicles. This also includes other modes of transportation such as snowmobiles and 
boats. I am sure the rideshare concept was included in the application to strategically attempt to get 
ahead of concerns that will arise and to try to satisfy current residents with the false idea that the 
massive parking issue would be “taken care of.” Currently, the 4 plex beside us also indicates it was 
only built for 3 spots. Already, vehicles are struggling with finding parking for these units and will park 
as they please wherever they so choose. There is limited to no parking already on Moyle due to the 
other condos in the area. There have been several calls to bylaw and permitting with complaints. 
There have been little to no resolve, there is no parking now and it is increasingly dangerous. We are 
almost hit every other week with parking all over. Additionally, there are children, pedestrians, and 
many pets such as resident’s dogs running around during the same occurrences. It is a huge safety 
issue with speeds and congestion already.  
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While I am not opposed to densification, housing development or infill in principle, my concerns  
relate specifically to this proposal on this particular lot.  
 
To begin with, the application package itself appears incomplete and presents conflicting information, 
such as the number of parking spaces where one section references six parking spaces while the 
drawings appear to show only two. Similarly, the variance rationale describes a “functional and 
compliant parking arrangement at the front and rear of the site,” which does not align with the 
submitted plans (no room for parking at the rear end of the site). Given these discrepancies, it is 
difficult to assess the proposal with confidence, and I do not believe a rear-yard variance should be 
approved based on incomplete or inconsistent information. This submission seems to show a 
developer who knows their project is not following bylaws, they are asking for some flexibility 
showing incomplete building plans to then move forward with a more ambitious plan to maximize 
their benefits, at the expense of the neighbours quality of life and property value.  
 
Another major issue I have is the way the application is written, as the developer suggests the 
variance is minor and “does not create adverse impacts on adjacent properties”. I do not agree with 
the applicant’s characterization of the requested variance as minor. Allowing this huge 6 unit in that 
small lot does not make any sense and would go against city bylaws. The proposal seeks to reduce the 
required rear-yard setback from 6.0 metres to approximately 3.0 metres—a 50% reduction which is a 
substantial deviation from the requirements of Zoning By-law 5045. By comparison, the previous 
Zoning By-law 4404 only permitted rear-yard variances of up to 25% at the discretion of the 
Development Officer, which further underscores that a 50% reduction cannot reasonably be 
considered minor.  
 
Although the lot has an irregular shape, the need for this variance comes from the fact that they are 
trying to build a six-unit building rather than from inherent site constraints. The building reaches the 
maximum allowable height of 12 metres while also extending significantly into the rear setback. At 
the same time, they are not clear on how much blasting they will do and what height the building will 
have. In this context, the “practical constraint” cited by the applicant is self-created. A smaller or 
differently configured building could likely comply with the bylaw without requiring such a significant 
variance. Again this is a sign that the developer is requesting minimal variance and will then build a 
much more ambitious project, at the detriment of the neighbours. 
 
The degree of encroachment is also considerable. The application notes that the building projects into 
the rear yard by up to approximately 3 metres along much of the rear elevation, placing a large 
portion of the structure at roughly half the required setback distance. When combined with the 
building’s height and massing, this represents a significant intensification at the rear of the lot. 
Elements of the design appear to conflict directly with bylaw provisions. Under Table 10-2 of Zoning 
By-law 5045, unenclosed steps may only encroach up to 40% into a reduced setback. Based on the 
proposed 3.0-metre setback, this would require a minimum distance of 1.8 metres from the property 
line. However, the current design shows steps located as close as approximately 1.02 metres, which 
does not comply with the bylaw. 
 
The applicant says that a 2-metre fence will mitigate the encroachment, which is quite negligent to 
say. In their submission, I see they are not treating bylaws and the neighborhood with respect when 
they say the reduced setback “does not result in adverse effects on neighbouring properties and will 
support compatibility with the surrounding residential area” which is quite arrogant statement to 
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make when you look at the incomplete proposal submitted for this huge 6 unit building in a small lot. 
A fence of this height cannot mitigate overlook from upper-storey windows, balconies, or raised 
entrances. The plans indicate that the lowest-level units are elevated to a point where sightlines over 
the fence would still be possible, further reducing its effectiveness. A fence also does not address 
broader impacts such as shadowing, light spill, or the overall mass of a three-storey building located 
so close to the rear property line. 
 
There are also important site-related issues that remain unresolved, they should be clearly defined 
and assessed prior to any approval. Again, we’ve seen that type of development in town before 
where the developer is not clear on what they are planning to do, they then build and the city gives 
them a minimal fine, while the developer maximizes its profit, at the expense of the neighbours. A 
few examples: The basement design is noted as incomplete, with details to be finalized after the 
development permit stage. The plans also indicate that rock blasting, grading adjustments, and 
pumped drainage systems will be required, with final conditions to be determined on site. These are 
not minor details—they directly affect grading, drainage, snow management, and the potential for 
impacts on neighbours. 
 
Parking is another area of concern. I don’t understand how a six unit building could be allowed in a 
cul-de-sac with multiple duplex, quadruplex already allowed without proper parking being planned 
for. While the bylaw may allow for car-share provisions, the proposal does not demonstrate how one 
standard parking stall plus one car-share space will adequately serve six units, along with visitors and 
service vehicles, particularly under winter conditions. This raises a strong likelihood of overflow 
parking affecting the street and surrounding properties which are already full of cars parked in the 
street. The unit is not built downtown, buyers will use their multiple cars to commute, it will become 
a problem for the whole neighbourhood.  
 
In evaluating the variance against the criteria set out in Section 4.9.1(a)(i) and (ii) of Zoning By-law 
5045, I do not believe the proposal meets the required standard. The combined effect of a 50% 
reduction in rear-yard setback and a building height of 12 metres will materially interfere with 
neighbouring properties in several ways. 
 
Privacy: Windows, balconies, and stairs located very close to the rear property line will create direct 
overlook into adjacent homes and outdoor spaces. 
 
Sunlight access: The scale and proximity of the building will reduce natural light to neighbouring yards 
and dwellings, affecting their usability and overall livability. 
 
Lighting impacts: Required exterior lighting for safety—particularly with multiple rear entrances—will 
be located much closer to adjacent homes due to the reduced setback. This increases the likelihood of 
light spill into neighbouring bedrooms and outdoor areas, affecting comfort and sleep. 
 
Taken together, these impacts are significant and go beyond what could reasonably be considered 
minor or acceptable within the intent of the bylaw. I just bought my house    and having 
a huge 6 unit building encroaching in   neighbours backyard will severely decrease the value 
of my property, while impacting my quality of life. 
 
Finally, given that the site grading is still to be finalized, I believe the City should require a clear and 
consistent final site plan, including confirmed building height based on finished grade, as well as 
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An example of the realistic parking spots required is provided by looking at all of the new 
developments on Moyle, 123 and 130 Moyle Drive, both 4-plex units, and the 19-unit NWT Housing 
Corporation building on Moyle, and on Findlay Point (5 (includes rental suite), 7 and 8 Findlay Point 
both 4-plex units). Every single one of those units came with one or more residents who most 
certainly do have a vehicle(s). In reality residents who do not currently own vehicles will quickly get 
one or more if they do not already have one prior to moving in. All 4 of the Habitat for Humanity 
Home residents all have multiple vehicles, as do both 4-plex units (130 Moyle and 8 Findlay Point) and 
many of the 19-unit building also have vehicles beyond the capacity of the small parking lot provided 
there. Many of the Niven Heights Condos and Villas residents also park overflow vehicles on Moyle. 
Also, 123 Moyle Drive currently under construction is set to contain 4 additional units as well. Both 
houses currently being built on Findlay Point (5 and 7 Findlay Point) each have rental suite(s) that will 
also have renters who have vehicles. When it is -30 for months again next winter all of these 
individuals plus the additional proposed 6-unit multi-dwelling will not pay to live in Niven and happily 
park somewhere along already overcrowded Moyle. Taking a drive down Moyle on a Saturday or 
Sunday is very claustrophobic and you instantly regret having to take that road, but it is the only way 
in and out.  
 
Therefore, having insufficient parking spaces for residents is not a realistic option for this proposed 
project for a 6-unit dwelling. A single-dwelling or at the very least a duplex unit would be a much 
more viable option for this lot in discussion. The number of residents an additional 6-unit dwelling 
accounts for needs to be in an area where individuals are able to walk to places with ease and access. 
Findlay Point currently has “a Walk Score of 7 our of 100 due to the location being deemed as a “Car-
Dependent” neighborhood so errands require a car.” YK Car Share has already looked at the option of 
having this type of program in Niven and deemed it unrealistic due to the fact that many cars would 
need to be readily available for residents at any given time. The distance residents have to travel is 
too far in order for this type of Car Share Service program to work in Niven.  
 
Historically, appeals are a common theme in this same neighbourhood, including in 2023 for 130 
Moyle Drive and for 7 Findlay Point. Interestingly, both appeals also highlight the significant concerns 
with necessary parking not being available. This appears to be a common theme that has been 
consistently overruled and accepted to continue as such. Each time the statement “there are no 
negative impacts” is provided without any action for unhappy concerned residents. Just down Niven 
Drive similar issues of traffic and parking appeals were also noted in 2022 for Hagel Drive Niven Lake 
Phase 5/The View (70-units) and in 2024 for 110 Hagel Drive (24-unit multi-dwelling). Additionally, to 
note the appeals in 2015 with the 19-unit NWT Housing Corporation building on Moyle Drive across 
from the Niven Heights development.  
 
I am also seeking clarity as to the following statement: “as a mitigating measure for the reduced rear 
yard setback, we propose the installation of a fence along the rear property line section without a 
fence.” I am wondering how a fence is proposed without a fence? Several times in Edwin’s letter, he 
mentions the fact that 2 Findlay Point is on “an irregularly shaped lot” and deems this variance 
request is “site-specific and reflects practical constraints related to the irregular shape of the lot.” It is 
therefore arguable that this encroachment into the rear yard setback would in-fact “create adverse 
impacts on adjacent properties.” If the fence is proposed but not actually going to happen then the 
following statement will be incorrect: “the proposed fencing will further ensure that the reduced 
setback does not result in adverse effects on neighbouring properties and will support compatibility 
with the surrounding residential area.” Please note that previously in his letter, Edwin claims there 
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Even without this proposed complex, parking is complicated, as beyond the contractors’ various 
vehicles and trucks, causing significant safety concerns and inconvenience to residents, once the units 
themselves are populated, there will be difficulties navigating the spaces allotted.  
 
A 6-unit apartment building in such a small area, without parking allowances, given people still rely on 
various modes of transportation which warrant need for turning around and spaces to park, would 
render our small street unimaginably overcrowded.  
 
Residents of Findlay Point are extremely concerned about the City of Yellowknife allowing not only 
further development of what is supposed to be a higher-end neighbourhood (i.e. nicely spaced living 
quarters for professionals and small families with young children), but that there is no regard to 
maintaining safety of its residents.  
 
The sheer volume of vehicles coming in an out of a small cul-de-sac must be considered for risk 
reduction. A 6-unit structure is not appropriate for Findlay Point, an already high-density street. Of 
note, official trail access from our street to the firebreak below, which we all enjoy as access to 
nature, furthers traffic challenges as tourists drive in daily to park vehicles while they hike.  
 
Beyond the safety factor, there seems to be a lack of enforcement for respect of the environment 
regarding two projects on-going with a particular developer, one at 7 Findlay and another on Moyle, 
whereby construction materials, garbage, pink insulation and other debris are piled high then 
scattered over surrounding lots, forest, and roads. As there must be building inspection to enforce 
various legislated codes, there must also be serious consideration to residents’ standard of living. 
 
To live well, we need space between building units to allow natural light into homes. The current size 
and elevation of the proposed project at 2 Findlay would dwarf its neighbours, significantly limiting 
light and living space. It would be much more appropriate and in keeping with the character of the 
neighbourhood to have a 2-unit building with 2-story elevation and smaller footprint.  
 
Car-share service is not feasible in Niven Lake, especially for six units. While close enough for some to 
walk or bike downtown, during long and cold winters it is almost mandatory to have vehicles. Nobody 
in Yellowknife we are aware of has been able to operate exclusively with car-share services, currently 
only two cars (not always in operation). Parking is essential, on-site (i.e. not on the street).  
 
Furthermore, a garbage disposal unit at 2 Findlay not only would take up a significant ratio of 
available space on that lot but requires access by a garbage disposal truck including turnaround.  
 
I seriously urge the City to reconsider this project at all, certainly to deny the proposed variance. A 
duplex would be reasonable, providing for increased population density without exceeding the 
capacity of our small cul-de-sac. 
 
2026: 
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Overall I assess that the concerns of local residents in the area are valid. We should give serious 
consideration before approving this permit. There needs to be a clear understanding of how we 
expect the Contractors/Developers to behave and respect other local residents.  
 

 



















Re: PLDEV-2026-0013 - Neihbourhood Meeting Update
2 Findlay Point < > Tue, May 19, 2026 at 6:17 AM
To: Bassel Sleem <bsleem@yellowknife.ca>

Good morning Bassel,

I wanted to provide a brief update following the neighbourhood meeting I hosted at 2 Findlay Point on Saturday, May 16, 2026.

Approximately 12-15 residents attended between 2:00 and 3:30 pm. Dave, the General Contractor was present and fielded technical questions directly, covering
blasting, foundation work, building height, and the rooftop solar system. Clarity was provided on several key topics including the rear setback, removal of the
exterior stairs, lighting, car-share, parking, and construction duration.

The reception was largely positive. Neighbours appreciated the revised plans, and I shared the attached document with attendees, which outlines the full range of
measures taken to address the concerns raised during the public comment period. Most attendees appeared satisfied with the responses provided. Two neighbours
expressed a general view that the building is too large for the lot, though no new technical objections were raised.
However, the proposed building is modest in scale — far removed from a conventional apartment building in both size and character. 

Should the permit be approved, I intend to work with the architect at the building permit stage to incorporate exterior finishes, cladding materials, and accent
elements that reinforce a residential character — including mixed siding profiles, entry detailing, and landscaping. I am prepared to invest in these enhancements
and welcome any guidance the City may wish to offer in that regard.

On a lighter note, one neighbour joked about charging their EV when they heard an on-site charging station would be installed — which I took as a encouraging
sign.

All attendees were encouraged to direct any remaining concerns to your office directly. So I suspect those who still have concerns may be reaching out or may
have already done so.

I wanted to ensure this engagement is on the record as part of the application file. If there is anything I can do on my end to help move the review process along,
please do not hesitate to let me know — the building season is closing in and timing is becoming an important consideration.

Thank you for your continued attention to this file.

Best regards,
Edwin

On Wed, May 6, 2026 at 1:06 PM Bassel Sleem <bsleem@yellowknife.ca> wrote:

Hi Edwin,
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EXHIBIT D



I’m just back in the office and seeing your voice message.

 

The application is still in the review process; decision has not been made yet.

 

I’ll be in the office all afternoon if there is anything specific you wanted to chat about.

 

Thanks,

 

Mársı | Kinanāskomitin | Thank you | Merci | Hąį’ | Quana | ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ| Quyanainni | Máhsı | Máhsı | Mahsı̀

 

Bassel Sleem, RPP, MCIP

Planner II

Planning & Development

City of Yellowknife

Tel: 867 920 5611

yellowknife.ca

 

     

I acknowledge that I reside and work in Chief Drygeese territory.

 

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. The message may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure
under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by email and delete the contents of the communication.
Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail and/or attachments.
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residential units, at what point does the city draw the line. This extreme densification 
(overpopulation) of the cul-de-sac will have many negative consequences. First off there are multiple 
significant safety concerns with this many proposed people crammed into such a small area. I have 
almost been hit 3 times by vehicles with the current added pressures of vehicles in the cul-de-sac. The 
driver did not even see me on each event. I have called by-law a number of times but those are 
generally short-term remedies. There have been vehicle collisions, an increase in parties, and unsafe 
driving (spinning doughnuts). Additionally, most homes have multiple children residing which are also 
at a significant risk with the overpopulation of this area as it is. It is no longer safe to have our children 
play outside at Findlay Point, which is such a shame as this was initially a huge selling feature when 
we purchased our home in 2023.  

