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AVANT-PROPOS

Leprojetdécritdanslaprésenteétudedecasareçu
uneaidefinancièredanslecadreduprogramme
Abordabilitéetchoixtoujours(ACT),initiative
conjointegéréeparlaFédérationcanadiennedes
municipalités,l’Associationcanadiennedes
constructeursd’habitationsetl’Association
canadienned’habitationetderénovationurbaine,
ainsiqueparlaSociétécanadienned’hypothèqueset
delogement,quiaversélefinancement.Le
programmeACTestadministréparlaFédération
canadiennedesmunicipalités.

Lancéenjanvier1990,leprogrammeACTaété
conçupourfavoriserlesmodificationsauxrèglements
d’urbanismeetdeconstruction,etauxprocédures
d’approbationdesaménagementsrésidentielsdansle
butd’améliorerl’abordabilité,lechoixetlaqualité
deslogements.En1998,leprogrammeACTaété
reconnuparleCentredesNationsUniespourles
établissementshumainscommeunedesmeilleures
pratiquespouraméliorerlemilieudevie.

DanslecadreduprogrammeACT,dessubventions
sontaccordéesàdesmunicipalités,àdes
constructeursetpromoteursprivésetsansbut
lucratifet,àdesurbanistesetdesarchitectes,afinde
lesencourageràlancerdesmesuresnovatricesde
réformedelaréglementationdanslesmunicipalités
canadiennes.Troistypesdeprojetssontadmissibles
àdessubventionsdanslecadreduprogramme
ACT:lesprojetsdedémonstration,lesprojetsde
rationalisationduprocessusd’approbation,ainsi
quelesétudesdecas(demesuresexistantes).

Lesprojetsdedémonstrationcomprennentla
constructiond’habitationsnovatricesqui
démontrentdequellefaçonlamodificationdes
règlementsd’urbanismeetdeconstructionpeut

avoirpoureffetd’améliorerl’abordabilité,leschoix
etlaqualité.

Lesprojetsderationalisationduprocessusd’approbation
comprennentlaconceptiondeméthodesoude
démarchesquientraînentlaréductiondutempset
deseffortsrequispourobtenirl’approbation
d’aménagementsrésidentiels.

Lessubventionspourlaréalisationdesétudesdecas
sontaccordéespourladocumentationdemesures
existantesderéformedelaréglementation.

Lechangementetl’innovationexigentla
participationdetouslesintervenantsdusecteurde
l’habitation.LeprogrammeACToffreauxgroupes
locauxuneoccasionuniquedetravaillerensembleà
releverlespréoccupationsrelativesaulogement,à
s’entendresurdessolutionspossiblesetàprendredes
mesuresconcrètes.Parconséquent,deuxdes
élémentsessentielsdesprojetsparrainésdanslecadre
duprogrammeACTsontlaparticipationetla
coopérationdediversintervenantsdusecteurde
l’habitationàtouteslesétapesdechaqueprojet,dela
conceptionàlaréalisation.

Touslesprojetssubventionnésdanslecadredu
programmeACTfontl’objetd’étudesdecasqui
permettentd’endiffuserlesdétailsetdefaire
connaîtrelesbienfaitsdelaréformedela
réglementationauxautresmunicipalités
canadiennes.Chaqueétudedecastraitedela
réformeeffectuée,desbutsvisésetdesleçons
tirées.S’ilyalieu,oncalculeaussileséconomies
réaliséesgrâceauxmodificationsapportéesaux
diversrèglementsd’urbanisme,d’aménagementet
deconstruction.

Abordabilitéetchoixtoujours

FOREWORD

The project documented in this case study
received funding assistance under the Affordability
and Choice Today (A•C•T) Program managed by
the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, the
Canadian Home Builders’ Association and the
Canadian Housing and Renewal Association,
together with the funding agency, Canada
Mortgage and Housing Corporation. The A•C•T
Program is administered by the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities.

A•C•T, which was launched in January 1990, was
designed to foster changes to planning and
building regulations and residential development
approval procedures in order to improve housing
affordability, choice and quality. In 1998, the
A•C•T Program was recognized by the United
Nations Centre for Human Settlements as a “best
practice” in improving the living environment.

Through A•C•T, grants are awarded to
municipalities, private and non-profit builders and
developers, planners and architects to undertake
innovative regulatory reform initiatives in
municipalities across Canada. Three types of
projects are awarded grants under the A•C•T
Program: Demonstration Projects, Streamlined
Approval Projects, and Case Studies of existing
initiatives.

Demonstration Projects involve the construction of
innovative housing that demonstrates how
modifications to planning and construction
regulations can improve affordability, choice and
quality.

Streamlined Approval Process Projects involve the
development of a method or an approach that
reduces the time and effort needed to obtain
approvals for housing projects.
Case Study grants are awarded for the
documentation of existing regulatory reform
initiatives.

Change and innovation require the participation
of all the players in the housing sector. A•C•T
provides a unique opportunity for groups at the
local level to work together to identify housing
concerns, reach a consensus on potential solutions
and implement action. Consequently, a key
component of A•C•T-sponsored projects is the
participation and cooperation of various players in
the housing sector in all phases of each project,
from development to realization.

All projects awarded a grant under the A•C•T
Program are documented as case studies in order
to share information on the initiatives and the
benefits of regulatory reform with other Canadian
communities. Each case study discusses the
regulatory reform initiative, its goals and the
lessons learned. Where appropriate, the cost
savings resulting from modifications in various
planning, development and construction
regulations are calculated and reported.

Affordability and Choice Today
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i Abordabilitéetchoixtoujours

APERÇUDUPROJET

LaHomeBuilders’AssociationofPrinceEdward
Islandacrééetdispenséunesériedeprésentations
auxdirigeantsetauxmembresdupersonneldes
municipalitésdel’Î.-P.-É.quin’ontpasadoptéle
Codenationaldubâtiment(CNB).

Bienqu’aucuncodedeconstructionnesoiten
vigueuràl’échelledelaprovince,lesvillesde
CharlottetownetdeSummersideappliquentle
CNB.Cependant,danslesrégionsrurales,les
maisonsnesontconstruitessuivantlesnormes
minimalesduCNBquesileconstructeurchoisitde
lefaire.Lesconstructeurslefontpourlesraisons
suivantes:

•s’ilssontinscritsauProgrammedegarantiedes
maisonsneuvesdel’Atlantique;

•s’ilsconstruisentdesmaisonssuivantlesnormes
R2000;

•s’ilsveulentquelesmaisonsqu’ilsconstruisent
soientadmissiblesaufinancementLNH.

L’objectifconvenupourceprojetétaitdepersuader
lesmunicipalitésn’appliquantaucuncoded’adopter
leCNB.Enréalité,lespromoteursduprojet
comprenaientquelespetitesmunicipalitésn’avaient
paslesmoyensd’adoptersansaideleCNB.Les
entrepreneursenconstructionrésidentielleespéraient
cependantlesconvaincrequelaconstructionde
maisonsconformesaucodeamélioreraitleurs
collectivités.Ilsvoulaientquelesmunicipalitésse
joignentàeuxpourfairedespressionsauprèsdu
gouvernementprovincialpourqu’iladoptelecodeà
l’échelledelaprovince.

Lesconstructeursd’habitationespéraientaussi
persuaderlesmunicipalitésdesbienfaitsd’une
formuleuniformiséededemandedepermisde
construireetdepermisd’aménagement.Le
documentquiaservidebaseaumodèledeformule
uniformiséededemandedepermisestlaformuledu
gouvernementprovincial.Onl’aretravailléeet

reformuléepourlarendreplusfacileàutiliser.

Lesconstructeursd’habitationdel’Î.-P.-É.disentque
l’adoptionduCNBexerceraitprobablementune
pressionàlahaussesurleprixdesmaisonsdansles
régionsoùaucuncoden’estappliqué,étantdonné
quelesmaisonsconstruitesconformémentaucode
seraientpluscoûteusesquecellesquinesontpas
conformesauxnormesminimales.Ilsaffirment
cependantquelesmaisonsquisontconformesau
codeonttendanceàexigermoinsdetravauxde
réparation.Lesdépensesd’occupationmoinsélevées,
pendanttouteladuréeutiledel’habitation,
contrebalanceraientamplementlescoûtsinitiaux
plusélevés.

L’applicationd’uncodedubâtimentàl’échelledela
provincedonnelieuàdesexigencesuniformes,etles
entrepreneursenconstructionprofessionnels
estimentquecetteuniformitéfavoriseleschoixetla
productiondelogementsdemeilleurequalitépour
lesconsommateurs.Onpeutlancerdenouveaux
produitssurlemarchésansquelesconstructeurs
soientobligésdesebattrepourlesfaireaccepter,
municipalitéparmunicipalité,cequidonnelieuàdes
gainsd’efficienceetaccélèreleprocessus
d’approbation.Quandchaqueterritoirepeutimposer

LeCodenationaldubâtimentde1995
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PROJECT OVERVIEW

The Home Builder’s Association of Prince Edward
Island developed and delivered a series of
presentations to officials and staff of municipalities
in P.E.I. that have not adopted the National
Building Code (NBC).

While there is no building code in force province-
wide, the cities of Charlottetown and Summerside
have adopted the NBC. In rural areas, however,
homes are built to NBC specifications only if a
builder chooses to do so. Contractors build to code
if they:

• belong to the Atlantic Home Warranty Program,

• construct to R2000 standards,

• want their homes eligible for NHA financing.

The stated objective of this project was to persuade
municipalities with no code in force to adopt the
NBC. In reality, the proponents understood small
municipalities could not afford to adopt the NBC
on their own. Therefore, the home builders hoped
to convince them that housing built to code would
improve their communities. They wanted
municipalities to join them in lobbying the
provincial government to adopt the code province-
wide.

The home builders were also hoping to persuade
P.E.I. municipalities to adopt a standardized form
to be used when applying for building and
development permits. The base document for the
model standardized permit application was the
provincial government form. It was redesigned and
reworded to make it more user friendly.

P.E.I. home builders say adoption of the NBC in
P.E.I. would probably push the cost of housing up
in areas where no code is in force because the cost

of a house built to code would be higher than one
that does not meet minimum standards. They
state, though, that homes built to code tend to
require fewer repairs so higher initial costs could be
more than offset by lower occupancy costs over the
operational life of the dwelling.

A province-wide building code brings consistency
in requirements and professional home builders say
this consistency favours consumer choice and
better quality housing. It allows new products to
enter the market without builders having to fight
for acceptance jurisdiction by jurisdiction, thereby
creating efficiencies and speeding up the approval
process. When each jurisdiction can set its own
requirements, it usually means more obstacles, not
fewer.

A uniform permit application form for all of P.E.I.
would help reduce housing costs by lowering costs
to builders. With a standard form, builders
working in various jurisdictions are less likely to
make mistakes on permit applications if they are
familiar with the form, its requirements and the
terminology used. Mistakes lead to delays, and in
the construction business delays cost money.

The 1995 National Building Code of Canada



sespropresexigences,lesobstaclessontplus
nombreux,etnonlecontraire.

Uneformuleuniformiséededemandedepermis
pourl’ensembledel’Î.-P.-É.contribueraitàla
réductiondescoûtsdulogementenfaisantbaisserles
coûtsquelesconstructeursassument.Avecune
formuleuniformisée,lesconstructeursquicouvrent
plusd’unterritoirerisquentmoinsdefairedeserreurs
dansleursdemandesdepermis.Ilsfinissentpar
connaîtrelaformule,lesexigencesetlaterminologie
employée.Leserreursentraînentdesretardset,dans
ledomainedelaconstruction,lesretardssont
coûteux.
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1.0DESCRIPTIONDUPROJET

1.1Introduction

QuandlesCanadiensachètentoulouentune
habitation,ilsneseposentprobablementpas
beaucoupdequestionssurlescodesdubâtiment.Ils
présumenttoutsimplementquel’habitationaété
construitedanslerespectdesnormesprescrites.
Danslaplupartdesrégionscanadiennes,onpeut
effectivementenprésumer.Cependant,cen’estpas
lecasàl’Île-du-Prince-Édouard,caraucuncodede
constructionn’estappliquédanslaplusgrande
partiedelaprovince.

