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Thursday, January 23rd, 1975,

Public Hearing - 7:;;30 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

00Q~~

~~NfCItU

A FEB 3 1915-915

AA Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the Munipnq- 1.
1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on Thursday, January 23r

at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-law No. 1928

and amending by-laws.

All Members of Council were present, as well as the Director of Planning,

Mr. D. Buchanan and the Deputy Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Friday, January 17th

and Saturday, January 18th, 1975 and, as well, copies of the agenda were

mailed to all ratepayers groups in the District.

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT

SECONDED BY ALD GARRISON

That His Worship Mayor James L. Tonn act as Chairman to

the Public Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary

to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning glibmitted a written brief to the Public

Hearing dated January 23rd, 1975 and a copy of that brief is

attached to and forms a part of these Minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 31/74

This was an application by Canaveral Investments Ltd. for

the rezoning of property situated at 424, 430, 436, 442, 450,

454, 458 Westview Street to Multi-Storey High Density

Apartment Residential (RM-4) in order to be allowed to

construct two eight-storey high rise apartment buildings.

Mr. Larry Doyle of Hamilton, Doyle and Associates, addressed

the Hearing on behalf of Canaveral Investments Ltd. and stated

~4 that what was proposed was the construction of two eight-storey

towers with one of the towers having six suites per floor and

the other tower having eight suites per floor with a total site

coverage of about 20% for each building.

Mr. Doyle stated that all parking will be underground with the

top of the parking decks being fully_ landscaped. The Hearing

was also informed that the project will have two developed

walkways to connect Westview Street to the shopping centre

and that the whole of the bank between the Shopping Centre

and the proposed project will be landscaped.

Ald . Bewley inquired as to what the ratio of parking was in

this project and Mr. Doyle stated that it was 1 .45 parking

spaces per unit which would be completely underground.

Ald . Howarth inquired asp to whether both buildings would be

strata title and Mr. Doyle stated that they would be.
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CI Mr. Tupper of 462 Westview Street expressed concern that
the construction of the eight storey building next to his property
would force him to sell out and also expressed concern about
fencing along his property line and the amount of sunlight which
would be blocked as a result of his being in the shadow of one
of the eight storey structures. "J

Ald. Howarth inquired as to whether the architect had considered
siting the one tower further south and Mr. Doyle ,stated that they
have considered this, however, should this be done, the con-
solidated space between the buildings would be lessened and,
therefore, its usefulness would also be lessened. Mr. Doyle
stated that the area between-the buildings was to be landscaped
with other amenities in this area to be considered.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 44/74

This is an application by Glenwood Developments Ltd. for the
rezoning of property situated at 312 Schoolhouse Street to
allow for the rezoning to -Three Storey Medium Density Apartment
Residential (RM-2) to allow for the construction of condominiums.
Mr. Bing Marr, the architect for the project, addressed the
Hearing and stated that he had been commissioned to design a
condominium development on a very steep site and as a consequence
would be building down the hill with each unit having underground
parking at a ratio of 1 .45 parking spaces per unit.

Mr. Bing Marr informed the Hearing that the development will
have three three-bedroom units, fifteen two-bedroom units and
six one-bedroom units and would have a common room as well
as a child's playground developed.

A question was raised by a neighbour as to whether any children
would be allowed in the development and Mr. Bing Marr stated
that he felt the ratio of children would be low as there are only

three three-bedroom units in the whole development. The
matter of school space availability was raised and Mr. Buchanan
informed the Hearing that he had been given to understand that
the School Board has recently commissioned an architect to
plan an addition to Millside School..!

Another neighbour in the area expressed concern about the lack

of recreational facilities in the area for children.

Ald . Sekora inquired as to what type of construction was planned
for this development and Mr. Marr stated that it would be frame
construction.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z 54/74

This was an application by D. B. H. Holdings Ltd. for the rezoning
of property located in the 100 block Nelson Street to 

Three _Storey

Medium Density Apartment Residential (RM-2) to allow for the
construction of a three storey apartment.
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Mr. Currie of Ronald Howard, Architect, addressed the
Hearing on behalf of the applicant and stated that what was
proposed was a three storey apartment containing twenty-one
two-bedroom units and nine one-bedroom units.

Mr. Currie stated that the project was to be a strata title
building, however, the possibility was still open with respect
to providing suites on a rental basis.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

Ald. Howarth inquired as to the traffic pattern in this area
and the Planner informed the Hearing that the Engineering
Department are studying the traffic situation in this area,
especially with respect to :connecting Nelson through to
Brunette Avenue and that this study is nearing completion
and should be before Council in the near future.

Ald . Sekora inquired as to what type of construction was
planned for this apartment and Mr. Currie stated that it would
be frame construction.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 57/74

Clause 1 of this application dealt with a proposal by Mrs.
Mary Smith and Mr. and Mrs. McKay to construct a duplex
at 2271 Cape Horn Avenue.

Mrs. McKay addressed the Hearing and stated that
she`arid her husband together with Mrs. Smith wished to
construct a duplex for their own use with Mrs. Smith living
on one side of the duplex and her and her husband living on

the other side of the duplex.

A letter from Farwest Development Ltd. dated January 15th, 1975
J registering opposition to the proposed rezoning was read to the

Public Hearing and a copy of that letter is attached hereto and
forms a part of these Minutes.

A lady who stated she resided at 2655 Mathewson Avenue informed
the Hearing that she was appearing on behalf of Mrs Mary Smith
and wished to voice her support for the proposed rezoning.

Clause 2 of this item dealt with the classification of Cape Horn

Avenue as a major arterial street and the amendment proposed

would classify the portion of Cape Horn Avenue from Mathewson
Road to Lougheed Highway which would replace the present
designation in the Zoning By-law which now classifies Cape Horn

Avenue from Coleman Street to Lougheed Highway as a major
arterial street.

A Mrs. McMichael stated that the ratepayers in this area wished
the full classification of Cape Horn Avenue as a major arterial
street to be removed from the Zoning By- law .
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ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 62/74

This was an application by Ric-Mac-Holdings Ltd. to rezone
three lots in a proposed subdivision on Dewdney Trunk Road
for duplex development.

Also included in this item under Clause 2 was an amendment
to the Zoning By-law to allow One Family Residential use on
lots of 62000 square feet in the RS-1 and RT-1 zones as well
as to allow one family residential use on lots of 4,000 square
feet in the RT-1 zone where the building on a lot abuts on an
interior side lot line and is attached to the building on the
adjacent lot.

Mrs. M. Krenbrink of 2878 Dewdney Trunk Road submitted
a letter dated January 21st, 1975 opposing the amendment
to allow single family dwelling lots of 6, 000 square feet and

a copy of that letter is attached hereto and forms a part of

these minutes.

Mrs. Krenbrink also inquired as to whether or not Mariner
was proposed to be continued through to Barnet and Mr. Buchanan

stated that there are no immediate plans for this, however, long

range planning did contemplate the continuation of Mariner through
to Barnet.

The owner of 2915 Dewdney Trunk Road inquired as to whether
the subdivision proposed in this area would in any way affect
his ability to keep horses on his property which does adjoin it
and the Planner stated that as long as his property is zoned
RS-2 he would be allowed to continue to keep horses, however
this would not necessarily mean there would be no conflict
created as a result of the housing development being next to

a farm use.

Ald . Howarth inquired as to ̀whether the plan presented to the
Public Hearing tonight for subdivision was based on 6,000 foot

~- lots and the Planner stated that it was.

In answer to a question, an agent, speaking on behalf of the
developer, stated that using the existing requirements of

7,000 square foot lots the property involved could be subdivided

into 46 lots whereas by using the requirement of 6,000 square

foot lots and including the three proposed duplex lots, a maximum

of 56 lots would be created.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. Z 59/74

This was an application by Group Nine Developments to rezone

the property located on the northeast corner of Gatensbury

Street and Austin Avenue to RM-2 and P-3 to allow the develop-

ment of townhousing and, as well, this item, under Clause 2,

proposes to amend the Zoning By-law to change the designation

of the Zoning category P-3 from 11P-3 Golf Course" to.." P-3

Golf Course and Recreation".
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A Mr. Carson Noftle spoke on behalf of Group Nine Developments

and stated that what was proposed was a -  'development containing

44 three-storey townhouse units with each unit having its own

garage with the development being constructed on an over-all site

of five acres with actual development taking place on three acres

of the site. He stated that the other two acre area would be left

in its natural state as a ravine and, as well, would be used for

recreational facilities such as a tennis court and a playground

for children. Mr. Noftle went on to state that the proposed sale

price of the townhouse units was to be in the neighbourhood of

$50,000 each.

Ald. Bewley inquired as to the day care centre on the project

and the manner in which it would be operated and Mr. Noftle

stated that it was proposed to turn the day care centre operation

over to the strata corporation. Mr. Noftle went on to state

that the day care centre would be contained in a 1,900  square

foot building, however, the whole building would not be used

for day care centre, but would be used for other activities as

as well.

In answer to a question from Ald. Sekora, Mr. Noftle stated

that it was proposed to erect forty-one three-bedroom townhouses

each containing 1,320 square feet as well as three four-bedroom

townhouses containing 1,900  square feet.

Mr. Noftle stated, as well, that two playgrounds would be

developed within the project on the high portion of the site.

Ald. Bewley inquired as to what type of development was planned

for the ravine and Mr. Noftle stated that up to this point, the

developer proposed to leave it in its natural state with the only

possible development being the construction of some walking

paths through the ravine.

A lady in the audience inquired as to what school the ph ldren from

4_ 
this development would be attending and Ald. Bewley stated that

it would either be Austin Avenue or Vanier School.

Ald. Bewley inquired as to whether the area being zoned P-3

would be a private or public park and Mr. Noftle stated that this

would have to be left up to the strata corporation to determine.

Mr. Gliege, the owner of the property, stated that in the past

he has allowed schools to take field trips in the area and felt

that the strata corporation would most likely allow the same

type of use.

Ald. Howarth stated that quite often the best use of such ravine

property by children is made not while on field trips with groups

but playing in the area as individuals and he inquired as to

whether this type of use of the area would be allowed after

development. Mr. Gliege, in answer to-.Ald... Howarth, stated

that to allow such use could bring liability on the owners of

the strata corporation if, at some time, an injury occurred to

a child and that it was his opinion that the strata corporation

would have to look very seriously on that type of use.
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A lady resident of the area stated that in her opinion, more
parkland was required in this neighbourhood.

A Mr. P. Clarke of 1320 Austin Avenue stated that it was

imperative that this ravine area be left open for children

to play in because of the number of children in the area and

he informed the Hearing that he has always allowed children

to play in the ravine which he owns. Mr. Clarke went on to

express his opposition to the proposal mainly because of the

frame constructon of this development and stated that he

preferred the initial plan for three high-rise towers because

they would be of better construction and the landscaping and

open area, he felt, was better planned.

Mr. Noftle informed the Hearing that with the proposed town-

houses, the approxirrate site coverage would be 27.5% which

is the same as what it would have been -Atth~M~ three high-rise

towers. Mr. Noftle went on to explain that only three of the

existing trees on the site would be removed and high quality

material such as treated cedar, cedar shingles and glass wall

panels would be used in the construction of the town-house

development and that,in his opinion, maintenance on strata title

properties has never become too much of a problem.

A Mr. Mann of 1322 Austin Avenue supported the views

expressed by Mr. Clarke and stated that he:was o~`ppe

to the proposed development and he as well informed the

Hearing that he preferred the initial plan of three high rise

structures.

ITEM #7 - Reference No. Z 51/74

This was an application by the District of Coquitlam to rezone

its cemetery property in the 600 block Robinson Street from

One Family Residential (RS-1) to Civic Institutional (P-1) .

Mr. Buchanan informed the Hearing that the rezoning of the

cemetery to P-1 would make its zoning conform to the present

use of the property and, as well, Mr. Buchanan stated that

this would allow the development of a day care centre on the

north end of the property, providing a by-law amendment, as

approved by Council, which is presently awaiting approval from

Victoria to allow day care centres within the Civic Institutional

(P-1) Zone.

A Mr. T. M. Greenall of 620 Robinson Street addressed the

Hearing and stated that the residents of this area were very

definitely opposed to a day care centre being placed on the

cemetery property as this would mean more traffic in the area

and more noise. Mr. Greenall submitted to the Public Hearing

a petition signed by several people indicating their opposition

to the proposed rezoning and to the placement of a day care centre

on the cemetery property and a copy of the two petitions are

attached hereto and form a part of these minutes.
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Several individual letters of opposition to the proposed

rezoning and to the proposal for a daj care centre were

submitted by individuals and copies of these individual

l=etters are on file in the Municipal Clerk's Office. The

individual letters on file indicate 24 signatories registering

opposition to any change whatsoever in the zoning of the

cemetery site as well as any change in the use of the site

for anything other than cemetery. Twelve letters were

received which indicate they would support rezoning but

that the property should be used for nothing else but cemetery

or a park. Two individual letters were received which favoured

rezoning for ;use-as either a park or a day care use.

Several surrounding property owners spoke in opposition to

the proposed rezoning and the proposalL:Jto situate a day care

centre on the site expressing the following objections:

1 . Day Care Centre means increased traffic in the area.

2. Amount of noise in the area would be increased from

traffic and children.

3. Present zoning has not inhibited the use of the property

as a cemetery therefore no reason to rezone.

4. Day care centres should be established as a profit making

business enterprise and possibly be, located in an industrial

area near to where the parents work so that parents could

spend lunch hour with their children.

5. A resident of the area stated that a kindergarten is operated

from Roy Stibbs School and she saw no need for additional

services in this area.

6. Residents in the immediate area have not expressed any

desire for a day care facility and have no need for one.

7. The wooded area should be left as is as children in the

area use it for fi-eld trips and as a place to play.

8. Locating a day care centre would mean the removal of

trees.

9. The area not being used for cemetery should be developed

as parkland.

10. A resident of the area stated he was not opposed to day

care centres and would contribute financially to such a

centre but he did not want it in his neighbourhood.

11 . A resident expressed concern about existing traffic in the

area stating he would like to see some roads physically

closed off.



-8-

Thursday, January 23rd, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

12. M r . A. McLeod of Bu rquitlam Mortuary stated he was
opposed to a day care centre as the full amount of property
would be required for burials. He felt the present developed
cemetery site would be filled in the next four or five years.

It was explained to the Hearing that the whole site was dedicated
as Cemetery under the Cemetery Act and permission of the
Provincial Government is required if any use other than that
of a cemetery is proposed for the property.

Mr. Cunnings informed the Hearing that verbal approval had
been given for use of two lots for a day care centre.

Mr. Cunnings also advised that the present proposal was for
a five year lease to be granted to the group operating the Centre
with an additional five year renewal clause.

Mr. M. Stark, speaking on behalf of the group wishing to develop
a Day Care Centre stated that the obtaining of a site had proven
very difficult and had come to Council for assistance to find a
suitable site. Mr. Stark stated that a survey had been undertaken
in the Cottonwood area on the need for a centre and following
the survey a site was sought as close to the area of need as

possible.

Mr. Stark stated that he would personally like to speak to the

people attending this Public Hearing to determine their real
reasons for opposing a day care centre in this location.

Ald. Filiatrault inquired of Mr. Stark how large a house they
wished to move on to the site and Mr. Stark stated that it
would be a 1,400  square foot house with two floors and would
have an enrollment of forty children.

Ald. Filiatrault inquired also as to why they did not attempt to
rent an equal amount of space in the Cottonwood Apartments
and was informed that it was not felt that this would be an area

41 suitable for such an establishment. The apartment did not have
a playground, the amount of noise from the children would have to

be strictly controlled and the whole area did not really have a

suitable atmosphere for children.

Ald. Garrison inquired of Mr.. Stark if rented space were available
in the Cottonwood complex would the Day Care group be able to

'receive the same kind of funding as in another location and Mr.
Stark stated that most likely funding would be possible.

One resident of the area asked why the Brookmere School site
was not used for the centre and the Mayor stated that this site
would require municipal services which would have cost $40,000.00
to install.

0



-9-9-

Thursday, Thursday, January 23rd, 1975,
Public Hearing Minutes, cont' d .

Ald . Sekora asked Mr. Stark if the proposed house for the
centre had been purchased and Mr. Stark said that it has not

yet been purchased, however, they have an understanding with

the owner on obtaiiaing the dwelling provided all .problems of

location can be finalized.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT

SECONDED BY A LD. SEKORA:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 9.35 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING, JANUARY 23, 1975, FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ITEM #1 - Z-41-74

This proposal for two eight-storey apartment towers on Westview

Street immediately east of the Cariboo Shopping Centre is compatible

with the Community Plan designations for the area. One hundred and

ten dwelling units are intended to be located here, with subdivision

on a strata plan basis.

The main concern of the Design Committee in reviewing this project

was in regard to the eight-storey height limitation, and the fact

that the design resulted in a "wall of buildings which will emphasize

the cavernous appearance of the shopping centre and an undesirable

shadow line in this area. A mix of high and low-rise buildings may

be more desirable." From this discussion on September 26, 1974,

there was further discussion at the Advisory Planning Commission on

October 2, 1974, and by Resolution No. 2862, they recommended that

Council refer the application to Public Hearing, subject to the

applicants revising the preliminary plans to the satisfaction of the

Design Committee. This review would be related to:

1) The Design Committee's guidelines regarding grade relationships;

2) Access arrangements and parking layout;

3) Aesthetic considerations and impact on the area to the east of

the site.

On October 9, 1974, the Committee reviewed revised plans and found

that the first two points could be met, but they were still not

convinced that the project would satisfy the aesthetic considerations

and impact on the area to the east and west of the site. They

suggested a basic massing model for the area in order to better see

the relationships. They also asked the Planning Department to review

with the Fire and Building Departments the eight-storey height

`

limitation.

The massing model was reviewed at the Design Committee meeting of

December 11, 1974. The Committee reluctantly approved the project

going forward to Public Hearing, but strongly recommended that the

project go forward with a twelve-storey building on the northerly

site, noting that this would not increase the floor space of the
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ITEM #1 - Z-41-74 cont' d

project. The Committee noted that the recommendation required

APC consideration before going to Public Hearing in light of the

original resolution of the APC of October 2, 1974. Finally, on

January 8, 1975, by Resolution No. 2899, the Advisory Planning

Commission recommended that application Z-41-74 be referred to

Public Hearing on the basis of two eight-storey towers. I would

note on the eight-storey height limitation that the Building and

Fire Departments would have no objection to a change in the Zoning

By-law which would permit the construction of buildings taller than

eight storeys if there were some legal means of requiring the

installation of sprinklering systems in buildings over eight storeys

high. Sprinklering is considered the best means to protect persons

and property in.high-rise buildings because of its ability to control

a fire in its incipient stages. Because, of the legal difficulties

with the section of the Municipal Act dealing with adoption of the

National Building Code, this conclusion appears to be that the

eight-storey height limitation has to be maintained at this time.

ITEM #2 - Z-44-74

This application is consistent with the designation of the Plan

Maillardville Report dated March, 1974, generally accepted by Council

on May 9, 1974. What is proposed is a split building of a three-

storey height, with orientation both to the west and to the east.

The Design Committee reviewed the plans for this project on

September 26, 1974. They commended the applicant on the terracing

approach in front of the building and founds.the plans for the

south-west portion of the building, with its double orientation to

the rooms, very interesting. They were concerned with the five-storey

appearance from Schoolhouse Street, and suggested that the architect

give further study to reducing the appearance of the facade by

making better use of the potential of the site. One solution

considered was the lowering of the east side of the structure one

full floor, and consider some solution to the newly exposed wall.
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ITEM #2 Z-44-74 cont'd

On December 23, 1974, the Committee reviewed revised plans and

found the plans acceptable. There were certain concerns with

the appearance, landscaping, colour, etc., but the Committee

noted that more detail would be required at the time of building
permit. application.

I would note that the Advisory Planning Commission had, on

October 2, 1974, recommended that Council refer this application

to Public Hearing, subject to the applicants first amending the

preliminary plans to the satisfaction of t
9
heQDeesign Committee in

regard to the Committee's guidelines and v4*" relationships.

Council also adopted this recommendation on October 7, 1974.

ITEM #3 - Z-54-74

This proposed development is also compatible with the Plan

Maillardville Report. One issue with the proposed development

was use of the 33 foot width of Nelson Street instead of half the

33 foot width in calculating lot area for the purposes of
I 
stablishing gross floor area and density. This approach was

Ilk approved by the Board of Variance on December 3, 1974. The

Design Committee reviewed the project on November 13, 1974 and

found it acceptable with conditions to go to Public Hearing.

Reconsiderations of design elements were recommended.

On December 4, 1974, the Advisory Planning Commission, by

Resolution No. 2886, recommended that Council refer this

application to Public Hearing, but they also wished to draw

Council's attention to the access and parking problems in the

area, unless the Municipality:

1) completed the east half of Nelson Street south of Brunette

Avenue;

2) improved the existing intersection at Nelson Street and

Brunette Avenue;

3) provided a more adequate parking area off Nelson Street to

serve the Mackin Park playing field.
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ITEM #3 Z-54-74 cont'd

The Engineering Department is currently studying a design for'

Nelson Street at Brunette Avenue, and also the issue of the

parking adequacy along Nelson Street.

Another consideration which should be given to this apartment,.

project is landscaping of the triangular area of park to the

north of the project out to brunette Avenue. This could be a

condition in the development agreement.

ITEM #4 - Z-57-74

Attached to this brief are the criteria employed in locating

two-family dwellings within one-family housing areas of the

Municipality. This particular site meets all these criteria.

Furthermore, the'designation of this portion of Cape Horn Avenue

as a major arterial street is to be rescinded, allowing this

criterion to be met. This particular move is compatible with

the findings of the Roads Review Committee in 1974.

ITEM #5 - Z-62-74

This application embraces two separate moves. Firstly, three

duplex sites are proposed within the subdivision involved.

These meet the criteria for locating two-family dwellings within

one-family housing areas.

The second aspect of the application relates to minimum lot size

in the RS-1 zone. At the present time, Section 602(2) of the

Zoning By-law reads as follows:

(2) A one-family residential use shall not be permitted on a
lot of less than:
(a) one acre in the RS-2 zone,
(b) 7,000 square feet in the RS-1 and RT-1 zones,

y' (c) 6,000 square feet in the RS-1 and RT-1 zones, where the
lot has been created by subdivision from a lot between
12,000 and 21,000 square feet in size,

(d) 4,000 square feet in the RT-1 zone, where the building on
a lot abuts an interior side lot line, and is attached to
the building on the adjacent lot,

except where such lot was existing at the effective date of
this By-law, such use may be permitted where approved in
writing by the Medical Health Officer." ;
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ITEM #5 - Z-62-74 cont'd

~.
At the present time, there is generally a 7,000 square foot

minimum lot size for one-family residential uses in the RS-1

and RT-1 zones, subject to the exceptions noted in Subsection

(c) and Subsection (d). The by-law amendment would remove the

7,000 square foot minimum and replace it with a general 6,000

square foot minimum. The 6,000 square foot minimum has been,

restricted in the past to subdivisions of lots of an awkward ,

size between 12,000 and 21,000 square feet. I would compare

I the minimum size in other municipalities and present them as

follows:

1) Port Coquitlam - 5,400 square feet;

2) Port Moody - 6,000 square feet;

3) Burnaby - three zones with a 9,600 square foot, 7,200 square

foot, and 6,000 square foot size;

4) New Westminster - formerly 6,000 square feet and now 4,000
I

square feet;

5) Vancouver - 4,800 square feet;

6) North Vancouver City - 12,000 square foot, 7,200 square foot,

and 6,000 square foot minimums in three separate zones.

Essentially, this amendment will affect new areas largely, since

the lot size is already set in established residential areas'.

It will not affect infill situations where parcels already were

below the 21,000 square foot size and 6,000 square foot lots

were permitted. It will affect infill situations in established

areas where there are parcels of over 21,000 square feet which

are being subdivided. The Planning Department favours the change

to 6,000 square feet, since it will make for better use of land

and facilitate subdivision design. We favour the general approach

rather than creating a specific zoning category, since the

rezoning requirement may well inhibit this approach being taken

due to the time involved in the Public Hearing process. The

Subdivision Committee and Approving Officer are able, where they

anticipate problems, to secure the viewpoints of adjoining

property owners at the time of preliminary approval consideration.
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ITEM #5 - Z-62-74 cont'd

The Approving Officer is able to hold Public Hearings under the

Land Registry Act where necessary to hear points of view expressed

orally.

I would note that the proposed amendment has a typographical error

in (2) (c), and this should read "4,000 square feet in the RT-1

zone..." This is simply a rephrasing of the present Subsection.

ITEM #6 - Z-59-74

This application supersedes application Z-21-73, and now proposes

44 townhouse units in this particular area. The original design

was for three high-rise towers or 110 suites under Z-21-73 for.

RM-3 zoning. The previous application got to a three reading stage

on June 10, 1974 but has not proceeded. I would note that there

was some concern expressed with regard to the ownership of the

property, and whether there was full authority for this application

to proceed. However, Gleige Holdings Ltd. have been authorized by

Group 9 Developments Ltd. to proceed with the application as of

January 14, 1975.

The Design Committee reviewed the plans on November 27, 1974.

They felt that the concept was far superior to that originally

proposed with the three high-rise towers, and found the proposal

to provide car parking with the individual units commendable. They

did suggest that they would need further information on the actual

colours and the materials involved, and would suggest that the

applicants supply a tree survey of all existing trees, a detailed

plan of the finished grades proposed over the site, and a fence

detail. There were certain other detailed recommendations with

regard to materials in front of the units to avoid a massive expanse

of blacktop. They had 'specific comments with regard to the day care

unit being better located and oriented to the park or playground

areas. Generally, the plans were acceptable for public hearing

with the comments stated.
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ITEM #6 Z-59-74 cont'd

On December ll, 1974, the Advisory Planning Commission recommended

that Council refer application Z-59-74 to Public Hearing subject

to revised plans being submitted, which show:

1) an increase in the number of parking spaces provided of 2

spaces per dwelling unit;

2) increasing that portion of Lot 151, which includes the creek

and ravine areas in the P-3 zoning;

3) a more direct and proper on-site pedestrian link from the units

along Austin Avenue to the children's play area along Austin

Avenue.

This resolution was endorsed by Council on December 16, 1974, and

the applicants have submitted revised plans which are now under

review by the Planning Department staff.

ITEM #7 - Z-51-74

This application is for rezoning of the cemetery site to P-1

Civic Institutional. Council will recall that By-law No. 438 was

given three readings in late 1974 to allow privately operated day

care centres within the P-1 zone. The intent of this by-law is

not only to make the cemetery a conforming use to the Zoning By-law,

but also to allow, when and if By-law No. 438 is finally adopted by

Council, the Tweedledum and Tweedledee Day Care Centre to operate

at the north end of the cemetery site. Cemeteries are a civic use

under the Zoning By-law, and at the present time the cemetery is

operating as a non-conforming use in the RS-1 zone.

Respectfully submitted,

DMB/ci D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director



is

DUPLEX REZONING CRITERIA

The criteria employed in locating duplex development
within the one-family housing areas of the Municipality are
presented below:

1. lot Sire - The lot shall include 8,000 square feet of
usable area, not including ravines or areas in excess slope.

2., Access and ParkinP - Required on-site parking shall not
have access to a major arterial street, and shall preferably
be provided in the rear yard.

3. Services Available The municipal water supply system and
sanitary sewer system should be available to service any
duplex development. Storm sewers may also be required to
avoid drainage problems and to complete adjacent roads.

4. Neighbourhood Character - Any duplex development should
enhance the genera standard of housing in the area.

5. Other Duplexes - In order to avoid a concentration of
duplexes in one-family housing areas, a 600 foot distance
between them has been employed as a guide. This distance
is measured along the frontage of a street and not on both
sides of a street, except that not more than one duplex shall
be considered at an intersection of two streets.
(This 600 foot distance does not apply, however, within the
area shown on the attached map.)

Please note that within the Municipality there are areas
of Maillardville and adjacent to Clarke Road which are available
for duplex development since they are appropriately zoned at the.
present time. For lots in these areas meeting by-law requireihen.ts,
a simple building permit application is all that is required.

Rezoning applications for lots outside the already zoned
areas should be accompanied by adequate information, including
photographs in the case of existing buildings, sketch plans of any
proposed building, and in every case a site plan showing proposed
building siting and _setbacks; access, parking and driveway
arrangements; and ground elevations at the four corners of the site.

Approved by Council: June 24, 1974
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Mrs. M. Krenbrink,

2878 Dewdney Trunk Road,

Port Coquitlam, B. C.,

January 21, 1975•

Mayor Tonn and Council,

Re: - Item # 5', Clause 2,

Amendment to Zoning By-law No. 1928, 1971.

Gentlemen;

I am strongly opposed to the proposed amendment to the

Zoning By-law.

If there was a separate zoning catagory for 6,000 square

feet -Lots, then'Council would have the right to reject the
I

rezoning if there were insufficiant ammenities in the area

involved, ie:- parks, recreation and roads.

There are five parcels of land in this immediate area

that are being held on speculation. If these are allowed

to subdivide into smaller lots it would greatly increase

the population of this area. There are no parks in this

area now.

1 have no objection to providing housing for people

but I do object to the manner in which it is done.

The whole character of the District of Coquitlam will

change if every new residential area is allowed to put in

this proposed density.

Yours truly,



Petition To
Provincial Government & District of Coquitlam

Rezoning of Municipal Cemetery. Property on
Robinson Street to Facilitate a Day Care Center

We, the undersigned, strongly oppose the use of the above noted property to
build and operate a Day Care Centre.

We find it appalling that the Provincial and Municipal governments could even
consider this course of action in view of the need for more not less open space.
The governments current position would appear to contradict the official pos-
ition established in the "Greenbelt Protection Fund Act" adopted by the Pro-
vincial Legislature in the spring of 1972.

There is a definite need for more open space, particularly in the form of local
parkland and in this instance the government is not compelled to spend a large
sum of money for acquisition in order to fulfill a pressing obligation to the
Community.

Some would argue that a Day Care Centre would not disturb this beautiful
heavily wooded piece of land.

We don't believe it! The proposed Day Care Centre means -

- more traffic (the stated objectives of this and other Municipalities
is to minimize residential traffic which is already too
high),

- more noise

- that a substantial area must be cleared to provide for building, access
and parking space,

- that the aesthetic beauty of the area will be destroyed and thereby its
main value to local children and adults alike,

- that the local schools that utilize this area to take their students on
nature walks will find its usefulness impaired ,

and the benefits to this Community are non-existent.

The proposed use of this property is simply not justified and we urgently request
that you -

I. Reconsider your position,

2. Reject the Day Care Centre application,

3. Designate this property for park use only (that portion of the land
not currently being utilized for Cemetery purposes).
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RE MUNICIPAL CEMETERY PROPERTY ON ROBINSON ST.

I hereby opyose any effort to rezone the above property for

abay Care Center and strongly recommend this prbperty to be

left in its present state i.e. natural woodland area to be

preserved as a natural park eventually.
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Thursday, February 27th, 1975, 

Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m. 
Q
.®~~

jV 

CIL'

d0 79~s5 ,
PUBLIC HEARING MINU S.~O

"~/~~

The Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers a icipal Hall,
1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on Thursday, February 27th, 1975

j~ at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-law No. 1928
and amending by-laws.

All Members of Council were present save Ald. Filiatrault and Ald- .

Sekora. Also in attendance were the Planning Director, Mr. D.

Buchanan; and the Deputy Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Friday, February 21st

and Saturday, February 22nd, 1975 and as well copies of the agenda were

mailed to all ratepayers groups in the District.

MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON

SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

That His Worship Mayor Jamey Tonn act as Chairman

to the Public Hearing and Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary

to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the

Public Hearing dated February 27th, 1975, a copy of that

brief is attached hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. Z 51/74

This was an application by the District of Coquitlam to rezone

the Municipal Cemetery property situated in the 600 block

Robinson Street to Civic Institutional (P-1) and together with

this rezoning was the proposal to locate a Day Care Centre

on the property. The Mayor advised Council that a letter

had been received from the Tweedledee and Tweedledum

Day Care Society requesting that their application to situate

a day care centre on the cemetery property be withdrawn. .

The Mayor stated that in view of the fact that the day care

centre was no longer proposed for this property he would

recommend to Council that Item #6 be withdrawn from the

Public Hearing and further, that the rezoning on the cemetery

property be left as it now exists until such time when there is

need for a parkin this area and at that time an application for

rezoning of this area for park use be brought forward.

Mayor Tonn also suggested that when By-law No. 438 is

placed before Council for final adoption he would recommend

that this be defeated. This proposed by-law amends the

Zoning By-law to allow Day Care Centres within a Civic

Institutional (P-1) zone.

MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON

SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

That Item #6 of the Public Hearing Agenda be withdrawn.

CARRIED
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Thursday, February 27th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 1/75

IV 
This was an application by Alley Estates Ltd. to rezone the
property situated at 673 Chapman Avenue to Two Family
Residential (RT-1) to allow the development of a duplex.

A Mr. Schellenberg of 667 Chapman Avenue opposed the
rezoning because of the proposed cul de sac at the end of

.Chapman Avenue, fearing that too much traffic is going
to be generated in this area already without a duplex being

located in the vicinity.

Mrs. Higham of 665 Chapman Avenue objected to the rezoning
stating that until the location of the road is known in this area
no rezoning should be allowed. Further, she stated that

there are several properties along Clarke Road which are
already zoned for duplex development and she felt this was

enough in their particular area. She also expressed

concern about traffic in the area if and when Chapman

Avenue is closed to Clarke Road.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 3/75

This was an application by Alderson Properties Ltd. to

rezone property situated at 616 Hillcrest Street to Two

Family Residential (RT-1) to allow the development of a

duplex.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z 60/74

This was an application by North Road Construction Ltd.

to rezone the property at 516 and 520 Cottonwood Avenue
to Three Storey Medium Density Apartment Residential

(RM-2) to allow the development of an apartment.

A Mrs. Markovich, a tenant in the immediate area, objected

to the proposed rezoning. She felt that the area was already

too densely populated with the existing apartment development

and further there was a complete lack of parking in this area

and already too much noise pollution from the present people

moving within the Vicinity.

A Mr. Thompson addressed the Hearing and stated that he

was representing North Road Construction Ltd. and informed

the Members of Council that he felt the development would

enhance the area and with respect to parking, this would all

be provided underground at the ratio of 1 .45 spaces per unit.
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Thursday, February 27th, 1975
Public Hearing Minutes, cont' d .

Ald. Howarth inquired as to what type of outside finish was

proposed for the apartments and Mr. Thompson stated that
it would be a double mansard roof with the balance of the
finish being new used antique brick.

Mrs. Gray of 687 Florence Street addressed the Hearing and
stated that she had understood that there was a five year
moratorium on development in the Cottonwood area and she
was informed by the Council that this was not the case.
Mrs. Gray went on to state that the traffic problems in this
area are very great at the present time and she was concerned
that if more apartments are allowed, the situation would
deteriorate greatly.

Another gentleman, resident in the area, also expressed
concern about the traffic in the Cottonwood -Smith Avenue
area as parking is very bad which only allows one clear

lane for moving traffic and children are continually coming

out from behind parked cars which creates a very serious

and dangerous condition.

In answer to a question from a member of the audience,
Mr. Buchanan stated that 32 units were proposed for this

particular development providing some 47 parking spaces.

Another resident of the area stated that if this development

goes forward, there is definitely going to be a need for a

day care centre in the area.

ITEM #11 - Reference No. Z 56/74

This was an application by the F & C Construction Ltd. for

the rezoning of property situated at 528, 530 Cottonwood

Avenue to Three Storey Medium Density Apartment
Residential (RM-2) to allow for the development of an

apartment.

This application is directly next to the:" l -cation under
Item #3 and several of the persons who had spoken expressing
concerns about Item #3 re-affirmed their concerns with

respect to this application.

The Planner was questioned as to whethe►p the`parkimg,̀ratio
of 1 .45 bays per suite was sufficient and Mr. Buchanan stated

that a study had been done two or three years ago on car

ownership and it was determined at that time that 1.45 spaces

per unit would be sufficient to allow for the parking of tenants

as well as visitors.

A gentleman in the audience stated that in his opinion 1 .45

parking spaces per unit was no longer valid and most homes

in this area have two cars.

In answer to a question, the Director of Planning stated that
both apartments are proposed for adults only and both will be
strata title development.
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Thursday, February 27th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 49/74

This was an application by Rutherford, McRae to rezone the
lot situated at 659 Lakeshore Drive to Two Family Residential
(RT-1) to allow for the development of a duplex.

A Mr. Raven of 660 Gatensbury presented a petition to Council
opposing the proposed rezoning and provided a written brief
in opposition, copies of which are attached hereto and form
a part of these Minutes.

Mr. H. Stieda of 664 Gatensbury Street expressed his

opposition to the proposed rezoning, however, he stated
that ifthe>g&in in-val~jeas a result of the rezoning of the
particular lot were to be given to the Municipality he would
not object to the proposed rezoning.

A Mr. Maxwell of 1314 Foster Avenue objected to the proposed

rezoning as he felt the construction of a large home in this

area would mean the destruction of several of the trees.

The owners of properties situated at 1200 Sprice Avenue and

1310 Foster Avenue also expressed opposition to the proposed

rezoning.

Mr. Roger Bagent, appearing on behalf of Rutherford McRae Ltd.,

stated that the proposed duplex will not be any higher than any

other dwelling which is currently being constructed and that the

duplex proposed would have two bedrooms on one side and three

bedrooms on the other side.

Mr. Bagent stated that the developers, when creating the

subdivision, were,riqt allowed to clear the trees on the road

allowance but were required to put the services around them

and the company now has some $130,000 actually invested in

the subdivision which means a profit of from $3, 000 to $4, 000

on the lots if they were to be sold to builders at the listed

price of $160,000 for all lots.

Mr. Bagent stated that duplexes do provide extra tax revenue

and further that parking for four cars would be provided for

~• 
the duplex.

Mr. Raven inquired as to how Mr. Bagent could commit a

future purchaser of the duplex lot to the type of development

which would take place and Mr. Bagent stated that the owners

were placing a condition of sale on the lot which would mean

that the lot closest to the lake would only be allowed to have a

single storey house and the second lot would be allowed a

split level and the other lots would be developed normally.

No other residents of the immediate area expressed opposition

to the proposed rezoning.
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Thursday, February 27th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

ITEM ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 5/75

This was an application by Vera J. McCullough for rezoning

of property situated at 2440 Haversley Avenue to Two Family

Residential (RT-1) to allow the development of a duplex.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM # 7 - Reference No. Z 4/75

This was an application by the District of Coquitlam to

amend its Zoning By-,lavvith respect to permitted uses

affecting rail-trucking terminal facilities and railway yards.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

,i ITEM #8 - Reference No. Z 54/73

This was an application by E. H. Management Ltd. to rezone

property situated in the Dewdney Trunk Road-Dacre Avenue

area to allow the development of 6, 000 square foot lots

well as to rezone three lots for duplex use.

Together with this rezoning application, there was an amendment

to the Zoning By-law to create a new zoning category of RS-3

which would allow subdivision of properties to provide 6,000

square foot lots.

A resident inquired of Mr. Buchanan as to what the depth of
the lots along the proposed new Lougheed Highway would be

and .the setbacks for building would be. Mr. Buchanan stated

that the lots in this area range from 145 deep to 135 feet deep

with the normal rear yard setback of 20 feet being required.

Further, he advised that the average frontage of the lots was

some 59 feet and that those lots along Dewdney Trunk Road

would have to have a 37 foot front yard setback.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #9 - Reference No. Z 58/74

This was an application by Mr. W. Ralph Brownlee, Architect,

for the rezoning of property situated in the 2600 block

Mathewson Avenue to allow the development of townhouse units.

Mr. Boileau, representative of H. A. Roberts Ltd., addressed

the Hearing on behalf of Mr. W. Ralph Brownlee and stated

that what was proposed was 88 townhouse units with a day care

centre and recreation building being provided for the residents

of the area.

Mrs Arthur of 1588 Mathewson Road inquired of the developer

whether any consideration had been given to fencing the

development properties from adjoining neighbours along the

west boundary as she was concerned that tr_eesJ on her property

would suffer damage from children living in the proposed

development.
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Thursday, February 27th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, contd.

Mrs. Arthur stated she would like a fence similar to the

one erected by Nu-west Development, which is a green chain
link fence and the developer stated that he would be most

willing to comply with this request if this is indeed what the
Municipality would like to see as well.

Mr. Cave of 2599 Cape Horn Avenue addressed the Hearing

and stated that he felt the entrance to this proposed develop-

ment off of Cape Horn Avenue was being placed in a very

bad location and, as well, he would like to see fencing of the

development property done.

Mr. Buchanan informed the Hearing that the Engineering

Department had been consulted on the matter of access to

this development and they had in fact wanted a second

entrance on to Cape Horn Avenue, however, because of the

steep contours in this area this apparently was not too

feasible.

Mr. Boileau:` speaking on behalf of the applicants, stated

that stacking space for apprtixirtely forty cars on the

development property would be made available in order to

allow controlled access on to Cape Horn Avenue.

Mr. Presbury of 2576 Mathewson Avenue also expressed

a desire for.fencing and was concerned about facilities for

children in this area as they are,in his opinion, completely

lacking.

A Mr. Boileau informed the Hearing that because of the

Hydro easement of some 240 feet, which cuts across this

property, a great deal of green area would be provided

and the development will be based on six units per acre

rather than the allowable twelve units per acre under

existing municipal by-laws.

Ald. Garrison inquired as to what type of recreational

facilities would be provided using the Hydro right of way

and Mr. Boileau stated that tennis courts and an[acdventure

playground and, in addition, there will be a day care centre

and social building constructed for use by the residents.

Further, Mr. Boileau stated that a great number of the

existing trees will be left around the perimeter of the

development.

Ald. Garrison inquired as to whether the units would be sold

or rented and Mr. Boileau stated that they would be sold,

however, there is an indication that possibly some of the units

would be purchased by persons who would be renting them out.
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Ald. Garrison also°triquired of the Director of Planning if

any information had been received by the Municipality from

the Department of Highways with respect to access to the

Lougheed Highway in this particular area and Mr. Buchanan

stated that as of this date no answer had been received.

Mr. Boileau stated that the exact siting of the townhouses on

the property has not yet been determined and this would not

be done until some indication has been received from Council

that they are in agreement with the proposed development

and at that point a topographical survey would have to be done-)

in order to ascertain suitable siting locations.

A petition was presented to the Public Hearing indicating

approval by the immediate surrounding neighbours of the

proposed development and a copy of that petition is attached

hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

Mr. Boileau, speaking to the proposed RT-2 zone,,regulations,

raised certain objections in that the development they propose

on Mathewson Avenue would not conform to the proposed

regulations. He stated that under CMHC regulations when

a carport is situated next to a window of a livable area,

the carport then must be 17 2 feet from the home, however,

the carports in their proposed development are situated

next to the kitchen and under CMHC regulations the kitchen,

if it does not have eating facilities, is not considered a

livable area. In this regard Mr. Brownlee, the architect,

stated that he would like to see the definition of a habitable

room in the Coquitlam Zoning By-law changed to conform

with the CMHC definition of a livable area.

Mr. Boileau stated that thd~original design of the project

was done under RM-2 regulations and that Council were

now proposing to change the rules of the baligame after

design was done by instituting the new regulations, however,

Mr. Buchanan stated that in fact the baligame has not been

changed, that the original regulations required a 40 foot

setback for the carports.

Mr. Boileau also_ objected to the proposed height limitations

contained in the flew regulations as the proposed townhouse

Wdevelopment," Would have some buildings which would have a

room finished in the third storey and under the proposed

regulations only two storeys above the basement level would

be allowed although the height requirements of the proposed

new regulations would be met.

At the request of Ald . Howarth, the Director of Planning

went over the changes to the p loposed regulations recommended

by the Advisory Planning Commission and these proposed changes

are contained in the brief to the Public Hearing from thePlanning

Department which is attached hereto.

oil
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ITEM #10 - Reference No. Z 21/73

0
This was an application by Group Nine Developments Ltd.

for the rezoning of the property situated on the northeast

corner of Gatensbury and Austin Avenue to allow the

i
construction of three high rise apartment towers.

Mr. W. E Beese of 1394 Haversley Avenue objected to the
proposed rezoning and felt that the density was already too

great in this particular area with the three existing apartments.

He also expressed concern about the parking on Gatensbury

which is already a problem and the problem can only be

compounded by the proposed development. He went on to

state that he was not opposed to the previous application

for 40 townhouses and he felt that this was ;,amore pracfTeal;:

type of development with respect to density and the amount
of traffic which would be generated.

Ald. Bewley inquired of the developer as to whether the

original proposal for day care centre in this development

was still to be provided and to be registered in the name
of the municipality and the spokesman for the developer

,~. stated that a day care centre would be specially designed

and located in a basement area, consisting of some 1,300  square

feet, and the promise q this 1^espect, oragtnal made,,?w d~be

carried through.

Mr. E. F. Eberl of 1215 Howie Avenue opposed the rezoning

as he felt there were  already too many people in this area.

Mr. B. Clarke of 1320 Austin Avenue spoke in favour of the

highrises and stated that he had opposed the 40 townhouse

units because of the type of construction and felt that with̀ thas

proposal substantial buildings would be constructed and would

add to the value of the surrounding properties rather than

detracting from the value as would in his opinion, the 40 town-
house units. Mr. Clarke went on to state that a ban should

be put on parking on streets in this area as the apartments in

the area -_should be required to provide all necessary parking

i
for tenants and their visitors.

Mr. Mann of 1322 Austin Avenue registered his approval of

the proposed development.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 9.40 p.m.

CARRIED

J_--:-' -HA I RMA N
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BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - FEBRUARY 27, 1975

ITEM #1 - Z-1-75

This application was referred to Public Hearing by Council on

January 13, 1975. The application appears to meet all criteria

employed in locating two-family housing within the one-family

housing areas of the Municipality. Plans have also been supplied

by the applicant to indicate how the proposed building would be

sited on the particular property. I would note that the proposed

rezoning is compatible with the design for the improvements of the

Chapman-Robinson Intersection. This is the plan which was approved

by Council in 1974, but it should be specifically noted that rezoning

of Lot 26 would not be compatible with the alternative plan of taking

Glenayee Drive to connect to Robinson Street, which was one of the

alternatives studied in 1974.

ITEM #2 - Z-3-75

This application is also compatible with the criteria employed in

locating two-family dwellings. within the one-family housing areas of

the Municipality, and was referred to Public Hearing by Council on

January 27, 1975. Plans are available of the proposed development.

ITEM #3 - Z-60-74

This proposed development is to the west of a development also to be

considered at this Public Hearing under Item #11. The proposed

development is compatible with the Community Plan Map which designates

this area for medium-density apartment development. Furthermore, the.

Apartment Density Committee, in 1974, indicated that new multiple-

family housing in this area be designed for adults only. The Design

Committee, on January 15, 1975, found the project acceptable for

Public Hearing, with the main concern regarding landscaping and

whether landscaped areas above the underground parking structure did

have adequate soil depth and proper drainage. The Advisory Planning

Commission recommended that Council refer this application to Public

Hearing by,Resolution No. 2904 on January 22, 1975, and Council did

so on January 27, 1975.
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ITEM #4 - Z-49-74

This application is also for a,two-family dwelling, and the site meets

the criteria employed in locating two-family dwellings within the one-

family housing areas of the Municipality. With the shape of the

property, the particular building is especially designed for said

property.

ITEM #5 Z-5-75

This application is also for a two-family dwelling, with the only

concern regarding access as proposed in the plans submitted being

with regard to the lane system, which is not legally open at this time.

Final approval of the rezoning should be made contingent upon this

legal access being provided, since the, plans submitted to us on the

basis of access by way of the lane.

L >'
ITEM #6 - Z-51-74

The intent of this proposed rezoning is to make the whole cemetery

site conform to Zoning By-law No. 1928. The intent of the By-law is

not only for this purpose but also to allow, when and -if a certain

By-law No. 438 is finally adopted by Council, a day care centre to

be considered at this location on Lots 3 and 4 facing Robinson Street.

By-law No. 438 is an amending by-law to the P-1 zone to allow

- privately operated day care centres within that zoning category, and

this by-law has received the approval of the Department of Highways

and is awaiting Council's final adoption at this time.

All cemeteries in British Columbia are regulated by the Department

of Consumer Affairs, and this whole property is registered with that

Department as a cemetery. Permission was received to locate a day

care centre on these two particular properties from the Deputy

y Minister of Consumer Affairs. I would note that the present cemetery

has about 700 spaces, and it could be expanded to about 4,800 spaces,

taking in all lands to the mid point of Lots 5 and 34 to the south of

the day care site. At a rate of 200 plots per year or double the

' present number, this area could mean that the cemetery could expand
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ITEM #6 - Z-51-74 con't

Q for a further 15 years without affecting the proposed day care site.

A treed buffer is proposed to be maintained on the north, east, and

south sides of the proposed day care site, with access directly off

Robinson Street. The proposed operation would certainly meet a real

social need in the western area of Coquitlam. I would also add that,
to my knowledge, three alternative sites have been examined for this

day care operation, and none were technically feasible until this

particular site.

ITEM #7 - Z-4-75

The Municipal Manager obtained Council authority for the Planning

Department to present amendments to the M-1 zoning regulations to

exclude certain rail-oriented facilities from the M-1 zone. The

first exclusion would be for rail -trucking terminal facilities

which provide a very low return to the Municipality in terms of

assessment and jobs, representing an under-use of industrial land.

The second category is railway yards, and this proposal represents

an attempt to control the establishment of new railway yards within

the M-1 zone. We do know that there have been some early discussions

for such yard facilities in the Fraser Mills area, and this would

provide Council with the means to exert some control over the

establishment of these yards.

ITEM #8 - Z-54-73

This application would create an RS-3 zone for 6,000 square foot lots

for one-family housing. At the January Public Hearing, I reported on

the various approaches by other Municipalities, and noted that Port

Coquitlam, New Westminster, and Vancouver have minimum lot sizes well

below 6,000 square feet, while Port Moody, Burnaby, and North

Vancouver have zones with a 6,000 square foot minimum. The latter

two also have zoning categories with larger lot sizes. We had

favoured the general approach of lowering the minimum within the RS-1

zone rather than creating a specific zoning category, since the

rezoning requirement may well inhibit this approach being taken due
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ITEM #8 - Z-54-73 con't

to time involved in the Public Hearing process. We do accept the

alternative and hope that the incentive will be there in an

increased number of lots to go through the longer process.

ITEM #9 - Z-58-74

This application dates from December 1974 when we recommended that

the application be tabled until a satisfactory road pattern for

the area could be worked out. We pointed out that this would

involve discussions with the Department of Highways, and we would

anticipate a period of several months being required, though we

would be pressing for an earlier resolution in relation to the

timing of the Mayfair and -Nu-West Industrial Parks. The idea of

developing to a gross density of about 6 units per acre, taking

in the usable portion of the transmission line right-of-way pre-

dates the application by some months, there being early discussion

between the applicants and ourselves as to a cluster housing

approach because of the difficulties in developing this particular

site.

As far as the general recommendation to table the application,

which was endorsed by Council.on December 16, 1974, the architect

did request that there be preliminary review by the Design

Committee in a letter dated January 13, 1975. The Design Committee

reviewed the project on January 15 and January 29, 1975. No by-law

check was done by the Planning Department since it appeared that

the applicant simply was requesting early advice by the Design

Committee on its project. However, at the meeting of January 29,

he wished the matter to be pushed further and the Committee were

asked to indicate whether the plans were acceptable for Public

Hearing, and they indicated this to be so. They stated that the

density and general layout were acceptable, though they would wish

some of the design problems to be looked at at a later stage at

the time of building permit application. On February 3, 1975, by

Resolution No. 163, the application was lifted from the table and

referred to the Advisory Planning Commission, who dealt with it on
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ITEM #9 - Z-58-74 con't

February 5, 1975. The applicant's representative, Mr. R. Boileau,

requested that the application be referred to Public Hearing

immediately by the Commission and Council. The Commission.noted

that there were problems with the proposed sign which would have

to be altered for the following reasons:

1) The Design Committee is not satisfied with the exterior

appearance of the project, and would like to see changes made

prior to building permit application.

2) Design may have to be altered as the result of precise contour

information now being assembled by the applicants, and to

comply with the RT-2 townhousing regulations now being reviewed

by the Commission.

3) Access arrangements may have to be altered, depending on

discussions with the Department of Highways on road

configurations in this area.

It was also noted that any substantial changes resulting from

the above factors would result in the requirement for a further

Public Hearing. Therefore, based on this understanding, the

Advisory Planning Commission recommended referral to Public

Hearing.

On February 10, 1975, by Resolution No. 192, Council did refer,

the application to Public Hearing, and since the application was

being based on the townhousing regulations, these regulations

nalso had to be placed on the Public Hearing agenda.

Further to this matter, the Planning Commission, on February 19,

and Council, on February 24, noted certain changes to the proposed

regulations at the Hearing in regard to Clause 1, Section 3 of

proposed By-law No. 463, as follows:

a) That Subsection (ii) be amended to read:

"(ii) shall provide a separate entrance to each dwelling unit,

having direct access to grade."

b) That Subsection (iii) be amended by deleting "screened" and

inserting in its place the word "defined".



- 6

Brief to Public Hearing... February 27, 1975

ITEM #9 - Z-58-74 con 't

c) That the portion of Subsection (v) following "non-complying'

open carports", be amended to the wording found in the CMHC

Site Planning Handbook, i.e. "...shall be at least 20 feet

away from windows for habitable rooms at or below grade.

We suggest that, since these are not held to be substantial

amendments, the By-law which is introduced after the Public Hearing.

incorporate these amendments.