As it stands there are two 4 plex units, one of which is not yet finished, multiple duplexes in the 
immediate area, one house with a suite being built and only 2 stand alone homes all in one small cul-
de-sac. Currently our home is valued at over 1 million dollars and I pay significant property taxes for 
essentially just snow removal once a year. This will significantly impact our property value, views of 
the area including sun with a tall building and further noise pollution.  Multiple times a week if not 
most days, access to my house is impeded by illegally parked vehicles. This is a concern if emergency 
vehicles need to get in, I have to get out fast, or if anyone in general needs to access our homes such 
as to fill propane and for any deliveries, etc. With the cul-de-sac being treated like one giant parking 
lot of multiple vehicles left everywhere it also effects garbage pick up and snow removal for Findlay 
Point, which is a massive problem for current residents, never mind adding another potential 12 or 
more individuals to this lack of space. Also to note, multiple tour buses and city taxis also frequently 
pull into Findlay Point to drop off and pick up tourists who seek to hike trails in the area.  

If you would like further evidence of the congestion, I am more than happy to submit photos. I have 
lodged formal complaints to by-law as well as the land development unit over issues in our court. Our 
quality of life has been negatively impacted over the last 2.5 years of building and increased use of 
the area. There are fuel spills (environment attended) there is garbage flying all over. The city cannot 
keep tabs on the issues as is, let alone 6 more units and up to 12 (or more) people and potential 
animals/pets residing there. I think it would be naïve to think a ride sharing program will be utilized or 
enforced. Coincidently, a rideshare program in Niven has been previously explored and resulted in the 
determination that it would not be sustainable as several cars would need to always be available in 
order to ensure the success of this program in such a space where the walking distance to the “city” 
core is too far for residents to not have immediate access to a readily available vehicle. These 
individuals will have no choice but to purchase or bring their vehicle with them, resulting in 
attempting to park it in the cul-de-sac. The reality is all residents currently in Findlay Point have at 
least 1 if not 2 vehicles. This also includes other modes of transportation such as snowmobiles and 
boats. I am sure the rideshare concept was included in the application to strategically attempt to get 
ahead of concerns that will arise and to try to satisfy current residents with the false idea that the 
massive parking issue would be “taken care of.” Currently, the 4 plex beside us also indicates it was 
only built for 3 spots. Already, vehicles are struggling with finding parking for these units and will park 
as they please wherever they so choose. There is limited to no parking already on Moyle due to the 
other condos in the area. There have been several calls to bylaw and permitting with complaints. 
There have been little to no resolve, there is no parking now and it is increasingly dangerous. We are 
almost hit every other week with parking all over. Additionally, there are children, pedestrians, and 
many pets such as resident’s dogs running around during the same occurrences. It is a huge safety 
issue with speeds and congestion already.  
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While I am not opposed to densification, housing development or infill in principle, my concerns 
relate specifically to this proposal on this particular lot.  

To begin with, the application package itself appears incomplete and presents conflicting information, 
such as the number of parking spaces where one section references six parking spaces while the 
drawings appear to show only two. Similarly, the variance rationale describes a “functional and 
compliant parking arrangement at the front and rear of the site,” which does not align with the 
submitted plans (no room for parking at the rear end of the site). Given these discrepancies, it is 
difficult to assess the proposal with confidence, and I do not believe a rear-yard variance should be 
approved based on incomplete or inconsistent information. This submission seems to show a 
developer who knows their project is not following bylaws, they are asking for some flexibility 
showing incomplete building plans to then move forward with a more ambitious plan to maximize 
their benefits, at the expense of the neighbours quality of life and property value.  

Another major issue I have is the way the application is written, as the developer suggests the 
variance is minor and “does not create adverse impacts on adjacent properties”. I do not agree with 
the applicant’s characterization of the requested variance as minor. Allowing this huge 6 unit in that 
small lot does not make any sense and would go against city bylaws. The proposal seeks to reduce the 
required rear-yard setback from 6.0 metres to approximately 3.0 metres—a 50% reduction which is a 
substantial deviation from the requirements of Zoning By-law 5045. By comparison, the previous 
Zoning By-law 4404 only permitted rear-yard variances of up to 25% at the discretion of the 
Development Officer, which further underscores that a 50% reduction cannot reasonably be 
considered minor.  

Although the lot has an irregular shape, the need for this variance comes from the fact that they are 
trying to build a six-unit building rather than from inherent site constraints. The building reaches the 
maximum allowable height of 12 metres while also extending significantly into the rear setback. At 
the same time, they are not clear on how much blasting they will do and what height the building will 
have. In this context, the “practical constraint” cited by the applicant is self-created. A smaller or 
differently configured building could likely comply with the bylaw without requiring such a significant 
variance. Again this is a sign that the developer is requesting minimal variance and will then build a 
much more ambitious project, at the detriment of the neighbours. 

The degree of encroachment is also considerable. The application notes that the building projects into 
the rear yard by up to approximately 3 metres along much of the rear elevation, placing a large 
portion of the structure at roughly half the required setback distance. When combined with the 
building’s height and massing, this represents a significant intensification at the rear of the lot. 
Elements of the design appear to conflict directly with bylaw provisions. Under Table 10-2 of Zoning 
By-law 5045, unenclosed steps may only encroach up to 40% into a reduced setback. Based on the 
proposed 3.0-metre setback, this would require a minimum distance of 1.8 metres from the property 
line. However, the current design shows steps located as close as approximately 1.02 metres, which 
does not comply with the bylaw. 

The applicant says that a 2-metre fence will mitigate the encroachment, which is quite negligent to 
say. In their submission, I see they are not treating bylaws and the neighborhood with respect when 
they say the reduced setback “does not result in adverse effects on neighbouring properties and will 
support compatibility with the surrounding residential area” which is quite arrogant statement to 
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make when you look at the incomplete proposal submitted for this huge 6 unit building in a small lot. 
A fence of this height cannot mitigate overlook from upper-storey windows, balconies, or raised 
entrances. The plans indicate that the lowest-level units are elevated to a point where sightlines over 
the fence would still be possible, further reducing its effectiveness. A fence also does not address 
broader impacts such as shadowing, light spill, or the overall mass of a three-storey building located 
so close to the rear property line. 

There are also important site-related issues that remain unresolved, they should be clearly defined 
and assessed prior to any approval. Again, we’ve seen that type of development in town before 
where the developer is not clear on what they are planning to do, they then build and the city gives 
them a minimal fine, while the developer maximizes its profit, at the expense of the neighbours. A 
few examples: The basement design is noted as incomplete, with details to be finalized after the 
development permit stage. The plans also indicate that rock blasting, grading adjustments, and 
pumped drainage systems will be required, with final conditions to be determined on site. These are 
not minor details—they directly affect grading, drainage, snow management, and the potential for 
impacts on neighbours. 

Parking is another area of concern. I don’t understand how a six unit building could be allowed in a 
cul-de-sac with multiple duplex, quadruplex already allowed without proper parking being planned 
for. While the bylaw may allow for car-share provisions, the proposal does not demonstrate how one 
standard parking stall plus one car-share space will adequately serve six units, along with visitors and 
service vehicles, particularly under winter conditions. This raises a strong likelihood of overflow 
parking affecting the street and surrounding properties which are already full of cars parked in the 
street. The unit is not built downtown, buyers will use their multiple cars to commute, it will become 
a problem for the whole neighbourhood.  

In evaluating the variance against the criteria set out in Section 4.9.1(a)(i) and (ii) of Zoning By-law 
5045, I do not believe the proposal meets the required standard. The combined effect of a 50% 
reduction in rear-yard setback and a building height of 12 metres will materially interfere with 
neighbouring properties in several ways. 

Privacy: Windows, balconies, and stairs located very close to the rear property line will create direct 
overlook into adjacent homes and outdoor spaces. 

Sunlight access: The scale and proximity of the building will reduce natural light to neighbouring yards 
and dwellings, affecting their usability and overall livability. 

Lighting impacts: Required exterior lighting for safety—particularly with multiple rear entrances—will 
be located much closer to adjacent homes due to the reduced setback. This increases the likelihood of 
light spill into neighbouring bedrooms and outdoor areas, affecting comfort and sleep. 

Taken together, these impacts are significant and go beyond what could reasonably be considered 
minor or acceptable within the intent of the bylaw. I just bought my house    and having 
a huge 6 unit building encroaching in   neighbours backyard will severely decrease the value 
of my property, while impacting my quality of life. 

Finally, given that the site grading is still to be finalized, I believe the City should require a clear and 
consistent final site plan, including confirmed building height based on finished grade, as well as 
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An example of the realistic parking spots required is provided by looking at all of the new 
developments on Moyle, 123 and 130 Moyle Drive, both 4-plex units, and the 19-unit NWT Housing 
Corporation building on Moyle, and on Findlay Point (5 (includes rental suite), 7 and 8 Findlay Point 
both 4-plex units). Every single one of those units came with one or more residents who most 
certainly do have a vehicle(s). In reality residents who do not currently own vehicles will quickly get 
one or more if they do not already have one prior to moving in. All 4 of the Habitat for Humanity 
Home residents all have multiple vehicles, as do both 4-plex units (130 Moyle and 8 Findlay Point) and 
many of the 19-unit building also have vehicles beyond the capacity of the small parking lot provided 
there. Many of the Niven Heights Condos and Villas residents also park overflow vehicles on Moyle. 
Also, 123 Moyle Drive currently under construction is set to contain 4 additional units as well. Both 
houses currently being built on Findlay Point (5 and 7 Findlay Point) each have rental suite(s) that will 
also have renters who have vehicles. When it is -30 for months again next winter all of these 
individuals plus the additional proposed 6-unit multi-dwelling will not pay to live in Niven and happily 
park somewhere along already overcrowded Moyle. Taking a drive down Moyle on a Saturday or 
Sunday is very claustrophobic and you instantly regret having to take that road, but it is the only way 
in and out.  

Therefore, having insufficient parking spaces for residents is not a realistic option for this proposed 
project for a 6-unit dwelling. A single-dwelling or at the very least a duplex unit would be a much 
more viable option for this lot in discussion. The number of residents an additional 6-unit dwelling 
accounts for needs to be in an area where individuals are able to walk to places with ease and access. 
Findlay Point currently has “a Walk Score of 7 our of 100 due to the location being deemed as a “Car-
Dependent” neighborhood so errands require a car.” YK Car Share has already looked at the option of 
having this type of program in Niven and deemed it unrealistic due to the fact that many cars would 
need to be readily available for residents at any given time. The distance residents have to travel is 
too far in order for this type of Car Share Service program to work in Niven.  

Historically, appeals are a common theme in this same neighbourhood, including in 2023 for 130 
Moyle Drive and for 7 Findlay Point. Interestingly, both appeals also highlight the significant concerns 
with necessary parking not being available. This appears to be a common theme that has been 
consistently overruled and accepted to continue as such. Each time the statement “there are no 
negative impacts” is provided without any action for unhappy concerned residents. Just down Niven 
Drive similar issues of traffic and parking appeals were also noted in 2022 for Hagel Drive Niven Lake 
Phase 5/The View (70-units) and in 2024 for 110 Hagel Drive (24-unit multi-dwelling). Additionally, to 
note the appeals in 2015 with the 19-unit NWT Housing Corporation building on Moyle Drive across 
from the Niven Heights development.  

I am also seeking clarity as to the following statement: “as a mitigating measure for the reduced rear 
yard setback, we propose the installation of a fence along the rear property line section without a 
fence.” I am wondering how a fence is proposed without a fence? Several times in Edwin’s letter, he 
mentions the fact that 2 Findlay Point is on “an irregularly shaped lot” and deems this variance 
request is “site-specific and reflects practical constraints related to the irregular shape of the lot.” It is 
therefore arguable that this encroachment into the rear yard setback would in-fact “create adverse 
impacts on adjacent properties.” If the fence is proposed but not actually going to happen then the 
following statement will be incorrect: “the proposed fencing will further ensure that the reduced 
setback does not result in adverse effects on neighbouring properties and will support compatibility 
with the surrounding residential area.” Please note that previously in his letter, Edwin claims there 
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Even without this proposed complex, parking is complicated, as beyond the contractors’ various 
vehicles and trucks, causing significant safety concerns and inconvenience to residents, once the units 
themselves are populated, there will be difficulties navigating the spaces allotted.  

A 6-unit apartment building in such a small area, without parking allowances, given people still rely on 
various modes of transportation which warrant need for turning around and spaces to park, would 
render our small street unimaginably overcrowded.  

Residents of Findlay Point are extremely concerned about the City of Yellowknife allowing not only 
further development of what is supposed to be a higher-end neighbourhood (i.e. nicely spaced living 
quarters for professionals and small families with young children), but that there is no regard to 
maintaining safety of its residents.  

The sheer volume of vehicles coming in an out of a small cul-de-sac must be considered for risk 
reduction. A 6-unit structure is not appropriate for Findlay Point, an already high-density street. Of 
note, official trail access from our street to the firebreak below, which we all enjoy as access to 
nature, furthers traffic challenges as tourists drive in daily to park vehicles while they hike.  

Beyond the safety factor, there seems to be a lack of enforcement for respect of the environment 
regarding two projects on-going with a particular developer, one at 7 Findlay and another on Moyle, 
whereby construction materials, garbage, pink insulation and other debris are piled high then 
scattered over surrounding lots, forest, and roads. As there must be building inspection to enforce 
various legislated codes, there must also be serious consideration to residents’ standard of living. 

To live well, we need space between building units to allow natural light into homes. The current size 
and elevation of the proposed project at 2 Findlay would dwarf its neighbours, significantly limiting 
light and living space. It would be much more appropriate and in keeping with the character of the 
neighbourhood to have a 2-unit building with 2-story elevation and smaller footprint.  

Car-share service is not feasible in Niven Lake, especially for six units. While close enough for some to 
walk or bike downtown, during long and cold winters it is almost mandatory to have vehicles. Nobody 
in Yellowknife we are aware of has been able to operate exclusively with car-share services, currently 
only two cars (not always in operation). Parking is essential, on-site (i.e. not on the street).  

Furthermore, a garbage disposal unit at 2 Findlay not only would take up a significant ratio of 
available space on that lot but requires access by a garbage disposal truck including turnaround. 

I seriously urge the City to reconsider this project at all, certainly to deny the proposed variance. A 
duplex would be reasonable, providing for increased population density without exceeding the 
capacity of our small cul-de-sac. 

2026: 
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Overall I assess that the concerns of local residents in the area are valid. We should give serious 
consideration before approving this permit. There needs to be a clear understanding of how we 
expect the Contractors/Developers to behave and respect other local residents.  
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Applicant Response to Public Comments
Development Permit Application PLDEV-2026-0013 — 2 Findlay Point, Yellowknife NT 
Submitted by: Edwin Shu | April 20, 2026 

PRELIMINARY REMARKS 

I am grateful to the City for the opportunity to respond to public comments received regarding application 
PLDEV-2026-0013. I want to thank all my neighbors who took the time to review the application and 
provided comments. I have reviewed all sixteen submissions carefully and take the concerns of my 
neighbours seriously. I am also a resident of the Niven Lake area and have a direct, personal interest in 
maintaining the character, safety, and liveability of Findlay Point — this is not an absentee development. 

Before addressing the specific issues raised, I wish to make three preliminary observations that are relevant 
to the weight the Development Officer should assign to the public record. 

Similar Themes Across Submissions 
A review of the sixteen submissions reveals that several comments raise similar themes and, in some cases, 
draw on comparable language and framing — which is not unusual when neighbours with shared concerns 
discuss an application together or draw from similar sources of information. The car-share argument, 
references to overcrowding, the Table 10-2 / 1.02 metre steps analysis, the By-law 4404 / 25% historical 
comparison, and the ‘self-created constraint’ framing appear across a number of submissions in closely 
related form. This reflects a common set of concerns held by a group of like-minded neighbours rather than 
a broad range of independent perspectives, and the Development Officer may wish to take this into account 
when weighing the overall record. 