LeCodenationaldubâtiment

LeCNB,élaboréparleConseilnationalde
recherchesduCanada,contientunensemblede
normesminimalesdesécuritévisantlasanté
publique,laprotectioncontrel’incendieetla
résistancestructurale.LaPartie9duCode,souvent
appeléelasectionrésidentielle,s’appliqueaux
immeublesd’auplustroisétagesdontlasuperficiene
dépassepas600mètrescarrés(6500piedscarrés).

LeCoderégitlesélémentsdeconceptionetde
construction,notamment:
•lesmatériaux

•lesméthodesdeconstruction

•lesexigencesrelativesauxélémentsstructuraux

•lesexigencesrelativesaulienentredifférents
élémentsstructuraux.

Lesconstructeursrésidentielsprofessionnelset
d’autrespersonnesàl’Î.-P.-É.estimentqu’ilesttemps
quelaprovinceadopteuncodequirégiratousles
typesdeconstruction,etnotammentlaconstruction
résidentielle.En1998,àl’aided’unesubventionde
10000$verséedanslecadreduprogrammeACT,
laPEIHomeBuilders’Association1aentreprisde
persuaderlesautoritésmunicipalesetprovincialesdu
bien-fondéd’adopterleCodenationaldubâtiment
(CNB).Enmêmetemps,ellepressaitles

municipalitésd’adopteruneformuleuniformiséede
demandedepermisdeconstruireetdepermis
d’aménagement.

1.2Motivations

Des89municipalitésdel’Î.-P.-É.,seulementdeux,
CharlottetownetSummerside,appliquentleCNB.
Lesrégionsnonconstituéesencorporation
n’appliquentpasdecodedubâtimentnonplus.

Leseffortsdéployésdanslepassépourpromouvoir
l’adoptionducodeàl’échelledelaprovinceont
échoué.(Voirlasection3.2,L’Î.-P.-É.etleCode
nationaldubâtiment,pourunbrefexposésurla
situation).Danslecadredeceseffortsantérieurs,
l’Associationdelaconstructiondel’Î.-P.-É.-secteur
delaconstructionrésidentielleavaitdéjàélaboréun
projetavecl’aideduprogrammeACTen1992.

L’étudedecasACTvisantceprojetréaliséen1992,
s’intitulé«AdoptionduCodenationaldubâtiment
àl’Île-du-Prince-Édouard»2,etprésenteplusieurs
argumentsenfaveurdel’adoptionducode.Sixans
plustard,aumomentoùlesconstructeurs
d’habitationsesontdenouveauattaquésàcette
question,onconstataittrèspeudechangementssur
leplanpolitique.Parconséquent,bonnombredes
argumentsprésentésen1992étaienttoujours
valables,etlesconstructeursd’habitationenontfait
labasedeleurcampagnede1998.

•Questionsrelativesàlaprotectiondes
consommateurs:Lesmaisonsquinesontpas
construitesconformémentaunormesduCNB
nesontpasadmissiblesàlaprotectiondela
Garantiedesmaisonsneuvesdel’Atlantique,
dontlebureaucentralestàHalifaxetquicouvre
lesquatreprovincesdel’Atlantique.Ilpeutaussi
êtreplusdifficiled’obtenirdespolicesd’assurance
àtauxconcurrentielssilesmaisonsnesontpas
conformesaucode.

1Peudetempsaprèsceprojet,laPEIHomeBuilders’Associations’estdissoutepourdesraisonsn’ayantrienàvoiravecleprojet.
2OnpeutempruntercerapportauCentrecanadiendedocumentationsurl’habitation,700,chemindeMontréal,Ottawa(Ontario)K1A0P7.
Téléphone:(613)748-2367;télécopieur:(613)748-4069;ATS:(613)748-2143.
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1.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

1.1 Introduction

When Canadians buy or rent a place to live,
they probably don’t give much thought to
building codes. They just assume the dwelling
has been built to prescribed standards. In most
parts of Canada that is a safe assumption. In
Prince Edward Island, however, it is not, since
most of the province has no building codes in
force.

Professional home builders and others in P.E.I.
think it is time the entire province adopt a code
to govern all types of construction, including
residential. In 1998, funded by a $10,000
A•C•T program grant, the P.E.I. Home
Builders’ Association1 set out to persuade
municipal and provincial authorities they
should adopt the National Building Code
(NBC). At the same time, they urged the
municipalities to implement a uniform building
and development permit application form.

The National Building Code

The NBC, developed by the National Research
Council, represents a set of minimum
requirements respecting the safety of buildings
with reference to public health, fire protection
and structural sufficiency. Part 9 of the code,
often called the residential portion, applies to
buildings of three stories or less having an area
that does not exceed 600 m2 (6,500 sq. ft.)

The code regulates elements of design and
construction, including:
• materials

• construction procedures

• requirements for structural elements

• requirements governing the relationship between
different structural elements.

1.2 Incentive for Project

Of the 89 municipalities in P.E.I., only two,
Charlottetown and Summerside, apply and
enforce the NBC. There is also no building code
enforcement in unincorporated areas of the
province.

Past attempts to promote province-wide adoption
of the code have failed. (See Section 3.2 P.E.I.
National Building Code History for a brief
perspective on this situation.) These previous
efforts included an A•C•T-supported undertaking
of the Home Builders’ Sector of the Construction
Association of P.E.I. in 1992.

The A•C•T case study on that 1992 project,
entitled “Adoption of the National Building Code
in Prince Edward Island,”2 put forward several
arguments in favour of code adoption. Six years
later, when home builders again tackled this topic,
little had changed politically. As a result, many of
the points made in 1992 were still valid and were
used by the home builders as the rationale for their
1998 campaign.

• Consumer Protection Issues: Homes not built to
NBC standards are not eligible for Atlantic Home
Warranty Corporation coverage, which operates
out of Halifax and covers all four Atlantic
provinces. Insurance coverage at competitive rates
can also be more difficult to obtain when homes
are not built to code.

• Safety Issues: The absence of a code and the
accompanying lack of inspection services can
result in serious safety consequences for
apartment building residents, including loss of
life, due to the use of improper materials or
poor building techniques. (All construction in
P.E.I. is required to comply with the provincial
electrical and plumbing codes.)

1 Shortly after this project, the P.E.I. Home Builders’ Association collapsed for reasons unrelated to the project.
2 This report can be obtained on loan from the Canadian Housing Information Centre, 700 Montreal Road, Ottawa ON K1A 0P7, Tel: (613) 748-2367,
Fax: (613) 748-2143, E-mail: chic@cmhc-schl.gc.ca
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Lou Barry, Chief Building Inspector for the
City of Charlottetown, believes a code and its
enforcement saves lives. Speaking to the
Federation of P.E.I. Municipalities in 1998, he
said:

“I believe no more evidence of the value of having
a code in place exists than that which happened in
the city (Charlottetown) in August of 1997 when
a massive explosion destroyed a relatively new
semi-detached dwelling. Two elderly people
walked away from that explosion which, to my
mind, would have caused a certain tragedy had
the structure not been built to National Building
Code standards.”

• Financial Issues: The consistent use of the NBC
in P.E.I. would help homebuyers obtain
financing because all new construction
financed with National Housing Act mortgage
loan insurance must meet NBC requirements.
With NHA-insured mortgage loans, down
payments can be as low as five per cent.
Without insurance, the minimum down
payment is 25 per cent.

Homes not built to NBC standards could, at a
future time, go on the market as resale homes
and be eligible for NHA insurance, said David
Olafson, P.E.I. Corporate Representative in the
Charlottetown office of Canada Mortgage and
Housing Corporation. A province-wide
building code would ensure that new homes
that are resold in the future met a prescribed
standard at the time they were built, he noted.

Homes not built to code may cost less initially
but can quickly need expensive repairs that
might not have been required if there had been
compliance with accepted residential
construction standards.

• Industry Issues: The lack of consistent building

practices across P.E.I. results in a two-tier
industry composed of those who build to code
and those who don’t. Many professional
builders — those in the business for the long
haul — say the lack of a code gives unfair
advantage to “short-term” builders in a
competitive bidding process. Short-term
builders can shave costs by not building to
minimum health and safety standards. Career
builders, on the other hand, belong to industry
associations or participate in the new home
warranty program and are required to comply
with the NBC.

The P.E.I. Home Builders’ Association believes
adoption of the NBC by P.E.I. municipalities —
or alternatively by the province — would address
all of these issues. The association also said
builders and developers need a standardized
permit application process.

The association’s report on the 1998 A•C•T project
was called “A Project to Promote the
Implementation of the National Building Code and
a Standardized Building Permit in Prince Edward
Island”3. On the subject of a uniform permit form,
the report noted that applicants face a wide variety of
differing forms and documentation requirements,
depending on where they wish to build in the
province. In an area as geographically compact as
P.E.I., builders frequently accept work outside their
local markets. A uniform permit application form,
if used province-wide, would save them time and
money.

1.3 Project Objectives

At the urging of CMHC and with active backing
from the Federation of P.E.I. Municipalities, the
P.E.I. Home Builders’ Association undertook the
1998 project to research, prepare and make
presentations to the communities of Prince
Edward Island to:
• encourage them to consider adoption of the

National Building Code

3 This report can be obtained on loan from the Canadian Housing Information Centre, 700 Montreal Road, Ottawa ON K1A 0P7, Tel: (613) 748-2367,
Fax: (613) 748-2143, E-mail: chic@cmhc-schl.gc.ca

2Abordabilitéetchoixtoujours

•Questionsdesécurité:L’absenced’uncodeetdonc
deservicesd’inspection,peuventavoir,sur
lasécuritédesrésidentsd’immeubles
d’appartements,degravesrépercussionspouvant
allerjusqu’àlapertedevie,dufaitdel’utilisation
dematériauxinadéquatsoudetechniquesde
constructionmédiocres.(Touslesbâtiments
construitsàl’Î.-P.-É.doiventêtreconformesaux
codesprovinciauxdel’électricitéetdela
plomberie.)

LouBarry,premierinspecteurenbâtimentdela
villedeCharlottetown,estd’avisquel’existenceet
l’exécutiond’uncodesauvedesvies.Voicicequ’a
ditM.Barryàcesujet,alorsqu’ils’adressaitàla
FederationofPEIMunicipalitiesen1998:

«Jecroisqueriennepeutcorroboreravecautant
d’éloquencel’importancedel’applicationd’uncode,
quecequis’estproduitàCharlottetownenaoût
1997,quanduneexplosionmajeureadétruitune
maisonjumeléerelativementneuve.Deuxpersonnes
âgéessontsortiesindemnesdecetteexplosionqui
auraitpuêtretragique,àmonpointdevue,sila
structuren’avaitpasétéconstruitesuivantlesnormes
duCodenationaldubâtiment.»

•Questionsfinancières:L’applicationuniformedu
CNBàl’Î.-P.-É.aideraitlesacheteursdemaisons
àobtenirdufinancement,étantdonnéquetoutes
lesmaisonsneuvesfinancéesaumoyendeprêts
assurésenvertudelaLoinationalesur
l’habitationdoiventêtreconformesauCNB.
GrâceauxprêtsassurésenvertudelaLNH,
lesversementsinitiauxpeuventcorrespondreà
aussipeuquecinqpourcentduprixdevente.
Sansassurance,leversementinitialminimumest
de25pourcent.

Commel’indiqueDavidOlafson,représentant
pourl’Î.-P.-É.aubureaudeCharlottetowndela
Sociétécanadienned’hypothèquesetde
logement,lesmaisonsquinesontpasconformes
auxnormesduCNBpourraient,dansl’avenir,
êtrerevenduessurlemarchéetdeveniradmissible

àl’assuranceLNH.Ilajoutequel’application
d’uncodedubâtimentàl’échelledelaprovince
garantiraitquelesmaisonsneuvesrevenduesdans
l’avenirseraientconformesauxnormesprescrites
dèsleurconstruction.

Lesmaisonsquinesontpasconstruites
conformémentaucodesontmoinscoûteuses
initialement,maisellespeuventrapidementavoir
besoinderéparationscoûteusesquin’auraient
peut-êtrepaséténécessairessil’onavaitrespecté
lesnormesacceptéesdeconstructionrésidentielle.

