


February. lltLi, 1970

A Public Hearing on the proposed Zoning By-Law AnZendn-ients
was held in the MacDonald Cartier Roonz of the Social Recreation Centre,
630 Poirier Street, Coquitlan-i, B.C. on Wednesday, February 11th, 1970
at 7. 45 p. m, with all Members of Council present including the Planning 6'
Director, Municipal Clerk and Assistant Clerk,

~ MOVED BY ALD, BUTLER.

SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That His Worship Mayor J. L. Ballard act as Chairman

of the Public Hearing. FEB jy10

CARRIED

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER

SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That the Municipal Clerk act as Secretary of the Public
Hearing.

CARRIED

Following the Chairman's remarks in regard to speaking
to the items before the Hearing and that each speaker was

'I to give his name and address as well as the delegation he
is representing before speaking to the matter.

The Assistant Clerk proceeded by reading Item #1 of the
proposed amendments as follows:

ITEM #1 - Reference No. 106/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1767, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - Lot 9 of Block 38 of Lot 9, Group 1, Plan 19714, N. W. D.
be rezoned from Residential Medium Density (R-2) to
Residential Multiple Family RM-2 for purposes of
apartment development.
(Property situated at 614 Clarke Road. )

CLAUSE #2 - Parcel "A" (Explanatory Plan 10405) of Lot 38 of Lot 9,
Group 1, Plan 4485, N. W. D. be rezoned from Residential
Medium Density (R-2) to Residential Multiple Family
(RA4-2) for purposes of apartment development.
(Property situated at 612 Clarke Road. )

Upon the announcment from the Chair for anyone that

opposed this rezoning, it was found that no opposition
was expressed and the next item was called.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 125/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning An-iendment By-Law No. 1769, 1970"

CLAUSE #I - Lot 76 of D. L. 5, Plan 36704, N. W. D. be rezoned front

Residential Low Density (R-1) to Service Commercial

(CS- 1) for purposes of a Health Spa.
(Property located at 515 North Road.)

The Chairman called for any who would oppose this

-~' application, and there being none, proceeded to the

~; next item.
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Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

ITEM #3 - 'Reference No. Z98/69

+ "The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendnient By-Law No. 1769, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - Lot 4 of Block 2 of IV 1/2 of Lot 3.and 358, Group 1,
Plan 21556, N. W. D. be rezoned from Residential Low
Density (R- 1) to Residential Medium Density (R-2) for
purposes of duplex development.
(Property located at 1742 King Albert Avenue. )

Mr. Townsend, 1745 King Albert Avenue, stated that he

+ _ felt that it would depreciate values and set a precedent

for more duplex use in this area.

The Planner then explained the policy of duplexes in

residential areas, outlining the square footage of 8, 000

square feet of useable land, with secondary access

available, neighbourhood characteristics would be con-

sidered, services must be available such as water and

sewers, avoid concentration of duplexes any closer than

600 feet, and other sites more desirable for duplex use

than the one in question.

ITEM #.4 - Reference No. Z 113/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1770, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - Lot 3 of Lot 6 of Block 17 of Lot 9, Group 1, Plan 14573,

N. W. D, be rezoned from Service Station III (SS-3) to

Service Commercial (CS- 1) in order to allow alterations

to existing animal hospital.

CLAUSE #2 - a) By-Law No. 1051, shall be amended by adding the

following to Clause 11 - Uses:

(g) animal hospitals.

b) The Service Commercial Zone shall be designated CS- 1.

c) No use permitted in the CS- I Zone shall be permitted

in the Local Commercial Zone, which henceforth be

designated C-2.

-No opposition expressed.

ITEM #5 - Reference No. 108/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1771, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - Lot 10 of Block 10 of Lot 46, Group 1, Plan 2624,

N. W. D. be rezoned from Residential Multiple Family

RM- 1 to Residential Multiple Family (RM-2) for

purposes of apartment development.

(Property located at 1415 Cartier Avenue. )

CLAUSE #2 Lot 44 of D. L. 46, Group 1, Plan 33974, N. W. D.

be rezoned to Residential Multiple Family (RM-2)

for purposes of Apartment Development.

(Property situated at 1419 Cartier Avenue. )
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Mr. McKenzie requested if there was any difference
between this and Item #15 on this Hearing and the
Planning Director stated that Item #5 would bring
the two parcels into conformity while Item #15
would place it on the hold so that Council nzay have
control.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. Z 102/69

4- "The District of Coquitlan-i Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1772, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - The N 1/2 of Lot 22 of D.L. 357, Group 1, Plan 1017

except -

Firstly - Part subdivided by Plan. 21768
Secondly - Part subdivided by Plan 32313 N. W. D. be
rezoned from Residential Low Density (R- 1) to Resi-

dential Multiple Family (RM-2) for purposes of
. apartment development.

(Property located at 1326 King Albert Avenue. )

11 CLAUSE #Z-- Lots A and B of Block 22 of Lot 37, Group 1, Plan 21768,
.' N. W.D. be rezoned from Residential Low Density (R-1)

to Residential Multiple Family (RM-2) for purposes of
apartment development.

r

(Property located at 1318 and 1320 King Albert Avenue. )

Mr. Knowles of 1316 Lemax Avenue spoke in regard to
himself and Mrs. Gardiner and expressed themselves
concerned about the rezoning to apartment use stopping

I. at King Albert and felt it should proceed to Lemax and,

i

secondly, the question of high rise apartments which had
been rumoured to be thirty stories.

The Chairman requested Mr. Buchanan to answer Mr.
Knowles. Mr. Buchanan stated that a study of a further
zone between RM-2 and RM-3 was before the Advisory
Planning Commission and eventually to Council, but that
he can assure the ratepayers that there would be no high

¢ rise granted at the present time.in this application.

Aid. Gilmore stated that if there were another zone

created and this matter would come before another Public
Hearing to determine if such a zoning was desirable.

Mr. W. R. Peterson, 1323 King Albert Avenue

stated that as this was Low Residential property,

that he could see no reason for a high rise being brought

- in to the area and upon request of Aid. Bewley, Mr.

Peterson stated that he did not want a high rise apartment

in his area.

Aid. Gilmore requested of the Planner what method could

be used to control the approval of high rise within the

Municipality as to any apartn-ient area.
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Mr. Buchanan stated that.the special zone when approved

NOr- would be subject to a Public Hearing as any apartment
zoning would be and at the request of Mr. Peterson as
to the Blue Mountain zoning awhile back, was assured
that a high rise had been approved there as RM- 3.

Ald. McKenzie assured the public that any application

for high rise, the present RM- 3 zone or any other zone,

will be on an individual basis and that the meeting should

keep this clearly in mind that there would be no high rise

♦ zoning without a Public Hearing.

Mr. V. Hohn, 1500 King Albert Avenue, was not against

the three storey but if it were a high rise he would be.

A lady then addressed the Hearing and stated that she would

like to be informed the difference between an RM- 1 and. an

RM-2 in which Mr. Buchanan gave the answer of two storey

and three storey apartments. Ald. Gilmore then emphasized

that each category would be considered independently along

with Mr. Brownlee who stated that he considered the map

released in January as the only permissive area that such

Public Hearings would consider.

At the close of the discussion by the audience, Mr. and

Mrs. Gardiner's letter was read to the meeting opposing

the proposed apartments.

ITEM #7 - Reference No. 109/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1773, 1970"

CLAUSE #1

0 
CLAUSE #2 -

-AX. 

C

- The Easterly 66' (Reference Plan 6999) of Lot 4 of Lot 3,

Group 1, Plan 874, N. W. D, be rezoned from Residential

Low Density (R-1) to Residential Multiple Family (RM-2

for purposes of apartment development.

(Property , located at 535 Rochester Avenue,)

Lot 3 of Blocks 5 and 5A of Lots 3, 108 and 45 and parts

of 1 and 16, Group 1, Plan 16194, N. W. D. be rezoned

from Residential Low Density (R- 1) to Residential

Multiple Family (RM-2) for purposes of apartment

development.

(Property located at 545 Rochester Avenue. )

CLAUSE #3 - The South 287. 26.feet of Lot 125 of Lot 3 of Group 1,

Plan 29189, N. W. D. be rezoned from Residential Low

Density (R- 1) to R sidential Multiple Family (RM- 2)

for purposes of apartment development.