Photographs Depict Construction Conditions, Not Occupancy Conditions 
The photographs submitted in support of several comments — showing vehicles double- and triple-parked 
across the cul-de-sac — document the active construction phase at 5 and 7 Findlay Point, which has involved 
large contractor trucks, trades vehicles, and delivery equipment. These conditions are temporary and 
attributable to a specific nearby construction project, not to the occupancy patterns of completed multi-unit 
residential buildings. It would not be reasonable to use construction-phase parking photos as evidence of 
what conditions will look like once the proposed development at 2 Findlay Point is complete and occupied. 

Furthermore, I have my own photographic record showing Findlay Point with minimal vehicle presence on a 
Saturday evening — demonstrating that the street's baseline parking situation is not as dire as the 
submitted images suggest. 

I am a Local Resident With a Stake in the Neighbourhood 
I live in the Niven Lake area. I have a direct interest in ensuring this development is built responsibly, that 
construction is managed respectfully, and that the completed building contributes positively to the 
neighbourhood. Unlike the nearby construction project where lumber was stored on public streets creating 
the safety hazards referenced in several comments, I have sufficient on-site yard space to stage all 

Appendix B:
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In addition to the revised building configuration, I will explore the installation of taller, fast-growing native 
tree species along the rear property line as a supplementary privacy measure. Properly selected northern 
tree species can provide meaningful canopy screening within a few growing seasons, addressing upper-
storey sightlines in a way that a fence alone cannot. This can be specified as a landscaping condition of the 
Development Permit. 

 

Fence Commitment 
I confirm that the fence referenced in the application will be constructed. This will be a condition of the 
Development Permit — it is not merely a statement of intent. The concerns raised in Comments 12 and 13 
about the fence being mentioned without a concrete plan are noted, and I am prepared to have its 
installation and specification included as a binding permit condition. 

ISSUE 4: DENSITY, NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER, AND ZONING 

This Use Is Permitted by the Zoning By-law 
The proposed development is a permitted use within the R1 zone under the current Zoning By-law No. 5045. 
The City made a deliberate policy decision when it adopted this zoning framework in March 2022 to allow 
multi-unit residential development of this scale in this zone. The question of whether six units should be 
permitted in the R1 zone is a policy question that was resolved at the time of zoning adoption — it is not a 
question for the Development Officer to re-litigate in the context of this specific application. 

Several comments express frustration that the zoning has changed since they built their homes — Comment 
11 notes the previous height limit was 8 metres and maximum units were two. That is precisely the point: 
the by-law has changed, and the current by-law governs.  

Density in Context 
I respectfully ask the Development Officer to compare the density at 2 Findlay Point against the existing 
development pattern in other areas within the City, where multiple multi-family buildings have been 
approved and built in close proximity. The Niven Lake subdivision has accommodated significant multi-unit 
development throughout. A six-unit building on a single lot, designed to high energy performance standards 
with green mobility infrastructure, is a responsible form of infill that contributes to the City's housing supply 
objectives. 

Comment 3 — Characterization of the Neighbourhood 
Comment 3 includes the assertion that 'I know the bulk if not all the residences in the area express the same 
view.' This is presented without basis. I am aware of residents in the area who support the project and who 
did not submit written objections. The absence of supportive written comments should not be interpreted 
as unanimous neighbourhood opposition. 

 
ISSUE 5: APPLICATION COMPLETENESS AND CONSISTENCY 
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Comments 6 and 9 raise concerns about inconsistencies in the application package — specifically regarding 
the number of parking spaces noted on different pages, and the reference to rear parking that does not 
appear in the drawings. These are legitimate observations that I acknowledge. 

The inconsistencies referenced relate to earlier draft materials that were included in the submission package 
in error. I have resubmitted a clean, consolidated application package that presents a single, consistent set 
of plans, specifications, and supporting documentation. Specifically: 

• A single confirmed parking layout showing 1 regular stall and 1 car-share space, consistent across all 
documents. 

• A confirmed, consistent total gross floor area on all pages. 

• Removal of the rear parking reference in the variance write-up, replaced with the accurate description 
of the revised layout. 

• A conceptual grading plan to be finalized as a condition of permit approval. 

 

I accept that the “basement” design details cannot be fully specified at the development permit stage given 
the bedrock conditions that require confirmation through blasting. Final basement parameters will be 
established and permitted through the building permit process, which provides a separate and appropriate 
regulatory checkpoint. 

 

ISSUE 6: TRAFFIC, SAFETY, AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Several comments raise concerns about traffic volumes, pedestrian safety, and the capacity of the cul-de-sac 
to handle additional vehicles. These are reasonable concerns in principle, but several important points of 
context deserve consideration. 

Traffic Impact Was Considered at Zoning Approval 
I believe the City of Yellowknife assessed the traffic and infrastructure implications of multi-unit residential 
development in this zone when it adopted Zoning By-law No. 5045 in 2022. The permitted density and use 
types in the R1 zone reflect that assessment. The proposed development does not exceed the uses or 
densities contemplated by the current zoning framework. If the infrastructure is inadequate to support the 
zoning, that is a systemic issue that predates and extends well beyond this specific application. 

Six Small Units Generate Less Traffic Than Assumed 
The development proposes six small units — three one-bedroom and three two-bedroom — targeted at a 
demographic that, by design do not want the responsibility to own and maintain personal vehicles. The car-
share EV, two e-bikes, and proximity to downtown are meaningful alternatives for this resident profile. The 
traffic generation of six small units with active transportation infrastructure will be materially lower than the 
commenters' assumption of twelve or more vehicles. 

Emergency Access 
Emergency vehicle access is a building permit and site plan requirement that will be confirmed through the 
permitting process. The proposed building does not introduce any unique constraint on emergency access 
beyond what already exists in the cul-de-sac, and the building's own access configuration complies with fire 
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Finally, the Municipal Enforcement Division's (MED) submission confirms that the complaints received at 
Findlay Point over the past eighteen months relate entirely to contractor conduct during the active 
construction phase at a nearby development — not to the behaviour of residents in completed, occupied 
units. MED recorded 10 visits in 2025 and 2 in 2026, all in response to construction-related complaints: 
contractor vehicles illegally parked, debris and materials scattered onto adjacent properties, and inadequate 
communication with neighbours. I take no issue with MED's characterization of those complaints as valid — 
they are, and they describe exactly the kind of construction mismanagement that I am explicitly committing 
not to replicate. As stated elsewhere in this response, all construction materials, equipment, and contractor 
vehicles for the 2 Findlay Point project will be staged and managed entirely within the property boundary 
throughout the build, and I will accept this as a written condition of the Development Permit. What the MED 
comment does not do — and cannot fairly be read to do — is provide evidence that a completed, occupied 
six-unit building will generate enforcement issues. MED's own record is a record of construction complaints 
at a separate project. It is not a record of complaints against this application, this site, or occupied multi-unit 
residential buildings in the area. The MED's comments should be read for what it actually says: that 
construction conduct in the area has been problematic, and that clear expectations must be set for 
contractors and developers going forward. I agree entirely, and I invite MED to work with me directly to 
establish those expectations as conditions of this permit before construction begins. 

 

I am available to meet with City planning staff at any time to discuss the revised design and proposed 
conditions, and welcome the opportunity to address any outstanding questions directly. In addition, I will be 
hosting an open neighbourhood session in the coming days, to which all neighbouring residents are invited 
— an opportunity to learn more about the project, the applicant, and the considerable effort that has gone 
into designing a building that will be a positive addition to Findlay Point. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Edwin Shu, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Edwin Shu  |  Applicant  |  PLDEV-2026-0013  |  2 Findlay Point, Yellowknife NT |  2findlaypoint@gmail.com 
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2025 Highlights 
The Yellowknife Car Share Co-operative (car 
share) had its sixth year of operations in 
2025. The car share is slowly growing and is 
financially stable. Some specifics highlights 
from 2025 were: 

● There were 234 registered drivers with
the car share as of December 31,
2025, of which 44 were member
drivers.

● The car share has 42 co-op members.
● The car share operated two electric

vehicles (EVs) this year. The car
sharing locations were the Somba K’e
Park (City Hall) charging station, and
the Outpost (5115 50th Street).

● Usage per EV increased from 123
hrs/month to 218 hrs/month this year.
This is an annual revenue increase of
approximately $7,200.

● The car share driving rates continue to
have not increased since 2019.

● The car share continues to
demonstrate that EVs work well
throughout the year in Yellowknife,
and operate without mechanical
issues below minus 40oC.

● The car share first EV, a 2016 Spark,
driving battery failed in  September
2024 and was not economical to
replace. The EV was written off in
June 2025.

● Car sharing continues to reduce the
need for parking in our community and
provides an affordable transportation
option.

● The car share continues to network
with property developers and
government departments with the
hopes of finding a third car location in
2026.

● As of December 31, 2025 the value of
the car share was approximately 
$76,000. The car share had a net 
income of approximately $12,000. 

We would like to thank our 2025 sponsors, 
the City of Yellowknife (parking & power), and 
the Outpost (sponsorship, parking & power) 
for their continued support. 

EXHIBIT G



 

History 
The Yellowknife Car Share Co-op Ltd. (car 
share) was founded in 2017 by a joint 
relationship between Cloudworks, Ecology 
North, and Arctic Energy Alliance. The car 
share is a registered co-operative with the 
Government of the Northwest Territories 
(GNWT), and is governed by a board of 
directors elected by its members. In 2019, a 
3-year funding agreement between the City of 
Yellowknife and the car share was signed that 
allowed drivers from both organisations to 
share an EV. This 3 year trial demonstrated 
the viability of EVs in the North and promoted 
an alternative green transportation option. 
Since 2023 the City of Yellowknife has 
continued to sponsor an EV parking spot 
while the YK Car Share has proven to be 
financially sustainable. 
 
Car sharing is an important program that (1) 
reduces the need for parking space as many 
people share the same parking spot, (2) 
enhances the city’s public transportation 
system by making a vehicle available to 
people at an affordable price in circumstances 
where the bus service does not work for them, 
and (3) ultimately, and most importantly, 
reduces greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. 
 

2025 in Review 

Members & Driver Plans 
Car share continues to grow; 78 new drivers 
joined in 2025. At the end of 2025 the car 
share had 234 registered drivers with 44 
member drivers. Corporate drivers did not 
increase in 2025 and still remains a huge 
growth potential for the car share. Promoting 

car sharing to businesses and governments 
continues to be a business priority. 
 
The car share continues to operate with three 
driving plans. All plans require drivers to pay a 
registration fee of $35 and to complete a  
driver registration form. 
 
Below is a summary of our current plans: 
 

1.​ Fully Charged Member - the plan 
includes purchasing a lifetime, 
redeemable $500 share, the driving 
rate is $10/hour for individuals and 
$12/hour for corporate accounts, 
member has voting rights 

2.​ Charging Up Driver - this plan 
includes a monthly subscription of 
$20/month that goes towards a 
driver’s membership, after 25 months 
the driver becomes a member, the 
driving rate is $12/hour 

3.​ Unplugged Driver - this plan has no 
commitments, the driving rate is 
$15/hour  

 
The following pie chart shows the spread of 
drivers by driving plans. 
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Figure 2 
 

 
Figure 3 
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Booking & Payment System 
The car share continues to use the “Engage” 
booking system under an agreement with 
MODO; one of British Columbia’s largest car 
shares. Engage allows for online bookings, 
key fob car access, tracking of each journey, 
automated billing, and data reporting. Engage 
continues to work well for both booking and 
billing. 
 
There are two methods for drivers to pay for 
their car usage. They can make a credit card 
payment through the online booking system, 
or send an electronic money transfer to 
membership@ykcarshare.com. To register a 
new driver or account, the driver is required to 
send an EMT of $36.75 (includes GST) for the 
driver registration fee along with a completed 
driver registration form. 
 

Marketing & Branding 
An area of improvement for car share is 
marketing the concept of car sharing. The car 
share continues to have a relatively basic 
social media presence on Facebook and 
Instagram, and the website is kept up-to-date. 
In 2025 car sharing was promoted by: 
 

●​ Promoting a Valentine Day draw to win 
3 hours of free driving (February), 

●​ Participating in the EV Showcase at 
the Ecology North Earth Week Coffee 
House (April), 

●​ Hosting an EV Lunch & Learn during 
the Ecology North Earth Week (April), 

●​ Providing free registrations during the 
Ecology North Earth Week (April) 

●​ Advertising in the Yellowknife Visitor 
Guide, 

●​ Promoting a driver summer referral 
program (June to September), 

●​ Emailing newsletters to our drivers 
and members every two months, 

●​ Distributing promotional stickers for 
drivers and the public, 

●​ Reaching out to downtown developers 
and existing condo complexes about 
car sharing at their locations, 

●​ Participating in the City of Yellowknife 
transportation and climate change 
engagement workshops, and 

●​ Meeting with Housing NWT to discuss 
car sharing at a new development on 
50th street. 
 

Marketing and promoting car sharing 
continues to be a priority for car share. 

Maintenance  
Electric vehicles prove to have low 
maintenance requirements. Besides 
monitoring tire pressure and tread, and 
topping up window washing fluid level, no 
significant maintenance was completed in 
2025. New studded winter tires were 
purchased for the 2022 Bolt EV, Bolty. 
 

Board & Staff 
Our board provides approximately 100 hours 
per year to the car share. The board meets 
every four to six weeks and supports the car 
share co-op and our coordinator by: 
troubleshooting problems with cars and 
drivers, policy review and development, filling 
in for the coordinator while they are away, 
preparation of financial statements, and 
supporting the selling and purchasing of 
vehicles. As of May 2025, board members are 
remunerated $10/hour in driving credit for 
their time. 
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Tania Hercun continues to be the car share 
coordinator and has been with car share since 
March 2023. 
 
The Yellowknife Car Share Annual General 
Meeting was held on May 22, 2025 and 
shortly after the required annual filing was 
completed with the GNWT Corporate 
Registry.  

Driving Forward 
The car share feels strong driving into the 
new year and hopes to add a new car sharing 
location to its network. Some initiatives & 
improvements planned for 2026 include: 
 

●​ Securing a third car sharing location in 
Yellowknife, 

●​ Building our online profile and 
community outreach, 

●​ Continuing to reach out to businesses, 
government departments and 
residents to become members, 

●​ Building relationships and partnerships 
with local developers with the hope to 
have car sharing at their new and 
existing developments, 

●​ Continuing to build and improve our 
business to meet the needs and 
requests of our members & drivers,  

●​ Updating our website with a 
‘Frequently Asked Questions’ section, 
and 

●​ Sharing our EV expertise with the 
public and our partners. 
 

Developing new partnerships is essential to 
the future of the car share and its feasibility. 
Finding capital to purchase more EVs and 
securing charging locations are the car 
share’s largest challenges. 

Finances 
The car share's net value at the end of 2025 
was approximately $76,000 with an annual 
revenue exceeding $50,000. The organization 
had a net profit of $12,000 and a positive 
cash flow of approximately $22,000. 
 
The car share operates on a non-profit basis 
and does not return dividends to its members. 
Excess revenues are reinvested in the 
co-operative.  For more financial details, see 
the financial statements by clicking the link 
below. 
 