ITEM #10 - Z-21-73

At the Public Hearing held on January 23,1975, I reported to

Council that application Z-59-74 was superseding application

Z-21-73. Shortly after the Public Hearing,on February 3, 1975,

Council was requested by Mr. McCrae, Solicitor to Group 9

Developments, to hold in abeyance By-law No. 457, based on

application Z-59-74. Mr. and Mrs. Bos, 1073 Glendale Road,

Richmond, B.C., have been named as the new developer, the contractor

to be Chateau Holdings, who built the Airport Hyatt House as well

as 

other projects. The consulting engineer will be M. Babkowski

of Victoria Engineering, who was involved as President of Group 9

Developments Ltd. The project is to be on a strata title basis,

since they do not think that the rental approach is feasible.

We would be going back therefore to plans submitted to the Planning

Department on April 30, 1974, which were the seventh revised plan

version of the three high-rise towers proposed at this site, with

a total of 111 units, of which 6 are penthouse units, 39 are three-

bedroom units, 63 are two-bedroom units, and 3 are one-bedroom units.

These plans incorporate the provision of a day care centre, and the

development of the open space area adjacent to the creek running

through the property. Council, on April 8, 1974, also endorsed the

idea of the applicants having a legal binding committment to give

the municipality strata title to satisfactory day care facilities

within the project to the sum of $1.00. This floor space could then

be utilized for rental or lease to a day care operator to serve the

general area.
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(~
ITEM#11 - Z-56-74

may' This application was made in November, 1974, and reviewed by the

Planning Department on November 28, 1974. We indicated that the

proposed development was compatible with the Community Plan Map

designated in this area for medium-density apartment development.

The application was reviewed by the Design Committee on

January 15, 1975 and found acceptable for Public Hearing,

conditional upon certain details as to landscaping, finishing of

the exposed concrete, and clarification on the use of heavy exposed

aggregate materials on the west and south sides of the buildings.

The Advisory Planning Commission, by Resolution No. 2911,

recommended referral to Public Hearing, and this was also endorsed

by Council at their meeting of February 10, 1975.

`y ADDENDUM

I report further on Item #6-Z-51-74. I have been advised by

Mr. Murray Stark, Day Care Co-ordinator, that the two societies

involved do not wish to proceed with the day care operation at

the cemetery site. Though it would be of use to have the cemetery

zoned to full-y conform with the Zoning By-law, it is not absolutely

essential that this take place, since the cemetery is an - established

use which can expand.

Respectfully submitted,

DMB/ci D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director



2415 North Road,
Burnaby, B. C.

February 27th, 1975.

Mayor 6T. Tonn,
Marmont Street,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Sir:

The Tweedle Dee and Tweedle Dum Day Care Society regret to say that
due to the many delays encountered, there is no longer enough time to
re-locate the house from 9306 Government Road to the Foster-Rolinson site
even if Public hearing allowed the re-zoning.

We would not want the neighbours to conflict over this issue when it is
now virtually assured time-wise tbat the- house is not feasible, and we
currently have no other plans ~- no more energy.

Yours truly,

/)_er

Barbara McLellan.
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February 24, 1975

i

Mayor & Council
District of Coquitlam

I Municipal Hall
1111 Brunette Avenue

i Coquitlam, B.C.
r

Dear Sirs:

Re: Rezoning Application Mathewson Road
and Cape Horn Avenue. No. Z58-74

Knowing a public hearing was to be held we wanted to advise
you we have reviewed the proposed development related to
the above referenced rezoning and we, the undersigned, wish
to register our support.

We believe the highest and best use for the property now
under consideration is a form of townhousing,as is applied
for.

Name Address Years at Present Address

.~` 2 3. 77. ?. ,-x/Ip
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Thursday, March 27th, 1975,

Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTE

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall,

1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on Thursday, March 27th, 1975

at 7.30 p.m.  to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-law No. 1928

and amending by-laws.

Present were all Members of Council save Ald. Sekora. Also present

were the Director of Planning, Mr. D. Buchanan and the Deputy

Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Friday,

March 21st and Saturday, March 22nd, 1975 and, as well, copies

of the agenda were mailed to all ratepayers groups in the District.

MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON

i SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

f~ That His Worship Mayor James L. Tonn act as Chairman

f to the Public Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary

to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the Public

Hearing dated March 27th, 1975 and a copy of that brief is

attached hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 7/75

This was an application by Mr. A. R. Pearson to rezone a

portion of the property situated at 875 Blue Mountain Street

to RT-1 for duplex development.

Mr. Pearson addressed the Hearing and presented a set of plans

which he stated he felt would be suitable and fit in with the

neighbourhood. He stated that he had followed the rules laid

down by Council for rezoning and felt the plans which he had

expended funds to obtain were suitable for the area and would

in no way deter from the attractiveness of the existing homes.

~. Mr. Pearson stated that he has owned this property since 1954

and was only seeking fair treatment from Council and advised

those who opposed his proposal that change is inevitable and

people must be prepared for change. Mr. Pearson also stated

that other residents in this area have the same opportunity to

apply for rezoning in order to construct a duplex.

A Mr. J. K. Phillips of 820 Kelvin Street read a brief to the

Public Hearing and a copy of that brief is attached hereto and

forms a part of these minutes.

Also presented to the Public Hearing were letters from the

following people expressing opposition to the proposed rezoning

and copies of these letters are attached hereto and form a

part of these Minutes:
a
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Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m.

1 . Mr. and Mrs. T. J. Ward, 867 Kelvin Street.

2. Mr. and Mrs. P. Siemens, 891 Jarvis Street.

3. Mr. L. D. Kozak, 862 Kelvin Street.

Ald. Filiatrault inquired of Mr. Pearson as to whether or not

it was his intention to live in one portion of the duplex and

Mr. Pearson stated it was his original intention to live in

one-half of the duplex and to rent the other half out, however,

because of the opposition and bad feeling in the neighbourhood

he was re-considering that particular proposal.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. 29/75

This was an application by Alderson Properties Ltd. to

' rezone property situated at 447 Mundy Street to RT-1 for

duplex development.

Mr. Jim McVea addressed the Hearing on behalf of the applicants

and stated that the proposed lot meets the criteria for duplex

rezoning and the present dwelling on the lot does not in any way

enhance the area and a new duplex would certainly be an improvement.

Mr. McVea stated that as far as his company is concerned,

the duplex is being built for resale and he cannot state whether

it will eventually: briB owner-occupied.

Mr. Roger Elias of 452 Trinity Street addressed the Hearing

and stated that the rear of his property abuts the property

proposed for rezoning and he was opposed to it as were

several residents in the area. Mr. Elias stated that he would

fully agree with the reasons against rezoning as expressed by

Mr. Phillips in his brief presented against the rezoning under

Item #1 on the Agenda and asked the Council to consider the

items mentioned in the brief when considering rezoning for

this property at 447 Mundy Street.

Mr. Elias stated that the present house certainly does not look

very good in the neighbourhood, however, he felt it should be

replaced with a single family dwelling.

Mr. Elias- presented a petition signed by several people in the

neighbourhood registering opposition to the proposed rezoning and

a copy of that petition is attached hereto and forms a part of

these Minutes.

Mr. R. D. MacDonald of 442 Trinity Street addressed the

Hearing and voiced his opposition to the proposal for rezoning

and stated his reasons were the same as those expressed by

Mr. Phillips in their brief against the rezoning of a portion of

the property at 875 Blue Mountain Street.

C
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Thursday, March27th, 1975,
Public Hearing, contd.

ITEM #3 - R-eference No. Z 2/75

This was an application by Hui Construction Ltd. to rezone
property situated in the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue
to RT-2 Townhouse Apartment Development.

Mr. R. Ziola of the firm of Carlberg, Jackson & Partners
presented to the Hearing the proposal of the developers for the
development of the, property as described above.

Mr. Ziola showed to the Public Hearing various drawings and
coloured perspectives and explained that the site was particularly
suited to this type of development because it is separated by
physical features from the rest of the area and, as well, is in
very close proximity to parks and schools for use by the residents.

f Mr. Ziola stated that the proposed site contains 2 .:'17 _acres on
which it is expected to erect 18 townhouse units which would be
designed to be compatible with the area. The exterior finish
on these units will be cedar siding with cedar shake roof with

the back of the roof sloping steeply to provide a more attractive
view from the residences situated above.

Mr. Ziola stated that the residents situated above the proposed
development would not in any way have their view of the river
blocked' .by the townhouses.

With respect to parking, Mr. Ziola stated that each unit will have
a garage to house one car and total parking provided on the site
will equal 2.5 cars per unit.

With respect to fencing, Mr. Ziola stated that it was proposed
at this point to fence the area along Rochester Avenue as well
as the area on the east and the north of the site with the balance
of the property lines being naturally landscaped.

The individual townhouses will all.,--b4, three bedroom units
-~-- with ensuite plumbing, large rooms, large kitchens, unfinished

basements, separate dining rooms, a sunken living room, as
well as private patios off of a family room with the entrance
to the units coming at the lower level.

Further on the point of landscaping, Mr. Ziola informed the

Hearing that the central area of the development will be
landscaped in an open type of manner with a toddler playground
to be situated in the central area as well.

The Hearing was informed that the ravine will be left more or
less in its natural state with a hiking trail to be developed
through it.

In answer to a question, Mr. Ziola stated that all, units will be
owned under strata title and at present the sale price is believed
to be in the $52.,000 to $55, 000. range.
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Public Hearing, cont'd.

Mr. G. G. Anderson of 1412 Madore Avenue objected to the

proposal for rezoning and asked Council to consider the points

mentioned by Mr. Phillips in the brief against the rezoning

of the property on Blue Mountain Street when considering the

rezoning of this property as he agreed with many of the points

mentioned by Mr. Phillips.

Mr. Anderson went on to explain that he felt Council should

leave some areas free of apartments and townhouses and that

he had originally moved into this area following checking with

municipal officials because he particularly wanted to live in

a single family dwelling area and had moved from an area

that had been designated for apartment development.

Mr. Anderson also felt that the slope  of'the land will, lead to a

pollution problem as this development does not have a central

heating unit and with fireplaces and barbecues being provided

to the development, the natural direction of the wind would

drive all the smoke up the hill to the existing single family
residences.

Mr. Anderson also stated that there would be a need for great

excavation of this property,and -this _could _cause -drainage problems

for the properties situated above.

Mr. Anderson also stated that there is additional private

property undeveloped in this area and he has been informed

that the owner would like nothing better than to have it rezoned

in order to construct apartments and rather than townhousing

in this area he would rather see the area developed for single

family dwellings and he is given to understand that only six

single families could ordinarily be erected in this location.

Mr. Anderson also expressed concern about the overloading

of the existing recreational amenities as well the possible traffic

problem being created next to an existing park with the additional

development in this area.

--IL-
Mr. J. R. Eley of 1598 Madore Avenue also expressed opposition

to the proposed rezoning as he stated he had purchased his

property to have some seclusion and privacys:and the proposed

hiking trail would be next to their property and he was concerned

about the intrusion on to his property from people using that

particular facility.

Mrs. Oziak of 1404 Madore Avenue objected to the proposed

rezoning stating she had moved into this area some 14 years

ago to obtain quiet and privacy and she stated that with the

type of development being planned, this would mean an additional

approximately 50 children which, in her opinion, would make the noise

unbearable for surrounding residents.

Mr. H. Langenbruch of 1408 Madore Avenue expressed opposition

to the proposed rezoning for the same reasons mentioned by the

CII

previous speakers.

Mr. Ziola, speaking on behalf of the developers, stated that the

private patio.areas will be cut into the bank and will be situated

further away from existing residences than are any of the existing

neighbours and the sewer will come through the center of the

development by way of an easement and will not affect, in any way,

the existing residences.
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Thursday, March 27th, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

Mr. Ziola also stated that the fireplaces proposed would be
operated with natural gas and, as well, the developers are
considering the installation of electric heating which would
certainly mean there would be no pollution factor.

Mr. Ziola went on to further explain that the back of the patios

would be situated some 35 feet from the property line of the
proposed development.

Mrs Langenbruch of 1408 Madore Avenue also expressed her
opposition stating that they presently have problems with
children coming through their property and this would only

create more problems.

Mrs. Eley of 1398 Madore Avenue requested that a fence
be erected where their property borders on the proposed
development property in order that they would be able to

maintain their privacy and the architect agreed to consider
this request.

The Secretary read into the Minutes the contents of a letter
from Mr. F. A. Russell of 1416 Dalton Court with respect
to the p oposed rezoning and a copy of that letter is attached
hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

Ald. Garrison inquired of the developer as to whether a
different type of paving material was being considered for
the development and the architect stated that presently the

-- developers are considering a concrete type of paving with
cedar dividers.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT
SECONDED BY ALD. GARRISON:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 8.30 p.m.

CARRIED

1 CHAIRMAN

0
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BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - MARCH 27, 1975

ITEM #1 - Z-7-75

This application is for a duplex on a property fronting on Kelvin
Street. The application meets the criteria and was recommended
for referral to Public Hearing by the Planning Department on that
basis. We have been advised that there is some concern by the public
living on Kelvin Street as to this proposed duplex. There could be
two other duplexes located on this street on the west side, and these
duplicated on the east side of Kelvin Street under present policies.
We also should note that, according to records, there is a second
dwelling unit on property immediately to the east at 879 Kelvin
Street, but this is on the opposite side of the street. Also,
dealing with the opposite side of the street, we have been provided
with a photograph indicating that one of the single-family dwellinqs
in this area has a Spanish design similar to that being proposed by
the applicant.

ITEM #2 - Z-9-75

This application also met all criteria. I note that there is another
duplex zoned side on the opposite side of the street at 488 Mundy
Street. However, only the one side of the street.is looked at,under
current policy.

ITEM #3 - Z-2-75

This application is for eighteen three-bedroom townhouse units on a
site not within a designated apartment area. We originally reviewed
the question of the location, as per the original criteria in a 1970
report on locating townhousing within the different residential
neighbourhoods of West Coquitlam. However, since that time, the
matter of these criteria has been referred back to the Planning
Department, and is currently under study. I can report in regard to
the specific application that there is sufficient capacity at
Rochester Elementary School to accommodate children from the eighteen
three-bedroom units. It is also clear that th'e site is across the
street from a proposed neighbourhood park. Another guideline which
seems relevant is that of the development fitting into the
neighbourhood in terms of subdivision pattern, and allowing for a
better housing proposal than possible under conventional subdivision.
It appeared that up to six lots was possible under the subdivision
design approved in 1973 for this site, although the three westerly
lots were dependent upon soil conditions. There are probably other
factors which are important in reviewing this project, but we have not
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BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - M„RCH 27, 1975

C ITEM #3 - Z-2-75 con't

concluded a review as to what should be taken into account in
reviewing townhouse projects in an update of the 1970 recommendations,

The Design Committee did review the plans for this proposal, and
commended the applica.nts on their presentation and the manner in
which the development fits into the neighbourhood. They did indicate
that they might give consideration to the use of different paving
materials in front of the units to break up the large expanse of
blacktop and better identify the entrances. They indicated that they
would be concerned with vents for gas fireplaces and how these would
be handled at the building permit stage. They also suggested that
the northerly building be broken up, possibly by providing some
variation in elevation.

The Advisory Planning Commission recommended referral to Public
Hearing, and Council concurred with this recommendation on
February 24, 1975.

In conclusion, the Planning Department finds it difficult to make a
recommendation with regard to this development, since the policy for
locating townhousing within West Coquitlam is at present subject to
study.

DMB/ci

1*1

4%
D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director
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ENCLOSURE Rfo...A-1,4

BRIEF AGAINST THE REZONING OF LOT 12, BLOCK I AND 2

OF DISTRICT LOT 368, PLAN 1374, NEW WESTMINSTER DISTRICT

FROM ONE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL (RS-1) TO TWO FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

(RT-I).

INTRODUCTION

THE MAJORITY OF KELVIN STREET RESIDENTS AND

ADJOINING AREAS ARE HIGHLY DISTURBED TO HEAR THAT DUPLEX

ZONING IS POSSIBLE IN THEIR AREA. THE SAID RESIDENTS WERE

TOTALLY UNAWARE OF THE BY-LAW WHICH PERMITS DUPLEX REZONING,

AND PURCHASED THEIR HOMES ON THE UNDERSTANDING THAT THE AREA

WAS EXCLUSIVELY RS-1 ZONED.

SUCH REZONING IS AGAINST THE SAID RESIDENTS WISHES,

AND IT WAS FOR THIS REASON THAT THE BRIEF WAS PREPARED.

IT IS NOW EVIDENT UPON A CLOSER STUDY OF THE REZONING BY-LAWS

THAT SUCH REZONING WOULD BE TOTALLY CONTRARY TO THE EXISTING

BY-LAWS AND GUIDELINES ALREADY ESTABLISHED.

THE FOLLOWING EXPLANATIONS DEMONSTRATE THAT DUPLEX

REZONING IS NOT PRACTICAL ON KELVIN STREET.
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Municipal Act Section 702 and 702A

Section 702 and 702A establish the criteria

for rezoning with due regard for the public and the

following considerations:

Section 702 (2) (a)

THE PRO1v1OTION OF HEALTH, SAFETY CONVENIENCE

AND WELFARE OF THE PUBLIC.

Duplex rezoning will increase population density and thus

reduce safty on a streE!t which is cul de sac at both ends,

Yes, Both ends.

Duplex rezoning will seriously affect the welfare of the

public, namely the happiness of Kelvin Street residents.

Section 70? (?) (b)

THE PREVEP,IT ION OF THE OVER CROWDING OF

LAND AND i'HE PRESERVAT I ON OF THE AM EN I T I ES

PECULIAR TO ANY 7.0NE.
-

It is under this subsection that the preservation of'the

amenities peculiar to the zone asserts the preservation of

exclusive RS- I Zoning.
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Section 702 (2) (d)

THE VALUE OF THE LAND AND THE NATURE

OF ITS PRESENT AND PROSPECTIVE USE AND
- r

OCCUPANCY.

Under present economic conditions, any vacant lot on

Kelvin Street could only be used for single dwelling

homes.

Section 702'(2') ( e )

THE CHARACTER. OF EACH ZONE, THE CHARACTER

OF THE BUILDINGS ALREADY ERECTED AND'THE
K

PECULIAR SUITABILITY.OF THE ZONE FOR

PARTICULAR USES.

Kelvin Street is RS-1 zoned from both a legal viewpoint

and a usage viewpoint. Almost all o•f~the homes on the

street contain a family in the true sense of the word.`

Each family on average"consisting of at least four

members. For these reasons any attempt at .rezoning would

be-contrary -to the character of the zone..

Kelvin Street is a young area, having only experienced

-reasonable development within the last five years. It is

still in its developing stages as a RS-I zone. Two single

dwelling homes are nearing completion and will be occupied,

within a few weeks. Two additional single dwelling home

starts are already in progress.
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Section 702 A (I) (a)

THE'DEVELOPMENT OF AREAS TO PROMOTE

i GREATER EFFICIENCY AND QUALITY.

Under present economic conditions duplex rezoning

no greater efficiency of Land use would accrue.

The quality of•the area would certainly not improve.

!/ Section 702 A (1) (c)

r

THE BETTERMENT OF THE ENVIRONMENT.

Duplex rezoning would not in any way improve.the

~. 
environment of the area aesthetically, socially, or

from a well-being of the Kelvin Street residents',

point of view.

1
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LAND REGISTRY ACT - SECTION 96

SECTION 96 STRONGLY STATES THAT ANY ANTICIPATED

r
DEVELOPMENT MUST NOT INJURIOUSLY AFFECT THE

ESTABLISHED AMENITIES OF THE ADJOINING OR ADJACENT

PROPERTIES, AND SUCH DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NOT BE

AGAINST THE PUBLIC INTEREST.

The Kelvin Street residents are very much against

duplex rezoning,and any action against their wishes

would contravene their public rights and interests.

r
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Plan Maillardville

{ The Plan Maillardville, sponsored by Central Housing

and Mortgage Corporation upon the joint request of the

Municipality of Coquitlam and the Maillardville Habitat

Co-Operative Society formally made March, 1974, endorses

i

the opinions of Kelvin Street residents against duplex

rezoning.

The following is an extract of the salient points of the

repor -1` which covered an area as far north as Austin Avenue

"From our population survey we observe that the great

majority of residents Lrefer single family detached housing

to all other types" - "Some were hostile to all types of

development".

"The- Federal Government (Central Mortgage and Housing

Corporation) is HIGHLY. CONSCIOUS OF THE NEED FOR COMMUNITY

INVOLVEMENT IN THE PLANNING PROCESS".

"The objectives of our plan and accompanying programs are

the following:

- Preserve the special character of the area.

- Minimize population increase in already urbanized areas.

- Preserve and restore the number of moderately priced single

family dwellings."

r
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Re Section 9 ( One of the Areas Reviewed)

"At the meetings held for the residents of this section,

there was manifest hostility to the possibili ty of an

eventual change in the character of the area, although a

few residents favoured redevelopment.

- Therefore we propose that the area(between Delestre

and Henderson) be designated an area of one and two

family dwellings ACCORDING TO THE WISHES OF THE RESIDENTS".

"During our contacts with the local population, we have had

many opportunities to observe that the majority of residents
`y

are attached to their neighbourhoods and would not like to

('1 see radical changes. There is no doubt that part of the

population hopes to sell its property for redevelopment, but

conversely and clearly, a majority of the residents prefer

the status quo and rehabilitation of the area". -

t Hopefully, the Municipality will play an important role in this

redevelopment in order that the new housing will be at

acceptable cost and at densities conforming to the wishes of

the local population.

The above extracts need no explanation.
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CONCLUSIorJ

In conclusion, there are many concerned residents

other than those from Kelvin Street here tonight who

are grossly concerned about the possibility of facing

multi-family dwelling rezoning in their neighbourhood

of new residential homes.

t

All are concerned that their home, their SINGLE LARGEST,

LIFETIME INVESTMENT, can be subjected to such rezoning

and object very strongly,to this type of rezoning on

Kelvin- Street and other areas of a similar character.

It is stronqly recommended that the duplex rezoning

criteria be examined in depth by a sub-committee, or possibly

by way of community forum so that more concerned residents

can be involved in the planning decision making in their

community.
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POINTS TO MAKE BEFORE CONCLUSION" IS READ_

I. - Most residents checked zoning with their -builders and GOt

-
~' planning department and no mention of a change from RS-I
U ~

to RT-I zoning for multiple family was made.

Umat I personally moved from a duplex and also checked

with Ken Mc Laren re zoning. There was never any mention of

the Duplex Rezoning criteria.

2. - The present criteria is " only a guide" to council as

mentioned in #5 of the Duplex rezoning criteria.

~• 3. - Duplexes can be either strata titled or sold as one unit

—'' and then can easily be turned into 4-plexes. On March 25th,

1975, between 9 and 10 P'.M., August Olson and myself checked

out the following duplexes and ascertained that:

A. - 640 and 638 Alderson Avenue - Coquitlam, Pi.C.

Women who lives in basement of 640 said both upper and

lower sides were occupied by different tenants.

13. - 642 Alderson Avenue

Women confirmed that 4 families lived next door.

C. - 563 Schoolhouse:

This side of duplex Is occupied by two families the

+ other sidq .by one. This was confirmed by occupant of

a the upstairs of 563 Schoolhouse.(.3~~



D. - 698 and 698 B Colinet:

Occupant of 698 says married couple live in basement

of 69813, and the owners live upstairs in 698B.

These are currently zoned as duplexes. I don't think we

have  t o s a y more.

4. - Based on the views that we have presented we believe that

Council cab agree to grant the wishes of the local Kelvin

Street residents.

5. - In conversation with Mr. Niel Wainman, Coquitlam building

inspector, he states that many blueprints he approves for

duplexes he can see that many can easily be turned into

4- plexes and that the municipality is presently having

trouble policing duplex 4-plexes.

6. - Discussion with other municipal officials is that they are

aware of the problem.

7. - There are many duplexes for sale at Hart and Girapd Street

at various prices. Why rental accommodation here?

8. - As 'previously mentioned in the case of the proposed Walter

Street subdivision, Council asserted that "Class has its

~rivileFges". Tlie proposed subdivision was not the norm of

the neighbourhood in that situation.
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9. - Who Does the Rezoning Benefit?

The Existing Nei;,hborhood?

The Tenant?

The Owner-Landlord? ,

None of these - Only the property speculator.

10.- In Mr. Buchanan's preliminary report of 'r-larch 3rd, 1975,

Item No. 4, he states it would "appear" that the proposed

duplex would fit in with the character of the existing

n  i ghbou rhood .wC i t
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~' -- CONCLUSION

In conclusion, there are many concerned residents

other than those from Kelvin Street here tonight who

are grossly concerned about the possibility of facing

multi-family dwelling rezoning in their neiqhbourhood

of new residential homes.

All are concerned that their home, their SINGLE LARGEST

LIFETIME INVESTMENT, can be subjected to such rezoning

and object very strongly to this type of rezoning on

Kelvin Street and other areas of a similar character.

9
It is strongly recommended that the duplex rezoning

criteria be examined in depth by a sub-committee, or possibly

by way of community forum so that more concerned residents

-s- can be involved in the planning decision making in their

community.

i
ti
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MAYOR J.L. TONN

ENCLOSURE No.,,..
"L.ANNING

V~  8-30684

Mr.-& Mrs. J.D. Vallance,
434 Walker Street,
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sir/Pladam:

Bate: March__2 7.  1973

Mr. J.F. Alley,
Alley Estates Ltd.,
5706 Clarke Road,
Coquitlam, B.C.

b ct: Application for Subdivision

Lecjal Description: _Lot 105, D.L. 3, P1. 27054 i

Address of Property: 434 Walker Street }

We wish to advise that the Subdivision Committee has considered your
application for subdivision and recorded the following statement:

"The Approving Officer reported to the Subdivision Committee that 
heY,reviewed this subdivision application, using as his terms of reference

Section 96 of the Land Registry Act, As a result of his examination
of all'the relevant factors, including the objections from interested
persons at the hearing of January 10, 1973, the Approving Officer
recommends that this application for subdivision be rejected since_ it
may 1njuriousTy_afTect_t-Fe established amenities of th_e area.
In addition, in the Approving Officer's vievr, neither this proposed
8 lot subdivision nor a 6 lot subdivision would be permitted in the 1layouts being considered since there is only a 20 foot lane access
for a short distance at the south-west corn re of the property.

If you have any questions as to lot size, shape or dimensions, please
contact the Planning Dept. If you have ab y questions as to servicing
requirements including easements,.pifase contact the Engineering Dept. u
Ploase note that the Engineering Dcpt. ;end a second letter to applicants
after preliminary approval by the Subdivision Committee noting details ofc
requirements to be met prignr to final approval by the Approving Officer.

Yours truly,

DMB/ci
Encl.

D.M. C[ichanan
Planning Director

c.c. L. Scott, Engineering Assistant
;:. J.L. Hiebert, Public -Health Inspector
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Division (3). Zoning

Zoning. 702.'(I) The Council may by by-Iaw (hereinafter referred to as a
• zoning by-law ") ..

(a) divide the whole or a portion of the area of the municipality
into zones and define each zone either by map, plan, or de-
scription, or any combination thereof;

Regulating (b)
uses in zones.

regulate the use of land, buildings, and structures, including the
 '

surface of water, within such zones, and the regulations may be
different for different zones and for different uses within a zone,
and for the purposes of this clause the power to regulate
includes the power to prohibit any particular use or uses in any
specified zone or- zones;

(c) regulate the size, shape, and siting of buildings and structures j
within such zones, and the regulations may be different for
different zones and with respect to different uses within a zone•,

(d) without limiting the generality of clause (b), require the

owners or occupiers of any building in any zon-_ to provide

off-street  ar}ing and loading space for such buit nom, and may 
classifv buildings and differentiate and discriminate between

classes with respect to the amount of space to be provided,

and may exempt any class of building or any building existing

~' at the time of adoption of the by-law from any of the require-
ments of this clause.

Further regu- (2) In making regulations under this section, the Council shall bavelations con-
corning the due regard to the following considerations:—Dubuc.

~> (a) The promotion of health, safety, convenience, and welfare of

the public;
(b) The prevention of the overcrowding of land, and the preser-

vation of the amenities peculiar to any zone:

(c) The securing of adequate light, air, and access:

(d) The value of the land and the nature of its present and pros-

1

pective use and occupancy:

(e) The character of each zone, the character of the buildings ;I

already erected, and the peculiar suitability, of the zone for

particular uses:

(f) The conservation of property values:

(g) [Repealed. 1971,-c. 38, s. 51.] 1957, c. 42, s. 699; 1958, c.

- 32, s. 306; 1961, c. 43, s. 41; 1968, c. 33, s. 165; 1970, c.

29,s.20; 1971, c. 38, s. 51.

~t De.eloptneot 7O2n.(1) In exercising the provisions of this section, the Council

~'
areas.

shall have due regard to the following considerations in addition to those

referred to in subsection (2) of section 702:—

(a) The development of areas to promote greater efficiency and

quality:

(b) The impact of development on present and future public costs:
~1
J' (c) The betterment of the environment:

(d) The fulfilment of community goals: and

(e) The provision of necessary public space. _ --
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ENCLOSURE

1960 LAND REGISTRY CHAP. 208

(' Grounds for 96. In considering an application before him for subdivision approval,refus(ng

- af"rova! of the approving officer may hear objections from any interested persons,subdivision.

and may refuse to approve the subdivision if in his opinion the antici-
pated development of the subdivision would injuriously affect the estab-
lished amenities of adjoining or adjacent properties or would be against
the public interest. R.S. 1948, c. 171, s. 96; 1954, c. 18, s. 6.

i.
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REGISTERED MAIL

891 Jarvis St.
Coquitlam, B.C.
March 18, 1975

Mayor James Tonn & Municipal Council

Dear Sirs:

We have been given to understand that
a re-zoning application has been or will
be submitted to Council for Duplex
Cbnstruction in the Kelvin Street area
of Coquitlam.

We advise that we are definately
opposed to any re-zoning allowing Duplex
or any multiple housing units in this
area or the Jarvis Street area. This
letter is written to record our opposition
to any Duplex Zoning for our area.

our

t ru

ete emens

Rose Siemens

ms

J
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862 Kelvin Street',-','.-'
_X ,_ Coquitlam, B. C_.'

March 5 , 1975 •~,4

• „i

._District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sir:

I have been advised that a Mr. A. R. Pearson has made an
application for re-zoning the property situated on the north
side of 86$ Kelvin from single family zoning to multiple for
theCurpose of constructing a duplex. As the registered owner 

1111 of $6
pp
2 Kelvin, I object to his application being approved.

I~

If a duplex is permitted it will obviously attract trans-
ient tennants which generally do not display much interest in
community or municipal affairs.

I purchased my own property six years ago and I feel that
consideration should be afforded to the present property owners
as to their preferences rather to a speculative contractor whose
sole interest is to produce income and obviously has little con-
cern for the 800 block Kelvin which is all single family res-
idences.

I am very disturbed about Mr. Pearson's application and
as the District of Coquitlam has demonstrated good judgement in
the past with regard to its property owners' preferences I am
confident his application will be denied.

LDK/c 1b
cc: Mr. A. B. Olsen

856 Kelvin Street
Mr. J. K. Phillips
820 Kelvin Street
Mr. D. Pilgrim
868 Kelvin Street

Yours truly,

e ; 
.

L. D. Kozak
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District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Street
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sir:

Stanley A. Russell
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEER

O

1416 Dalton Court

Coquitlam, B.C.
March 24th, 1975

RE: Rezoning of Property in the
1300 - 1400 Block Rochester for
Townhouse Development

In reply to your letter of March 17th, 1975, I have on this
date viewed the coloured prospective plans and layouts at the Municipal
Hall of the proposed development.

The development looks quite attractive on paper but can one
assume that the quality of workmanship and materials to go into the project
are to be of a high quality? The proposal essentially is for a 1300 sq.ft.
living area with no basement except for a garage. Does this give sufficient
storage space for the owners? It is further assumed that these are to be
owner occupied units and not rental units and with an overall adequate
landscaping.

If the project is to be of high quality materials, workmanship
and to quality standards, then I would not oppose it. The project would
require adequate inspections by the District and/or by an-Independent
Inspection & Testing firm to ensure compliance with the high quality,--proposal.

{ Yours truly,

S.A. Russell, P.Eng.

SAR:tah
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Thursday, April 24th, 1975,
Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m.

1<4 CO?

PUBLIC HEARING MI %TE 
Sis

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chan s of tf~.AdrGnic' al Hall,
1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on Thur, , pril , 1975
at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend the y-law No. 1928
and amending by-laws.

Present were Mayor J. L. Tonn, Ald. L. Sekora, Ald. C. J. Filiatrault,
and Ald. D. Howarth. Present as well were the Director of Planning,
Mr. D. Buchanan; and the Deputy Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Friday, April 18th
and Saturday, April 19th, 1975 and, as well, copies of the agenda were
mailed out to all ratepayers groups in the District.

MOVED BY ALD. SEKORA
SECONDED BY ALb. HOWARTH:

That His Worship Mayor James L. Tonn act as Chairman to.
the Public Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary
to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the Public
Hearing dated April 24th, 1975 and a copy of that brief is attached
hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

- ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 6/75

This was an application by School District #43 to rezone
property located on Lincoln Avenue east of Pipeline Road
to Civic Institutional (P-1) in order to develop a junior
secondary school.

Mr. McNab, the architect for the project, advised the Hearing
that the school was proposed to be constructed on an 18 acre
site with the main access to the site coming from Hastings Street
and it was proposed to construct a small park at the end of Hastings
Street at the entrance to the school property. Mr. McNab stated
that the school will have a 400 metre track, two tennis courts
as well as an all-weather playing field.

Mr. McNab further advised that the school was designed in
such a manner so that the public could make use of some of the
facilities of the school such as the gymnasium, the changerooms

and the cafeteria with the rest of the school being closed off to

public access. Mr. McNab stated that the building was proposed
to be two storeys high with the upper floor being composed mainly

of classrooms.

There was ,,no_ -,opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 8/75

This was an application by Mr. F. J. Anderson to rezone property
situated at 1 101 Lansdowne Street to Service Commercial (CS-1)

for purposes of development of a car dealership.

t,
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Thursday, April 24th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

This application was withdrawn from the Public Hearing
by Council Resolution on April 21st, 1975.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z 10/75

This was an application by Balaton Development Ltd. for the
rezoning of property situated at 705 North Road to Three Storey
Medium Density Apartment (RM-2) for purposes of developing
a condominium apartment.

The applicant addressed Council and stated that the proposed
development was for two three-storey apartment buildings

containing a total of 48 suites, with one building having 25 suites
and the other building having 23 suites. The applicant stated

that these suites would be comprised of 20 one-bedroom suites

and 28 two-bedroom suites with a total of 70 parking spaces

provided at a ratio of 1.45 parking spaces per unit.

The Director of Planning informed the Hearing that the

development would be adult oriented and this had been agreed

to in writing by the applicant.

Ald. Howarth inquired of the applicant whether they were
prepared to abide by the recommendations made by the Design
Panel and the applicant stated that they would have their
architect take a look at the recommendations, however, they
did not wish to in any way reduce the number of suites which

could be placed on the property.

Ald. Filiatrault expressed concern about children crossing

Clarke Road from the development as the future sale of any
of the suites could be made to a family and thus children could
eventually be living in the apartment.

Ald. Howarth also inquired of the applicant whether they were
prepared to relocate their loading bay as recommended by the
Design Committee and the applicant informed the Hearing that

they wished to leave the loading bay as is presently set out in
the plans, however, they are prepared to discuss these details.

A resident of the area inquired as to what green area was being
provided for occupants and the applicants stated the landscape
plan has been submitted indicating planting around the perimeter
of the development.

Ald. Howarth inquired as to whether there would be a concentrated

recreation area and the applicant stated that one of the suites will

be converted to an entertainment area with the patio extending out

into the yard.

Ald. Filiatrault inquired as to what the size of the individual

apartments would be and was informed that a one-bedroom suite

1 would be approximately 650 square-f-eet with a two-bedroom suite

~_,' being approximately 850 square feet.
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Thursday, April 24th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Ald. Sekora inquired of the applicant as to what the sale price
of these units would be and the applicant stated that the sale

price would range anywhere from $32,000 for a one-bedroom

suite to as high as $42, 000 for a two-bedroom suite, however,

he was not prepared at this time to state that these would be

the exact prices.

Mr. Armstrong, representing the -Surquitlam- Banting Ratepayers

Association read from a brief, a copy of which is attached and

forms a part of these minutes.

A1d Filiatrault inquired of the residents in the area as to what

they felt should be placed on this property and was advised that

they would look favourably upon single,;family development,

parkland development or commercial development containing

professional offices. The type of development they were looking

for should be development that would not greatly increase the
demand for parks in this area.

The owner of property to the south of the property being proposed

for rezoning was opposed to the development stating that the

density in this area is already too high and the traffic situation

is fairly heavy. He stated in his opinion that the maximum

development that should be allowed on this property would be

duplexes and also expressed the opinion that following the first

sale of the units to adults, the second sale could certainly be

made to families with children which would increase problems

in the area. This gentleman also stated that with this concentrated

type of development it would lead to a great increase in the number

of dogs being kept by apartment owners and he is already bothered

by people leading their dogs across his boulevard.

A director of the Burquitlam Banting Ratepayers Association

addressed the Hearing and stated that the whole community in

this area is disturbed as they have objected on several occasions

to more apartments being erected in this area and they would

like to sit down with Council to discuss the planning of the

triangle of property of which this development forms a part.

A gentleman in the audience inquired as to how many houses

could be erected on this property and was informed that the

site contains approximately 1 .02 acres which would mean a

total number of approximately four duplexes or eight dwelling

units.

ADJOURNMENT

The Mayor recommended that the Public Hearing adjourn until

7 p.m. Monday, May 5th, 1975 in order to give residents a

further opportunity to express their views with respect to the

rezoning applications on the Agenda this evening. He stated

he was making this recommendation as notices to residents

in Burnaby had only been delivered in the afternoon of April 24th

and he felt that they should have further time to express their

{ views.
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Tfaursday, April 24th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

MOVED BY A LD. SEKORA

SEOONDED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT:

That the Public Hearing adjourn to 7 p.m.,  Monday, May 5th
to hear any further representations with respect to the proposed
rezoning applications. 8 P.M.

CARRIED

L= ~_/CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - APRIL 24, 1975

ITEM #1 - Z-6-75

This application is for a Junior Secondary School to serve the

north-eastern portion of the Municipality, as well as Port

Coquitlam, and would be located immediately north of Lincoln

Av nue east of the Windsor Glen Mobile Home Park on Pipeline Road.

On February 26, 1975, the Design Committee reviewed the preliminary

plans presented, and expressed its concern with regard to siting

and landscaping as follows:

( a) The main entrance of the building is oriented to a future major

l arterial street (Lincoln Avenue). Perhaps, it would be more

Esuitable to orient it to an internal road.

O

b)

c)

No screening is shown along the future major arterial street.

The location of the future driveway will mean the loss of

existing mature trees. Other existing trees along Lincoln

Avenue also appear to be scheduled for removal. An investigation

into the stability of the existing trees should be carried out,

with*a view to 'retaining as many of these as possible. The

Committee notes that a substantial portion of the site has

already been cleared off.

More consideration could be given to the preservation and

enhancement of the existing creek.

d)IIt is suggested that there be no vehicular movement between the

proposed building and the existing creek.

e) The.Project Architect should restudy the question of building

entry versus parking areas and pedestrian versuso vehicu1ar

movement .

f;

9)

Consideration could be given to rotating the future tennis

courts to face north-south to avoid the glare of the summer sun.

Reconsideration could be given to the reli~tionship of the

gymnasium to the outside activity areas.
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Y Brief to Public Hearing con't April 24, 1975

ITEM #1 - Z-6-75 con't

The Committee expressed its concern regarding the building as

follows:

a) The massing of this structure needs restudy.

b).There is little reflection in the building form of the functions

!in the various rooms. j

c) The design should be restudied, with a view to eliminating the

harsh, institutional appearance.

The Advisory Planning Commission, on March 19, 1975, tabled this

application at the Architect's request, until he had an opportunity

to meet with the Design Committee.-.
i

On March 27, 1975, the Architect met with the Design Committee,

and after considerable discussion, both with the Architect and

in camera, requested a response in writing from the Project
C,

Architect to some of the matters raised in the Committee's first

review. The Advisory Planning Commission, on April 2, 1975,

referreii this application to Public Hearing, subject to the Project

Y Architect first revising the site planning to the satisfaction of

the Design Committee, to reflect the future access being oriented f

to Lincoln Avenue.
s

Revised plans were submitted to the Planning Department and

reviewed by the Design Committee on April 23, 1975. The Committee {

found the revisions acceptable, but noted that the revised site
E

plan still does not overcome the Committee's original objection i
to the driveway and parking layout.

I note that the revised plans submitted Ap'ri 1 15, 1975 to the

Planning Department now show a mini park-like area adjacent to the ~

creek running through the property as a buffer between the parking

area and Lincoln Avenue; the building is proposed to be set back

an additional 20 feet to 130 feet from the property line along

Lincoln Avenue; and the plans now show extensive landscaped areas.

Y in front of the building.

f
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Brief to Public Hearing con't April 24, 1975. 

ITEM !#1 - Z-6-75 con't

Mr. V.C. Goudal, B.C. Land Surveyor, submitted a letter dated

February 6, 1975, along with plans showing the "natural boundary"

of the Coquitlam River. The rezoning of this site for the school

does not have to be referred to the Department of Water Resources

since the land is outside the area shown as "floodplain" in the

Official Regional Plan. It appears then that the school authorities

are aware of the flood danger, and that the matter has been studied

by their advisers, and they find the elevation proposed by the Project

Architect acceptable.

On April 7, 1975, Mr. J".D. Robertson, Municipal Project Engineer,

commented as follows:,-

"We ollows:-"We have recently examined the westerly bank of the Coquitlam

River at its curve northerly of the subject area. Slow erosion

of the bank is occurring, and although presently there does not

appear to be any immediate d"anger to the school, protective

works -for the bank should, in the future, be installed. In the

meantime, the bank should be inspected periodically, especially

after any greater than .normal flows in .the Coquitlam River.

ITEM. #2 - Z-10-75

This application for a 48 suite three-storey s.trat
I
a title apartment

at Smith Avenue and North Road is sited within a medium-density

apartment area, recognized on the Community Plan Map. This site was

the subject of a previous application under Z-46-72, which was for

a building eight storeys high, and was declined by Council on

April 16, 1973.

The Apartment Density Committee, in 1974, recommended that all

apartments in this area be designated for adults only, and this

could be carr.ied through as far as initial sale to strata title owners.

i
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Brief to Public Hearing con't April 24, 1975

ITEM #2 - Z-10-75 con't

On March 27,'1975, the Design Committe d found the plans acceptable
for Public Hearing, but felt that the expression of the facade on

i

North Road tended to be monotonous, although the balconies give

some relief, and suggested that the Project Architect consider

providing some design element on the wall between the balconies,

with a view to gaining more visual relief. The; Committee also

suggested that the .Project Architect consider relocating the access

to the loading bay to Farrow Street; and providing some type of

level connection between the two buildings for loading and unloading,

with one stairwell serving it. If the loading bay was relocated, the

area now designated for loading bay - a.nd access could be considered

for a landscaped area." In addition, the Committee commented on the

siting of the buildings, suggesting that the Project Architect review

the possibility of turninT- the buildings to break up the length,

step the facade, create a larger front area off North Road, and

provide a more usable area between the buildings.

On April 8, 1975, the Planning Department received a letter dated
April 4, 1975 from the applicant emphasizing the adult orientation

of the proposed development, and noted that the design of the amenity

areas was not suited to children. The letter further stated that the

principals of Balaton Development were involved in the 36 suite

adult-oriented project now under construction at North Road and Ebert

Avenue, and that the developers agreed to restrict the occupancy of

these suites by adults only. The reason for this restriction is

because of a lack of community facilities in the area,required by

children.

The Advisory Planning Commission, on April 8, 1975, referred the

application to Public Hearing, and Council, on April 14, 1975,

concurred with this recommendation.

SJ/ci Respectfully submitted,

- - ..D-.M. Buchanan
Planning Director
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Mayor Mayor and Council
District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B. C.

Gentlemen:

RE: Proposed Apartment Building
North Road at Smith Avenue

April 24, 1975

At a meeting of the Burquitlam Banting Community Association held on
April 9, 1975 the members present authorized the Association's Executive
to prepare a submission to council in opposition to the apartment building
proposed to be constructed on North Road at Smith Avenue and in opposition
to the accompanying proposal for rezoning in the area.

® In doing so, may we take the opportunity to acknowledge at the outset that
we are cognizant of the onerous responsibility which is placed on Council
to mold and progressively to develop a community which will most appropriately
satisfy the many complex and often conflicting demands of a heterogeneous
population in today's complex society. The task is indeed difficult and
demands of Council that it display extraordinary insight and maturity as
well as some ability to foresee the future.

At least conceptually, a dominant, fundamental ingredient of this decision
responsibility may be readily identified and simply expressed. It is that
the development objectives and opportunities must be closely related to

~r 
and be compatible with the values, needs, and expressed desires of the
people who are affected by those developments. It is in recognition of
the importance of this fact that we seek to offer our input as residents
who will be directly affected by Council's decision in the present in-
stance. As there are a multiplicity of issues which impinge on this
matter, we will attempt to be as concise as practicable.

To begin, may we respectfully observe that we are poignantly aware of the
fact that this is not the first occasion on which we have discussed with
Council possible developments in the vicinity of North Road; Farrow Street,
and Smith Avenue. We are equally poignantly aware, and have welcomed the

.t. fact that, in each previous instance Council has evidenced its agreement
with us and has rejected comparable developments in this area. Nothing
has transpired to disturb these precedents. The principle of consistency
in decision making commends that the current proposal also be rejected.

i +-
... 2
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The area under discussion was originally tentatively identified for possible
medium density developments in planning concepts about 1967. From that time
until the present we have consistently and repeatedly expressed our opposition.

® The progressive evolution in the north west sector of Coquitlam has only
served to prove the merit of our position. The extensive development of
apartments easterly from North Road and Clarke Avenue, together with other
construction in and adjacent to Coquitlam, has identified numerous critical
factors which command attention.

1. The population density in the north west portion of Coquitlam is now
among the highest if not the highest in all of Coquitlam. We are not aware
that Council has established a design criterion for population density and
indeed, if this be true, we find it to be both significant and lamentable.
Surely if a well conceived and well designed community is to be attained
it must be mandatory that the design density specification precede the
determination of what shall be permitted to propagate. How else can wise
contributory decisions concerning utilities, services, recreation, traffic
flow and control, and other essential amenities be made? In the absence
of such an important specification, the second best measure becomes that
of the reactions of the people already in the area and, as such people,
we submit to you that the density has already reached or exceeded that
which we deem compatible with our values, needs, and desires.

2. Among the basic elements of community design is the accepted need for

O park and recreational facilities. With regard to parks and playgrounds
Coquitlam has quite appropriately set a standard, namely; 2.5 acres per
1000 residents. Aside from the question of the suitability or adequacy
of that standard, the salient fact is that parks in Oakdale and the nearby

1 vicinity are grossly deficient and fail to approach the designated standard.
Council is aware that this has been a festering sore in our community for
years. Yet while property values have soared thereby making the cost of
such facilities the more dramatic, Council has caused the problem to
become still further aggravated by allowing potential park areas to be
otherwise utilized while coincidentally amplifying the need via increasing
population density. The current apartment proposal aptly fits this des-
cription. It would further increase population density while infringing
on a potential neighborhood park area.

3. That delinquency, petty crime, malicious damage and forcible entry of
homes increases disproportionately with population density is a statistical

fact. It is of little importance that the subject apartment is proposed
to be built as a strata title building. At the very best this offers but
possible short term solace. The more vital fact is that 28 of the 48
apartments in the proposed building are intended as 2 bedroom apartments,
which speaks for itself. We do not count it a desirable attribute to be

® exposed to increasing levels of uninvited intrusion on our private lives
and our private property, let alone the disproportionately increasing

. r  costs of policing which attend this same problem. This consideration
mitigates strongly against the proposed apartment.

...3
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4. Problems of traffic and of parking go hand in hand with medium density
developments. On street and/or overnight parking has become and is becoming
an increasing "bone of contention" in Coquitlam. This is particularly the
case in that many streets have not been designed and in fact, in some in-
stances, streets have been purposely not designed to cater to such parking.
It is equally clear that neither is the problem solved by stipulating that
an apartment must provide underground or indoor parking equivalent to such
as 1.5 parking stalls per apartment. The problem remains. Considerations
along North Road adjacent to the subject apartment further alienate the
present proposal. While we are not aware of any final design of the North
Road - Como Lake Avenue intersection we are aware that accompanying the
imposition of the Broadway extension will be a significant if not dramatic
increase in traffic in the immediate area, including traffic flow on the
reach of North Road southerly from Como bake Avenue. That street is not
designed for and we neither need nor want a further source of increased
traffic and parking.

5. As cited in 1 above, the planning and design concept of a community
is of vital importance. The planning concept is the forerunner of the delin-
eation of policy and, if ideally conceived, will represent the distillation
of analysis and opinion of both layman and expert. But regardless of its
original merit no planning concept or policy stipulation is worth its weight
in paper if it is cast in concrete and is unresponsive to experience and
to the lessons and insight which are perceived with the passage of time.

O 
This is doubly true if foundations of the policy have been found to be
wanting. Indeed, 

a 

hallmark of highly respected policy is that while it
must offer direction it must equally be responsive and be capable of
judicious flexibility.

The observation has been offered to our Association that in the past several
years the only development proposals that have been forthcoming for the area
under discussion have involved apartment or commercial construction and
therefore these must represent the only viable alternatives for this area.
At best this is a head in sand posture. We are impressed only by the
superficiality and naivety of such an observation and reject it completely
as both misinterpretation and misrepresentation of the facts.

If a path be labelled "Pedestrians Only", all you will get is pedestrian
traffic. Any other will turn away or be turned away. So it is here. If
we were developers, necessarily and properly we would look to and be guided
by Council and the District's planners as to what type of development
should take place in any area. The fact that the area under discussion was,
for tentative planning purposes, indicated as a possible location for
medium density or commercial development is quite obviously of critical
importance---the developers have simply been responding to Council's
guidance. In other words, there is good reason to believe that had Council

O designated the area for single family housing there is every likelihood
that this submission and the others which preceeded it would never have

r►r 

been necessary---the area would have already been developed in an acceptable
manner. The very fact that single family housing has only recently been
constructed "across the street" (in Burnaby) almost opposite the area under
discussion adds substance to this contention.
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Incidentally, the fact that North Road happens to divide Coquitlam and
Burnaby should not be dissociated from these considerations. The reach
of North Road involved is not a major arterial. It is a residential

O 
street. As good neighbors, Coquitlam should recognize the housing "across
the street" in its decisions.

6. It strikes us rather forcibly that there is an element of gross in-
consistency and irrationality about this whole procedure. Council has
never, to our knowledge, offered any justification, support or argument
as to the rationality, the benefit, or even the need for such as apartment
construction in this area. It has, perhaps unwittingly as suggested above,
invited such proposals and when they have ultimately appeared has then
turned to the local residents and placed the onus on them to show why
rezoning should not take place and to show why such a development should
not go forward. Such a procedure is both irrational and incomprehensible.
The logical steps in the development of a community surely need not be
reiterated here. The fact is that Council has repeatedly and blatantly
disregarded those steps just as it has repeatedly and blatantly disregarded
the constructive inputs which we have attempted to offer. The onus should
not be on the local residents to show cause why offensive construction
should be rejected. Rather, the onus is on Council to offer rational and
substantive argument why such offenses should be committed against the
local residents. We invite Council to present such a document to us and
to provide us with the opportunity of working with Council, not in the

O spirit of an adversary relationship but in the spirit of mutual co-operation
with all of us striving for the common objective of improving the character
of our community and the quality of our life and of our surroundings.

7. In such a spirit may we once again reiterate our constructive suggestions.
By the District Planner's statement of 1971 our area was, even at that time,
deficient in park and playground facilities to the extent of several acres.
One of our top priorities is to see this deficiency rectified. The area in
question could satisfy part of that need.

If Council has positive, alternative, and immediate plans to cater to the
park and recreation requirement then we recommend that the subject area be
zoned for single family housing or, if we could be shown the merit, for
duplex housing consistent with certain of the zoning which currently applies.

As stated, we would be pleased to discuss these proposals with Council or
with the District Planner with the common objective of finalizing an answer
to a question which has been a source of concern, dissatisfaction, and even
sheer frustration to too many residents for too many years.

There are numerous other points to which we could address comment but we
trust our views have been made abundantly clear. The number of signatures
on the attached petitions attest to the vigor and strength of our submission.

Y

Your, r 1

~. W.F. tr ng, President

d~

E. 4I. co , iector
BURQUITI,AM-BANTING COI~41NITY ASSOCIATIM



BURQUITLAtM RANTING COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

The Mayor and Councils
:.District of Coquitlam,
ll11'-,Brunette Avenue'
Coquitlam, BX.

We F the, Wideks'igried respectfully request the Coquitlam Council
x°eject the application to rezone, from two family residential to
'three. s'torey`.'medium density apartment, that property located at
705 North. Road in.Coquitlam.