(Property located at 549 Rochester Avenue. )

CLAUSE #4 - Lot 2 of Blocks 5 and 5A of Lots 3, 108 and 45 and of

parts of Lots 1 and 16, Group 1, Plan 16133, N. W. D.

be rezoned from Residential Low Density (R- 1) to

Residential Multiple Family (RM-2) for purposes of

apartment development.

(Property located at 541 Rochester Avenue. )
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CLAUSE 1/5 Lot: G of Parcel A of Blocks 5 and 5A of Lot: 3, Group 1,

Plan 18021, N. W. D. be rezoned from. Residential Low
Density (R- 1) to Residential Multiple Family (RI\4-2)

for purposes of apartment development.
(Property located at 551 and 553 Rochester Avenue. )

The meeting was informed that a petition of some forty
names had been subn7itted opposing this application
and the Planning Director asked that: this be withdrawn
from the Hearing as it had been improperly advertised
and was not at this time prepared to present the matter

i` to a Public Hearing.

The Chairman then requested Item 118.

ITEM 118 - Reference No. Z4/70

"The District of Coquitlanz Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1774, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - That portion of Lot 6 of Block 4, D. L. 364, Group 1,

Plan 1613 N, W.D. commencing at the northeast corner
of said Lot 6 and proceeding in a westerly direction along
Regan Avenue for a distance of 20 feet;

Thence in a southerly direction for a distance of 124. 5 feet; .

Thence in an easterly direction for a distance of 20 feet

Thence in a northerly direction along the easterly

boundary of said Lot 06 for a distance of 124. 5 feet to the
` point of commencement be rezoned from Residential

Low Density (R-1) to Special Institutional (P-2) in order

to allow an addition to the Calvary Baptist Church property.

Following the reading of Item #8, there being no opposition
the Chairman called for Item #9.

ITEM #9 - Reference No. Z3/70
I

"The District of Coquitlanz Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1775, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - By-Law No. 1267 shall be amended by adding the following

to Clause III - Uses under subsection (3) thereof:

4- 
(d) accessory car wash facility, not to exceed

one bay in size.

CLAUSE #2 - All that portion of Block 3 of D. L. 381, Group 1,

Plan 4554 lying to the north of the Lougheed Highway shown

on Plan 12019, N. W. D. be rezoned from Service Station III

(SS- 3) to Service Commercial (CS- 1) for purposes of

allowing the addition of a car wash unit.

( Property located at Barnet Highway and Westwood Street. )

No opposition.

ITEM #10 - Reference No. Z6/70

7r
"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1776, 1970"

CLAUSE #1-- Lot 3 of Block 6 of Lot 46, 
Group 1, Plan 2624, N. W. D.

be rezoned from Local Commercial (C-2) to Residential

Multiple Family (RM- 1).

(Property located at 1212 Brunette Avenue. )
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The meeting was advised that Item Jf 10 had been asked
by the owner to be withdrawn as it was now zoned RM-2

and the present zoning was in line with the proposed use.

ITEM #11 —Reference No. Z 107/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1777, 1970"

CLAUSE #I-- Lot B of S 1/2 of Section 11, Twp. 39, Plan 12467,

N. W. D. be rezoned from Local Commercial (C-2)
to Service Industrial (M-2) for purposes of establishing

a truck repair shop.
(Property located in the 1200 block Pipeline Road. )

The meeting was informed that the owner of this property

had asked that it be withdrawn as arrangements for

financing had fallen through and the rezoning would not

be necessary.

ITEM #12 - Reference No. 105/69

" The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1778, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - Lot 12 of Block 17 of Lot 9, Group 1, Plan 7776,

N. W. D. be rezoned from Multiple Family Residential

(MR-2) to Residential Medium Density (R-2).

Property located at Smith Avenue and Farrow Street. )

Mr. R. Nichols, 7174 Hastings Street spoke on behalf

of the owner and stated that it was an injustice that whereas

they had proposals for the building of sixty-two suites that

by the r.ezoning to a lesser zone, possibly five duplexes

could be built on the property and this is a great loss

to the owners.

Mr. Buchanan stated that the purpose of rezoning was

for control only.

Ald. McKenzie asked the age of the rezoning and it was

stated something in the neighbourhood of five years and

it was considered that this was sufficient time for an

action to be taken and that the Council would lower the

zone for complete control.

ITEM #13 - Reference No. Z 105/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1779, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - Lot 1 of West portion of Lot 57 of Lot 9, Group 1,

Plan 5366 save and except the easterly portion thereof

having a frontage of 167. 83 feet on Smith Road and

extending with uniform width for the full depth of said

Lot 1, N. W. D. be rezoned from Multiple Family

Residential (RM-2) to Residential Medium Density (R-2).

(Property located in 600 block of Smith Avenue. )
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Ald. McKenzie stated that this is a similar n- ove to the
previous rezonings for control purposes.'

Mr. Henry Rothenbush, 1485 Con-o Lake Avenue, stated
;~- that we as owners have a plan ready for presentation and

as soon as finances are available, we will be proceeding'.

Ald. Stibbs stated that when the revised latest plans were
presented and the answer was in May or June of 1969,
after which the Planning Director stated that he could not
remember such plans although they could have been

presented and taken away again.for reasons of amendment.
Mr. Rothenbush stated that the architect's_ name was
Mr. Genners.

Considerable discussion took place in regard to the method

1O

of rezoning back for control purposes but Ald. McKenzie
stated that the Council must have control and that this is
the present known method.

The President and Vice President of the Brookmere
Mountain View Ratepayers Association addressed the
meeting during the discussion and Mr. Alley chided
the Council as to having once zoned the matter are now
zoning .it back leaving the ratepayers confused.

Mr. Jenkins, 609 Langside Avenue, stated that he was
in accord with Council's action to protect the general
public. Mr. Cliff Keilback, having been in the Municipality
for three years, was in full accord with Council's action
and would hope that the Council would watch very carefully

I the parking problem and the danger of overcrowding of
schools.

The question of who were notified came up arA the Mayor
replied that the property abutting were served notices and

as well as publication in the newspaper which was the only
requirement of the Municipal Act. .

Again Mr. Alley interrupted to state that he had not had
an answer to his question and Ald. McKenzie asked which
of the two red herrings was he wanting answered.

Mr. Alley stated that when an applicant comes to this

Council he is handed a handful of nothing and they might

just as well get down and pass a by-law to do away

with this nonsense of rezoning back.

The Planning Director stated that he did not understand the

question that Mr. Alley was asking and again Mr. Alley

stated the question of by-law control over the matter at
which time the Planning Director stated more clearly
the method of control that is used without the passing of
a by-law.

p
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Ald. Gilmore asked that Mr. Alley face the facts of

life that RM zoning was the intended purpose of the

property and that the local government guides the

development in this manner with the best interests

of the Municipality in mind. Mr. W. F. Dixon of

Appian Way asked how long this property had been

zoned that is now before the Hearing and he was advised

in the neighbourhood of five years and Mr. Dixon then

stated that he felt quite definitely that the matter should

be rezoned at this late date for the control that is necessary.

Mr. Len Kennedy of 603 Regan Avenue and President of

the Mountain View Ratepayers Association, was concerned

about the discretion and need of Council to carefully

consider.all matters when dealing with this property

which is' of a very beautiful view with problems surrounding

it.

Ald. Gilmore then, with one of the pamphlets released in

December and January showing the proposed zoned areas,

stated that some of this had already been zoned and was

not being built and would be likewise rezoned back to

conform with the neighbouring properties for control

purposes.

At this time Ald. Boileau stated the discussion of the

meeting by Ald. Gilmore was his own opinion and not

- necessarily the opinion of the remainder of the Council.

Mr. Boxall of Langside addressed the meeting and stated

that he was quite in favour of what was happening and that

the action taken by Council was in the interests of the
Municipality.

Ald. Gilmore stated that where the entire community

would be faced with a rezoning such a's Christmas Park

where a number of peoplc would be involved, that the

Council would have to address itself to new methods of
notification.

ITEM #14 - Reference No. Z 105/69

"The District of Coquitlaxn Zoning Anzendz-nent By-Law No. 1780, 1970"

CLAUSE #I--  The W 1/2 and the E 1/2 of Pcl. "C" (Explanatory

Plan 11566) of Lot 27, Group 1, Plan 874, N. W.D.

be rezoned from Multiple Family Residential (RM-2)

to Residential Medium Density (R-2).