2025 Financial Statements    

Sponsors 
The car share would like to thank our 
corporate sponsors from 2025: 
 

●​ City of Yellowknife for providing a 
parking location and power, 

●​ Outpost for proving their sponsorship, 
parking location and power, and 

●​ Yellowknife Motors for 2023 
Chevrolet Bolt EUV sponsorship. 
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2025 in Numbers 
Item 2022 2023 2024 2025 

Vehicle Booking - hourly rentals only1 

Staff 49 86 102 85 

Fully Charged 
Members 

229 335 469 609 

Charging Up 
Drivers 

87 40 111 105 

Unplugged 
Drivers 

- 50 332 412 

Corporate 93 49 29 26 

TOTAL Bookings 458 560 1,043 1,237 

Number of Drivers 

Fully Charged 
Members 

26 41 37 44 

Charging Up 
Drivers 

6 3 8 5 

Unplugged 
Drivers 

- 49 109 155 

Corporate 19 30 31 30 

TOTAL Drivers 51 123 185 234 

Distance Driven (km) - hourly rentals only1 

Staff 269  318 582 491 

Fully Charged 
Members 

3,590  6,807 9,578 10,137 

Charging Up 
Drivers 

1,632  853 2,131 1,651 

Unplugged 
Drivers 

 1,380 11,099 12,945 

Corporate  906 646 1,160 

TOTAL (km) 6,448 10,263 24,036 26,384 

 
1 - 2025 Fleet Usage by Booking worksheet 

Our Fleet 

 
“Bolty”, a 2022 Chevrolet Bolt EV with a 420km 
range in the summer and 200km in the winter.  
Available for hourly rentals and daily rentals. 
Located at the Somba K’e Charging Station. 
 
 

 
“Frosty”, a 2023 Chevrolet Bolt EUV with 500km 
range in the summer and 250km in the winter. 
Available for hourly rentals. Location at the 
Outpost. 
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NOTICE:
Any persons claiming to be adversely affected by the development may, in accordance with the Community Planning
and Development Act, appeal to the Development Appeal Board, c/o City Clerk’s Office, tel. 920-5646, City of
Yellowknife, P.O. Box 580, Yellow knife, NT X1A 2N4. Please note that your notice of appeal must be in writing, comply
with the Community Planning and Development Act, include your contact information and include the payment of the
$25 appeal fee (the appeal fee will be reimbursed if the decision of the Development Officer is reversed). The appeal
must be received on or before 4:30 p.m. on the _______ day of _____________, A.D., 20_____.

AFTER THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THIS PERMIT, THE OWNER OF THE SUBJECT PROPERTY
IS AUTHORIZED TO REMOVE THIS NOTICE. ALL OTHER PERSONS FOUND REMOVING
THIS NOTICE WILL BE PROSECUTED.

PUBLIC NOTICE

CITY OF YELLOWKNIFE – ZONING BY-LAW NO. 5045

NOTICE OF DECISION

Development Permit Application No. PL-2022-0060, dated the 08 day of April, 2022, for a
development taking place at the following location: 2 FINDLAY PT [Roll: 0308007700]

Lot 77 Block 308 Plan # 4204

Intended Development: Duplex

Has been APPROVED subject to following conditions:

1. The minimum rear yard setback has been decreased from 6m to 5.84m;

2. Development shall comply with all approved plans;

3. Landscaping shall be completed to the satisfaction of the Development Officer and must
include at minimum, 1 tree and 2 shrubs. All landscaping shall be maintained for the life of
the development;

4. Landscaping to be maintained in a viable state for the life of the development;

5. Trees shall not be planted overtop of water/sewer service; and

6. A surveyor's Real Property Report shall be submitted to the City prior to occupancy. The
Real Property Report must indicate i) all permanent features on site and ii) finished grades
at all corners of the lot and buildings. No Occupancy Permit shall be issued until the Real
Property Report is submitted to the satisfaction the Development Officer.

DATE of Issue of this Notice of Decision: April 21, 2022
 EFFECTIVE DATE: May 6, 2022

_____________________ 
 Development Officer 
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Memo  

 

To: Edwin Shu 

From: Dillon Consulting Limited – Eric Stewart, P.Eng. 

Date: Monday, June 29, 2026 

Subject: 2 Findlay Point - Responses to Planning Report Traffic and Parking Comments 

Our File: 263733 

 

This memo is intended to respond to the traffic and parking comments regarding the refusal of 

development permit application PLDEV-2026-0013. It should be noted that the proposed development 

will now include three total parking spaces, with one of those parking spaces for a car-share vehicle. 

Traffic Demands 

Table 1 summarizes the estimated traffic generation for the proposed land use and alternative land 

uses based on the industry-standard Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 

12th edition. The Trip Generation Manual is based on traffic counts at existing developments and 

therefore it considers all types of traffic including residents, visitors, deliveries, service providers, and 

contractors.  

This shows that the proposed development traffic generation is minimal during the weekday AM or PM 

peak hours, with 3 vehicles per hour, or one vehicle every 20 minutes on average. Over the course of a 

day, the proposed development would generate more traffic than a single-family home, although on a 

per-hour basis the traffic volume is negligible.  

The proposed development is not anticipated to have a meaningful impact on traffic operations on the 

cul-de-sac, and it is not expected to meaningfully affect the comfort and safety of pedestrians and 

residents using the cul-de-sac.  

Table 1: Traffic Generation 

Land Use 
Weekday AM Peak 

Hour 

Weekday PM Peak 

Hour 

Weekday total 

(avg. per hour) 

Proposed development -  

Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise, 6 

units)(ITE Land Use #220) 

2 3 37 (1.5/hour) 

Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise, 4 units) 

(ITE Land Use #220) 

2 2 25 (1.0/hour) 

Single Family Detached Home (ITE Land 

Use #210) 

1 1 9 (0.38/hour) 
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Parking Demand 

Table 2 summarizes the estimated parking generation for the proposed land use for the proposed land 

use and alternative land uses based on the industry-standard ITE Parking Generation Manual, 6th edition.  

The proposed development would have parking demand of 7 spaces, whereas a 4-unit dwelling would 

have parking demand of 5 spaces, and a single family attached home would have parking demand of 2 

spaces.  

Table 2: Parking Demand 

Land Use Land Use Subtype Weekday total 

Proposed development - 

Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise, 6 

units) 

1 bedroom x 3 (ITE Land Use #217) 3 (2.79 rounded up) 

2+ bedroom x 3 (ITE Land Use #220) 4 (3.81 rounded up) 

Total (6 units) 7 (6.6 rounded up) 

Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise, 4 

units) 

1 bedroom x 2 (ITE Land Use #217) 2 (1.86 rounded up) 

2+ bedroom x 2 (ITE Land Use #220) 3 (2.54 rounded up) 

Total (4 units) 5 (4.4 rounded up) 

Single Family Attached Home 

(data for Single Family Detached 

Homes was not available) 

N/A (ITE Land Use #215) 2 (1.4 rounded up) 

Notes: 

1. The Parking Generation Manual is based on parking studies at existing developments and 

therefore it considers parking demands from residents and visitors.  

2. The parking demand for delivery vehicles is not a concern since these vehicles usually stop on 

the road for a brief period regardless of whether a parking space is available or not.  

3. The parking demand for service vehicles is not a concern since this is expected to be relatively 

infrequent and these vehicles may choose to park on the road regardless if a parking space is 

available or not 

4. Delivery vehicles and service vehicles traffic and parking activity is expected to be during 

weekday working hours when residents are at work and resident and visitor parking demands 

are lowest. Resident parking demands are typically highest at 5 AM and lowest between 9 AM 

and 5 PM1. 

 
1 ITE Parking Generation Manual, 6th edition, land use code #220 Multifamily Housing 2+ bedroom, Parking 

Demand Time of Day Distribution 
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Parking Supply, Car Share, and E-Bikes 

The proposed development plan has or will be updated shortly to provide 3 parking spaces, with one of 

these parking spaces for a car-share vehicle, and storage for at least two e-bikes. If ignoring the car-

share provisions, the proposed provides three of the 6 or 7 parking spaces that would be required for 

the proposed development to meet bylaw requirements or the expected parking demands. 

Zoning by-law No. 5045, section 7.8.10, allows required parking to be met through a care share service; 

for the R1 zone, the ratio is one car share vehicle for every six required parking spaces. Therefore, the 

development provides more than the required parking spaces. 

The car share vehicle and e-bikes would be located on site and available for use exclusively for use by 

residents of the proposed development. The cost to access the e-bikes and car share would be included 

in the development costs. The car-share and e-bike program will be a binding condition of the 

Development Permit, and the property owner would be required to enter into a Development 

Agreement with the City to provide and maintain the car share and e-bike service. 

The YK Car Share Co-Op Annual Report 2025 indicates that: the EV’s work well throughout the year in 

Yellowknife, they operate well without mechanical issues below minus 40 deg. C, and the car share is 

slowly growing and is financially stable.  

The provision of the car share and e-bikes is expected to reduce private vehicle ownership and reduce 

parking demands at the proposed development.  

On-Street Parking and Traffic Calming 

Findlay Point and Moyle Drive were designed to accommodate on-street parking on one or both sides 

of the road as per Zoning By-law No. 4438. This is intended to act as a traffic calming feature and 

promote a pedestrian friendly environment.  

Vehicles parking on the side of the road reduces road width and forces vehicles to reduce their speed2. 

Residents living on Moyle Drive or Findlay Point may view vehicles parked on the road as undesirable, 

however, it is by design and serves as a traffic calming feature. Vehicle speeds would likely be higher 

without vehicles parked on the road. 

  

 
2 https://participatoryplanning.ca/sites/default/files/upload/document/guides/anc_factsheet_04_trafficcalming_0.pdf 





June 30, 2026 

1 

508416 NWT Ltd. c/o Edwin Shu 
224 Niven Drive  
Yellowknife, NT  
X1A 3Z1  

Re: 2 Findlay Point — Lot 77, Block 308, Plan 4204 — PLDEV-2026-0013 — Design Confirmation 

Dear Edwin, 

This letter follows our review of the revised design options for the six-unit residential building at 2 Findlay 
Point. We are writing to confirm the technical feasibility of the design adjustment discussed, and to address 
the site's dimensional and parking configuration in connection with your Development Appeal Board appeal 
of PLDEV-2026-0013. 

Site Plan and Design Compliance 

The site plan and building design for 2 Findlay Point, as reflected in our drawings dated April 19, 2026, comply 
with the dimensional regulations of Zoning By-law No. 5045 applicable to the R1 zone, including lot coverage 
(29%, against a 55% maximum), building height (11.3 m, against a 12.0 m maximum), and front and side yard 
setbacks, all of which are met without variance. The only dimensional relief requested in the application is a 
rear yard setback variance of 528 mm, representing an 8.8% encroachment into the required 6.0 m setback. 
Cause of the Rear Yard Variance 

The requested rear yard variance arises from the irregular geometry of Lot 77 and the site's bedrock and 
grading constraints, and not from the scale or unit count of the proposed building. The lot's non-rectangular 
shape results in a minor encroachment at one corner of the rear elevation only, where the lot's rear property 
line is not parallel to the building's rear wall. The remainder of the building, along the full balance of the rear 
elevation and on all other sides, complies fully with the required setbacks; the encroachment does not 
extend along the rear of the building generally. This is a site-specific, geometry-driven constraint that arises 
from the irregular shape of the lot itself, not from the proposed building's scale or unit count: a building 
footprint extending into the same corner of the lot would encounter the same constraint regardless of its size 
or unit count. As confirmed below, a modest adjustment to the building's footprint allows the building to 
remain entirely clear of that corner, eliminating the variance while preserving all six units. 

Feasibility of Eliminating the Variance 

We have reviewed a design adjustment that would eliminate the rear yard variance entirely, while preserving 
all six units and the existing unit mix (three one-bedroom units and three two-bedroom units). This would be 
achieved through a combination of minor adjustment to the building footprint and repositioning of the 
building on the site, bringing the structure fully within the required 6.0 m rear yard setback. We are able to 
confirm that this adjustment is technically feasible and would not require any reduction in unit count or 
change to the unit mix. 

Parking Configuration 

In connection with this design adjustment, we have also reviewed relocating the garbage and compost 
storage enclosure from its current location to the side yard, against the existing rock embankment, and 
replacing the current dumpster with smaller wheeled bins. This relocation and reconfiguration would free up 
additional site area, allowing for three on-site parking spaces in total, one of which would be used for the 
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2 Findlay Point 

PLDEV-2026-0013 Notice of Application (Public Comments)
2 Findlay Point Tue, Apr 7, 2026 at 12:24 PM
To: Bassel Sleem <bsleem@yellowknife.ca>

Hi Bassel,

I hope you had a great weekend. Please find attached a draft response to the public comments received, as well as
suggested modifications to the plans to address the rear variance. I would like to discuss these with you when you have a
moment.
I have also attached photos taken on the evening of Saturday, April 4. These contrast significantly with the pictures
previously shared showing construction vehicles parked in the cul-de-sac. I should also note that the general contractor
on this project is currently building 142 Moyle Drive — I would be curious to know whether MED received any complaints
regarding construction issues at that location.

Thanks for your time. Talk soon.

Edwin
[Quoted text hidden]
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2 Findlay Point 

PLDEV-2026-0013 Notice of Application (Public Comments)
2 Findlay Point Mon, Apr 20, 2026 at 7:09 AM
To: Bassel Sleem <bsleem@yellowknife.ca>

Good morning, Bassel,

Following further deliberation with my design team, I am pleased to advise that I am re-submitting revised plans for
PLDEV-2026-0013, which are attached to this email. The revised plans represent a materially improved response to the
concerns raised during the public comment period and I trust they will be assessed accordingly.

The revised design adopts an L-shaped building configuration purpose-built to fit the irregular geometry of the lot. The key
changes are as follows:

1. The rear yard variance is effectively eliminated. The revised plans require only a 528 mm encroachment at the
south-east corner of the building — a negligible deviation that is a direct consequence of the lot shape, not the
building's scale or density.

2. All exterior stairs have been relocated to the interior of the building, removing the primary source of overlooking
and privacy concern raised by neighbouring residents.

3. Rear balconies have been removed entirely, further addressing overlooking concerns.
4. The building height remains well under the 12-metre maximum permitted under the current zoning.

In practical terms, the revised design addresses virtually every substantive planning concern raised in the public
submissions — on setbacks, privacy, overlook, and building height — while retaining the same unit mix and housing
supply outcome.

Regarding the re-circulation period, I would respectfully request that you consider whether a one-week posting period
would be more appropriate in the circumstances, rather than the standard two weeks. These revised plans are being
submitted specifically in response to the public comments already received — they are not a new application starting from
scratch. The neighbours have already had a full opportunity to engage with the substance of this proposal, and the
revisions move decisively in the direction they requested. A one-week period would allow the public to confirm that their
concerns have been addressed, without unnecessarily extending the timeline of an application that has already been
through a complete public comment process.

I will also be hosting a neighbourhood information session in the coming days to which all adjacent residents are invited
— an opportunity to review the revised plans directly and ask questions before the re-circulation period closes.

I am available to meet with City planning staff at any time, and I welcome the opportunity to address any outstanding
questions directly.

Thank you for your continued attention to this application.

Sincerely,
Edwin

[Quoted text hidden]
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Applicant Response to Public Comments 

Development Permit Application PLDEV-2026-0013 — 2 Findlay Point, Yellowknife NT 
Submitted by: Edwin Shu | April 20, 2026 
 

PRELIMINARY REMARKS 

I am grateful to the City for the opportunity to respond to public comments received regarding application 
PLDEV-2026-0013. I want to thank all my neighbors who took the time to review the application and 
provided comments. I have reviewed all sixteen submissions carefully and take the concerns of my 
neighbours seriously. I am also a resident of the Niven Lake area and have a direct, personal interest in 
maintaining the character, safety, and liveability of Findlay Point — this is not an absentee development. 

Before addressing the specific issues raised, I wish to make three preliminary observations that are relevant 
to the weight the Development Officer should assign to the public record. 

Similar Themes Across Submissions 
A review of the sixteen submissions reveals that several comments raise similar themes and, in some cases, 
draw on comparable language and framing — which is not unusual when neighbours with shared concerns 
discuss an application together or draw from similar sources of information. The car-share argument, 
references to overcrowding, the Table 10-2 / 1.02 metre steps analysis, the By-law 4404 / 25% historical 
comparison, and the ‘self-created constraint’ framing appear across a number of submissions in closely 
related form. This reflects a common set of concerns held by a group of like-minded neighbours rather than 
a broad range of independent perspectives, and the Development Officer may wish to take this into account 
when weighing the overall record. 