•Questionsrelativesàl’industrie:L’absencede
pratiquesdeconstructionuniformesàl’Î.-P.-É.
donnelieuàuneindustrieàdeuxniveaux
constituéedeceuxquiconstruisentdesmaisons
conformesaucodeetdeceuxquinelefontpas.
Denombreuxconstructeursprofessionnels-qui
sontlàpourrester-disentquel’absencedecode
accordeunavantagedémesuréauxconstructeurs
quisontlàpourlecourtterme,dansleprocessus
desoumission.Lesconstructeursàcourtterme
peuventréduireleurscoûtsennerespectantpas
lesnormesminimalesdesalubritéetdesécurité.
Lesconstructeursdecarrière,quantàeux,font
partied’associationsindustriellesouparticipent
auProgrammedegarantiedesmaisonsneuveset
doiventseconformerauCNB.

LaPEIHomeBuilders’Associationcroitquetous
cesproblèmesseraientrésolussilesmunicipalitésde
l’Île,oulegouvernementprovincial,adoptaientle
CNB.L’associationaaussiindiquéqueles
constructeursetlespromoteursontbesoind’un
processusuniformisédedemandedepermis.

Lerapportdel’associationsurleprojetACTde
1998estintitulé«Projetvisantàpromouvoir
l’adoptionduCodenationaldubâtimentetd’une
formuleuniformiséededemandedepermisde
construireàl’Île-du-Prince-Édouard»3(existeen
anglaisseulement).Encequiconcernelaformule
uniformiséededemandedepermis,lerapport

3OnpeutemprunterderapportauCentrecanadiendedocumentationsurl’habitation,700,chemindeMontréal,Ottawa(Ontario)K1A0P7.
Téléphone:(613)748-2367;télécopieur:(613)748-4069;ATS:(613)748-2143.
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indiquequelesdemandeurssetrouventdevantune
grandevariétédeformulesdifférentesàrempliretde
documentationàfournir,toutdépendantde
l’endroitoùilssouhaitentfairedelaconstruction
danslaprovince.Dansunsecteuraussirestreintque
l’Î.-P.-É.,ilarrivesouventquelesconstructeurs
acceptentdefairedutravailàl’extérieurdeleurs
marchéslocaux.Uneformuleuniformiséede
demandedepermisutiliséeàl’échelledelaprovince
leurpermettraitd’économisertempsetargent.

1.3Objectifs

PresséeparlaSCHLetaidéeactivementparla
FederationofPEIMunicipalities,laPEIHome
Builders’Associationaentreprisen1998sonprojet
quiconsistaitentravauxderechercheetde
préparation,etenprésentationsauxcollectivitésde
l’Île-du-Prince-Édouard,danslesbutssuivants:
•lesencourageràenvisagerl’adoptionduCode

nationaldubâtiment

•promouvoirunprocessusuniformisé
d’approbationdespermispouvantêtreutilisépar
lesmunicipalitésquiémettentdespermis.

Lesconstructeursd’habitationnes’attendaientpasà
cequedesmunicipalitéssanscodedubâtiment
adoptentdeleurproprechefleCNBàlasuitede
leurinitiative.Lespetitesmunicipalitéssont
nombreusesàl’Î.-P.-É.,etleurspréoccupations
dominantessontliéesàl’incidencequelescoûts
d’applicationauraientsurleursbudgetsmunicipaux,
ainsiqu’auxobligationsqu’ellesrisqueraientde
devoirassumersiellesadoptaientuncodesans
pouvoirs’offrirdesservicesd’inspection.

L’objectiffondamentaldel’associationde
constructeursétaitdoncdeconvaincreles
municipalitésquedesmaisonsconformesaucode
contribueraientàl’améliorationdeleurscollectivités,
etdelesencourageràtravailleraveclesconstructeurs
d’habitationpourfairedespressionsauprèsdu
gouvernementprovincialenvuedel’adoptiondu
codeàl’échelledelaprovince.

1.4Méthoded’étude

LaPEIHomeBuilders’Associationaconfiéau
consultantNormanFinlayson,àtitrede
coordonnateurdeprojet,latâched’élaboreretde
mettreenoeuvreunestratégievisantàpersuaderles
municipalitésdesbienfaitsd’uncodedubâtimentet
d’uneformuleuniformiséededemandedepermis.Il
étaitassistédeDougMcNeil,del’associationdes
constructeurs.L’équipechargéeduprojetaélaboré
unestratégieentroisétapes:

•Analyseducontexte:Rencontrerdiversgroupesde
l’industrieetautresquis’intéressentàlaquestion
ducodedubâtiment,afind’évaluerlesattitudes
actuellesparrapportàl’adoptionducodeetde
jaugerleurdegréd’appuiàl’initiative.Passeren
revuelasituationactuelleàl’Î.-P.-É.etailleurs,en
cequiconcernelamiseenoeuvreetl’application
d’uncode.Évaluerlesdiversesméthodes
employéesàl’Îlepourtraiteretémettre
despermisdeconstruireetdespermis
d’aménagement.

•Préparationdelaprésentation:Préparerune
présentations’adressantauxdirigeants
municipauxetprovinciaux,enfaisantressortirles
bienfaitsdel’applicationd’uncodepourles
consommateursetpourl’industriedela
constructionrésidentielle.Créerunmodèlede
formuleuniformiséededemandedepermisà
soumettreàl’examendesfonctionnaires
municipauxetprovinciaux.

•Présentation:Organiserdesrencontresenvuede
communiquerlemessage.Lesgroupescibles
étaientlesdirigeantsnommésetélusdesept
villagesetde66collectivitésdetouslescoinsde
l’Île,lesministresprovinciauxchargésdu
Développement,desServicescommunautaireset
dubureauduProcureurgénéral(cedernier
ministèreestresponsabledesservicesprovinciaux
d’inspectionetdel’émissiondespermisde
construiredanslessecteursnonconstituésen
corporationdelaprovince).
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• promote a standardized permit approval process
that can be used by those municipalities that
issue building permits.

The home builders did not set out with high
expectations that any municipalities currently
without a building code would independently
adopt the NBC as a result of this initiative. Small
municipalities predominate in P.E.I. and their
overriding concerns relate to the impact
enforcement costs would have on their municipal
budgets and their exposure to liability if they
adopted a code, but could not afford inspection
services.

The underlying objective of the builders’
association, therefore was to convince
municipalities that housing built to code would
improve their communities and encourage them
to work with the home builders to lobby the
provincial government to adopt the code province-
wide.

1.4 Project Methodology

The P.E.I. Home Builders’ Association hired
consultant Norman Finlayson as project
co-ordinator to develop and implement a strategy
aimed at persuading municipalities of the merits of
having a building code and a uniform permit

form. He was assisted by Doug McNeil of the
home builders’ association. The project team
developed a three-phase strategy:

• Environmental Scan: Meet with various
industry and other groups interested in the
building code issue to assess current attitudes
towards code adoption and gauge their level of
support for the initiative. Review the current
situation in P.E.I. and elsewhere respecting
building code implementation and
enforcement. Assess the various procedures
employed in P.E.I. to process and issue building
and development permits.

• Presentation Preparation: Prepare a
presentation geared to municipal and provincial
officials that shows them the value to
consumers and the residential building industry
of having an enforced code in place. Develop a
model, uniform permit application form for
both municipal and provincial officials to
consider.

• Presentation Delivery: Organize and stage
meetings to deliver the message. The target
groups were appointed and elected officials of
seven towns and 66 communities across P.E.I.
and the provincial ministers responsible for
development and for community affairs and the
attorney-general (the latter department is
responsible for provincial inspection services
and for issuing building permits in
unincorporated areas of the province).
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2.0 PROJECT RESULTS

2.1 Environmental Scan

2.1.1 Association Attitudes

In the opening phase, Mr. Finlayson consulted
with nine P.E.I. groups to gather their views on
code adoption. These groups ranged from
professional engineers and architects to advocates
for disabled persons and senior citizens. In all,
eight groups expressed support for the home
builders’ initiative. Only one association
demurred, saying its members had not expressed a
collective opinion on the topic.

Construction industry associations representing
engineers, architects and contractors noted their
long-standing and unwavering support for
adoption and implementation of the NBC at the
provincial level. Associations for disabled persons
and seniors had their own reasons for backing the
project.

The Prince Edward Island Council of the Disabled
said NBC adoption would enforce barrier free
building design and construction. The Council
also felt adoption would help raise awareness
about barriers that exist in the public realm (e.g.
sidewalks).

The Prince Edward Island Seniors Federation had
similar reasons for its support. Seniors having
their homes renovated, to accommodate their
needs as they age, want assurance that the work
will be completed according to the NBC.

2.1.2 Municipal Practices

The environmental scan also examined the
experiences of Charlottetown and Summerside
with the NBC and looked at how permit
applications are handled in various parts of the
province. The results of this examination follow:

Charlottetown and the NBC: The city first adopted
the NBC in 1960 as the standard for construction
of all types. Inspectors enforce code compliance
by examining construction at the foundation
stage, framing stage and when buildings are
complete. Only after a satisfactory final inspection
is an occupancy permit issued. The city relies on
provincial authorities to ensure compliance with
plumbing and electrical standards.

In 1995, the city and several established border
communities amalgamated. Except for larger
buildings designed by licensed professionals, much
of the stock in the annexed areas had not been
constructed to code. It was not clear to City
building inspection staff how the populace and
construction industry in these areas would accept
more rigid regulations.

Before imposing its building code on the annexed
communities, the City did a comprehensive
review of its building bylaw to determine how it
should be revised to reflect the actual conditions
that existed in these areas. This process included
widespread consultation with engineers, architects,
builders, building supply dealers and others
connected to commercial and residential
construction. City staff also examined practices
followed in other parts of Canada.

This process of inclusion worked. When the new
building code bylaw for the expanded city came
into force on January 1, 1998, it received
widespread support from the construction
industry as a whole.

Summerside and the NBC: Summerside has had
building code regulations in place for at least 25
years. Regulations vary for construction types.
Once a project is started, there are inspections at
the pre-backfill, pre-drywall and final stages.
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2.0RÉSULTATS

2.1Analyseducontexte

2.1.1Attitudesdesassociations

Àl’étapeinitiale,M.Finlaysonaconsulténeuf
groupesdel’Îleafinderecueillirleurspointsdevue
surl’adoptionducode.L’éventaildesgroupes
couvertsétaitvaste,desingénieursetarchitectes
professionnelsauxdéfenseursdesdroitsdes
personneshandicapéesetdesaînés.Entout,huit
groupesontmanifestéleurappuiàl’initiativedes
constructeursd’habitation.Uneseuleassociationa
soulevédesobjections,indiquantquesesmembres
n’avaientpasexpriméd’opinioncollectiveàcet
égard.

Lesassociationsprofessionnellesliéesaudomainede
laconstructionreprésentantlesingénieurs,
architectesetentrepreneursontexpriméleurappui
inébranlableetdelonguedateàl’adoptionetà
l’applicationduCNBàl’échelleprovinciale.Les
associationsreprésentantlespersonneshandicapées
etlesaînésavaientleurspropresraisonspour
appuyerleprojet.

LePrinceEdwardIslandCounciloftheDisableda
indiquéquel’adoptionduCNBpermettraitd’exiger
laconceptionetlaconstructiond’immeublessans
obstacles.Leconseilconsidéraitaussiqueson
adoptioncontribueraitàfaireprendreconsciencedes
obstaclesquiexistentdansl’environnementpublic
(p.ex.:lestrottoirs).

LesraisonsquimotivaientlaPrinceEdwardIsland
SeniorsFederationàappuyerleprojetétaient
semblables.Lesaînésquifontrénoverleursmaisons
pourlesadapterauxhandicapsquiprennentde
l’ampleuravecl’âgeveulentavoirlacertitudequele
travailseraexécutéconformémentauCNB.