(property situated in 500 block of Rochester Avenue. )

CLAUSE #2 - Parcel "B" (Explanatory Plan 11483) of Parcel "A" of

Lot 27 of Lot 3, Group 1, Plan 874, N. W. D. be rezoned

front Multiple Family Residential (RM-2) to Residential

Medium Density (R-2).

(Property situated in 500 block Rochester Avenue.)
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CLAUSE I/3 - Lot A of Block 31 of Lots 3, 108 and 45 and p0rtio11s

of 1 and 16, Group 1, Plan 18206, N. W. D. be rev,oncd
from Multiple Family Residential (RM-2) to Residential
Medium Density (R-2).

(Property situated in 500 block Rochester Avenue. )
L

Considerable confusion was expressed in regard to

Item #14 in view of the fact that the Planner had

submitted the wrong number for publication and that

the matter would have to be tabled until proper advertising

was completed.

- Again, Mr. Alley chided the Council and inferred that

the ratepayers could not deal ,%,itli the present Council

in good faith.

ITEM #15 - Reference No. 105/69

"The District of Co quitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1781, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - Lot 44 of D.L. 46, Group 1, Plan 3397.1, N. IV. D. be

rezoned from Multiple Family Re sidcntial (RM- 2)

-~- to Multiple Family Residential (RM- 1).

(Property located at 1419 Cartier Avenue. )

Ald. Bewley requested front Mr. Buchanan if tlii5

were a case of control by dropping to a lower zone

and Mr. Buchanan stated that it was as the developer

had been dealt with under Item #5 of the Public Hearing

tonight and this will then give the Municipal Council

control over the development.

The architect, Mr. Hansen, stated that his client was

proceeding on both pieces and will meet all. t.11e require-

ments of the Municipality as he proceeds and that dic

third proposal will be in the hands of the Planner very

shortly.

The Planning Director then stated that there would be

no need to change any of the procedure thus far as the

zoning now permitted and allowed for proceeding but.,

if for any reason, it was found necessary the rezoning

could be taken and automaticall)- zone back both parcels.

~- ITEM # 16

X

1

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 
1782, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - That part of Appian Way described as all that part of

District Lot Five (5), Group One (1), N. w. D. , dedicated

as road by Plan 16861, which nnay be more 
particularly

described as follows: -

Commencing at the southwest corner of Lot 6,

Block "D", Plan 21177;

Thence S 890 07' 30" E along t:he south 
boundary

of said Lot 6, 175. 64 feet;
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Thence S 00 25' 50” E, 66. 02 feet, more or less,
to the north boundary of Lot 1 of Parcel "B",
Pl. 20268;

Thence N 890 07' 30" W, along the said north

boundary, 175. 62 feet, more or less, to the northwest
} corner of said Lot 1;

Thence N 00 26' 05" W, 66.02 feet, more or less

to the point of conzmenceinent, and containing 0. 266

acres, more or less;

be zoned to Multiple Family Residential (RM-2)

The Planning Director explained to the meeting the

question of the parallel road called Whiting Way and

the plans for closing off and servicing the area through

other roads.

Mr. Hohn asked the question of the timing and Mr. Fred

Egan suggested that Whiting Way should be constructed

first before the closing off of Appian Way.

Ald. Butler stated that the closing of Appian Way, when

,} tied in with the opening of Whiting Way, would cost a good

many dollars if we precede the orderly development in

this area and Mr. Egan stated as a taxpayer he was not

wanting excess expenditure in this regard and was

'! concerned about the timing.

Ald. McKenzie stated the present alternative were

Appian Way closed immediately and that the position

of Whiting Way from Smith to Austin should be reviewed

by those interested in the Planning Department where

they could be informed of the programming of the

~! development. We need a major road to link with the road s

in Burnaby so that traffic lights can be installed and I

would assure you tonight that a great deal of planning

has gone into this proposal of road and traffic control.

Mr. Dan Bosworth stated that the property north of

Appian Way would be at considerable expense and the

question was what were we going to do about the land

when it had been stopped up and cancelled.

Mr. Buchanan stated that it would be either on a 50 - 50

basis with the property north and south or in relation to

the amount that had been granted by the respective

properties in the original state and in answer to the

question of how far back would they go, he stated it

would go back to the original land irrespective of

the present owners.
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ITEM #17 - Reference No. 115/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1783, 1970"

CLAUSE #1 - By-Law No. 1298 shall be amended by adding the
following to Clause IV, Section VI (a) Uses - 2; Section
VI(b), Uses - 2; and Section VI(c), Uses 2:

Accessory Day care uses.

CLAUSE #2 - By-Law No. 1298 shall be amended by adding the
following to Clause III, Section I Definitions:

Accessory Day Care Use - means a use custom-

arily incidental to a residential use in an apartment
building, licensed under the Community Care

Facilities Licensing Act, pertaining to the care of

young children resident in that building during the

day.

Mr. McKenzie stated that he had heard the word "Kinder

garten" used and he would ask that the definitions be clear
that he understood that it was a day-care services.

Mr. Buchanan stated that this zone, day-care services,
might be a general requirement in other apartments, and
that, in any case, the project would be licensed by. the
Provincial Welfare Department before they could proceed.

At this time the Clerk read to the meeting four letters
relative to Item #11 in the 1200 block Pipeline Road,
which application had been withdrawn due to the falling

through of the purchase and financing of the proposal.

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 9. 20 P.M.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN



! PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

:Wednesday, March 11th, 1970,

Public Hearing, 7.30 p.m.

A Public Hearing was held in the MacDonald Cartier Room of the Social
Recreation Centre, 630 Poirier Street, Coquitlam, B. C. on Wednesday,

.d- March 11th, 1970 at 7. 30 p.m. to deal with eight applications to amend
Zoning By-Law No. 860 and amending by-laws.

a~ Members of Council present were Mayor Ballard, Ald. R. B.Sttib S, .
Ald. C. W. McKenzie, Ald. R. E. Boileau and Ald. Butler." Also 
present were Mr. D. M. Buchanan,, Municipal Planner, Mr. F. L. Po bst, 

ym`=.v tit-

Municipal Clerk,. Mr. E. Tiessen, Assistant Municipal Planner and Mr. Co ~JAi ciI—

T'. Klassen,.

—

T:.Klassen,. Assistant Municipal Clerk. ip

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY A LD. BOILEA U:

That the Mayor act as Chairman and that T. Klassen act as
Secretary of the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 126/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1776, 1970"

4.- An application by Mr. F. Goertzen for the rezoning of property

located at 1590 Rochester Avenue to R-2 for duplex use.

Mr. Desmarais of 1590 Rochester Avenue spoke in opposition
to the proposed duplex at 1590 Rochester Avenue, stating
that it was proposed to convert an existng house to duplex. He
stated that this would create- a fire hazard as this property has
only one back door that has access to the basement suite. Mr.
Desmarais stated that he would not be opposed to a duplex in
this location were it to be a new building. of proper design and
if the owner were to live in part of the duplex.

Mr. Bruneau of 1599 Rochester Avenue also opposed the
rezoning of 1590 Rochester Avenue for duplex use and he felt
that it would also create more traffic in the area.

Mr. Buchanan explained to the meeting that the rezoning of this
property had been recommended to Council by the Advisory
Planning Commission as it met all the criteria set by the
Commission for the coristruction'of duplexes. Mr. Buchanan

also explained that the Building Department were satisfied that
alterations could be made to this building to make it a proper
duplex.

Mr. Al Goertzen,the son of the owner, spoke in favour of this
project and informed those who were opposed to the rezoning
that should his duplex be allowed no other duplexes would be
allowed within 600 feet.
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ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z5/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1777, 1970"

An application by Simon Fraser Realty for the rezoning of
property located at 2065 Hillside Avenue to R-2 for duplex
use.

Mr. B. G. Alstrom of 2075 Hillside Avenue rose to protest
the rezoning of 2065 Hillside Avenue on behalf of neighbours
in the area and he presented a petition to Council signed by
twelve persons. Mr. Alstrom stated that this represented all
properties surrounding 2065 Hillside Avenue. Their reasons
for opposing the rezoning were that the continuity of the area
would be broken, that a duplex would not lend beauty to the
area, they were concerned with the rental aspect as the owner
would not be living in the duplex and there would be no control
over the type of perso n to whom the units were rented, there
would be no concern for the area by the owners of the duplex
and they would not tend to support the neighbourhood in
neighbourhood projects ,and they felt that this area should
remain a single family dwelling area.