SIGNATURE

ev-

ADDRESS

6e~~,- { 1



BlT QUITLP2{ BkNTING COMM"ITY_A,9SOCIkTION

x~a`M yor, and ,Council,
bf. trict of C~a quit lam 9

""'11 L1 .,Brunette ̀ Avenue,
4

~.i 'm 9 the~uund °signed, respectfully request the Coquitlam Council
`.-ejects-~-the application ;to rezone9 from two family residential to
three storey median density apartment, that property located at
705 North Road in Coquitlam,

SIGNATURE ADDRESS

647
~4 



BURQUITLAM RANTING COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

The'Mayor and Council,
District -of Gcquitlam,
1111 Brunette, oAvfenue,
Coquitil.am, BBC..,

Vie, the undeTsijped, respectfully r6quest the'Coquitlam Council
deject the.applic:ation to rezone, from two family residen.eial to
three storey medium density apartme t, that property located at
705 North Road in'Coquitlam.

SIGNATURE

XI

l~

l~
y~ CJLI 

hD~'

`

ADDRESS

&2 
~0 

~.

le 0

~~ti~~

/r 1'

it



13u, UITIAM 8ANTING ~OMMUNITX AS50'CI'ATIOIV 
s

+r Thy Ma or and Council,
~..~ W.S'tr ict of Coeuitlam, •.

111 'Erunette
ry

~Avenue,

r~Couitla.m, Bois F

. ~.a the undersigned respectTully request the Coquitlam -Council
reject the "application to rezone p from two family', red"idential',;to
three stbrey'med-ium .density apartment, that property) located` at"
-705 Morth rsRoad . in Coquitlam,

SIGNATURE 'ADDRESS-'.



BURQUITI,AM BANTING COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

The Mayor and Council, 1g
District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenues
Coguif lam, B QC .,

s g the undersigned, respectfully request the Coquitlam Council
:`eject the application to rezone, from two family residential to

a~ ee storey medium density apartment, that property located at
North road in Coquitlam.

SIGNATURE

1(

100

ADDRESS

El, 4,0

Elm wo-c c'&
6,3 9 (1> u,~~J 15 



B. RQ IT)' ,.~ ' DANTING COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

1 
4 

+

` 'h)e M'or and Council,
of Coquitlam

Brmette Avenue 9.. ~o~.Titlam,rBeCo

':.Wp9 'the undersigned, respectfully bequest  the Coquitlam Council
reject the application to rezone, fiom two family residential to
three storey medium'density apartment, that property.located at
WOK £North Poad in Coquitlam.

SIGNATURE

n 
. 4~~ 

' 

S'.'A

41
t Jti~

1 - -

ADDRESS

b, "ej

ytjD LL S



i RQUITLA.M RANTING 'COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

the Mayor and Council,
.'t Act of Coquitlam,

I.111. $runettee,,Avenue,
q i' :am p̀  R.C.

1~

Vt ~ the undersigned, respectfully •request the Coquitlam Council
reject the application to rezone, from two family residential to
three storey medium density ap4rtment, that property'located at
705 North Road in Coquitlam.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS

6,0

13..
N1

.619



BURQUXTLA-M BANTINO~'L' 'tU .ki~Y ASSOCIATION

:. the Mayor ai 3 Council
`. District of Coquitlam,

,,1111" Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlaa -, t.c.

We 

.r 

the undes°signed`° respectfully request the Coquitlam Council
..reject the application .to rezone, from two -family residential;.to

three storeymedium density apartment, that property located at
705 North Road in Coquitlam.

SIGNATURE

ZV-0 ~

1,

ADDRESS

i

:~r/ 3 Qom-

x
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Monday, May 5, 1975 ti BY 'C

--~ Public Hearing - 7:10 p.m. to 
CouNCW 002.,

A MAY 12 
1975

P U B L I C H E A R I N G M I N T.E S 0Rte'

cc
The adjourned Public Hearing of April 24, 1975 reconvene ouncil
Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C.
on Monday, May 5, 1975 at 7:1'0 p.m. to deal with applications to amend the

_.r- Zoning By-law No. 1928 and amending by-laws.

CO
i

1

0

Present were all members of Council, save Mayor J. L. Tonn. Present also
were the Director of Planning, Mr. D. Buchanan; and the Deputy Municipal
Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was adjourned at the previous Public Hearing of April
24, 1975 to May 5, 1975 to hear further representation with respect to
the application for rezoning which were on the April 24, 1975 Public Hearing
agenda.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 6/75

This was an application by School District #43 to rezone
property located on Lincoln Avenue east of Pipeline Road
to Civic Institutional (P-1) in order to develop a junior
secondary school.

There was no further representation made with respect to
this application.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z 10/75

This wasan application by Balaton Development Ltd. for the
rezoning of property situated at 705 North Road to Three Storey
Medium Density Apartment (RM-2) for the purposes of developing
a condominium apartment.

A Mr. LeCrerc of 2625 North Road addressed the Public Hearing
and stated that he was opposed to the development and in support
of his opposition he expressed the following views:

1. The establishment of an apartment would compound
the traffic problems in the area,

2. The decrease in property values would be realised,
not possibly in a monetary sense but in a desirability
sense,

3. He has already suffered property damage from traffic
using his front lawn attempting to gain access to
North Road as a result of closures of roads in this
area by the District of Burnaby,

4. He purchased the dwelling with the clear understanding
that the property across the road was zoned for duplex
use and not for apartment use.

Mr. LeCrerc went on to state that he felt no other use should be
made of this property other than for park, single family dwellings,
or duplex development.

The resident at 2595 North Road also expressed his opposition to
the preposed rezoning on the same grounds as enumerated by Mr. LeCrerc.

The resident at 2499 North Road also expressed his opposition to
the preposed rezoning saying he supported the views expressed by Mr.
LeCrerc as well.
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Monday, May 5, 1975
Public Hearing - 7:10 p.m.

0 Mr. Armstrong, of the Burquitlam Banting Ratepayers Association,
inquired as to what the original reason was for rezoning this
property to duplex use some time ago, and the Director of Planning
explained that the basic reason for rezoning was to allow Council
to have full control of the type of development that would be placed
on this property. Mr. Buchanan went on to state that this area
has been shown on the Community Plan Map for development of apartments.
and previous to the rezoning to duplex use the property was originally
zoned for apartment development.

The resident at 2645 North Road also expressed his opposition to the
.' preposed rezoning for all the reasons mentioned by previous speakers.

Mr. Denier, speaking on behalf of the developers, stated that he
wished to make four statements of rebuttal in answer to the objections
raised by residents of the area, these being:

1. Mr. Denier stated that the validity of the objections by
Burnaby residents should be questioned in that fifty percent
of the homes in the area are new within the last one or two
years and that the residents of these homes should have been
aware that the Coquitlam Community Plan Map made provisions
for possible rezoning of the property in this area for
apartment development.

2. The developers are prepared to enter into a restrictive
covenant to guarantee that the first owners of the apartments
will be adults only, and further this development is being
designed for adults and not for children and therefore will
not be desirable for families looking for accommodation.

3. Mr. Denier outlined the history of the particular property
which was being preposed for development and stated:

a) prior to 1958, the property was zoned for multi-
family use

b) between 1959 and 1964 the property was zoned for
.single family use

c) between 1964 and 1970 the property was zoned for
medium density use

O d) in 1965 an apartment for this particular piece of
property was approved by Council, however, because
of financial difficulties, the developer was not
able to proceed

e) 1971 - a proposed development of this property,
again received approval of Council, however, the
developer failed to proceed because of financial
difficulties

f) 1972 - an application for rezoning to RM-3 for a
ten storey apartment was considered by Council and
Council had stated they would look favourable upon
the rezoning provided the proposed development was
reduced to a building containing no more than eight
storeys

4. The persons signing the petition in opposition to the proposed
rezoning all live at least 1600 feet away and can't see the
property even if they tried from the area in which they
presently reside.
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Monday, May 5, 1975
Public Hearing - 7:10 p.m.

Mr. Denier went on to state that there was a definite need for this
type of affordable housing in the District of Coquitlam and in his
opinion, this development will enhance the housing stock of the
Municipality.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. SEKORA
SECONDED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT:

That the reconvened Public Hearing adjourn at 7:30 p.m.

I

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN
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ADDENDUM TO BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
MAY 5. 1975

-CL

Z-10-75

As mentioned in the April 24, 1975 brief, this site was -the

subject of a previous application under 1-46-72, but the

description of this previous application was not accurate nor
J ~r the reasons for its declining stated.

The previous application was for a ten-storey building. After

considerable review of building heights by the various Municipal

Ì Departments, Council decided to impose an eight-storey height

Limit and certain safety regulations on high-rise buildings.

The applicants in this case were asked to amend their drawings

to bring them into compliance with this provision; however,

the did not wish to do so. Subsequently Council declined thei y 9 Y

application for rezoning.

KM/ci

Respectfully submitted,

D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director



Thursday, May 22nd, 1975,
co

Public Hearing 7.30 
p.m.975

JUN

PUBLIC HEARING MINU,~~~%

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of al Hall,
-~' 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on Thursday, May 22nd, 1975

at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend the Zoning By-law No. 1928
and amending by-laws.

Present were Mayor J. L. Tonn, Ald. L. Garrison, Ald. D. Howarth and
Ald. C. J. Filiatrault. Also present were the Director of Planning, Mr.
D. Buchanan; and the Deputy Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Thursday, May 15th,
1975 and Friday, May 16th, 1975 and, as well, copies of the agenda were
mailed toall ratepayers' groups in the District.

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT

SECONDED BY A LD. GARRISON:

That His Worship Mayor James L. Tonn act as Chairman to
the Public Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary
to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the Public
Hearing dated May22, 1975 and a copy of that brief is attached
hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

)Z- ITEM #1 - Reference Z 2/75

This was an application from Kai Hui Construction Ltd. to
rezone a property situated in the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester
Avenue to allow for the development of 18 townhouse units.

Mr. D. Insley of Town and Country Estates addressed the
Hearing and stated that he was appearing on behalf of Mr.

_l Kai Hui and read to the Public Hearing from a prepared
brief, a copy of which is attached and forms a part of thesef
Minutes.

Mr. K. Webber of the firm of Carlberg, Jackson & Partners,
Architects for the proposed development, addressed the Public
Hearing and outlined the design particulars of the proposed project
and a copy of the presentation made by Mr. Webber is attached
hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

.Ald. Howarth inquired of Mr. Insley what other sites in this

immediate area might be developed for townhousing were--

Council

er-e 
Council to proceed with the rezoning of this particular site

and Mr. Insley stated that the Lot 19 adjacent to the proposed

site could be suitable for multi-family use as it consisted of

1 .75 acres, however the site would require considerable study

because of its topography and Mr. Insley also advised that he

knew of no other sites in this immediate area that could be

developed for townhousing.
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Thursday, May 22nd, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

Ald. Howarth inquired of Mr. Insley if any of the interested

parties in this particular rezoning had any interest in the
adjacent property and Mr. Insley stated that they did not.

Mr. Insley advised that the townhouse units being proposed

had an estimated market price of $52, 000 whereas the existing

homes in this particular area had a market price of from

$60,000 to $85,000. He stated that the difference in family

income necessary to purchase a townhouse assuming a conventional

mortgage with a 25% down payment would be an income of $22, 000

plus per year to purchase a single family dwelling compared to

$16,000 per year to purchase a townhouse.

Mr. Insley also advised that only 8% of those people in the
market for housing can afford single family dwellings in

today's market and the other 92% must look for other types

of housing such as townhousing.

Mr. Gus Bychowski of Dominium Strata Management Ltd.

addressed the Hearing and stated that the proposed development
is one of self-owned townhouses, not rental accommodation

and the development will have a central landscaped area instead
of individual  owners looking after their own landscaping as would

be the case in a single family residential development. Further,
Mr. Bychowski went on to state that the residents in a single
family residential development have no influence on the developments

that take place next door, no influence on the control of the neighbours

pets and, as well, have no influence on the control of noise created

by neighbours .whereas ima condominium development under the
Strata Titles Act all residents are subject to the by-laws of

the condominium corporation in the Strata Title Act and landscaping,

painting, unruly neighbours, pets and noise can all be controlled by
the condominium corporation in accordance with its by-laws.

Mr. George Anderson of 1412 Madore Avenue together with Mr.
Alex Morrison addressed the Hearing and Mr. Anderson read
to the meeting from a prepared brief, a copy of which is attached

hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.
.y'

Mr. Anderson at the same time presented petitions signed by
several hundred people and copies of all of these petitions are
attached hereto and form a part of these Minutes.

Mr. Anderson advised that all persons signing these petitions
registered opposition to any rezone ng whatsoever in the whole
of the area bounded-by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian
Street and Rochester Avenue.

Ald. Garrison stated that such a request would preclude any rezoning
to any higher density at anytime in the future and Ald. Garrison
inquired of Mr. Anderson if this was his intent and Mr. Anderson
stated that it was.
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Thursday, May 22nd, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

~t
Ald. Garrison inquired of Mr. Anderson whether they felt

an official community plan should be adopted in developed

areas of the Municipality and Mr. Anderson again agreed

that this should be done.

The question of soil conditions on the proposed development

property was questioned and the possible use of explosives and

Mr. Insley stated that there are regulations with regard to the

use of explosives which would have to be met and, as well,

there have been new developments in hydraulics in the past

few years which would allow the use of machines which would

preclude the use of explosives.

Ald. Filiatrault inquired of Mr. Anderson whether the brief

read to the Hearing tonight had been read to the meeting of

the Rochester Ratepayers Association on May 6th, 1975 and

Mr. Anderson stated that this was not done but that a brief

outline was prepared for that meeting and the persons in

attendance at the meeting authorized Mr. Morrison and himself

to prepare the brief.

Ald. Howarth inquired on the matter of pollution and asked

directly whether it had been proven whether or not the smoke

from the proposed development would be blown directly

toward the existing. dev_elope_d=single family area and Mr.

hatAnderson stated t they had not directly proven this,

however, he felt it most definitely would.

Ald. Howarth inquired as to why the residents felt the proposed

development area should be pui.,,chased by the Municipality as

park rather than being used for housing and Mr. Anderson stated

that they really did not want any more parkin this area, however,

they felt this was a better use of the property than that proposed

by the developer for 18 townhouse units.

Ald. Howarth inquired as to how many parking spaces were

actually required for such a development. Mr. Bychowski

~J 
stated that most municipalities only require 1 .5 parking spaces

per unit and of this, only about 1 .3 are actually used and the

developers in this particular case were providing 2.5 in order

to reduce any on-street parking by guests.

Ald. Howarth inquired as to what protection was being afforded

to the ravine. Mr. Insley, speaking on behalf of the developer,

stated that under RS-1 zoning, no protection whatsoever could be

afforded the ravine, however, under the proposed development,

it was proposed to leave the ravine as .it now is with some

improvement, such as providing a walkway in the area.

On the matter of density of the property, Mr. Insley stated that

there is 1 .82 acres of net usable area, which means a density

of 9.9 dwelling units per acre.

C'



Thursday, May 22nd, 1975,
Public Hearing, cont'd.

Ald. Howarth inquired of Mr. Insley whether he felt he
had any conflict of interest in his capacity as a member of
the Municipal Design Panel and Mr. Insley stated that in
his opinion he did not see any conflict of interest.

Ald. Garrison asked Mr. Anderson is he felt the residents
of this community had any obligation to allow building of
family type accommodation at a reasonable cost and Mr.
Anderson stated that we should encourage it but does not
feel that this type of development as family accommodation
is practical.

Ald. Garrison then asked Mr. Anderson whether he agreed
that apartments were suitable for family accommodation and
Mr. Anderson stated that he did not think apartments were
suitable but agreed to the type of homes being proposed for
the Essondale property.

Mr. Alex Morrison expressed his opposition to the proposed
rezoning stating that he had invested in the area on the basis of
a community plan map which had been circulated throughout
the Municipality and -informing the Hearing that he wants the
peace and privacy,which he now has, maintained. Mr. Morrison

went on to express concern for all residents of Coquitlam presently

in single family areas as he felt the development of townhouses

could spread throughout the community and he wishes to see

no change until all designated areas for multiple family units

are developed as well as all undeveloped areas in the Municipality

F' are fully developed.

Mr. Russell of Dalton Court advised that there was no reason

the owners of the property being proposed for development

could not fill the entire lot and use it for single family development.

Mr. H. Langenbruch of 1408 Madore Avenue expressed his full

agreement with the brief presented by Mr. Anderson in opposition

to the proposed rezoning and said he is very concerned with the
pollution that could come from this development.

The owner of 1407 Madore Avenue also expressed opposition to

the proposed rezoning and felt the development should be fitted
into other than single family areas.

Mr. Insley advised that he had been in contact with the B.C. Hydro

and the G.V. R. D. with respect to pollution from the, development

and he had been advised that there is no problem with gas-fired

appliances and ( advised that gas-fired fire places could not burn

rubbish as`£his would block the gas jets of the fireplace very

quickly and further, conversion of these units to regular wood

burning fireplaces could only be done with the approval of the

strata corporation. He advised that should this area be used

for single family dwellings, no doubt all would have wood burning

fireplaces thus still creating a pollution problem.
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Thursday, Thursday, May 22nd, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

Mr. Insley also stated that the School Board is presently
buying up homes in the area in order to develop a junior
secondary school and this development would only be
replacing some of these dwelling units.

The matter of fencing was raised by some residents and
Mr. Insley stated that a six foot solid cedar fence on concrete
footings would be provided along the east side and the back of
-the proposed development with no fence on the western side
and an open type of fencing along the ravine area.

In answer to some questions from the audience, Mr. Insley
stated that all the units will have garbage compacters installed
and as well the developer is open to the suggestion to the
provision of electric heating throughout the unit and should
gas be the medium of heat chosen, the location of the heating
stacks would be re-examined by the architect.

The owner of 1398 Madore Avenue inquired further on the
matter of fencing and Mr. Insley stated that the whole north
perimeter of the proposed development will be fenced with
a solid board fence.

The owner of 1395 Madore Avenue inquired as to how a fence
could stop noise from the development and Mr. Insley stated
that the play area would be in the inner area of the development
and the units themselves could act as a buffer and further, the
construction of these units would possibly even block noise
emanating from the swimming pool on Rochester Avenue and
also the fence was being designed in such a manner to stop
noise from the patios of the units along the back of the development.

The resident at 1394 Madore Avenue expressed opposition to the
rezoning stating that children will climb the fence and possibly
pollute the creek in this area and further, this development will
take away from their private and peaceful enjoyment of the
neighbourhood.

A Mr. Jerry Penner, resident of the area, inquired as to how
by-laws are made up for strata corporations and Mr. Bychowski
stated that the by-laws are made up by the owners of the individual
units on a group basis and that the by-laws are amended and
added to by this same group but the by-laws must be in accordance
with the provincial Strata Corporation Act.

A resident of the area also inquired as to whether it was possible
to convert from Strata Title to rental accommodation and was
informed that yes, it was possible.

The Secretary advised the Hearing that a letter had been received
from Muriel Wedekind of 1420 Rochester Avenue expressing
opposition to the proposed rezoning and a copy of that letter is
attached hereto and forms, a part of these Minutes.
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Thursday, May 22nd, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 16/75

This was an application by Alderson Properties Ltd. for

rezoning of property located at 2411 Austin Avenue to Two

Family Residential (RT-1) for duplex development.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON

SECONDED BY A LD. HOWARTH:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 10.30 P.M.

CARRIED

L/ CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - MAY 22, 1975

I~ ITEM #1 - Z-2-75

This application was considered at the Public Hearing held March 27,

1975 where I re orted that this item is for 18 three-bedroomp o~

" townhouse units on a site which is not designated for apartments,

and that the location criteria for townhouses were under study.

This study is still under review; however, with regard to community

facilities, I can report that there is sufficient capacity at

Rochest Elementary School to accommodate children from 18 three-

bedroom townhouses; the site is also across the street from a
I

proposed neighbourhood park; and the traffic generated by 18

townhouses would not cause any traffic problems. Another guideline

which seems relevant is that of the development fitting into the

neighbourhood in terms of subdivision pattern, and allowing for a

better housing proposal than possible under conventional subdivision.

It appeared that u to 6 lots waspp p possible under the subdivision

design approved in 1973 for this site, although the three westerly

lots were dependent upon soil conditions. There are four additional

considerations being contemplated in the townhouse study - public

transit, utilities, architectural design and review under GVRD,

compact housing checklist. The first three present a favourable

picture, while there has been no detailed check with regard to the

compact housing checklist.

The Design Committee reviewed the plans for this proposal and

commended the applicants on their presentation and the manner in

which the development fits into the neighbourhood. They did

indicate that they might give consideration to the use of different

paving materials in front of the units to break up the large expanse

of blacktop and better identify the entrances. They indicated that

they would be concerned with vents for gas fireplaces and how these

would be handled at the buildi.ng permit stage. They also suggested

that the northerly building be broken up, possibly by providing some

variation in elevation.

The Advisory Planning Commission recommended referral to Public

Hearing, and Council concurred with this recommendation on

February 24, 1975.
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ITEM #1 - Z-2-75 con't

1
At the Public Hearing on March 27, 1975, six residents living

at 1404, 1408, 1412 and 1598 Madore Avenue spoke against the

application; and one letter from a resident at 1416 Dalton Court

was read into the minutes.

Council, on April 7, 1975, failed to give this application first

reading. On April 28, 1975, Council reconsidered the application

and referred it again to Public Hearing.

In conclusion, the Planning Department finds it difficult to make

a recommendation with regard to this development, since the policy

for locating townhousing within West Coquitlam is at present

subject to study; however, I note that the project appears to

look favourable in relation to the kinds of considerations being

taken in the study now underway.

ITEM #2 - Z-16-75

This application is for a duplex on a property fronting on Austin

Avenue. The application meets the criteria and was recommended

-

for referral to Public Hearing by the Planning Department on that

basis. On April 28, 1975, Council concurred with the recommendation

and referred this proposal to Public Hearing. Plans have been

supplied by the applicant showing the proposed building and how it

would be sited o-n the particular property. I would note that there

is a zoned duplex site immediately to the north on Lot 237.

I

SJ/ci D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director



PROPOSED TOWNHOUSE PROJECT FOR KAI HUI

CONSTRUCTION LTD. - ROCHESTER AVENUE

COQUITLAM, B. C.

ZONING: Request rezoning from RS-I to RT-2 for proposed I8 unit

Townhouse project.

SITE: The site is 2.I7 acres on the north side of the I300

I400 block of Rochester Avenue. Extreme variations in

terrain (approx. 88 ft. difference from :ravine bottom to

top of bank) makes it impractical and unsuitable for

conventional single family homes. A naturally treed

ravine bounds the west side of the site, while the north

and east sides are encompassed by a steep bank.

The site is physically separated from all adjacent single

family homes by the treed ravine and Lourdes Private School

to the west, a vertical separation to the north and east by

the extreme change in elevation of the bank and by Rochester

Park and the proposed Maillard Junior Secondary School to

the south.

Therefore, we feel that this site is sufficiently divorced

from the existing single family homes to qualify for RT-2

zoning.

PROJECT We are proposing I8 two-storey (plus basement) Townhouses
SIZE: which are separated into three separate buildings. The

neighbourhood character, in terms of increased population,

will not be affected by this project as the proposed Junior

Secondary School will be displacing a similar number of

families.

DESIGN: In the designing and development of this project we have

attempted to consider the requirements and the interests of

both the residents of the Townhouses and the existing single

family homes. We have also designed the buildings to be .
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DESIGN: compatable with the site conditions and the overall

contd.
neighbourhood character.

The site planning concept is to have the units fit into

and grow out of the perimeter embankment and at the same

time, turn the project inward and actually turn its back

on the adjacent residences. This concept provides maximum

privacy by directing and encouraging traffic and activities

to the central court of the project and out to Rochester

Avenue and the park.

Noise is also minimized by this concept by keeping the

noisier activities such as children at play and car traffic

to the inner court. The slope and landscaping of the north

and east banks and the cedar fence above will deflect and

absorb what noise may be created in the patio areas.

The buildings have been sited to give the Townhouse residents

a view of the river below and at the same time not obstruct

I' the view of the existing homes.

The individual units are offset from each other to create an

interesting design and also provide privacy from each adjacent

unit at the entrance, patio and balcony areas. Family patios

are dug into the bank to the north and east and will be screened

with landscaping from the homes above.

Since the Townhouse units are at a lower elevation than the

existing homes above, we have introduced sloped cedar shake

roofs over the back half of each unit which breaks up and hides

what otherwise would be large areas of tar and gravel roofing

in view of these homes. The sloped roofs also create an inter-

esting design element and allow clear storey lighting into the

north bedrooms.

The main entrance to each unit is at the basement level and is

recessed under the balcony for privacy and protection from

weather. A planter has been located adjacent to each entrance,

which in conjunction with textured paving with cedar dividers

will define and separate each individual entrance. The planters

will also provide a green relief to the paved areas.
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DESIGN: The exterior materials are natural cedar shakes on all

(cont'd) sloped roofs, boliden salt treated cedar siding and limited

stucco panels for contrast of color and texture. The

windows, trellises and balcony railings are to be stained a

dark contrasting color while the entrance doors and garage

doors will be painted a bright color for .accent. The above

materials have been chosen for natural character which ties

the buildings to the treed ravine and for their long life and

low maintenance features. The project is designed with off-

sets, breaks and sloped roofs so that each individual unit

reads as a separate element and therefore relates to the

single family homes of the neighbourhood.

V
SITE & The site will be fenced to the north, east and west to provide
LAND- visual and physical privacy to the existing homes. A fenceSOAPING•

. will also be built on the south property line to provide Town-

house residents privacy from passing school traffic.

The area to the north and east of the Townhouses will be

naturally landscaped and no pedestrian traffic or activities

- will be encouraged.in this area. The landscaping of this area

will be carefully planned so as to shield the patios from the

homes above and yet at the same time not block their view of

the river.

~¢ The central court will have a more refined type of landscaping

and will contain a children's playground which is out of view

from the homes above. The driveway to the northerly Townhouse

units is designed to allow local traffic and fire trucks to

turn around.

The ravine will be left natural and developed with a hiking

trail and picnic area for the use of Townhouse residents.

PARKING: The zoning by-law required two cars per unit or 36 cars.

We are providing I8 closed garages and 28 open spaces for

a total of 46 cars or 2.5 cars per unit.
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INDIVIDUAL Each unit consists of I306 sq. ft. of livable area on
UNITS: two floors plus approx. 550 sq. ft. of basement.

Upper floor:

3 - bedrooms: I3'-9" x II'-0"
I2'-0" x 9'-6"

~- 10 1 -611 X 9 1-611

A full bathroom

An ensuite off master bedroom.

Main floor:

Living room I5'-6" x I4'-6" sunken, gas fireplace.

Dining area I3'-0" x 8'-0"

Kitchen 9'-6" x 81-011

Family Room 9'-6" x 7'-9"

Storage Room 6'-0" x 61-011

Basement:

Entry 5'-0" x 8'-0"

Garage I0'-9" x 2I'-0"

Furnace Room 5'-0" x 8'-0"

Unfinished storage area I6'-0" x I3'-9"

Each unit has a large balcony off the living room and a

family patio off the family room.

SITE WORK: The major site excavation will be approx.- 38 ft. from

the north property line and 25 ft. from the east property

line where less excavation is required.

Site drainage will be engineered to municipal approval and

will improve existing storm drainage from the higher property

to the north and east.

SUMMARY-:,It is our feeling that the above mentioned property should

be rezoned to RT-2 for the following reasons:

- Neighbourhood character will be unchanged in terms of loss

of privacy, visual intrusion, aesthetic intrusions.
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SUMMARY: Site has physical boundaries to separate it from single

cont'd 
family homes i.e., ravine and change in elevation.

- Only I8 units or 9.9 units/net acre.

No overloading of existing recreational facilities,

traffic systems or schools.

- Site is located on edge of neighbourhood.

Proposed project has been designed with the ni.ghbourhood,

site conditions and existing homes in mind.

CARLBERG JACKSON PARTNERS.

ARCHITECTS
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Notes on: APPLICATION Z-2-75 Townhouses for Rochester Ave.

The Site

Why build
TOWNHOUSES?

What about the
surrounding
area?

Will the people

2.17 Acres fronting Rochester Ave., between Lourdes School
and Rochester Elementary. New MAILLARD junior-secondary
school (proposed for community use also) is across the
avenue from the Townhouse site.

1. This portion of Rochester Ave. is not a "normal"
residential environment and is best suited to a
compact, comprehensive development which can utilize
the many public amenities which are prevelent, whereas
detached residential development (RS-1) could have
social and economic handicaps.

2. Servicing for RS-1 detached housing is impractical.

3. Coquitlam needs a better mixture of housing choices.

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED DISTRICT SITE PLAN

The 18 Townhouses are built in three main components,
with 8 along the north property line (setback); 6 on
the eastern side, and four facing Rochester Ave. and
the Park & future jr.-sec. school.

Amenities already existing include;

Large public elementary school with 200 reserve desks.
Community park and swimming pool -̀
Lacrosse Box PLEASE REFER

Playing fields TO SCHEDULE "A"

Adventure playground AND "B" ATTACHEI

Private R.C. School V,,_ —
Future Jr.-Secondary School & Gymnasium
Public bus transportation to other services
All necessary physical engineering services
Southerly exposure

living along According to the design layout, the architects have
Madore Avenue & developed a layout and building design that will fit
Dalton Court be into the unusual site, in order to "preserve" the wide
affected? vista, panoramic views presently enjoyed, by the people

living on these neighbouring streets.

The northerly and easterly site slopes which will be
completely fenced with landscaping act as a BUFFER
between the townhouses and the neighbouring detached
homes. If you refer to the blueprints, you will see
the extreme differences in elevations between the
townhouse site and the neighbouring properties.

Only those residents on the SOUTH SIDE of Madore
and the westerly end of Dalton Court will be able
to see the proposed townhouses. These homes are
outlined in black on the neighbourhood site plan.
The photographs, taken in late fall, show the exact
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relationship. Please also note that the trees and shrubs
are mainly devoid of foliage, which in spring & summer
further SCREENS the lower views from these detached homes.

TRAFFIC,
KIDS & Madore Avenue & Dalton Court are served by their own

I OTHER streets. The proposed townhouses DO NOT impair any
THINGS... local patterns. PEDESTRIANS from.the townhouses will

use only Rochester Avenue.

Townhouse traffic is routed internally on private drives,
with parking in UNDERGROUND garages and in PRIVATE
front driveways. Accomodation for another 10 vehicles,
is provided in the inner court area, OUT OF SIGHT from
neighbouring detached homes.

Although the units are designed with 3 bedrooms, many
of the units will NOT have small children. A "Tot-Lot"
is designed within the sunken, inner garden. This play
area is not within the sight-lines of the neighbouring
single, detached homes.

THE
{ RAVINE

& The architects have tried to preserve the"naturalness"

HIKING 
of the wooded ravine area. They will in fact, improve

TRAILS 
the scarred eastern ravine edge, by fill, planting
and crushed gravel footpaths. A small picnic area is
shown on the site plan. For children and adults who
will live here, this compact nature area can be very
exciting. Shielded floodlights will be used to make
the area more secure from trespassers & vandals.

WHAT ABOUT
AIR POLLUTION 

We hav check
BY THE 

e ed with G.V.R.D. Quality Control,

NATURAL-GAS 
where we were given accurate data regarding

APPLIANCES? 
natural gas factors. Checking further with
B.C. Hydro engineering, we asked them to
determine annual gas consumption for 18 units.
The results are quite interesting. G.V.R.D.
Quality Control suggested we also research

REFER TO
`- a comparison with a brand-new 1975 automobile

SCHEDULE "C".., 
of average horsepower, equipped with Federally

ATTACHED % approved exhaust emission control devices.

% ATTACHED ARE THE RESULTS OF THE COMPARISON SO
~— THAT ALDERMEN MAY RELATE NATURAL-GAS APPLIANCES

WITH A SINGLE 1975 AUTOMOBILE TRAVELLING 12,000
MILES PER YEAR IN COQUITLAM.

If possible natural-gas air pollution is of
paramount consideration in declining this appli-
cation, then we obviously must BAN automobiles
first!
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WILL THE
(ROCHESTER RATEPAYERS CIRCULAR LETTER IS SCHEDULE "D")

NEIGHBOURING That's the big question for many people. According to
PROPERTIES the "message" in paragraph 5 of the ROCHESTER RATEPAYERS
LOSE VALUE? GROUP circular letter, their "Lifetime Investment" and

"Cherished Privacy" is at stake. To answer the big
question quite simply, "In our opinion, based on an
analysis of comparables, the neighbouring homes on
Madore Ave., and Dalton Court WILL NOT diminish in
appreciation over the years".

If the proposed townhouses were "on grade" with the
neighbouring homes and sharing the same street, then
YES!, there might be a basis of great concern.

' If the townhouses were DOMINATING the neighbourhood

f, by numbers, or overshadowing the other properties,
then "maybe" there would be possible losses.

41

What has apartment zoning and development (by itself)
done to values in other parts of this municipality?
Are the homes along Perth Avenue losing value by the
North Road developments? Have the new townhouses on
Ioco Road affected the better quality neighbouring
homes? Would developers like Daon, Engineered Homes,

J,( plan NEW sub-divisions with housing type mixes, if
it would alter the market values of their planned
detached housing?

We submit that a "differential" in market values does
exist between detached, quality homes and townhouses.

+- If the townhouses are of better quality (than average)
and do not conflict with detached housing streets, then
the market values of the detached homes INCREASE with
the quality townhouses, because we have comparative
values to consider, and market differentials do exist.

By the same rationale, building 6 single family, detached
homes in the subject property would be economically
unsound, because of neighbourhood influences existing

' and planned.

Would you pay (invest) about .$70,000 for a new home
on Rochester across the street from a large school,
public park and pool, and a backyard that needs a lot
of special improvement? You'd invest in a quieter
neighbourhood like Chineside, Harbour Village or an
established area like Harbour Chines.

(PLEASE SEE. SCHEDULE "E" FOR COMPARATIVE COST FACTORS)
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RESTRICTIONS
FOR

TOWNHOUSE Dominium Strata Management Ltd. of Coquitlam will be
DWELLERS asked to prepare the entire required paperwork package

& if this project is approved by Council.
MANAGEMENT

As specialists in condominiums, they are aware of the
social considerations and restrictions desirable for
different types of community-ownership projects.

Mr. Gus Bychowski of this firm is available to answer
all questions regarding typical restrictive covenants
and management of the proposed 18 townhouses.

SUMMARY Coquitlam Council is being asked to approve this
application which meets in every respect the outline
for regulations of townhousing, as expressed in
Coquitlam By-Law #463.

Through the presentation by our architects, Carlberg,
Jackson Partners, and this written brief, we hope
to have covered all the pertinent points which are
of concern to Council, and we hope that the residents
of the neighbourhood will bear the presentation in mind
as the various factors relate or don't relate to their
properties.

On a SOCIAL & ECONOMIC IMPACT basis, we feel that this
project will have a minimum impact on the neighbourhood
regarding the effect to existing development.

In the LONG TERM outlook, we feel that this project
will be of beneficial impact to the neighbourhood and
this portion of Rochester Avenue in particular.

Townhouses are distinctly different from apartments,
as are single detached homes different from row housing.
Council, though aware of the problems inherent in our
local apartment areas (schools, recreation, open space)
is being asked to permit this innovative family-type
housing in a family-type neighbourhood. By income break-down,
residents of the proposed townhouses will FIT with the
surrounding area, the schools won't be jammed, the streets
won't be made impassable, the aim  r won't be polluted and
INVESTMENT factors in the neighbourhood won't diminish.

COMPACT 
—according to the G.V.R.D. pamphlet introduction;

HOUSING 
"Compact Housing is essentially an alternative between
the large lot detached home and the three-storey
apartment building. It is an attempt to provide the
positive attributes of the traditional single-family
home in a manner that uses less land space"

We feel that our project is superior through design and
siting to anything yet.built within District 43. Through
proper management,•it will function in harmony with the
area. Thank you for your consideration to this application..
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PHONE 939-9201

SCHOOL DISTRICT' No. 43 (COQUITLAM)

550 POIRIER STREET,

COQUITLAM, B.C. V3J 6A7

May 12, 1975

Mr. R. D. Insley
Town & Country Estates Ltd.
524 Clarke Road
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Mr. Insley:

This will acknowledge your letter of May 8th, regarding the enrolment
trend at Rochester Elementary School.

a The enrolment at Rochester Elementary School by grades, as at April this
year, was as follows:

Kindergarten 48
Grade 1 46

2 51
3 52
4 50
5 78
6 63
7 57 i

Special Class 10

Total 4

The Public Schools Act does not define a legal class size, but-the
Department of Education building regulations do designate the maximum and
operating capacities of each school. The Rochester Elementary School has

mum capacity of 723 pupils and an operating capacity to accommodate
.652 upils. As you can see, with the current enrolment of 455 pupils and

1- ~jC7r projected enrolment in September of this year of 446 pupils, there is
P ?.\Cj~j plenty of surplus capacity at this school.

Your comment with regard to school enrolment generally is true, that is,
that the growth in elementary school enrolment in the School District has
slowed down considerably and, in fact, the elementary school enrolment has
fallen during the last few years, as illustrated by the following enrolments:`

(Continued).......

Mr. R. D. Insley
May 12, 1975
Page 2

September, 1974 - 15,352
1973 - 16,128

1t ~972 - 16,589
it 1971 - 16,828
" 1970 - 16,889

This is indeed a change in the trend over that which existed a few
years ago. During the period covered in the enrolment figures above,
the municipalities have issued building permits on an average of 900
per year and yet the enrolment is still decreasing.

Yours truly,

SCHOOL DISTRICT N0. 43 (COQUITLAM)

R. C. Smith,
Secretary-Treasurer

RCSbu
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Natural Gas appliances

In todays housing market, natural gas furnaces and fireplaces are

"Z generally used. They provide clean efficient heat (furnaces) and
are comparatively speaking, competitive with other heating forms.

O 
It is often referred to as "The perfect fuel" because of its almost
100% efficiency and cleanliness.

1 Checking with the Greater Vancouver Regional District's Quality
Control Division, we were provided with the pollutant rates for
burned natural gas, automobile emmission factors for the non-
polluting 1975 models and equation factors applicable.

' We further discussed the maximum consumption factors for domestic
natural gas furnaces of 80,000 BTU (input) which would be selected
for the townhouses. B.C. Hydro extrapolated the consumption rates
based on 300 heating days per year, for both heating furnace and
living room gas-log fireplaces. Multiplying the figures by 18,
which are number of units we applied the GVRD sourced data and
came up with the following facts:

Li Emmission 18 Townhouses 1 Auto.,1975 model with
pollutant or: pollution-free controls

5,400 heating days @ 12,000 miles per year

x 4 hrs. X 25 MPH=
540,000 miles/yr. 12,000 miles/yr.( 45:1 ratio)

domestic particulates 44.46 lbs.
sulpher oxides 1.4 "
CARBON MONOXIDE 46.8 "
hydrocarbons (methane) 18.7
N.O.X. (Nitrogen family) 187.2 "

Total pollutants
in imperial weight 298.6 lbs.

unknown

662 lbs.
52.98 lbs.
82.12 lbs.

797.10 lbs.

The 18 townhouses will burn approximately 2.34 million cubic feet
of natural gas per year and discharge less than 300 lbs. of material,
yet, a single, 1975 approved automobile of average horsepower, will
discharge 2.6 times greater pollutant material. Older automobiles
will have discharge emmissions of a much greater weight.

When asked if natural gas emmissions will cause sore throats, red
eyes and asthmatic problems among the neighbourhood, the Hydro
technical engineer said only if it will cause warts on your toenails.

The allegation by Mr. Anderson that residents of the townhouses
would use their ceramic log fireplaces (gas) to burn garbage does
r -)t have any credibility due to the.fact that ANY foreign.material

in the 
ceramic log would quickly clog the burning jets. -

Aside 'from gas jet blockage, the "B-vent" exhaust chimney is of
insufficient diameter to pass any discharge smoke properly other
than the heated_and,inviSible gas/air mixture. We can elaborate
on this factor by relating-.a "B-vent" to a.standard wood burning
fireplace flue.

In conclusion, our investigation has proved beyond any reasonable
doubt that domestic gas-fired appliances are NOT harmful to the
environment or people in the immediate vicinity. Expert witnesses
may be furnished upon request to confirm the above findings.

In the matter of refuse disposal, garborators are planned for each
unit with garbage compactors available at low extra cost.

We do question however,. the fact that most of the neighbouring
single detached homes have 2 WOOD BURNING (or garbage) FIREPLACES.
According to GVRD these DO result in smell and smoke problems, as
well as providing "fly ash" particle fall-out. According to the
Quality Control (air pollution control) Inspectors, they very
seldom receive genuine reports of problems with ANY pollution from
INDUSTRIAL & COMMERCIAL GAS-FIRED BURNERS. Occasionally, someone
will see a "white water vapour plume" and report it as air pollution,
but tests and investigation prove these to be only water vapour.

We trust that the above will satisfy the Council as to the FACTS of
the--mattbr'. -
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ATTENTIONI ATTENTIONI

HOMEOWNERS ATTENTION 1

ATTENTION) ATTENTIONI

REZONING fr(,m SINGLE-FAMILY to MULTIPLE-•DWELLING use i.s, being 
-:)nsidered by y~.ur Municipal Council for this AREAIS

A PUBLIC HEARING was held on March 27., 1975, to REZONE the 1300--
1400 block Rochestr Avenue for MULTIPLE-DWELLING, and at the April 7
1975, Council meeting this was nar_rowlydefeatod by concerned Rochester
Ratepayers. -

HOWEVER, Mayor Tonn has used a little known section of the
^unicipal Act to VETO this decision and the REZONING application will now
~-o back to a PUBLIC HEARING so the developer has a SECOND chance)

The owner of this property a Mr, Hui Fook Heng, proposes to build
n 18 UNIT CONDOMINIUM on this site I

As a resident of the Rochester Ratepayers area please indicate
,Tour TOTAL and COMPLETE opposition to ANY rezoning of your area to
Iultiple-dwelling zoning from SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.

PROTECT YOUR LIFETIME INVESTMENT AND CHERISHED PRIVACY OF SINGLE-
_AMILY ZONING and sign the petition of protestwhen it i~  brought to
your doer.

REMEMBER, if only one multiple-zoning is allowed within the area
bounded by Marmont, Austin, Laurent:.an, and Rochester, this exclusive
SINGLE-FAMILY zoned area will shortly be fra ented and inundated with
^,PARTMENTS AND CONDOMINIUMS,

ATTEND the PUBLIC HEARING at the Municipal Hall on May 22, 1975•
7.30 P.M. sharp.

STAND-UP and express your disapproval to the Councilmen I

SEND LETTERS of PROTEST to the Municipal Council opposing ANY
rezoning in our area if you cannot attend the meeting 1

BUT DO IT I YOU MAY BE NEXT d

Circulated by your .,oncerned,
ROCHESTER RATEPAYERS GROUP,

936-3598 for info.

c!.1 r (C, Y' I :., 0 C,.,- : _ ,- _. C 1

a in tllc tilar i.i;~.
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Think it over.

Your home is probably worth over $50,000. in today's market!

Maybe you bought that home in 1965 when they sold for around
$19,000. Or maybe 1962 when they were about $14,500.

How about in 1972, when $30,000 bought you a nice 3 bedroom
home with dining room, living room, family kitchen and maybe
even 1~ bathrooms. In 1975, that same house is about $65,000.

If you were buying your house in todays market, could you
afford it?

Unlike the '60's when mortgage rates were in the 8% range,
todays buyers pay interest rates of 10~ to 12%, on top of
a house price which is maybe 200% or more than what you paid
when you bought!

Today, young couples trying to get started have little hope
in buying a house like yours. In fact, only 8-10% of young
couples can buy a detached house like yours. A recent press
statement by authorities indicated that in 1980 (that's just
5 short years away!) only 6% of new buyers will OWN their
home. The others will lease, rent or live in subsidized
government housing. You know of course, that YOU are the
type who pays the taxes to the government so that they can
spend it.

If you were buying today, for the first time, could you
qualify to receive mortgage approval? Could you afford a
house? Compare YOUR budget with the following factors.

Price of Unit
*landscaping incl.
in townhouse

CASH-- Down payment required
Balance by mortgage

Monthly payments by
conventional mortgage
Monthly taxes
Monthly sewer/water

Income required to
qualify for mortgage

This breaks down to
a gross income of;

Townhouse 3 BR Home on
1,308 sq.ft. RS-1 Lot(similiar

features)
$52,000. $70,000.

-13,000 -17,500

$39,000. $52,500.

$376.35 $506.63
27.00 46.00
4.50 4.50

$407.85 $557.13

$16,150/yr. $22,062/yr.

$1,345.83/Month $1,838.50/Mo.

If only one parent
is employed, their
hourly income must
exceed- $8.41 Hr.

COULD YOU AFFORD THESE HOMES?

$11.49/Hr.



Area: 50.27 sq. inches

8" or
B-Vent 6.51% of opening

8" x 12' 
Area: 96 sq. inches

Chimney
(Flue 

or

12.5% of opening
i

r

} 5

768 Sq.inches-- 768 sq. in s
i

GAS-FIRED UNIT WOOD-FIRED UNIT

IN NORMAL FIREPLACE CONSTRUCTION, THE EXHAUST FLUE IS REQUIRED TO BE A MINIMUM
OF 10% OF THE FIREPLACE FRONTAL OPENING. UNDER NORMAL DRAFT CONDITIONS, THE
WOOD BURNING UNIT WILL NOT SMOKE "BACK" INTO ROOM.

THE ABOVE SKETCHES ILLUSTRATE THE EXHAUST SYSTEMS OF GAS-FIRED AND WOOD-FIRED.
AS YOU MAY SEE, BURNING ANY FOREIGN MATERIAL IN THE GAS-FIRED UNIT WILL RESULT

IN "SMOKING" BACK INTO THE ROOM.
WOOD-FIRED POLLUTES THE AIR TO A VERY MUCH GREATER EXTENT THAN GAS-FIRED UNITS.

RDI/ Mav 21/



1420 Rochester Avenue
Coquitlam
New Westminster, B. C.
V3K 2X5
May 7, 1975

I 4

His Worship, James Tonn
Mayor of the District of Coquitlam
Municipal Hall

Y, 1111 Brunette Street

L Coquitlam
New Westminster, B. C.

Dear Mr. Tonn,

As you will note from my address above, I am
resident in the area presently under consideration
by the Municipal Council to be changed from a
Single-Family to a Multiple-Dwelling zoning.

I would like to go on record as opposing this
charge. I moved to Coquitlam just a year ago, to
an area which I appreciated as being a single-family
zone and would be very much opposed to anything
otherwise. There are certain areas being considered
for condiminiums not far from here--i.e., Burke
Mountain and behind Essondale. Why can't we restrict
Multiple-Dwelling to these, and those who want multiple
dwelling will gravitate there. Those who want
Single-Family will remain in the areas designated
as such.

Kindly enter this protest at the Municipal
Council hearing to be held on May 22nd at 7:30 p.m.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Muriel Wedekind



r4r. Mayor and Councilmen;

My name is George Anderson of 14.12 Madore Avenuel and
my collegue is Mr. Alex Morrison, we are representing the
Rochester Ratepayers group.

I would like to preface this brief, with~the remark that
while this brief relates to the 1300 - 1400 block`iRochester, the
expressions herein stated applies to our opposition to rezoning
in our entire area.

We do not want to waste your time, and I am:,'sure you' do
not want to waste ours, therefore we suggest Council.fdrget
rezoning in ANY area of single- family zoning, and provide for
PROPER ZONING in any newly developing areas.

Coquitlam HAS many undeveloped and developing areas, and
here we suggest Council should provide for the proper and orderly
planning of zoning policy.

If this policy is not consistent♦ then we suggest-our
presentation to-night, should be considered a TUMATE for you
to ensure we do have a CONSISTE14T policy.

and now to our brief .....



BRIEF
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(Exhibit "A")

BRIEF AGAINST REZONING 1300 - 1400 BLOCK ROCHESTER AVENUE FROM

SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL TO MULTIPLE-FAMILY LOW DENSITY

APARTMENT.

Sir:

INTRODUCTION

The residents surrounding the area in question'are

unanimous in their rejection of any intrusion of MULTIPLE-

DWELLING units in this area.

The said residents were not aware MULTIPLE-DWELLINGS

were in fact being considered by Council for this area and

had purchased their homes on the understanding that the area

was to exclusively remain SI14GLE-FAMILY zoned as shown in

maps prepared and distributed by Council throughout the"

Municipality during 1967 & 1969.

ANY SUCH REZONING IS AGAINST THE WISHES-OF THE

RESIDENTS OF THE AREA, and it was for this reason this brief

has been drawn up.

It is evident upon study of the rezoning laws that

any such rezoning would be totally CONTRARY to the existing

COMMUNITY PLAN and guidelines established by Council as of

this date.

UPON THIS PRINCIPLE ALONE, ANY REZONING MUST FAIL1

However in order to further support our contention

that rezoning in this particular area is wrong, we elaborate

further on this matter with the followings
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NEED OR GREED

On April 11, 1975, the Vancouver Sun headlined an

article titled,"DANSON FORSEES TROUBLE". Canadian Urban

Affairs Minister Barney Danson saids"These cities spreading

and deteriorating over another two decades, offer us the

TRAGIC prospect of providing the very worst ENVIRONMENT in

which human beings have ever been raised". "the developed

world has no choice but to respond- the question is not

1 whether, but how and how quickly. Is this the future

Council is intending for us?

A week earlier another report'in the newspaper-,

quoted facts that houses were EMPTY all around the lower

mainland, and until the economy picks-up or the prices of

homes comes down, it would remain this way because people

cannot afford to purchase homes.

We state this to refute statements that housing`is"

CRITICAL. It is the RIP-OFF MONEY that is holding back

housing, not lack of interest, lumber, manpower or available

land.

Coquitlam HAS planned housing behind the Riverview

Hospital and on Burke Mountain that completely negates any

suggestion a townhouse is necessary on the 1300 - 1400 block

Rochester Avenue because housing is critical.

f Mayor Tonn, during the April 7,'1975 Council meeting

is quoted in the minutes (page 6) as follows; "Mayor Tonn

expressed his feelings that there is already much being done

to alleviate the housing shortage with the developments pro-

posed for the Essondale Lands, Burke Mountain and the B.A.C.M.
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developments." (exhibit "B")

We concur with this feeling

Council prepared and approved for release a

"COMMUNITY PLAN MAP"that was printed in October 1973.(exhibit,"C")

This map was released presumably sometime after its

printing date and CLEARLY, (in colour yet ) shows areas

where Council intended MULTIPLE-DENSITY housing to be

permitted.

Now, it is usually understood by - the citizens of

Coquitlam that we SHOULD be able to count on our Council-

men NOT to change these guidelines at every whim of land

developers especially when the map is only ONE YEAR AND SIX

MONTHS OLD!! The ink is hardly dry before Council is

changingoy licy

Granted, the explanation of the map states that any

variation of the map must be SERIOUSLY CONSIDERED by Council

under rezoning requirlaments, but surely, rezoning should. ONLY

be considered if the proposed rezoning would be a BENEFIT to.

the citizens of the surrounding neighborhood, and if ANY

complaint was received rezoning should be abandoned.

Council cannot be so greedy and lustful for tax

dollars that they would use any excuse such as - housing

shortage, low-cost housing, enhancing the area, architect-

urally suitable, fits the site, etc., to FORCE rezoning

upon the resident public who object to it?
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Sir, these excuses are simply sell-out terms usually

associated with the money-hungry developers not politically

elected officials.

We now move to the FACTS of the matter under complaint.

ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERNS

We would like to dwell .on_ the environmental

problems associated with concentrated dwellings in UNSUITABLE

areas such as this.

Obviously no one has considered the air pollution

stack effect of building eighteen (18) attached units, 40 feet

below nearby housing, and in particular when every unit

admittedly will have in addition to a furnace, a fireplace,

This subject has evidently escaped the notice of the

Planning Department and Councilmen.

We quote from a brochure released by the ° City of

Vancouver, titled "Nature and Extent of Air Pollution", -

"Nuisance - The public nuisance is typically an Urban problem,

Incidents of nuisance thus increase with population and

growth patterns. As an enforcement tool the public nuisance

law is awkward to apply if not frequently ineffective

altogether. Public nuisance rulings do not involve emission

standards which are as definite as maximum standards. Because

small quantities of pollutants create odours or nuisance

deposits in some and not in others, no prohibitary levels

can be logically established." Well Sir, we wish to prevent

this problem BEFORE it starts because there is no SOLUTION

afterwards. Only qualified control officers with elaborate

equipment can track down violators from within an eiFhtpon
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unit apartment complex, and when located, the legal machinery
is often useless.

Has anyone seen the effect of eighteen fireplaces burning
on a cold winter afternoon ?

Yes, the developer stated the fireplaces would be gas-

fired, and possibly could be electric. But did he state.the

Agreement-for-Sale would guarantee that once owned by the

purchaser, they cannot be converted into standard-style

fireplaces and capable of burning anything they choose ?

NO 1 We submit exhibit"K" as a possibility.

Has anyone seen the effects of weekend barbecuing from

large congested units like this ? This can and will be a

problem for those living immediately above this complex.-,

Two obvious problems associated with this type of

i
housing arej

(2) Particulate fall-out - this will result from burning of

rubbish, papers, presto-logs, etc., in gas-fired fireplaces,

or indeed, fireplaces converted to standard-style by the owners .

at a later date, with or without permission. After all, using

presto-logs makes the fireplace more homey and natural, doesn't

it ?

(2) Odours 4 Smoke - this results from the burning of garbage,

fruit peelings, plastics, etc.,.in gas-fired fireplaces and the

use of barbecues.

You may ask, who would do this ? Well Sir, as a former

Air Pollution Control Inspector for the City of Vancouver and

later for the G.V.R.D. assigned to the Coquitlam area, I can

~- assure you it is done and will happen. Anyone doubting this

statement need only tour the Kitsilano or West End areas of

Vancouver during a summer evening to determine the STENCH of

i ~ burning garbage emanating from these multiple-dwelling areas.