Photographs Depict Construction Conditions, Not Occupancy Conditions 
The photographs submitted in support of several comments — showing vehicles double- and triple-parked 
across the cul-de-sac — document the active construction phase at 5 and 7 Findlay Point, which has involved 
large contractor trucks, trades vehicles, and delivery equipment. These conditions are temporary and 
attributable to a specific nearby construction project, not to the occupancy patterns of completed multi-unit 
residential buildings. It would not be reasonable to use construction-phase parking photos as evidence of 
what conditions will look like once the proposed development at 2 Findlay Point is complete and occupied. 

Furthermore, I have my own photographic record showing Findlay Point with minimal vehicle presence on a 
Saturday evening — demonstrating that the street's baseline parking situation is not as dire as the 
submitted images suggest. 

I am a Local Resident With a Stake in the Neighbourhood 
I live in the Niven Lake area. I have a direct interest in ensuring this development is built responsibly, that 
construction is managed respectfully, and that the completed building contributes positively to the 
neighbourhood. Unlike the nearby construction project where lumber was stored on public streets creating 
the safety hazards referenced in several comments, I have sufficient on-site yard space to stage all 
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In addition to the revised building configuration, I will explore the installation of taller, fast-growing native 
tree species along the rear property line as a supplementary privacy measure. Properly selected northern 
tree species can provide meaningful canopy screening within a few growing seasons, addressing upper-
storey sightlines in a way that a fence alone cannot. This can be specified as a landscaping condition of the 
Development Permit. 

 

Fence Commitment 
I confirm that the fence referenced in the application will be constructed. This will be a condition of the 
Development Permit — it is not merely a statement of intent. The concerns raised in Comments 12 and 13 
about the fence being mentioned without a concrete plan are noted, and I am prepared to have its 
installation and specification included as a binding permit condition. 

ISSUE 4: DENSITY, NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER, AND ZONING 

This Use Is Permitted by the Zoning By-law 
The proposed development is a permitted use within the R1 zone under the current Zoning By-law No. 5045. 
The City made a deliberate policy decision when it adopted this zoning framework in March 2022 to allow 
multi-unit residential development of this scale in this zone. The question of whether six units should be 
permitted in the R1 zone is a policy question that was resolved at the time of zoning adoption — it is not a 
question for the Development Officer to re-litigate in the context of this specific application. 

Several comments express frustration that the zoning has changed since they built their homes — Comment 
11 notes the previous height limit was 8 metres and maximum units were two. That is precisely the point: 
the by-law has changed, and the current by-law governs.  

Density in Context 
I respectfully ask the Development Officer to compare the density at 2 Findlay Point against the existing 
development pattern in other areas within the City, where multiple multi-family buildings have been 
approved and built in close proximity. The Niven Lake subdivision has accommodated significant multi-unit 
development throughout. A six-unit building on a single lot, designed to high energy performance standards 
with green mobility infrastructure, is a responsible form of infill that contributes to the City's housing supply 
objectives. 

Comment 3 — Characterization of the Neighbourhood 
Comment 3 includes the assertion that 'I know the bulk if not all the residences in the area express the same 
view.' This is presented without basis. I am aware of residents in the area who support the project and who 
did not submit written objections. The absence of supportive written comments should not be interpreted 
as unanimous neighbourhood opposition. 

 
ISSUE 5: APPLICATION COMPLETENESS AND CONSISTENCY 
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Comments 6 and 9 raise concerns about inconsistencies in the application package — specifically regarding 
the number of parking spaces noted on different pages, and the reference to rear parking that does not 
appear in the drawings. These are legitimate observations that I acknowledge. 

The inconsistencies referenced relate to earlier draft materials that were included in the submission package 
in error. I have resubmitted a clean, consolidated application package that presents a single, consistent set 
of plans, specifications, and supporting documentation. Specifically: 

• A single confirmed parking layout showing 1 regular stall and 1 car-share space, consistent across all 
documents. 

• A confirmed, consistent total gross floor area on all pages. 

• Removal of the rear parking reference in the variance write-up, replaced with the accurate description 
of the revised layout. 

• A conceptual grading plan to be finalized as a condition of permit approval. 

 

I accept that the “basement” design details cannot be fully specified at the development permit stage given 
the bedrock conditions that require confirmation through blasting. Final basement parameters will be 
established and permitted through the building permit process, which provides a separate and appropriate 
regulatory checkpoint. 

 

ISSUE 6: TRAFFIC, SAFETY, AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Several comments raise concerns about traffic volumes, pedestrian safety, and the capacity of the cul-de-sac 
to handle additional vehicles. These are reasonable concerns in principle, but several important points of 
context deserve consideration. 

Traffic Impact Was Considered at Zoning Approval 
I believe the City of Yellowknife assessed the traffic and infrastructure implications of multi-unit residential 
development in this zone when it adopted Zoning By-law No. 5045 in 2022. The permitted density and use 
types in the R1 zone reflect that assessment. The proposed development does not exceed the uses or 
densities contemplated by the current zoning framework. If the infrastructure is inadequate to support the 
zoning, that is a systemic issue that predates and extends well beyond this specific application. 

Six Small Units Generate Less Traffic Than Assumed 
The development proposes six small units — three one-bedroom and three two-bedroom — targeted at a 
demographic that, by design do not want the responsibility to own and maintain personal vehicles. The car-
share EV, two e-bikes, and proximity to downtown are meaningful alternatives for this resident profile. The 
traffic generation of six small units with active transportation infrastructure will be materially lower than the 
commenters' assumption of twelve or more vehicles. 

Emergency Access 
Emergency vehicle access is a building permit and site plan requirement that will be confirmed through the 
permitting process. The proposed building does not introduce any unique constraint on emergency access 
beyond what already exists in the cul-de-sac, and the building's own access configuration complies with fire 
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Finally, the Municipal Enforcement Division's (MED) submission confirms that the complaints received at 
Findlay Point over the past eighteen months relate entirely to contractor conduct during the active 
construction phase at a nearby development — not to the behaviour of residents in completed, occupied 
units. MED recorded 10 visits in 2025 and 2 in 2026, all in response to construction-related complaints: 
contractor vehicles illegally parked, debris and materials scattered onto adjacent properties, and inadequate 
communication with neighbours. I take no issue with MED's characterization of those complaints as valid — 
they are, and they describe exactly the kind of construction mismanagement that I am explicitly committing 
not to replicate. As stated elsewhere in this response, all construction materials, equipment, and contractor 
vehicles for the 2 Findlay Point project will be staged and managed entirely within the property boundary 
throughout the build, and I will accept this as a written condition of the Development Permit. What the MED 
comment does not do — and cannot fairly be read to do — is provide evidence that a completed, occupied 
six-unit building will generate enforcement issues. MED's own record is a record of construction complaints 
at a separate project. It is not a record of complaints against this application, this site, or occupied multi-unit 
residential buildings in the area. The MED's comments should be read for what it actually says: that 
construction conduct in the area has been problematic, and that clear expectations must be set for 
contractors and developers going forward. I agree entirely, and I invite MED to work with me directly to 
establish those expectations as conditions of this permit before construction begins. 

 

I am available to meet with City planning staff at any time to discuss the revised design and proposed 
conditions, and welcome the opportunity to address any outstanding questions directly. In addition, I will be 
hosting an open neighbourhood session in the coming days, to which all neighbouring residents are invited 
— an opportunity to learn more about the project, the applicant, and the considerable effort that has gone 
into designing a building that will be a positive addition to Findlay Point. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Edwin Shu, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Edwin Shu  |  Applicant  |  PLDEV-2026-0013  |  2 Findlay Point, Yellowknife NT |  2findlaypoint@gmail.com 



On Wed, Apr 15, 2026 at 3:49 PM 2 Findlay Point <  wrote:

Thanks Bassel. I will resubmit the plan with the building moved closed to the street, with a 10% rear variance.

Talk to you soon.

Edwin

On Wed, Apr 15, 2026 at 2:37 PM Bassel Sleem <bsleem@yellowknife.ca> wrote:

Hi Edwin,

Thank you for the email and for expressing interest in moving forward with the application.

Since the plans have changed, please re-submit your application package to highlight these changes.

Once received, we will re-circulate the application (post on-site, post on city website, and mail to adjacent
neighbours); if you like, we can also include your response to public comments as part of the application that will be
circulated to neighbours. This will be subject to a two-week notice period. No additional fees are required.

I want to respond to a couple points you mentioned below.

The reference to Multi-unit (9 units or less) is only in relation to parking requirements and how they are calculated
(Table 7-3 of Zoning By-law No. 5045). Whether the proposed 6-plex fits within the R1 zone is subject to several
factors and will be determined as part of our review.

Finances and financial implications are not contemplated under Zoning By-law No. 5045 and will not affect our
decision-making process. I do appreciate you providing these updates.

Thanks Edwin, and as mentioned please feel free to reach out if you have any questions or concerns.

Mársı | Kinanāskomitin | Thank you | Merci | Hąį’ | Quana | ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ| Quyanainni | Máhsı | Máhsı | Mahsı̀

Bassel Sleem, RPP, MCIP

7/3/26, 10:02 AM PLDEV-2026-0013 Notice of Application (Public Comments) - 2findlaypoint@gmail.com - Gmail

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/#search/bassel+++/FMfcgzQgLFkHVpsklJPLwGfQSkPdxMQc 1/1
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2 Findlay Point 

2 Findlay Pt Updates
Bassel Sleem <bsleem@yellowknife.ca> Mon, Apr 27, 2026 at 9:26 AM
To: 2 Findlay Point 

Good morning Edwin,

Just seeing your voice message.

For 2 Findlay, we are currently reviewing the whole submission package, including comments received from
departments and neighbours, as well as your revised plans.

I will notify those neighbours who expressed interest of the revised plans. Since the original notice period is over, we
will not be extending it or advertising the new plans again; We will carry on with our review and inform you of the
decision as soon as its ready.

Thanks,

Mársı | Kinanāskomitin | Thank you | Merci | Hąį’ | Quana | ᖁᔭᓐᓇᒦᒃ| Quyanainni | Máhsı | Máhsı | Mahsı̀

Bassel Sleem, RPP, MCIP

Planner II

Planning & Development

City of Yellowknife

Tel: 867 920 5611

yellowknife.ca

I acknowledge that I reside and work in Chief Drygeese territory.

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed. The message may contain information that is
privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, or the employee or agent
responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient, you are notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately by email and delete the contents of the communication. Please
consider the environment before printing this e mail and/or attachments.

7/3/26, 10:20 AM Gmail - 2 Findlay Pt Updates

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/1/?ik=109cc4ca35&view=pt&search=all&permmsgid=msg-f:1863637875178157163&simpl=msg-f:1863637875178157163 1/2
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Edwin Shu 
April 2, 2026 Page 4 

residential units, at what point does the city draw the line. This extreme densification 
(overpopulation) of the cul-de-sac will have many negative consequences. First off there are multiple 
significant safety concerns with this many proposed people crammed into such a small area. I have 
almost been hit 3 times by vehicles with the current added pressures of vehicles in the cul-de-sac. The 
driver did not even see me on each event. I have called by-law a number of times but those are 
generally short-term remedies. There have been vehicle collisions, an increase in parties, and unsafe 
driving (spinning doughnuts). Additionally, most homes have multiple children residing which are also 
at a significant risk with the overpopulation of this area as it is. It is no longer safe to have our children 
play outside at Findlay Point, which is such a shame as this was initially a huge selling feature when 
we purchased our home in 2023.  

As it stands there are two 4 plex units, one of which is not yet finished, multiple duplexes in the 
immediate area, one house with a suite being built and only 2 stand alone homes all in one small cul-
de-sac. Currently our home is valued at over 1 million dollars and I pay significant property taxes for 
essentially just snow removal once a year. This will significantly impact our property value, views of 
the area including sun with a tall building and further noise pollution.  Multiple times a week if not 
most days, access to my house is impeded by illegally parked vehicles. This is a concern if emergency 
vehicles need to get in, I have to get out fast, or if anyone in general needs to access our homes such 
as to fill propane and for any deliveries, etc. With the cul-de-sac being treated like one giant parking 
lot of multiple vehicles left everywhere it also effects garbage pick up and snow removal for Findlay 
Point, which is a massive problem for current residents, never mind adding another potential 12 or 
more individuals to this lack of space. Also to note, multiple tour buses and city taxis also frequently 
pull into Findlay Point to drop off and pick up tourists who seek to hike trails in the area.  

If you would like further evidence of the congestion, I am more than happy to submit photos. I have 
lodged formal complaints to by-law as well as the land development unit over issues in our court. Our 
quality of life has been negatively impacted over the last 2.5 years of building and increased use of 
the area. There are fuel spills (environment attended) there is garbage flying all over. The city cannot 
keep tabs on the issues as is, let alone 6 more units and up to 12 (or more) people and potential 
animals/pets residing there. I think it would be naïve to think a ride sharing program will be utilized or 
enforced. Coincidently, a rideshare program in Niven has been previously explored and resulted in the 
determination that it would not be sustainable as several cars would need to always be available in 
order to ensure the success of this program in such a space where the walking distance to the “city” 
core is too far for residents to not have immediate access to a readily available vehicle. These 
individuals will have no choice but to purchase or bring their vehicle with them, resulting in 
attempting to park it in the cul-de-sac. The reality is all residents currently in Findlay Point have at 
least 1 if not 2 vehicles. This also includes other modes of transportation such as snowmobiles and 
boats. I am sure the rideshare concept was included in the application to strategically attempt to get 
ahead of concerns that will arise and to try to satisfy current residents with the false idea that the 
massive parking issue would be “taken care of.” Currently, the 4 plex beside us also indicates it was 
only built for 3 spots. Already, vehicles are struggling with finding parking for these units and will park 
as they please wherever they so choose. There is limited to no parking already on Moyle due to the 
other condos in the area. There have been several calls to bylaw and permitting with complaints. 
There have been little to no resolve, there is no parking now and it is increasingly dangerous. We are 
almost hit every other week with parking all over. Additionally, there are children, pedestrians, and 
many pets such as resident’s dogs running around during the same occurrences. It is a huge safety 
issue with speeds and congestion already.  
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While I am not opposed to densification, housing development or infill in principle, my concerns 
relate specifically to this proposal on this particular lot.  

To begin with, the application package itself appears incomplete and presents conflicting information, 
such as the number of parking spaces where one section references six parking spaces while the 
drawings appear to show only two. Similarly, the variance rationale describes a “functional and 
compliant parking arrangement at the front and rear of the site,” which does not align with the 
submitted plans (no room for parking at the rear end of the site). Given these discrepancies, it is 
difficult to assess the proposal with confidence, and I do not believe a rear-yard variance should be 
approved based on incomplete or inconsistent information. This submission seems to show a 
developer who knows their project is not following bylaws, they are asking for some flexibility 
showing incomplete building plans to then move forward with a more ambitious plan to maximize 
their benefits, at the expense of the neighbours quality of life and property value.  

Another major issue I have is the way the application is written, as the developer suggests the 
variance is minor and “does not create adverse impacts on adjacent properties”. I do not agree with 
the applicant’s characterization of the requested variance as minor. Allowing this huge 6 unit in that 
small lot does not make any sense and would go against city bylaws. The proposal seeks to reduce the 
required rear-yard setback from 6.0 metres to approximately 3.0 metres—a 50% reduction which is a 
substantial deviation from the requirements of Zoning By-law 5045. By comparison, the previous 
Zoning By-law 4404 only permitted rear-yard variances of up to 25% at the discretion of the 
Development Officer, which further underscores that a 50% reduction cannot reasonably be 
considered minor.  