2.1.2Pratiquesmunicipales

L’analyseducontexteaaussiportésurlesexpériences

queCharlottetownetSummersideontduCNB,et
surlafaçondontlesdemandesdepermissont
traitéesdansdiversespartiesdelaprovince.Voiciles
résultatsdecetexamen:

CharlottetownetleCNB:LavilleaadoptéleCNB
en1960,enguisedenormedeconstructionpour
touslestypesd’immeubles.Lesinspecteursveillent
aurespectducodeenexaminantlesimmeublesen
constructionauxétapesdelafondationetdela
charpente,puisunefoisl’immeubleachevé.Cen’est
qu’aprèsuneinspectionfinalesatisfaisante
qu’unpermisd’occupationestémis.Lavillecompte
surlesautoritésprovincialespourlaconformitéaux
normesvisantlaplomberieetl’électricité.

En1995,lavilleetplusieurscollectivitésfrontalières
sesontfusionnées.Àl’exceptiondesplusgros
immeubles,conçuspardesprofessionnelsautorisés,
unebonnepartdesimmeublesdessecteursannexés
n’avaientpasétéconstruitsdanslerespectducode.
Lepersonneldel’inspectiondesbâtimentsdelaville
nesavaitpascommentlapopulationetl’industriede
laconstructiondecessecteursaccepteraientdes
règlementsplusstricts.

Avantd’imposersoncodedubâtimentaux
collectivitésannexées,lavilleamenéunexamen
approfondidesonrèglementdeconstruction,afin
dedéterminerleschangementsquipourraientyêtre
apportéspourqu’iltiennecomptedescirconstances
decessecteurs.Ceprocessusacomportédevastes
consultationsauprèsd’ingénieurs,d’architectes,de
constructeurs,defournisseursdematériauxde
constructionetd’autresintervenantsliésausecteur
delaconstructioncommercialeetrésidentielle.Le
personneldelavilleaaussiexaminélespratiques
suiviesailleursauCanada.
Ceprocessusd’inclusionaétéefficace.Quandle
nouveaurèglementdeconstructionvisantlaville
fusionnéeapriseffet,le1erjanvier1998,iljouissait
déjàd’unappuigénéraldel’ensembledel’industrie
delaconstruction.
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SummersideetleCNB:Summersidepossèdeun
règlementdeconstructiondepuisaumoins25ans.
Lesrèglesvarientselonlestypesdeconstruction.
Unefoislaconstructioncommencée,desinspections
sontmenéesavantleremblayage,avantlaposedes
plaquesdeplâtreetunefoislaconstructionachevée.

Summersideaégalementfusionnéavecles
collectivitésfrontièresen1995.Lavilleaaidéles
constructeursdessecteursannexésàs’adapterà
l’exigencedeconformitéaucodedubâtimenten
publiantunesériedebrochuresénonçantle
processusetlesexigencespourlesdifférentstypesde
projetsd’aménagement.

Demandesdepermis:L’émissiondepermisde
construireetdepermisd’aménagementàl’Île-du-
Prince-Édouardsecaractériseparladiversitédes
méthodesetdesfraisexigés.Certainesmunicipalités
s’occupentdutraitementdesdemandesdepermisde
construirevisantdeshabitationsalorsque,pour
d’autresterritoires,laprovinceaviselesmunicipalités
aprèsavoirtraitélesdemandesdepermis.Dans
certainesmunicipalitésquitraitentelles-mêmesles
demandesdepermis,lepersonnelestconstituéde
bénévolesquineconnaissentpastouslesaspectsde
lasantéetdelasécuritédelaconstruction
résidentielle.

ÀCharlottetownetàSummerside,lesconstructeurs
doiventsoumettredesplansd’étagesetd’ensembleà
l’examendesfonctionnairesmunicipaux.Par
contraste,certainespetitesmunicipalitésn’exigent
quedesplansd’ensemble.Charlottetown,
Summersideetquelquespetitescollectivités
permettentaupersonnelmunicipald’émettredes
permisalorsqued’autresexigentl’approbationdu
conseil.

Ledroitàverserpourunpermisdeconstruirevisant
deslogements,àCharlottetown,estde0,10$par
piedcarrédesolfini.ÀSummerside,ledroitestde
3$partranchede1000$delavaleurde
l’aménagement.Lesdroitsexigésdanslesautres
municipalitésquiémettentdespermissesituent
entre20$et30$et,danscertainscas,

correspondentàunpourcentagedelavaleurde
l’aménagement.Laprovincepossèdeunbarèmedes
droits,lesquelsvarientselonlatailleetletypede
l’aménagementprojeté.

Avantd’obtenirunpermisdeconstruireà
Charlottetown,lesdemandeursdoiventsignerune
déclarationdevanttémoinparlaquelleilsrenoncent
audroitdepoursuivrelavillepourlesdommages
subisparl’effetdurèglementdeconstructionoude
larévocationd’unpermisenraisondunon-respect
desrèglements.Charlottetownestlaseule
municipalitédel’Îleàexigerunetelledéclaration.
Lesdirigeantsmunicipauxdisentqu’ellepourrait
servirdemodèlepourlesautresmunicipalitésqui
essaientderéduirelesrisquesliésàlaresponsabilité.

2.2Présentations

Lecoordonnateurduprojetapréparédeuxversions
delaprésentationpourlesdirigeantsélusetpourle
personnel.Lapremièreversions’adressaitauxvilles
etlaseconde,auxpetitescollectivités.Lesdeux
présentationscouvraientlemêmematérieldebase,
maisellesétaientadaptéesauxintérêtsdespublics
ciblesquiavaientétédéfinéslorsdel’analysedu
contexte.Laversions’adressantauxvilles,par
exemple,présumaitd’unniveauplusélevéde
connaissancedesquestionsdeconstruction
résidentielleetdesavantagesducodedubâtiment.
Elleseconcentraitdavantagesurlesméthodes
possiblesdemiseenoeuvreducode.D’autrepart,la
versions’adressantauxpetitescollectivitésmettait
davantagel’accentsurl’explicationdesavantages
d’uncode,mêmedansunmilieurural.

Lesprésentations:
•expliquaientlesraisonspourlesquellesles

constructeursfaisaientlapromotionde
l’adoptionducode;

•décrivaientlesexpériencesdeCharlottetownetde
Summerside,incluantl’absencederéactions
négativesàl’applicationimposéeducodedansles
secteursnouvellementannexés;

5Affordability and Choice Today

Summerside also amalgamated with bordering
communities in 1995. The City helped builders
adjust to the imposition of the building code in
annexed areas by publishing a series of brochures
outlining the process and requirements for
different types of projects.

Permit Applications: A variety of procedures and fees
characterize the issuance of building and
development permits in P.E.I. Some municipalities
process building permits for houses while in other
jurisdictions it is the province that processes
permits, then notifies the municipalities. Some
municipal offices that handle their own permits are
staffed by volunteers and not all of them may be
familiar with the health and safety issues of
residential construction.

In Charlottetown and Summerside, builders must
submit detailed floor and site plans, which are
reviewed by City officials. By contrast, some
small municipalities only require site plans.
Charlottetown, Summerside and some smaller
communities allow civic staff to issue permits,
while others require council approval.

The permit fee for residential construction in
Charlottetown is 10 cents per square foot of
finished floor area. In Summerside, the fee is $3
per $1,000 of project value. The fees in other
municipalities that issue permits range from $20
to $30 and in some cases are based on a percentage
of the project’s value. The province has a schedule
of fees that varies by the size and type of project.

Before receiving a building permit, applicants in
Charlottetown must sign a witnessed declaration
waiving the right to take legal action against the
City for damages caused through the operation of
the building bylaws or for the revoking of a permit
due to non-conformance with the bylaws or
regulations. Charlottetown is the only P.E.I.
municipality requiring this declaration. City
officials say it could be a model for other
municipalities trying to reduce their exposure to
liability.

2.2 Presentations

The project coordinator developed two versions of
the presentation for elected officials and staff. One
was for towns and the other for small
communities. Both covered the same basic
material but were tailored to audience interests
that had been identified at the environmental scan
phase. The town version, for example, assumed a
greater level of audience sophistication with
residential construction issues and the advantages
of building codes. It focused more on possible
methods of code implementation. The small
community version, on the other hand, put more
emphasis on explaining the benefits of having a
code, even in rural settings.

The presentations:
• explained why builders were promoting code

adoption

• talked about the experiences of Charlottetown
and Summerside, including the lack of negative
reaction to code imposition in newly-annexed
areas

• talked about costs for consumers (higher initial
purchase prices offset by lower maintenance
and repair costs)

• addressed monetary issues and legal issues by
suggesting municipalities could pool resources
to hire an inspector for an entire region

• explained the uniform permit and its
advantages (copies were distributed at each
meeting)

• suggested municipalities lobby the province on
behalf of code adoption through their
federation

The original plan called for presentations to seven
towns and 66 smaller communities. Events
conspired to alter this strategy, however. That fact
that the P.E.I. Home Builders’ Association was in
the process of dissolution at this time caused
a certain loss of momentum for the project
coordinator. Even so, according to Mr. Finlayson,
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municipal officials representing 74 per cent of the
Island’s population heard the pitch. The venues
were seven separate town meetings, two regional
meetings, to which small community
representatives were invited, and the semi-annual
meeting of the Federation of P.E.I. Municipalities,
attended by elected officials and staff from
municipalities all over the Island.

In early 1999, Mr. Finlayson and Mr. McNeil
made separate presentations to the ministers and
senior officials of the provincial Ministry of
Development and the Ministry of Community
Affairs and Attorney-General.

While the Home Builders’ initiative was
underway, CBC radio in Charlottetown
interviewed Mr. Finlayson about the building
code situation in P.E.I. That interview was
broadcast locally and in some other parts of
Canada. The municipal federation’s newsletter
“Municipal Forum”, which is circulated to the
Island municipalities, also gave coverage to the
project.

2.3 Uniform Permit Application

To develop a standardized permit application
form, existing development and building permit
forms were assembled from those jurisdictions
which issue them. The base document for the
model permit application was the provincial
government form. It was redesigned and
reworded to make it more user friendly.

The model form4 meets the requirements of all
jurisdictions. Unfortunately it was difficult to
reduce the amount of information required due to
the universality of the document

2.4 Municipal Reaction

Officials in both Charlottetown and Summerside
support province-wide code adoption because it
would stop non-professional builders, seeking to
escape code requirements, from building just
outside city limits.

Municipal officials in communities with no
building codes wish to see construction in their
areas meet a high standard but feel that
enforcement is beyond their financial capabilities.
In general, they favour provincial action to
establish province-wide standards along with a
means of enforcement.

The Federation of P.E.I. Municipalities was, at one
time, on record supporting provincial adoption of
the NBC. At its semi-annual meeting in October
1998, though, the majority of the membership
voted against adopting the NBC at that time.

“It was felt that the costs would be too prohibitive for
most small communities in Prince Edward Island
and the only communities that would be able to
undertake this standard would be the cities of
Charlottetown and Summerside,” explained Judy
MacDonald, the federation’s acting executive director.
“At this point the issue is dead, the principal factor
being the costs associated with the adoption of a
National Building Code.”

Municipalities also showed little interest in
a standard permit application form, said
Ms. MacDonald. Many small municipalities
already base their forms on the provincial model so
they feel there is already a degree of uniformity.

2.5 Provincial Reaction

The province is moving, albeit slowly, towards
some measure of NBC adoption. Even before the
recent home builders’ campaign on behalf of code
adoption, province officials said the province was
considering adoption of the NBC without Part 9 -
the section that applies to most housing.

In early January 2000, Gerry MacDonald,
manager of inspection services in the Ministry of
Community Affairs and Attorney-General, said
officials plan to present a concept for NBC
adoption to the strategic planning committee of
cabinet early in the year. The concept will apply
only to commercial and large residential buildings.

4 The model form is reproduced in Appendix A
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•traitaientdescoûtspourlesconsommateurs(plus
élevésaumomentdel’achat,maiscontrebalancés
pardescoûtsmoinsélevésd’entretienetde
réparation);

•abordaientlesquestionsmonétairesetlégalesen
indiquantquelesmunicipalitéspourraientmettre
encommunleursressourcespourretenirles
servicesd’uninspecteurquicouvriraitunerégion
complète;

•expliquaientlaformulededemandedepermis
uniformiséeetsesavantages(distributionde
copiesdelaformuleàchaquerencontre);

•suggéraientauxmunicipalitésdefairedes
pressionsauprèsdugouvernementprovincialen
faveurdel’adoptionducode,parl’intermédiaire
deleurfédération.