I would hazard a guess that this same STENCH has by now

become a problem in the North Road multiple-dwelling area.
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1
How would this problem affect the area:,under discussion ?

One only needs to determine the wind patterns. above - the

Rochester Park area to.envision the problems to be encountered

by the residents living immediately above this project'o" art®`,

icularly when the heating systems and fireplaces'will be

discharging at approximately or slightly above ground level of

the surrounding homes, SOMEONE WILL ALWAYS BE IN THE FLOW®

PATH OF EMISSIONS.

:. Unlike the Decaire housing project it must be~remembered

this project was stated to be only 3 t away from the
'
,;

closest property line.

Let us stop the problem BEFORE the fact not attempt AFTER,

the facto
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COMMUNITY POLICY

The Community Plan Map (exhibit "C")op sted in the planning

department andip led on the counter for the public, CLEARLY

states it is the "LAND USE POLICIES OF MUNICIPAL COUNCIL" and

further states it will FULLY notify ALL tenants and owners in

the area affected. The FACT is that the Municipality notified

only SEVEN owners immediately adjacent to the property 
in'

question - NOT all 'tenants and Owners in the area AFFECTED.

The notice to residents SPECIFIED the 1300 - 1400 block

Rochester Avenue would be rezoned and of the residents around

this TWO BLOCK AREA only seven received notices.immediately

surrounding Lot 20, D.L. 109, Plan 23975 1

Let's scrutinize this COMMUNITY PLAN$

The plan map elaborates upon"STATISTICS".

The figures compiled under "Multiple-Family" shows the

areas marked for this type of accomodation, and names the areas

designated PiNLTIPLE-FAMILY as;

AUSTIN, BURQUITLAM, CARIBOO, and DECAIRE. These areas are

coloured in yellow so that anyone not colourblind can determine

the areas set aside for this type of development.

It also shows that FORTY-FOUR (44) ACRES were available.

We ask WHY ? 'vdhy allow Multiple-Family zoning in Single-

'11•"
Family zoning when the designated areas are not FULLY developed ?

If Council is genuinely interested in making housing

available, and a developer is prepared to build, why not direct

him to the DESIGNATED areas ? Why to single-Family zones ?

What is wrong with insisting the land-owner in question,

Mr. Heng Fook Hui, comply with the rules we had to obey ?

He stated at the last public hearing there was an

"alternative" to build six homes on the site. Why not use this

alternative plan ?

Q The owner has made no statement that he intends to live

►' on the site himself, and it must be assumed that his interest

is in selling for a _profit ONLY. He, therefore, has no interest

in maintaining the PEACE and HARMONY of the existing single-

-family neighbourhood.
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At the March 27, 1975 Public Hearing it was questioned

if Councilmen had the right to determine whether an owner was

intending to live in a multiple-unit (duplex)'or would.be an

absentee landlord. It was suggested Council had no business

knowing whether a person requesting rezoning was going to'live

there, or whether he expected simply to make a profit by selling.

We challenge this statement.

When ANYONE intends to invade a single-family zone and

disrupt the PEACE, PRIVACY, QUIET, and LIVES of these people

to SUIT HIS NEEDS as opposed to the benefits enjoyed by the

voting mass of people of the area•, we certainly have.a RIGHT

to question his motives for intruding on this zoning.

The COMMUNITY PLAN MAP also relates to "STUDIES".

This elaborates upon an area East of Hickey Street, where

it is stated, "Moderate cost housing on VACANT Municipal land

is being considered." We suggest Council deal with the Owner

in question with the view of trading land so the Municipality

can obtain this property for extention of Rochester Park.

This would allow the Parks Department to more fully

develop the park for tennis courts, child care centres, etc.;

for the BENEFIT of the area residents and future school students

of the proposed junior high school.

We are sure rezoning for this use, if deemed necessary

at all-would be more acceptable to the residents of the

Rochester area, and more of an asset to the Community.

We direct you to section 695 of the Municipal Act wherein

it makes reference to a Community Plan. (exhibit "D")

695:

C

States-

"IN THIS PART OR IN ANY BYLAW ADOPTED UNDER THIS PART,

COMMUNITY PLAN MEANS AN EXPRESSION OF POLICY - etc. "

We must assume then that the map circulated by Council

IS an"expression of policy".

This being so.
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We direct you to section 698 of the Municipal Act. ,

Here, it refers to a Community Plan as being PARAMOUNT .

O 698; States-

(1) "THE COUNCIL SHALL NOT ENACT ANY PROVISION OR UNDERTAKE

ANY WORKS CONTRARY TO OR AT VARIANCE WITH THE OFFICIAL

COMMUNITY PLAN OR A PLAN ADOPTED UNDER DIVISION 6 OF

THIS PART." (NOTE, Division 6 is repealed,)

While not sure if this plan is the "official" plan,

- nevertheless Council leaves the voter with the impression

the map as circulated and still available IS the official plan

map, and as stated in section 695 it MUST be construed as an

expression of policy and therefore subject to section 698,

BEING PARAMOUNT.

Again we say.

UPON THIS PRINCIPLE ALONE, REZONING MUST FAIL.
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MUNICIPAL ACT REQUIREMENTS.

Division (3) ZONING

702 (2) states; (exhibit "E")

In making regulations under this section, the Council

shall have due regard to the following considerations;-

(a) "The promotion of health, safety, convenience, and welfare
of the Public"

This obviously denotes the RESIDENT PUBLIC not the

developer.

(b) "The prevention of overcrowding of land and the preser-
vation of the amenities peculiar to any zone."

Let us list the AMENITIES that Council has kindly

given to the residents.

(1) The District bought into a developed housing area
bounded by Decaire, Schoolhouse, Rochester, and Madore
and built a school in the middle of a single-family zone.

(2) The District built a swimming pool, bringing more con-
gestion and noise.

(3) The District bought up the Catholic School property and
developed more playground area.

(4) The District placed a noisy lacrosse box on the Rochester
School site.

(5) The District plans a Junior High School adjacent to
Rochester Park. More congestion.

(6) NOw Council conceded to consider forcing an eighteen
(181 unit Townhouse in the form of three SIXPLEXES
upon us. 14OW WE COMPLAIN!!

i



We suggest Council has not taken DUE REGARD to 'preserve

i

our amenities, our welfare, our health or convenience.

At a Ratepayers meeting held in the Rochester Elementary

School on May 6, 1975, one of the residents complained that to .

place children in the swimming classes, one must wait in a line-

up for hours because of the overcrowding of this amenity.

This applies to public swimming hours also as children

are frequently allowed into the pool on a"one-in" "one-out"

basis. The residents point was that allowing for a possible

50 or more children living in townhouses would further lead

to overcrowding of the pool and park facilities.

i Is this preserving amenities or conveniences ?

Council will only succeed. in crowding; us with more and more of

the hurry-up frustrations of society, that we attempted to

avoid by residing in a single-family area,

AND BECAUSE OF THIS WE ARE BECOMING ANNOYED d

702 (2) (a) refers to SAFETY -

We feel safety will obviously DECREASE in that 
traffic

will INCREASE with a townhouse development that - will provide

for 2-,k parking stalls per unit as stated. A possible 45 cars!
Anyone notice where residents and visitors park around

the existing multiple-dwelling areas ? Visualize-. Rochester

Avenue lined up with parked cars..on Saturday and Sundays.

This can only add to the INCREASING congestion now resuling

from the use of Rochester Park and Pool, Lady of Lourdes School,

and Rochester Elementary School.

A Mr. Dave Insley, who attended the Ratepayers meeting to

represent the developer, and is also a member of the Municipal

Design Panel, reported to this meeting that the parking lot for

the proposed Junior High School was designed to be directly

across the street from lot 19, and used in conjunction with the

Park, Pool and anticipated Recreation uses of the new school

facilities.
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This again will OVERCROWD and OVERLOAD the land area

with traffic in this area more seriously than we anticipated, and

was not disclosed at the last Public Hearing.

O IS THIS DUE REGARD as specified in the Municipal Act

section 702 (2) and 702A ?

A child was struck down by an automobile near Rochester

School, and very recently a man was struck down on Rochester

Avenue in front of the Rochester Park.

WILL 4.5 MORE CARS ADD TO SAFETY ?

702 (2) (c) States;

Council must consider the securing of adequate

light, air, and access.

As to air quality, we have already noted that ENVIRONMENTAL '

problems will result from the stack-effect of building

immediately below our homes.

Particularly when it was shown on the development plans

the rooftops would be below or level with the surrounding

homes ground level.

COUNCIL MUST CONSIDER THIS FACT.

702 (2) (e&f) States;

Council must give due regard to the character of

the zone, existing buildings, suitability -.of the,

zone, and the conservation of property values.

We point out that the developer announced prices of the

proposed units to be $520000 to $55,000 as of the date of the

Public Hearing, and direct you to Exhibit "F", where it is

shown that a home presently for sale on Dalton Court (just,

above this site) is valued and listed for sale at $71,500.

This indicates the townhouse units are inferior to the

surrounding homes in that they are valued at 1/3 LESS than

those in the area.
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C; Will this affect the value of the surrounding homes ?

YOU CAN BET IT WILL 8

Mr. Insley stated at the Ratepayers meeting that he had '

noted a home on Rochester Avenue immediately to the south-east

of this site has been on the sale market for.eight months and,

is not sold yet. He suggested this was because the area is too

public because of the nearby park.

IF THIS BE SO, what chance will this homeowner EVER have

to sell his home if a MULTIPLE-DWELLING project is built right

across the street d

AND. WHAT WILL THIS DO TO OUR SURROUNDING PROPERTY VALUES ?

We accept the park area as an amenity, we will not accept

a townhouse unit as anything other than what it is. A place

where first-time owners innocently buy into strata-title homes

because they are desperately grasping for a roof over their

head. These foolish people later find they can buy single-

family homes in nearby municipalities,at comparable prices,

and refuse to invest their savings in maintaining their unit,

because as soon as economically possible they move to a nice

quiet single-family area. Surprising B Not if you are honest

with yourself.

Should Council not believe property vAlues will be affected,

I will personally offer my property, located at 1412 Madore

Avenue, to the District at fair market price, in order that the

District can determine the RISK FACTOR one (1) year after a

townhouse complex is filled.

What better offer than this ? An opportunity for the

District to share the profits with the citizens.

J

The writer of this brief personally moved, no, was forced

to move, from a home at 1054 King Albert Avenue, (fully paid

for, and sold at less than market price) during 1967 because

of Council's policy at that time to rezone the area and allow

apartments to be built in this area.
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I was considerate for those that must live in multipe-

dwellingsonce, please, not again.

Adjacent property to this site (lot 19 west) is also

owned by an apartment developer, who was at the March 27, 1975

Public Hearing, and when asked if he would entertain townhousing.,,

on his property indicated YES he was indeed interested.

WHERE WILL COUNCIL DRAW THE LINE ?

702A of the Municipal Act states;

(1) "In excercising the provisions of this section, the Council-'

` shall have due regard to the following consideration® in

addition to those referred to in subsection (2) of section 702."

(a) "The development of areas to promote greater efficiency

and quality."

We suggest investigation of this site indicates while

providing more housing per lot, will cause OVERCROWDING of the

area, with subsequent LOWERING of quality of housing compared

to those in the area.

THIS IS CONTRARY TO THE TRUE INTENT OF THE ACT.

We point out the residents surrounding the site in question

have an investment of well over ONE MILLION, TWO HUNDRED AND

SIXTY THOUSAND DOLLARS ($1,260,000) in their homes.

THIS QUALITY MUST REMAIN PROTECTED BY THE MUNICIPALITY.

(b)"The impact of development on present and future public

costs."

This is hard to determine without a crystal ball,

however similar sites indicate nothing is gained by the.

Municipality and vandalism, and other social ills are more

closely related to congested living areas, all at positive

costs to the taxpayers.
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(c) "The betterment of the environment.$$

Betterment! Absolutly nothing, in fact it will destroy

some of the enjoyment of the environment for those living

immediately above this site as previously noted.

(d) "The fulfillment of Community goals".

It appears Council have not yet determined what the 
goals`

are . Yet,from the PROTEST shown by the single-family areas,

it IS NOT FULFILLING THEIR NEEDS by invading their peace and

harmony with multiple-density units.

(e) "The provision of necessary public space.".

AGAIN, nothing achieved, and in fact IDEAL PUBLIC PARK

SPACE will be destroyed forever.
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LAND REGISTRY ACT REQUIREMENT.

Section 96 of this Act (exhibit "G'") strongly states

that any anticipated development must not injuriously affect

the ESTABLISHED amenities of the adjoining or adjacent

properties, and such development should not be against the

public interest.

We suggest the attached petition (exhibit

CLEARLY states the public feels this project is against their

interest and feelsitls interest should supercede that of the

potential 12 new families. We state 12 families because as

the developer stated at the public hearing he HAS an alter-

native plan whereby six (6) single-family units could be

erected on this site.

We suggest Council direct the developer to proceed

with the ALTERNATIVE PLAN with the full blessings of Council

and I am sure the area residents will welcome the new

neighbours occupying the six (6) new homes.
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THE PLANNING REPORT.

\ We direct you to the Planning Report dated March 27,

1975• Item #3-Z-2-75. (exhibit"I")

The first sentance reads,"THIS APPLICATION IS FOR

EIGHTEEN THREE BEDROOM TOWNHOUSE UNITS, ON A SITE NOT .'

DESIGNATED APARTMENT AREA."

This statement indicates the Planning Department of

the Municipality of Coquitlam, considers Townhouses as

~r 
APARTMENT SITES This should CLARIFY Councils interpretation

f ~ ,
of Townhouses. (also see zoning bylaw page 2,"apartment use" &)

(page 9, designation RM-1 )
I

For those on Council who are relatively new, and
I

declared at the March 27s 1975 meeting they were'not sure

of the District's Townhouse policy, we point out this report

also DISCLOSES the fact that Council HAD a policy for

Townhouses in 1970 (5 years ago) and this has been referred

back to the department for further study'.
i

We might also here advise you that the Community

Plan Map "legend" refers to multiple-dwelling and does not

specify either duplex, or apartment houSing. simply ,MUL_T_IP~LE' ,

In plain words,this means "more than one family".

We also suggest that for Council's information.if

they are wanting a definition of Townhouses they think
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in terms of NOT duplex, NOT fourplex, but of SIXPLEXES.

Consider now, of placing MULTIPLES of three (3) and

four (4) of these on a site.

eighteen (18) units!

In this case a total of

THIS IS NOT ONLY INTRUSION INTO SINGLE-FAMILY ZONED

AREA BUT INVASION!

With this matter purportedly under study, would it

not be premature for Council to make any decision in this.

regard ?

The Planning Director further states in his report,

"Another guideline that seems relevant id that of the develop-

ment fitting into the neighborhood in terms of subdivision

pattern and allowing for a better housing proposal than

possible under conventional subdivision."

We seriously question the Directors criteria for

deciding subdivision patterns if he considers multiple-

family dwellings are compatable with single-family homes,

when historically it can be shown that battlelines have

been drawn up throughout the Country when industrial,

commercial or multiple- dwelling zoning enroaches into a

single-family area.
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How the Director can say. this will allow for a

BETTER housing proposal than possible under conventional

subdivision we cannot understand either, in light of the

unanimous rejection of this housing by the residents in,the

single-family zoned area. Better for whom? The Director

should re-evaluate his criteria.

~- The Director points out in the report that in.1973

an APPROVED subdivision design was prepared for this site.,(exhibit )

Our information is that a cul-de-sac road was

proposed and that only 3, guaranteed lots could be placed on

the site - this is confirmed by the planning report which

states: "Although the three westerly lots were dependent

upon soil conditions."

Anyone viewing this site with BASIC ENGINEERING

.er logic will see that these lots would require EXTENSIVE,

piling and shoring-up to be usable as livable property.

The entire area has NO topsiol, being a former

gravel pit, and due to years of erosion, only the hard pan

remains. A few years ago because of dangerous overhang

the banks were sloped off, and because the bulldozers

(5-16's) could not break the hard-pan, dynamite was used

cracking the foundations and plaster of the abutting homes.
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Obviously to excavate this area for Townhousing as

G, shown on the plans, this same method will be necessary,

j creating problems for -the residents again, only this time

more residents will be involved.

By insisting on single-family erection the existing

terrain can be terraced, with considerably less excavation

and inconvenience.

This will BEAUTIFY and ENHANCE this area more<in

fitting with surrounding homes because it will be necessary

to replace the topsoil in order to plant lawns and shrubs

associated with single-family homes.

y

ANYONE who appreciates the STERILITY of black-top
r

to the beautification of single-family housing has lost his

appreciation of suburban living, famous to the name of the

District of Coquitlam.

The Planning Director however, exonerates himself

in his conclusion, by CLEARLY stating it was, "difficult to

make a recommendation with regards to this development since

this matter of Townhouse policy was presently under study."

We recommend the Planning Department be directed to

1 ~ give more consideration and study to the ENVIRONMENTAL
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byproblems to be encountered any multiple-unit planned for

a hillside, particularly when the site is to be FITTED into

a filled-in ravine such as this case.

To the writer's knowledge, the plans of all units built

in Vancouver are approved by the Air Pollution control people

before plans are given final approval, and this would have merit

in Coquitlam.

A STARTLING fact of this issue is that some Councilmen

were taken-in by an artists drawing of this complex, as- was

the planning department in commending the developers '°presentation",

yet, any connoisseur of art is well aware that by the use of

'I depth and perspective a picture can be completely DISTORTED.

In this case the artist has blown-up a photo of the area,

left it in black and white, and superimposed his coloured

conception over the area of the site to distort the perspective.

~.~ He "hikingalso shows a trail",, that appears to be'as long

as the WEST WOOD RACETRACK, when in reality a person of average

strenth could stand in one spot like a sidehill mountain goat

and throw a twenty pound bean-bag to any area of_this idiotic

"hiking trail". Next, they will throw-in a pair of hiking

boots to every purchaser of a unit.

To show you our statements are true, we show you OUR artists

.~. conception of this same area, showing a birds-eye-view of this

complex, and also our conception of the ALTERNATIVE plan that

is available to the developer.

We sponsor the ALTERNATIVE plan as being acceptable and

LEGAL under the bylaws of Coquitlam.
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PLAN MAILLARDVILLE SURVEY.

The Plan Maillardville survey sponsored by C.H. &

M. C. and the Municipality endorses the opinions we express

herein as stated in a report of this survey that covered an

area as far north as Austin Avenue and within our area.

This report stated," From our population survey

we observe that the great majority of residents prefer

single-family detached housing to all other types - some

were hodtile to all types of development." "The objectives

(

of our plan and accompanying programs are the followings

-preserve thespecial character of the  area.

-minimize population increase in already urbanized areas.'

-preserve and restore the number of moderately priced

single-family dwellings."

-- Sir, we wholeheartedly agree with these points as being

fully applicable to our area within this survey.

If Mr. Hui Fook Heng as he suggests has an "Alternative"

of erecting six single-family units in compliance with the above

statements,Council should ENCOURAGE thisil



SOCIAL IMPACT.

The social problems and frustrations created by rezoning.

C~ single-family areas to multiple-dwelling areas MUST be

considered by Council.

It is well documented that when the "RAT SYNDROME" structure

is allowed to occur in any area, CRIME, AGRESSION,'and FRUSTRATION

AND GENERAL BEHAVIOUR OF HUMAN BEINGS DRASTICALLY changes for

the WORSE I

The tendency of humans to arrange relationships in some

form of a "caste" system are well known to us all, and that

those (rightfully or wrongly) of a lower hierarchy are subjected

to serious social ostracisms, particularly the children who,

"live in that dumpy old place". Any memories ?

It must be remembered, even children proudly boast they

live in THEIR OWN home with THEIR OWN back yard.

We suggest Council should not provide any reason (if they

can avoid it legally) for identification of "in-groups" or

-~ "out-groups" by forcing conflicting groups to live together

because of the emotional appeal of a developers story of

"critical housing shortage". THIS IS FALSE, and "everyone

knows ECONOMICS is the problem.

Vx. Dave Insley, at the Ratepayers meeting stated that on

any week-end one can find thousands of homes listed for sale,

and supported the theory that money IS the only thing holding

up housing.

Please, DO NOT force innocent families grasping for

home ownership, to become the "SCAPEGOATS" of a social problem

created by the industry,to satisfy a member°s,drsam of. edoming

rich fast.
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We all know the appeal of the expression, "When in R©me

do as the Romans do", and this theory applies to the residents

of Coquitlam equally as well.

,p$ycolo-gists agree that CONFORMITY is not only a good way,

to get along but it is also, for most people, the CONGENIAL way.

In our society this is established by the judgement of the

MAJORITY, and in this case, we feel we have established without ,

a shadow-of-a-doubt that the MAJORITY wish and indeed demand

the Rochester area to remain EXCLUSIVELY SINGLE-FAMILY ZONED.

Let Mr. Heng Fook Hui, declare his intent as being one

-=` of co-operation, conformity, and social harmony with present

neighbors.

He bought a parcel of single-family zoned property knowing

full well it's zoning somtime in 1973, and therefore must have

planned to build within the zoning laws, OR DID HE ?

Could he have had in the back of his mind the thought that

he could sucessfully rezone this land and place 18 units on it ?

Could he have been thinking of the MASSIVE PROFIT to be

made by buying this parcel at single-family prices and selling

it with multiple-dwelling units on it ?

Is greed his motive ? $950,400 worth ?

We TRUST our elected Councilmen and Mayor will seriously

consider this thought.

Ref. psychology of adolescent
development/ Kuhlen.
P. 86-146 & 552-597.
introduction to psychology

_- Hilgard/Atkinson
P. 574-601
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CONFLICT-OF-INTEREST.

r,

We now turn our attention to conflict-of-interest o

Could a person buy single-family zoned property in',.

the District, knowing full well they may be in a position

to slip-through a rezoning of the property to multiple-dwelling

use ?

CAN THIS HAPPEN IN COQUITLAlt4 ?

Hopefully NOI Possibly yes.

While investigating the registrar of companies records

and inquiring throughout the district of the background of

j the developers history in this industry, it was noted that

Mr. Dave Insley acts as the developers irepresentative arid.

indeed he did so at the Ratepayers meeting. He also admitted,

that he is a member of the Design Panel, established as

group "B" under the Advisory Planning Commission bylaw of

the Municipality.

This then indicates an implication of conflict-of-interest,

and while other inquiries indicates that Mr. Insley absents

himself during any discussions involving matters -he is directly

involved in at A.P.C. meetings, nevertheless a doubt can very

easily exist in the minds of the residents.

We do not recall any mention in the Planning Department

report ab submitted to the Public Hearing,that anyone had

declared interest and abstained from participation, nor do we

recall this being mentioned by any other party at this hearing.,

No doubt in normal zoning bylaw proceeding this matter

would not be of great significance,etcept to a competing real -

estate agent, however in the matter of a REZONING situation

it should be mandatory that interested persons declare them-

selves publicly and immediately.
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This doubt in our minds is sufficient reason to deny

rezoning and should in fact ensure that only the subdivision

plan as approved September 20, 1973 (exhibit "J") for single-
family zoning be approved in future, unless the alternative of

park use is considered for this site.

CONCLUSIONS.

Since the Public Hearing of March 27, 1975, we have had
a member of the Rochester Ratepayers group attend Council

meetings and note the consistency of Councilmen towards

Municipal policies.

We are glad to report that ALL Councilmen at one time or'

another have agreed that the established policies MUST be

followed.

Here then are some of the comments, and while not verbatim,

we believe the interpretations are on points

Trucks belong in industrial zoned areas, the "policy" MUST

be followed.

Since when has "criteria" been changed ?

The apartment review in 1974 to scatter them is not possible
in developed areas, "we must follow the Community Plan"

distributed to the residents.

The citizens accepted the Community Plan and "need some con-

sistancy in protecting their investment" and I hope Council

supports "consistency."

An overall planning review is now appropriate.
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This area "was zoned RM-2 and should be used as such."',

I am in favour because "zoning policy should be consiatpnt"

I would rather be wrong FOR the citizens than be wrong a ag inst

them.

DO YOU RECOGNIZE YOUR STATEMENTS, and do you support

consistency for the BENEFIT of the Coquitlam citizens ?,

We do not intend to exercise mob rule "t but rather to,

exercise our "DEMOCRATIC RIGHTS" to protest what we feel'is an

} INTRUSION upon our CHERISHED PRIVACY of the single-family .

zoning.

The day exercising our right, to protest what we feel is

unilateral action by our elected officials, for the benefit of

a developer, is dis-allowed because of mob rule declaration,

r it will be a sad day for Canadians living in Coquitlam.

We know you will give this brief sympathetic and serious

r consideration, when we explain the ownership of our homes

was our LIFETIME AMBITION, and will probably be the LARGEST

SINGLE INVESTP11ENT we will ever make.

Therefore ANY suggestion or attempt to rezone this area

-#- to invade our PRIVACY, PEACE, and WELL-BEING will be met like

any attack upon a "MAN'S CASTLE", with the utmost of resistance, .

I

and rightfully so.

Respectfully submitted.

George Anderson.

on behalf of Rochester Ratepayers.
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REPORT OF PIANNING DIRECTOR DATED MARCH 26TH,`.,1975
DUPLEX AT 2271 CAPE HORN AVENUE (ADOPTION OF'BY-IAW,NO, -455_) =

MOVED BY AID. FI LIATRAULT
SECONDED BY ALD ; BEWLEY :

482 That the."District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment,By-rAORTQ. 455,

1975:' be reconsidered, finally passed and adopted and t~e.5eal •. A

of the District affixed, .; .

j CARRIED UNANI"q LY

I
r

REPORT OF PIANNING DIRECTOR DATED APRIL 1, 1975. ~'; ::ni;'ar .:•
CRITERIA FOR LOCATING DUPLEXES WITHIN ONE FAMILY, :HOUSING'AREAS

MOVED BY AID. GARRISON {'
SECONDED BY ALD . FI LIATRAULT 
:] r•f- y 

C 
P

483 That the 600 ft: measurement described under Duplex Criterion #5
apply to both sides of a street, s̀  rPP y .-

MOTIbN. DEFEATED •t .

Ald, Bewley, Ald, Gilmore, Aid, Howarth, Ald. Filiatrault

opposed.

Alderman Gilmore spoke in favour of not restricting` the:.jiumber of.-,..

duplexes to be allowed in one-family housing areas. 'He~st,sted he.

did not feel duplexes would endanger the property values in the
surrounding area and pointed out that there.is a'•desperate housing

shortage.

Alderman Sekora suggested Councilmight consider resonih.g.,p•ort•ions

of Maillardville for duplexes in areas where some.,of 'thblib'lder

homes will soon be torn down and redevelopment will beg 4.

Alderman Howarth expressed concern regarding the proposals, for

duplexes within the northern portion of Eagle Ridge by the

Planning Department, however Alderman Garrison assured bim that

this development would not'be affected ecaus~ it is a. new -this
development and not a redevelopment.

Mayor Tonn expressed his feeling that there is already. much,being

done to alleviate the housing shortage'with'the°developments.
proposed for the Essondale Lands,• Burke -̀Mduntain and.the-B.A.C.M.
developments.

MOVED BY AID; GIiMORE:
SECONDED BY AID. BEWLEY: ' l"

484 That the question of the 600 ft,*measuremeiit described udder
Duplex Criterion #5 be referred to the•Advisory Planning•Commission

for their consideration,

.. ,CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY'
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DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

OCTOBER, 1973

COMMUNITY PLAN
.MAP
The coloured map on the next two
pages illustrates the land use
policies of the Municipal Council
for that part of Coquitlam south of
of the Barnet Highway. This "Com-
munity Plan Map" is similar to the
"Apartment Plans" that were dis-
tributed to citizens in 1967 and
1969, with minor changes and more
information added.

The "Community Plan Map" is not
a zoning map; rather, it is a guide

/'-Council will use in deciding on
specific rezoning applications.
Where any rezoning application is
being given serious consideration,
Council will call a Public Hearing
and fully notify all tenants and
Vners in the area affected.

Statistics
The areas shown on the "Community
Plan Map" will accommodate 60,000
people in 12,350 single - family
homes, 550 duplex units and 4,700
multi-family suites. (Further multi-

family areas could be designated
in the Maillardville Study Area - see
"Studies" below). The number of
acres designated for commercial,
apartment and industrial development

on the Plan Map is shown in the

>,-following figures; the first column

shows the number of acres desig-

nated while- the second column

shows how many of these acres are
still available for development:

Design Avail.
COMMERCIAL

Retail 72 15
Service 81 51

Total 156 66

MULTIPLE-FAMILY
Austin 31 14
Burquitlam 37 9
Cariboo 30 17
Decaire 12 4

Total 110 44

INDUSTRIAL
Total 1,240 1,100

(Further industrial land could be
designated in some of the "Study
Areas. ")

Studies
This year a Federal Grant was
obtained to do a planning study
of the Maillardville neighbourhood.
A "Plan Maillardville" office has
been set up at 946 E Brunnette
Avenue and public meetings are
scheduled this fall to discuss the
future of the area,

In the South Cape Horn Area, Coun-
cil is in the process of deciding
what future land use and street
patterns are most suitable,

East of Hickey Street-, moderate
cost housing on vacant municipal
land is being considered;

On the Coquitlam River adjacent
to the Lougheed Highway,.access
and land use problems have to be
resolved,

Transportation

Bus transit is now a reality in.
Coquitlam. However, streets are
still required to carry the buses,
and the many trips 'still made by
car. The major arterial streets
shown on the "Plan, 'Map" are
slightly different from those shown
in the 1969 Apartment Plan:

a) Schoolhouse Street is no longer
to be an arterial north of
Austin Avenue but will be
south of B r u n n e t t e to the
Lougheed Highway,

b) North Road south of Como Lake
Avenue is shown as an arterial,

c) Sherwood Avenue is deleted.

d) King Edward Street is added.

e) Mariner Way and the Austin and
Mathewson Avenue extensions
are shown more accurately in
their planned locations.
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LEGEND

Existing and Proposed Development
Neighbourhood Commercial

® Service Commercial

= High Density Apartment

,<V Medium Density Apartment

1=CC Low Density Apartment

<,/,, Mobile Home Park
Industrial

[S] School

Park

LD Other Open Space and Civic Use
Major Arterial Street

Area Under Study

Coquitlam Planning Department

Scale I"= 2,000' October 1973



TOWN CENTRE
-PLAN
In early September, Council brought
forward the Advance Plan for the

4 Coquitlam Town Centre Area.

The Plan calls for the establish-
ment of the CPR mainline as a
commuter railway and the estab-
lishment of a 48 acre commercial
core with four department stores.
Other commercial areas bring the
total devoted to commercial uses
up to 100 acres. 34 acres of this
total are service commercial land.

Population
The Town Centre will serve 80,000
people in 1976 and over 170,000 in
the next 15 to 20 years. The Com-
munity Centre on Lincoln Avenue
would serve the 46,000 persons
forecast in the area west of the
Coquitlam River and north of the
CPR by the 1990's. The commercial
core will draw people from Port
Moody to Maple Ridge.

Housing
1,800 dwellings are planned for
the Town Centre in a mix of one-
family dwellings, mobile home parks,
low-density apartments, townhousing
and other apartments.

Schools and Parks
Glen School and a new high school
site will be right next to the Town
Centre core. Three other elementary
school sites exist in the area plus
a junior high school site at the
north end of Johnson Street. The
School Board is considering two
other sites adjacent to the Coquitlam
River. Three major parks exist in
the area. Two further small scale
parks are also being proposed.

Industry and - Jobs
Shown in blue are 39 acres of indus-
trial land. The commercial and

industrial areas combined will

bring a large number of new jobs
for present and future Coquitlam
residents.
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Studies
The area west of Lansdowne Streef I
adjacent to the City of Port Moo;, y
is currently under study.

Along the Coquitlam River, study is
underway to" determine what the
development pattern should be, given
the flood hazard. „`
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PART XXI

COMMUNITY PLANNING F' '

by-law adopted to this Part, excepting Division (5),By-lawsnot
to apply to
«rtam land•

694. No pursuant

applies to land designated in a tree-farm licence, or to land 
constituting a

forest reserve pursuant to the Forest Act, or to land designated in a 
tree- - ,

farm certificate under the Taxation Act so long as the land 
continues to ; ;, D

? be so designated or reserved. 1971, c. 38, s. 50. < .

Division (1).—Official Community Plan

•~-,--,Opp laterpretatlon. 695. In this Part or in any by-law adopted under this Part, " Com-

munity plan " means an expression of policy for

(a) any use or uses of land, including surfaces of water; or

(b) the pattern of the subdivision of land;

and either or both may apply to any or all areas of the 
municipality.

s
1957, c. 42, s. 692; 1958, c. 32, s. 304; 1961, c. 43, s. 36

Preparation 696. The Council may have community plans prepared or • revised
of plans.

from time to time, and they may be expressed in maps, plans, 
reports, or .

any combination thereof. 1957, c. 42, s. 693; 1961, c. 43, s. 
37; 1968,

c. 33, s. 164.j

I Designation. 697. (1) The Council may, by by-law adopted by an 
at%rmativo

vote of at least two-thirds of all the members thereof, 
designate' any

community plan prepared under section 696 as the official community 
'

plan or as a part of the official community plan.

(2) A by-law adopted under subsection (1) does not come into 
force

and effect until it has received the approval of the Lieutenant
-Governor

in Council. 1957, c. 42, s. 694; 1958, c. 32, s. 305; 1961, 
c. 43s. 38.

Plan para-
- 69S. (1) The Council shall not enact any provision or 

undertake any
1 Mount.

works contrary to or at variance with the official community 
plan or a

plan adopted under Division (6) of this Part. .

(2) Subsection (1) • does not empower the Council to 
impair, abro-

affect the rights and privileges to which an owner ofgate, or otherwise
land is otherwise lawfully entitled. 1957, c. 42, s. 695; 1961, c. 43,

s.39.

Plan not a 699. (1) An official community plan does not commit the 
Council

committal
, or any other administrative body to undertake any of the projects 

therein

suggested or outlined. " ,e

(2) The adoption of a community plan does not 
authorize the Coun=

cil to proceed with the undertaking of any project except 
in accordance

with the procedure and restrictions laid down therefore by 
this or some

1 other Act. 1957, c. 42, s. 696; 1961, c. 43, s. 40.
3247
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Division (3).—Zoning

Zoning. 702.(1) The Council may by by-law (hereinafter referred to as a
"zoning by-law ")

(a) divide the whole or a portion of the area of the municipality
into zones and define each zone either by map, plan, or de-.
scription, or any.combination thereof;

uses i azon (b)
uses in zones.

rCgulatc the use of land. buildings, and structures, including the
surface of water, within such zones, and the regulations may be
different for different zones and for different uses within a zone,
and for the purposes of this clause the power to regulate
includes the power to prohibit any particular use or uses in any
specified zone or zones;' °

(c) regulate the size, shape, and siting of buildings and structures
within such zones, and the regulations may be different for
different zones and with respect to different uses within a zone;

(d) without limiting the generality of clause (b), require the
owners or occupiers of any building in any zoo- to provide

off-street parking and loading space for such building, and may
class'sfv buildings and differentiate and discriminate between

classes with respect to the amount of space to be provided,
and may exempt any class of building or any building existing
at the time of adoption of the by-law from any of the require-

ments of this clause.
Pu!-therreira- (2) In making regulations under this section, the Council shall havelations con-
cerning the due regardqubUc. to the following cons iderations:—

(a) The promotion of health, safety, convenience, and welfare of

the public:
(b) The prevention of the overcrowding of land. and the preser-

vation of the amenities peculiar to any zone:

(c) The securing of adequate light, air, and access:

(d) The value of the land and the nature of its. present and pros-

pective use and occupancy: .

(e) The character of each zone, the character of the building

already erected, and the peculiar suitability, of the zone for

particular uses: '

(f) The conservation of property values:

(g) [Repealed. 1971,.c. 38, s. 51.1 1957, c. 42, s. 699; 1958, C.
32, s. 306; 1961, c. 43, s. 41; 1968, c. 33, s. 165; 1970, c.

29, s. 20; 1971, c. 38, s. 51.

Development 7O2n. (1) In exercising the provisions of this section, the Council
areas,

shall have due regard to the following considerations in-addition to those

referred to in subsection (2) of section 702:—

(a) The development of areas to promote greater efficiency and

quality:

(b) The impact of development on present and future public costs:

(c) The betterment of the environment:

(d) The fulfilment of community goals: and

(e) The provision of necessary public space.

r r
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Grounds for .Ag. In considering an application before him for subdivision approval,rcfusIng
AP; ro-al of the approving officer may hear objections from any interested persons,a'QIV13Ion.

and may refuse to approve the subdivision if in his opinion the antici-
pated development of the subdivision would injuriously affect the estab-
lished a III CTIItICS of adjoining or adjacent properties or would be against
The public interest. R.S. 1948, c. 171, s. 96; 1954, c. 18, s. 6.

V.
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It
PETITION

to. 
~ 

, COQbITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCII,

We.the undersigned resident petitioners -of the~District ®f .

Coquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION TO ANY

REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling,,uses and ask

Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request,'ta'ffiaintain

the 1300 1400 block Rochester Avenue as single-family zon`'1~~9` 
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SIX PAGES

PETITION

to

COQU'ITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

May 1975.

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the District of

Coquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION- TO ANY

REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask

Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide by our request to maintain

the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue as single-family,2oning.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS T

12

~~a



SIX PAGES May 1975.

r PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the bistrict'of.

Coquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION T© ANY

REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use, and..sk

Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request to'maintain

the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue as single-family zoning.,

SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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May 105:'
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PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the District/ of

Coquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION.TO'ANY

REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask

Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request'to maintain

the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue as single-family zoning.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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J PETITION f.. , 
h'tip:.: 3~~•. 

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL`

O
We the undersigned resident ,petitioners . of the area bo•u~ded'-'. ~:

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, -and= -Rochester 

Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING . from'' 6:*na~6;-fa'mily':E

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilr4en, and•:,;Pllayor,

} 

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE fFAI►LY, ;zoning. °`:•
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PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL ~̀L
y.

We the undersigned resident petitioners .of the area'bounded - w,

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenae R Laurentian Street,+'n~l'och'ester. {-

J1~ Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING om4i ly•1 •::;

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask.Coquitlam C:ouricilien;;and;.Mayor Y

to abide with our request to maintain thig area SINGLB PAMILY, oningoof .. •

SIGNA URE ADDRESS
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PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL ;

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street and Rocheafer.

Avneue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING from single"family,

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmea'and'Mayor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLEaFAMILY:_zoning,
ry

' 1 .

SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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It PETITION

t0

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area''-bounded

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, and Rochester

Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING from single-family

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmen and Mdyor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS

CJ's

1,T 70

3,.,"

.. i ,r  •ice ~,
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SIX- PAGES May 197 
M

PETITION 

to
COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL ,OOUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the, area -bounded'

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian, Street,,: and`Rf~ch`.ester°

Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING -from single-family,.

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask,"Cc_Guitlam Councilmen and`Mayor'- '.'

to abide with our request to maintain ; h;.s area.. SINGLE-F'AMil,X"` honing.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS,