Although the lot has an irregular shape, the need for this variance comes from the fact that they are 
trying to build a six-unit building rather than from inherent site constraints. The building reaches the 
maximum allowable height of 12 metres while also extending significantly into the rear setback. At 
the same time, they are not clear on how much blasting they will do and what height the building will 
have. In this context, the “practical constraint” cited by the applicant is self-created. A smaller or 
differently configured building could likely comply with the bylaw without requiring such a significant 
variance. Again this is a sign that the developer is requesting minimal variance and will then build a 
much more ambitious project, at the detriment of the neighbours. 

The degree of encroachment is also considerable. The application notes that the building projects into 
the rear yard by up to approximately 3 metres along much of the rear elevation, placing a large 
portion of the structure at roughly half the required setback distance. When combined with the 
building’s height and massing, this represents a significant intensification at the rear of the lot. 
Elements of the design appear to conflict directly with bylaw provisions. Under Table 10-2 of Zoning 
By-law 5045, unenclosed steps may only encroach up to 40% into a reduced setback. Based on the 
proposed 3.0-metre setback, this would require a minimum distance of 1.8 metres from the property 
line. However, the current design shows steps located as close as approximately 1.02 metres, which 
does not comply with the bylaw. 

The applicant says that a 2-metre fence will mitigate the encroachment, which is quite negligent to 
say. In their submission, I see they are not treating bylaws and the neighborhood with respect when 
they say the reduced setback “does not result in adverse effects on neighbouring properties and will 
support compatibility with the surrounding residential area” which is quite arrogant statement to 
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make when you look at the incomplete proposal submitted for this huge 6 unit building in a small lot. 
A fence of this height cannot mitigate overlook from upper-storey windows, balconies, or raised 
entrances. The plans indicate that the lowest-level units are elevated to a point where sightlines over 
the fence would still be possible, further reducing its effectiveness. A fence also does not address 
broader impacts such as shadowing, light spill, or the overall mass of a three-storey building located 
so close to the rear property line. 

There are also important site-related issues that remain unresolved, they should be clearly defined 
and assessed prior to any approval. Again, we’ve seen that type of development in town before 
where the developer is not clear on what they are planning to do, they then build and the city gives 
them a minimal fine, while the developer maximizes its profit, at the expense of the neighbours. A 
few examples: The basement design is noted as incomplete, with details to be finalized after the 
development permit stage. The plans also indicate that rock blasting, grading adjustments, and 
pumped drainage systems will be required, with final conditions to be determined on site. These are 
not minor details—they directly affect grading, drainage, snow management, and the potential for 
impacts on neighbours. 

Parking is another area of concern. I don’t understand how a six unit building could be allowed in a 
cul-de-sac with multiple duplex, quadruplex already allowed without proper parking being planned 
for. While the bylaw may allow for car-share provisions, the proposal does not demonstrate how one 
standard parking stall plus one car-share space will adequately serve six units, along with visitors and 
service vehicles, particularly under winter conditions. This raises a strong likelihood of overflow 
parking affecting the street and surrounding properties which are already full of cars parked in the 
street. The unit is not built downtown, buyers will use their multiple cars to commute, it will become 
a problem for the whole neighbourhood.  

In evaluating the variance against the criteria set out in Section 4.9.1(a)(i) and (ii) of Zoning By-law 
5045, I do not believe the proposal meets the required standard. The combined effect of a 50% 
reduction in rear-yard setback and a building height of 12 metres will materially interfere with 
neighbouring properties in several ways. 

Privacy: Windows, balconies, and stairs located very close to the rear property line will create direct 
overlook into adjacent homes and outdoor spaces. 

Sunlight access: The scale and proximity of the building will reduce natural light to neighbouring yards 
and dwellings, affecting their usability and overall livability. 

Lighting impacts: Required exterior lighting for safety—particularly with multiple rear entrances—will 
be located much closer to adjacent homes due to the reduced setback. This increases the likelihood of 
light spill into neighbouring bedrooms and outdoor areas, affecting comfort and sleep. 

Taken together, these impacts are significant and go beyond what could reasonably be considered 
minor or acceptable within the intent of the bylaw. I just bought my house six months ago and having 
a huge 6 unit building encroaching in my direct neighbours backyard will severely decrease the value 
of my property, while impacting my quality of life. 

Finally, given that the site grading is still to be finalized, I believe the City should require a clear and 
consistent final site plan, including confirmed building height based on finished grade, as well as 
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An example of the realistic parking spots required is provided by looking at all of the new 
developments on Moyle, 123 and 130 Moyle Drive, both 4-plex units, and the 19-unit NWT Housing 
Corporation building on Moyle, and on Findlay Point (5 (includes rental suite), 7 and 8 Findlay Point 
both 4-plex units). Every single one of those units came with one or more residents who most 
certainly do have a vehicle(s). In reality residents who do not currently own vehicles will quickly get 
one or more if they do not already have one prior to moving in. All 4 of the Habitat for Humanity 
Home residents all have multiple vehicles, as do both 4-plex units (130 Moyle and 8 Findlay Point) and 
many of the 19-unit building also have vehicles beyond the capacity of the small parking lot provided 
there. Many of the Niven Heights Condos and Villas residents also park overflow vehicles on Moyle. 
Also, 123 Moyle Drive currently under construction is set to contain 4 additional units as well. Both 
houses currently being built on Findlay Point (5 and 7 Findlay Point) each have rental suite(s) that will 
also have renters who have vehicles. When it is -30 for months again next winter all of these 
individuals plus the additional proposed 6-unit multi-dwelling will not pay to live in Niven and happily 
park somewhere along already overcrowded Moyle. Taking a drive down Moyle on a Saturday or 
Sunday is very claustrophobic and you instantly regret having to take that road, but it is the only way 
in and out.  

Therefore, having insufficient parking spaces for residents is not a realistic option for this proposed 
project for a 6-unit dwelling. A single-dwelling or at the very least a duplex unit would be a much 
more viable option for this lot in discussion. The number of residents an additional 6-unit dwelling 
accounts for needs to be in an area where individuals are able to walk to places with ease and access. 
Findlay Point currently has “a Walk Score of 7 our of 100 due to the location being deemed as a “Car-
Dependent” neighborhood so errands require a car.” YK Car Share has already looked at the option of 
having this type of program in Niven and deemed it unrealistic due to the fact that many cars would 
need to be readily available for residents at any given time. The distance residents have to travel is 
too far in order for this type of Car Share Service program to work in Niven.  

Historically, appeals are a common theme in this same neighbourhood, including in 2023 for 130 
Moyle Drive and for 7 Findlay Point. Interestingly, both appeals also highlight the significant concerns 
with necessary parking not being available. This appears to be a common theme that has been 
consistently overruled and accepted to continue as such. Each time the statement “there are no 
negative impacts” is provided without any action for unhappy concerned residents. Just down Niven 
Drive similar issues of traffic and parking appeals were also noted in 2022 for Hagel Drive Niven Lake 
Phase 5/The View (70-units) and in 2024 for 110 Hagel Drive (24-unit multi-dwelling). Additionally, to 
note the appeals in 2015 with the 19-unit NWT Housing Corporation building on Moyle Drive across 
from the Niven Heights development.  

I am also seeking clarity as to the following statement: “as a mitigating measure for the reduced rear 
yard setback, we propose the installation of a fence along the rear property line section without a 
fence.” I am wondering how a fence is proposed without a fence? Several times in Edwin’s letter, he 
mentions the fact that 2 Findlay Point is on “an irregularly shaped lot” and deems this variance 
request is “site-specific and reflects practical constraints related to the irregular shape of the lot.” It is 
therefore arguable that this encroachment into the rear yard setback would in-fact “create adverse 
impacts on adjacent properties.” If the fence is proposed but not actually going to happen then the 
following statement will be incorrect: “the proposed fencing will further ensure that the reduced 
setback does not result in adverse effects on neighbouring properties and will support compatibility 
with the surrounding residential area.” Please note that previously in his letter, Edwin claims there 
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Even without this proposed complex, parking is complicated, as beyond the contractors’ various 
vehicles and trucks, causing significant safety concerns and inconvenience to residents, once the units 
themselves are populated, there will be difficulties navigating the spaces allotted.  

A 6-unit apartment building in such a small area, without parking allowances, given people still rely on 
various modes of transportation which warrant need for turning around and spaces to park, would 
render our small street unimaginably overcrowded.  

Residents of Findlay Point are extremely concerned about the City of Yellowknife allowing not only 
further development of what is supposed to be a higher-end neighbourhood (i.e. nicely spaced living 
quarters for professionals and small families with young children), but that there is no regard to 
maintaining safety of its residents.  

The sheer volume of vehicles coming in an out of a small cul-de-sac must be considered for risk 
reduction. A 6-unit structure is not appropriate for Findlay Point, an already high-density street. Of 
note, official trail access from our street to the firebreak below, which we all enjoy as access to 
nature, furthers traffic challenges as tourists drive in daily to park vehicles while they hike.  

Beyond the safety factor, there seems to be a lack of enforcement for respect of the environment 
regarding two projects on-going with a particular developer, one at 7 Findlay and another on Moyle, 
whereby construction materials, garbage, pink insulation and other debris are piled high then 
scattered over surrounding lots, forest, and roads. As there must be building inspection to enforce 
various legislated codes, there must also be serious consideration to residents’ standard of living. 

To live well, we need space between building units to allow natural light into homes. The current size 
and elevation of the proposed project at 2 Findlay would dwarf its neighbours, significantly limiting 
light and living space. It would be much more appropriate and in keeping with the character of the 
neighbourhood to have a 2-unit building with 2-story elevation and smaller footprint.  

Car-share service is not feasible in Niven Lake, especially for six units. While close enough for some to 
walk or bike downtown, during long and cold winters it is almost mandatory to have vehicles. Nobody 
in Yellowknife we are aware of has been able to operate exclusively with car-share services, currently 
only two cars (not always in operation). Parking is essential, on-site (i.e. not on the street).  

Furthermore, a garbage disposal unit at 2 Findlay not only would take up a significant ratio of 
available space on that lot but requires access by a garbage disposal truck including turnaround. 

I seriously urge the City to reconsider this project at all, certainly to deny the proposed variance. A 
duplex would be reasonable, providing for increased population density without exceeding the 
capacity of our small cul-de-sac. 

2026: 







Edwin Shu 
April 2, 2026 Page 21 

Overall I assess that the concerns of local residents in the area are valid. We should give serious 
consideration before approving this permit. There needs to be a clear understanding of how we 
expect the Contractors/Developers to behave and respect other local residents.  
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Applicant Response to Public Comments
Development Permit Application PLDEV-2026-0013 — 2 Findlay Point, Yellowknife NT 
Submitted by: Edwin Shu | April 20, 2026 

PRELIMINARY REMARKS 

I am grateful to the City for the opportunity to respond to public comments received regarding application 
PLDEV-2026-0013. I want to thank all my neighbors who took the time to review the application and 
provided comments. I have reviewed all sixteen submissions carefully and take the concerns of my 
neighbours seriously. I am also a resident of the Niven Lake area and have a direct, personal interest in 
maintaining the character, safety, and liveability of Findlay Point — this is not an absentee development. 

Before addressing the specific issues raised, I wish to make three preliminary observations that are relevant 
to the weight the Development Officer should assign to the public record. 

Similar Themes Across Submissions 
A review of the sixteen submissions reveals that several comments raise similar themes and, in some cases, 
draw on comparable language and framing — which is not unusual when neighbours with shared concerns 
discuss an application together or draw from similar sources of information. The car-share argument, 
references to overcrowding, the Table 10-2 / 1.02 metre steps analysis, the By-law 4404 / 25% historical 
comparison, and the ‘self-created constraint’ framing appear across a number of submissions in closely 
related form. This reflects a common set of concerns held by a group of like-minded neighbours rather than 
a broad range of independent perspectives, and the Development Officer may wish to take this into account 
when weighing the overall record. 

Photographs Depict Construction Conditions, Not Occupancy Conditions 
The photographs submitted in support of several comments — showing vehicles double- and triple-parked 
across the cul-de-sac — document the active construction phase at 5 and 7 Findlay Point, which has involved 
large contractor trucks, trades vehicles, and delivery equipment. These conditions are temporary and 
attributable to a specific nearby construction project, not to the occupancy patterns of completed multi-unit 
residential buildings. It would not be reasonable to use construction-phase parking photos as evidence of 
what conditions will look like once the proposed development at 2 Findlay Point is complete and occupied. 

Furthermore, I have my own photographic record showing Findlay Point with minimal vehicle presence on a 
Saturday evening — demonstrating that the street's baseline parking situation is not as dire as the 
submitted images suggest. 

I am a Local Resident With a Stake in the Neighbourhood 
I live in the Niven Lake area. I have a direct interest in ensuring this development is built responsibly, that 
construction is managed respectfully, and that the completed building contributes positively to the 
neighbourhood. Unlike the nearby construction project where lumber was stored on public streets creating 
the safety hazards referenced in several comments, I have sufficient on-site yard space to stage all 

Appendix B:
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In addition to the revised building configuration, I will explore the installation of taller, fast-growing native 
tree species along the rear property line as a supplementary privacy measure. Properly selected northern 
tree species can provide meaningful canopy screening within a few growing seasons, addressing upper-
storey sightlines in a way that a fence alone cannot. This can be specified as a landscaping condition of the 
Development Permit. 

 

Fence Commitment 
I confirm that the fence referenced in the application will be constructed. This will be a condition of the 
Development Permit — it is not merely a statement of intent. The concerns raised in Comments 12 and 13 
about the fence being mentioned without a concrete plan are noted, and I am prepared to have its 
installation and specification included as a binding permit condition. 

ISSUE 4: DENSITY, NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER, AND ZONING 

This Use Is Permitted by the Zoning By-law 
The proposed development is a permitted use within the R1 zone under the current Zoning By-law No. 5045. 
The City made a deliberate policy decision when it adopted this zoning framework in March 2022 to allow 
multi-unit residential development of this scale in this zone. The question of whether six units should be 
permitted in the R1 zone is a policy question that was resolved at the time of zoning adoption — it is not a 
question for the Development Officer to re-litigate in the context of this specific application. 

Several comments express frustration that the zoning has changed since they built their homes — Comment 
11 notes the previous height limit was 8 metres and maximum units were two. That is precisely the point: 
the by-law has changed, and the current by-law governs.  

Density in Context 
I respectfully ask the Development Officer to compare the density at 2 Findlay Point against the existing 
development pattern in other areas within the City, where multiple multi-family buildings have been 
approved and built in close proximity. The Niven Lake subdivision has accommodated significant multi-unit 
development throughout. A six-unit building on a single lot, designed to high energy performance standards 
with green mobility infrastructure, is a responsible form of infill that contributes to the City's housing supply 
objectives. 

Comment 3 — Characterization of the Neighbourhood 
Comment 3 includes the assertion that 'I know the bulk if not all the residences in the area express the same 
view.' This is presented without basis. I am aware of residents in the area who support the project and who 
did not submit written objections. The absence of supportive written comments should not be interpreted 
as unanimous neighbourhood opposition. 

 
ISSUE 5: APPLICATION COMPLETENESS AND CONSISTENCY 
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Comments 6 and 9 raise concerns about inconsistencies in the application package — specifically regarding 
the number of parking spaces noted on different pages, and the reference to rear parking that does not 
appear in the drawings. These are legitimate observations that I acknowledge. 

The inconsistencies referenced relate to earlier draft materials that were included in the submission package 
in error. I have resubmitted a clean, consolidated application package that presents a single, consistent set 
of plans, specifications, and supporting documentation. Specifically: 

• A single confirmed parking layout showing 1 regular stall and 1 car-share space, consistent across all 
documents. 

• A confirmed, consistent total gross floor area on all pages. 

• Removal of the rear parking reference in the variance write-up, replaced with the accurate description 
of the revised layout. 

• A conceptual grading plan to be finalized as a condition of permit approval. 