Mr. Carl Lundstrom of Simon Fraser Realty spoke in favour
of the project and stated that the lot has over 8, 000 square
feet in area and that the owner of the property is a builder
and he would not be putting a shack on this property and that
most likely it would surpass or equal any home in the area.
Mr. Lundstrom also explained that the property has a back
lane access and there is no more danger of extra cars being
parked around a duplex than around any other single family
home.

Ald. McKenzie requested the Planner to outline the duplex
criteria employed by the Municipality for the locating of
duplexes in residential areas and the Planner did so.

Mr. Alstrom then inquired as to what type of opposition it
takes to stop the locating of a duplex in a residential area
and also stated that he felt that this was quick way of
selling a lot instead of using it for a single family dwelling.

Ald. Stibbs stated that he did inspect the area and that
there are two good homes on either side. However; he also
stated that there have been good quality duplexes built in the
District of Coquitlam.

A lady from the area also expressed her opposition to the
project stating that even though the lot had over 8, 000 square
feet, this would only give each tenant approximately half the
area as that enjoyed by single family dwellings.

4,

-k-
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ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z12/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1735, 1970"

An application by Mr. L. B. McGrath for the rezoning of

property located at 425 Blue Mountain Street to R-2 duplex

developments.

A- Mr. Paul Plante of 926 Dansey Avenue inquired as to whether

any plans for this duplex had been presented and also inquired

as to the number of square feet in the lot. Mr. Plante fu$6ther

inquired as to whether there was any thought as to the widening

of Blue Mountain Street and, if so, he stated that any duplex

built on this lot would have to be built to the rear of the lot and

would most likely have to be three stories high as it was a

corner lot and the setbacks which are required under the

Zoning By-Law would make such a step necessary. Mr. Plante

stated that he would not be opposed to a duplex providing it

could be built in conformity with surrounding houses and as long

r~ as his privacy could be maintained. He further stated that it

was his understanding that no access to this property would be

allowed from Blue Mountain and if such was the case they would

most likely be parking in front of his property on Dansey Avenue.

The Planner, in answer to Mr. Plante's questions, informed

him that there were 9, 453 square feet in the lot and that this

property had been proposed to be rezoned one year ago, however,

no plans were presented and the by-law, at that time, did not

go forward. Mr. G. P. Warkentin of 923 Madore Avenue also

opposed the rezoning of this property for duplex development

as the duplex would be built too close to his backyard, invading

his privacy. However, if proper plans could be presented fcr

a good development on this lot, he would withdraw his opposition.

It was indicated by Members of Council that possibly plans

should be submitted prior to the rezoning of this property.

Mr. Wood who lives in the area, stated that he had attempted

to purchase this property some years back to construct a

duplex but was told by the owner at that time that he would

not sell it for such purposes and he was going to build a small

home on the property.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 16/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1791, 1970"

An application by the.Honourable Howard C. Green for the

rezoning of property located in the 1700 block Coleman

Avenue to Special Industrial M- 3.

In response to the Chairman's call for those being opposed,

fifteen people stood to express their opposition to the proposed

rezoning and the spokesman for the group, Mr. Garrison,

asked that Mr. Green make the presentation so that those

opposing could be more familiar with the project. This was

agreed to by Council with Mr. Green to be allowed a rebuttal

at the end of the opposition presentation.
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r`
Mr. Green stated that at present the property is not suitable
for residential use in that to the west and south, the property

is already zoned industrial, to the east it is zoned for duplex j.
and that the property is low lying and mo uld have to be filled
before development could take place.

Mr. Green went on to explain that the owner has owned the
property for thirteen or fourteen years and that she now has

reached an agreement with a responsible firm to sell the
property. - It was explained that the building to be erected on

the property would be a modern one storey industrial building

to be owned by H. B. Floors and Building Products and this
firm is in the business of installing carpets. It was explained
that there would be some forty employed by'this. firm with
eight of these being employed in the building at all times and
that the cost of the building would be in the neighbourhood of

$100,000.

Mr. Harry Bellamy, the President of H. B. Floors, explained
11

that the building would be to store and disperse carpets and

that they were going to own both lots and there, would be no
other development on one of the lots.

Mr. Green stated that the proposed plant would be just as

good in appearance as the Cewe Building in the area and that

this business would not be offensive as there-would be no +
pollution of any sort.

Ald. Butler inquired of the President of H. B. Floors of the

type of operation to be carried out in the building and was
informed there would be no manufacturing in the building,
that it would be used for storage and there would be a showroom

for displaying the carpets. However, there would be no <
pollution of any sort including, smoke from the plant.

On a question from the audience as to what guarahtee of the .
type of industry would go into M-3 zoning, the Municipal ! 1
Planner explained the allowable uses in M- 3 zone and also
stated that the building would be subject to Design Panel
review.

Mr. G. A. Garrison then read a petition signed by twenty

property owners in the area which stated their objections

to the rezoning of the subject property.

Mr. Garrison also inquired as to whether or not the location
of the proposed Laurentian Road has been resolved and the
Municipal Planner showed the location of the new road as proposed
and stated that the Department of Highways would have to approve
the rezoning of the subject property.
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Mr. Garrison further stated that the Municipality had created
the situation in this area at the time they allowed the Cewe
Plant to go in and that if this application was passed now there
would be a further two more applications for rezoning in the
area and they could see no end to the encroachment of industry
within their area.

Mr. Fletcher inquired of the developers as to where the loading
facilities for the trucks -were going to be and where the driveway
into the property was going to be and he further stated that
were the lane to go through in the rear, that he would be subject
to a great deal of traffic going past his property.

Mr. Bellamy explained that the loading would be carried on at
the back of the building and the driveway would be on the west
side of the building. Mr. Bellamy further explained that there
would be landscaping along the east side of the building, together
with a six foot fence and that Lot 13 would be cleared and drained.
However, it was not proposed to put any landscaping at the back
as this is where the loading and unloading would take place.

A lady who lived in the area also voiced her objections as she
stated that she could see a great deal of noise coming from this
building and that noise is now considered pollution and she could
see an increase in traffic from trucks delivering carpets and
from people coming to view carpets and, further, that Cape
Horn is now a blind area and she did not feel that additional
traffic should be placed on it.

Mr. Garrison then suggested to Council that they apply the
same principles for the rezoning of industrial and commercial
properties as -they presently do for apartments by setting out
an area in which applications would be received for such zoning.
He also stated that an industrial enterprise in this area would
lead to devaluation of their property values.

Mr. Green stated that there were only two lots concerned at
the present time and that these lots were completely surrounded
by commercial and industrial zoning and by the duplex zoning
on the east and that the lot is completely shut in.

Mr. Green further explained that Mrs. Hardy was led to believe
that some three years ago, were she to propose a proper develop-
ment, her property would be rezoned by Council. He stated that
they now have a proper development and that this is not a phoney
application and .that the development would be of a high quality.



- 6 -

Wednesday, March 11th, 1970,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

ITEM #5 Reference No. Z 13/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1492, 1970"

An appliclation by Mr. Ross Manthorpe for the rezoning of

property located on the southwest corner of Blue Mountain
Street and Como Lake Avenue to Special Institutional P-2
for church development.

Mr. T. T. Kennedy of 763 Hailey St reet, Coquitlam, B.C.
inquired as to what was allowable in a P-2 zone and whether,

if this property was rezoned to Special Institutional, a4.institution
similar to the one on Como Lake. A venue which was closed down

could be placed on this property.

The Planner explained the allowable uses under the P-2 zoning
and informed Mr. Kennedy that the proposed development
would have to be approved by the Design Panel and the by-law
rezoning the property would not be adopted until such plans

had been approved.

Ald. Butler stated that as far as he was concerned, the only

type of institution which would be allowed on the property

would be a church.

Mr. Tyson, a member of the church, stated it was the full
intention to build a church and nothing else on this property.

ITEM #6 -

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1780, 1970"

Mr. J. Sampson of 556 Rochester Avenue expressed his
opposition to the rezoning of this property as he wished his
property to remain as it was presently rezoned as there were
other apartment projects around his home and he felt that
his property would be devaluated by zoning it back to duplex

use.