1911

a4i 4)

~~~ x

~-c ._ems r ~ •:.~. ~ .
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laay 197 5 .

to

CC% .'"TlL lT MITTICIPAL CGUTICIL

Y'e the und.er^i,r7ned resident petitioners of the District of
Cor1.~i t ~«, ~;i^!~ to incica.te our TCT 1, Ili1D CG~IST. 1'~' OPl'OSITIOPd . TO A'iY
RZOi;I TAT from yin .te fa i'_y use to iuLtiple-c;v~ellin use, and, ask
Coquitl:.~ 1 Co iaci1-men ~;nci '.',,Iyor to abide ~.,ith our request t,o maintain,
the 1300 1.400 block Roche^ter Avenue as single-family ;,oning.
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SIX PAGES May 1975•

PETITION l

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, and Rochester

Avenue, TOTALLY A14D COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING from single-family

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.

SIGNATURE ADDRESS

ly
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,  ~ -, ~ C' tU ~~ f ~~ rte_ ~~ ,,--sc_.. •
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_ ITEM #3 - Z-2-75
k

This application is for eighteen three-bedroom townhouse units on a
site not within a desi 2nated gRartmen We o_ri in.all reu.iewP-,d,

li the question  o e oca i------ as per 'tPV
repor on 'focatio townhousinc within hire iffer nJ—asid~ntial
neigh urTioods of West Coguitlam. However, since that time, the
,,,atter of these criteria has been referred back to the Planning

~-0epartment, and i s currently under study. I can report in regard to
the specific application that there is sufficient capacity at
Rochester Elementary School to accommodate children from the eighteen
three-bedroom units. It is also clear that the site is across the

41-- street from a proposed neighbourhood park. Another quideline-which
~•e,ns relevant is that of the development fitting into the
neighbourhood in terms of subdivision pattern, and allowing fob 9 .
r,etter housing proposal than possible under conven naiona1 ' b ' n.
It appeared that up to six lots was possible un er the subdivision
desi__gnroved in 1973 for thi s„sitP, al though thp three„ Prly
lots were dependent There are probably other

•ac ors w-'inch are'"important in re viewing this project, but we have no

P,RIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - _MARCH 27, 1975

1 ITEM #3 = Z-2-75 con 't

concluded a review as to what should be taken into account in
reviewing townhouse projects in an update of the 1970 recommendation .

The Design Committee did review the plans for this proposal and
commended the applicants on their presentation and the manner in
which the development fits into the neiqhbourhood. They did indicate
that they might give consideration to the use of different paving
materials in front of the units to break up the large expanse of
blacktop and better identify the entrances. They indicated that they
would be concerned with vents for gas fireplaces and how these would
be handled at the building permit stage. They also suggested that
the northerly building be broken up, possibly by providing some
variation in elevation.

The Advisory Planning Commission recommended referral to Public
Hearing, and Council concurred with this recommendation on
February 24, 1975.

In conclusion, the Planning Department finds it difficl, t to make a
,~~~n~mpn~ation with regard to this development ,s`nce t e policy fnr
locating townhousinq within West-Coquitlam~c at nracant cilhiPr to

f~f1 ;%ri D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director
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SIX PAGES May 1975.

A6) PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded.

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, and Rochester

Avenue, .TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING from single-family

use to multiple-dwelling use,-and ask Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.
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,SIX PAGES May 1975.

PETITION

to' Ix/
COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, and Rochester

Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING from single-family

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.

SIGNATURE

ad ad AV

ADDRESS

1430

Q1\31 "ate c



J ,

;SIGNATURE

1

ADDRESS

0-0

900 ..

ci C
--,Q~CQ- /I,- flt- ~



,SIGNATURE ADDRESS

O

b

14-



SIGNATURE ADDRESS

0

b



11

SIGNATURE ADDRESS

4

0

16



J`

SIGNATURE
ADDRESS

t{'

e

114



~ SIX PAGES May 1975.

PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, and Rochester

Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING from single-family

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmen and MdLyor

to abide with our request to maintain this area,SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.

i SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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SIX PAGES May 1975•

PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street and Rochester

Avneue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY- REZONING from single-family

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmem and Mayor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.
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PETITION

,~. to
OQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded

by Marmont Street, Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, and Rochester

Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY, OPPOSE ANY REZONING fr*m single-family
V i

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE-FAMILY --zoning.
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PETITION 131 r1 s J

to
COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the area bounded

by Marmont Street,.;Austin Avenue, Laurentian Street, and Rochester

Avenue, TOTALLY AND COMPLETELY OPPOSE ANY REZONING from single-family

use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor

to abide with our request to maintain this area SINGLE-FAMILY zoning.
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COQUITLAM VINICIPAL'bOUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioner; of the District of
Coquitlam wish to indicate out TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION TO ANY
REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask

'f Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request to maintain
the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue as single-family honing.
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0 PETITION
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COQUITLAM MINICIPAL COUNCIL

We' the undersigned resident petitioners of the District of
Coquitlam wish t.o indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION TO ANY
REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask
Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request to maintain
the 1300 - 1400 b_~ock_Rochester Avenue as single-family honing.
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PETITION

G~ to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the District of

Coquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE_ OPPOSITION TO ANY

REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use, and, ask

Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request to maintain

the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue as single-family zoning.
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PETITION
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COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the District of

Coquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION TO ANY

REZONING from single-family'use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask

Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request to maintain

the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue as single-family zoning.
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PETITION

to

COQUITLAM MUNICIPAL COUNCIL

We the undersigned resident petitioners of the District of

Coquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION TO ANY

REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use.. and ask

Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide by our request to maintain

the 1300 - 14.00 block Rochester Avenue as single-family zoning.
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We the undersigned resident petitioners of the District of

O'oquitlam wish to indicate our TOTAL AND COMPLETE OPPOSITION TO ANY

REZONING from single-family use to multiple-dwelling use, and ask

,1 Coquitlam Councilmen and Mayor to abide with our request to maintain

the 1300 - 1400 block Rochester Avenue.as single-family zoning.
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Thursday, ,dune 26th, 1975,
Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARI

S03

A Public Hearing was held in the Counci tiamber the Municipal Hall,
1 111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C.  on rsday, June 26th, 1975
at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend the Zoning By-law
No. 1928 and amending by-laws.

Present were Ald. Filiatrault, Ald. Howarth and Ald. Sekora. Also
present were the Director of Planning, Mr. D. Buchanan; and the
Municipal Clerk, Mr- 'F. L. Pobst .

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Thursday,
June 19th and Friday, June 20th , 1975 and, as well, notices were mailed

to all ratepayers' groups in the District.

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT

SECONDED BY ALD. SEKORA:

`~. That Ald. Howarth act as Chairman to the Public Hearing

and the Municipal Cterk act as Secretary to the Public

j Hearing.

C )

CARRIED

Ald. Howarth assumed the Chair of the meeting and stated

he was ruling the meeting out of order and could not proceed

without a quorum for the following reasons: Section 704(2):

"A member of the Council who was not present at the Public

Hearing may vote on the adoption, amendment, or repeal of

a Zoning By-law, . provided that an oral or written report of

the Public Hearing has been given to him."

This has been the general procedure in the past and ruling
from the Chair some years ago stating that a quorum was

not needed and has been the general practice of this

Municipality.

A Public Hearing is not a meeting of Council, as such, but
a committee of Council. However, Ald. Howarth stated that
in his interpretation a Public Hearing is conducted by a
Committee of the Whole and according to the Procedure
By-law and Roberts Rules of Order, a Committee of the
Whole requires same quorum as a meeting of Council,
that is, four or more members.

Ald. Filiatrault stated that he wished to challenge the Chair.

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT
SECONDED BY ALD. SEKORA:

Shall the ruling of the Chair be sustained?

MOTION LOST
Ald. Howarth voted in favour.
Ald. Filiatrault and Ald. Sekora voted in opposition.
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Thursday, June 26th, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

01
The Chairman then stated the. :procedure that would be followed

in that those for and against an item on the agenda will be

permitted to express their opinions for the guidance and

information of Council in dealing further with the matter.

;REPORT OE 0I1RECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the

Public Hearing dated June 26th, 1975 and a copy of that brief

is attached hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No., Z 63/74

This is an application to rezone the Rem. of Lot 249, D. L. 367,

Group 1, Plan 42352, N.W.D.  to RT-1 for construction of two

duplexes for strata title by Alley Estates Ltd.

There was-ono opposition expressed to this application. One

person requested "information as to the location and it was

explained to them by the Planning Director in detail along

with maps.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 17/75

This was an application to rezone property that fronts on to

Blue Mountain Street and is a portion of the property situated

4$t at 875 Blue Mountain Street from One Family Residential

(RS-1) to Two Family Residential (RT-1). This property

is owned by A. R. Pearson.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

Mr. Pearson stated that he wished to assist his two daughters

who would be needing homes of their own and upon questioning

stated there would be 1, 100 square feet in each unit.

ITEM #3 —Reference - Truck Route By-law

This was an application to allow for the parking of vehicles

of up to 30,000 pounds gross vehicle weight rating on a lot used

for commercial, service station or assembly use, or on a lot

used for one family residert ial use or two family residential

use, limited to one per dwelling unit and said vehicle being

owned by a resident of said dwelling unit.

The Planning Director stated that as complaints and objections

had been received by truckers, that it was decided to increase

the exception up to 30,000 g . v . w . for parking of vehicles in

M-1, M-2 and M-4 zones, on lots used for commercial, service

station, or assembly uses, in the form of a church_, motor_

vehicles of up to 3~J,000 pound`s,gross:vehicle weight rating where_a

lot used for one of the said uses is_located on a municipal

truck route designated by the District of Coquitlam Truck

Traffic By-law No. 424, as amended, motor vehicles of any
nrnCZ~ W.Mhi(`14M \niainhf ratinn may ha narkari thPranne on a Int
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Thursday, June 26th, 1975,

Public Hearing, contd.

I
used for one family residential use or two family residential

use, motor vehicles of up to 30, 000 pounds gross vehicle
weight rating limited to one per dwelling - unit, and said vehicle
being owned by resident ®rf said °dwelting_.nit__and on a lot
in an A-3 zone, used for resource or agricultural use.

Section 602(8)(c)(i) shall-,be repealed and Section 602(8)(d)
shall read "shall not include the parking or storing of motor
vehicles in excess of 10, 000 pounds gross vehicle weight
rating, except as provided in 401(3)(g).

At the request of the Chair there appeared no one opposing
this application.

Mr. Jack Stevens of 654 Hillcrest Avenue declared himself

one of the truckers who had met with Council and Mayor

and asked what was meant by GVW Upon being informed

that it was the gross vehicle weight, he stated that there

was quite a difference between that, the tariff ,Wehible weight,

and the gross carrying weight and that it should be kept in

mind that the gross vehicle weight is strictly the weight of

the vehicle with no load. He further stated that no one would

bring their loads home with them following the meetings with
Council and that 30,000 g.v.w. was not suitable and asked
where it came from.

The Planning Director then explained that a survey had been

made of Burnaby and Vancouver and -in consultation with the

R.C.M.P. and Solicitor, the 30,000 g.v.v4. was recommended.

Mr. Stevens then requested that the g.v.w. be changed to
80, 000 pounds and that the by-law be amended accordingly.

The Chairman stated that any other than g.v.w. would be
non-operative as that was posted as a requirement on all

trucks.

The suggestion that 54,000 pounds g.v.w. should be considered

for all trucks under this by-law was put forward.

Dr. G. McFadden objected to any trucks in a residential area
and upon moving to the Municipality he stated he had spent
a considerable amount of money and accepted covenants on
his property that this would nullify by permitting trucks to
park on the properties next to his holdings.

Mr. Dick Oben, 3016 Starlight Way stated that he had at
2800 Barnet Highway opened a lot for the parking of trucks

and 'vehicles and with 2 % to 3 acres cleared, well lighted
and fenced, he was waiting for this matter to be settled as this

was an out for the Municipality and its citizens.
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Thursday, June 26th, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

Don Graves, 406 Schoolhouse Street, stated that in many

cases, as working for the District of Coquitlam, he had been
called at 8 a.m. and in taking time to warm up his truck

and getting to the Works Yard he was stopped an hour or more

for that warm up time.

Mr. Stevens stated that he had his truck parked at a commercial

lot and the next morning two tires were flat and this destroyed
tires that are very hard to get and the police did nothing to help
him out in finding who was doing such vandalism.

Chuck Swan, 2611 Rogate, stated that it would appear that
small business are being forced into commercial areas and
as they are required to rent stores and take offices, that the
truckers are also being forced. into commercial lots.

Mr. Stevens then referred to the high cost of parking, fuel
s' and the running up of costs to the truckers and sooner or later

they will be out of business. He stated that they agreed with
Mayor Tonn that they would carry no load into the residential
areas and he could see nothing wrong with having a single
axle van of 57,000 pounds being stored on residential property.
It is no noise factor and if the Municipality wants to do something
about it, they should crack down on the younger ones who are
actually disturbing the quiet and rest of the neighbourhood with
their jazzed up vehicles.

Mr. Louis Allard, 2612 Rogate, stated that the problem was with
tandem dump trucks as a straight residential area where covered
with covenant requirements, same should also apply to the
Municipality's trucks which make a short cut with the dump trucks

between 3 p.m.  and 4.15 p.m. when the children are coming out
of school past their property.

Mrs. D. Ichlen, 2080 Winslow Avenue, stated that they do not

like the handling of this matter by Council and can understand

the truckers view to prevent vandalism but that they should

not be in a residential area but in a commercial or industrial
area. She stated that she has across the street from her a
truck that is parked there most of the time and they see the
front of it and as it starts the smoke just rolls out of it into

the yard next door.

Mr. Ford of 623 Draycott Street stated that he objects to the
method of dealing with certain items that have been called for
tonight on July 7th. Mr. Ford went on to state that perhaps

the Municipality should look at the surrounding areas to see
what they do regarding a truck parking in a residential area
and their by-laws in this regard.

MOVED BY ALD. SEKORA
SECONDED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT:

That Mr. Buchanan, Planning Director, be asked for a report
on regulations on truck parking in surrounding municipalities
and their enforcement.

CARRIED
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Thursday, June 26th, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT

SECONDED BY ALD. SEKORA:

That the above resolution be amended and Mayor Tonn be
requested for a report on meeting with truckers and others
regarding this matter.

CARRIED

At this time the Planning Director read the report that the

Mayor had given to Council relative to meetings with ratepayers,

truckers and interested persons on Saturday, April 12th,. 1975. 

The Chair then ruled that the statement that at the meeting

with the Mayor they had agreed to run trucks after 6 a.m.

and not later than 10 p.m. as a gentlemen's agreement and

not covered by any by-law.

Mr. Jack sevens then stated that this was to be in the by-law

when it was drawn.

Another gentleman stated that upon bringing his vehicle to his

property he had built an eight foot high board fence at the

back of his property and when the gates are on, no one can

see his truck. But, if they all did this, he stated he believed

all such fences would be a detriment to the Municipality.

At this time question was presented as to who was notified

of-thi~ Hearing and the Clerk read the list of those receiving

notification and it was suggested that the notification to

Teamsters Joint Council No. 36 should have been Teamsters

Joint Council No. 213 and No. 31 to cover the Teamsters in

this area.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 21/73

This was an application to rezone property at the corner

of Gatensbury and Austin to RM-3 and P-3, properties

described as Lots 149, 150, 151, D. L. 357, Plan 34653

and Lots 1 and 2, B1. 21, D. L. 357, Plan 7427 for three

high rise strata title apartments.

Mr. A. Sigmund of Freeman,,and Company, Barristers and

Solicitors, representing the principals and President of

Group. Nine Developments Ltd., explained how at one time

the company was owned by two shareholders, Mr. Babkowski

and Mr. Gliege and that during the course of time an agreement

was entered into whereby Gliege would buyout the company and

during this term, Mr. Gliege presented a scaled down low-rise

plan to the Municipality which was never carried through nor

did he purchase the company, therefore, he was not in a

position to present to Council a proposal for further development

of this property. We are now at the same position we were last

June 2nd when the Mayor read a letter at a Public Meeting

causing this to be set back until June 26th Public Hearing.
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Thursday, June 26th, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

That is what we are here for tonight to clear up the legal
status of the applicant company and the Gliege Holdings
Ltd.

Council should take note that the matter of mortgage foreclosure
is in Court this coming Wednesday but the situation does not
affect the Municipality and its position. There is a. purchaser
and the Solicitor, Mr. §igmund,Tstated to the hearing that he

is willing to reveal to Council the purchasers were this to be
approved.

Ald . Howarth, as Chairman, then presented a motion that
the Municipal Solicitor be requested to report on the status
of the property ownership to Council. There was no seconder
to this motion.

The Clerk then read a letter from G. Anderson of the Rochester
Ratepayers Association expressing their disapproval of a high
rise at this point and made certain suggestions to RM-1 and
RM-2 uses of the property.

Mr. Babkowski, Engineer for the project and President of

Group Nine Developments, showed a model stating that five
acres has been consolidated and answered questionson th_e 7

turning off Austin and access to the apartments.

The question of barriers, landscaping and noise control was

gone into and that the density was approximately 15.6% as

against the allowable of 30% land cover. The entrance to the
property will be mainly from Gatensbury Street and it was
pointed out that in the widening of Austin Avenue a traffic
light would be placed at Gatensbury.

The details of the eight storey, three complex total 111 suites
of precast concrete slab and claybrick facing with two floor
parking, 1 .5 cars per suite, and one caretaker for the three
buildings on a strata basis, were explained.

The price structure ranges from $31,000 for one bedroom suites
upward to three bedroom, two bathroom penthouse - $73,000.

Mrs. Preugschat, 1404 Austin Avenue, stated she was opposed
to the proposal as it would tax the schools to their capacity
and they are now overcro%f4ded and that the width of Austin
Avenue is now not carrying the traffic and she doubts whether
a four lane will carry, it.

Mr. P. Clarke, 1350 Austin Avenue stated that when he compares

the density and traffic as against the institution of townhousing,

which he described as "chicken houses and boxes" would generate

the same density and the same traffic.

He stated that his property value is tied in with this" development
and that he could not help but favour this planned development

as being the better of the two.
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Public Hearing, cont'd.

Mr. Marshall, 1125 Howie Avenue, stated that he would

definitely endorse this plan, that no valued proposition

could compare to it and that P-3 Community Use was

explained that it would be up to the Director's to control

its operations and that upon questioning, it was stated that

a four foot chain link fence would be constructed around the

P-3 area.

A lady who recently purchased 1390 Austin Avenue complained

about the screening being removed and that she felt this

monstrosity would be terrible and that she was objecting to

the development of the area which they had bought, contemplating

it to remain a green area.

Mrs. Babkowski, co-designer of the project, stated that she

had designed the greenery and that the model, as was shown,

be carried out if this development goes forward which, in the

end, would be considered a center of the Municipality for

beauty and that in their development they would fight for a

green area at all times.

Mr. Preugschat stated that he had lived there and paid taxes

for 13 years and he can see nothing but created congestion in

density of both road and school and it looked as though the

Council were looking for the dollars rather than the proper

development for the people and he strongly objected to the

proposal.

The Planning Director explained the bonding for completion

and that Austin will be widened.

The Chairman then explained that the Road Referendum had

passed which permitted the borrowing of $5,000,000 and that

the design is underway with services programmed for this

fall with the widening next spring.

Menno Boldt, 576 Tipton Street, stated that he had a hesitant

~- attitude toward the development on the grounds of road access

and school population.

No further remarks were passed by those in favour or opposed

' to the project and the Chairman declared the Agenda completed

but that the Council Chambers would be open for the public to

view the models and plans present.

LAND USE CONTRACTS

The last three items on the Agenda having been removed by

Council resolution, it was reported that they would be

heard on July 7th at 7 p.m. in the Council Chambers with

all parties notified ,in connection with'~the area and published

in The Columbian.

C;
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Thursday, June 26th, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT

SECONDED BY A LD. SEKORA:

That the Public Hearing adjourn.

~v

C

C,

9.45 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLAN14ING DLPARTALNT - JUNE 26 9 1975

ITEM #1~ Z-63-74

This application was made on December 24, 1974, and was reported on to Council

on January 7, 1975. The application is to the east of land which was zoned to

~. permit duplex development in 1971, with the original discussion on density in

this area going back -to 1967 when Council approved a "stepdown of density

between the apartments to the north and the adjoining residential area". This

application now before Council would continue the duplex zoning to the ravine

at the eastern end of Ingersoll Avenue.

One of the chief concerns with regard to this application was related to soil

conditions. There was an earlier subdivision application in 1973 where there

was concern with regard to fill on the site and what restrictions there should

be on building on this property. Basically, the requirement now is that

foundations must be on original till, or buildings be on piles driven to refusal.

Furthermore, buildings must be sited within 70 feet of the lane on the westerly

side of the proposed subdivision.

Another matter was in regard to transfer of lands east of the proposed two lots

to the Municipality. The Planning Department nas recommended that this area be

retained as a natural area since it is largely ravine and relates to a similar

area within the City of Port Moody which extends east, i.e, the Chines area.

In addition the land is, of course, designated Limited Use Reserve Area RSV -1

in the Official Regional Plan, and an amendment was sought in order to clarify

the fact that the boundary line between the Urban URB-1 Area, and the RSV-1

Area be along the easterly side of the proposed subdivision. After considerable

discussion, it has been agreed with the applicant that the exact timing of the

transfer would be set in an agreement between him and the Municipality, to be

entered into prior to final approval being considered of rezoning.

ITEM #2 - Z-17-75

I reported in regard to this application, relating to the criteria employed A n
'S"- locating two-family dwellings within the one-family housing areas of the

Municipality, as follows, on April 22, 1975:

1) The lot, if created by subdivision, would be in excess of the minimum 8,000
~~,. square feet.
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I ITEM #2 - Z-17-75 con It

2) Access would be from the front, but this is not an arterial street north of

Como Lake Avenue.

3) The lot would be fully serviced by way of subdivision.

4) The plans submitted were minimal at first, but later full plans were

submitted in order for consideration as to whether they would enhance the

general standard of housing in the area.

5) There are no other duplexes within 600 feet along this side of Blue Mountain

Street. (It was noted that an application for a duplex on a future lot

directly east of this property, fronting Kelvin Street, failed to receive

Council's preliminary approval by way of three by-law readings, on April 7,

1975.)

ITEM #3 - Truck Parking

This application results from a referral by Council on May 26, 1975. In April

1975, truckers in the Coquitlam area had indicated to Mayor Tonn a concern with

the fact that by-laws prohibited parking of motor vehicles exceeding 10,000 lbs.

gross vehicle weight rating outside industrial areas. We had also reported that

there appears to be a conflict within the Zoning By-law itself in that, under

Section 401(3)(8), there is a general prohibition, wnile Section 602(8)(c)

allows for parking within a building. This amendment is designed to remove that

conflict.

At first, Council wished to consider a change that would allow the parking of

one truck per residence, no parking on the street, and furthermore would allow

the parking of vehicles in excess of 10,000 lbs, GVW, not including semi-trailers,

at service stations, shopping centres and church lots.

On May 12, 1975 I reported to Council on this, and this was considered at the

Council meeting of May 26, 1975. I indicated that on the one hand there appears

to be a need for a wider choice of locations to park heavy vehicles, and yet on

the other hand there is a concern on the part of residents over the disturbance

4. caused by said vehicles in residential areas,- The proposal would utilize a

30,000 lb. GVW designation of the Truck Route By-law, and allow trucks up to

that weight on a lot used for one-fancily or two-family residential use, where

the vehicle is owned by a resident of the said dwelling unit. Furthermore,

the by-law amendment would allow trucks of up to that weight on lots used for
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~i commercial, service station or assembly use in the form of a church. Where such

sites were on a truck route, motor vehicles in excess of the 30,00'0 lb. GVW

rating could also be located thereon.

The present Section 401(3)(g) states that the following use is prohibited:

"A use of a lot, street or lane in any zone for an accessory off-street parking

use, accessory storage use, off-street parking use or storage use of a motor

vehicle exceeding 10,000 lbs, gross vehicle weight rating, except where such

lot, street or lane, or portion thereof is within an M-1, M-2, M-4 or 14-6

zone.11

It is my understanding from the By-law Enforcement Officer that this section

has been utilized on numerous occasions since it was placed in the Zoning

By -law on January 21, 1974. The by-law has, of course, been enforced on a

complaint basis, and`the By-law Enforcement Officer indicates that most concern

t~ is related to the noise the trucks make when starting up and left to idle for

15 to 30 minutes in order to build up air pressure, and at times when repair

work is done on said vehicles at night and on weekends. The By-law Enforcement

Officer indicated that if the by-law was to change, the wording should be

altered indicating that no repairs, no oil changing on the property, and also

that trucks parked on the property are not allowed to let tneir motors idle.

In closing, the proposal represents a compromise, giving some further choice

as to location for parking of trucks when not utilized, and yet still safeguard

~. the residential environment.

ITEM #4 - Z-21-73

This application is a reconsideration of that considered at a Public Hearing on

February 27, 1975. It will be recalled that an alternative to this was

considered at a Public Hearing on January 23, 1975 involving townhousing, but

s hortly after that Public Hearing, on February 3, 1975, Council was requested

to hold in abeyance By-law No. 457, based on that application. In turn, there

was still a dispute between Gliege Holdings Ltd. and Group 9 Developments Ltd.

in late May 1975. It is my understanding that we are now going back to plans

submitted to the Planning Department on April 30, 1974, which were the seventh

revised plans version for three high-rise towers proposed at this site, with a

total of 111 units, of which 6 are penthouse units, 39 are three-bedroom units,
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63 are two-bedroom units, and three are one-bedroom units. These plans

~ ~yl incorporate the provision of a day care centre and the development of the

11r_

open space area adjacent to the creek running through the property. On

April 8, 1974, Council required the applicants to make a legal binding

committment to give the Municipality strata title to satisfactory day care

facilities within the project for the sum of $1.00, and this floor space

could then be utilized for rental or lease to a day care operator to serve

the general area. It is nay understanding that the purpose of this Public

Hearing is to hear the evidence from both companies involved with this

application in order for Council to determine whether it can give three readings

to a by-law which would permit development of the three high-rise towers.

LAND USE CONTRACTS

I noted in my report to Council, dated June 5, 1975, on these land use

contracts, that if they could not be completed by the June 23 Council meeting,

they could be withdrawn from the Public Hearing. Though they have been taken

to the point of preliminary draft, they are still not completely acceptable

to the Municipality and applicants. Therefore, we are requesting a special

Public Hearing on these land use contracts, to be held on July 7, 1975. This

will allow consideration by Council of adopting the land use contract at the

Council meeting that same night.

DMB/ci
June 24, 1975

Respectfully submitted,

D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director
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PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES
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Res.NO-

A Public Hearing was held in the Council ChSQ,4ers o e

Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitla , . on
Monday, July 7th, 1975 at 7:00 p.m. to deal with applica-
tions to amend Zoning By-Law No. 1928 and amending
by-laws.

Present were the following members of Council: Alderman
Garrison, Alderman Filiatrault,-Alderman Sekora and
Alderman Howarth.

Present were the following members of staff: Mr. D.
Buchanan, Mr. H. Castillou.and Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on
Monday, June 30th,.1975 and Wednesday, July 4th, 1975 and,
as well, copies of the agenda were mailed to all ratepayers
groups in the Distf.ict.

MOVED BY ALD. HOWARTH
SECONDED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT:

That Alderman Garrison act as Chairman to the Public
Hearing and Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary to the
Public Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM #A - Reference No. Z-58-74

This was an application to develop 88 townhouse units

on 16.7 acres of land situated on Mathewson Avenue and

the purpose.of the hearing in this regard was to consider

a land use contract for the development of the said

property.

Mr. Brownlee spoke on behalf of.the,developers and
advised that facilities such as parks, schools and
roads are sufficient to handle the expected population

of this development. He -went on to state that the
development.will have its own recreation building and

its own pre-school nursery, however, no -swimming pool

will be provided on site.

In answer to a question Mr. Brownlee'stated that the

matter of siting of actual buildings will be determined

on site during construction because of certain topographi-

cal problems.

A resident of the area advised that at the Public Hearing
of February.27th, 1975 certain residents of this particular
area had signed a petition voicing approval of the
development and he wished this petition to be read in the
records at this Public Hearing and a.copy,of the said
petition dated February 24th, 1975 is attached hereto and
forms a part of these minutes.

The Planner advised that the Municipal Solicitor had
requested ari ,̀a,mendment to the land.use contract which would

_ ____;give Council the right to approve any assignment of the
land use contract.and Mr.. Brownle' stated that he would
have no objection to such a requirement.

jJ~
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Public Hearing, cont'd.

Mr. G. M. Spong of 2611 Rogate Avenue presented.to

Council a petition from the residents of Dartmoor

Highlands and Dartmoor Heights which registered
opposition to the proposed development. A copy of

the petition is,_._Sattached hereto and forms a part

of these minutes.

Mr. Spong went on to state that the development. would

greatly increase the density -in this area and -the

residents would like to see a quality development on

the same level -as the Dartmoor development. —~

Alderman Filiatrault enquired as to whether the.

construction of this project would be frame and Mr.

Brownlee stated that it would. Mr. Brownlee also

advised that all units would be.3-bedroom with 38 units

having a potential of a-fourth bedroom. Mr. Brownlee

also advised that all units have a powder room on the

main floor and -the master bedroom in each unit has

ensuite plumbing.

In answer to a question from a member of Council, Mr.

Brownlee stated that the -price -range for the units.

having the fourth bedroom finished would-be $56,000.

with the lowest priced unit going at about $44,000. with

an average cost of approximately $52,000. per unit.

Mr. Brownlee also.advised that all units would be

finished with cedar siding exteriors and have brick around

the main entrances.

Alderman Sekora requested the.- square footage.of the units.

and Mr. Brownlee stated that the four bedroom units would

have 1440 square feet and -the 3 bedroom units would have

1264 square feet and all units would have full basements

unfinished.

Mr. Spong enquired of the developer as to whether the -units

would be privately-owned.and Mr. Brownlee stated that they

would be sold as condominiums under.the.Strata Title Act

and the maintenance of the units is provided for by a

maintenance charge against each unit.

1 ITEM #B - Reference No. Z-12-75

This was an application by Daon Developments Limited

to erect 20 townhouse.units-at 999 Howie Avenue pursuant

to a land use contract and the purpose of this hearing

was to consider the said land use contract.

Mr. Cohen spoke on behalf of Daon-Developments Ltd—and

stated that.they wished to develop 40 units on this

property as well as 40 -units of. similar construction on

property across the street at 1000 Howie Avenue.

Mr. Cohen stated that all units would have three -bedrooms

and a floor area of 960 square feet with adj-oining units

having common walls. He also stated that parking for

these units would be provided off of the lane in each

case.

Alderman Sekora enquired as tothe type of construction

and was advised -that it would be wood frame two-storey

buildings with a market value of approximately $40,000.
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The Hearing was advised -by Mr. Cohen that.the bedrooms
comply with.C.M.H.C. standards with.the small bedrooms_
having some 751.__-?square feet .and the.master.bedroom
having 105 square feet and the bathroom having 50 square
feet.

~._ In answer to a question from the Municipal Solicitor
the developers agreed to the provision of.a clause in
both the land use contracts.to.allow.the.Municipality
the right .of approval._of.any assignment .of the said
land use contract.

Mr. Kramer, speaking on behalf of Daon-Development Ltd.,
also requested an amendment to the land use contract to
_provide an"acts of God" clause in order to protect the
company.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM No. C - Reference No. Z-13-75

This was an application by Daon Development Corporation.
to develop 20 townhouse units.on property situated at
1000 Howie Avenue and.the purpose of the-Hearing in this
regard was to consider-the proposed.land.use contract.

The particulars of this development are identical to
those particulars outlined under Item No. B.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. SEKORA
SECONDED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT:

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 7:50 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT BkIEF TO JULY 7, 1975 PUBLIC HEARING

The three applications on the agenda of the July 7, 1975 Public Hearing

are all proceeding bay way of Land Use Contract. The Planning Department has

drafted a standard Land Use Contract format for use with these applications, and

a copy of the format is attached, as well as the format for the by=law adopting

x_ these contracts. The standard LUC format is set up to be 'used in a manner parallel

to normal rezoning procedure, i.e.:

- Preliminary plans are attached to the contract at the time of Public

Hearing, so that the public has a firm idea of what is proposed.

Provision is made for the attachment of working drawings, consistent

with the preliminary plans, after the Public Hearing, so that the

developer does not have to make this investment until after Council

has decided whether or not to proceed to three readings.

- Details of bonding are left to be set after the Public Hearing, based

on the working drawings; bonding would follow the existing policies

now used with rezoning and subdivision applications.

Assuming that Council were to proceed to three readings, the applicant would then

submit working drawings and bonding; upon receipt of these the contract could

then be taken to fourth reading and adoption.

The three applications now under consideration are.:

Z-58-74 - Oceanshores Developments Ltd.

This application is for 88 townhouse units on a 14.7 acre site at 2664 Mathewson

Avenue. 6.6 acres of the site are occupied by a B.C. Hydro transmission line

right-of-way, resulting in a net site density of about 11 units per acre. The

site would be difficult to develop for conventional subdivision due to its

steepness and the Hydro right-of-way.

Council tabled this application on December 1.6, 1974, since it was not known at

that time whether a proposed industrial access interchange on the Lougheed Highway

in this vicinity would affect the project's access to Cape Horn Avenue. However,

the applicants wished to carry on with Design Committee review at their own risk

in the meantime.

The Design Committee first reviewed the project in December of 1974, and tabled

consideration pending receipt of more information. At its second review on

January 15, 1975, the Committee stated that:
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/. "Consideration should be given to providing some relief to the overall

repetition of the exterior appearance. The project architect might

achieve this partially by using different features for unique design

at the ends of the buildings."

The Committee. also requested further information on site grades, and the extent

of existing tree cover to be retained. At a third review, at the beginning of

February, the Committee indicated it would be willing to see the application

proceed to Public Hearing, b.ut would expect to see solutions to the problems

noted on January 15, at such time as working drawings are submitted,

The Advisory Planning Commission reviewed the application on February 5, 1975,

and noted that the proposed project design might have to be altered because of:

1) the changes requested by the Design Committee,.

2.) changes in access arrangements if the road pattern in the area were to be.,

changed to accommodate improvements to the Lougheed Highway,

3) non-compliance in some respects with the proposed RT-2 townhouse regulations.

The Commission recommended referral to Public Hearing, with the caveat that any

substantial changes in project design stemming from the above factors would

require.that a further Public Hearing be held.

Al On,.February 10, 1975, Council did refer the project to Public Hearing by

Resolution 192, and by Resolution 193 requested a meeting with the developers.

The principals were unable to attend a meeting scheduled for February 24, and

the project went.to Public Hearing on February 27, together with the proposed

RT-2 townhousing regulations, By-law No. 463, contemplating development of the

project under RT-2 regulations, was given two readings on March 10, 1975.

However, since the project design did not comply with the proposed RT-2

regulations in some respects, Council, at the same meeting, instructed that the

subject site be declared a "Development Area % .and that the Planning Department

negotiate a Land Use Contract,

The Development Area By-law No• 473, was given three readings on March 17, 1975,

and following receipt of Department of Highways approval, was given its fourth

reading on May 12,. The Land Use Contract was originally referred to the June 26
Public Hearing, but as the legal documentation required for Public Hearing had
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C, , not been completed by the Planning Department in time,to meet notice requirements

for that date, the application was withdrawn from that Hearing and put on the

agenda of a Hearing to be held on July 7, 1975.

The Planning Department has reported in February, and more recently in June, on

policies for the accommodation of compact housing types such as townhousing in

West Coquitlam;-the most recent reports are tabled with the Advisory Planning

Commission, The present application is generally in line with the recommendations

of these reports, although we would share the Design Committee's concerns about

the project design, as noted by the Committee on January 15, 1975:

Z-12-75 and Z-13-75 - Daon Developments Ltd.

These two applications are on opposite sides of the 1000 block Howie Avenue.

Each project would involve 20 two-storey strata title units, each with

'

a separate

ground floor entrance and private patio area. Both sites are designatd for

.medium-density apartment development in the Community Plan Map and could, with

conventional three-storey development, accommodate a substantially higher number

of suites under that designation.

While the projects would comply with RM-2 regulations in most respects, the

reason for taking a Land Use Contract approach is that surface parking would be .

provided, having access directly onto the lanes behind each of the two sites.

Such parking directly off lanes has generally been discouraged by by-law

amendments since 1969, but has been given consideration in these two cases since,

in overall terms, these projects would produce some desirable variation in an

area that has seen only standard three-storey development to date. The proposed

form of development is certainly more suitable for family accommodation than the

conventional three-storey approach.

The Design Committee reviewed the preliminary plans ,for the project on March 26,

and was generally enthusiastic, although the Committee had minor reservations

Y as to:

- landscaping in the parking areas,

- acoustic privacy between bedroom windows,

- site utilization,

- possible furniture layouts, given the unit floor plan,
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The Advisory Planning Commission reviewed the application on April 2, and while

finding the general concept of these applications to be acceptable, recommended

that the applicants revise the parking layout. Council.concurred.with this

recommendation on April 2, 1975.

A revised layout, but still with surface parking directly off the lanes, was

submitted to the Advisory Planning Commission on May 7, 1975, and by Resolution

No..2964, the Commission recommended that applications Z-12-75 and Z-13-75 now

be referred to Public Hearing. Council concurred with this recommendation on

May 12, 1975 and instructed staff to'prepare Development Area By-laws for the,

two projects. These by-laws, being Nos. 493 and 494, were.given three readings.

on May.26, and final. approval on June 2.

As with application Z-58-74, these two applications had been referred to Public

Hearing for June 26, but had to be withdrawn from the agenda of that meeting
~- 

and rescheduled to July 7, 1975.

While the Planning Department would have preferred a parking layout not having

parking spaces backing directly onto the lane, we recognize that the economics

of the alternatives would have put the unit prices beyond scope of CMHC's Assisted

Home Ownership Programme, or would have resulted in.standard three-storey

.development. We therefore recommend in favour of these two Land Use Contracts.

ET/ci ric T7essen
Deputy Planning Director.

l
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DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

LAND USE CONTRACT

THIS AGREEMENT made the day

of A.D.

BETWEEN: DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

(Hereinafter called the "Municipality)

OF THE FIRST PART

AND:

(Hereinafter called the "Developer")

OF THE SECOND PART

WHEREAS the Municipality, pursuant to Section 702A of the

"Municipal Act" may, notwithstanding any By-law of the Municipality or

Sections 712 or 713 of the "Municipal Act", upon the application of an owner

Vi=i- 
of land within a Development Area designated as such by By-law of the

Municipality, enter into a Land Use Contract containing such terms and

provisions for the use and development of the land as may be mutually agreed

upon, and thereafter the use and development of,that land shall be in

accordance with such Land Use Contract;

AND WHEREAS the "Municipal Act" requires that the Municipal

Council, in exercising the powers given by Section 702A, shall have due regard

to the considerations set out in Section 102(2) and Section 702A(1) in arriving

at the use and development permitted by any land development contract and the

terms, conditions and considerations thereof;

AND WHEREAS the Developer has presented to the Municipality a

scheme of use and development of the described lands and premises, and has

made application to the Municipality to enter into this Land Use Contract under

the terms, conditions, and for the considerations hereinafter set forth;

AND WHEREAS the Council of the Municipality, having given due

regard to the considerations set forth in Section 102(2) and Section 702A(1)
of the "Municipal Act", has agreed to the terms, conditions and considerations

herein contained;

AND WHEREAS a Land Use Contract is deemed to be a Zoning By-law

for the purposes of the "Controlled Access Highways Act", and whereas a Land

Use Contract may not deal with land so situated as to be subject to such "Act"

until the said contract is approved by the Minister of Highways;
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AND WHEREAS a Land,Use Contract may not deal with any portion.

of the land designated "Floodplain" on the Official Regional Plan until the said

contract is approved by the Minister of Municipal Affairs;

AND WHEREAS the Developer acknowledges that he is fu arep g a fully aware of

the provisions and limitations of Section 702A of the "Municipal Act", and the

Municipality and the Developer mutually acknowledge and agree that the

Municipality cannot enter into this Agreement until the Council has held a Public

Hearing thereon, in the manner prescribed by law, has duly considered the

representations made and the opinions expressed at such Hearing, and unless two-

thirds of all the members of the Council vote in favour of the Municipality

entering into this contract;

AND WHEREAS this Agreement constitutes Schedule "A" to the District

of Coquitlam By-law No. , 19

NOW THEREFORE this Agreement witnesseth that in consideration of
(~ the premises and conditions and covenants hereinafter set forth, the Municipality

l„J and the Developer covenant and agree as follows:

1. In this Agreement, unless the context otherwise requires:

"Chief Building Inspector" shall be construed to mean and include the Chief

Building Inspector for the Municipality., appointed from time to time by

the Council of the Municipality, and his duly authorized assistants.

"Design Committee" shall be construed to mean and include Group B of the

T" Advisory Planning Commission of the Municipality, appointed from time

to time by the Council of the Municipality, pursuant to By-law No. 50,

1972.

"Municipal Engineer" shall be construed to mean and include the Municipal

Engineer for the Municipality, appointed from time to time by the Council

of the Municipality, and his duly authorized assistants, or such

Consulting or other Professional Engineers as may be appointed to act

for the Municipality.

"Planning Director" shall be construed to mean and include the Planning

Director for the Municipality, appointed from time to time by the Council

of the Municipality, and his duly authorized assistants or such Consultants

as may be appointed to act for the Municipality.

2. The Developer is the registered owner of an estate in fee simple of ALL AND

SINGULAR that certain parcel or tract of land and premises situate, lying

and being in the District of Coquitlam in the Province of British Columbia,

and being more particularly known and described as:

(hereinafter called "the land").
0 

3. The Developer has obtained the consent of all persons holding any registered

interest in the land as set out in the Consents to the use and development

set forth herein, which Consents are attached hereto.
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4. The land, including the surface of water and any and all buildings,'structures

and improvements erected thereon, thereover or therein shall be used for the

,I purposesspecified in Schedule "A" hereto and for no other purpose.

5. The land shall not be subdivided except in compliance with and according to

the plan and particulars set out in Schedule "B" hereto, provided that minor

amendments to the plan may be permitted and approved by the Municipal Engineer,

and provided further, that more detailed subdivision and easement plans may be

attached to Schedule "B" hereto subsequent to the Public Hearing.

6. No building, structure or improvement shall be sited upon the land except in

compliance with the site plans and particulars set out in Schedule "C"

hereto, provided that minor amendments to the plans may be permitted and

approved by the Planning Director, who may seek the advice of the Design

Committee thereon,

7. All buildings, structures, parking and loading spaces shall be constructed

y' strictly in compliance with and according to the specifications, site plans,

floor plans, elevation drawings, and colour scheme set out in Schedule "C"

hereto, provided however that minor amendments to the plans may be permitted

and approved by the Planning Director, who may seek the advice of the Design

Committee thereon, and provided further that detailed plans and working

drawings, which do not substantially alter the work, may be attached to

Schedule "C" hereto subsequent to the Public Hearing.

8, Off-street parking and loading spaces shall be provided, located and

constructed in accordance with the plans and particulars set out in

Schedule "C" hereto provided, however, that minor amendments may be permitted

and approved by the Planning Director, and provided further that detailed

plans and particulars which do not substantially alter the work may be

attached to Schedule "C" hereto subsequent to the Public Hearing.

1~-- 9. All landscaping, surface treatments, fences and screens shall be constructed,

located, provided and maintained in compliance with, and according to the

plans and specifications set out in Schedule "D" hereto provided, however,

that minor alterations to the plans may be permitted and approved by the

Planning Director, and detailed plans and specifications which do not

substantially alter the work may be attached to Schedule "D" hereto

subsequent to the Public Hearing.

10. Every highway which will bound, abut or lie within the land, shall be provided

with pavements, sidewalks, drainage works, street lighting, sanitary sewers,

water works, and underground wiring, designed and constructed in accordance

with the standards and specifications set out in Schedules A to G of the

1 1
District of Coquitlam Subdivision Control By-law No. 1930, 1971, as amended,

~i provided that working drawings and specifications more particularly describing

the works to be constructed may be attached to Schedule "E" hereto subsequent

to the Public Hearing,
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11. As security to guarantee the due and proper performance by him of the works

required to be done pursuant to Sections 9 and 10 hereto, the Developer

shall and hereby undertakes and agrees to deposit with the Municipality, by

certified cheque or in other form satisfactory to the Planning Director and 

Municipal Engineer, sums of money in amounts and upon terms and conditions

satisfactory to the Planning Director and Municipal Engineer, such sums and

terms and conditions to be specified in Schedule "F" hereto subsequent to

the Public Hearing.

12. The Developer agrees that if the works required pursuant to Section 9 and

Section 10, and Schedule "C" and Schedule "D" hereto, are not completed and

maintained in good order by the dates to be specified in Schedule "F

subsequent to the Public.Hearing, the Municipality may complete the works at

the cost of the Developer, and deduct from the deposit held by the

Municipality the cost of such completion, and the balance of the deposit

shall be returned to the Developer. If there is insufficient money on deposit

with the Municipality, then the Developer will pay such deficiency to the

Municipality immediately upon receipt of the Municipality's bill for

completion. It is understood that the Municipality may do such work either

by itself or by contractors employed by the Municipality. If the Developer

completes the works as set out in this Agreement, then the Municipality shall

return the deposit to the Developer subject to Section 15 and Section 18C

hereto, and subject to the conditions to be specified in Schedule "F

subsequent to.the Public Hearing.

13. The Developer covenants and agrees to pay -for the entire cost of the completion

of the works set out in Section 10 hereto, and to complete the construction of

all of the said works, to the satisfaction of the 
Municipal 

Engineer, by dates

to be specified in Schedule "F", subsequent to the Public Hearing. If, in the

opinion of the Municipal Engineer, the work is not being carried out with due

diligence, the Municipal Engineer may, in writing, order the Developer to

employ, at the Developer's cost, additional workmen, machinery, tools, plant,

equipment, materials, articles and things deemed necessary by the Municipal

Engineer for the diligent advancement of the work, and the workmen so provided

shall be subject to discharge by the Developer only with the consent of the

Municipal Engineer.
I

14. The Developer covenants-and agrees to deposit with the Municipality, by

certified cheque, a sum satisfactory to the Municipal Engineer, in respect

to inspection fees for the works to be constructed pursuant to Section 10

hereto, and the amount of said sum shall be specified in Schedule F hereto

subsequent to the Public Hearing.

15. The Developer shall submit to the Municipality final reproducible as-built

drawings of all services as constructed, and as approved by the Municipal

Engineer.
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16. The Municipality covenants and agrees that upon satisfactory completion by

the Developer of the works to be provided pursuant to Section 10, to the

satisfaction of the Municipal Engineer, to provide the Developer with written
acceptance of the said works, signed by the Municipal Engineer.

17. All works and services (save and except electrical distribution, gas and

telephone), buildings, structures, pipes, fixtures, equipment, plants and

things, and development constructed, placed, or carried out upon property that

is vested in the Municipality or located upon highways presently dedicated, or

upon park, walkways, or highways required by this Agreement to be dedicated

shall, upon acceptance thereof by the Municipality in writing, become the

property of the Municipality, free and clear of any and all claims by the

Developer and any person claiming through the 'Developer, and the Developer

shall and hereby agrees to save harmless the Municipality from any and all

such claims.

18. The Developer covenants and agrees to:

J1 a) Maintain all of the works to be built pursuant to Section 12 hereto in

complete repair for a period of one (1) year from written acceptance of

the said works by the Municipal Engineer.

b) Remedy any defects appearing within a period of one (1) year from the date

of acceptance by the Municipa-lity of the works to be built pursuant to

Section 10 hereto, and to pay for any damage to other work or property

resulting therefrom, save and except for defects caused by reasonable,

wear and tear, negligence of the Municipality, its servants or agents, or

acts of God.

c) As security to guarantee the due performance by him of the covenants and

agreements set out in subsections a) and b) to this Section, the Developer

shall and hereby undertakes and agrees to deposit with the Municipality

sums of money by way of certified cheque or in other form satisfactory

to the Municipal Engineer, in the amounts and upon the terms and conditions

which shall be set out in Schedule "F" to this Agreement, subsequent to the

Public Hearing; the said monies shall be deposited with the Municipality

upon acceptance by the Municipality of the works required to be built

pursuant to Section 10, and shall be deposited prior to the release by the

Municipality of the deposits made by the Developer pursuant to Section 11

in respect of the said works. The Developer agrees that if the said works

are not maintained by him in complete repair for a period of one (1) year

from the acceptance thereof by the Municipality, the Municipality may

repair or replace the works at the cost of the Developer, and deduct from

the deposit held by the Municipality the cost of such repair or replacement.

If there is insufficient money on deposit with the Municipality, then the

Developer will pay such deficiency to the Municipality immediately upon

receipt of the Municipality's bill for repair or replacement. It is

understood that the Municipality may do such work either by itself or by

contractors employed by the Municipality. Upon the expiry of one (1) year

from the acceptance of the works by the Municipality, the Municipality'

shall return to the Developer any unused portion of the deposit.
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19. Subject to Section 18 hereto, on the expiration of one (1) year from the date

of acceptance, the Municipality shall become solely responsible for the

C-21 
operation, upkeep and maintenance of any works and services, buildings,

structures, pipes, fixtures, equipment, plants and things accepted by it

pursuant to Section 16.

20. The Developer covenants to save harmless and effectually indemnify the

Municipality against:

a) All actions and proceedings costs, damages, expenses, claims and demands

whatsoever and by whomsoever brought by reason of the construction of

any works pursuant to this Agreement.

b) All expenses and costs which may be incurred by reason of the execution of

the said works resulting in damage to any property owned in whole or in

part by the Municipality, or which the Municipality by duty or custom is

obliged, directly or indirectly, in any way or to any degree, to construct,

-~ repair or maintain.

c) All expenses and costs which may be incurred by reason of liens for non-

payment of labour or materials, workmen's compensation assessments,

unemployment insurance, Federal or Provincial Tax check-off and for

encroachments owing to mistakes in survey.

21. Except as provided in this Agreement, the within works and the development

therein shall comply with all by-laws of the District of Coquitlam.

22. In addition to the security deposits referred to in Section 11 and Section 18

hereto, and inspection fees referred to in Section 14 hereto, the Developer

further agrees and undertakes to pay:

a) Permit fees for building permits required pursuant to the Uistrict of

Coquitlam Building By-law, such fees to be paid by the Developer prior

to issuance of said permits;

b) Legal costs to the Municipality of registering this Agreement in the Land

Registry Office pursuant to the requirements of Section 702A(3) of the

"Municipal Act"; such costs to be paid by the Developer immediately upon

receipt of the Municipality's bill therefor;

c) All arrears of taxes outstanding against the property herein described,

and all current taxes levied or to be levied on the said lands on the

basis and in accordance with the assessment and collector's roll entries;

such taxes to be paid by the Developer forthwith upon demand by the

Muni ci pal i ty;

d) Parkland acquisition fees in the sum of

Dollars per dwelling unit to be constructed upon the land; such fees to
r 

be paid by the Developer prior to the issuance of building permits for

said dwelling units.
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23. The Municipality hereby covenants and agrees with the Developer to permit

the Developer to perform all the said work upon the terms and conditions

~'. herein contained.

24. notwithstanding any provisions of this contract hereinbefore contained, and

notwithstanding the provisions of the District of Coquitlam Building By-law

and of Section 714(k) of the "Municipal Act", the Developer covenants and

agrees that no building or part thereof constructed on the said lands shall

be occupied until such time as the Developer has received an occupancy permit

in respect to that building from the Chief Building Inspector, and it is

further agreed that the Building Inspector shall require a letter from a

registered architect certifying that the building has been completed in

compliance with and according to Schedule "C" hereto, and shall require the

approval of the Municipal Engineer as to the satisfactory completion and

maintenance of any works and services required to be provided pursuant to

this Agreement, and pertaining to said building, prior to issuing such

occupancy permit. The Developer agrees that he shall not sell, lease, transfer

or convey any building upon terms allowing the occupation of said building

prior to the issuing of an occupancy permit in respect to said building.

25. The said Schedules "A" to "F" hereinbefore referred to are hereby incorporated

into and made part of this Agreement.

26. The Developer covenants and agrees that in the event that the development

and works required to be provided pursuant to this Agreement have not been

substantially completed in their entirety by a date to be specified in

Schedule "F" subsequent to the Public Hearing, the Planning Director may make

.application to the Council of the Municipality to rezone the land, or the

Council may receive applications for a Land Use Contract pertaining to the

land; the Council of the Municipality may thereupon call a Public Hearing

subject to the requi.rements of Sections 703 and 704 of the "Municipal Act",

r and subsequent to such Public Hearing, Council may declare this Agreement to

be null and void, and enter into a Land Use Contract pertaining to the land

or impose upon the land, by amendment of the "District of Coquitlam Zoning

By-law" such regulations pursuant to Section 702(1) of the "Municipal Act"

as the Council may deem appropriate, having due regard to the considerations

set out in Section 702(2) of the "Municipal Act". The Developer undertakes

and agrees that if the Council declares this Agreement null and void pursuant

to this Section, that he shall consent to the discharge of that restrictive

covenant pertaining to the land by virtue of the registration of this

Agreement pursuant to Section 702A(4) of the "Municipal Act".

27; The Developer covenants and agrees that in the event that the development,

works, obligations and undertakings required pursuant to this Agreement have

been completed in their entirety, that the Planning Director may make

application to the Council of the Municipality to rezone the land, and the

Council may thereupon call a Public Hearing subject to the requirements of

Sections 703 and 704 of the "Municipal Act", and subsequent to such Public

Hearing, Council may declare this Agreement to be discharged, and impose upon



the land, by amendment of the "District of Coquitlam Zoning By-Taw", such

~l regulations .pursuant to Section 702(1) of the "Municipal Act" as Council.

may deem appropriate, having due regard to the considerations set out in

Section 702(2) of the "Municipal Act", and in particular the character of

the buildings already erected, the peculiar suitability of the land for

particular uses, and the conservation of property.values. The Developer

agrees and undertakes that if the Council declares this Agreement to be

discharged pursuant to this Section, that he shall consent to the discharge

of that restrictive covenant pertaining to the land by virtue of the

registration of this Agreement pursuant to Section 702A(4) of the "Municipal

Act".

28. This Agreement shall enure to the benefit of and be binding upon the parties

hereto and their respective heirs, executors, administrators, successors

and assigns.
a

w 29. Wherever the singular or masculine is used herein, the same shall be construed

as meaning the plural, feminine or body corporate or politic where the

Agreement of the parties so requires.

30. It is understood and agreed that the Municipality has made no representations,

covenants, warranties, guarantees, promises or agreements (verbal or otherwise)

with the Developer other than those in this.Agreement.

it-
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF the said parties of this Agreement have hereunto set their

hands and seals this day of 19

The Corporate Seal of

THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