 

I accept that the “basement” design details cannot be fully specified at the development permit stage given 
the bedrock conditions that require confirmation through blasting. Final basement parameters will be 
established and permitted through the building permit process, which provides a separate and appropriate 
regulatory checkpoint. 

 

ISSUE 6: TRAFFIC, SAFETY, AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

Several comments raise concerns about traffic volumes, pedestrian safety, and the capacity of the cul-de-sac 
to handle additional vehicles. These are reasonable concerns in principle, but several important points of 
context deserve consideration. 

Traffic Impact Was Considered at Zoning Approval 
I believe the City of Yellowknife assessed the traffic and infrastructure implications of multi-unit residential 
development in this zone when it adopted Zoning By-law No. 5045 in 2022. The permitted density and use 
types in the R1 zone reflect that assessment. The proposed development does not exceed the uses or 
densities contemplated by the current zoning framework. If the infrastructure is inadequate to support the 
zoning, that is a systemic issue that predates and extends well beyond this specific application. 

Six Small Units Generate Less Traffic Than Assumed 
The development proposes six small units — three one-bedroom and three two-bedroom — targeted at a 
demographic that, by design do not want the responsibility to own and maintain personal vehicles. The car-
share EV, two e-bikes, and proximity to downtown are meaningful alternatives for this resident profile. The 
traffic generation of six small units with active transportation infrastructure will be materially lower than the 
commenters' assumption of twelve or more vehicles. 

Emergency Access 
Emergency vehicle access is a building permit and site plan requirement that will be confirmed through the 
permitting process. The proposed building does not introduce any unique constraint on emergency access 
beyond what already exists in the cul-de-sac, and the building's own access configuration complies with fire 
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Finally, the Municipal Enforcement Division's (MED) submission confirms that the complaints received at 
Findlay Point over the past eighteen months relate entirely to contractor conduct during the active 
construction phase at a nearby development — not to the behaviour of residents in completed, occupied 
units. MED recorded 10 visits in 2025 and 2 in 2026, all in response to construction-related complaints: 
contractor vehicles illegally parked, debris and materials scattered onto adjacent properties, and inadequate 
communication with neighbours. I take no issue with MED's characterization of those complaints as valid — 
they are, and they describe exactly the kind of construction mismanagement that I am explicitly committing 
not to replicate. As stated elsewhere in this response, all construction materials, equipment, and contractor 
vehicles for the 2 Findlay Point project will be staged and managed entirely within the property boundary 
throughout the build, and I will accept this as a written condition of the Development Permit. What the MED 
comment does not do — and cannot fairly be read to do — is provide evidence that a completed, occupied 
six-unit building will generate enforcement issues. MED's own record is a record of construction complaints 
at a separate project. It is not a record of complaints against this application, this site, or occupied multi-unit 
residential buildings in the area. The MED's comments should be read for what it actually says: that 
construction conduct in the area has been problematic, and that clear expectations must be set for 
contractors and developers going forward. I agree entirely, and I invite MED to work with me directly to 
establish those expectations as conditions of this permit before construction begins. 

 

I am available to meet with City planning staff at any time to discuss the revised design and proposed 
conditions, and welcome the opportunity to address any outstanding questions directly. In addition, I will be 
hosting an open neighbourhood session in the coming days, to which all neighbouring residents are invited 
— an opportunity to learn more about the project, the applicant, and the considerable effort that has gone 
into designing a building that will be a positive addition to Findlay Point. 

 

Respectfully, 

 

 

Edwin Shu, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Edwin Shu  |  Applicant  |  PLDEV-2026-0013  |  2 Findlay Point, Yellowknife NT |  2findlaypoint@gmail.com 
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4.5 Niven Residential 
Total Area: 86 ha 

Niven, as identified on the Niven Residential Land Use Designation Map (Map 8), is a residential area 

that is located adjacent to the downtown core and provides easy access to the core of the City by 

vehicle and alternative transportation modes. It will continue to be a mix of low, medium and high 

density residential uses with some mixed use activities such as places of worship. It is not anticipated 

that the area will need to accommodate further institutional or commercial activities because of its 

proximity to downtown. 

Much of the residential development in the area is recent and new residential lots continue to be 

developed on vacant parcels. There will be few redevelopment opportunities of existing properties over 

the next 20 years. 

The fringe of Niven is a primary trail network, connecting Back Bay to the Capital Area and beyond. This 

trail is well used by walkers, skiers, snowmobilers and cyclists. The natural landscape and the rock cliff 

on the eastern portion of the designation is an important natural feature that will be preserved.    

Planning and Development Objectives Policies 

1. To maintain and enhance the existing 
active transportation network within 
Niven. 

1-a. Gaps in active transportation 
infrastructure will be identified and 
filled. 

1-b. Active transportation trail improvements 
will be considered based on the City of 
Yellowknife Trail Enhancement and 
Connectivity Strategy. 

2. To improve public transportation service 
in Niven as the neighbourhood develops. 

2-a. Public transit service will be reviewed 
based on recommendations in public 
transit studies. 

3. To improve active transportation 
connections between Niven and 
downtown. 

3-a. Walking and cycling infrastructure 
connecting to downtown for all ages and 
abilities will be constructed. 

4. To support a mix of residential types and 
densities. 

4-a. A variety of residential single unit and 
multiple unit dwelling types will be 
permitted.  

5. To encourage affordable housing 
opportunities.  

5-a. Incentives for affordable housing 
development will be implemented as 
recommended in Yellowknife’s 10 Year 
Plan to End Homelessness. 

6. To enhance public outdoor recreation 
amenities.   

6-a. Amenities will be constructed as the area 
continues to be develop in line with 
current development standards. 

 

  







4 Development Permit Process| 39 

Zoning By-law 5045| March 14, 2022 

 Where an application for Development is a Discretionary Use and/or for a 
Variance subject to approval of Council, the Development Officer shall notify 
Landowners and lessees within 30 m, or to a greater circulation area specified 
by the Development Officer, of the boundary of the land. The notice shall 
indicate, in writing, the location and nature of the Development proposal, and 
shall include copies of relevant drawings and a location and date to submit 
comments. 

 The Development Officer will have due regard to all comments received when 
making a decision on the application.  

 After 15 calendar days from the date of referral to any City department or 
external agency, the Development Officer may deal with the application 
whether or not the responding comments or recommendations have been 
received.  

4.6. Decision Process and Conditions for Development  

 In making a decision on any application under this By-law there must be 
consideration of the Impacts of development.   

 In making a decision on an application for a Development Permit for a 
Permitted Use, the Development Officer: 

a) shall approve, with or without conditions, the application if the proposed 
Development conforms with this By-law; or 

b) shall refuse the application if the proposed Development does not conform to 
this By-law, unless a Variance has been authorized pursuant to Sections 4.8 to 
4.10 of this By-law. 

 In making a decision for a Discretionary Use, Council may approve, refuse or 
defer with or without conditions. 

 In reviewing a request for a Discretionary Use, Council shall have regard to: 
a) the circumstances and merits of the Discretionary Use, including, but not 

limited to: 
i the Impact on properties in the vicinity of such factors as airborne 

emissions, odors, smoke, traffic and noise, sun shadow and wind 
effects; 
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4.8. Variance Authority 

 Upon application, the Development Officer may allow a Variance in regard to: 
Front, Side and Rear Yard Setbacks, Landscaping, parking, Lot Width, Building 
Height, Lot coverage, and Lot area pursuant to Section 4.9 of this By-law and 
as long as it does not relate to Site Density.  

 Upon application, Council may consider allowing a Variance for Site Density as 
it relates to: Lot coverage, Lot area, and Building Height pursuant to Section 
4.9 of this By-law. 

4.9. Evaluation Criteria for a Variance  

 The following evaluation criteria will be used by the Development Officer or 
Council to determine if a Variance may be granted:  

a) the proposed Variance would not result in a development that will: 
i unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood; or,  
ii materially interfere with or affect the Use, enjoyment or value of 

neighbouring parcels of land. 
b) the subject Site has irregular Lot Lines or is a size or shape that presents 

challenges to development;  
c) the subject Site has Physical Limitations relating to terrain, topography or 

Grade that may create difficulties in meeting the zoning regulations as 
prescribed in this By-law;  

d) the subject Site has natural features such as rock outcrops or vegetation that 
may create difficulties in meeting the zoning regulations as prescribed in this 
By-law;  

e) an error has occurred in the siting of a Structure during construction; 
f) the proposed Development conforms to the Uses prescribed in this By-law, any 

applicable Area Development Plan, and the objectives and policies of the 
Community Plan; or  

g) the proposed Variance does not infringe on Airport zoning regulations.  

4.10. Fees 

 All fees to be charged under this By-law shall be established and set-out in the 
established fee schedule in the corresponding By-law. The City is not bound to 
consider an application unless it is accompanied by an application fee. 
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7. General Development Regulations Applicable to all Zones 

7.1. Site Planning Considerations  

Upon receipt of a Development Permit application, the Development Officer shall 
review the Site plan in consideration of the following:  

 Proposed Developments provide pedestrian Access points to public roadways, 
public transit and any adjoining trails and Open Space areas. 

 Proposed Development shall incorporate proper Lot surface drainage so that 
the removal of surface waters will not adversely affect adjacent properties or 
the public storm drainage system, to the satisfaction of the Development 
Officer.  

 Surface water in all paved areas shall be collected at intervals so that it will 
not obstruct the flow of vehicular or pedestrian traffic and will not create 
standing water in the paved areas or walkways.  

 Approved surface drainage shall be maintained for the life of the 
Development. 

 Outdoor lighting is sufficient to provide for safety, security, display or 
attraction for any Development and shall be arranged so that no direct rays of 
light are projected to adjacent properties or interfere with the effectiveness 
of any traffic control device. 

 Lot shall be accessible by fire, police or other emergency personnel and 
equipment. 

 Lot shall be accessible for the provision of Municipal Services. 

 Building orientation to develop wind blocks and improve the pedestrian 
experience. 

 Development adequately responds to winter conditions and does not Impact 
snow clearing or storage capabilities.  
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7.4. Vehicular Access and On-Site Traffic 

 Vehicular Access to and from public roadways must adhere to the following 
criteria: 

a) at Street intersections, driveways shall be setback from the Lot boundaries, 
which form the intersection, a distance which is considered appropriate by the 
Development Officer to ensure the safe and efficient vehicle movement; 

b) driveways shall be separated by a distance which is considered appropriate by 
the Development Officer to ensure the safe and efficient movement of existing 
or planned traffic volumes; 

c) driveway Access to Streets and lanes must demonstrate, to the satisfaction of 
the Development officer, the safe and efficient movement of existing or 
planned traffic; and 

d) driveways and on-Site parking shall have positive surface drainage to the 
roadway and the Grade of drive-way and on-Site parking shall not exceed 8%. 

7.5. General Landscaping Regulations 

 Landscaped areas shall be provided pursuant with the Zone regulations set 
out in Section 7.5.3 of this By-law, and following the City’s Development 
Standards. Developments shall consider the following general regulations: 

a) any part of a Lot which is not occupied by existing natural areas, Buildings, 
Structures, easements, Parking Areas, Loading Spaces, driveways, excavations 
or permitted Outdoor Storage areas shall be maintained as Landscaped area; 

b) all Landscaped areas shall be designed to facilitate effective surface drainage; 
c) A minimum of one (1) tree and two (2) shrubs or a combination thereof for 

every 25 m2 of the Site. Trees and shrubs can be clustered together to improve 
survivability;  

d) planted vegetation shall be capable of healthy growth in Yellowknife, grown 
from a northern stock, and with certification that the plants are grown north of 
54 degrees latitude. The Development Officer may also require compliance of 
planted vegetation with the Canadian Standards for Nursery Stock; 

e) applicants are encouraged to incorporate natural terrain, and topographic 
features into the design of Site plans and Building orientation;  
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l) the Home Based Business shall not generate traffic or parking problems within 
the neighbourhood; 

m) except with the approval of the Development Officer only one commercial 
vehicle, may be Used in conjunction with the Home Based Business and shall be 
parked on-Site at all times if it is not in operation. The vehicle shall not be 
larger than 4,400 kg; 

n) Uses which are likely to generate traffic problems or require vehicles that do 
not conform to the By-laws of the City within the residential Zone shall not be 
allowed; 

o) Not with standing Section 7.9 of this By-law, a Sign may be allowed for a Home 
Based Business if: 

i the Sign displays only the name and type of the business, telephone 
number and logo; 

ii the Sign does not exceed 0.16 m2; 
iii the Sign is unlit; and 
iv the Sign is unobtrusive and complementary to the neighbourhood; 

and, 
p) All Development Permits issued for Home Based Businesses shall be subject to 

the condition that the Development Permit may be revoked by the 
Development Officer at any time if conditions (b) to (o) are contravened, or 
where the Use is or has become detrimental to the amenities of the 
neighborhood. 

 Multi-Unit Dwelling 
a) Any Multi-Unit Dwelling Development shall provide: 

i Access for emergency vehicles; 
ii access to enclosed garbage and compost storage; 
iii fencing, if required by the Development Officer; 
iv light between Buildings; 
v pedestrian Access to and from the public sidewalk serving the Building; 

and 
vi flood lighting and parking light standards sufficient to provide for 

safety and security and that have a minimal Impact to adjacent 
residential Development. 
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b) Outdoor areas shall provide suitable Landscaping, fencing and surface 
treatment to the satisfaction of the Development Officer. Any Recreation Space 
provided is to be maintained for the life of the Development. 

 In-Home and Detached Secondary Dwelling  
a) Notwithstanding any requirement of this By-law, the Development Officer may 

approve the Development of an In-Home or Detached Secondary Dwelling 
provided: 

i the In-Home Secondary Dwelling is fully contained within the single 
detached, single detached Factory-Built, duplex, townhouse and Multi-
Unit Dwelling;  

ii the Detached Secondary Dwelling is fully contained within an Accessory 
Building on the same Lot;  

iii only one In-Home or Detached Secondary Dwelling is permitted on a 
Site. 

iv the external appearance and residential character of the Principal 
Dwelling in which the In-Home Secondary Dwelling is located shall be 
maintained; 

v the Detached Secondary Dwelling shall be subordinate and 
complementary to the Principal Dwelling;  

vi the Gross Floor Area of all Storeys of an In-Home Secondary Dwelling 
shall not be more than the lesser of: 

1) 80% of the Gross Floor Area of all Storeys of the other Dwelling 
Unit; or 

2) 80 m2; and 
vii Detached Secondary Dwellings shall adhere to Accessory Building Yard 

Setbacks. 
b) Development standards for Lots containing suites include: 

i the scale Buildings shall be similar and complementary to other 
Buildings on surrounding Lots;  

ii In-Home Secondary Dwellings must have direct access to the outdoors 
and at least one window for emergency escape during a fire; 

iii Detached Secondary Dwellings shall provide an unimpeded 
pedestrian/emergency access to a Street or lane frontage with a 
minimum width of 1 m;  











CITY OF YELLOWKNIFE 
BY-LAW NO. 4438 

A BY-LAW of the Council of the Municipal Corporation of the City 
of Yellowknife in the Northwest Territories, authorizing the 
Municipal Corporation of the City of Yellowknife to repeal a 
portion of the City of Yellowknife Niven Lake Development Scheme 
2004, By-law No. 4339, as amended. 

PURSUANT TO: 

a) Section 25 to 29 inclusive of the Planning Act, R.S.N.W.T., 
1988, C. P-7; 

b) Due notice to the public, provision for inspection of this 
by-law and due opportunity for objections thereto to be 
heard, considered and determined; and 

c) The approval of the Minister of Municipal and Community 
Affairs, certified hereunder. 