The Planner explained that the Municipality wanted to rezone
the property back to a lesser density in order to maintain

control over a future apartment building to be placed on this
property and that the area was within the apartment areas
adopted by Council in 1969 and would most likely proceed
for apartment use at a future date.

Ald. McKenzie, in answer to a question from Mr. Sampson,
stated that he could not see this land proceeding for duplex
development as it would not be economically feasible when
it could be rezoned for apartment use in the future. However,
a Public Hearing would be required to rezone the property
giving the people in the area a voice in the rezoning as well
as giving Council control over the type of development to take
place.
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ITEM #7 - Reference No. Z 24/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning. Amendment By-Law No. 1793, 1970"

An application by the District of Coquitlam to rezone the
Municipal Hall and R. C. M. P. Station to Civic Institutional
P-1.

In answer to a. question from the audience, the Municipal Planner
stated the purpose of this,rezoning was to legalize the present
Police Station and Municipal Hall and that this was being done
at this time mainly because of proposed addition to the Police

T 
Station.

ITEM #8 Reference No. 2109/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1773, 1970"

~,- An application by W. R. Brownlee for the rezoning of
property located at 535, 545, 549, 541 and 551 and 553
Rochester Avenue for purposes of apartment development
RM- 2.

Mr. Sucksmith of 562. Madore Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C.
presented a petition containing the signatures of forty persons
resident in the area who were in opposition to the rezoning
of the subject property as it would be detrimental to the privacy
and value of their properties. Mr, Sucksmith also stated that
at present there are not enough schools to handle the present
population, there are properties vacant that are zoned for
apartment use, the District has no library, no hospital, the
Rochester area presently has too many cars parked on the side
of the road, no sidewalks on Rochester, the Fire Department
is not large enough to handle any emergencies.

Mr. Brownlee stated that the developers of this project would
be required to build sidewalks on Rochester and Westview as
well as putting in curb and gutter. He also explained that
prior to final approval being given by the Municipality for
the rezoning of this property, the Municipal Planner would
have to clarify with the School Board, the school situation
in this area. However, it was his understanding that there
are four classrooms in the Brookmere School which are empty
and that the children from this development would be attending
that school. Mr. Brownlee also explained that his project
would require 1.25 parking spaces per suite and this should
be sufficient to handle any two car families within the project.
Mr. Brownlee also explained that this area had been examined
twice by the Advisory Planning Commission and twice recommended
to Council to be included in the apartment area.

Ald. McKenzie inquired of Mr. Brownlee whether this would be
a three storey frame building and Mr. Brownlee replied that
it would. Mr. Brownlee also stated that they have allowed a
forty-five foot setback from the west property line in order to
provide a clear demarkation from the existing homes on both
Rochester and Madore and, also, that the roof line would not
reach the crown of the property surrounding, that the roof
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would be landscaped, that all parking would be underground and

that the loading and unloading for this apartment would be handled
off of Westview Street. Ald. McKenzie explained to the petitioners ~
that a sidewalk would be placed on Rochester in 1970 under the
Sidewalk Programme from General Revenue.

T
Mr. Brownlee also stated that the developers of this apartment
project would be placing a cul-de-sac on their property at the
end of Madore Street and that there would be no access to this
apartment project from Madore Street.

Mrs. Kelmar, 558 Madore Street, voiced her objections to the
proposed apartment project as her sundeck faced the apartment

project and she felt that she would not have any privacy and would
be unable to use the sundeck any further.

Mr. Brownlee stated that her sundeck would be almost level
with the roof of the proposed project and, therefore, no
apartments would overlook her house. 

~1

.J

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU: T`

That the meeting adjourn. 9.30 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN

r



PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES ~' ~~

App~~~fl
' Thursday May 7th., 1970 #j Q BY

- Public Hearing, 7.30 
p.m.AYA 2̀ 1970

1- A Public Hearing was held in the Howe Room of the Social` leation
Centre, 630 Poirier Street, Coquitlam, B.C., on Thursday~£Yi:; ..... ... -
1970 at 7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning,̀  -Law
No. 860 and amending by-laws.

Members of Council present were Alderman L. Bewley, Alderman R. Boileau,
Alderman J. Gilmore, Alderman C. McKenzie, Alderman M. Butler and
Alderman R. Stibbs.

The twelve items in two separate notices appeared in the British
Columbian Friday May 1st., 1970 and Saturday May 2nd..

MOVED BY ALDERMAN STIBBS
SECONDED BY ALDERMAN GILMORE:

That the Acting Mayor Alderman Bewley act as Chairman
of the Hearing.

` CARRIED

MOVED BY ALDERMAN BOILEAU
SECONDED BY ALDERMAN STIBBS:

~r That the Municipal Clerk act as Secretary to the Hearing.

CARRIED

V Due to the close accommodation in the Howe Room, and the number of
people in attendance, it was decided to commence the Hearing with
Item # 5 since the large amount of representation would allow for
those in the Howe Room to be seated.

ITEM # 5 - Reference No. Z 26/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1807, 1970".

Clause #1 - Lot 45A of D.L. 46 and 47 Plan 33974 N.W.D. be
rezoned from Residential Multiple Family (RM-1)
to Residential Multiple Family (RM-2) for purposes of
apartment development.
(Property located at Schoolhouse Avenue & Decaire St.)

The Chairman then asked for those opposing this rezoning
and Mr. Nicol, President of the Rochester Ratepayers'

y Association spoke and itemized the following points:

1. In the advertisement of the Hearing there was an
error in stating 45A is zoned RS-1 and not as advertised
as RM-1.

2. The school situation in this area is not cheery.

3. The Millside, Rochester and Austin Road schools serve
this area, and Rochester only can be enlarge, the others
must be demolished, according to the School Board.

4. The traffic situation is poor and in all probability
there will be no improvement for the next ten to fifteen

AL years.

,5. Water service on Thomas to Decaire is not good.

The Council debated the error in legal terms and its implications
as to the advertisement.

i
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The Chairman detailed the order in which this would take
that those at the Hearing would be heard, and the matter
referred to the Solicitor, and if the Solicitor so advises,
that there is a legal technicality, then it will be heard
at a later date.

Mr. Tonn, resident -of the area, stated that we have here a
principle that should be looked at very carefully by the
Council :

1. The school situation should be emphasized

2. There should be a phasing-out of RM-1 to say
Townhouse which would be acceptable.

3. Parks - there are three acres of usable area in
the park area, and seven are not -usable.

4. The legality of the advertising leaves much to be
desired.

5. How many apartments are at present awaiting con-
struction, and how would this impact affect our schools.

And the answers given by the Planner that twenty-seven acres
were available -and that this would accommodate twelve-
hundred suites.

6. He was opposed to the stacking of the problems - one
problem upon the other.

Mr. Mel Skipton - representative of Balfour Construction
Management Limited addressed the meeting and stated that he
was at a loss to understand how the-speakers to date upon
the matter were fully informed of the development, when
as far as the Developers were -concerned, it was on the
drafting-board.

This was explained by the Planner, when he presented a
plan dated January of an apartment development, RM-2
but was unable to answer why the-plans were dated
January 1970, and the application was dated February 1970.

Mr. Skipton then advised the meeting that they were proposing
the construction of Townhouses on this property, and to date,
the plans were not ready for presentation.

Mr. Tonn explained that he was of the opinion that RM-2
would not permit Townhouses, and this was corrected by
Aldermen and Planner alike.

Mr. Tonn further stated that Townhouses were a term that
perhaps was not well chosen, as he-and his representatives
were definitely opposed to multiple density of any type.

Mr. Buchanan presented a plan drawn by 0. Lund, Architect,
of an apartment three storey frame, while the Balfour
architects not being Mr. Lund, were working on Townhousing
which was later described as RM-2 with a maximum of forty
units -per acre, dependent upon the structure, and Mr. Skipton
stated that the programme that he proposed did not accompany
the application.
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Mr. Tonn ended by stating that he hoped that the
Council would not approve something that they knew
nothing about.

At this time, the representative of theDeveloper
and Mr. Tonn had words relative to who had the floor
and the Chairman stated that Mr. Skipton would be
permitted to speak, and he further presented his
sequence of events with the Planning Department.