Selonleplaninitial,ondevaitfairedesprésentations
dansseptvilleset66petitescollectivités.Les
événementsontcependantjouécontrecette
stratégie.LadissolutionimminentedelaPEIHome
Builders’Associationàl’époqueacauséuncertain
ralentissementdelalancéepourlecoordonnateurdu
projet.Malgrétout,selonM.Finlayson,des
dirigeantsmunicipauxreprésentant74pourcentde
lapopulationdel’Îleontentendulemessage.Les
présentationsontétéfaitesàl’occasiondesept
réunionsmunicipales,dedeuxrencontresrégionales
auxquelleslesreprésentantsdespetitescollectivités
étaientinvitésetdelaréunionsemestrielledela
FederationofPEIMunicipalities,àlaquelle
assistaientdesreprésentantsmunicipauxélusetdes
fonctionnairesmunicipauxdetouslescoinsdel’Île.

Audébutde1999,M.FinlaysonetM.McNeilont
présentédesexposésdistinctsauxministresetaux
dirigeantsdesministèresduDéveloppement,des
ServicescommunautairesetdubureauduProcureur
général.
Aprèsquelesconstructeursd’habitationaientlancé
leurinitiative,lastationradiophoniquedeRadio-
CanadaàCharlottetownainterviewéM.Finlayson
ausujetdelasituationrelativeaucodedubâtiment
àl’Île.Cetteentrevueaétédiffuséelocalement,ainsi

qu’ailleursauCanada.Lebulletindelafédération
municipale«MunicipalForum»,quiestdistribué
danstouteslesmunicipalitésdel’Île,aaussitraitédu
sujet.

2.3Formuleuniformiséededemandede
permis

Afindecréeruneformuleuniformiséededemande
depermis,onarassemblélesformulesexistantesde
demandedepermisdeconstruireetdepermis
d’aménagementdesterritoiresquienfournissent.Le
documentquiaservidebaseaumodèlededemande
depermisestlaformuledugouvernement
provincial.Onl’aretravailléeetreformuléeafindela
rendreplusfacileàutiliser.

Lemodèledeformule4répondauxbesoinsdetous
lesterritoires.Malheureusement,ilaétédifficilede
diminuerlaquantitéd’informationrequiseenraison
del’universalitédudocument.

2.4Réactiondesmunicipalités

LesdirigeantsdeCharlottetownetdeSummerside
appuientl’adoptiond’uncodeàl’échelledela
province,parcequ’ilempêcheraitlesconstructeurs
nonprofessionnelsd’échapperauxexigencesducode
enconstruisantjusteàl’extérieurdeslimitesdela
ville.Lesdirigeantsmunicipauxdescollectivitésqui
n’appliquentpasdecodedubâtimentveulentquela
constructiondansleurssecteursrépondeàdes
normesélevées,maisilsconsidèrentquel’exécution
d’uncodedépasseleurscapacitésfinancières.Ilssont
généralementenfaveurdelaprisedemesurespar
laprovincevisantl’établissementdenormes
provincialesaccompagnéesdemécanismes
d’application.

Àunmomentdonné,laFederationofPEI
Municipalitiesavaitdéclarésonappuiàl’adoption
duCNBparlaprovince.Cependant,àsaréunion
semestrielled’octobre1998,lamajoritédesmembres
ontvotécontrel’adoptionduCNB.

4Lemodèleestreproduitàl’annexeA.
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«Onestimaitquelescoûtsseraienttropélevéspourla
plupartdespetitesmunicipalitésdel’Île-du-Prince-
Édouardetquelesseulescollectivitésquiseraient
capablesd’appliquercesnormesseraientlesvillesde
CharlottetownetdeSummerside»,avaitexpliquéJudy
MacDonald,ladirectriceexécutiveintérimaire.«En
cemoment,onn’enparleplus.Leprincipalfacteur
résidedanslescoûtsassociésàl’adoptionduCode
nationaldubâtiment.»

Lesmunicipalitésontégalementmanifestépeu
d’intérêtpouruneformuleuniformiséededemande
depermis,d’aprèsMmeMacDonald.De
nombreusespetitesmunicipalitésontdéjàdes
formulesquisefondentsurlemodèleprovincialet
estimentparconséquentqu’ilexistedéjàune
certaineuniformité.

2.5Réactiondelaprovince

Laprovinceprogresse,lentement,versuncertain
degréd’adoptionduCNB.Mêmeavantlarécente
campagnedepromotiondel’adoptionducode
menéeparlesconstructeursd’habitations,les
dirigeantsavaientditquelaprovinceenvisageait
l’adoptionduCNB,exceptionfaitedelaPartie9-
cellequiportesurlaplupartdeshabitations.

Audébutdejanvier2000,GerryMacDonald,
directeurdesservicesd’inspectionduministèredes
ServicescommunautairesetduProcureurgénéral,a
affirméquelesdirigeantsprévoyaientprésenterun
conceptd’adoptionduCNBaucomitéde
planificationstratégiqueduCabinetaudébutde
l’année.Leconceptnes’appliqueraqu’aux
immeublescommerciauxetauxgrandsimmeubles
résidentiels.

M.MacDonaldaindiquéquelespetitsimmeubles
résidentielssontexclusparcequeriennepressela
provincedelesinclure.Denombreusesmaisonssont
déjàconstruitesconformémentaucodeparceque
CharlottetownetSummersideappliquentleCNBet

dequenombreuxconstructeursparticipentau
programmedegarantie.

Pourcequiestdesmaisonsconstruitesdansles
régionsrurales,bonnombresontconstruitespar
leurspropriétairesoupardespersonnesavec
lesquelleslespropriétairesentretiennentdesrapports
personnelsétroits,desortequelespropriétaires
influencent,ouexercentuncontrôledirect,surle
degrédequalitéduproduitfinietlerespectducode.
Onprésumequelespropriétairessontsatisfaitsdes
maisonsquisontainsiconstruites.Laprovincene
voitdoncpasderaisondes’enmêler,saufpour
s’assurerdurespectdescodesdeplomberieet
d’électricité.

2.6Suivi

Àl’automnede1998,enréponseauxdemandesdu
bureaudelaSCHLàl’Î.-P.-É.etdecequirestaitde
l’associationdesconstructeursd’habitations,le
comitédirecteurduprojetaprésentédeux
recommandations:

1.quel’onorganiseunecampagnevisantàfaire
pressionsurlegouvernementprovincialpour
qu’iladopteuncodedubâtimentrésidentiel;

2.quel’onfasselapromotiond’uneformule
uniformiséededemandedepermisenfournissant
desexemplairesdumodèledeformuleaux
membresdel’associationdesconstructeurs
d’habitation,lesquelspourraientlesexaminer
aveclesautoritéslocales.

M.Finlaysonaindiquéqu’onnesavaitpasvraiment
quidevaits’acquitterdecesactivités.Enl’absence
d’uneassociationdeconstructeursrésidentielsactive,
onnepeuts’attendreàdesactivitésdelobbying
organiséesauprèsdelaprovincedelapartdes
constructeurs.Lesingénieursprofessionnelsetla
SCHLpoursuiventdeleurscôtésleurseffortsde
pressionenvuedel’adoptiond’uncodeprovincial,
maiscesactionsn’ontaucunlienavecles
recommandations.
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Mr. MacDonald said “small residential buildings are
excluded because the province feels little pressure to
include them. Many homes are already built to code
because Charlottetown and Summerside enforce the
NBC and many builders subscribe to the warranty
program”.

As for homes built in rural areas, many are built by
their owners or by people with whom owners have
a close personal relationship so the degree of
quality of the final product and code compliance
is directly controlled or influenced by the owner.
Presumably the owners are happy with homes
built in this manner so the province sees no need
to meddle in their affairs, except to ensure there is
plumbing and electrical code compliance.

2.6 Follow-Up

In the fall of 1998, in response to requests from
the P.E.I. office of CMHC and from remnants of

the home builder’s association, the steering
committee for the project made two
recommendations:
1. Organize a campaign to lobby the provincial

government to adopt a residential building
code.

2. Promote the use of a standardized permit form
by issuing copies of the model form to members
of the home builders’ association who could
review it with local authorities.

Mr. Finlayson said it is unclear who was expected
to carry out these activities. An active home
builders’ association no longer exists so there is no
organized lobbying of the province from that
direction. Both the professional engineers and
CMHC carry ongoing efforts, urging province-
wide code adoption, but these actions are
unrelated to the recommendations.
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3.0 COMMUNITY AND KEY PLAYERS

3.1 P.E.I. Housing

P.E.I.’s residential construction industry operates
on a fairly small scale. In December, 1999, for
example, CMHC reported that housing starts in
Canada were at a seasonally-adjusted annual rate
of 155,400. P.E.I.’s share of that total was 300.

David Olafson of CMHC said 58 per cent of all
new home construction occurs in Charlottetown
and Summerside, where the NBC is enforced.

“Rural areas still represent a fair share of the market
with about 40 per cent of construction activity,” he
said. No other province in Canada is as dependent
as P.E.I. is on its rural economy. The share of single
housing starts in rural areas has remained consistent
during the last four years. In fact, in 1998, rural
starts outpaced urban starts. However, we expect
urban centres to capture an increasing share of new
activity in the future, particularly due to the aging
population and the movement of seniors to urban
centres.”

CMHC does not have exact figures on the
number of home builders who operate on the

Island. The Atlantic Home Warranty Program has
60 registered builders in P.E.I. but, according to
Mr. Olafson, the total number of builders is
impossible to estimate as there are builders who
construct one or two homes a year but aren’t
associated with any company.

“They build because they are asked to by friends or
family because they are perceived to be knowledgeable
in construction,” he said.

3.2 P.E.I. National Building Code
History

Lobby efforts aimed at persuading the provincial
government that P.E.I. should adopt the National
Building Code go back at least 30 years. At
various intervals, P.E.I.-based groups have
approached the government on this topic.
They include the Association of Professional
Engineers, the Architects’ Association, the
Construction Association and the Home Builders.
During the 1970s, legislation for code adoption
reached the floor of the Legislature but was not
passed. Mr. Finlayson attributes the lack of
success to P.E.I.’s strong do-it-yourself sentiment.

“There is a long tradition here of people building their
own houses. There are still some people who go into
the bush and cut their own lumber. I think the
provincial government may be a bit afraid of
encroaching on that. In the last 10 years or so there
has also been this anti-regulation mood around. I
think it boils down to a lack of political will.
Politicians are afraid of offending their constituents,
especially fishermen and farmers who are used to
taking care of their own needs and want to build
their own places. The imposition of a code might be
seen as stepping on their toes. If you have your
neighbour building your house for you and something
goes wrong, you know where to find him,” he said.P.E.I. rural scene

courtesy of P.E.I. government Web site
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3.0INTERVENANTSDESCOLLECTIVITÉSETPRINCIPAUXACTEURS

3.1Lelogementàl’Î.-P.-É.

L’industriedelaconstructionrésidentiellede
l’Î.-P.-É.fonctionneàuneéchellerelativement
petite.Endécembre1999,parexemple,laSCHL
indiquaitqueletauxannueldésaisonnalisédesmises
enchantierrésidentiellesauCanadaétaitde155
400.Lapartdel’Îleétaitde30.

DavidOlafson,delaSCHL,aindiquéque58pour
centdetouteslesnouvellesmaisonsconstruitesàl’Île
lesontàCharlottetownetàSummerside,làoùle
CNBestappliqué.

«Lesrégionsruralesreprésententencoreunebonnepart
dumarché,avec40pourcentdel’activitéde
construction»,a-t-ilindiqué.«Aucuneautreprovince
auCanadanedépendautantdesonéconomierurale
quel’Î.-P.-É.Laproportiondesmisesenchantierde
maisonsindividuellesdanslesrégionsruralesest
demeuréeconstanteaucoursdesquatredernières
années.Enfait,en1998,lesmisesenchantierdansles
régionsruralesontdépassécellesdesrégionsurbaines.
Cependant,nousnousattendonsàcequelescentres
urbainss’accaparentunepartaccruedel’activitéde
constructiondansl’avenir,particulièrementenraison

duvieillissementdelapopulationetdumouvementdes
aînésverslescentresurbains.»