was hereunto affixed in

the presence of:

MAYOR

CLERK

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED by the said

Signature

Signature of Officer

Title

Signature of Officer

Title
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AFFIDAVIT OF MAKER

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the day of

~i 197 at in the Province of British

Columbia, personally known to me, appeared

before me and acknowledged to me that the

person mentioned in the annexed instrument as the

thereof, and whose name subscribed thereto as

part, executed the same voluntarily and of the full

age of twenty-one years.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF I have hereunto set.

my hand at ,

Province of British Columbia, this

day of

197

A COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
WITHIN BRITISH COLUMBIA

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF OFFICER OF A CORPORATION

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the day of

197 at in the Province of British Columbia,

personally known to me, appeared before

me and acknowledged to me that he is the of

and that he is the person who subscribed

his name to the annexed instrument as of the said

and affixed the seal of the said Company to the

said instrument, that he was first duly authorized to subscribe his name as

aforesaid, and affix the said seal,to the said instrument, and that such

pCorporation is legally entitled to hold and dispose of land in the Province of~- 
British Columbia.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF I have hereunto set

my hand at in

the Province of British Columbia, this

day of ,

197

COMMISSIONER FK I IT
WITHIN BRITISH COLUMBIA

i



AC04OWLEDGE14ENT OF OFFICER OF A CORPORATION

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the day of

197, at in the Province of British Columbia,

personally known to me, appeared before me

and acknowledged to me that he is the of

and that he is the person who subscribed

his name to the annexed instrument as of the said

and affixed the seal of the said,Company

to the said instrument, that he was first duly authorized to subscribe his.name

as aforesaid, and affix the said seal to the said instrument, and that such

Corporation is legally entitled to hold and dispose of land in the Province of

British Columbia,

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF I have hereunto set my

hand at in

the Province of British Columbia, this

day of

197

COMMISSIONER I S
WITHIN BRITISH COLUMBIA,

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF OFFICER OF A CORPORATION

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the day of ,

197 9 at the Municipality of Coquitlam, in the Province of British Columbia,

FRANCIS LELAND POBST, personally known to me, appeared before me and acknowledged

to me that he is the Clerk of the District of Coquitlam, and that he is the person

who subscribed his name to the annexed instrument as Clerk of the said

Corporation and affixed the seal of the said Corporation to the said instrument,

that he first duly authorized to subscribe his name as aforesaid and affix the

said seal to the said instrument, and that such Corporation is legally entitled

to hold and dispose of land in the Province of British Columbia.

IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF I have hereunto set

my hand at the Municipality of Coquitlam,

in the Province of British Columbia,.th is

day of ,

197

1C COMMISSIONER FOR TAKING AFFIDAVITS
WITHIN BRITISH COLUMBIA.
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DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

1 LAND USE CONTRACT

CONSENT

+ KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENT THAT:-

of:

beingthe holder of a. char e b way of9 Y Y

registered in the Land Registry Office at the City of New Westminster, British
I

Columbia, under Number against ALL AND SINGULAR

that certain parcel or tract of land and premises being in the Municipality of

in the Province of British Columbia, known and

described as:

In consideration of the sum of One Dollar ($1.00) hereby agrees and consents

to the registration of the Land Use Contract made between the registered owner

of the said lands and the District of Coquitlam, dated the day of

197 which shall have the force and effect of

a Restrictive Covenant running with the land and against the aforementioned land

in priority to .the said charge in the same manner and to the same effect as if

it had been-dated and registered prior to the said charge,

SIGNED, SEALED AND DELIVERED )

at )

this day of )

,.197 )
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l

SCHEDULE "A" TO

DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

LAND USE CONTRACT

USE OF LAND

1. The land, including the surface of water and any and 
all

buildings,

structures and improvements erected thereon, thereover or therein, except

for those portions of the land which are to be dedicated as highways,

-walkways or park, as set out in this Agreement, and more particularly in

Schedule B thereto, shall be used for the following purposes and for no

other purpose:

7'
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SCHEDULE "B" TO

DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

LAND USE CONTRACT

j

PLAN OF SUBDIVISION

1; The'land shall not be subdivided except in compliance with and according

to the plans and particulars listed below which form a part of this Schedule,

provided that minor amendments to the plans may be permitted and approved

by the Municipal Engineer, and provided further that more detailed subdivision-

and easement plans may be attached to this Schedule subsequent to the Public

Hearing.

2. The plans and particulars attached to and forming part of this Schedule are:

I ~
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SCHEDULE_ "C" TO

DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

LAND USE CONTRACT

I ~ -

SITING, BUILDING AND PARKING PLANS---—

1. No building, structure or improvement shall be sited upon the land except in

compliance-wvith the site plan- u"d._particulars set out below, which plans

and particulars are attached to and form part of this Schedule, provided

that minor amendments to the plans may be permitted and approved by the

Planning Director, who may seek the advice of the Design Committee thereon,

2. All buildings, structures, parking and loading spaces shall be constructed

~-~ strictly in compliance with, and according to the specifications, site plans,

floor plans, elevation drawings, and colour scheme set out below, and which

are attached to and form part of this Schedule, provided however that minor

amendments to the plans may be permitted and approved by the Planning Director,

^`l who may seek the advice of the Design Committee thereon, and provided further

that detailed plans and working drawings, which do not substantially alter

the work, may be attached to and form part of this Schedule subsequent to

the Public Hearing.

3, Off-street parking and loading spaces shall be provided,.located and

constructed in accordance with the plans and particulars set out below,

provided however that minor amendments may be permitted and approved by the

Planning Director, and provided further that detailed plans and particulars

which do not substantially alter the work may be attached to and form part of

this Schedule subsequent to the Public Hearing.

4. The plans, drawings, specifications and other particular drawings which are

attached to and form part of this Schedule are:



SCHEDULE "D" TO

DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

LAND USE CONTRACT

LANDSCAPING

1, All landscaping, surface treatments, fences and screens shall be constructed,

located, pravided and maintained in compliance with, and according to the

plans and specifications set out below, which plans and specifications are

attached to and form part of this Schedule, provided however that minor

alterations to the plans may be permitted and approved by the Planning

Director, and detailed plans and specifications which do not substantially

alter the work may be attached to Schedule "D" hereto subsequent to the

Public Hearing.

2. The plans and specifications which are attached to and form part of this

Schedule are:

,, r

C11
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SCHEDULE "E" TO

DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

LAND USE CONTRACT

PROVISION OF SERVICES

1. Every highway which will bound, abut or lie within the land, shall be

provided with pavements, sidewalks, drainage works, street lighting,

sanitary sewers, water works, and underground wiring, designed and

constructed in accordance with the standards and specifications set out

in Schedules A to G of the District of Coquitlam Subdivision Control By-law

No. 1930, 1971, as amended, provided that working drawings and specifications

more particularly describing the works to be constructed may be attached to

7, Schedule "E" hereto subsequent to the Public Hearing.

i a ac d o a for n a r e e2. Drawings and specific Mons ai.t he t and o ~ g part of this Sch dul

are:

1''
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SCHEDULE "F" TO

DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

LAND USE CONTRACT

PERFORMANCE AND MAINTENANCE BONDS

i



DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

BY-LAW NO.

A By-law to amend the "District of
Coquitlam Zoning By-law No. 1928, 1971"

and amending by-laws.

WHEREAS certain changes and necessary for the clarification and effective
and efficient operation of By-law No. 1928, and amending by-laws, in accord with
the "Municipal Act", Statutes of British Columbia, 1960, Chapter 255, as amended;

AND WHEREAS Council has, by By-law No. 19 , declared certain lands
within a tone to be a development area in accordance with Section 702A(2) of the
"Municipal Act", said lands being;

AND WHEREAS Council has received an application from the owner of the
said lands to enter into a Land Use Contract containing terms and conditions, for
the use and development of the said lands, which Council and the owner have agreed
upon

AND WHEREAS the owner has set his hand and seal to the said contract;

AND WHEREAS it is deemed expedient and desirable to enter into said land
use contract after the proper Hearing, in accord with the "Municipal Act";

NOW THEREFORE, the Municipal Council of the District of Coquitlam, in
open meeting assembled, ENACTS AS FOLLOWS:

Clause l - The District of Coquitlam hereby enters into the said Land Use
Contract, which is set out in Schedule "A" to this by-law, and
which is hereby annexed to and forms a part of this by-law.

Clause 2 The use and the development of the said lands shall be in accordance
with the terms and conditions set out in Schedule "A" to this
by-law.

Clause_ 3 - Schedule "A" to this by-law may be cited as the "District of
Coquitlam Land Use Contract Y- i

Clause 4 This By-law may be cited as the "District of Coquitlam Zoning~. 
Amendment By-law No. , 19 ".

READ a first time by an affirmative vote of two-thirds majority of all Members
of Council this day of 19

READ a second time by an affirmative vote of two-thirds majority of all Members
of Council this day of 19

READ a third time by an affirmative vote of two-thirds majority of all Members
of Council this day of 19

RECONSIDERED, FINALLY PASSED AND ADOPTED and the Seal of the Corporation affixed
by an affirmative vote of two-thirds majority of all Members of Council this

day of , 19

MAYOR

- - - CLERK



February 24, 1975

Mayor & Council
District of Coquitlam
Municipal Hall i
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sirs:
I

Re: Rezoning Application Mathewson Road
and Cape Horn Avenue. No. Z58-74

Knowing a public'hearing was to be held we wanted to advise
you we have reviewed the proposed development related to
the above referenced rezoning and we, the undersigned, wish
to register our support.

We believe the highest and best use ,for the property now
~• under consideration is a form of townhousing as is applied

for.

Name Address Years at Present Address
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L1A Fh~. r~ei ~ant.c of T)art.mnnr Hiayhlands and Dartmoor Heights. Coouitlam.

oDIpose the development of multiple—dwelling units Reference No. Z58--74.
_C 

This area is zoned residential single and we feel the above would lower our

property value.

June 24, 1275.
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We, the residents of Dartmoor Highlands and Dartmoor Heights, Cogu.itlam, i

opgose the development of multiple-dwelling units Reference No. Z58-74.
i

~} This area is zoned residential single and we feel the above would lower our

Property value.

~s June 21.x, 1 7
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TIe~ the- residents Qf. D gt —Q H ghland_~ and_Da tmoox_He ghts '—C o-q.ut.tiam

~( oppoae tb.e development of multiple .dwelling units Referendum No Z58~74

Th-js, aTea, is zoned residential single and Ne ,feel the_ab_ove-Would-1-0wer-

our,' ~TQpei•tX yalue-,

June_2_4_;_197-5

Name Add-ge~Ei.q
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Thursday, August 28th, 1975, coumoc
Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m..~►' SEP

'..."
PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES,'

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the a Hall,

1 11.1_ Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C.  on Thursday, August 28th, 1975

~ at_ 7.30. p: m.~ to deal with applications to amend the Zoning By-law

No . 1928 nd amending b9 Y-laws .

Present were Mayor Tonn, Ald. Filiatrault, Ald. Garrison and Ald.

Sekora. Also present were the Director of Planning, Mr. D. Buchanan;

and the Deputy Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Friday,

August 22nd, 1975 and Saturday, August 23rd, 1975 and, as well, copies

of the agenda were mailed to all ratepayers' groups in the district.

MOVED BY ALD. FILIATRAULT

SECONDED BY ALD. GARRISON:

That His Worship Mayor James L. Tonn act as Chairman to

the Public Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary'

_i to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

i. REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the

Public Hearing dated August 28th, 1975 and a copy of that

brief is attached hereto and forms a part of these minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 31/75

This was an application by School District #43 (Coquitlam)

to rezone property situated on Hickey Street to allow the

development of an elementary school.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

~- ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 19/75

This was an application by Carlberg, Jackson Partners to

rezone property situated at 635-637 North Road and 508-510

Foster Avenue to Three Storey Medium Density Apartment

Residential RM-2 to allow the development of an apartment.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

A Mr. Goodkey of 518 Foster Avenue inquired as to what future

plans were for the development of property south of Foster

Avenue, east of Whiting Way and the Mayor informed Mr. Goodkey

that expansion of apartments into this area was not planned and the

area would remain single family residential under the present poligy

of Council.
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Thursday, August 28th, 1975,

Public Hearing, cort'd.

ITEM #3 -Reference No. Z 32/75
:1 '

This was an application by Arma Holdings Ltd. for the

rezoning of property situated at 1005, 1011, 1015 and

1017 Ridgeway Avenue to Three Storey Medium Density

Apartment Residential (RM-2) for purposes of apartment

development.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 42/74

This was an application by Scott Creek Developments for

the rezoning of property located on Dewdney Trunk Road,

Hoy Street, Reece Avenue, Irvine Street and Fleming

Avenue to One Family Residential (RS-3) to allow the

subdivision of property into 6,000 square foot lots.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #5 —Reference No. Z 25/75

This was an application by the District of Coquitlam to

rezone property as follows:

~- Clause 1 - Property situated at 2114 Austin Avenue from

Neighbourhood Commercial (C-2) to One Family Residential

(RS=1).

Clause 2 Property situated at 2188 Austin Avenue from

Service Station Commercial (SS-2) to One Family Residential

(RS-1).

Clause 3 Property situated at 496 Mundy Street from Neighbourhood

Commercial (C-2) to One Family Residential (RS-1).

Clause 4 - Property situated at 2199 Austin Avenue from Neighbourhood

Commercial (C-2) to Two Family Residential (RT-1).

Mr. Wong, owner of property at 2114 Austin Avenue objected to the

rezoning of his property and a Mr. R. Sanderson of 2124 Austin

Avenue spoke on his behalf. Mr. Sanderson stated that Mr. Wong

had purchased this property as a commercially zoned lot with the

intention of constructing a commercial building in the future and

with this rezoning, such plans would not be possible.

Mr. Buchanan explained that the intent of this rezoning was to

allow the Municipality to gain stronger design control of future

buildings in the area. Mr. Buchanan went on to state that it

wouldn't make sense to leave this lot as a residential lot in the

future because of its location, however, with it being next to a

residential area, design control was desirable in order to make

it compatible with the residences of the area.
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Thursday, August 28th, 1975,
Public Hearing, cont'd.

Mr. Sanderson stated further that every business in this
area is presently a successful business and that control of
design of buildings 

would. not, in his opinion, benefit or improve
this small commercial center but that Council should be
considering upgrading the servicing in this area,such as the
installation of storm sewers, ornamental lighting, etc., in order
to enhance the aesthetics of the area.

Mr. Sanderson stated that in summary Mr. Wong was definitely
opposed to the rezoning.

A Mr. D. Bradford of 2168 Austin Avenue inquired as to what the
effect would be on the construction of a building on his property
if the property at 2188 Austin Avenue were rezoned to residential.
Mr. Buchanan explained that as this property was not intended
to be left as residential in the future, the ten foot additional
setback- regulation for commercial properties next to residential
properties would not apply.

Mr. Bradford then expressed the opinion that if these properties
are rezoned to residential, they will never be rezoned back to
a commercial use and he was therefore opposed.

Mr. Goesen, owner of property at 2199 Austin Avenue, also
opposed the rezoning stating that in the past he has found rezoning
a very difficult and lengthy procedpre, taking as much as one year
and this delay could be costly. Mr. Goosen also went on to state
that property on Austin Avenue, once it is widened, will definitely
not be a choice residential area in the future.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY A LD. GARRISON
SECONDED BY A LD. SEKORA:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 8.05 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FRO14 PLANNING DEPARTMENT - AUGUST 28, 1975

ITEM #1 - Z-31-75

This application is for a proposed elementary school on Hickey Street near

Gale Avenue to serve the south-eastern portion of the Municipality. This

- site is in keeping with the plan prepared by the Planning Department in

1972 for this area. A more recent plan by W. Graham & Associates proposing

a revised location for the school site has not been accepted by the Planning

Department and the Municipality is proceiAding on servicing this 8 acre site

on the basis of the 1972 planned road locations, though there evidently has

been some adjustment to the site for the Greater- Vancouver Water District

Reservoir site to the east.

On July 23, 1975 the Design Committee reviewed the preliminary plans sub-

mitted and responded favourably to the proposal as follows;

"The Committee finds the concept pleasing, the general massing of the

1 building pleasant, and the planning proposal for staging suitable.

The Committee endorses the choice of materials and appreciates what the

architect is attempting to achieve with them. Concern was expressed, how-

ever, that there is the possibility of vandalism in the way of spray painting

on the stained textured cedar plywood. Perhaps the project architect might

consider the use of opaque stain rather than a semi-transparent stain. This

would allow covering over of any spray painting which may occur.

The Committee suggests the introduction of more colour as the amount in

relation to the building mass appears minimal."

The Advisory Planning Commission on August 6, 1975, recommended referral

of this application to Public Hearing.

ITEM #2 - Z-19-75

This application is for a 47 suite strata title apartment development at

North Road and Foster Avenue in the medium density apartment area,

recognized on the Community Plan Map.

In 1974, Council's Apartment Density Committee recommended that all apart-

ments in this area be designated for adults only, and this can be carried
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' - BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - AUGUST 28, 1975 (CWV D)

out in initial sales to strata title owners. The reason for restriction

O is the lack of community facilities in the area suitable for children.

On May 28, 1975 the Design Committee reviewed the plans and -found them

acceptable for Public Hearing noting that when and if a building permit

application is made they would be looking for certain changes in the site

plan. The project architects chose to submit revised plans showing some

changes, and the Design Committee on July 9, 1975 again found the plans

acceptable for Public Hearing, and stated that:

"The Committee finds the proposed changes acceptable subject to the project

architect giving consideration to:

1) utilizing paving materials other than concrete or asphalt for the loading

bay, entrance walkway and horseshoe driveway.

2) moving the building west 6' to allow widening of the 18' driveway. at the

bottom of the ramp to 24' to improve maneuverability at this point."

The Advisory Planning Commission on July 16, 1975 concurred with Council's

referral of this application to Public Hearing.

ITEM #3 - Z-32-75

This application for a 33 unit apartment development at 1005 - 1017 Ridgeway

Avenue, west of Nelson Street, is within the area designated as medium-

density apartment on the Community Plan Map.

On July 23, 1975 the Design Committee reviewed the plans received in the

Planning Department July 17, 1975 and recorded the following statement:

"The Committee feels the building design lacks balance. The centre brick

panels are too prominent as the contrast between them and the detail of the

living room cedar areas is too extreme, especially at the top of the building.

In regard to landscaping, the Committee notes:

1) plashed rock on the slab is not considered an acceptable deck cover.

2) There appears to be no obvious theme to the landscape plan.

The Committee would suggest the detailed landscape plan prepared at the time

of building permit application show:

a) more substantial grouping of the plant material;

b) details of the proposals for the common amenity area.



PAGE 3/

BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - AUGUST 28, 1975 (CONT'D)

The Committee does not recommend referral of this application to Public

Hearing at this time."

The Advisory Planning Commission on August 6, 1975 recommended that this

application be "referred to Public Hearing, subject to. Design Committee

approval prior thereto." This recommendation was accepted by Council.

At the August 13, 1975 Design Committee meeting the project was found

acceptable for Public Hearing and the following details were recorded:

"The Committee reviewed the plans received in the Planning Department

July 17, 1975 and the revised coloured perspective submitted August, 1975.

Mr. Gerry Steward, Project Architect, was present, and discussed two

alternative proposals in response to the Design Committee's comments of

July 23, 1975; Mr. Steward also discussed other details of the project

with the Committee.

At this point, 11r. Steward left the meeting.

The Committee discussed the project in detail and recommended that the

Architect's Alternative #1 with the use of sun screens may be more suitable.

The Committee commends the Architect on his decision to change the end unit

as part of this alternative.

When working drawings are submitted for this project, the Committee will

be looking for more details of the exposed aggregate with the waterproofing

system being employed, as well as the landscaping plans. The Committee

appreciated the Architect's suggestion to -submit more detailed information

regarding the main entry area and the amenity area. The Committee will

review these details when they are received. The Committee noted that there

may be some merit in the Project Architect's proposal to leave the amenity

area planning for the future. If the planning was delayed till the Strata

Titles Corporation is established, it would permit the future owners to

participate in planning the specific amenities for the area, in which case

it may be prudent to have the developer place some funds in trust for

~s-
purposes of developing the amenity area."

At that meeting, the Project Architect stated that the Developer's intent

is to register the apartments under the Strata Titles Act.

,U-
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ITEM #4 - Z-42-74

This application is for a change of zoning from RS-1, one family residential,

7,000 sq. ft. lot minimum, to RS-3, one family residential, 6,000 sq. ft. lot

minimum.

On September 16, 1974 Council, by Resolution No. 1232, concurred with the

request of the applicant (at that time Canadian Tenfold and now Perosa Realty

and Insurance Agencies Ltd. of Vancouver) to amend this application to allow

single family residential lots with a minjpum size of 6,000 sq. ft., and

authorized the Planning Department to place the amended application on the

agenda of a Public Hearing, when and if a subdivision application on this

basis is ready for preliminary approval..

The Subdivision Committee on July 15, 1975 received an application 8-3166C

and stated in part that "if RS-3 zoning proceeds, approval for this sub-

division can be given.

The Planning Department has favoured the general approach of lowering the

minimum lot sizes within the RS-1 zone to 6,000 sq. ft. and therefore supportsq PP
this application, noting that an application in the same area (Z-54-73 on

Dewdney Trunk Road south of Dacre Avenue) was rezoned to RS-3 by Council on

June 2, 1975.

ITEM #5 - Z-25-75

This application to rezone four properties was made as a result of a

recommendation to Council from the Advisory Planning Commission on June 4,

1975, Resolution No. 2973, which reads as follows;

"That the Commission recommend to Council that those lots in the vicinity

of Austin Avenue and Mundy Street zoned C-2 or SS-2, not having a commercial

or service station use, be rezoned to single-family to gain design control

for future development."

The Planning Department believes that this area remains an oddity since it

can never develop to full neighbourhood centre status with the proposal for

the neighbourhood centre at either the Austin-Hickey or Essondale sites.

We thus do not favour further commercial development at this Mundy Centre,
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though we recognize that completion of development of these lots on the

edges of the Centre to be compatible with adjacent residential and instit-

utional uses is required, and that this will involve as strong design

control measures as possible. Also, the significant site at the south-

west corner of Mundy Street and Austin Avenue could be reviewed as to

alternative uses to the former service station.

Respectfully submitted,

SJ/yP
August 28, 1975

0

J. ~
D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director
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Thursday, October 2nd, 1975,

Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m. BYcouticic

OCR 6 19~
PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES e.

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the Muni 1. Hall,
1 11 1 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C.  on Thursday, October 2n ,
at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-law No. 1928
and amending by-laws.

Present were all Members of Council save Mayor J. L. Tonn and
Alderman L. A. Bewley. Present were the Director of Planning,
Mr. D. Buchanan; and the Deputy Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Friday,
September 26th, 1975 and on Saturday, September 27th, 1975.

MOVED BY A LD. SEKORA

SECONDED BY A LD. HOA/ARTH:

That Alderman C. J. Filiatrault act as Chairman to the Public
Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk, act

r^` as Secretary to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the Public
Hearing dated October 2nd, 1975 and a copy of that brief is attached
hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

ITEM #1 —Reference No. Z 41/75

This was an application by Alderson Properties Ltd. to rezone
property situated at 475 Lakeview Street from One Family
Residential (RS-1) to Two Family Residential (RT-1) .

A letter was received from Jemima Thompson, 480 Lakeview
Street, expressing no opposition to this proposal and further,
she asked that her letter be considered as in favour of the proposed
change in zoning. This letter is attached hereto and forms a
part of these Minutes.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 21/75

This was an application by Mr. E. Meyers to rezone property
situated at 687 North Road and 506 Cottonwood Avenue from
One Family Residential (RS-1) to Neighbourhood Commercial (C-2).

Mr. Horvath, the architect for the project, advised the Public
Hearing that the proposed building would have four levels, with
two levels being used for parking, the lower level being a
shopping centre mall centred around an open landscaped courtyard
area with the upper floor being used for office space.
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Public Hearing, cont' d .

Mr. Horvath advised that direct access to the building would be

available from Cottonwood Avenue. Mr. Horvath went on to advise

that the structure would contain 28,000 square feet of rental

space and have parking for seventy vehicles. He also advised

that the structure would be built out of reinforced concrete with

planting being provided around the whole of the second floor

along the spandrels as well as around part of the first floor.

In answer to questions from Alderman Howarth, Mr. Horvath

stated that the second access would be available from Whiting

Way with the loading bay areas being provided off of the Whiting

Way access. Mr. Horvath also stated that pedestrian access

would be available from North Road to the lower level of the

structure and also from Whiting Way at the upper level of the

structure and that the developer was prepared to redesign the

loading bay space to make it more convenient for such use.

In response to Alderman Howarth's question on landscaping

around the structure, Mr. Horvath stated that landscaping

would be provided around the spandrels on the outside of the

structure and that some planting area would be available on the

corners of the property and also along the edges of the property,

however, this would be relatively small.

Mr. Horvath explained that accent wood would be used for the

sloping roofs of the structure as well as for accent on the

spandrels on the buirding. -

?' There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z 36/75

This was an application by Austin Developments Ltd. to rezone

a portion of the property at 950 Lillian Street from One Family

Residential (RS-1) to Two Family Residential (RT-1).

Mr. Tullis, speaking on behalf of the developer, advised that they

wished to build a duplex on the property were it to be rezoned

and that plans had been presented to the Planning Department of

the proposed structure and a copy of these were available at the

Public Hearing should anyone wish to look at them.

Mr. Munroe of 952 Lillian Street expressed his opposition to the

proposed rezoning stating that he had moved into this area some

seven years ago and at that time it was a single family area and

he wished it to remain in that category. He also expressed

concern that the construction of a duplex next to his property

would devalue his property and that people renting a duplex

would be transients and would not have the same concern for the

upkeep of property as do owners.



tr-

-3-

Thursday, October 2nd, 1975,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

Mr. Jager of 945 Lillian Street expressed his opposition to the

proposed rezoning stating that he too had built his house in a

single family zone and did not wish to see this changed. He went

_ on to advise that he was opposed to any increase in the density

of dwellings whether by duplexes or^ condominiums and that were

this rezoning to be allowed there were other lots in the Lillian

Street area which could also be developed for duplexes.

Mr. Nazarchuk of 953 Lillian Street expressed his opposition

to the proposed rezoning stating that he has lived in this area

for some 13 years and enjoys the peacefulness and quiet of the

surroundings and such a development could devalue his home

and would bring extra burden to the schools which are already

overtaxed in this area. He also expressed concern that

additional undeveloped land in the Lillian Street area is proposed

to be developed by the company requesting this rezoning which

will also place a further burden on the schools in his area.

Mr. Nazarchuk stated that there is already a duplex at the end

of his block that is not being too well maintained at the present

time and further informed the hearing that it may be a different

matter if the developer were proposing to live in one side of the

duplex and rent out the other side or were proposing to sell the

'~- units .in order that the persons living in these units would be

owners and would have more concern for the appearance of the

duplex.

In response to the request from the Chairman, Mr. Buchanan,

Director of Planning, explained to the Public Hearing the duplex

criteria employed by Council for the siting of duplexes within the

Municipality.

Mr. Jager submitted a petition of opposition signed by seven

residents of Lillian Street and a copy of that petition is attached

hereto and forms a part of these minutes.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY A LD. GARRISO N

SECONDED BY ALD. SEKORA:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 8 P.M.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN
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n ITEM #1 - Z-41-75

On September 9, 1975, I reported tQ Council that a review of the criteria
employed in locating duplexes in a bne-family residential area showed that
there was only one problem with this application in that "there is an existing
two-family dwelling at 445 Lakeview Street, which is within 600 feet of the
subject property on the same side of the street. It would appear that this
two-family dwelling at 445 Lakeview Street is illegal, as the building permit
for a dwelling was only taken out in 1963, whereas the property has been zoned
for one-family residential use continuously since 1958."

In a similar situation with application Z-50-74 in 1974, Council referred the
application to Public Hearing, and it proceeded to final approval under
By-law No. 436.

r
Further in my September 9~ 1975 report, I recommended that this application
proceed since we believed that duplex location policy should only relate to
lawfully established twos-family dwelling uses within the 600 foot criteria,
and that a possible illegal suite should not preclude establishment of a duplex
on a fully legal basis.

1 ITEM #2 - Z-21-75
i

I reported to Council on June 4, 1975 that this application is compatible with
the Community Plan Map designation of this area as Neighbourhood Commercial.

I. Preliminary plans were reviewed by the Planning Department; and after some
revision, it was found that when the lots are consolidated and the servicing
requirements taken care of, the project would comply with the Zoning By-law.

Council, on June 9, 1975, referred the application to the Design Committee and
the Advisory Planning Commission for consideration. In the June 11, 1975 review
by the Design Committee, the Architect was requested to reconsider a number of
matters including the circulation within the building, the layout of the
underground loading bays, the pedestrian entries to the building, and the design
of the corners of the building. In addition, the Committee requested the Advisory
Planning Commission to review and provide comments to the Committee on the
following matters:

1) The potential impact on the neighbourhbod, especially in relation to the
parking of vehicles.

2) The density proposed for this project.

4__ 3) The underground parking implications.

4) The circulation between rental areas.

The Committee further recommended that this project hot be referred to Public
Hearing at that time..
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ITEM #2 - Z-21-75 con It

Council, on June 23, 1975, by Resolution No. 988, concurred with the APC
Resolution No. 2989 which stated that the application be sent to Public Hearing,
subject to the applicant's architect first revising the preliminary design to
the satisfaction 

of 

the Design Committee with reference to parking, access, and
circulation arrangements. Further, by Resolution No. 989, Council requested a
report from the Engineering Department on "the traffic impact, circulation,
parking, and access on this particular application".

The Architect revised the plans a number of times following close consultation
with the Design Committee on a number of occasions.

On September 8, 1975, Council was in receipt of a report from the Advisory
Planning Commission dealing with this application, and the Commission's
recommendation was 

as follows:

1

"That this application be referred by Council to Public Hearing subject to
Design Committee approval of the new plans."

This recommendation was received by Council and the application was placed on
the agenda of tonight's Public Hearing.

On September 10, 1975, the Design Committee reviewed revised plans, received
in the Planning Department September 10, 1975, and the perspective drawing
presented at the meeting; and the minutes of that meeting state in part the
following:

"The Committee feels this latest proposal is very interesting and commends
the Project Architect on his co-operation in relation to the earlier
problems raised by the Committee.

This project is now acceptable for Public Hearing, however, the Committee
notes that at the time of building permit application, they 

will be
looking for a high standard landscaping concept, taking into consideration
the following suggestions:

1) Carry the landscaping theme begun on the covered passageways through
the entire project.

2) Consider using the spandrels as potential planting areas.

3) Utilizing the space between the structure and any existing or proposed
municipal street construction for landscaping.

4) Soften the corners of the structure wherever possible and utilize the
resulting area for planting.

5) Substantial landscaping should be considered for'the courtyard area.

ACCEPTABLE FOR PUBLIC HEARING."
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ITEM #2 - Z-21-75 con It

In a report to the Municipal Manager dated September 16, 1975, the Municipal
Engineer concluded that:

"the application for development, as shown on the September 1975 drawing,
is a considerable improvement over the previous concept, and is acceptable
to us in principle.

From a traffic standpoint, the primary concerns relate to:
1) The future vehicular activity generated on Whiting Way;
2) The commercial vehicle loading facilities."

l Council, by Resolution No, 1384, on September 22, 1975, required that this
application "be referred back to the Design Committee for further review, at
which time they can review the location of loading facilities as well,"

The Design Committee will be dealing with this matter at its next meeting,
which is scheduled for October 8, 1975, The Municipal Solicitor has advised
the Planning Department that Council may receive comments from the Design
Committee regarding their review of the location of the loading facilities
following the Public Hearing and before giving three readings to the application,
since the location of the loading facilities is not a substantive matter in the
question of rezoning the property,

ITEM43 - Z-36-75

In a report to Council dated August 27, 1975, I reported with regard to a
Planning Department review of the criteria employed in locating two-family
dwellings within one-family housing areas in the Municipality, as follows:

Y 1) The lot, when created, will be well in excess of the required 8,000
sq. ft. minimum,

2) Access to the lot is proposed to be from the front yard, however, Lillian
Street is not considered a major arterial street.

3) As this lot is proposed to be created by subdivision, municipal water and
sanitary sewers will be available to serve the proposed development.

4) From the plans submitted, it would appear this. duplex would enhance the
general standard of housing in the area,

5) There are no other duplexes within 600 ft, along this side of Lillian Street.

As a result of this review of the criteria, I recommended that this application
be carried forward.

SJ/ci ` Respectfully submitted,

fll'c hanan
Planninq Director
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September 27th, 1975.

District of Coquitlam,
- 1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C. V~K 1E8

To Public Hearing set for Thursday, October 2nd, 1975 - 7:30 P.M. in
Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall.

Re: To rezone the property on Lillian Street between Lot No. 175 and
Lot No. 68 from one family Residential (RS1) to two family Residential.
(RT1). 

No
Lot No. Name and Address Yes No Opinion
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Thursday, October 16th, 1975
Public Hearing - 7:30 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARING MI

A Public Hearing was held in the Council 

Chat-Zk=
1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C, on 

Thurto deal with an application to amend Zoning 
Byby-laws.

GO 4 UIT\\

lei
, 
Gov

GOJ~ Zg1~ 1
P

pal Hall,
1975 at 7:30 p.m. ,

and amending

Present were the following members of Council: Mayor J. L. Tonn, Alderman
L. Bewley, Alderman L. Garrison, and Alderman D. Howarth.

The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on Friday, October 10th,
1975 and Saturday, October 11th, 1975 and was also advertised in the Coquitlam
Herald on Tuesday, October 14, 1975.

MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON
SECONDED BY AID. BEWLEY:

That His Worship Mayor James L. Tonn act as Chairman to the Public
Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary to the Public
Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the Public
Hearing dated October 16, 1975 and a copy of that brief is attached
hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. 34/74

This was an application by Westminster Consultants Ltd. for the
rezoning of property commonly known as the ,Oxbow Ranch to allow the
development of a mobile home park.

Mr. Graham speaking on behalf of the developers introduced the people
people who he had brought with him to explain the project and these people

were:

Mr. E. Klapstock - Developer
Mr. D. Todd - Developer
Ms. Hamilton
Mr. Ashford
Mr. Allen
Dr. Naval
Mr. Vance

jq- Mr. Graham explained that this was a concept plan and is not meant
to be a final definition of roads or configuration of layout- and
the final plan of the project could be subject to some minor
alterations from that being presented this evening.

Mr. Graham proceeded with a slide presentation of the project and
the presentation was split under several headings. Mr. Graham also
informed the Hearing of several reports prepared on the proposed
project, which had already been presented to Council entitled
Spring Lakes Technical Report.

Site and Surrounding Area

1. The site covers 130 acres in total

2. Site is bounded by river and bluffs and is a clearly defined area
- east boundary defined by bluffs
- west boundary defined by river
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3. Open Space
- 37% of developed area will be open space
- 63% is area to be developed, however within the developed
enclaves some open space will be left as well

4. Enclaves - Mr. Graham stated that enclaves will be developed
for different types of accommodation such as:

- Enclaves for Senior Citizens
- Enclaves for families with children
- Enclaves for families without children
- Enclaves exclusively for adults
- Enclaves exclusively for families with children

Mr. Graham cited as a typical example of development the plan for
Enclave II which had the following features:

a. 4250 square feet per lot measuring about 50 feet x 85 feet

b. Parking provided for residents on a 1 space per bay ratio with
parking space for visitors being provided in a separate area
at a ratio of 5 spaces per pay

C. Internal streets will be one-way having a total width of
25 feet with a 15 foot paved area.

d. Main access road has a right of way.40 feet wide with a 28 foot
paved strip.

L e. Existing trees to be retained as much, as possible with additional
planting to also be done.

Mr. Graham advised that the project would have the following
characteristics as a whole:

a. 2 swimming pools to be provided in stage 1

b. Lake to be dredged and increased in area to 6 acres and used
most likely as a wildfowl refuge

c. Area provided on site for parking of recreational vehicles

d. Locations of garbage collection points centrally sited

e. A walkway system

f. Community Building providing the following facilities:

1. day care centre
2. community rooms

-, 3. possibly laundry facilities
4. shopping facilities
5. play area surrounding for children

C

g. Tennis courts

h. Adventure playground

i. Log cabins to be relocated and dedicated as a museum with
parking being provided for the Community Building and the
Museum

j. River bank walkway system connecting to onsite walkway system
and walkway system would be independent of traffic system and
would lead to the bluffs, community area, schools in the area
as well as to the parking area. Walkways to be 10 feet in
width and will be landscaped and improved.

k. Doggie walk of about 2000 feet to be provided.

1. Bus loop provided at entrance of project.

Unit Characteristics

Mr. Graham advised that a variety of units will be available having
a minimum size of 624 sq. ft. with-some units being as large as
1400 sq. ft., The average floor area will be 1100 sq. ft.
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Mr. Graham advised that a potential purchaser would be able to

Q'I obtain a unit within the development with an average monthly
payment of $275.00 per month which would include rental of pad,
purchase of home, maintenance and full use of all community facilities.

Relation to Community

1. Schools - Mr. Graham advised that the School Board has not yet
finally concluded the need of schools in this area however there

~there',is the possibility of separate school near the site. The
Public Hearing was advised that about 150 students could be
expected from the development.

2. Fire Protection - The Hearing was advised that the developers
had contacted both the Fire Chief of Coquitlam and the Fire Chief
of Port Coquitlam and had been assured fire protection could be
adequately provided.

3. Traffic - Mr. Graham advised that traffic studies had indicated
that at peak times, 570 vehicles per hour would be travelling
to and from the project. Mr. Graham
Department of Highways have assured

also advised
the developers

that the
that the

intersection of Lougheed Highway and Shaughnessy Street is high
on the priority list for improvement and should be completed in
1976.

QUESTIONS

Alderman Garrison enquired of the location of the Senior Citizens
enclaves and was adv,16dd that they would be Enclaves 7, 8 and 9 along
the easterly boundary of the site. In answer to a further question
from Alderman Garrison Mr. Graham advised that these Senior Citizens
enclaves would most likely be relocated if a future school were to be
sited in this area.

Alderman Bewley asked the developer of his plans for the northern area
of the site and Mr. Graham advised that the design of this portion of
the site would be done at a later date, however, it was hoped to
locate another 111 units in this area.

Alderman Bewley enquired as to the details of flood proofing and

0 Mr. Ashford advised that flood proofing would be part of the
Coquitlam River Study and would most likely not be a dyke but would be
some form of rip-rapping. Mr. Ashford further advised that no units
would be located on the flood plain and the Department of Water Resources
are prepared to allow development to proceed and determine the type of
floodproof,ing at a later date.

Alderman Bewley requested information on the type of units planned and
the manner of siting and was advised that all foundations would be
designed and constructed as part of the overall development as would
any porches or auxili:ryystructures. Mr. Todd further stated that
all units would be double wides with the majority coming from
Canadian Manufacturers with some of the higher priced units coming from
the United States.-

In answer to a question from Alderman Howarth the developers advised
that units would be prefabricated and set permanently on the
foundations.
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Alderman Howarth also enquired as to the development of the northern
portion of the property and Mr. Todd stated that siting of units in
this area would require a great deal more engineering due to the
terrain of the area.

Alderman Howarth enquired as to access arrangements for the property
at 3231 David Avenue and attached to these minutes is a copy of a
letter from the golicitors for the owners of the property as well as
a reply to the owners from Westminster Consultants.

A Mr. Taylor addressed the Hearing on behalf of Mr. and Mrs.
McLelland and advised that the assurance given by Westminster
Consultants was not satisfactory and the McLellands wished access
over public road in order to receive services such as garbage
collection and police patrols. Mr. Taylor advised that his client
wants public right of access continued on a road similar to the
present road and feels it is unreasonable to deny his client access
and leave him at the mercy of a private developer.

Mr. Taylor also stated his client would request some sort of
screening and fencing of his property to provide him with privacy

` from the proposed development.

Mr. Graham advised that the south portion of the McLelland property
would be separated from the development by a road and it would be ,_J
appropriate to fence or screen the property in some manner.

~- Alderman Howarth enquired as to the financing and the possible
elimination of some units to provide more open space and was advised
by Mr. Klapstock that the development is trying to achieve medium
cost housing and are therefor working to criteria set down by the Muni-

Jhe Mun icipality. He advised that obtaining as close to 577 unitsas
possible is critical to financing arrangements.

Mr. Graham advised that in the siting of units to attempt to maintain
native growth the road network would first be established and
constructed and the growth would then be assessed and the actual
unit arrangement determined.

Alderman Bewley enquired as to the stabilization of the bluff adjacent
to Enclave 13 and Mr. Ashford advised that following 3 readings of-,
the by-law a Soils Consultant would be retained to study soil
conditions prior to completion of the planning of this particular
enclave. £V

Alderman Garrison advised the Public Hearing of the action taken
by the A.P.C. on October 15, 1975 and a copy of the A.P.C. resolution
is attached to these minutes.

Alderman Thompson of the City of Port Coquitlam made representation to
the Hearing on behalf of Port Coquitlam and a copy of his comments
are attached to these minutes.

Questions were raised with respect to fire safety of Mobile Homes by
Mr. Thompson and he read from the K~?nlyside report on the subject,
a copy of which is also attached. In reply to the comments a
gentleman who stated he was a former fire chief of Burnaby advised
that in his opinion no additional problems existed with fire
protection insofar as mobile homes were concerned if they were in a
well laid out community.
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A gentleman from 1522 Oxford Street asked what steps were being taken
to prevent children from playing on the bluffs and Mr. Todd advised
that the developers will be doing something to stop children from
getting up to the top of the bluffs however the Municipality would
have to in some way protect the tops of the bluffs in order to
restrict their use by children.

Mrs. M. Smith, a School Trustee, indicated to the Hearing that the 3 schools

shown by the developer were not conveniently located to the project and.

in any case did not have sufficient room to accommodate additional

pupils. She stated the present ratio of students to teachers in these
schools averaged 26 to 1 whereas the School Board are hoping to attain

a 19 to 1 ratio.

Alderman Garrison advised that he had been given to understand that the
Provincial Government were agreeable to dedicating a portion of the
Port Coquitlam Park Reserve Property for a school site if Port Coquitlam

would be agreeable to such action.

Alderman Howarth enquired if the developers would be agreeable to
dedicating 2 acres for a school site and Mr. Klapstock would only state
that they are agreeable to considering the school problem.

Mrs. Smith advised that Spring lake Estates has been put on the 3 year
program for site acquisition.

A gentlemanwho lives in an apartment in the City of New Westminster
stated that he makes$13,000 per year and cannot afford to buy a single
family dwelling with a $40,000 mortgage unless he makes at least
$18,000.00 per year and this would mean a monthly mortgage payment
of $478.50. His only hope he stated was to be able to buy either a
condominium or a unit as being proposed for this project.

~i Mr. Buchanan advised that one problem which still existed was that
of determining exact boundaries of the site.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY AID. BEWLEY
SECONDED BY AID. GARRISON:

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 9:35 p.m.

C

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN
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This application dates from May 31, 1974 when it was made by Laronde Leasing Ltd.

and the owners of the property,. It was not until July 3, 1975 that we received

favourable consideration from the Water Investigations Branch of the Department

of Water Resources, A regional plan amendment proceeded to receive GVRD Board

favourable consideration on July 30, 1975,

L~

On August 21, 1975 we received the plans for the Spring Lake Estates Development

and these were reviewed by the various municipal departments, as well as the

Design Committee, We summarized the comments from municipal staff in a report

to the Advisory Planning Commission dated September 2, 1975, which is attached,

The Commission also had the benefit of comments from the Design Committee dated

August 27, 1975, which related to six basic concerns regarding public transit,

garbage container location, school access, landscaping,.the advisability of

locating units adjacent to collector streets, safety, rezoning of northern. portion

of the area on -the provision of day care facilities.

Resolution No, 3024 was passed by the Advisory Planning Commission on

S4tember 2, 1975 and received by Council September'.8., 1975, and this was as

follows:

J"That this application be tabled by Council in view of the points raised
by municipal staff, as described in the Planning Director's,report of
September 2, 1975, and on account of the following concerns:

1) Traffic requirements to and from the project; including the nature
and timing of access to the.west (both Lincoln Avenue and the
David-Pathan connection), and for Chester Street, including review
of its connection to Lougheed Highway.

2) School requirements, in view of adjacent Port Coquitlam elementary
schools being at capacity; the Commission suggests that these be
studied by the Planning Department in co-operation with School Board staff.

3) Density organization within enclaves, the one example requiring a more
innovative approach; Design Committee review of revised plans is suggested,

4) The locked out properties, adjacent to the development which will not
obtain public physical access; the Commission suggests that the owners
be contacted at an early stage by the Planning Department for comments,

r

5) The short term five to ten year lease of home'spaces to p~.rchasers and
nature of arrangements after that period."
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We reported further to the Advisory Planning Commission on October 1, 1975,

and 1 have attached that second report, I should also note that the Design

Committee reviewed the project again on September 24 and expressed concern over

the immense size of this project for one type of housing, noting that the

proposal was roughly 28% of the number of units of the total Essondale project.

Also, there was concern about very little specific information having been

supplied in relation to housing types, materials to be used, landscaping and

fencing, vegetation surveys, typical detailed siting, and design of accessory

buildings. The Committee indicated that it was unable to provide any comments

which would be of value to Council and the public at a Public Hearing.

In the Planning Department's report of October 1, the chief concerns we had

i
were in relation to the property boundaries and how the proposed development

~. rdlated to properties along the Coquitlam River in particular. We were also

concerned with the proposal to go into the floodplain as defined by the Department

of Water Resources. On October 1, 1975, the Advisoty Planning Commission passed

aifurther Resolution No. 3035, as follows:

"That the Commission state its agreement in principle with the proposed
{ land use concept, but that the Commission recommend that prior to the

application proceeding to Public Hearing:

r 
1) A firm commitment be obtained from the Department of Highways in

regard to improvement of the Chester-Lougheed intersection in Port
1 Coquitlam.

2) Further consultation take place with Port Coquitlam in regard to
traffic impact.

3) The applicants present revised plans to the dommission making
satisfactory provision for:
a) an elementary school site within the project;
b) a transit turnaround within and central to the project;
c) public road access to both the efementary~school site and the

transit turnaround."

On October 6, 1975, Council passed five motions with regard to the development
t

relating to the Department of Highways and improvement of the Chester-Lougheed

intersection in the City of Port Coquitlam; further consultation with the City

of Port. Coquitlam and how the area could be served by schools,and moving the

application to this special Public Hearing.
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October 16, 1975

As to the boundary problem, we were advised by the Engineering Consultant to

the applicant. Mr. D. Ashford, on October 10, 1975,'that the development does

indeed go into the floodplain, and that Crown land is affected on which they

will have to apply for a lease. Furthermore, the Municipality would have to

obtain a lease on the Crown land within the 100 feet which is proposed to be

turned over to the Municipality. A large part of the open space land is actually

already held by the Crown. Also, we learned that land owned by Wall and Redekop

and affected by the zoning proposals and the development concept by the applicant's

planning consultant, W. Graham and Associates, will.be removed from the scheme,

and the plans will have to be adjusted for that. The difficulty we have in the

Planning Department is that no survey plans have been provided to us indicating

actual property lines or property ownership. Furthermore, the concept plans

supplied have not been adjusted to reflect the floodplain boundary. On this

latter point, we were advised by Mr. Ashford that the applicant would propose

going back to Greater Vancouver Regional District and the Department of Water

Resources to adjust the floodplain boundary. The concern is that the map being

presented at this Public Hearing may well have to be amended between now and

by-law consideration, or alternatively amended afterwards.

On_ the question of the-Department of Highways, the question of access onto

Lougheed Highway and the arrangements at that location will no doubt be improved

with the Department of Highways improvements which are riow being planned. In

addition, future crossings of the Coquitlam River, Lincoln Avenue and/or David

Avenue will relieve this Chester Street situation.

As-far as further consultation with the City of Port Coquitlam is concerned, I

note that we have received the attached letter from,Mr. Freeman, City Clerk,

indicating City Council's viewpoint in regard to the development. I would note

that the Public Hearing location and date had been set prior to receipt of this

information from the City of Port Coquitlam.

Od'the subject of schools, I have been in consultation with the City Administrator,

Mr. L. Pollock, as well as the Secretary-Treasurer of the School Board, Mr. R.C.

SMith. The one location which would not affect the plan of the developer is to

ut°iiize the park reserve land to the east of the site which is under the control

o~ the City of Port Coquitlam. The Advisory Planning Commission had recommended,

on' October 1, that the school be within the project, and School Board staff confirmed
4

i
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at a meeting on October 8 that a new school to serve the Spring Lake Estates

development was necessary. Council did refer this question back to the Advisory

Planning Commission by Resolution No. 1462 on October'6, and the subject was on

the agenda of their meeting on Wednesday, October 15. I can report further as

to their action verbally at the Public Hearing.

There are other issues related to this development. We have received a letter

from Mr. John Cherrington, Solicitor representing Mr. W.J. McLellan who owns

two acres to the north of David Avenue. They are very concerned about the

proposal to sever public access to the property and:simply provide easement

access. They understand that the other property owner to the north-west,

Mrs. Cooper, would be satisfied with easement access since they would see the

area being retained as a "greenbelt" al.ong the Coquitlam River. In a letter

dated September 22, 1975, she indicated that easement access was acceptable,

I would point out that the Engineering Department recommended that the north-
south road through the mobile home park be a public road, and if this were such

a public road, this could provide the kind of access which could satisfy Mr.

MCLellan's concerns. However, the applicants have stated that this is contrary

to their concept of creating a self-contained community.

I would note, in conclusion, that if this project does proceed to the point of

tflree by-law readings, adopting the zoning as put forward at this Hearing,

tfat a future amendment to the by-law will have to be considered which may be

sqbstantial in nature requiring a further Public Hearing. The three readings

would allow Council to give preliminary approval to the development at this

stage, allowing the applicants to exercise their option to conclude purchase of

the land. However, there are outstanding issues related to the school, the

nature of the roadway through the development, the effect on the City of Port

Coquitlam, etc. We are also concerned about the boundaries of the development

and obtaining consent from the Department of Lands with regard to Crown land

along the Coquitlam River.

i .

DMB/ci Respectfully submitted,
Encl.

D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director
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DISTRICT OF C®QUITLA M

Inter-Office Communication

TO: Advisory Planning Commission DEPARTMENT: DATE: Sept. 2, 1975

"OM: D.M. Buchanan DEPARTMENT: Planning YOUR FILE:

SUBJECT:Application to Rezone Property on the East Side of the Coquitlam OUR FILE: Z-34-74B
River North of the Coquitlam River Park to RMH-1 to Allow the
Development of an Approximate 577 Unit Mobile Home Park

O

O

O

This report is intended to bring the APC up to date on the status of
this application. Applications on this property for rezoning to mobile home
park date back to early 1968, and this latest application was made in late May
1974. Prior to Council consideration of rezoning, an amendment to the Official
Regional Plan from RSV-1 to URBAN was required. Subsequently on June 3, 1974,
Council passed a motion to apply for the Regional Plan Amendment. Since that
time the Planning Department and the applicant have been pursuing this amendment
with the GVRD. A great deal of time was spent by the applicants in preparing
reports and studies for submission to the. Department of Water Resources in
order to receive their favourable consideration to GVRD. In July of this year,
thee, Department of Water Resources found the application acceptable subject to
the five requirements listed below.

Requirement 1 - No disturbance of the ground, nor brush or timber removal, nor
construction of any building or structure to take place within 100 feet from
the natural boundary of the Coquitlam River or as indicated by the green line
on the enclosed map.

Requirement 2 - No habitable building, mobile home nor any other dwelling place
o, a constructed between the floodplain boundary line and the green setback
line mentioned in Requirement 1, where the floodplain boundary line exceeds the
distance of this line from the natural boundary. The floodplain boundary line
is shown in red on the map. Uses other than residential would be permitted in
this area between the red and green lines such as for parks, recreation sports
fields, etc.

Requirement 3 - Compacted landfill is to be placed within the old gravel pit
area at tFe—northern end of the proposed development area shown in purple on
the map. This fill is to be to elevation 255 feet (GVS & DD datum) at the
northern edge, then on an even gradient line sloping down to the existing ground
a t- the southern edge of the' outl i ned area.

Re'uirement 4 - The developer or landowner agrees to implement any required.
dn< stabilization  or bank protection measures for the Oxbow Ranch area. This

work would be detailed by the overall water management study of the Coquitlam.
River presently being carried out by the Water Resources Service. Because of
tt time needed to determine bank stabilization measures, details for any required
batik protection work are unavailable at present.

e

Requirement 5 - Assurance that the District of Coquitlam carry out a regular and
sustained maintenance programme of any of the works that may be constructed
under Requirement 4

n

E

c
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Advisory Planning Commission . . . Sept. 2, 1975

In Many respects the above requirements are considerably less than those
originally envisaged, and would permit construction at ground level except
in the gravel pit area, or in the area south-west of the Oxbow Lake where
building is excluded within the floodplain.

The applicants agreed to the conditions and the Official Regional
Plan Amendment was adopted under By-law No. 161.

The green and red lines mentioned have been transposed onto the
attached Schedule C to By-law No. 161 as one line to form the west.boundary
of the URBAN Area in the Regional Plan Amendment. This line was established
by following the green or red line which was the furthest east at any given
point on the property.

On August 26, 1975, the Planning Department received preliminary plans
of the proposed development. These plans were reviewed by the Planning
Department, and then distributed to the Engineering, Building, and Parks and
Recreation Departments, as well as the Design Committee, for preliminary comments.
The,Design Committee comments are contained in the August 27 minutes, and the
other Departments comments are as follows:

Building Department

- No comments due to lack of information on plans.

Engineering Department

"Suggests that the north-south road be dedicated and built to municipal standards
right from the north property line through the property, and also be improved
through the land to the south. Access roads should also be supplied to any
abutting properties."

This Department also questions whether the land for the east-west major_ arterial
is to be dedicated to the District.

Parks Department

- Hppe that developer could be persuaded to install boulevard trees along both
sides of newly relocated road in park, also street lighting.

- No objection to use of street,

Planning Department

1) it would appear from the contours that the grades on certain roads may be
Excessive.

`\ 2) 'Also from contours, it would appear that grades on some proposed mobile home
~,,, pads may necessitate very steep driveway situation.
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Advisory Planning Commission Sept. 2, 1975

3) Lands proposed for municipal park should be more clearly defined,

4) Visitor parking away from pads may not be utilized to its entirety,

5) If roads were not dedicated, no access would be provided to the properties
to the north or to the properties within the perimeter of the development,
which are not owned by the developer. The latter property involves land
owned by the City of Port Coquitlam, as well as a portion of private land.

6) An application for cancellation of road allowances and consolidation of
properties is required to be made by the developer.

7) The property to the north not proposed for development at this time should
be excluded from the application at this time.

I recommend that the Advisory Planning Commission recommend to
Council tabling of this application for the developer to firm up the preliminary
plans in relation to the comments from the various municipal departments and
the Design Committee,

KM/ci
"Encl ,

Buchanan
Planning Director
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DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

'TO: Advisory Planning Commission