Alderman McKenzie then asked the Chairman to declare
the situation regarding Item #5.

The Chairman then declared that Item # 5 would not be
considered part of this Public Hearing, and would be

r" 

re-presented by the Planner to Council and to a
Public Hearing.

1-

ITEM # 1 - Reference No. Z 27/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-law No. 1803, 1970"

Clause #1 - Parcel A (Explanatory Plan 10276) of Lot 20 of
Lot 106 Grp. 1 Plan 4485 N.W.D. be rezoned from

4 Residential Medium Density (R-2) to Service
Commercial (CS-1) for purposes of Motel Development.
(Property located at 730 Clarke Road).

A letter was presented on behalf of Mr. Myers, 720
Clarke Road and spoken to by a lady neighbour, as
Mr. Myers is in hospital, and she stated that he was
definitely opposed to a Motel development on this site.

The Chairman then permitted Mr. Poul Hansen, Architect,
to explain the thirty-two unit Motel two-storey building
covering less than twenty percent of the land area,
following which Alderman Gilmore emphasized that this
would violate the Council's policy and would form a
strip development along Clarke Road.

In answer, Mr. Poul Hansen stated that he felt that
Clarke Road had the potential of commercial rather than
residential.

The lady who delivered the letter of Mr. Myers, further
stated that traffic is heavy on this road, and that they
have relatives who visit them, and experience no problem
securing hotel accommodation, either at Cariboo or Port
Moody, and that she was sure that it would become permanent
accommodation for transients and possibly, year-round tenants.

At the request of Alderman N. Butler this was pointed out on
` the screen, and the property of those speaking was delineated.

by the Planner.
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Mr. Smith spoke in favour of the need of such accommodations,
and objected to having to refer our visitors to other
Municipalities.

Mr. Stiglish drew the attention of the meeting to the
difference between bungalow courts and motels, which
would cover these two areas. The one at present is a
bungalow court, while this would be a Motel.

ITEM # 2 - Reference No. Z 18/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1804, 1970".

Clause # 1 - The West 200 feet of Lot 1 of Parcel "C" of D.L.5
Grp. 1, Plan 6533 N.W.D. be rezoned from Residential
Low Density (R-1) to Service Commercial (CS-1) for

purposes of Restaurant development.
(Property located at 537 North Road)

Clause #2 - The west 200 feet of the North Seventy-two (72') of
Parcel "C" (Reference Plan 4241) of Lot 5 Grp.l
N.W.D. be rezoned from Residential Low Density (R-1)
to Service Commercial (CS-1) for purposes of
Restaurant development.

(Property located at 533 North Road)

There being no opposition, the Chairman called for
Item # 3.

ITEM # 3 - Reference No. Z 17/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1805, 1970".

Clause # 1 - The Remainder of Lot 2 of the E 2 of Lot 381
Plan 9706 N.W.D. be rezoned from Residential
Low Density (R-1) and Small Holdings (RS-2)
to General Industrial (M-1) for the purposes of
erecting a plant for the manufacture of wood
products.
(Property located at 3027 Dewdney Trunk Road).

Letters were read, and Mr. Jamieson living at Irvine
and Reese, spoke, representing certain ratepayers in
the area.

The Planning Department stated that the Highways
Department had approved of this application.

Miss V. Anders only resident on the south side of the
Dewdney Trunk Road stated the residential nature of
the street, and that she and her neighbours wanted it
to remain this way.

The representative of the Gregory Realty Ltd., and the
Developer presented a perspective, and explained that this
would be the pre-assembled doors prepared for sale to large
outlets, such as apartments and large buildings, which
would be quality distribution.
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The building would be located on the extreme edge
next to the Lougheed Highway, and sewage would be

taken care of in a field system and no trees would

be disposed of that are presently on the property.
It was further stated that nothing detrimental would
be done, and all by-laws and regulations would be met.

All the work would be done within the plant, and only
-T transportation would be outside the plant.

Alderman R. Boileau asked if there would be any planers
orsanders used in the building, and this was replied to
that only grouters and drills together with a few hand-
sanders for touching-up - this would not create any

~. noise problem.

The answer to Alderman Boileau as to what type of
construction was given as concrete blocks, fully
sprinkled.

Alderman R. Stibbs asked what sort of traffic and it
was stated that excluding salesmen, there would be
possibly six or seven vehicles or trucks per day.

The answer to Alderman C. McKenzie's request as to
what route would be taken, was unknown, but certainly
directly to arterial highways for out-of-town
purposes.

ITEM A - Reference No. Z 93/69

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1806, 1970"
==a

Clause # 1 - Lot 5 of Block 24 of Lot 64 Grp. 1 Plan 9702
N.W.D. be rezoned from Residential Low Density
(R-1) to Local Commercial (C-2) for purposes
of Grocery Store Development.
(Property located on the north-west corner of
Dawes Hill Road & Finnigan Street.)

Upon asking for those opposing this application,
E. G. Smith stated that he lived next door, and it
would be the last thing that he wanted built next
to him - that is a Corner Store, - he stated that
he was in fact sitting down as the whole matter
made his 'blood boil'.

Norman Leslie stated that he was very much opposed
to this development and that Mundy Street -and Finnigan
Street in his estimation for children in the vicinity
were death-traps, and this Store would only increase
traffic in the -area, bringing a danger point higher.
This was turned down before, and he hoped that it would
be turned down this time. He drew attention to the
fact that there were no sidewalks in the -area.

rW-
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Mr. Lobb stated that he was here a year ago, when
the matter came before a Public Hearing, and as
he disagreed then, so he disagreed now, and would
like to know if the applicant was the same. The

answer was no.

Mr. David Flanner of Gregory Realty Ltd., also
resident in the area, spoke and presented his
proposition to the Hearing by points :

1. He pointed out that the general area is not
serviced with any food outlet, and that the property
in question was an open lot.

2. Population area that was canvassed represents
4,000 people; the closest outlet would be Austin
and Mundy; and Schoolhouse at Brunette.

3. This would be a small Corner Grocery Store
well planned and acceptable to Council.

4. There will be trees planted on all sides, except
the access and egress openings. No street parking
necessary.

5. No huge signs, one hundred per cent local
residents will be the clients of this Store.

6. No teenage hang-out will be allowed.

7. The lot chosen as outlined, and no other lots
for this purpose is available.

8. The area was canvassed - Cape Horn to Kugler
Avenue, and 80% - 90% were in agreement with this
Store.

9. No residence would be connected with the Store.
It would have only store floor space.

10. The decor would be melted into the surrounding
areas to the satisfaction of all.

Question : Who is the owner of the lot?

Answer : Mr. Canta is the owner of the lot. I am
acting for Mr. Canta as a local resident.

Alderman J. Gilmore questioned as to whether Mr. Canta
being the builder, would he later sell, and the re-
presentative stated that most assuredly he felt that it
would pass from Mr. Canta to a purchaser for operation
of the Store.

Alderman M. Butler stated that this must remain a
Hearing and that personalities must be excluded.

Alderman Gilmore asked why he could not find the answer
to who is going to build, who is going to run it, and
who is going to live in the area.
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Mr. V. Pirie stated that this is the worst corner

now and to build such a store would only block the
~r 

view and make it worse. The area shows with Council

that their main concern is for traffic and safety

and the attendance tonight would prove that there is

much opposition to this proposal.

Mr. P. Newman presented a sixty-three signature

petition opposing the store - a distance of one

block, and stated that he had lived there fourteen

years and if there had been a store across the street,

he would not have moved into that district.

Mr. Smith spoke, stating that

ti. 1. He agreed that Council do not believe in

Corner Stores, and that he had seen some terrible

messes in the one block area of such stores as he

had travelled throughout the Province.

2. The traffic is very heavy and Council should take

into consideration this matter.

Alderman C. McKenzie asked the Chairman to limit the

remarks to new points, at which time a Mrs. Clarke

a stated that she objected along with the lady next door

to her, who had been a resident for many years, but was

out of town, adding that she spoke on her behalf.

Alderman R. Stibbs stated that unless new evidence

was available, the number ofspeakers should be limited

at this time.

One man stated that five food outlets existed between

Lougheed Highway and this property.