LaSCHLnepossèdepasdedonnéesprécisessurle
nombredeconstructeursd’habitationsquifontdes
affairessurl’Île.Soixanteconstructeursdel’Îlesont
inscritsauProgrammedegarantiedesmaisons
neuvesdel’Atlantique,maisselonM.Olafson,le
nombretotaldeconstructeursestimpossibleà
estimerpuisquecertainsneconstruisentqu’uneou
deuxmaisonsparannéeetnesontassociésàaucune
société.

«Ilsconstruisentdesmaisonsàlademanded’amisou
demembresdeleurfamillequiontl’impressionqu’ilss’y
connaissentenconstruction»,a-t-ilaffirmé.

3.2L’Î.-P.-É.etleCodenationaldu
bâtiment

Lesactivitésdelobbyingquivisentàpersuaderle
gouvernementprovinciald’adopterpourl’Îlele
Codenationaldubâtimentremontentàaumoins
30ans.Àdifférentesépoques,desgroupesdel’Île
ontfaitdesdémarchesàcettefinauprèsdu
gouvernement,notamment,l’Associationof
ProfessionalEngineers,l’Architects’Association,la
ConstructionAssociationetlaHomeBuilders’
Association.Aucoursdesannées70,unprojetdeloi
surl’adoptionducodes’estrendujusqu’àl’assemblée
législative,maisn’apasétéadopté.M.Finlayson
attribuecetéchecàlacultured’autoconstruction
solidementancrée.

«Depuistoujoursàl’Île,lesgensconstruisenteux-
mêmesleursmaisons.Ils’entrouveencorequivonteux-
mêmesdansleboiscouperleurboisd’oeuvre.Jecroisque
legouvernementprovincialaunpeupeurd’empiéter
surceterrain.Aucoursdesquelquedixdernières
années,onaaussiconstatéunetendancegénérale
d’oppositionàlaréglementation.Jecroisquetoutse
résumeàunmanquedevolontépolitique.Les
politicienscraignentd’offenserleursélecteurs,

Scènetypiquedel’Î.-P.-É.,
courtoisiedusiteWebdugouvernementdel’Î.-P.-É.
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particulièrementlespêcheursetlesfermiersquisont
habituésdes’occuperd’eux-mêmesetquiveulent
construireeux-mêmesleursmaisons.Lesgenspourraient
considérerqu’onleurmarchesurlespiedsenleur
imposantuncode.Sivotrevoisinconstruitvotremaison
etquequelquechosenevapas,voussavezoùle
trouver»,a-t-ilindiqué.

Souslespressionsdesingénieursprofessionnels,des
constructeursd’habitations,delaSCHLetdela
FederationofPEIMunicipalities,legouvernement
provincialsepenchedenouveausurlapossibilité
d’adopteruncode.Lapropositiongouvernementale
exclutcependantlaPartie9duCNBquiportesur
lespetitsimmeublesrésidentiels.Néanmoins,les
tenantsducodesontprêtsàacceptercetteexclusion
pourlemoment.

«C’estmieuxqueriendutout»,aindiquéM.
Finlayson.«Nousvoyonsl’adoption,mêmepartielle,
duCNBcommeungrandprogrèsetnousauronsalors
lepieddanslaportepourcequiserad’obtenir
l’adoptionultérieuredelaPartie9.»

3.3L’équipechargéeduprojet

CeprojetACTaétéorientéparuncomitédirecteur
composédereprésentantsdelaSCHL,delaPEI
HomeBuilders’AssociationetdelaFederationof
PEIMunicipalities5.Lesconstructeursd’habitations
ontretenulesservicesdeM.Finlayson,àtitrede
coordonnateurprincipalduprojetayantla
responsabilitédecréeretdemettreenoeuvrela
stratégiedécriteantérieurementsous«Méthode
d’étude».M.Finlaysonconnaissaitbienlesenjeux
puisqu’iladéjàétédirecteurexécutifdel’Association
delaconstructiondel’Î.-P.-É.-Secteurdela
constructionrésidentielle.Àcetitre,ilafaitpartiedu
comitédirecteurayantdirigéleprojetACTde1992
quivisaitàfaireadopterleCNBàl’Île.Danslecadre
duprojetde1998,ilabénéficiédel’aidedeDoug
McNeil,alorsdirecteurexécutifdelaPEIHome
Builders’Association.

LouBarry,l’inspecteurenbâtimentprincipalde
Charlottetown,aaussioffertunappuiprécieuxà
l’effortenprononçantundiscours-programmesur
lesexpériencesdeCharlottetownconcernantlecode
dubâtiment,àl’occasiondelaréuniondela
fédérationmunicipaleenoctobre1998.

5Lesmembressonténumérésàl’annexeB.

Pushed by the professional engineers, home
builders, CMHC and the Federation of P.E.I.
Municipalities, the provincial government is once
more considering code adoption. Their proposal,
however, excludes Part 9 of the NBC that covers
small residential buildings. Even so, code
supporters are willing to live with that exclusion
for now.

“Half a loaf is better than none,” said Mr. Finlayson.
“We see even partial adoption of the NBC as a major
advance and it gives us a foot in the door to get
Part 9 adopted at some later time.”

3.3 Project Team

This A•C•T project was guided by a steering
committee composed of representatives from
CMHC, the P.E.I. Home Builders’ Association
and the Federation of P.E.I. Municipalities5.

The Home Builder’s hired Mr. Finlayson to be the
main project coordinator responsible for
developing and implementing the strategy
described earlier under “Project Methodology”.
Mr. Finlayson was familiar with the issues because
he was formerly the executive director of the
Home Builders Sector of the Construction
Association of P.E.I. In this capacity, he served on
the steering committee that guided the 1992
A•C•T project urging adoption of the NBC in
P.E.I. He was assisted in the 1998 endeavour by
Doug McNeil, then executive director of the P.E.I.
Home Builders’ Association,

Lou Barry, Charlottetown’s chief building
inspector, also provided valuable support to the
effort by delivering a keynote address on
Charlottetown’s experiences with the building
code at the October 1998 meeting of the
municipal federation.

9Affordability and Choice Today

5 Members are listed in Appendix B
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4.0 REGULATORY REFORM AND IMPACT ON AFFORDABILITY, CHOICE AND QUALITY

The irony of funding this project under the
A•C•T program does not escape Mr. Finlayson.

“Rather than going in the direction of regulatory
reform, we are asking that regulations be put in place
where none presently exist,” he said.

Nevertheless, professional home builders in P.E.I.
and elsewhere in Canada feel that having a code in
place has positive long-term impacts on housing
costs, choice and quality.

4.1 Housing Costs and Quality

Mr. Finlayson said the issue of housing costs came
up during the presentations and the Home
Builders’ Association did not have any hard data to
offer. It makes sense, though, to think that the
cost of a house built to code would be higher than
one that does not meet minimum standards.

Home builders point out, however, that homes
built to code tend to require fewer repairs so
higher initial costs could be more than offset by
lower occupancy costs over the operational life of
the dwelling.

Having a uniform permit application form in all
parts of P.E.I. also helps reduce housing costs by
lowering costs to builders. With a standard form,
builders working in various jurisdictions are less
likely to make mistakes on permit applications if
they are familiar with the form, its requirements
and the terminology used. Mistakes lead to delays
and in the construction business delays cost
money.

4.2 Housing Choice

Building codes bring consistency in requirements
and professional home builders say this
consistency favours consumer choice and better
quality housing. It allows the introduction of new
products on the market without builders having
to fight for acceptance over and over again. If all
building codes are based on the NBC, those
promoting innovations can focus their efforts on
one group — the committee that periodically
revises the NBC.

4.3 Transferability

There are few jurisdictions in Canada that do not
use the NBC or a building code that is based on it.
Mr. Finlayson said parts of Newfoundland and
New Brunswick, in addition to most of P.E.I., are
the only places he knows where the code is not in
force.

Even though P.E.I. has a distinctive residential
construction culture, the methodology used by
Mr. Finlayson and Mr. McNeil to gather facts and
develop presentations urging code adoption could
be emulated by anyone undertaking a similar
lobbying campaign.

Mr. Finlayson does not feel the model permit
form he created for all of P.E.I. could be used
elsewhere because it was deliberately designed to
reflect local requirements. Other jurisdictions
have their own regulations and by-laws that must
be taken into account on permit applications.

4.0LARÉFORMEDELARÉGLEMENTATIONETL’INCIDENCESUR
L’ABORDABILITÉ,LECHOIXETLAQUALITÉ
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L’ironiedufinancementdeceprojetparle
programmeACTn’échappepasàM.Finlayson.

«Plutôtquedeprônerlaréformedelaréglementation,
nousdemandonsl’adoptiond’unrèglementlàoùiln’en
existeaucun»,a-t-ildéclaré.

Néanmoins,lesconstructeursrésidentiels
professionnelsdel’Îleetd’ailleursauCanada
considèrentquel’existenced’uncodeproduitdes
incidencespositivesàlongtermesurlescoûtsdu
logement,lechoixetlaqualité.

4.1Lecoûtetlaqualitédulogement

M.Finlaysonaindiquéquelaquestiondescoûtsdu
logementaétésoulevéependantlesprésentationset
quelaHomeBuilders’Associationnepossédaitpas
dedonnéesfermesàprésenter.Ilestcependant
raisonnabledepenserquelecoûtd’unemaison
conformeaucodeserasupérieuràceluid’une
maisonquinerespectepaslesnormesminimales.

Lesconstructeursd’habitationsfonttoutefois
remarquerquelesmaisonsconformesaucodeont
tendanceàexigermoinsdetravauxderéparation,ce
quisignifiequelescoûtsinitiauxplusélevéssont
nettementcontrebalancésparlesplusfaiblescoûts
d’occupationpendantladuréeutiledel’habitation.

L’existenced’uneformuleuniformiséededemande
depermisàl’échelledelaprovincecontribue
égalementàréduirelescoûtsdulogementen
représentantunebaissedecoûtspourles
constructeurs.Munisd’uneformuleuniformisée,les
constructeursquicouvrentplusd’unterritoire
risquentmoinsdefairedeserreursenremplissant
leursdemandess’ilsconnaissentlaformule,ses
exigencesetlaterminologieemployée.Leserreurs
entraînentdesretardset,dansledomainedela
construction,lesretardssontcoûteux.

4.2Leschoixdelogement

Lescodesdubâtimentgarantissentl’uniformitédes
exigences,etlesconstructeursrésidentiels
professionnelsestimentquecetteuniformitéfavorise
leschoixetdeslogementsdemeilleurequalitépour
lesconsommateurs.Onpeutlancerdenouveaux
produitssurlemarchésansquelesconstructeurs
soientobligésdeconstammentsebattrepourles
faireaccepter.Sitouslescodesdubâtimentse
fondaientsurleCNB,lestenantsd’innovations
pourraientconcentrerleurseffortssurungroupe,le
comitéquirévisepériodiquementleCNB.

4.3Transférabilité

PeudeterritoiresauCanadan’utilisentpasleCNB
ouuncodequisefondesurleCNB.D’aprèsM.
Finlayson,iln’yaquecertainssecteursdeTerre-
NeuveetduNouveau-Brunswick,ainsiquelaplus
grandepartiedel’Î.-P.-É.,quin’appliquentpasle
code.

Mêmesil’Îlepossèdeunecultureparticulièreen
matièredeconstructionrésidentielle,laméthode
employéeparM.FinlaysonetM.McNeilpour
recueillirdesfaitsetpréparerlesprésentationspour
promouvoirl’adoptiond’uncodepourraitêtre
utiliséeparquiconqueentreprendunecampagnede
lobbyingdemêmenature.