Qm: D.M.  Buchanan

Inter-Officc ('ommunication

DEPARTMENT:

DEPARTMENT: Planning

DATE: Oct . 1, 1975

YOUR FILE:

SUBJECT: Application to Rezone Property on the East Side of the OUR FILE: Z-34-74
Coquitlam River, North of the Coquitlam River Park, to
RMH-i to Allow the Development of a 577 Unit Mobile Home Park

This application was reviewed by the Commission on September 3,
1975, and tabled on account of several concerns. On September 8, 1975, Council
passed the following resolution relative to this application:

"MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY

1300 That the applicant be requested to meet with the Design Panel and the
Advisory Planning Commission to resolve the various matters outstanding
and once the two meetings have been held, that a special public hearing
be held as quickly as possible.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY."

Subsequently the applicant's project architect submitted revised
plan's, and reports as well as letters in answer to the various concerns outlined
by the Commission, Design Committee, and Municipal Staff.

I also note that Mayor Tonn, Ald. Garrison and I met with Port
Cog44tlam Council's Planning and Zoning Committee. They raised several concerns
which we have also reviewed and raised with the applicant's planning consultant.

On September 24, 1915, the applicant's architect met with the
Design Committee, and their comments are contained in the minutes of that date.

C
P The attached letters from Mr. Todd and Mr. Graham dated

September 17, 1975 reply to the Advisory Planning Commission's comments of
September 3, 1975, as well as the Design Committee's comments and Municipal Staff
concerns.

Further to this, I will attempt to outline the more important
basic concerns which have to date arisen from the School Board, Port Coquitlam,
and PMunicipal Staff.

r Schools

`' The applicants have reviewed the question of schools and statedk_ that they feel existing schools in the area can accommodate the projected enrolment.
The Planning Department would question this on the basis of the location of
existing schools in relation to distance from and access to the site, particularly
in relation to the River on the west and the bluffs on the east. I discussed this

.t►- with Mr. Smith of the School Board on September 29, 1975, and he confirmed tnat a
new school to serve this development would be best due to the isolated location~of
this area in relation to the existing schools. I note that Mr. Smith pointed out
that schools in the Port Coquitlam area could accommodate the projected enrolment
from this development when looking strictly at the number of students.
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Advisory Planning Commission . . . Oct. 1, 1975

Traffic

O Mr. P. Roer, traffic consultant, has examined the probable
traffic impact of this development. In summary, his evaluation indicates that
there may be a temporary but not too severe impact on Chester Street and at the
intersection of Coquitlam Avenue and the Lougheed Highway in Port Coquitlam. He
also states that with relatively minor surface improvements to Chester Street,
it should be able to handle the load temporarily imposed on it. The duration of
the temporary period of additional traffic load will depend on when the additional
crossing of the Coquitlam River is completed and improvements are made to the
Lougheed Highway.

Locked Out Properties

The Planning Department has written the .three private property
owners involved 'here. Of these three, only one has replied to date. This owner
requests that the roads within the development be altered to provide easement
rights to her property (S16 fractional L.S. 4, Sec. 13, Twp. 39). We note that
easement access will not allow the creation of a separate parcel by subdivision
and thus not really allow for building site.

r Port Coquitlam City

( On September 18, 1975, I attended the aforementioned meeting of
the Oort Coquitlam Planning and Zoning Committee. Concerns arising at this
meeting are as follows:

A
1) Stability of the bluffs.

I-understand tat r. Graham intends to submit a report regarding this
matter.

2) Traffic onto Chester Street.
=`W- commen s earlier in this report under "Traffic".

3) hi_re_R~egulations.
The permanent  buildings involved in the development will definitely come
under the fire regulations in the National Building Code. In relation to

i the mobile nomes themselves,, our Building Department advises that C.S.A.
approval of the units would indicate sufficient inspection in this regard.
Furthermore, mobile homes are not required to comply with the National
Building Code provided they comply with C.S.A. specification Z-240.
Notwithstanding this, existing mobile homes can be relocated provided they
are acceptable to the authority having jurisdiction in a previous location,
even though they may not meet the National Building Code on C.S.A. standards.

J

4) Schools
``3e`e`comments in this report under "schools".

5) Drainage, Coquitlam River, and Fisheries
Our nE-gineering Department foreseis no problem with drainage of the site.
The Department of Water Resources were involved in this project earlier, and
therefore we assume the Fisheries Branch were involved also. If not, we

3 know they were made aware of the development at the time the sewer line was
i put across the River.
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Planning Department

Oct. 1 , 1975

1) The applicant states that he does not wish to make application for cancellation
of roads and consolidation of property lines until he has received preliminary
approval for the development. We feel it is most important that the
development in relation to legal property lines be reviewed in the early states
as there appear to be discrepancies in this regard.

Further to this, the Planning Department has mapped the proposed development
in relation to property lines and the floodplain as defined by the Department
of Water Resources. This map indicates that:

a) Portions of the development and proposed park dedication infringe onto
properties not involved in the development (i.e. the land owned by Wall
and Redekop, the bulk of which is on the west side of the River).

b) Portions of enclaves #1, #11 and #12 infringe into the floodplain as defined
by the Department of Water Resources.

2) The provision for a bus turnaround has been made, as requested by the Design
Committee, however, this bus turnaround is shown within the Coquitlam River
Park.

3) There are a number of mobile homes existing on the property at present.
it We are concerned that these people may not be given the opportunity to locate

in any new development.

4) Dedication of the future east-west road north of David Avenue is proposed in
exchange for roads to be cancelled; p. 8 of Mr. Graham.'s letter of
September 17, 1975 only indicates "acquisition" as a matter of negotiation.

Building Department:

1) Suggests that the visitor parking spaces be located closer to the individual
units.

2) Feels that from a Building Department point of view, sidewalks are not necessary
on both sides of the street. Notes concern over 6' wide parking lane. Suggests
sidewalks be one side only and the parking lane be increased in width for
utilization of visitors as well as residential overflow.

3) The smallest unit indicated on the plans (24448) would exceed the maximum site
coverage of 25% on the typical lot size of 4,250 square feet.
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Engineering De artment

An application for road closure which will also define property
lines and roads to be dedicated is required in order to fully establish servicing
requirements. No recent information has been received on the bluffs and how to
assure no soil slippage, etc. Any further information from this Department will
have to be reported verbally.

Parks and Recreation

The plans are too conceptual for any comments regarding
maintenance implications on the 100' portion of land to be dedicated to the.
Municipality. Prior to making any comments on this aspect, this Department would
require detailed cross-sections and details of what will be there to maintain.

rnnrl ije i nn

Attached is our proposed "Zoning Map" for the area to be attached
to the by-law which would be considered at Public Hearing. The proposed zoning
affects Lot 17, owned by other parties, while the development plan places some
mobile home park development within the P-3 Zone. If the proposed development is
recdoiniended for referral to Public Hearing, then we would require proof in writing
that the owners of Lot 17 agree to dispose of the lands affected to the applicants,
and that plans are to be revised to reflect the P-3 boundary. It appears that the
other aspects would have been dealt with at the time of application under the
i4obile Home Park By-law and negotiation of the development agreement.

i;

KM/ci U.M. BucFanan
Encl. planning Director

C
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Inter-Office Communication

TO: Advisory Planning Commission DEPARTMENT:

CROM: O.M. Buchanan DEPARTMENT: Planning

SUBJECT: Application to Rezone Property on the East Side of the
Coquitlam River, North of the Coquitlam River Perk, to

,RMH-1 to Allow the Development of a 577 Unit Mobile Home Park

DATE: Oct . 1, 1975

YO14R FILE:

OUR . FILE: Z-34-74

_—
r

This application was reviewed by the Commission on September 3,
1975, and tabled on account of several concerns. 0 September 8, 1975, Council
passed the following resolution relative to this application:

c
"MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY

1300 That the applicant be requested to meet with the Design Panel and the
Advisory Planning Commission to resolve the various matters outstanding
and once the two meetings have been held, that a special public hearing
be held as quickly as possible. E

1~ CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.'

Subsequently the applicant's project architect submitted revised
plans, and reports as well as letters in answer to the various concerns outlined
by the Commission, Design Committee, and Municipal Staff, V

~( I also note that Mayor Tonn, Ald. Garrison and I met with Port
Coquitlam Council's Planning and Zoning Committee.. They raised several concerns
which we have also reviewed and raised with the applicant's planning consultant.

On September 24, 1975, the applicant's architect met with the
Design Committee, and their comments are contained,in the minutes of that date.

i
The attached letters from.Mr. Todd and Mr. Graham dated

September 17, 1975 reply to the Advisory Planning Commission's comments of
September 3, 1975, as well as the Design Committee's comments and Municipal Staff
concerns.

Further to this, I will attempt to outline the more important
basic concerns which have to date arisen from the School Board, Port Coquitlam,
and Municipal Staff,
i

SSchool s

The applicants have reviewed the question of schools and stated
that they feel existing schools in the area can accommodate the projected enrolment.
The Planning Department would question this on the basis of the location of
existing schools in relation to distance from and access to the site, particularly
in relation to the.River on the west and the bluffs on the east. I discussed this
with Mr. Smith of the School Board on September 29, 1975, and he confirmed that a
.new school to serve this development would be best due to the isolated location of
this ar.'a in relation to the existing schools. I note that Mr. Smith pointed out

;that schools in the Ibrt Coquitlam area could accommodate the projected enrolment
from this development when looking strictly at th6 number of students.

}
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Traffic

Mr. P. Roer, traffic consultant, has examined the probable
traffic impact of this development. In summary, his evaluation indicates that
there may be a temporary but not too severe impact on Chester Street and at the
intersection of Coquitlam Avenue and the Lougheed Highway in Port Coquitlam. He
also states that with relatively minor surface improvements to Chester Street,
it should be able to handle the load temporarily imposed on it. The duration of
the temporary period of additional traffic load will depend on when t4he additional
crossing of the Coquitlam River is completed and improvements are made to the.
Lougheed Highway. 

t

Locked Out Properties

The Planning Department has written the three private property
owners involved here. Of these three, only one has replied to date.- This owner
requests that the roads within the development be altered to provide easement
rights to her property (S-1-2 fractional L.S. 4, Sec.:13, Twp. 39). We note that
easement access will not allow the creation of a separate parcel by subdivision
and thus not really allow for a building site.

I~ Port Coquitlam City

On September 18, 1975, I attended the aforementioned meeting of
the Port Coquitlam Planning and Zoning Committee. Concerns arising at this
meeting are as follows:

1) Stability of the bluffs
-I understand thatr. Graham intends to submit a report regarding this

matter.
a
2-) Traffic onto Chester Street.

-See comments earlier in t is report under "Traffic".
P

Fire Regulations.
~e permanent— buildings involved in the development will definitely come

under the fire regulations in the National Building Code. In relation to
a the mobile homes themselves, our Building Department advises that C.S.A.

approval of the units would indicate sufficient inspection in this regard.
Furthermore, mobile homes are not required to comply with the National
Building Code provided they comply with C.S.A. specification Z-240.

- Notwithstanding this, existing mobile homes.can be relocated provided they
are acceptable to the authority having jurisdiction in a previous location,
even though they may not meet the National Building Code on C.S.A. standards.

E

±4) Schools
---S—ee comments in this report under "schools".

5) Drainage Coquitlam River, and Fisheries
Our Engineering Uepartment foresees no problem with drainage of the site.
The Department of Water Resources were involved in this project earlier, and
t.':erefore we assume the Fisheries Branch were involved also. If not, we
;row they were made aware of the development at the time the sewer line was
put across the River.

E

z

z
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Planning Department r
t~ y

1) The applicant states that he does not wish to make application for cancellation
of roads and consolidation of property lines until he has received preliminary
approval for the development. We feel it is mdst important that the
development in relation to legal property lines be reviewed in the early states
as there appear to be discrepancies in this regard. c

Further to this, the Planning Department has mapped the proposed development
in relation to property lines and the floodplain as defined by the Department
of Water Resources. This map indicates that:

i
a) Portions of the development and proposed park dedication infringe onto

properties not involved in the development (i.e. the land owned by Wall
and Redekop, the bulk of which is on the west side of the River).

b) Portions of enclaves #1, #11 and #12 infringe into the floodplain as defined
by the Department of Water Resources.

2) The provision for a bus-turnaround has been made, as requested by the Design
Committee, however, this bus turnaround is shown_ within the Coquitlam River
Park,

3) There are a number of mobile homes existing;on the property at present.
We are concerned that these people may not be given the opportunity to locate
in any new development.

4) Dedication of the future east-west road north of David Avenue is proposed in
exchange for roads to,- be cancelled; p. S of-'Mr. Graham's letter of
September 17, 1975 only indicates "acquisition" as a matter of negotiation.

Building Department:

1) Suggests that the visitor parking spaces be located closer to the individual
units.

2) Feels that from a Building Department point of view, sidewalks are not necessary
on both sides of the street. Notes concern over 6' wide parking lane. Suggests
sidewalks be one side only and the parking large be increased in width for
utilization of visitors as well as residential overflow.

3) The smallest unit indicated on the plans (24448) would exceed the maximum site

iyl coverage of 25% on the typical lot size of 4,9-50 square feet.
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Advisory Planning Commission . . .

Engineering Department

Oct. 1, 1975

An application for road closure which will also define property
lines and roads to be dedicated is required in order to fully establish servicing
requirements. No recent information has been received on the bluffs and how to
assure no soil slippage, etc. Any further information from this Department will
have to be reported verbally.

Parks and Recreation

The plans are too conceptual for any comments regarding
maintenance implications on the 100' portion of land to be dedicated to the
Municipality. Prior to making any comments on this aspect, this Department would
require detailed cross-sections and details of what will be thereto maintain,

Conclusion

Attached is our proposed "Zoning Map" for the area to be attached
to the by-law which would be considered at Public Hearing. The proposed zoning
affects Lot 17, owned by other parties, while the development plan places some
mobile home park development within the P-3 Zone. If the proposed development is
recommended for referral to Public Hearing, then we would require proof in writing
tthat the owners of Lot 17 agree to dispose of the lands affected to the applicants,
and that plans are to be revised to reflect the P-3 boundary. It appears that the
other aspects would have been 'dealt with at the time of application under the
Mobile Home Park By-law and negotiation of the development agreement.

r.
a KM/ci D.M. Buchanan

. h Encl . Planning Director

F
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263-2304

September 17, 1915.

Mr. D. Buchanan,
Director of Planning,
District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Mr. Buchanan:

Re: Spring Lake Estates Rezoning Proposal, Coquitlam.

Thank you for the copy of your letter to Mr. David Todd dated September

10, 1975. It has been agreed that I should reply to the technical

points you cover. Mr. Todd will cover the question of leasing.

Fortunately we knew most of the comments of the Design Committee and

Advisory Planning Commission and modifications to the plans designed to

cover the points raised by these two bodies were already underway. Your

letter provided additional comments from staff and we have therefore
~. 

completed our modifications and provided additional information which

should answer all outstanding questions.

With this letter I am sending full size uncoloured blackline copies of

the following presentation drawings:

1.

2.

3.

8.

9.

ntiG~ 

OF ccp~ 0.

C ~.A ~
SEP 1,`9 IQ7S

PLANNING L),t,T.

Site constraints (revised).

Preliminary development concept (revised).

Area influences (new since presentation to Committee

and Commission).

Recreation Area (details), (new since presentation to

Committee and Commission).

Typical enclave arrangement (revised).

Optional enclave arrangement. (New since presentation to

Committee and Commission). It provides information about

additional innovative techniques that will be introduced

into the design of the final enclaves.
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To these, for the public hearing we will add the following additional

illustrations:

4. Enclave pattern.

5. Road system.

6. Open space and walkways.

7. Community and recreation facilities.

These drawings will be coloured to.isolate details of the concept.

i

I am also sending a second draft of the Technical Report which contains

some additional material required for your analysis. This text will be

augmented for the public hearing, but primarily with descriptive

material and small scale copies of the drawings which are already in

preparation.

These reductions of the drawings are now underway and you will receive

multiple copies to a smaller scale within about two days for distribution

to other departments. They will be delivered by hand as soon as available.

The report will contain comments on the items raised by the Design Co,.

ittee and Advisory Planning Commission, but let me outline our response in

this letter in order to allow you to assess the revised information.

are striving to produce \,

Please note that we are striving to produce all the material necessary to
allow you to resubmit the item to the Design Committee on September 24

and the Advisory Planning Commission on October 1st, the date you suggested

Could you therefore have staff assess the drawn and written material as

soon as possible and indicate points about which you will require further

information or detailed drawings — these will be put in hand immediately.

Now may I comment, in sequence, on the various items in your letter in the

same sequence.

WILLIAM GRAHAM CONSULTANT8

3
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RESPONSES TO CONCERNS OF ADVISORY PLANNING CO'sMISSION
REPORT DATED SEPTEMBER 2, 1975 AND RESOLUTION,NO. 3024.

I. The Advisory Planning Commission referred to traffic matters. In

your letter you stated that your own traffic engineering consult-

ant is looking at the implications of the project from a traffic

viewpoint. Accordingly I will not go i6to details in this letter.

I should, however, point out that either Derek Ashford, the project

engineer, or our own Traffic and Transportation Engineer, Doug

Perkins, are standing by to provide evidence confirming that the

traffic problems are minimal.

2. While 
you 

are going to be in direct touch with the School Board

officials, you should be aware that John Vance, our sociologist-

demographer, met with School Board officials and has their assur-

_ ance that school capacity in the vicinity is aJequate for the

number of school children contemplated within the project.

The draft report contains additional information about the school

generation and population characteristics which were discussed and

agreed with the School Board officials. In this letter i will not

specify which schools will be providing accommodation but I believe

you will rind that my statements are verified by your own investi-

gation. Af you require any further consultation with John Waned

this can be arranged immediately.

3. We realize that both the Design Committee and Advisory Planning

Commission did not see the final version even of the preliminary

i" = 25' scale typical enclave arrangement (Drawing #9). Even so,

this design was not intended to be a final detailed design drawing

but merely to indicate the principles on which the final detailed

design would be produced.

We recognize the concern that we should indicate more innovative

methods of relating the mobile units to the site and to each other.

We have therefore prepared, in sketch design form, an additional

drawing (1#10) which shows some of the detail design ideas trat we

WILLIAM GRAHAM CONSULTANTS ..:4
f
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propose to introduce.

:-le maintain that much of the quality of the development will cone from

a sensitive retention of existing trees, additional landscaping and

the Radburn layout. However, we believe that the variations in layout

shown on Drawing #10 are original designs which we will include and

which will introduce a refreshing change in the character of mobile

home layouts.

In making these proposals we should stress, that with the amount of

land assigned for open space or dedicated for public use, the amount of

net usable space is very limited compared to the average project. In

addition, because we intend to retain maximum existing tree coverage

we have another critical constraint. Consequently, there is a limit.

imposed both by the economics of development and the need to keep

occupancy costs within,the range of the loiter to middle income group,

which makes it impractical to reduce the net density below the level

indicated on the original concept. In other words, while we will use

the methods shown on drawing #10 of aligning the units and developing

the.open spaces between them, we must attempt to maintain the same numbers

of units per enclave as indicated on the preliminary development concept

drawing #2 as amended.

4. You are to contact the "locked out" property owners about public physical

access. Our representatives have already contacted the owner of the

private home site adjacent•to the river. We have redesigned the road

system related to enclave 1 in such a way that there is a direct link

into the home site from.the internal road on the alignment of Pathan

Avenue. Ile believe that a suitable protective covenant can be arranged

to ensure this rig,it of access in perpetuity. Similarly we are prepared

to include an access route for which there-would be a similar protective

covenant to the park reserve area shown on the site constraint drawing

{#1). The specific methods can be worked out at a later date.

WILLIAM GRAHAM CONSULTANTS

0
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RESPOUSE TO POINTS IN YOUR REPORT, SEPTUIBER 2, 1975.

As you know, the conditions imposed by the five requirements of the
Department of 

'Water Resources are being meta

RESPONSES TO DESIGN COMMITTEE FINDINGS,
MEETING AUGUST 27, 1975.

We do not have a formal copy of the Minutes of the Design Committee

but have notes of their concerns received by telephone.

I. We recognize the need for providing transit facilities adjacent.

to the Spring Lake site. We have discussed the practical consid-

erations with representatives of B.C.:Hydro and they 
believe it is

impractical to extend a transit route through the site. They

believe there may be a future realignment on Lincoln, but this is

conjectural. To provide for an immediately adjacent transit

terminal we have indicated a bus turn-around approach road immed-

iately south of the main entrance on the preliminary development

concept drawing #2 (revised). This is an option which may never

be accomplished.

2. Pedestrian linkage will be shown on the coloured drawings #4,.

#5, #6 and V.

3. Because the detailed enclave designs are in an early stage it is

not yet practical to produce a detailed landscape plan. An indi-

cation of the general extent of vegetation is shown on the enclave

drawings and the community recreation facilities drawing. This

information is generally correct and represents the treed areas

retained on the site or new planting.,The developer is setting a

very iiigh standard for site improvement because this is one factor

which he hopes will set aside Spring Lake Estates from less satis-

factory predecessors in the region. A landscape subconsultant has

already been appointed.

....... 6

WILLIAM GRAHAM CONSULTANTS
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4. The configuration of the units adjacent to the principal streets

have been changed to ensure greater setback and more openness at

the intersections. It is not practical to eliminate the.private

driveways onto these principal streets. It is also not practical

to provide berms, walls or other forms of screen which become

hazardous.

With the combination of greater setbacks and more intensive planting,

any interference in homes by adjacent traffic will be minimal.

Furthermore, anticipated traffic volume, at even the southern point

on the internal streets will be no greater than the average residen-

tial street under the sane conditions..,

5. Individual driveways are covered in poi%t 4.

6. The future development of the northern portion of the site is now

designated 'mobile homes density reserve' not 'medium density

residential reserve' on Drawing #2.

The Design Committee suggested withholding the rezoning of the northern

portion of the site. In response it is urged that the rezoning of the

entire site be carried through si^:ultaneously. The control of the eventual

form of development is in the hands of the 11unicipality but should the

zoning of this northern section be deferred until after the development.of

the first stage then there could be a number of future problems:

i. Residents in the southern section could claim tilat there is

uncertainty about the future zoning of the northern section
v►hich would prejudice their tenure.

ii. Subsequent zoning of the northern portion could be opposed

at later public hearing by residents of the southern
f

portion when the intention is a logical extension of Cie

same land use.

WILLIAM GRAHAM CONSULTANTS
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iii. There could be a significant effect on financial commitments

which cover the whole site.,0
{ 7. A Day Care centre was originally omitted in error and is now

indicated on the community and recreation facilities Drawing V.

f
DEPARTMENTAL CONCERNS

Building Department:

We hope there is sufficient evidence in the present drawings to allow

the Building Department; to comment. We have provided information on

Drawings #9 and #10 which should allow them to judge the size.of land

assigned to each unit, etc.

- We have not attempted to design the community buildings and other facil-

ities in detail at this stage, but we have indicated in the form of

sketches the kind of character that is intended.

Engineering Department:

It is imperative that the entire internal road system be under the conthol

of the private corporation for several reasons:

1. Members of the Advisory Planning Commission were concerned about

maintenance and upkeep over the entire project. If the project is

severed by a Municipal right-of-way which permits public access

(other than pedestrian access along the riverbank) then any hope of

effective overall maintenance by the proposed large staff will be

prejudiced.

2. The estate is intended to be a quiet, safe, pleasant place for a

variety of age groups to live, with traffic speed controlled by

speed bumps and internal security staff. If a standard municipal

road 
is 

introduced this objective would be impossible to achieve.

WILLIAM GRAHAM CO N93ULT'AINT13
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3. Because of the waterfront area which cannot be used for habitable

accommodation, the community facilities, play space and Etc. have

been located in this area.. The introduction of a municipal road

would effectively separate the community facilities from,the

residential groups.

4. The thrust of the design is a coherent-, self-contained, high quality

environment. This is to be achieved by good design, but-- also by

containment. It is hoped to have an entrance gateway and appropriate

boundary using logs in a contemporary idiom. This 'gateway' would

be difficult to justify over a municipal road.

The developer is quite prepared to discuss the Municipal acquisition of

the David Avenue right-of-way or "east-west major arterial".

i

Parks Department:

The developer will consider the planting of boulevard trees along both

sides of the newly relocated road in the park and street lighting. This

can be subject to subsequent detailed negoilations

Planning Department:

1. The road grades in enclaves 7, 8, 9 and 13 will be adjusted by

terracing. If required, further information will be provided.

2. Individual driveways would also be carefully designed as in "1".

3. Lands proposed for Municipal Park are now defined more clearly

on the various drawings.

4. Visitor parking has been adjusted to make some compounds closer

to the homes than in the earlier concbpt. It is felt, however,

..... 9
WILLIAM GRAHAM CON8LJv"A14T9
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that to intermix the visitor parking compounds with the enclaves

themselves will create more problems than it would solve. :

5. Commented on under item "4" of Advisory Planning Commission response.
i~

b. An application is being put in hand to cancel road allowances and

consolidate properties when there is some indication that the

project is approved in principle.

7. As stated earlier, it is suggested that the northern portion of the

site should be zoned at the present time, but that the development

details can be worked out following normal municipal procedures..

The foregoing lengthy commentary provides much of the information you were

seeking. We request that we be permitted to attend the Design Committee

meeting and to provide further information and in due course to present

the revised material to the Advisory Planning,Commission.

We will have the full coloured set of presentation drawings for the Design

Committee on September 24. These coloured up drawings will contain

additional information about such matters as pedestrian links, both inside

and outside - the site, and similar details.

We are standing by to provide any additional information you require within

limits because of the urgent.need to reach public hearing very early in

October for reasons which have already been discussed with the Mayor and

Council.

Thank you for your assistance.

,,,,Yours 'very.,truly,

C
7
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12 4 - 675 West Hastinp Street

Vancouver, B.C. V6B I N2 i Phone (604) 687-7418

~\ September 17th, 1975.

District of Coquitlam,
IIII Brunette Ave.,
Coquitlam, B. C. V3K IE8.

Attention: D.M. Buchanan, Planning Director

Dear Sirs:

Re; Spring halo gktates Project

With reference to the above and answer to your letter dated September 10th last, the
only item that we are in position to comment on Is your item number five.-

The type of lease which will be offered to tenants residing in the projegt will contain
most of the normal provisions of a standard form of lease. In addition, certain clauses
will be added to cover the particular areas which are not normally contained in the
basic",lease. Some of these will include abroad form of rules and regulations, certain
minimum requirements that the tenant must comply with to maintain the standard of their
home and grounds, and, possibly some form of restrictions as to the sale.of the unit
which would enable us to maintain the type of basic integration that we have planned.

As far as the term of lease is concerned, we intend to offer the tenant a choice of
between two to ten years. If the tenant chooses a term which is insufficient for their

Imo. needs, they would have first priority in extending their lease term fora further,term,
or terms as maybe required, so long as they make the request in proper form, and in
accordance with the pertinent clause in the lease agreement.

in all, cases the Landlord Tenant Act would apply and under this act the tenant is
well Rrotected.

As we mentioned earlier, this is the only item that we are able to comment on. The
balance of the items will .be covered under a separate Getter from our Consultants,
WilliaTn Graham & Associates, and from discussions with Nr. Graham today, we understand
that fhese problems have been resolved.

Yours truly,

SPRINJ LAKE ESTATES LIMITED.
E_

Per:
David , fTod d

c.c. W.E. Graham Consultants
D. Ashford
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF PORT COQUITLAM.
2272 WALLISTER AVENUE
PORT COQUITLAM. B.C. TELEPHONE: 941.5411
V3C 2A8

OUR FILE

z

District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Attention: Mr. Don Buchanan,
Director of Planning.

Dear 'Sir:

October 9th, 1975

Re: Oxbow Housing Project

At the regular meeting of the Municipal Council of The Corporation

of the City of Port Coquitlam held on October 6th, 1975, the Council engaged

it a fairly comprehensive discussion of the above-noted project as evidenced

by the enclosed section from the Council minutes of that date and we know

y~ will take note of the various comments made therein.
e ~

Specifically, we would draw to your attention the passage of the

folllowing two resolutions by our Council:

1. "That as recommended in a report from the Planning & Zoning

Committee, October 2nd, 1975, the District of Coquitlam be requested to hold

the future Public Hearing on the Oxbow Housing Project in Port Coquitlam so

that the residents of the City may have an opportunity to be informed of the

effects of this development on their community."

2. "That it be respectfully requested of the District of Coquitlam

Council and Advisory Planning Commission that until such time as the second

Coquitlam River Bridge and Lougheed Highway improvements to Pinetree Way

are substantially completed, no work begin on the dxbow Housing Project

under any circumstances."

We know our Council would appreciate receiving whatever comments

you care to make on this subject.
f

Yours very uly,

r
RAF:ba
Enc.
&.c. Alderman M.A. Thompson, Chairman,

Planning & Zoning Committee;

Ind- Lanson Lee, City Planning Officer.

C

R. A. Freeman,
City Clerk.

}
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/L,", October 6th, 1975 
,,---I

Notice of Meeting to be held at 'the nn,° Richmond, on October

9th, 1975 Mayor MMa ory Campbell and Aldermen Laking and Ranger

indicated  they would be attending the meeting.

REPORTS:

Plan.& Zon.Comm. From the Planning & Zoning Committee, October 2nd, 1975, advising
re Oxbow Housing
Project that at its October 2nd, 1975 meeting the Chairman reported verbally on

the discussion of the Oxbow Housing Project.at the Coquitlam Advisory

Planning Commission meeting of October 1st to which he had been invited,

and recommending that the District of Coquitlam be requested to hold the

future Public Hearing on the subject project in Port Coquitlam so that

the residents may have the opportunity to be informed of the effects

thereof on their community.

His Worship the Mayor then welc6med the City's two School Trustees,

Mrs. M.M. Smith and Mrs. D.F. Coutts; who were in attendance this evening

to speak on the proposed project. Alderman Thompson then reviewed the

Oxbow housing proposal and referred to the problem of school accommodation.

Mrs. Smith referred to Page 13 of tht report on school accommodation,

and advised that the proposed Hastings Junior Elementary School mentioned

therein is incorrect and should be changed to Hastings Junior Secondary

School. Mrs. Smith further advised that the figures for capacity the

Board of Education finds acceptable are not what the School Board finds

acceptable as actual operating figures, and mentioned that the Board

does not look at an area for schooling unless it is certain development

will go ahead. Mrs. Coutts referred-to a letter from the School Board

to the District of Coquitlam's Planner tentatively agreeing to purchase

of a site and construction of another school building; however, Mrs.

Smith pointed out that to date no site is available for purchase by the

Board, and that permission would have to be obtained from Victoria to

build another school. Alderman Laking stated his concern that students

would have to be bussed from the development to the proposed Hastings

Junior Secondary School; however, Alderman Thompson pointed out that if

the David Road or Lincoln Avenue crossing of the Coquitlam River took
i

place, transportation to schools would not be so difficult, but both

those items are farther in the future than the present estimate of

thirty months for completion of the Oxbow project. Mayor Campbell

stated his concern that the site is so isolated, particularly for children

under the age of 10 in attending schools outside the development.



October 6th, 1975 /r

Alderman 'Thompson then reviewed t~i'e traffic situation as it relates 

~``..

t~he proposed project and pointed out that it will generate about 400

additional cars to the morning and evening rush hours'. Alderman Thompson

stated his concern that there has been absolutely no thought put into

.improving collector streets to accommodate the additional traffic, and

`commented that the industrial traffic to and from the site while

construction is ongoing will be substantial.

Moved by Alderman Thompson:

Seconded  by Alderman Laking:

That as recommended in a report from the Planning & Zoning Committee,

October 2nd, 1975, the District of Coquitlam be requested to hold the

future Public Hearing on the Oxbow Housing Project in Port Coquitlam so

that the residents of the City may have an opportunity to be informed of

the effects of this development on their Community. Carried.

?loved by Alderman Thompson:
i

Seconded by Alderman Laking:

r
That it be respectfully requested of the District of Coquitlam

_Aouncil and Advisory Planning Commission that until such time as the

second Coquitlam River Bridge and Lougheed Highway improvements to

`` Inetree Way #re substantially completed, no work begin on the Oxbow i

Housing Project under any circumstances. Carried.
c

. Alderman
Moved by Alderman Thompson: Thompson re

1. 
swing span-

Seconded by Alderman Laking: Pitt R.bridge

That the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of Port

Coquitlam petition the Minister of Highways to proceed with whatever

steps are necessary to ensure that the swing span on the Pitt River

Bridge remain closed during the 7:00-8:30 a.m. and 4:30-6:00 p.m, rush
r

hour traffic periods. Carried.
T

From the.Planning & Zoning Committee, October Znd, 197, submitting ( Plan.& Zon.
Comm.- et

names for new streets in the Ricard and Gavel Subdivisions. named Ricard
r - b Gavel Sub-

The Planning Officer advised that the street names were suggested divisions

by the developers, with the exception of "Brock Place", and have.en

hecked with rthe City's street map as to duplication;,,ho%'iever, no check
-

,, is made with;the District of Coquitlam in that"regard.

Moved by Alde,`rman Laking:

Seconded by Alderman Keryl.y"

That as recomfiiended in a report from the Planning & Zoning Committee,

Octob nd, 1975, the streets in the Ricard and Gavel Subdivisions be

C
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Mr. F. L. Pobst,
Municipal Clerk,
District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

14TH FLOOR, THE BURRARD BUILDING

1030 WEST GEORGIA STREET

VANCOUVER. CANADA VIBE 3C2

TELEPHONE 687.9444

AREA CODE 604

CABLE ADDRESS ''DAMARELL''

TELEX 04-508528

October 6th, 1975

Dear Sir:

Re: Proposed Spring Lake Estates Mobile
Home Development and Access to 3231
David Avenue
- Your File Z-34-74

We have been retained by Mr. William J. McLellan
to act. for him with respect to the above matter.

Mr. McLellan is very concerned about the proposal
of the developer to sever public access to his property,
which is located at 3231 David Avenue. Our client strongly
opposes the plan to replace the present public access via
Oxford Street West with a private road network under the
control of the developer.

The closing of all public access to 3231 David
Avenue would place our client at the complete mercy of the
developer with respect to terms of road use. In addition
to causing considerable inconvenience and hardship, the
replacement of public by private access may reduce the
value and development potential of our client's property.

Accordingly, we request that Council consider
implementation, of the alternative proposal referred to in
Mr. Buchanan's letter to residents of September 11, namely,
the building of a municipal road east of the'Coquitlam
River, which would connect with David Avenue. Considera-
tion should also be given to the requirement of suitable
buffer zones between the proposed mobile home sites and
our client's property.

...../2



DAVIS N COMPANY

BARRISTERS & SOLICITORS

2 _

In any event, we request that Council not pro-
ceed with any approval of this development until all of
the legal ramifications regarding access have been explored,
representations on behalf of our client heard, and our
client's right of unhampered access to his residence guaranteed.

Yours truly,

DAVIS & COMPANY

Per:

DMJ:ac

C. C. - Mr. D. M. Buchanan,
Planning Director,
District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B. C.

0
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October 15th, 1975.

Mr. & Mrs. W.J. McLellan,
3231 David Ave.,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Mir. & Mrs. McLellan:

Westminster Consultants Ltd.
1204 . 675 VlEST HASTINGS STREET

VANCOUVER. B.C. V6B 1N2 PHONE 16041687.7418

As you are aware our firm is participating in a proposed development
of the property known as the Oxbow Valley Ranch in the Municipality
of Coquitlam.

We wish to confirm that in the event the development proceeds with the
approval of the appropriate governmental authorities on the basis of the
construction of a north-south private road to link Chester Street and

®

David Avenue, we will be prepared to enter into an agreement with you
as owners of Lot "A", Reference Plan 16324, which would allow you'an
access and right of way easement over such private roadway in common
with others, subject only to those reasonable speed and use restrictions
as would also be applicable to residents of our proposed development
area. We would however reserve the right to replace such easement, or
contemplated easement; with a public roadway if we should so desire. -

Yours truly,

s WESTKI NSTER CONSULTANTS LIMITED.

•

Per:
Ernest Klapstock

KE:ps

c.c. John Cherrington,
Davis and Company.

Milton Wylie,
Hean, Wylie and Company.
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PAGE 2/
ADVISORY PLANNING
COMMISSION MINUTES OCTOBER 15, 1975

Z:-24-75 con't

3050 MOVED BY MR. NEILSON
SECONDED BY MR. BALDIGARA

That the Commission recommend that Council authorize the Planning
Department to prepare an.updated plan for the area south of Austin
and east of Hickey Street, as recommended in the Planner's report
of October b.

CARRIED.

Z'444- APPLICATION OF NACEL PROPERTIES LTD. FOR THE REZONING OF PROPERTY ON
DEWDNEY TRUNK ROAD TO RT-2 FOR COMPACT HOUSING AT APPROXIMATELY 9 UNITS.PER ACRE

3b51 MOVED BY MR. RICHARDSON
SECONDED BY MR. NEILSON

O That the Commission recommend that application Z-44-75 now be referred
to Public Hearing.

CARRIED;
3. 7-44-75- REFERRED TO PUBLIC HEARING

Mr. Baldigara left the room during consideration of this application..

C

ter•

Z,34-7e APPLICATION OF WESTMINSTER CONSULTANTS FOR REZONING OF PROPERTY ON
EAST SIDE OF COQUITLAM RIVER NORTH OF COQUITLAM RIVER PARk TO RMH-1 FOR
DtVELOPMENT OF A MOBILE HOME PARK

3052 MOVED BY MR. RICHARDSON
SECONDED BY ALD. GARRISON

That the Commission recommend that application Z-34-75 proceed, but
~ that final approval be subject to.a school, having public access,
1 f being provided within or abutting the development, under one of the

t following alternatives:

1) Acquisition by the School District of the portion of the Port
Coquitlam Park Reserve lying below the bluff;

2) The school being provided on a two-acre site within the
development, abutting the park reserve, with development of
playing fields on the Park Reserve by the School Board with
Port Coquitlam's co-operation;

3) Provision by the developers of a school site within the
development, with the possibility of the playing field portion
of the site being located on the floodplain;

and that the Commission further indicate that the alternat,ve of
an"adults only°development is.not acceptable.

CARRIED,

f

Mr. Mitchuk asked that his opposition to the motion be recorded.
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--tTO: MEMBERS -OF COUNCIL, DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM:

I WANT TO MAKE IT VERY, VERY CLEAR THAT IT IS NOT THE INTENT OF THE CITY OF

L PORT COQUITLAM TO INTERFERE IN THE INTERNAL POLITICS OR PLANNING OF YOUR

COMMUNITY NOR IS IT OUR INTENTION TO PERMANENTLY EXPRESS OPPOSITION TO THE

'~ SPRING;LAKE ESTATES PROJECT. WHILE WE, AS YOU,.FEEL VERY,STR'ONGLY THE

RESPONSIBILITY TO PROVIDE MODERATE COST HOUSING.IN THE COQUITLAMS,,.WE FEEL

WE ALSO HAVE AN ACUTE RESPONSIBILITY TO THE CITIZENS OF PORT COQUITLAM, FIRST

AND,FOREMOST. FOR THAT REASON, AND THAT REASON ONLY, I APPEAR BEFORE YOU

THIS EVENING TO POINT OUT WHAT WE FEEL ARE PROBLEMS CREATED IN OUR

COMMUNITY BY,THIS DEVELOPMFNT.,'I WOULD SUGGEST THAT MANY OF THE PROBLEMS

COULD AND IN FACT SHOULD HAVE BEEN DISCUSSED.WITH OUR PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE

AND PLANNING & .ZONING COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL AND OF COURSE OUR INVITATION I'S

STILL EXTENDED TO THE DEVELOPER, HIS CONSULTANTS AND YOUR ADVISORY PLANNING

COMMISSION. MORE SPECIFICALLY, OUR CONCERNS HAVE NOT'BEEN SATISFIED IN THESE .

+ AREAS.

THE•TIMING OF THE PROJECT IN REGARD TO :

1. SCHOOLS:- .WHILE IT IS AGREED THAT THE SCHOOLS MENTIONED IN THE

PRESENTATION WILL NOT HANDLE THE EXPECTED AMOUNT-OF CHILDREN THE LETTER

FROM MR. R. C. SMITH POINTS OUT THAT CONSIDERATION MAY BE REQUIRED FOR

AN ADDITIONAL SCHOOL SITE. THIS HAS NOT BEEN RESOLVED, THE SIZE., THE

FUNDING, PLANNING, TENDER, NOR CONSTRUCTION PATE HAVE BEEN .RESOLVED. WE

CONTEND THE PLAN SHOULD NOT GO AHEAD'UNTIL THIS IS RESOLVED.

2. ROAD "ACCESS:- THE CONSULTANTS HAVE CONT.ENDED,THAT THERE WILL BE NO

PROBLEMS CREATED. -THEY-REF ER SPECIFICALLY TO WHEN THE LOUGHEED,
♦V

SHAUGHNESSY INTERSECTION IS IMPROVED AND FURTHER WEST TO PINE TREE WAY.

I AM AT A'COMP•LETE,,LOSS TO,UNDERSTAND THIS, AS IN DEPTH DISCUSSION HAS

-'- NOT TAKEN PLACE WITH OUR PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE. THE DEVELOPER IS NOT

AT ALL AWARE WHAT PORT COQUITLAM HAS PLANNED FOR THE PRAIRIE-CHESTER

CONNECTOR, THE POSSIBLE CLOSURE OF FLINT, THE FLINT-PRAIRIE INTERSECTION,
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NOR EVEN THE EXtENT TO WHICH THE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS WILL IMPROVE

CHESTER. THE CONSULTANT AT THE LAST MEETING SUGGESTED THAT THE HIGHWAYS

DEPARTMENT WOULD BE COMPLETING 4 LANES TO PRAIRIE, WHEN IN ACTUAL FACT

THE IMPROVEMENT ONLY GOES TO FRASER - SEVERAL BLOCKS'AWAY. EVEN IF ALL

THESE THINGS HAD BEEN KNOWN BY THE DEVELOPER, HIS PREMISE THAT THE

., DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS WILL MOVE SHORTLY ON THE BALANCE OF. THE SHAUGHNESSY,

LOUGHEED IMPROVEMENTS IS ILL-FOUNDED IN LIGHT OF THE FACT THAT THE

IMPROVEMENTS WERE TO BE COMPLETED.BY NOW AND IN FACT ONLY ONE SMALL

SEGMENT IS EVEN STARTED AND FURTHER THAT THE HIGHWAYS DEPARTMENT ADVISE

THAT THEY HOPE TO BE GOING TO TENDER, NOT AWARDING OF CONTRACT, IN THE

SPRING OF '76 POSSIBLY ON PART OF THE IMPRUVEMENT5 WITH- THE POSSIBILITIES

OF THE BALANCE TO FOLLOW IN DUE TIME. BECAUSE OF THE UNCERTAINTY OF THE

COMPLETION DATE OF THE HIGHWAYS DEPARTMENT ACTIVITIES AND THE COMPLETE LACK
;

OF COORDINATING INFORMATION IN THE PORT COQUITLAM INTERNAL ROAD SYSTEMS WE

CONTEND THE PROJECT SHOULD BE WITHHELD UNTIL THESE PROBLEMS HAVE BEEN

SOLVED.
ir^

3. RECREATION FACILITIES, PLAYFIELDS, ETC:- WHILE IT IS NOT OUR INTENT

TO PRESENT A "YOU CAN'T USE THIS OR THAT FACILITY BECAUSE IT'S OURS" ATTITUDE

I BELIEVE WE MUST FOINT OUT THAT WE BELIEVE MAJOR PLAYFIELDS AND RECREATION

-'`('FACILITIES IN PORT COQUITLAM WILL SERVICE THE PEOPLE OF THE OXBOW

DEVELOPMENT. IN PORT COQUITLAM WE HAVE A SMALL LEVY ON DEVELOPERS THAT IS

PLACED IN A PARKS FUND FOR PROVISION OF RECREATION ON A PER LOT DEVELOPED

BASIS. WE FEEL THAT BECAUSE - OUR FACILITIES WILL BE USED EXTENSIVELY THAT

THE DEVELOPER MAY WISH TO NEGOTIATE WITH THE CITY OF PORT COQUITLAM ON A

BASIS SIMILAR TO.ANY OTHER DEVELOPER WHO EXPECTS HIS DEVELOPMENT TO BE

PROVIDED MAJOR RECREATION BY THE CITY. BECAUSE THIS PROBLEM HAS NOT BEEN

RESOLVED'WE WOULD SUGGEST THAT.THE PROJECT BE HELD UP UNTIL THIS SUBJECT

IS CLEARED AWAY.,

4. FIRE SERVICES:- WHILE YOUR REPORT INDICATES THAT THE PROJECT CAN BE
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EASILY SERVICED I WOULD POINT.OUT TO YOU THAT THE ROAD MILEAGE FROM EITHER

FIRE HALL IS WELL IN EXCESS OF THE ACCEPTABLE NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR

RESPONDING FIRE HALLS. WHILE THIS I,N ITSELF IS NOT THAT DESPARATE I WOULD

SUGGEST THAT YOU WOULD PAY PARTICULAR ATTENTION TO THE FOLLOWING REMARKS IN

_ THE KE.ENLYSIDE REPORT REGARDING MOBILE HOMES AND THEIR LGNITION AND

CONSUMPTION

(READ KEENLYSIDE REPORT)..

r 

I:BELIEVE I HAVE PRESENTED A NUMBER OF PROBLEMS DIRECTLY EFFECTING PORT

COQUITLAM THAT HAVE NOT BEEN RESOLVED.- FURTHER, I FEEL THAT OUR

CO--OPtRATION IN THE PAST HAS BEEN SUCH THAT WE COULD RESPECTFULLY REQUEST

THAT THE PROJECT NOT PROCEED UNTIL SATISFACTORY ANSWERS ARE °AVAILABLE.

l
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RECOMMENDATION:

That we ask the Chief to outline more clearly the problems of service y

of equipment and further to report on our similarity, or lack of it, of

our equipment and any solutions to the above.

Report: Mobile Homes

"One in every five dwellings sold in British Columbia is a mobile home
i

and they are occupied for the most part by young families or elderly persons."

"The situation is made more compldx by the fact that mobile homes can

be brought into British Columbia without inspection and sometimes are set up

in parks which have no fire protection."

"Other suggestions which should be considered for inclusion in new safety

regulations by the Fire Marshal and the Fire Commission should include con-

sideration of such matters as

- Installation of -a fire detection system, and the availability of

a suitable portable fire extinguisher should be made mandatory.

- Two means of egress are now prescribed but the location of the

?~ doors is not specified and sometimes both are in the center of

the vehicle. This should be made illegal and other safety.features

should be dictated to the manufacturers by the Fire Marshal.

- Each bedroom should have an escape hatch or window.

- The rule about'separation in trailer camps which is now frequently

violated should be strictly applied. The Fire Marshal should be

given the power to enforce the more important of these safety

measures - as may be appropriate.- on a retroactive basis."

Resort:

The report deals at length with the need for a.greatly strengthened

Fire Marshals Office and the need to establish a Fire Fighter Training

College within the Province. Many pages too numerous to reproduce.

RECOMMENDATION:
s

That we write the Attorney-General commending his commissioning of

the report and inquiring as to the timing of any action in particular in

relation to the above.

Report:

The report makes mention of police equipment in relation to fire.

"Police forces, the Provincial Emergency Programme, the Government

Ambulance Service and the fire departments should understand their

respective functions and capabilities and should work together in

harmonious cooperation. In order to make this possible the role of

each service in emergency circumstances should be clearly defined at
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the local community level. The general public should be made aware of

the function of fire departments and their relationship to the ambulance

and other services. This is important in order that the public can call

upon the services of the most appropriate priority basis.

(While police officers should not be expected to act as paramedics

or to have their cars supplied with medical equipment, it would not be

unreasonable to suggest that they should carry a fire extinguisher and

a blanket and perhaps a ground sheet. This would have useful results

in cases such as that recently experienced in the Victoria area. Two

cars collided, both caught fire and two persons were seriously injured.

.A police car was in the vicinity and reached the scene before"more distant

help -could be supplied by the fire or ambulance services. The police

officers, in spite of their desire to help, could do nothing about the

fires and had to leave a dangerously injured woman to lie.uncovered on

the ground in pelting rain for some twenty minutes.)"

OBSERVATION:

In discussion with Inspector Young he advises that our R.C.M.P.

Detachment does in fact carry the equipment outlined and at present

are in the process of changing over to larger 5 lb. extinguishers in

every car.

R



THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF PORT COQUITIAM
2272 McALL1STItA AVENUL

'G PORT COOUITLAM, B,C. TELEPHONE: 941.5411
V3C 2AS

0 OUR FILE 
Odtbbdr 9th, 1975

District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

r Attention: Mr. Don Buchanan,
Director of Planning.

Dear Sir: Re: Oxbow Housing Project

At the regular meeting of the Municipal Council of The Corporation
of the City of Port Coquitlam held on October 6th, 1975, the Council engaged
in a fairly comprehensive discussion of the above-noted project as evidenced

O by the enclosed section from the Council minutes of that date and we know
you will take note of the various comments made therein.

Specifically, we would draw to your attention the passage of the
~- following two resolutions by our Council:

1. "That as recommended in a report from the Planning & Zoning
Committee, October 2nd, 1975, the District of Coquitlam be requested to hold
the future Public Hearing on the Oxbow Housing Project in Port Coquitlam so
that the residents of the City may have an opportunity to be informed of the
effects of this development on their community."

2. "That it be respectfully requested of the District of Coquitlam
Council and Advisory Planning Commission thdt until duch time as the secorid
Coquitlam River Bridge and Lougheed Highway.improvements to Pinetree Way
are substantially completed, ho Mork begin on the Oxbow Housing Project
under any circumstances."

We know our C6uficil VbAd a pfk iete receiving whatevet cbmmei{ts
you care to make on this subject.

RAF:ba
Enc.

- c.c. Alderman M.A. Thompson, Chairman,
Planning & Zoning Committed;

and- Lanson Lee, City Planning Officef.

Yours very trtily,

R. A. FreemAn,
City Clerk.
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October 6th 1975

Notice of Meeting to be held at the Airport Inn, Richmond, bn October

9thi 1975 at 6:30 
p.m. Mayor Campbell and Aldermen Laking and Ranger

indicated they would be attending the meeting.

REPORTS:

Plan.& Zon.Comm. From the`Ylanning b Zoning Committee, October 2nd, 1975, advising
re Oxbow Housing
Project that at its October 2nd, 1975 meeting the Chairman reported verbally on

the discussion of the Oxbow Housing -Project at the Coquitlam Advisory

Planning Commission meeting of October lat to Vhich he had been invited,

and recommending that the District of Coquitlam be requested to hold the

future Public Hearing on the subject project in Port Coquitlam so that

the residents may have the opportunity to be informed of the effects

thereof on their community.

His Worship the Mayor then welcomed the City's two School Trustees,
P

Mrs. H.M. Smith and Mrs. D.P. Couttsi who were in attendance this evening

to speak on the proposed project. Alderman Thompson then reviewed the

Oxbow housing proposal and referred to the problem of school accommodation.

Mrs. Smith referred to Page, 13 of the report on school accommodation,

and advised that the proposed Hastings Junior Elementary School mentioned

therein is incorrect And should be changed to Hastings Junior Secondary

School. Mrs. Smith further advised that the figures for capacity the

Board of Education finds acceptable are not what the School Board finds

Acceptable as actual operating figures, and mentioned that the Board

does dot look at an Area for schooling unless it is certain development

will go ahead. Mrs. Coutts referred to a letter from the School Board

to the District of Coquitlam'a Planner tentatively agreeing to purchase

of a site and construction of another school building; however, Mrs.

Smith pointed out that to date no site is available for purchase by the

Board, and that permission would have to be obtained from Victoria to

build another school. Alderman Laking stated his concern that students

would have to be bussed from the development to the proposed Hastings

.Junior Secondary School; however, Alderman Thompson pointed out that if

the David Road or Lincoln Avenue crossing of the Coquitlam River took

place, transportation to schools would not be so difficult, but both

those items are farther in the future than the present estimate of

thirty mdhths fdr dompldtion of thi Oxbow project. Mayor Campbell

stilted his concern thdt the bite is so isolated, particularly for children

under the age of 10 in attending schools outside the developmenE,

k
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Alderman Thompson then reviewed the traffic situation as it relates

_,,~,.to the proposed project and pointed out that it will generate about 400

~. additional cars to the morning and evening rush hours. Alderman Thompson  -__

stated his concern that there has been absolutely no thought put into ^ ^-

a improving collector streets to accommodate the additional traffic; and

he commented that the industrial traffic to and from the site whits

_.r. construction is ongoing will be substantial.

Moved by Alderman Thompson:

Seconded by Alderman Lakin&:

That as recommended in a report from the Planning 6 Zoning Committee,

,, October 2nd, 1975, the District of Coquitlam be requested to hold the

future Public Hearing on the Oxbow Housing Project in Port Coquitlam 'so

_ o that the residents of the City may have an opportunity to be informed of

the effeets of this development on their Community. Carried.

Moved by Alderman Thompson:

Seconded by Alderman Lakin&%

That it be respectfully requested of the District of Coquitlaa

.Council and Advisory Planning Commission that until such time as the,f

second Coquitlam River Bridge and Lougheed Highway improvements to

Pinetree Way are substantially completed, no wbrk begin on the Oxboir

Housing Project under any circumstances. Carried.
Alderman

Moved by Alderman Thompson: Thompson to

o4ing span-
Seconded by Alderman Lakin&: Pitt R.bridge

That the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of Port

Coquitlam petition the Minister of Highways to proceed with whatever

steps are necessary to ensure that the swing span on the Pitt River

I' Bridge remain closed during the 7:00-8:30 a.m. and 4:30-6:00 p.m. rush

hour traffic periods. Carried.

From the Planning b Zoning Committee, October 2nd, 1975, submitting 
_ __ 1

Plan.6 Zon.
Comm.-street

names for new streets in the Ricard and Gavel Subdivisions. names-Ricard
6 Gavel Sub-

The Planning Officer advised that the street names were suggested divisions

by the developers, with the exception of "Brock Place", and have been

checked with the City's street map as to duplication; however, no check

was made with the District of Coquitlam id that regard.

Moved by Alderman Laking:

Seconded by Alderman Keryluk:

That as recommended in a report from the Planning 6 Zoning Committee,

October 2nd, 1975, the streets in the Ricard and Gavel Subdivisions 6

t

' -rrtnr
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Thursday, October 23, 1975
Public Hearing - 7:30 p.m. Oy

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

~2 /

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers o he u"I cipa
1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on Thursday, Oc - 975 at
7:30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend the Zoning By-Law No. 1928
and amending by-laws.

_ Present were the following Members of Council: Mayor J. L. Tonn,
Alderman Sekora, Alderman Howarth, Alderman Garrison, Alderman Bewley and
Alderman Gilmore. Also present were the Director of Planning, Mr.
D. Buchanan and the Municipal Clerk, F. L. Pobst.

The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on Friday and Saturday,
October 17th and 18th, 1975 and copies of the agenda of the Public Hearing
were mailed to all ratepayer groups in .the District of Coquitlam as well as
those residents in the vicinity of the applicant.

MOVED BY AID. GARRISON
SECONDED BY AID. HOWARTH:

That His Worship Mayor James L. Tonn act as Chairman to the
Public Hearing and that the Municipal Clerk act as Secretary
to the Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

The Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the
Public Hearing dated October 23rd, 1975 and a copy of this
brief is attached hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z-45-75

This was an application by the District of Coquitlam to rezone
the property of Mr. P. Allinger, principle of Faith Films Ltd.
and.Wildwood Mobile Home Park Ltd. from Special Industrial (M-3)
to One Family Suburban Residential (RS-2). Property located
on Lougheed Highway east of Schoolhouse Street.

Mr. Jim Griffiths of Grif Building Supplies at the corner of
Schoolhouse and Lougheed Highway stated that he was opposed to
this zoning as it would affect his property and its use in the
future.

The Planning Director was asked to explain the RS-2 zone as a
holding zone to control the use in the future of this property.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #2 - Reference Z-35-75

Property located on Hickey Street north of Austin Avenue to be
rezoned from RS-1 to RS-3 to permit 6000 square foot residential
lots. The applicant, Mr. Tullis, on behalf of Solar Enterprises
Ltd. and the proposed subdivision was explained. Mr. Harold Hanson,
.2465 Austin Avenue stated that he was opposed to this subdivision
for two reasons: (1) the off-street parking would not be
sufficient on such small lots,and (2) 6000 square foot lots would
be out of place in this area.

Mr. D. Bettesworth stated that he was opposed to this application
on the grounds that it would be wise in his view to maintain the



Thursday, October 16th, 1975
Public Hearing - 7:30 p.m. Page 2

7000 square foot requirement and that as the previous speaker
stated, the parking would be impossible and later on Mr.
Bettesworth challenged the developer when he stated that the
savings of such a development would be passed on to the
purchasers.

The Planning Director then explained the ramifications of the
application which would produce 29 lots in lieu of the 24 lots
possible under RS-1 zoning.

Mr. Buzza, 2445 Haversley Avenue, opposed the application due to
the standard size being 7000 square feet in this area and he felt
6000 square feet would not be desirable,

Mr. Dave Miles, 2350 Haversley Avenue, stated that he had not
received a notice and that the cutting of the lot size to 6000
square feet would ruin the subdivision in his estimation.

Alderman Howarth asked Mr. Tullis if the savings of 29 lots over
24 would be passed on to the purchasers and Mr. Tullis replied
that it would.

The owner of the property at 2450 Haversley Avenue stated that he
had a 64 foot frontage and that he was opposed to the reduction of
size in lots as he found that there was not enough room on a,
64 foot lot.

No ,further opposition was forthcoming to this application.

ITEM #3 - Reference Z-48-75

Property situated at 1897 Dawes Hill Road to be rezoned from
_1 One Family Residential (RS-1) to Two Family Residential (RT-1),

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

MOVED BY AID SEKORA
SECONDED BY A LD. GARRISON:

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 7:50 p.m,

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN

0



—~ BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - OCTOBER 23, 1975

ITEM #1 - Z-45-75

On September 29, 1975 Council referred this application to Public Hearing to

rezone this parcel from M-3 to RS-2. Council will recall that this parcel

related to an earlier application under file Z-49-73, which featured a proposal

by Faith Films Ltd. to develop the parcel for industrial use. Mr. P. Allinger,

principal with Faith Films Ltd. and Wildwood Mobilehome Park Ltd., initiated

this rezoning back, since he did not wish to carry through with the earlier

development proposal. The earlier development proposal had featured a special

agreement on access with the Department of Highways for 5 years, with all

employees using access from the mobile home park site, and a special parking

{ area for visitors with access to the highway. I should note that Mr. Allinger's

letter of September 17, 1975 with regard to applying for the rezoning indicated

that the development is to be located on their new property at. 224 Cayer Street.

~. ITEM #2 - Z-35-75

O This application was reported to Council on August 21, 1975. We recommended

that the Subdivision Committee review the technicalities of the subdivision

This was done and Council reconsidered the application and referred it to Public

Hearing on October 6, 1975. The scheme of subdivision was under our file and

sketch 8-1916I, and the Subdivision Committee indicated that this subdivision

with 6,000 square foot lots could be approved upon final adoption of the zoning

by Council subject to construction of the services on Hickey Street, Haversley

Avenue, King Albert Avenue, and the lane proposed paralleling Austin Avenue.

There would be a cash payment for installation of services on 66 feet fronting

on Austin. The other costs would be payment of 1976 municipal taxes before

final approval, payment of the $100.00 per lot parkland acquisition fee, and

any costs associated with registration of the plans, easements, etc.
I

I Would note that the shift to RS-3 zoning for 6,000 square foot lots produces

29,lots in lieu of the 24 lots possible under RS-1 zoning. This was under a

O previous sketch 8-1916G. I would note that the earlier scheme did have Haversley

Avenue connecting in opposite the existing portion of Haversley Avenue east of

Hickey Street. However, the Planning Department feels that since Haversley east

of Hickey is a short street upon which is only 8 homes, and since the streets

are local in classification, there is no problem with this degree of jogging.
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BRIEF- TO- PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLAIINI14G DEPARTMENT - OCTOBER 23, 1915 con't

ITEM #3 - Z-48-75

This application is for a two-family residential use at the corner of'Chester

Court and Dawes Hill Road. It is my understanding that the proposal is to.
41, make minor exterior alterations to the existing one-family dwelling on this

site and create a two-family residential use. Attached is a copy of the criteria

which I use in reviewing these kinds of applications. I would note that

appearance is not really a consideration since only minor exterior changes are

proposed.

One issue is the fact that there is an existing two-family dwelling at

250 Chester Court within 600 feet of the subject property, but it appears that

this two-family residential use is illegal as a building permit for a single

dwelling was taken out in 1964 and the property has been zoned for one-family

residential use continuously since 1958.

DMB/ci
Encl ,

Respect-Fully submitted,

D.M. Buchanan
Planning Director



DUPLEX REZONING CRITERIA

c̀  The criteria employed in locating duplex development
within the one-family housing areas of the Municipality are
presented below:

1. tot Size - The lot shall include 8,000 square feet of
use area, not including ravines or areas in excess slope.

2. Access and Parking - ReclO red on-site parking shall not
have access to a major arterial street, and shall preferably
be provided in the rear .yard.

3. Services Available - The municipal water supply system and
san teary sewer system should be available to service any
duplex development. Storm sewers may also be required to.