Mr. Huntley stated that his family had been resident

since 1933 and had walked to other food outlets when

necessary. He wished to see how many people were in

favour of the store.
The Clerk counted nineteen "no" and nineteen "yes"

as being present.

The Chairman then called for Item # 6.

ITEM # 6 - Reference No. Z 35/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1808, 1970"

Clause #1 - By-Law No. 1267 shall be amended by adding the following
to Clause III - Uses under subsection (2) thereof:

(d) accessory car wash facility, not
to exceed one bay in size.

r 
There being no opposition, the Hearing proceeded to
Item #7.

AOL
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ITEM # 7 - Reference No. Z 28/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1809, 1970".

Clause # 1 - Section VII, Subsection 5 of By-Law No. 860 as
amended'by By-Law No. 1107 is hereby amended
to read as follows:

"Subject to Section 2 hereof, no person shall,
within a Local Commercial Zone, erect or use any
building or structure having a lesser rear yard
than twenty-five (25) feet, except that no such
yard will be required where no lane or street
abutts the rear lot line."

There being no opposition, the Chairman moved to
Item # 8.

ITEM # 8 - Reference No. Z 41/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-law No. 1810, 1970"

Clause # 2 - Section VII of By-Law No. 860 is hereby amended to
add the following Subsection 6:

"Notwithstanding Section III, Subsection 4 of the
General Provisions of By-Law No. 860, a canopy
may be projected beyond the face of a building
wall by a distance of not more than four (4) feet,
provided that in no case shall such a canopy project
beyond a lot line, and provided that the bottom
surface of such canopy shall be at least eight (8)
feet but not more than twelve (12) feet above the
finished grade at all points below the canopy.

There being no opposition, the Hearing moved to
Item # 9.

ITEM # 9 - Reference No.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1811, 1970"

Clause # 1 - By-Law No. 1565 is hereby amended in Clause 3, B, 2.0
to read as follows:

"The following uses of buildings, lands and structures
and no others shall be permitted in Mobile Home Park
District (RMH-1).
Mobile Home Park Uses providing for the accommodation
of persons on spaces provided in a residential
environment, including permitted sales therein."

Clause #2 - Clause 3, B, 3.0 (1) (ii) of By-Law No. 1565 is hereby
repealed to be replaced by the following:

"(ii) shall include use of land for the commercial
sale of a mobile home on a space to be rented to the
buyer of that mobile home."

Opposition to the proposal for sale of mobile homes in
Mobile Parks was covered by a brief supplied by the
Coquitlam & District Mobile Home Owners Association,
opposing the amendment.
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Mr. A. Smith stated that Merriland Developments and

c1 throughout the United States there was definitely a
move to forbid the sale of Mobile Homes in Parks.

Mr. Greenwood stated that he was very much in favour
as well as Mr. Thompson - both Operators. And
Mr. Stiglish referred to the request of Council to
update their Trailers, Trailer Parks and this would
be one method in which the old ones would be moved
out and new ones moved in.

Alderman C. McKenzie stated further that the past
remarks by Mr. Stiglish that if three old trailers
were moved out and two new ones moved in, on better
and more spacious bays, that this would be certainly
an upgrading of the Park.

Mr. Allinger asked permission to speak and presented
a brief which he stated that 15% of United Stated
20,000 Parks are closed Parks and that 60% of United
States Parks sell Mobile Homes within their Parks.
He stated that he had witheld submitting his brief as
requested by the Assistant Municipal Clerk since it
was in error, however, he was now supplying the
Members of the Council with the said brief and felt
that this amendment to the Zoning By-law would be in
line with the free enterprise policy, and that not
to support it would indicate that free enterprise
was not believed in.

Alderman Gilmore then asked Mr. Greenwood if he
had had experience in selling Mobile Homes and
Mr. Greenwood replied that the Windsor Glen
does not sell mobile homes.

ITEM # 10 - Reference No. Z 38/70

"The District ofCoquitlam Zoning Amendment By-law No. 1812, 1970"

Clause # 1 - Clause 3, B, 3.0 (1) of By-Law No. 1565 is further
amended by adding the following :

"(v) shall include sale of propane gas to
persons resident in the Mobile Home Park".

The Chairman requested opposing views. The Coquitlam
& District Mobile Home Owners' Association presented
a brief and it was followed by a Vendor of Gas who
serves the said station at Evergreen Trailer Court
who also presented his objections.

Alderman R. Stibbs questioned if the Vendor lived
in Coquitlam. He replied that he was taxed and
paid licence fees to the District of Coquitlam.
Another man in the audience spoke of an explosion
in the suburbs of Toronto where a Mobile Court was
destroyed and this man was well trained in the handling
of his equipment; emphasising the great care that must
be taken.
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Mr. Stiglish stated that in 1964 when a
Court at Hope burnt from the handling of
propane gas, the City has since refused to
allow vendors to fill their propane tanks
within the boundaries of the Court.

Mr. Vran - who had applied for this permission
explained that how he had required vendors to
refrain from certain practices within his Court
and they had not followed same, and that he had
proposed to build a compound one hundred feet from
the Trailers and fence it, and his qualifications
were that he had worked with propane gas for twenty-five
years.

ITEM # 11 - Reference No. Z 20/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1813, 1970".

Clause # 1 - Establishment of Zones

That Section II of By-Law 860 be repealed and
the following substituted therefore.

Clause # 2 - Repeal

Section IX, Subsection 3 is hereby repealed.

Clause # 3 - Zones

t:

There shall be established two (2) zones, namely
a Gravel Pit Service (A-1) zone and a Gravel Pit
Resource (A-2) zone.

Clause # 4 - Uses

The following uses of land, buildings and structures
and no other shall be permitted in each zone.

Clause # 5 - Regulations

Clause # 6 - Zoning Map Amendments

Mrs. Overland brought up the matter of drainage
which Alderman Butler stated was not a matter of
the Hearing, and they ended up with Mr. Johnson of
Cewe Ltd., stating that he would be prepared to sit
down and discuss it further as this matter had been
before them for some years. The Chair stated that
they should get together. Alderman Boileau drew up
a technical point surrounding Clauses # 4 and 5 as to
terminology and the Planner, Mr. Buchanan, stated that
the error would be corrected in the typing of the By-Law
presented to Council, and the word "not" inserted.

Item # 12 which was advertised separately, but appeared
at the same time was then read and it was a matter of
rezoning back a property that would not be proceeded with.

There being no opposition the following motion was made.

MOVED BY ALDERMAN BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALDERMAN BOILEAU: That the Hearing adjourn. CARRIED

CHAIRMAN
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Public Hearing - 7. 30 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARING MIN UESSUG2

A Public Hearing was held in the Social Recreati Centre 0 Poirier
Street, Coquitlam, B. C, on Monday, July 20th, 197 .30 p, m. to
deal with applications to amend Zoning By-Law No. 860 and amending

By-Laws.

Members of Council present were Mayor J. L. Ballard, Ald. L. Bewley,
Ald. R. Boileau, Ald. J. Gilmore, Ald. C. McKenzie, Ald. M. Butler

and Ald. R. Stibbs. Also present were Mr. Eric Tiessen, Assistant
Planning Director and Mr. T. Klassen, Assistant Municipal Clerk.

The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on July Ilth, 1970

and July 13th, 1970 as well as in the Enterprise on July 9th, 1970 and

July 16th, 1970.

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

/ That Mayor J. L. Ballard act as Chairman of the Public
Hearing.

CA RRIED

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That T. Klassen, Assistant Municipal Clerk, act as
Secretary to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM #1

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1826, 1970''

This item dealt with amendments to the Local Commercial
(C-2) zone. The Chairman asked if there was anyone who
had any opposition to the proposed amendments and one
gentleman inquired as to how these new regulations would

affect people who are already in business and the Assistant
Planner explained that these people would then have a legal
non-conforming use.

The gentleman also inquired as to what their status would

be should they wish to make an addition to a non-conforming

building and he was informed by the Assistant Planner that
additions would not be allowed. The Council did explain,

however, that persons having a non-conforming use could

apply to the Board of Variance in order to construct the addition

providing they could prove hardship.

ITEM #2

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1827, 1970"

This item dealt with the instituting of the Home Occupations

Section of the proposed new Zoning By-Law.
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There was no one in the audience opposing the proposed
Home Occupation By-Law.