M.Finlaysonnecroitpasquelemodèledeformule
dedemandedepermisqu’ilacréépourl’ensemble
del’Îlepourraitservirailleurs,étantdonnéquela
formuleavolontairementétéconçuepourtenir
comptedesbesoinslocaux.D’autresterritoiresont
desrèglementsdontlesformulesdedemandede
permisdoiventtenircompte.
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ANNEXEA:FORMULEUNIFORMISÉEDEDEMANDEDEPERMIS

ConçueparlaPEIHomeBuilders’Association

DEMANDEDEPERMISD’AMÉNAGEMENT

TOUSLESDEMANDEURSDOIVENTREMPLIRLESPARTIES1,2,7,8,9ET10.

VEUILLEZCOCHERLACASEAPPLICABLEÀLADEMANDE:

PARTIE3:LOTISSEMENT[]PARTIE4:AMÉNAGEMENT/CONSTRUCTION[]

PARTIE5:RÉNOVATIONOUAGRANDISSEMENT[]PARTIE6:MAISONMOBILE[]

VEUILLEZREMPLIRLESPARTIESDELAFORMULEQUIS’APPLIQUENTÀVOTRELADEMANDE.

PARTIE1-RENSEIGNEMENTSGÉNÉRAUX

NOMDUDEMANDEUR:__________________________________________________________________________________

ADRESSEPOSTALE:__________________________________CODEPOSTAL:___________________________________

TÉLÉPHONE(MAISON):_____________________________TÉLÉPHONE(BUREAU):___________________________

PARTIE2-RENSEIGNEMENTSSURLAPROPRIÉTÉ

NOMDUPROPRIÉTAIRE(S’ILDIFFÈREDUNOMDUDEMANDEUR):_________________________________________

ADRESSEPOSTALE:__________________________________CODEPOSTAL:__________________________________

TÉLÉPHONE(MAISON):______________________________TÉLÉPHONE(BUREAU):__________________________

NUMÉRO-IMPÔTSFONCIERS:_______________________UTILISATIONACTUELLEDUTERRAIN:____________

NOMDELACOLLECTIVITÉ:_________________________NUMÉRODELAROUTE:__________________________

SITUÉEAUNORD[]SUD[]EST[]OUEST[]DELAROUTE:______________________________________________

TERRAINACHETÉDE:_______________________________ANNÉED’ACQUISITION:__________________________

NOMDULOTISSEMENT(S’ILYALIEU):_______________NUMÉRODULOT:_______________________________

DIMENSIONSDELAPROPRIÉTÉ:FAÇADE:____________PROFONDEUR:_____________

SUPERFICIEENACRESOUENPIEDSCARRÉS:__________________________

PARTIE3-DEMANDEDELOTISSEMENTOUDECHANGEMENTDEL’UTILISATIONDUTERRAIN

UTILISATIONPROPOSÉEDULOTISSEMENT(VEUILLEZCOCHER):

MAISONINDIVIDUELLEISOLÉE[]DUPLEX[]COLLECTIF[]MAISONMOBILE[]

CHALET[]COMMERCIAL[]INDUSTRIEL[]SERVICEPUBLIC[]AGRICULTURE[]FORESTERIE[]

AUTREUTILISATION(VEUILLEZPRÉCISER):__________________________________________________________

NOMBREPROPOSÉDELOTS:________________________________________________________________________

CHANGEMENTDEL’UTILISATIONDUTERRAIN-UTILISATIONACTUELLE:_____________________________

UTILISATIONVOULUE:____________________________

__________________________________________________________________________

SIGNATUREDUPROPRIÉTAIREDUTERRAINDATE
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APPENDIX A: STANDARDIZED PERMIT APPLICATION FORM
Developed by the P.E.I. Home Builders Association

APPLICATION FOR DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL PERMIT

ALL APPLICANTS MUST COMPLETE SECTIONS 1, 2, 7, 8, 9, & 10.

PLEASE CHECK APPROPRIATE AREA APPLIED FOR FROM THE FOLLOWING:

SECTION 3. SUBDIVISION OF LAND ( ) SECTION 4. DEVELOPMENT / BUILDING ( )
SECTION 5. RENOVATION OR EXTENSION ( ) SECTION 6. MOBILE HOME ( )

AND PROCEED TO THE APPLICATION AREA APPLIED FOR

SECTION 1. GENERAL INFORMATION:

APPLICANT’S NAME: ______________________________________________________________________________________________

MAILING ADDRESS: __________________________________________________ POSTAL CODE: _________________________

TELEPHONE NUMBER - RESIDENCE: __________________________________ BUSINESS: _____________________________

SECTION 2. PROPERTY INFORMATION:

NAME OF PROPERTY OWNER (IF DIFFERENT FROM THE APPLICANT): ________________________________________________

MAILING ADDRESS: _____________________________________________ POSTAL CODE: _________________________________

TELEPHONE NUMBER - RESIDENCE: _____________________________ BUSINESS: ______________________________________

PROPERTY TAX NUMBER: ______________________ EXISTING LAND USE: ___________________________

COMMUNITY NAME: _______________________________ HIGHWAY ROUTE NUMBER: _____________________

LOCATED ON THE NORTH ( ), SOUTH ( ), EAST ( ), WEST ( ) SIDE OF THE _________________________________ ROAD

LAND ACQUIRED FROM: _______________________________________________ YEAR ACQUIRED: ______________

NAME OF SUBDIVISION ( IF APPLICABLE ): _________________________________ LOT NO.: _____________________

SIZE OF PROPERTY: ROAD FRONTAGE WIDTH: ______ DEPTH: ______ AREA: ACRES: _______ OR SQUARE FT: _____

SECTION 3. APPLICATION TO SUBDIVIDE LAND OR CHANGE LAND USE

PROPOSED LAND USE OF SUBDIVISION: PLEASE CHECK:

SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING ( ), DUPLEX DWELLING ( ), MULTIPLE ( ), MOBILE HOME ( )

SUMMER COTTAGE ( ), COMMERCIAL ( ), INDUSTRIAL ( ), PUBLIC UTILITY ( ), AGRICULTURE ( ), FORESTRY ( )

OTHER USE; PLEASE STATE _____________________________________________________________________________________

NUMBER OF PROPOSED LOTS BEING SUBDIVIDED: ___________

CHANGE OF LAND USE FROM: __________________________________ TO: __________________________________________

___________________________________________________________ ______________________________

LAND OWNER(S) SIGNATURE DATE



14 Affordability and Choice Today

SECTION 4. DEVELOPMENT / BUILDING PERMIT ( CHECK AREAS THAT APPLY)

THE PROPOSAL CONSISTS OF: (PLEASE CHECK)

A) NEW BUILDING OR STRUCTURE ( ) ADDITION TO BUILDING OR STRUCTURE ( )

LOCATION CHANGE OF BUILDING OR STRUCTURE ( ) CHANGE OF USE BUILDING ( )

OTHER PROPOSED USE OF THE BUILDING: _____________________________________________________________

B) SINGLE FAMILY DWELLING ( ) DUPLEX DWELLING ( ) MULTIPLE DWELLING ( )

SUMMER COTTAGE ( ) GARAGE ( ) COMMERCIAL ( )

INDUSTRIAL ( ) AGRICULTURE ( ) NON-COMMERCIAL ( )

STORAGE BUILDING ( )

THE NEW BUILDING, EXTENSION OR RENOVATION WILL CONSIST OF:

GROUND FLOOR: LENGTH: ____ FEET GROUND FLOOR WIDTH: ______ FEET NUMBER OF BEDROOMS: _______

NUMBER OF STORIES: ________ HEIGHT: ______ FEET TYPE OF FOUNDATION: __________________________

EXTERIOR WALL FINISH: ___________________________ TYPE OF ROOF MATERIAL: ________________________

DEVELOPED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE NATIONAL BUILDING CODE OF CANADA PART 9: YES ( ) NO ( )

SECTION 5. RENOVATION OR EXTENSION:

(A) NO PORTION OF THE EXTENSION WILL BE CLOSER THAN _____ FEET TO THE CENTRE OF THE NEAREST ROAD,
STREET RIGHT-OF-WAY AND NOT CLOSER THAN _____ FEET TO THE NEAREST BOUNDARY OF THE PROPERTY.

(B) WILL ANY PORTION OF THE EXTENSION BE LESS THAN 75 FEET FROM ANY RIVER, POND, STREAM,
WATERCOURSE, WETLAND OR SALT WATER BODY? YES ( ) NO ( ).
IF YES: INDICATE THE PROPOSED SEPARATION DISTANCE BETWEEN THE EXTENSION AND THE LANDWARD

BOUNDARY OF A BEACH OR WETLAND OR THE HIGH-WATER MARK OF A WETLAND: _______ FEET

C) WILL THE BUILDING RENOVATION OR EXTENSION ENCLOSE OR COVER AN EXISTING WELL? YES ( ) NO ( )

(D) WILL ANY PORTION OF THE STRUCTURE EXTENSION BE LESS THAN 20 FEET FROM THE SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM?
YES ( ) NO ( ) IF YES: INDICATE ON SITE PLAN:

(E) WILL THE RENOVATION OR EXTENSION REQUIRE OR INVOLVE THE INSTALLATION OR UPGRADE OF A SEWAGE
DISPOSAL SYSTEM? YES ( ) NO ( )

(F) WHAT IS THE PRESENT USE OF THE EXISTING BUILDING? ___________________________________________________

(G) WHAT IS THE PROPOSED USE OF THE BUILDING EXTENSION? _______________________________________________

(H) WILL THE DEVELOPMENT REQUIRE THE CREATION OF A NEW HIGHWAY ACCESS DRIVEWAY? YES ( ) NO ( )
OR THE RELOCATION OF AN EXISTING HIGHWAY ACCESS DRIVEWAY? YES ( ) NO ( )
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PARTIE4-AMÉNAGEMENTOUCONSTRUCTION(COCHEZCEQUIESTPERTINENT)

LAPROPOSITIONVISE(VEUILLEZCOCHER):

A)STRUCTUREOUIMMEUBLENEUF[]AJOUTÀUNIMMEUBLEOUUNESTRUCTURE[]

DÉMÉNAGEMENTD’UNIMMEUBLEOUD’UNESTRUCTURE[]

CHANGEMENTD’UTILISATIOND’UNIMMEUBLE[]

AUTREUTILISATIONPROPOSÉEDEL’IMMEUBLE:

B)MAISONINDIVIDUELLEISOLÉE[]DUPLEX[]COLLECTIF[]

CHALET[]GARAGE[]COMMERCIAL[]

INDUSTRIEL[]AGRICULTURE[]NONCOMMERCIAL[]

ENTREPÔT[]

RENSEIGNEMENTSSURL’IMMEUBLENEUF,L’AJOUTOULESTRAVAUXDERÉNOVATION:

REZ-DE-CHAUSSÉE-LONGUEUR:______PIEDSLARGEUR:______PIEDSNOMBREDECHAMBRES:____________

NOMBRED’ÉTAGES:__________________HAUTEUR:______PIEDSTYPEDEFONDATION:____________________

REVÊTEMENTDESMURSEXTÉRIEURS:__________MATÉRIAUXUTILISÉSPOURLATOITURE:__________

CONSTRUITCONFORMÉMENTÀLAPARTIE9DUCODENATIONALDUBÂTIMENT:OUI[]NON[]

PARTIE5-DÉTAILSRELATIFSAUXTRAVAUXDERÉNOVATIONOUD’AGRANDISSEMENT

(A)AUCUNEPARTIEDEL’AJOUTNESETROUVERAÀMOINSDE_______PIEDSDUCENTREDELAVOIEPUBLIQUEOU
DEL’EMPRISELAPLUSPRÈS,ETÀMOINSDE________PIEDSDESLIMITESDELAPROPRIÉTÉ.