avoid drainage problems and to complete adjacent roads.

4. Neighbourhood Character= Any duplex development should
erg ance the general standard of housing in the area.

-~ 5. Other Duplexes - In order to avoid a concentration of
duplexes in one-family housing areas, a 600 foot distance
between them has been employed as a guide. This distance
is measured along the frontage of a street and not on both
sides of a street, except that not more than one duplex shall
be considered at an intersection of two streets.

y- (This 600 foot distance does not apply, however, within the
area shown on the attached map.)

Please note that within the Municipality there are areas
of Maillardville and adjacent to Clarke Road which are available
for duplex development since they are appropriately zoned at the

.~-present time. For lots in these areas meeting by-law requirements,
a simple building permit application is all that is required.

Rezoning applications for lots outside the already zoned
areas should be accompanied'by adequate information, including
photoSgraphs in the case of existing buildings, sketch plans of any
proposed building, and in every case a site plan showing proposed
buiid.ing siting and setbacks; access, parking and driveway
arrangements; and ground elevations at the four corners .of the site.

Approved by Council: June 24, 1974

•t„
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Thursday, November 28thl,, 1975

Public Hearing, 7.30 p.m.

PUBLIC. HEARING

~ nn g tg75
M ~U TvCS 

15
A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chamb o 

0. 
f the Mu ipal Hall,

1 11 1 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C.  on Thurs ber 28th,
1975 at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-law
No. 1928 and amending by-laws.

Present were the following members of Council:

Ald. L. A. Bewley
Ald. L. Garrison
Ald. D. Howarth

Also present were Ald.-elect J. Parks,. M. Gregory and M. Butler.

Members of staff present were T. Klassen, Municipal Clerk and
E. Tiesssen, Deputy Director of Planning.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on Friday,
November 21, 1975 and on Saturday, November 22, 1975. 

MOVED BY A LD. GARRISON
SECONDED BY ALD. HOWARTH:

That Alderman L. A. Bewley act as Chairman to the Public
Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as secretary to the
Public Hearing.

CARRIED

REPORT OF DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

the Director of Planning submitted a written brief to the Public
Hearing dated November 27, 1975 and a copy of that brief is
attached to and forms a part of these minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 67/73

This was an application by School District No. 43 for the
rezoning of property on Rochester Avenue to allow the development
of a junior secondary school.

Mr. Ingram appeared before the Hearing on behalf of the School
` Board and introduced Mr. Weldon Hailey, the architect for the

project.

Mr. Hailey stated that 25 on-site parking spots will be provided
which meets by-law requirements.

Mr. Hailey also explained that the School Board has been authorized
to obtain additional properties on Hammond Avenue and on Rochester
Avenue to increase the site area for the school. This additional
area will provide room for a soccer field as well as space for
other activities such as tennis.

Mr. Hailey advised that the proposed building would be a reinforced
concrete structure with a sand blasted textured finish having cedar
siding on the fascia and the lower portion of the building having
a striated vertical finish.
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Thursday, November 28th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

C Alderman Howarth inquired as to whether the building met

setback requirements of the Zoning By-law as it is presently

situated ,even though the School Board does not yet have all the

`, 
necessary property and Mr. Hailey stated that it did.

Alderman Howarth then asked if the school would have been sited

as it is now if the School Board already owned all the properties

at this time and Mr. Hailey stated that they feel the present

location of the proposed building is the best site.

Alderman Garrison asked when the additional properties would

be obtained and Mr. Ingram advised that they hope to obtain them

in early 1976.

Mr. L. Kirk of 1303 Thomas Avenue advised the Hearing that

owners in this area had been offered market value for their

property but no relocation expenses were being offered and he

questioned whether in fact such a large school site was necessary.

He stated that 9 Families are going to be displaced at a cost of

$450
1
,000 which means a very expensive playground. Mr. Kirk

stated that residents don't object to the building but do object to

the cost of the land acquisition.

Mr. Gorjan of 1311 Thomas Avenue objected to the rezoning

stating that the School Board have not maintained their existing

property and stated that he would not agree to sell his property

on Thomas Avenue for the school site. Mr. Ingram of the

School Board advised that no land acquisition of the properties

along Thomas Avenue is contemplated.

Mr. Kirk stated that should the School Board obtain all the

property they want, the residents of the area would be looking

For fencing along the lane behind Thomas Avenue in order to

protect residential property.

Mr. Lepinoy of 1306 Hammond Avenue stated that he has been

offered $44, 000 for his property, however, he is unable to find

similar property to his at such a price and the School Board

will not agree to replacement cost.

Another resident stated that she did not want to sell at all as

she has lived in this area for 28 years and wants to stay.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. 35/75

This was an application by Solar Enterprises Ltd. For rezoning

of property situated on Hickey Avenue to allow a subdivision of

lots with a minimum of 6,000 square Feet.

Mr. Johnson, speaking on behalf of the applicant, stated that

the proposed 6,000 square foot lots are of sufficient size to allow

the construction of fine homes comparable to those in the surrounding

area.

U'
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Thursday, November 28th, 1975,
Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Bettesworth of 2390 Haversley Avenue read to Council his

letter of October 24, 1975 objecting to the rezoning and a copy of

that letter together with petitions submitted is attached to and

Forms a part of these minutes.

Mr. Bettesworth then inquired as to which road would be the

main access to this development and Mr. Johnson stated that

his company would be responsible for upgrading Hickey Street

as this would be the main access street.

Mr. Aussant of 2445 Haversley registered his opposition to

the rezoning.

Mr. Green of 2262 Haversley registered his opposition to the

rezoning as it was his opinion that homes of comparable value

could be erected on smaller lots.

Mr. Ciolfitto of 2385 Haversley registered his opposition and

asked why the developer wished 6, 000 square foot lots. Mr.

Johnson advised that smaller lots could be marketed at a lower

price per lot. Mr. Ciolfitto felt that such a development would

drop the value of existing dwellings by 25%-or 30%.

Mr. Whaley of 2320 King Albert Avenue objected to the rezoning

on the basis that it would devalue his home as well as create
much more traffic in this area.

The residents at the following address registered their opposition

to the rezoning:

2258 Haverst.ey Avenue
2350 Havers ley Avenue
2407 Austin Avenue
2208 King Albert Avenue
2405 Haversley Avenue
2450 Haversley Avenue
2231 Haversley Avenue
2385 King Albert Avenue

2434 King Albert Avenue
2395 King Albert Avenue
2390 Haversley Avenue
2289 King Albert Avenue
2281 King Albert Avenue

2315 Haversley Avenue
2335 Haversley Avenue
2355 King Albert Avenue

ITEM 43 - Reference No. Z 38/75

This was an application by the Vancouver Golf Club to rezone

certain portions of its properties for residential and golf course

use.
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Thursday, Thursday, November 28th, 1975,

'Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Eric Thrun spoke on behalf of the club and advised that the
club wished to rezone a portion of property presently occupied
by the 17th and 18th holes from residential zoning to golf course

i

zoning and as well to rezone a 12 acre portion fronting on Austin
Avenue from golf course use to residential use.

Mr. Thrun explained that it was proposed to extend Dennison
Avenue 150 feet to the west and then continue the road to the
south to a dul de sac before it reaches Austin Avenue. This
would mean that Mr. and Mrs. Cotton who own the adjacent
property could develop their land and the Golf Club could also
then develop 10 lots.

Mr. Thrun advised that the club had no plans at this time to
develop the rest of the property for which they were seeking
rezoning but that the funds from the sale of the 10 lots would
help defray the $70, 000 annual taxes paid by the club. IF the
subdivision is not allowed a strain will be placed on club
members, to maintain the golf course.

Alderman Garrison inquired of Mr. Thrun on whose authority
was the application For zoning made and was advised that it was

made on the authority of the Board of Directors. In answer to
another, question from Alderman Garrison Mr. Thrun advised
that before the subdivision could proceed, the membership of the
club would have to ratify the action of the Board of Directors.

Alderman Howarth asked if the golf club was approved recreational
land under provincial statutes and Mr. Thrun stated that an appli-
cation has been made for exemption and approval is hoped for.

Mr. Thrun advised that one of the main criteria for designation
by the provincial government is some public use. Mr. Thrun
advised that if the club is sold after it has been designated all
taxes for the period of designation become due and payable.

Alderman Howarth inquired as to whether or not use of a portion
of the property could be made available to the general public and
Mr. Thrun advised that thought had been given to a Par 3 golf
course however this had been found to be not viable economically.

In answer to a question from Alderman Garrison, Mr. Thrun
stated that the 12 acres proposed for rezoning is the only area
remaining not being used as golf course.

Mr. J. Parks asked if Dennison Avenue would be the sole access
to the 12 acre portion once subdivision is complete and Mr. Thrun
advised that most likely a second access would be required which
would connect to the existing entrance to the golf club.

Several persons spoke in opposition to the proposed rezoning and
presented petitions of objection and copies of such statements and
petitions are attached to and Form a part of these minutes.

0
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Thursday, Thursday, November 28th, 1975,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. D. Wylie stated that he did not object to the rezoning of the

portion of property for_Golf Course (.P-3) but if all the club wanted

to develop was 10 lots they should be applying for rezoning For

that area only.

Persons, at the following addresses expressed opposition to the

residential zoning.

521 Roxham Avenue

818 Austin Avenue

415 Walker Street

814 Austin Avenue

810 Austin Avenue

915 Dansey Avenue

924 Dennison Avenue

423 Walker Street

514 Roxham Avenue

516 Roxham Avenue

800 Austin Avenue

A resident of Coquitlam living at 1211 Brunette Avenue inquired

as to how many members of the club came from Coquitlam and

Mr. Thrun advised that he thought there may be 175 members

from this community.

Mr. Wylie suggested that the golf club withdraw this application

and re-apply for the portion which they wished to subdivide at

this time.

ITEM #4 - Reference _No . -E 44/75

This was an application by Nacel Properties Ltd. to rezone property

located on Dewdney Trunk Road to allow construction of compact

housing.

Mr. Norman Cressey spoke on behalf of the developers and stated

jj 
that it is proposed to construct 121 units each containing 1,018

~d square Feet not uncluding a Full basement area and will be 3 bedroom

two storey units.

Mr. Cressey also advised that playground areas and walkways

-* will be provided For the development. Also proposed is an earth

berm planted with trees along Lougheed Highway to deflect the

noise over the development.

It was explained to the meeting that the development would have
10 units per acre with 12% of the site actually covered with buildings.

Alderman Howarth asked if any filling would be done in the flood

area and Mr. Cressey advised that no construction would take

place in the flood area.
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Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Alderman Garrison requested that information be provided to

Council on the plans of the School Board with respect to providing

additional classrooms in this area on a priority basis.

Mrs. Krenbrink of 2878 Dewdney Trunk Road expressed her

opposition to the proposed rezoning and submitted a letter in

support of her objection. This letter is attached.

Mr. J. Parks asked how far away from Lougheed Highway was

the eastern boundary of this development and what trees would be

saved in this area. Mr. Cohen, the architect, advised that the

boundary is 65 feet from the highway and no trees would be saved

because an earth berm would have to be constructed and new

trees planted on the berm.

Mrs. Jensen of 2190, Dewdney Trunk Road stated she was opposed
4, to the rezoning because of the lack of parks in this area for children

and other land inthis area could follow with similar developments.

Mrs. Jensen asked what the sale price of these units would be

and Mr. Cressey stated that it would be in the $45,000 range.

0'

Mrs. Buchanan of 2915 Dewdney Trunk Road sought assurances

that the development would be properly fenced and was given

such assurance by the developers.

In answer to a question the Hearing was advised that development

of services for this project would be the .responsibility of the

developers.

L. Malone, President of the Ranch Park Community Association,

read a statement of objection and a copy of that statement is

attached.

A resident of 972 Ranch Park Way expressed opposition and stated

he felt the area should remain for single family dwellings.

Mrs. Anderson of 2986 Dewdney Trunk Road stated that too much

of this area is being developed now and is being taken out of

greenbelt reserves and she too was opposed to the rezoning.

Mrs. Rupert of 445 Joyce Street objected to the rezoning and

presented a petition in support of her position and a copy of that

petition is attached.

The resident of 2983 Ranch Park Way also expressed opposition to

the rezoning.

Attached to these minutes are the following letters and petitions

in addition to those above mentioned:

1 . Letter from E.
2. Letter from P.

3. Petition from C

4. Letter from C.

Haylock.
J. W odyns ki .

. E. Dwyer, et al.

Ma rdyn .
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Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 51/75

This was an application to amend the Zoning By-law to allow the

retail sale and installation of electronic equipment on motor

vehicles within an M 1 Zone.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. Z 15/75

This was an application to rezone property at 832 McIntosh Street

to allow the construction of a duplex.

Mr. Wainman addressed the Hearing and advised that he was the

owner of property and has been for about seven years. He advised

that the property has been rented for $125 per month for the last

five years and he is not receiving much more at this time. Mr.

Wainman advised that thepresent building is not in good repair and

needs a new foundation and heating system and it is uneconomic

at the rental rate being received to make such improvements.

Mr. Wainman advised that he would build a duplex during the summer

of 1976 of which he would retain ownership and rent as a revenue

property.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. GARRISON

SECONDED BY ALD. HOiNARTH:'

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 10 P.M.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN
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BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT - NOVEMBER 27. 1975

ITEM #1 - Z-67-73

This application deals with the Maillard Junior High School Site which first

was reported on to Council December 11, 1973, when the Planning Department

indicated a concern that the site, as then proposed, was only about 3.5 acres

in size, compared to the usual site of 15 acres. The application was also

reviewed by our Design Committee on January 2, 1974, and they found the general

appearance of the building to be good, although they felt that some textural

relief and variety in the buil-ding surface was required to avoid the"monolithic"

appearance, which was similar to the Charles Best School, and they required

further information regarding the details of exterior finish. The Committee

was concerned about the school being sited very close to the three houses on

the south side of Rochester Avenue east of Laval Street. They also felt that

pedestrian access from Rochester Avenue at the north-west corner of the site

should be provided.

Council dealt with this matter at a special meeting on February 11, 1974. At

that time, it was stated by School Board representatives that the building

would be very compact and three storeys in height, with approximately 300 to

400 people, and eventually the School Board would attempt to acquire further

private property to increase the size of the site.

The application then went to Public Hearing, and By-law No. 319 was considered

by Council thereafter on March 11, 1974. The by-law was tabled in order for

Council to have an opportunity to meet with the School Board to discuss

alternate locations for this junior secondary school.

The School Board Architect still worked on plans for the school in spite of

Council tabling the application following the Public Hearing. Revised plans

were submitted April 18, 1974, and reviewed by the Design Committee on April 24,

1974. They were now impressed with the overall appearance of the project and

the use of wood as a relief from the concrete. It was found to be most

effective and they insisted that this be retained as an integral part of the

project. There was still concern that pedestrian access from Rochester Avenue

at the north-west corner of the site was still not shown. They also stated

that the details of the pour lines on the concrete pattern should be expressed,

and that they would appreciate ah opportunity to "view the pattern showing

form lines and snap-tfe patterns,
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Brief 
to 

Public Hearing from Planning Department - November 27, 1975
con It

ITEM #1 - Z-67-73 con't

There was a further meeting on May 13, 1974 with Council where the figure

of 450 pupils was indicated on a site area of 4.2 acres, with future enlargment.

Council went on record at that time as supporting the rezoning of the site in

principle, providing that additional properties were acquired. Council

indicated they were willing to assist the School Board in any way possible with

the Department of Education regarding the acquisition of the additional

properties.

The matter was referred to another Public Hearing after I reported on October 2,

1974 to Council, but By-law No. 319 failed to receive necessary support by

Council on November 4, 1974 after the Hearing. Council were of the opinion that

until the total site area which was going to be required for the school was

actually acquired, they would not proceed with the rezoning.

The School Board then requested information from me on the site area we

would recommend, and we indicated a 6.25 acre junior high site as a minimum,

which takes in the properties shown on this application, as well as four

properties on the south side of Hammond Avenue down to the lane, and the four

properties on the south side of Rochester Avenue east of Laval Street. We had

some discussions with School Board staff in April on integrating our joint

studies with the Parks and Recreation Department of the Neighbourhood

Improvement Programme area. We then received correspondence from the Secretary-

Treasurer of the School Board dated October 17, 1975 requesting that the

application proceed. The Neighbourhood Improvement Programme area recreation

planning and the joint planning between Parks and Recreation and the School

Board staff had not proceeded since the consultant we selected had not been able

to proceed expeditiously. We now have a new consultant, and we arranged a

meeting between them, the School Board Architects, and Municipal and School

Q Board staff, on November 10, 1975, and a further meeting took place on

November 19, 1975. Basically, the results of these meetings were that the

school could stay on its present location, and recreational use of the total

6.25 acre area was proved out. It was also indicated to me that the School

Board would make an undertaking that they would do everything within their

power to go ahead with acquisition of the total area south of Rochester Avenue

and east of Laval.Street down to the lane to the north and parallel to Thomas
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Brief to Public Hearing from Planning Department - November 27, 1975
con It

ITEM #1 - Z-67-73 con't

Avenue. They also agreed to joint planning of the Rochester Park and Maillard

Junior High site in order that a joint development plan for total community

use of their facilities was put forward. The Planning Department believes that

residents in i the area should be clearly told that subject to Department of

Education approval of funding and reaching a conclusion to satisfactory

negotiations with property owners, the School Board would acquire the additional

eight properties to make up the 6.25 acre area in early 1976. Also, property

l owners to the south with properties fronting on Thomas Avenue should be clearly

told that there is no plan to acquire those properties to add to the school site

at a future date.

ITEM #2 - Z-35-75

This application went to Public Hearing in October, where we made the following

statement:

"This application was reported to Council on August 21, 1975. We recommended

that the Subdivision Committee review the technicalities of the subdivision.

This was done and Council reconsidered the application and referred it to Public

Hearing on October 6, 1975. The scheme of subdivision was under our file and

sketch 8-1916I, and the Subdivision Committee indicated that this subdivision

with 6,000 square foot lots could be approved upon final adoption of the zoning

by Council, subject to construction of the services on Hickey Street, Haversley

Avenue, King Albert Avenue, and the lane proposed paralleling Austin Avenue.

There would be a cash payment for installation of services on 66 feet fronting

on Austin. The other costs would be payment of 1976 municipal taxes before final

approval, payment of the $100.00 per lot parkland acquisition fee, and any costs

associated with registration of the plans, easements, etc.

I would note that the shift to RS-3 zoning for 6,000 square foot lots produces

29 lots in lieu of the 24 lots possible under RS-1 zoning. This was under a

previous sketch 8-1916G. I would note that the earlier scheme did have Haversley

Avenue connecting in opposite the existing portion of Haversley Avenue east of

Hickey Street. However, the Planning Department feels that since Haversley east

of Hickey is a shortstreet upon which is only 8. homes, and since the streets are

local in classification, there is no problem with this degree of jogging."
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Brief to Public Hearing from Planning Department - November 27, 1975
cont'd

ITEM #2 - Z-35-75 cont'd.

In Council consideration of By-law No. 534, and further evidence having been

received from affected property owners, Council referred this application back

to Public Hearing. I would note further that the Advisory Planning Commission,

on November 19, 1975, passed a resolution #3058 that the Commission endorse

the Planning Department's contention that any area which is zoned RS-1 should

be considered for RS-3 zoning, and this was particularly related to the

properties now under discussion.

r
ITEM #3 - Z-38-75

This application pertains to rezoning of 12.17 acres fronting on Austin Avenue

to RS-1, and the rezoning of 7.25 acres from RS-1 to P-4, i.e, the site

considered at one time for high-rise apartment development but turned down by

Council. This application was first considered by the Planning Department,

at which time we advised Council that the Golf Club should be asked to supply

a plan of how they would intend to utilize the 12.17 acres. The Advisory

Planning Commission had also indicated their concern on further dedication along

4` Foster Avenue to provide a wider right-of-way for that street.

I discussed these various questions with Messrs. Crawford, Fritz and Thrun,

representing the Golf Club. We had sent to them a sketch indicating how the

area might be subdivided in future. We also asked certain questions with

regard to the shape of the area they proposed for rezoning. Basically,

the answer was that the shape allows for a full width road to extend west of

land proposed for possible sale to Mr. F. Cotton, the adjacent property owner

to the east. The boundary line would be adjustable in future, according to

Gold Club officials, subject to obtaining consent from the Provincial Government

with regard to the boundary for the purposes of the Recreational Land Greenbelt

Encouragement Act.

Another aspect is that no separate parcel would be created within this area

such that the Golf Club could sell the whole area to.a third party. The line

would simply be established for purposes of zoning and for designation -under

the Provincial legislation. The only parcel which would be created would be

the one allowing for ,subdivision of land adjacent.

=I
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Brief to Public Hearing from Planning Department - November 27, 1975
cont'd.

ITEM #3 - Z-38-75 cont'd.

The other aspect which the Advisory Planning Commission raised was the possible

widening of Foster Avenue beyond its present 43 foot width. Back on October 13,

1970, we were advised by the Secretary-Manager of the Vancouver Golf Club that

the request at that time for dedication of a further 10 foot strip along Foster

Avenue would be considered by the Board of Directors when the need arose.

Since the 43 feet was dedicated in 1968, and a further 10 feet was being

discussed in 1970, I presume that this would allow for up to 53 feet to be

dedicated. The chief concern of the Vancouver Golf Club officials with whom I

1 met was the effect on the belt of trees along the south side of Foster Avenue

and on the fencing which was installed in that area.

Another aspect since 1970 is that the 17th and 18th fairways were changed as

to their location since that time, cutting across the property which is currently

zoned RS-1. Council will recall that this existing 7.25 acre RS-1 area was

proposed for multiple-family housing but was eventually turned down because of

its location not being compatible with community plan policy,

Finally, I was advised by Mr. Fritz that if this application proceeded to

Public Hearing and three readings to a Zoning By-law Amendment, they would wish

fourth reading held up until such time as they would go to a general meeting of

their membership on the question of both the zoning and sale of a portion of the

area to the adjacent owner, Mr, Cotton.

We would continue to note our concern that the boundary of the RS-1 and P-3 zones

will be subject to amendment in the future to relate to adjoining development

and the need for additional access to Austin Avenue, particularly in the

vicinity of Walker Street, and the fact that such an adjustment will require

Provincial approval,

Q ITEM #4 - Z-44-75

This project can now be built at either 120 units or 121 units, depending on

whether the Department of Highways will continue to require that 14 feet be

dedicated along Dewdney Trunk Road for future road widening. The Municipal

Engineer has indicated that this widening is not required at this time, although

the Planning Department had taken the position that the setback requirement of



Brief to Public Hearing from Planning Department - November 27, 197
con't

ITEM #4 - Z-44-75 con It

37 feet has to be maintained along Dewdney Trunk Road to allow for possible

longer term widening. As far as the relationship of this project to the

guidelines for non-apartment compact housing, we advised Council on October 22,

1975 in this regard.

Firstly, on the matter of schools, critical to the introduction of higher

density housing, it is a provision of elementary schools. Two new schools

are proposed in this area at Quay Place south of Buoy Drive and Meadowbrook

' Elementary School west of Sharpe Street and south of Dewdney Trunk Road. Both

of these schools are proposed to be ready for occupancy in September 1976.

Meadowbrook Elementary is to be capable of accommodating an enrolment of 279

and Dewdney Elementary 174, while Ranch Park Elementary School will have a

- maximum accommodation of 498 students. Approximately 88 students would be

Q generated from the development under application, which would be part of a total

1,217 pupils from this area of the Municipality in the long term. This compares

to a maximum accommodation possible of 951 in the three elementary schools.

41_ 
Obviously, enlargement of Meadowbrook or the new Dewdney Trunk School would be

required in the longer term.

At the present time, students from these areas are attending schools to the

north and outside the area so that it is difficult to determine total enrolment.

Based on the general ratio of 0.75 students per unit, the existing 1,281 units

in this area of the Municipality (Planning Areas 16 & 17) could generate about

960 elementary pupils. Under the revised ratio by W. Blakely and Associates

of 0.90, this would climb to 1,150 pupils. We suspect that this area has the

lower ratio since School Board staff have indicated that Harbour Village has not

generated the number of pupils per dwelling unit which had been expected.

I would note that the previous application for RS-3 and RT-1 zoning on this site

allowed for 59 units, so that the actual increase in units would be approximately

double that previously indicated for this property. Obviously, the timing of

school construction will be very critical, and further discussion with School

Board staff is warranted.

The other big issue,,-as far as the hon-apartment compact housing- guidelines is

concerned, is in relation to neighbourhood -parks. The only designated parks in
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Brief to Public Hearing from Planning Department - November 27, 1975
con It

ITEM #4 - Z-44-75 con't

this area are Mariner Park north of Ranch Park Elementary School and the proposed,

park west of Hawser Avenue east of the new Dewdney School. There is no

significant parkland designated in the Lower Ranch Park Area north-east of

Dewdney Trunk Road or in the vicinity of Scott Creek. Offsetting this to some

extent is the fact that the proposed development by the applicant provides for

a central amenity area and two children's playgrounds, as well as providing for

a future public road access to properties north of- Scott Creek, now owned by

B.C. Hydro, which we would hope could be provided as an amenity area along Scott
P

Creek itself.

Other issues do not appear significant since transit is available on a 30 minute

basis along Dewdney Trunk Road, and the site is directly adjacent to the new

Lougheed Highway, and widening of Dewdney Trunk Road in the Vicinity is proposed.

I would note that Dewdney Trunk Road, between Mariner Way and the new Lougheed

Highway is classified as a municipal arterial street in the recommendations of

the Roads Review Committee, as endorsed by Council. Facilities and services

are available, so we note that Department of Water Resources approval will be

required, since the land abuts Scott Creek. There are some site design problems

in that as many of the existing trees as possible should be retained and

integrated in the overall design, and some method of screening the noise and

visual impact of the abutting Lougheed Highway will have to be arranged. There

is also the question of tying in development of adjacent lands to the north

across Scott Creek and the properties to the south, the triangular area between

Dewdney Trunk Road and the new Lougheed Highway, and the proposed development.

The purpose of the road system, which has been approved by the Subdivision

Committee of staff, is to allow for independent development of these particular

properties. Alternatives are"rounding out the site" to take in these lands or

considering a similar development of the lands to the south in the future.

I note that the Design Committee, in their meeting of October 8, 1975, found the

project acceptable for Public Hearing, although they expressed concern that the

same basic materials and elevations are being repeated throughout this sizable

project, and felt that consideration should be given to varying the appearance

` in clusters or groupings by utilizing different materials. They felt that

wherever this was done it should be carried through a cluster or grouping.
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Brief to Public Hearing from Planning Department - November 27, 1975

cont'd.

ITEM #4 - Z-44-75 cont'd.

They also mentioned the concern with shielding the development from

the impact of Lougheed Highway from an audio or visual point of view.

-

They also noted the large expanse of blacktop which might be broken up with

the use of different paving material and felt that special attention could

be given to the entrance areas in front of the units. Finally, the committee

trusted that the applicants would follow through with the proposal to retain

a maximum number of existing trees especially to the rear of the building.

The Advisory Planning Commission by resolution 3051 recommend that the

Application Z-44-75 now be referred to Public Hearing and this was endorsed

by Council on October 27, 1975, under resolution 1571 at which time my report

of October 22, 1975 was considered.

ITEM #5 - Z-51-75

`✓ This application was recommended for referral to Public Hearing by the

Planning Department in it's report of November 4, 1975. Basically is allows

for retail sales of electronic goods which are compatible with, retail sale of

large trucks'and large, heavy industrial machinery. We felt that the proposed

use was compatible with the industrial uses in the M-1 zone and should be

favourably considered by Council.

ITEM #6 - Z-15-75

This application is for a duplex at 832 McIntosh Street. The property meets

all the five criteria employed in locating two-family houses in one-family

housing areas. The proposed plans submitted would appear to enhance the

general standard of housing in the area and thus meet the one key criteria,

number four.

Respectfully submitted

je vR D. M. Buchanan
Planning Director
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D. P. Bettesworth,

2390, Haversley Avenue,

Coquitlam, B.C.,

V3J 7C9.

October 24, 1975

District of Coquitlam,

1111, Burnette Avenue,

Coquitlam, B.C.,

V3K 1E8.

Attention: Mayor and Council

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council Members:

Change in Zoning

East Half Lot -#7 Plan 4888

Seven Acres Haversley, King Albert, Hickey

and Austin Area

I understand a proposal is before the Planning Department
and Council to re-zone the above property from RS-1

(7,000 sq. ft. lots) to RS-3 (6,000 sq. ft. lots).

Please be advised as a resident and taxpayer in the immediate
area of the proposed development, I very much oppose such a

plan for the following reasons:-

Initial development of this area (1974-1975)

required a 7,000 sq. ft. minimum lot size.

I contend the area under consideration should

remain the same lot size.

A smaller lot development would devalue

existing property. All existing homes in

the 'Coronation Realty' development are in

excess of $75,000 and many homes over $100,000.

The developer would probably sell the lots

for the same price as existing lots in the

'Coronation' development. Thus, the developer

would be profiteering at the expense of the

-~ present property owners.

JR
..
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The additional lots 29 versus 24 at $30,000
minimum would gross the developer $150,000
less service cost. A liberal profit at the
expense of existing home owners and
'Coronation Realty'.

Recreation units i.e. trailers, boats and
motor homes would be inadequately accommodated
on the proposed 6,000 sq. ft. lots and would
be subsequently parked on the street.

Additional trees would be destroyed with
smaller lots, thus taking away from the present
treed lot appeal.

I trust the Mayor and Council, Planning Department, and the
Advisory Planning Department will see fit to reject the
application for RS-3 zoning, for the above reasons, along
with the objections put forth by other residents at the
public hearing held October 23, 1975. I recommend the
zoning for this parcel of land remain RS-1.

Yours very truly,

C.C. Planning Department
Advisory Planning Department
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October 24, 1975

District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.
V3K 1E8

Attention: Maygr & Council Members

Dear Sirs:

Re: Change in Zoning - East Half Lot 7
Plan 4888 and Lot 83 Plan 28177
Area approx. 7 acres Haversley,
King Albert, Hickey and Austin

WE, the undersigned being the registered owners of lands
and premises immediately adjacent to property legally known
and described as Lot 83, D.L. 359, Plan 28177 and the Re-
mainder of the East ~ of Lot 7, D.L. 359, Plan 4888 do
hereby strenuously object'to the rezoning of the said Lot
83 and Remainder of Lot 7 etc., from the present zoning
RS-1 to RS-3 as we believe the rezoning will depreciate
the value of our properties and we expressly request the
Municipal Council and the Municipal Planning Department
to reject the said application to rezone the aforesaid
land and the present zoning regulation RS-1 not be altered
in any way;

11
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October 24, 1975

District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.
V3K' lE8

Attention: Mayor & Council Members

Dear Sirs:

Re: Change in Zoning - East Half Lot 7
Plan 4888 and Lot 83 Plan 28177
Area approx. 7 acres Haversley,
King Albert, Hickey and Austin

WE, the undersigned being the registered owners of lands
and premises immediately adjacent to property legally known
and described as Lot 83, D.L. 359, Plan 28177 and the Re-
mainder of the East i of Lot 7, D.L. 359, Plan 4888 do
hereby strenuously object to the rezoning of the said Lot.
83 and Remainder of Lot 7 etc., from the present zoning
RS-1 to RS-3 as we believe the rezoning will depreciate
the value of our properties and we expressly request the
Municipal Council and the-Municipal Planning Department
to reject the said application to rezone the aforesaid
land and the present zoning regulation RS-1 not be altered
in any way;



October 24, 1975

~✓ District of Coquitlam
1,111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.
V3K 1E8

Attention: Mayor & Council Members

Dear Sirs:

Re: Change in Zoning - East Half Lot 7
Plan 4888 and Lot - 83 Plan 28177
Area approx. 7'acres Haversley,
King Albert, Hickey and Austin

WE, the undersigned being the registered owners of lands
and premises immediately adjacent to property legally known
and described as Lot 83, D.L. 359, Plan 28177 and the Re-
mainder of the East ~ of Lot 7, D.L. 359, Plan 4888 do
hereby strenuously object to the rezoning of the said Lot
83 and Remainder of Lot 7 etc., from the present zoning
RS-1 to RS-3 as we believe the rezoning will depreciate
the value of our properties and we expressly request the
Municipal Council and the Municipal Planning Department
to reject the said application to rezone the aforesaid
land and the present zoning regulation RS-1 not be altered
in any way;
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District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

.~ V3K lE8

' 
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October 24, 1975

Attention: Mayor & Council Members

Dear Sirs:

Re: Change in Zoning - East Half Lot 7
Plan 4888 and Lot 83 Plan 28177
Area approx. 7 acres Haversley,
King Albert, Hickey and Austin

WE, the undersigned being the registered owners of lands
and premises immediately adjacent to property legally known
and described as Lot 83, D.L. 359, Plan 28177 and the Re-
mainder of the East h of Lot 7, D.L. 359, Plan 4888 do
hereby strenuously object to the rezoning of the said Lot
8.3 and Remainder of Lot 7 etc., from the present zoning
RS-1 to RS-3 as we believe the rezoning will depreciate.
the value of our properties and we expressly request the
Municipal Council and the Municipal Planning Department
to reject the said application to rezone the aforesaid
land and the present zoning regulation RS-1 not be altered
in any way;
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October 24, 1975

District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.
V3K 1E8

Attention:- Mayor & Council Members

Dear Sirs:

Re: Change in Zoning - East Half Lot 7
Plan 4888 and Lot 83 Plan 28177
Area approx. 7 acres Haversley,
King Albert, Hickey and Austin

WE, the undersigned being the registered owners of lands
and premises immediately adjacent to property legally known
and described as Lot 83, D.L. 359, Plan 28177 and the Re-
mainder of the East ~ of Lot 7, D.L. 359, Plan 4888 do
hereby strenuously object to the rezoning of the said Lot
83 and Remainder of Lot 7 etc., from the present zoning
RS-1 to RS-3 as we believe the rezoning will depreciate
the value of our properties and we expressly request the
Municipal Council and the Municipal Planning Department
to reject the said application to rezone the aforesaid
land and the present zoning regulation RS-1 not be altered
in any way;
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•~ District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.
V3K 1E8

4__

October 24, 1975

Attention: Mayor & Council Members

Dear Sirs:

Re: Change in Zoning - East Half Lot 7
Plan 4888 and Lot 83 Plan 28177
Area approx. 7 acres Haversley,
King Albert, Hickey and Austin

WE, the undersigned being the registered owners of lands
and premises immediately adjacent to property legally known
and described as Lot 83, D.L. 359, Plan 28177 and the Re-
mainder of the East ~ of Lot 7, D.L. 359, Plan 4888 do
hereby strenuously object to the rezoning of the said Lot
83 and Remainder of Lot 7 etc., from the present zoning
RS-1 to RS-3 as we believe the rezoning will depreciate
the value of our properties and we expressly request the
Municipal Council and the Municipal Planning Department
to reject the said application to rezone the aforesaid
land and the present zoning regulation RS-1 not be altered
in any way;
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2~8
JJ
/I

j l,

,e

Gc; ` etXe

z/_S 
i~ /'l

1(



9

•

•

v 

_

a
z

0

a

z

APEA195 (270715 )
W

ZPFA277 IMB445 MBF544 NLCRT MONTREAL QUE 26

(MISS J A CHAPPLE `

514 ROXHAM ST COQUITHAM B,C
•

BT

TLEASE ACT FOR ME IN OPPOSING PROPOSED REZONING OF GOLF CLUB
_a

hOPERTY AT NOV 27TH MEETING.
a

W LEN CHAPPLE 812 AUSTIN AVE HUDSON QUE
0a

•

Ja
o

o

... ...... .......
a

•

2 _ W,



i 6.0 .

191 -7S

~.Y'~cv ~'~ ~a~zcli ~y ✓ ~eLL~zOn/~ Kz~c cC/



r .."'

D

,or

Mayor and Council,
District of Coquitlam,
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sirs,

445 Joyce Street,
Coquitlam, B. C.

November 26th, 1975

Re: Item No. 3 - Reference No. Z 38-75
Proposed Amendments to Zoning
By-laws - North side of Austin from
Walker to Joyce Street

I am against the proposed rezoning of a portion
of the Vancouver Golf Club property for the purpose of a
residential subdivision.

I do not believe a subdivision in the suggested
location would serve the best interests of the community.
The property as it presently stands is beautifully treed
and landscaped and provides a green belt, which is a delight
to all people who travel on Austin Avenue.

The sketch that has been sent to the Golf Club
officials by the Municipal Planner indicates how the area
might be subdivided, and provide 63 residential lots. Is
Coquitlam so short of housing lots that it is necessary to
subdivide this property and cram the maximum number of minimum
sized lots into an area which has been regarded as Recreational
Land Greenbelt? The size of the lots, minimal 7,000 square
feet, would not be in keeping with other nearby residential
properties.

As you are all aware, traffic is a problem now on
Austin Avenue and fifty or sixty more homes with access and
egress onto Austin will only increase the present congestion.
It would appear that Dennisson Avenue on the North of the sub-
division could be used as an alternate entrance/exit - another
problem when you consider Dennisson is only half width at the
Blue Mountain end!

Even if residential development was considered (which
it should not be), the straight rezoning would not preserve the
natural quality of the area and give the protection that is
required. In such instances, development should be under a
land use contract to permit preservation of a green belt on
Austin Avenue; reinforced by easement/land covenant; and ensure
closer control of lot sizes.

Thank you for giving your careful consideration, and



a,-

- 2 -

using your best judgement with regard to this rezoning
application.

Yours sincerely,

Adele Rupert (Mrs. N.L.)

N.B. For your added information, the general membership
of the Vancouver Golf Club have not been advised
of any proposed redevelopment or rezoning of part
of the Golf Course property. This fact is borne
out in the penultimate paragraph of the Inter-Office
Communication dated October 28th, 1975 from D. M.
Buchanan to R. A. Le Clair. I understand that
there is an item on the agenda for presentation to
the members at their Annual Meeting which is
scheduled for Thursday evening, November 27th:

4



November 23, 1975

The Mayor and Council
District of Co uitlam
1111 BrunettettL-
Coquitlam,, B.-C.

Dear Sirs::

The November 22nd issue of the Columbian carried on page 15
~. notice of a public hearing with reference to several proposed zoning.

by-law amendments for which there is to be a public hearing..

We wish to register our opinion in regard to Item No.3
Reference No. Z 38-75.
1. This area is currently a form of green belt. If housing is placed

on it this will be lost.

2. If housing is developed there will be a heavier traffic load placed
on the Austin route and the 2 immediate access routes (Walker and
Dennisson.).. It is doubtful if these routes can stand this.

3. The children who will live in.this developed area will lave a difficult
time crossing Austin.to their school.. Any special crossing will impede
traffic and make it worse than it is already.

4. What happened to a past proposal from the Vancouver Golf Club to develop
the area as a pitch and putt course? Such a use would preserve the
green belt effect and provide a useful recreation area for the District..
Any traffic generated by it would be periodic and not general.

We therefore oppose rezoning'this area for residential use.

Jr's
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I have listened with great interest to the proposals made on behalf of the Vancouver Golf

_i

Course in respect to rezoning of that particular property in question tonight and have

also listened to the replies to these proposals by members of the public gathered here

tonight.

There is no# doubt&oncern on behalf of the Golf Course with respect to their inability

to meet their tax committments to this municipality and there is also very great concern

by the immediate residents of the area who will be affected adversely by this rezoning.

It is submitted that a final determination will be dependant upon what is best in the

interests of the community of Coquitlam and its citizens as a whole. This is the

paramount consideration as to approval or rejection of this rezoning application.

In this respect, there are six factors which must be-considered by this board:
Ie

1) The promotion of health, safety, convenience and welfare of the public -- it is A
r~w~'

submitted that safety is a strong factor to consider in view of the heavy,

arterial traffic on Austin Avenue in the mornings and evenings and the question

of access into and out of the proposed area in view of the danger in hand. In

addition, the welfare of the public it is submitted, does not deem it absolutely

necessary that-housing or development go into this particular area as it stands

on record that Coquitlam is not short of land for housing purposes and there is

no crying need for additional housing in this area.

Z) The prevention of the overcrowding of land, and preservation of the amenities

peculiar to any zone -- it stands as a matter of record that this golf course

and the land on which it stands represents one of the most beautiful developed

greenbelts in the heart of this Municipality. It is Coquitlam's miniature

Stanley Park with the addition of one of the finest views anywhere in this

Municipality. It is submitted that preservation of this property as a natural

greenbelt for the benefit of the residents of Coquitlam as a whole is desirable.

It represents a once in a lifetime opportunity which will not occur again.

3) The securing of adequate light, air and access. With respect to the matter of

access, it has already been submitted that access off this main arterial street

of Austin Avenue is a danger and a hazard. Traffic along Austin Avenue over

the next few years will undoubtely increase and in any event not subside.

pre-Spe,--i;v
4) The value of the land and the nature of it's present and e use and

occupancy -- the value of this land I have reiterated upon and its present use

of that of a Private Golf Course is directly opposite to that which is proposed
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here tonight.

5) The character of each zone, the character of the buildings already erected and

the peculiar suitability of the zone for particular purposes -- The character

of the homes in this particular zone are unique. Property owners have invested

f̀  substantial sums to maintain this character and are entitled to the Municipality's

help in preserving their investment in this respect.

6) The conservation of property values -- Although every effort no doubt would be

made to maintain the existing property values, the loss of this greenbelt, the

increased traffic and congestion will in fact mean a deterioration in this

respect.

On the basis of the six factors considered above it is my respective opinion that the

''l"' proposed zoning cannot in fact be approved on the basis of the factors set down by

,it

this Municipality to consider on such an application to rezone.

It is further submitted that the overriding purpose for the rezoning is the inability

of the Golf Course to meet its tax committment to the Municipality and that their

proposed remedy (selling off part of the land) is a short-run solution which has been

done in the past by selling off the corner portion of Austin and Blue Mountain for

residential housing and by selling off the bottom portion some years ago next to

Brookmere Park. The solution itself is short-run. It may solve the crisis for the

Golf Course this year but the Golf Course will again be met with this same problem

next year and the year after ad infinitum. The results will be piecemeal or spot

zoning of chunks off of this valuable property year after year and is not long-term

solution.

With this in mind the Municipality must determine themselves, considering the interests

of the community as a whole, whether this property is valuable enough to hold onto

a 
Q.te

for the benefit of the communityaad if not, then it is suggested that a total proposal

for the whole area be submitted at such time to be considered by Council at that date.

To do otherwise, is to neglect your duty owed to every resident in the Municipality of

Coquitlam as .a whole.LZ}LL
.,
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November 25, 1975

M_nyor and Council
District of Coq!titlam

111.1 Brunette :Avenue
Coquit_lam, R.C.

Dear Sirs,

We, the undersigned, oppose the proposed rezoning of a portion
of the Vancouver Golf Club for a residential subdivision.

The proposed 53 houses will contribute nothing of value either
1, to the immediate neighbourhood or to the municipality, while they will

reduce a green belt which is of great value to the municipality.
.Alternatively, development of that land for a puulic pitch-anti-putt golf
course would maintain the green belt and contribute a valuable recreational
resource to the municipality.

The proposed 63 houses will increase traffic on Salker, Austin,
and Dennisson, overstraining Dennisson to the point where it would have to
be widened at municipal expense. Also, the project would generate 80 or

100 school pupils; and Lord Baden Powell Elementary School is presently
filled to capacity.

The proposed 63 houses are on.minimum lot sizes, with 60-foot
frontages. In the surrounding area, many or most residences are on

larger lots, with wide frontages. In context, the proposed subdivision
would cause a deterioration of the general residential quality of the area.

The proposed rezoning is not an actual development proposal.
r Therefore, if the RS-1 residential zoning were granted, there would be
` nothing to inhibit the applicants from later applying for townhouse or

apartment zoning, once the principle of residential use had been established.
It is notable that in 1969 the applicant did attempt to get high-rise
apartment zoning for the property. °
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November 25, 1975 _

M-.Vor and Council
District of Cogititlam
1111 Brunette Avenue
Conuitlam, B.C.

Dear Sirs,

ffe, the undersigned, oppose the proposed rezoning of a portion
of the Vancouver Golf Club for a residential subdivision.

The proposed 63 houses will contribute nothing of value either
to the immediate neighbourhood or to the municipality, while they will
reduce a green belt which is of great value to the municipality.
Alternatively, development of that land for a puhlic pitch-and-putt golf
course would maintain the 5reen belt and contribute a valuable recreational
resource to the municipality.

The proposed 63 houses will increase traffic on Walker, Austin,
and Dennisson, overstraining Dennisson to the point where it would have to
be widened at municipal expense. Also, the project would generate 80 or
100 school pupils; and Lord Baden Powell Elementary School is presently
filled to capacity.

The proposed 63 houses are on.minimum lot sizes, with 60-foot
frontages. In the surrounding area, many or most residences are on
larger lots, with wide frontages. In context, the proposed subdivision

.L- would cause a deterioration of the general residential quality of the area.

The proposed rezoning is not an actual development proposal.
© Therefore, if the RS-1 residential zoning were granted, there would be

nothing to inhibit the applicants from later applying for townhouse or
apartment zoning, once the principle of residential use had been established.
It is notable that in 1969 the applicant did attempt to get high-rise
apartment zoriing for the property.
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November 25, 1975

M. Vor and Council
District of Coquitlam

111.1 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sirs,

~.' 'Ive s the undersigned, oppose the proposed rezoning of a portion
of the Vancouver Golf Club for a residential subdivision.

The proposed 63 houses will contribute nothing of value either
to the immediate neighbourhood or to the municipality, while they will
reduce a green belt which is of great value to the municipality.
Alternatively, development of that land for a public pitch-and-putt golf
course would maintain the green belt and contribute a valuable recreational
resource to the municipality.

The proposed 63 houses will increase traffic on 'Walker, Austin,
and Dennisson, overstraining Dennisson to the point where it would have to
be widened at municipal expense. Also, the project would generate 80 or
100 school pupils; and Lord Baden Powell Elementary School is presently
filled to capacity.

C

The proposed 63 houses are on.minimum lot sizes, with 60-foot
frontages. In the surrounding area, many or most residences are on
larger lots, with wide frontages. In context, the proposed subdivision
would cause a deterioration of•the general residential quality of the area.

The proposed rezoning is not an actual development proposal.
Therefore, if the RS-1 residential zoning were granted, there would be
nothing to inhibit the applicants from later applying for townhouse or
apartment zoning, once the principle of residential use had been established.
It is notable that in 1969 the applicant did attempt to get high-rise
apartment zoning for the property.
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November 25, 1975

Mayor and Council
District of Cogk.iitlam

1111. Brunette ,Avenue
Conuitlam, B.C.

,.., Dear Sirs,

J Se, the undersigned, oppose tl~e proposed rezoning of a portion

of the Vancouver Golf Club for a residential. subdivision.

The proposed 63 houses will contribute nothing of value either

to the immediate neighbourhood or to the municipality, while they will

reduce a green belt which is of {treat value to the municipality.

Alternatively, development of that land for a pu_)lic pitch-and-putt golf
course would maintain the green belt and contribute a valuable recreational

resource to the municipality.

The proposed 33 houses will increase traffic on ';talker, .Austin,
and Dennisson, overstraining Dennisson to the point where it would have to
be widened at municipal expense. Also, the project would generate 80 or

100 school pupils; and Lord Baden Powell Elementary School is presently
filled to capacity.

The proposed 63 houses are on.minimum lot sizes, with 60-foot
frontages. In the surrounding area, many or most residences are on

larger lots, with wide frontages. In context, the proposed subdivision

.~ would cause a deterioration of the general residential quality of the area.

The proposed rezoning is not an actual development proposal.
Therefore, if the RS-1 residential zoning were granted, there would be
nothing to inhibit the applicants from later applying for townhouse or
apartment zoning;, once the principle of residential use had been established.
It is notable that in 1969 the applicant did attempt to get high-rise

,5 apartment zoning for the property.
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November 25, 1975

} Mayor and Council
District of Coquitlam
111.1. Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sirs,

'Ye, the undersimned, oppose the i)roposed rezoning of a portion
of the Vancouver Golf Club for a residential subdivision.

The proposed 63 houses will contribute nothing of value either.

41
to the immediate neighbourhood o'r to the municipality, while they will
reduce a green belt which is of great value to the municipality.
Alternatively, development of that land for a public pitch-and-putt golf
course would maintain the green belt and contribute a valuable recreational
resource to the municipality.

The proposed 63 houses will increase traffic on Walker, Austin,
and Dennison, overstraining Dennisson to the point where it would have to
be widened at municipal expense. Also, the project would generate SO:.or
100 school pupils; and Lord Baden Powell Elementary School is presently
filled to capacity.

The proposed 6:3 houses are on. minimum lot sizes, with 60-foot
frontages. In the surrounding area, many or most residences are on
larger lots, with wide frontages. In context, the proposed subdivision
would cause a deterioration of the general residential quality of the area.

The proposed rezoning is not an actual development proposal.
Therefore, if the RS-1 residential zoning were granted, there would be
nothing to inhibit the applicants from later applying for townhouse or
apartment zoning, once the principle of residential use had been established.
It is notable that in 1969 the applicant- did attempt to get high-rise
apartment zoziing for the property.
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-~ Mayor and Council
District of .Cogi_ii.tlam
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B.C.

November 25, 1975

(
gear Sirs,

,'e, the undersigned, oppose the proposed rezoning of a portion
of the Vancouver Golf Club for a residential subdivision.

The proposed 63 houses will contribute nothing of value either
to the immediate neighbourhood or to the municipality, while they will
reduce a green belt which is of great value to the municipality.
Alternatively, development of that land for a public pitch-and-putt golf
course would maintain the green belt and contribute a valuable recreational
resource to the municipality.

The proposed o3 houses will increase traffic on Walker, Austin,
and Dennisson, overstraining llennisson to the point where it would have to
be widened at municipal expense. also, the project would generate 80. or
100 school pupils; and Lord Baden Powell Elementary School is presently
filled to capacity.

. The proposed 63 houses are on. minimum lot sizes, with GO-foot
Frontages. In the surrounding area, many or most residences are on
larger lots, with wide frontages. In context, the proposed subdivision
would cause a deterioration of the general residential quality of the area..

~ The proposed rezoning is not an actual development proposal.
Iw; Therefore, if the RS-1 residential zoning were granted, there would be

nothing to inhibit the applicants from later applying for townhouse or
apartment zoning, once the principle of residential use had been established.
It is notable that in 1969 the applicant did attempt to get high-rise
apartment zoriing for he property.
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NOVEMBER 5th, 1975.

The Mayor and Council
District of Coquitlam
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sirs:

Re: Rezoning of property located on the
North Side of Austin, between Walker
and Joyce (Presently Vancouver Golf
Course Property)

We are opposed to the rezoningapplication, reference
no.Z 38-75 being Item No. 3 of Proposed Amendments to be
brought before a Public Hearing on the 27th day of Novem-
ber, 1975. The following points against the application
are:

Reduction of Land Greenbelt, which presently
enhances Austin Avenue,the main street in the
South Western District of the Municipality.

Increased traffics with added problem of access
and egress to planned subdivision.

.i
Size of planned lots are the minimum presently
required, to meet RS-1 zoning, but in general
would not be in keeping with other nearby
residential propertAes.

Sincerely,

~P
(pa Aj2 ~
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The Mayor and Council,
District of Coquitlam,
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sirs:

November 24th, 1975.

Re: Item No.3 - Reference No.Z 38-75
Proposed Amendments to Zoning By-laws
North Side of Austin Ave. - Vancouver
Golf Course Property - from Walker to
Joyce St.

The undersigned are opposed to the rezoning application
referred to above, for the following reasons:

(1) It would not appear to 'serve the best interests
of the Community to subdivide this property
and cram the maximum number of minimum sized
lots into an area which has been regarded as
Recreational Land Greenbelt. The area as it
is presently, is beautifully treed and land-
scaped and provides a green belt which is a
delight to all people who travel on Austin Ave.

(2) Traffic is a problem now on Austin, and fifty
or sixty more homes in a relatively small area
will only increase the present congestion.

(3) The Main Golf Course entrance on Austin at
Walker street would appear -to bbeone of the
planned entrances/exits to the subdivision,
while the only other one would be at Roxham
and Dennisson. of necessity rush hourtraffic
will be increased at the Austin & Blue Mountain
intersection and will undoubtedly create
traffic jams. School patrol crossing would be
a must for the children from the houses in the
subdivision - a problem on a street classified
as arterial, especially when there is another
patrolled school crossing approximately 1/2 mile
West on Austin.

Your consideration as our elected representatives to the
points detailed above is appreciated.
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2878 Dewdney Trunk Road,

Port Coquitlam, B.C. ,

November 27, 1975•

i Mayor and Council,
y ,

Municipal Hall,

1111 Brunette Avenue,

Coquitlam, B. C.

Re:— Item # 4:-- Reference Number Z-44-75.

Gentlemen;

I am against this application not because of the aesthetic

character of the area but for the sake of common sense.

We have already had three public hearings on this property,

how much more time is going to be used on proposals? Are we to

take this application seriously or wait for the next one?

There is no park in the immediate area, When will there be

one? One hundred dollars per created unit will not be sufficient

to buy the property required for a park large enough or with the

facilities for all the children. All that a development of this

magnitude is going to do is burden the taxpayers. Don't we have

enough of this already? Why should the residents already here

have to suffer with the increased density plus the problems that

arise from it?

Arl 
We have a development in the area with nine units per acre.

Dunhill has ten to twelve units per acre proposed for the

western part of Green Acres. What about this added density?



~. 2

Higher densities in. certain areas are practical and feasible,

but how many such developments is one area expected to take?

This area does not meet all the requirements that council

has accepted as per recommendation number. four in the Apartment

Density Study; "That in yet to be developed areas, multi-family

housing should be integrated in a more decentralized fashion,

but still related to facilities as parks, schools, shopping and

arterial roads."

I do not expect this property to stay vacant but I would

like to see some common sense used towards rezoning.

The previous zoning went through the proper channels and

yet only after they had fourth and final reading did they find

out that they would have a problem to provide access to adjacant

parcels to the north and south. Why wasn't this problem resolved

prior to the final adoption?

Is the next rezoning application on this property for

eight story apartments?
-14

Yours truly,



0
November 27, 1975•

Mayor and Council,
Coquitlam Municipal Hall,
1111 Brunette Ave.,

j Coquitlam, B.C.

Gentlemen:
I

Re: Item No. 4., Ref. No. Z-44-75

Ranch Park District Community Association wishes
''to register objection to the proposed re-zoning for higher

density on Dewdney Trunk Road.
There is no park in this area, Mariner and Hawser

parks are undeveloped, and even if they were developed they
-- would not be of any use to the children living on Dewdney

Trunk Road.
For the planning department to suggest "similar

development of lands to the south in the future" is a bit much
for one area.

We have Meadowbrook, Dunhill's development on
Essondale land, as well as development on the former Green
Acres Farm.

The total impact from the Essondale development
should be realized before council allows doubling of the
density in this area. w

The Dew•dney Trunk area has already been designated
as. 6000 square feet lots plus three duplexes at a public hearing.
We feel it is a waste of time and the taxpayers money to
continually change plans.

We do not object to the development of homes, just
the doubling of the density.

Yours very truly,

RANCH PARK DISTRICT COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

_ L. Malone President



November 26, 1975

The Mayor and Council
District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette-Avenue
Coquitlam, D.C.

Dear Sirs,

In regard• to the proposal to rezone a large property on
Dewdney Trunk Road to RT-2 townhousing density, we consider the
proposal to be inadvisable.

The subject property went through several public hearings
and was zoned, just this year, to RS-3 residential density.
Presumably this reflected a careful consideration by Councili
municipal staff, and the area residents, of the planning needs and
residential capacity of the area. Since then there has been no
general planning review of the situation or attempt to make an,'
integrated assessment of the effects of present and proposed dense
housing developments-- Meadowbrook, Essondale, Sharpe Street, and
the subject property--on each other and on the overall residential
quality of the lower Ranch Park neighbourhood.

Apparently, then, the rezoning proposal results only from the
developer's unilateral desire to increase the profitability of the
property, regardless of the general municipal interest.

If this rezoning were approved, it would set an extremely
dangerous precedent for the entire municipality, in that any planning
or zoning decision, however carefully arrived at, could be overturned,
by pressure from the developer, within a few weeks. We therefore
strongly urge the Council to reject this rezoning.

d&L l/03
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November. 23,. 1975

,1_ The Mayor and Council
District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette N~
Coquitlam, B.C..

Dear Sirs;

The November 22nd issue of the Columbian.carried on page 1.5
notice of a public hearing with reference to several proposed zoning
by-law amendments for which there is to be a public hearing.

We wish to register our opinion in regard to Item No. 4
Reference No Z 44 - 75•

1. This area has been zoned and re-zoned a number of times recently;
the last is so recent that the developer must have immediately applied
for re-zoning as soon as his first application was through. This looks
very suspicious; Who is profitting?

?_ There are already two areas of multi-dwelling units in this area, one
existing and another to begin.. Why increase the load to ghat will.soon
be over-capacity2

3.. The land is low and near a creek. Is it safe for high density housing?
1,11hat about flooding? The cost of fill might make the units too expensive.

4. No provision has been made nearby for greenbelt or park areas. High
density housing needs public open space. Where are the playgrounds?

-It This area should be left as one family residential - as presently

10 
zoned. e
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