WHEREAS the Municipal Corporation of the City of Yellowknife has 
evaluated the Niven Lake Development Scheme 2004, By-law No. 
4339, as amended; 

AND WHEREAS the Municipal Corporation of the City of Yellowknife 
wishes to adopt the City of Yellowknife Niven Lake Development 
Scheme 2007, By-law No. 4438; 

NOW THEREFORE, THE COUNCIL OF THE MUNICIPAL CORPORATION OF THE 
CITY OF YELLOWKNIFE, in regular session duly assembled, hereby 
enacts as follows: 

SHORT TITLE 

1. This By-law may be cited as the Niven Lake Development 
Scheme 2007. 

APPLICATION 

2. The City of Yellowknife Niven Lake Development Scheme 2007 
comprised of the attached Schedule No. 1 and Schedule No. 
1-A, is hereby adopted. 

REPEALS 

3. The portion of By-law No. 4339 which is coincident with the 
Niven Lake Development Scheme 2007 is hereby repealed. 









By-law No. 4438 
Page 4 

SCHEDULE 1-A 

1. Housing 

la) The Niven Lake residential area shall provide for 
detached, duplex, multi-attached and multi-family 
dwellings, as defined under the current Zoning By-law, 
in areas designated R - LD (Residential Low Density) 
and R - MD (Residential Medium Density). 

2. Pathways and Open Space 

2a) In conjunction with the Integrated Parks, Trails, and 
Open Space Development Study as approved on June 27, 
2005 by motion #0173-05 the trails and open space 
network will be connected to the larger City wide 
trail system. 

2b) The Niven Lake trail system will be connected both to 
the surrounding residential subdivision and to 
recreational opportunities outside of the Niven Lake 
subdivision. 

2c) The existing trail connecting the Frame Lake trail to 
Back Bay will be retained in its current location and 
incorporated into the trail system of this 
development. 

2d) Wherever possible, trails external to parkspace or 
road rights-of-way will be developed within an 
approximate 20 metre right-of-way wherein no 
development save that directly related to a trail or a 
related public service use will be permitted. The 20 
meter right-of-way will be established by a plan of 
survey. 

3. Roads and Utilities 

3a) Within road rights-of-way, streets shall be developed 
at the minimum width prescribed by the Public Works 
Department to accommodate two way traffic, parking on 
one or both sides as required, sidewalks on both 
sides, and landscaped boulevards. 
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SCHEDULE 1-A (continued) 

3b) Cul-de-sacs shall be developed at the minimum width as 
prescribed by the Public Works Department to 
accommodate two-way traffic and a centre island to be 
landscaped with natural flora and hard landscape 
material local to the City of Yellowknife. 

3c) Utilities will be underground. 

3d) Traffic calming measures such as landscaped 
boulevards, on-street parking, and landscaped cul-de- 
sac centre islands will be used to promote pedestrian 
friendly development. 

4. Public Transit 

4a) The Niven Lake Development Scheme 2007 is designed to 
accommodate public transit. 

5. Parks 

5a) As outlined in the Waterfront Management Plan (2001 - 
2008) as approved on February 26, 2001 by motion 
#0056-01, an urban/nature park is intended to be 
developed in the Urban Reserve area to preserve the 
natural attributes of the area, specifically 
waterfront views and access. 

5b) Active or passive recreation opportunities will be 
provided in the Parkspace areas. 

6. Highway Buffer 

6a) A 20 metre buffer strip shall be preserved between the 
east boundary of the Yellowknife access road right-of- 
way and any proposed lots. The buffer strip may allow 
for trail uses, but will otherwise be maintained in a 
natural, undeveloped state. 
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SCHEDULE 1-A (continued) 

7. Urban Reserve 

7a) The area adjacent to the Jackfish ravine will be 
subject to future study for residential, parks, and 
recreation purposes. 

8. Development Scheme Boundaries 

8a) Parcel and right-of-way boundaries represent the 
intent of the City of Yellowknife and will be 
established by engineering design and plans of survey. 
The boundaries indicated by this Development Scheme 
are subject to change based on their completion. Road 
rights-of-way will be determined by plan of survey or 
engineering design. 

9. Resource Conservation 

9a) Where practical any plan of subdivision should be 
designed to take advantage of passive solar 
opportunities for individual lots. 

9b) Methods of energy conservation may be considered in 
zoning and building regulations for the Development 
Scheme area. 

Docs #I22000 
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PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN 
NIVEN LAKE DEVELOPMENT SCHEME 2007 

City of Yellowknife 
P.O. Box 580, 
Yellowknife, NT 
X1A 2N4 



Development Permit: PLDEV-2026-0013

Lot 77, Block 308, Plan 4204

(2 Findlay PT, Yellowknife, NT)

Presented By: Bassel Sleem, RPP, MCIP

Planner II, City of Yellowknife

DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD

July 16, 2026









EVALUATING THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL

• Community Plan By-law No. 5007:
- Section 4.5 – Niven Residential

• Niven Lake Development Scheme 2007 By-law No. 4438 

• Zoning By-law No. 5045:
- Section 7 – General Development Regulations Applicable to all Zones

- Section 8.2.6 – Multi-Unit Dwelling

- Section 10.1 – R1 – Low Density Residential



On June 15, 2026, the Development Officer refused Development Permit PLDEV-2026-0013 for 
reasons of non-compliance with Zoning By-law No. 5045, particularly Section 4.9, Section 7.1, 
Section 7.4, Section 8.2.6, and Section 10.1

DEVELOPMENT OFFICER’S DECISION



DEVELOPMENT OFFICER’S AUTHORITY

• Zoning By-law No. 5045 Section 4.6.2 (b) allows the Development Officer to refuse an 
application if the proposed Development does not conform to the By-law, unless a Variance 
has been granted.

• Zoning By-law No. 5045 Section 4.9 establishes the criteria when determining if a Variance 
can be granted.



APPELLANT CONCERNS

• Misapplication of the Zoning By-law

• Improper variance assessment

• Parking and site planning concerns

• Failure to consider proposed mitigation

• Procedural concerns

• Inconsistent with previous approvals



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 1. Permitted Use

The appellant argues that the proposal should have been approved because it is a permitted 
use and generally complies with the Community Plan.

The Development Officer reviewed the application against all applicable provisions of the 
Zoning By-law, not solely whether the use was permitted.



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 2. Parking

The appellant submits that the proposal meets the parking requirements and should not 
have been refused on parking-related grounds.

Compliance with the minimum parking requirements does not remove the need to assess 
site planning, vehicle circulation, and the overall functionality of the development.



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 3. Variance

The appellant argues that Section 4.9 was misapplied and that the requested variance should 
have been approved.

The Development Officer assessed the requested variance based on the criteria set out in 
section 4.9 of the Zoning By-law as well as in the context of the proposed development, the 
site, and its relationship to surrounding properties, as required by the Zoning By-law.



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 4. Planning Considerations

The appellant submits that discretionary use criteria were improperly applied.

The Development Officer considered planning matters expressly required under the Zoning 
By-law, including site planning, vehicular access, and multi-unit dwelling requirements.



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 5. Zoning By-law No. 5045 Section 10.1

The appellant argues that Section 10.1 was used to impose standards beyond the By-law.

Section 10.1.2(a) requires the Development Officer to approve the site plan, building 
relationships, and vehicle circulation as part of the overall assessment.



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 6. Departmental Review

The appellant notes that City departments identified no concerns.

Departmental comments [and neighbourhood feedback] informed the review but did not 
replace the Development Officer's responsibility to assess the application against the Zoning 
By-law.



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 7. Conditions and Timeline

The appellant submits that proposed mitigation measures were not considered and that the 
application exceeded the prescribed timeline.

The revised application and proposed measures were considered throughout the review, and 
the applicant continued with the process until a formal decision was issued.



RESPONDING TO APPELLANT CONCERNS

Ground 8. Previous Approval

The appellant argues that the proposal should be approved because a similar development 
was previously approved on the same street.

Each application is assessed based on its own merits and conditions of each development 
that exist at the time of the decision, including the cumulative effects of existing and 
approved development within the cul-de-sac.



CONCLUSION

The Development Officer's decision was based on a comprehensive review of the proposed 
development against the applicable provisions of the Community Plan and Zoning By-law No. 5045. 
Having considered the proposal, the requested variance, departmental comments, public input, 
and the established context of the Findlay Point cul-de-sac, the Development Officer concluded 
that the application did not satisfy the requirements and intent of the Zoning By-law.

The City respectfully requests that the Development Appeal Board dismiss the appeal and uphold 
the Development Officer’s decision to refuse Development Permit application PLDEV-2026-0013.



From:
To: Development Appeal Board
Cc:
Subject: 2 Findlay point
Date: July 4, 2026 10:06:46 PM
Attachments: Image.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless
you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good day, 

Unfortunately I will be out of town during the hearing or I would certainly attend. I am going to
submit below what I previously wrote in opposition to the development. I would however like to
add a further update. I was told by the last appeal board for a different Findlay point 4 plex that
any issues can be remedied with by-law enforcement. I have confirmed this is certainly
inaccurate. Myself and many others have called bylaw very frequently due to daily issues. I
have seen bylaw drive by when there is 3-5 vehicles parked out of compliance and they did
nothing. I called to report a complaint and they said yes we got your online complaint however
that was not me which confirms multiple unaddressed complaints in just one morning. I have
spoken to the manager before and no resolution. I have made a public complaint against bylaw.
Not even a call back. So I think by adding a 6 plex or even another 4 plex the city has vastly
outstripped their ability or willingness to manage problems but rather add more problems. It
has become a serious safety issue in our cul de sac and this will exponentially make it worse.
Again to reiterate our property value will be affected and all the added traffic and noise
pollution. This is essentially an apartment building in a small residential court. Should this go
ahead with anything more than a duplex we will most likely be leaving the city as enough is
enough. There does not appear to be any consideration to the impact of those already living
here. I have attached 3 photos of what the court has looked like for the last 2.5 years and of
note I do not own a white truck and people park in my driveway even. 

The following is my original message to the city developer:

I am writing to express my extreme dissatisfaction with a proposed 6 plex in Findlay Point. I
know the bulk if not all the residences in the area express the same view. While I appreciate
the need for more residential units, at what point does the city draw the line. This extreme
densification (overpopulation) of the cul-de-sac will have many negative consequences. First
off there are multiple significant safety concerns with this many proposed people crammed
into such a small area. I have almost been hit 3 times by vehicles with the current added



pressures of vehicles in the cul-de-sac. The driver did not even see me on each event. I have
called by-law a number of times but those are generally short-term remedies. There have been
vehicle collisions, an increase in parties, and unsafe driving (spinning doughnuts). Additionally,
most homes have multiple children residing which are also at a significant risk with the
overpopulation of this area as it is. It is no longer safe to have our children play outside at
Findlay Point, which is such a shame as this was initially a huge selling feature when we
purchased our home in 2023. 

As it stands there are two 4 plex units, one of which is not yet finished, multiple duplexes in the
immediate area, one house with a suite being built and only 2 stand alone homes all in one
small cul-de-sac. Currently our home is valued at over 1 million dollars and I pay significant
property taxes for essentially just snow removal once a year. This will significantly impact our
property value, views of the area including sun with a tall building and further noise pollution.
 Multiple times a week if not most days, access to my house is impeded by illegally parked
vehicles. This is a concern if emergency vehicles need to get in, I have to get out fast, or if
anyone in general needs to access our homes such as to fill propane and for any deliveries, etc.
With the cul-de-sac being treated like one giant parking lot of multiple vehicles left everywhere
it also effects garbage pick up and snow removal for Findlay Point, which is a massive problem
for current residents, never mind adding another potential 12 or more individuals to this lack of
space. Also to note, multiple tour buses and city taxis also frequently pull into Findlay Point to
drop off and pick up tourists who seek to hike trails in the area. 

If you would like further evidence of the congestion, I am more than happy to submit photos. I
have lodged formal complaints to by-law as well as the land development unit over issues in
our court. Our quality of life has been negatively impacted over the last 2.5 years of building
and increased use of the area. There are fuel spills (environment attended) there is garbage
flying all over. The city cannot keep tabs on the issues as is, let alone 6 more units and up to 12
(or more) people and potential animals/pets residing there. I think it would be naïve to think a
ride sharing program will be utilized or enforced. Coincidently, a rideshare program in Niven
has been previously explored and resulted in the determination that it would not be sustainable
as several cars would need to always be available in order to ensure the success of this
program in such a space where the walking distance to the “city” core is too far for residents to
not have immediate access to a readily available vehicle. These individuals will have no choice
but to purchase or bring their vehicle with them, resulting in attempting to park it in the cul-de-
sac. The reality is all residents currently in Findlay Point have at least 1 if not 2 vehicles. This
also includes other modes of transportation such as snowmobiles and boats. I am sure the
rideshare concept was included in the application to strategically attempt to get ahead of
concerns that will arise and to try to satisfy current residents with the false idea that the
massive parking issue would be “taken care of.” Currently, the 4 plex beside us also indicates



it was only built for 3 spots. Already, vehicles are struggling with finding parking for these units
and will park as they please wherever they so choose. There is limited to no parking already on
Moyle due to the other condos in the area. There have been several calls to bylaw and
permitting with complaints. There have been little to no resolve, there is no parking now and it
is increasingly dangerous. We are almost hit every other week with parking all over.
Additionally, there are children, pedestrians, and many pets such as resident’s dogs running
around during the same occurrences. It is a huge safety issue with speeds and congestion
already. 
 
It certainly feels the city does not value its residents opinion. I had gone to a previous appeal
hearing for the 4 plex in the court and it appeared the city had made up its mind and the hearing
was simply to satisfy its obligations. That board at the hearing also indicated if there was
issues we could call bylaw as if it would easily rectify problems, it has not.
 
While I would prefer another stand alone house in the court, from my view point a duplex
would be the maximum occupancy of that lot. Another 4 plex would cause the same issues as
described. 
 
We chose this cul-de-sac for a quiet, safe, and private location. At what point does the city act
on behalf of the best interests for their current residents who are actively choosing to support
Yellowknife, without the same support provided back. If there were more rural options or larger
lots that would be great so we could have some choice, multi dwellings could have the spaces
to develop the necessary parking for their residents, and we would not have to be put in these
extremely dissatisfactory living situations. 

Regards,

Ryan Plustwa









Subject: Development Appeal Board PLDEV-2026-0013
Date: July 6, 2026 1:27:34 PM
Attachments: FIndlay Environs.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization  Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe

I wish to participate in the hearing for PLDEV-2026-0013 Lot 77, Block 308 Plan 4202 (2 Findlay Point) as an owner of land within 30 metres   

Two submissions are provided

1. A photograph taken on July 6, 2026, illustrating parking on Findlay Point.

2. A sketch of available street parking in the immediate area surrounding Findlay Point.

If presentation is permitted I intend to speak to the following points:
The proposed development would create a total of 19 units within Findlay Point (including secondary units at 5 and 9).
This creates a significant density that was not likely contemplated in the original design and function of the crescent and roadway.
I do not believe there is any other residential area in Yellowknife with the occupancy density to designated parking availability.
There is limited street parking in the crescent already. The nearby street parking is also limited and additional developments in the area will also compete for that space. 
The proposed development will place parking pressure on the court itself and nearby parking areas.
There are no occupied residences on the court with less than 1 vehicle per unit. Even single family dwellings often have multiple vehicles. 
It is unreasonable to expect these 6 units to require less than 1 parking space each and realistically more.
Even the unit on the court with AVID car share enthusiasts and bike users has at least 1 vehicle per unit. 
Limiting parking availability does not magically steer people to other transportation methods. There is absolutely no evidence to support this assumption. 
7 Findlay has already been granted a variance for reduced parking (3 spaces for 4 units). For almost 3 years the developer abuses the court on an almost daily basis with double parking / 90 degree parking that interferes with the ability to drive / turn in the court. This has sparked frequent tensions and calls
to Municipal Enforcement. 
We have already seen the impacts of overcrowding of the court space during construction when developers occupy court space for extended periods of time. Municipal enforcement has not solved these issues but also should not be the constant remedy. 
A court by design creates a social space and fosters connection between residents. 
The environment should support a liveable neighbourhood and not create a space where foreseeable tension will be engineered. 
The variance request is not reasonable because of how it will impact the neighbourhood in terms of density and parking pressure. 

Scott Robertson
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