(B)UNEPARTIEDEL’AJOUTSETROUVERA-T-ELLEÀMOINSDE75PIEDSD’UNERIVIÈRE,D’UNÉTANG,D’UNESOURCE,
D’UNRUISSEAU,D’UNCOURSD’EAU,D’UNMARÉCAGEOUD’UNPLAND’EAUSALÉE?OUI[]NON[]
DANSL’AFFIRMATIVE:INDIQUEZLADISTANCEPROPOSÉEENTREL’AJOUTETLALIMITEDETERRAIN

LONGEANTUNEPLAGEOUUNMARÉCAGE,OULENIVEAUD’EAUMAXIMALDANS
LECASD’UNMARÉCAGE:_______PIEDS

(C)LESTRAVAUXDERÉNOVATIONOUD’AJOUTAURONT-ILSPOUREFFETD’ENSERREROUDECOUVRIRUNPUITS
EXISTANT?OUI[]NON[]

(D)UNEPARTIEDEL’AJOUTSETROUVERA-T-ELLEÀMOINSDE20PIEDSDUSYSTÈMED’ÉVACUATIONDESEAUXUSÉES?
OUI[]NON[]DANSL’AFFIRMATIVE,INDIQUEZ-LESURLEPLAND’ENSEMBLE.

(E)EST-CEQUELARÉNOVATIONOUL’AJOUTEXIGERAL’INSTALLATIOND’UNSYSTÈMED’ÉVACUATIONDESEAUX
USÉESOUL’AMÉLIORATIOND’UNSYSTÈMEEXISTANT?OUI[]NON[]

(F)QUELLEESTL’UTILISATIONACTUELLEDEL’IMMEUBLEEXISTANT?_________________________________________

(G)QUELLEESTL’UTILISATIONPROPOSÉEDEL’AJOUTÀL’IMMEUBLE?_________________________________________

(H)L’AMÉNAGEMENTEXIGERA-T-ILLACRÉATIOND’UNENOUVELLEVOIED’ACCÈSÀLAPROPRIÉTÉ?OUI[]NON[]
OULEDÉPLACEMENTD’UNEVOIED’ACCÈSEXISTANTE?OUI[]NON[]
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PARTIE6-MAISONMOBILESEULEMENT

PRÉFABRIQUÉE:OUI[]NON[]MODÈLE:_______________________________

ÂGEDELAMAISON:_________ANSDIMENSIONS-LONGUEUR:__________PIEDSLARGEUR:_______PIEDS

NOMBREDECHAMBRESÀCOUCHER:_____________________________

DÉMÉNAGEMENTD’UNEMAISONMOBILED’OCCASION(S’ILYALIEU)

LAMAISONMOBILEQUISERADÉMÉNAGÉEESTPRÉSENTEMENTSITUÉEÀPROXIMITÉDELAROUTEOURUE_________

SURUNEPROPRIÉTÉAPPARTENANTÀ:_____________________________________

DANSLACOLLECTIVITÉDE:_______________________________________

LAMAISONMOBILEESTVENDUEPAR:___________________________________

PARTIE7-RÉSERVOIRDECOMBUSTIBLESOUTERRAIN

YAURA-T-ILUNRÉSERVOIRDECOMBUSTIBLESOUTERRAIN(AUTREQU’UNRÉSERVOIRDEMAZOUTDANSLESOUS-
SOL)?OUI[]NON[]

PARTIE8-PLAND’ENSEMBLE
NOTA:VOUSDEVEZFOURNIRUNPLAND’ENSEMBLESIVOUSAVEZREMPLIAUMOINSUNEDESPARTIES3,4,5ET7.
TRACEZUNPLAND’ENSEMBLEAUVERSODELAFORMULEETINDIQUEZ:

(A)LESDIMENSIONSDULOT

(B)L’EMPLACEMENTACTUELOUPROPOSÉDELAMAISON,DUOUDESIMMEUBLESETDELAVOIED’ACCÈS,AINSI
QUELADISTANCEENTRELAVOIEPUBLIQUE(EMPRISE)ETLALIMITELATÉRALELAPLUSPRÈSDELAPROPRIÉTÉ

(C)L’INCLINAISONGÉNÉRALEDUTERRAIN(ÀL’AIDEDEFLÈCHES)

(D)L’EMPLACEMENTACTUELOUPROPOSÉDELAFOSSESEPTIQUEETDUCHAMPSD’ÉPURATIONS’ILYALIEU,LA
CAPACITÉDELAFOSSE,LALONGUEURDESTUYAUX,LENOMBREDELONGUEURSDETUYAUX(ÀL’EXCLUSIONDES
TUYAUXCOLLECTEURS)ETLERECULPARRAPPORTAUPUITSDELAMAISONETAUXLIMITESDELAPROPRIÉTÉ

(E)L’EMPLACEMENTACTUELOUPROPOSÉDUPUITSETLADISTANCEPARRAPPORTÀLAPARTIELAPLUSPROCHE
DELAFOSSESEPTIQUEETDUCHAMPSD’ÉPURATION.

PARTIE9COÛTESTIMATIFDUPROJET:_______________________$

PARTIE10JERENONCEÀTOUTDROITD’ACTIONENJUSTICECONTREL’ORGANISMEQUIÉMETLEPERMISOU
CONTRESESDIRIGEANTS,MANDATAIRESOUEMPLOYÉS,POURTOUSDOMMAGESDÉCOULANTD’UNEOUDE
PLUSIEURSDISPOSITIONSD’UNRÈGLEMENTMUNICIPALOUPROVINCIAL,OUDUFAITDELARÉVOCATIOND’UN
PERMIS,QUELLEQU’ENSOITLARAISON,NOTAMMENTPOURDESIRRÉGULARITÉSOUPOURLENON-RESPECTDES
RÈGLEMENTSMUNICIPAUXOUPROVINCIAUXADOPTÉSPARL’ÉMETTEURDUPERMIS.

J’ATTESTEQUEL’INFORMATIONFOURNIEDANSLAPRÉSENTEFORMULEEST,AUMEILLEURDEMESCONNAISSANCES
ETDEMESCAPACITÉS,JUSTEETCOMPLÈTE.

___________________________________________________________________________________
SIGNATUREDATE
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SECTION 6. MOBILE HOME

FACTORY BUILT: YES ( ) NO ( ) MODEL NAME: _________________________________

AGE OF HOME: ____ YRS. SIZE OF HOME : LENGTH: ____ FEET WIDTH: ______ FEET

NO. OF BEDROOMS: ___________

RELOCATING A “USED” MOBILE HOME (IF APPLICABLE)

THE MOBILE HOME BEING RELOCATED IS PRESENTLY SITUATED ADJACENT TO THE: __________________ ROAD OR

STREET

ON PROPERTY OWNED BY: ______________________________________________

IN THE COMMUNITY OF: _________________________________________________

THE MOBILE HOME IS PURCHASED FROM: __________________________________

SECTION 7. UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE

WILL THERE BE UNDERGROUND FUEL STORAGE (OTHER THAN AN OIL TANK IN THE BASEMENT)
YES ( ) NO ( )

SECTION 8. SITE PLAN NOTE: A SITE PLAN IS REQUIRED WITH SECTIONS 3, 4, 5 AND 7
DRAW A SITE PLAN ON THE REVERSE OF THIS FORM INDICATING:

(A) DIMENSIONS OF THE LOT,

(B) LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION OF THE HOUSE, BUILDING(S), AND DRIVEWAY ON THE LOT AND PROVIDE
THE DISTANCE FROM THE ROAD (RIGHT-OF-WAY) AND THE NEAREST SIDE PROPERTY BOUNDARY,

(C) THE GENERAL SLOPE OF THE LAND (INDICATE BY ARROWS),

(D) LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION OF SEPTIC TANK AND ABSORPTION FIELD. IF APPLICABLE, SHOW TANK
CAPACITY, LENGTH OF LINES, NUMBER OF LINES LENGTHS (DO NOT INCLUDE ANY LINE OR PIPE USED IN HEADER)
AND PROVIDE SET-BACK DISTANCE FROM HOUSE, WELL AND PROPERTY BOUNDARIES,

(E) LOCATION OR PROPOSED LOCATION OF WELL AND PROVIDE SET BACK FROM NEAREST PORTION OF THE SEPTIC
TANK AND ABSORPTION FIELD.

SECTION 9. ESTIMATED COST OF THE PROJECT $_________________________

SECTION 10. I WAIVER ALL RIGHT OR ACTION AGAINST THE ISSUER OF THIS PERMIT AND / OR ANY OF ITS
OFFICERS, AGENTS OR EMPLOYEES IN RESPECT OF ANY DAMAGES WHICH MAY BE CAUSED THROUGH THE
OPERATION OF ANY PROVISION OR PROVISIONS IN ANY OF THE MUNICIPAL OR PROVINCIAL REGULATIONS OR
THE REVOKING OF A PERMIT FOR ANY CAUSE OR IRREGULARITY OR NON CONFORMITY WITH THE MUNICIPAL
OR PROVINCIAL REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE ISSUER OF THIS PERMIT.

I HEREBY CERTIFY THAT TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGE AND ABILITY, THE INFORMATION THAT I HAVE
PROVIDED ON THIS FORM IS TRUE AND COMPLETE.

___________________________________________________________________ ____________________

SIGNATURE DATE
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NOTE: THE APPLICATION MUST BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE APPROPRIATE FEE AND SUCH ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION AS MAY BE REQUIRED UNDER THE REGULATIONS.

ALL APPLICATIONS MUST BE ACCOMPANIED BY A GEO-LINC MAP SHOWING THE PARCEL BEING DEVELOPED OR
THE LOT(S) BEING SUBDIVIDED OUTLINED IN RED.

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS: DESCRIPTION OF DRAWINGS ETC.

________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________

SITE PLAN:

DEPARTMENTAL USE ONLY

COMMENTS: ____________________________________________________________________________________________

________________________________________________________________________________________________________

RECOMMENDATION: ____________________________________________________________________________________

DATE _____________ 20___ CERTIFYING SIGNATURE ________________________________________________________

THIS APPLICATION SHOULD BE FORWARDED TO: ____________________________________________________________
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NOTA:LADEMANDEDOITÊTREACCOMPAGNÉEDESDROITSAPPLICABLESETDETOUTEINFORMATION
ADDITIONNELLEREQUISEENVERTUDURÈGLEMENT.

TOUTESLESDEMANDESDOIVENTÊTREACCOMPAGNÉESD’UNPLANGEO-LINC(CARTESCADASTRALES)
MONTRANTENROUGELELOTÀAMÉNAGEROULEPROJETDELOTISSEMENT.

LISTEDESPIÈCESJOINTES:DESCRIPTIONDESDESSINS,ETC.

__________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________

__________________________________________________________

PLAND’ENSEMBLE:

ÀL’USAGEDUBUREAUSEULEMENT

COMMENTAIRES:______________________________________________________________________________________________

_______________________________________________________________________________________________________________

RECOMMANDATION:_________________________________________________________________________________________

DATE:________________________SIGNATURED’APPROBATION:___________________________________

CETTEDEMANDEDOITÊTRETRANSMISEÀ:____________________________________________________________________
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ANNEXEB:MEMBRESDEL’ÉQUIPEDUPROJET

GrantMcLeod,présidentdelaPEIHomeBuilders’Association
GuyRobichaud,agentderessourcetechnique
LisaDoyle-Macain,directriceexécutive,FederationofPEIMunicipalities
NormanFinlayson,agentdeprojetACT,PEIHomeBuilders’Association
DougMcNeil,agentdeprojetACT,PEIHomeBuilders’Association

L’équipeabénéficiédel’aideetdusoutienactifdeDavidOlafson,delaSCHL,quiaoffertunlocalpourles
réunionsdel’équipe,etdeLorneMoase,anciendirecteurexécutifintérimairedelaFederationofPEI
Municipalities.LaPEIHomeBuilders’Associationacontribuédeslocauxdebureauxetdel’équipement.
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APPENDIX B: PROJECT TEAM MEMBERS

Grant McLeod, Chair of the Home Builders’ Association of Prince Edward Island
Guy Robichaud, Technical Resource Officer, CMHC
Lisa Doyle-MacBain, Executive Director, Federation of P.E.I. Municipalities
Norman Finlayson, A•C•T Project Officer, Home Builders’ Association of Prince Edward Island
Doug McNeil, A•C•T Project Officer, Home Builders’ Association of Prince Edward Island

There was active assistance and support from David Olafson of CMHC, who provided meeting space for
team meetings, and from Lorne Moase, former acting executive director of the Federation of P.E.I.
Municipalities. The Home Builders’ Association of Prince Edward Island provided office space and
equipment for the project.