ITEM #3 - Referdnce No. Z 17/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1805"

This item dealt With the rezoning of property located
at 3027 Dewdney Trunk Road to General Industrial
(M- 1) for purposes of erecting a plant for the manufacture
of wood products.

A Mrs. Langley of 2974 Dewdney Trunk Road presented
a petition signed by fourteen persons living in the area
of 3027 Dewdney Trunk Road which stated they were
opposed to the proposed rezoning and they wished the area
to remain residential.

A Mr. Vic Stusiak of Windor Manufacturing appeared on
behalf of the company and stated that they wished to build
in this area as they are presently located at 2593 Kingsway
in Port Coquitlam and are known in the area and also, they
would have ready access to the Lougheed Highway. He
stated that they proposed to erect an 8, 000 square foot
cement block building which would be fully landscaped
in the front with adequate parking on site for all their
needs. He also stated that it was their desire to leave
as many trees as possible to the rear of the building in order

to act as' a screen to surrounding properties.

Ald. Boileau inquired of Mr. Stusiak if he was aware that
access to the Lougheed Highway could be cut off when the
proposed underpass under the C. P. R. tracks is built.
Mr. Stusiak stated that they were not fully aware of the
plans in this regard, however, they were not dependent
upon walk-in traffic and they have fifty or sixty customers
who deal with them and once these customers had located
their establishment they would be able to return to it at
any time without any difficulty.

Mrs. Langley inquired as to whether there would be any noise from the
operation and Mr. Stusiak stated that there would be less noise from
the operation than that from traffic going by and the loudest piece
of equipment would compare with a mixmaster in the home.
He further stated that there would be no pounding equipment r

kept on the premises and that the largest motor used by his
company would be a fifteen horsepower motor which would be
soundproofed.

Mr. Stusiak stated that his company presently employs eight
people and that when the metal working part of the business
is instituted that they would employ an additional seven or 1

eight persons.



d

a

- 3 -

Monday, July 20th, 1970,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

\ ITEM #4. - Reference No. Z 8/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1828, 1970"

b

This item dealt with property located at 2020 Kaptey

Avenue to Residential Medium Density (R-2) for duplex

development.

Mr. Brian Thornton of 1414 Montgomery objected to the

proposed rezoning of this property as he stated the area

was presently single family dwelling. He stated that

within the area there was a five acre section of vacant

land and he felt that the rezoning of 2020 Kaptey Avenue

could set a precedent for the rezoning of this large piece

of property for similar duplex use.

Mr. John Marshall also spoke in opposition to the proposed

rezoning and presented a letter signed by Mr. Prescott of

~—~ 146 Montgomery Street who also objected to the rezoning of

this property.

The Assistant Planner, Mr. Tiessen, then explained the

N1_ criteria for locating duplexes within the Municipality.

A Mrs. Hagglund who lives to the rear of the property

also expressed her opposition and she stated that the duplex

would be a rented puilding and it was her feeling that

landscaping would bneo maintained in accordance with that

of the homes surrounding it.

A Mr. Woods of 2027 Kaptey Avenue also opposed the rezoning

as he felt that this would increase the school population of the

area and also that a duplex would not fit in this area as all the

ld homes are rather small, being only 1, 100 to 1,200 square feet

in size.

Mr. Marander then showed an artist's conception of what

the proposed duplex would look like and then stated that

this would not be a large duplex as each side would only have

two bedrooms and that he proposed to have the duplex fac ing

Montgomery Street. Ald. S tibbs inquired of Mr. Marander
if he knew of other duplexes of similar design in the District

and Mr. Marander stated that he felt there was one just like

it in Coquitlam, however, he did not know the address of it.

ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 44/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1829, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of 825 Smith Avenue to
Residential Medium Density (R-2) for purposes of duplex

development.

A letter of opposition was read to the Hearing by the Assistant

Clerk from Mr. and Mrs. C. A. Morrison of 817 Smith Avenue.

The Assistant Planner explained to the meeting that this area

has not been fully built up and there are other vacant lots

within the area, therefore, it does not fully meet the require-

ments of the duplex criteria used by the A. P.C. in making
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a recommendation. The Assistant Planner did state,
however, that the A. P.C. had made the approval on
this rezoning subject to plans being reviewed by the
Design Panel and it was his understanding that this was
to be a guest house attached to a home and, also, that the
owner would be required to dedicate the lane to the rear
of his property.

A. Mr. A. Morrison of 826 Smith Avenue also opposed
the rezoning but mainly on the basis that he did not
wish the lane opened up which would increase the traffic in
the area of his property.

Mr. McLean presented a plan of his proposed addition to
the meeting.to say that it was his desire to place a guest home
on the end of his house which, for the present time, would
be used for his mother-in-law and father-in-law. He stated
that the addition would be a single storey building of approxi-
mately 600 square feet in area and he also stated that he
did not wish the lane to be completed but would like to see
it cancelled completely as it serves no useful purpose in
his opinion.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. Z 42/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1830, 1970"

t,

This item dealt with property located at 568 Chapman
Avenue to residential medium density (R-2) for purposes
of duplex development.

No one spoke in opposition to this application.

ITEM #7 - Reference No. Z 32/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1831, 1970"

This item dealt with property located in the 2900 block
of the Barnet Highway to Service Industrial (M-2) for
purposes of establishing a warehouse and the sale of
plumbing supplies and household appliances.

No. one spoke in opposition to this application.

ITEM #8 - Reference No. Z 26/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1832, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at
Schoolhouse Street and Decaire Stree6to Residential
Multiple Family (RM-2) for purposes of apartment develop-
ment. Mr. Skippon of Balfour Development Management Ltd.
appeared before the meeting and entered a scale model of
the proposed project which showed sixty-one self-contained
townhouses which would be built under the Strata Titles Act.
He stated that they wished to build this on a 3. 6 acre site
which at present was an eyesore in the Municipality and was
providing no revenue. He informed the meeting that his
company had already spent the money to put the services in
on Decaire Street to service this property at no cost to the
Municipality.

Mr. Skippon stated that the people of the District of Coquitlam

had been circulated by Council in December of 1969 with

an apartment development plan in that the area they propose
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to develop was within the area shown on this plan and,
therefore, they were in the right area and the residents

i' had full knowledge that apartments could eventually be
developed in this area.

Y Mr. Skippon stated that they intended to construct sixty-one
units,broken down in the following manner: fifteen two
bedroom units at 1, 498 square feet each; twenty-four
three bedroom units at 1, 838 and 1, 851 square feet each;

twenty-two three bedroom units at 1, 661 square feet each.

Mr. Skippon stated that with regard to parking they would
be providing 1501o, broken down in the following manner:
forty parking spaces in carports; twenty-two parking
spaces contained under the housing units; thirty guest
parking spaces above ground.

f Mr. Skippon also informed the meeting that the whole area
r  would be landscaped in accordance with municipal requirements

and they would also be placing a swimming pool on the property
to go along with the project.

Mr. Skippon went on to state that the model that he was now
presenting was an authentic scale model of the development
and that they had presented full working drawings to the
Municipality. With regards to schools, he felt that we can
only get schools by providing taxation and that this would
come from the development when it was completed. He
also stated that full servicing had been pui in by his company
and the District of Coquitlam would not have to provide
any moneys for the servicing, therefore, all revenue
generated by the development would not have to be used in
any way to service it at this time. He further stated that
they have funds available to proceed posthaste and on a
question from an alderman, he stated that the average cost
of a unit would be $20, 000 and that with the present financing
arrangements provided by the Provincial Government second

_• mortgages, he felt that a prospective purchaser could have
some equity in the home by providing a $2, 500 down payment.

Ald. McKenzie inquired as to whether or not each owner would

have a plot of land which would be more or less his own

private area and Mr. Skippon stated that each unit would have

a fenced in area of privacy, however, the over-all maintenance
of the complex would be handled by assessing each owner on

an annual basis.

Ald. Stibbs inquired as to what facilities would be placed on the
project for children and Mr. Skippon stated that together with

the swimming pool, there would be swings, slides and a

sandbox, however, no large playground would be set aside for

this purpose. 'Mr. J. Tonn, 1590 Thomas Avenue presented
a brief opposing the rezoning on behalf of the Rochester

A Ratepayers Association:

w
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Your Worship and Gentlemen

For the record, my name is Jim Tonn. I live at 1590 Thomas Ave. in

Coquitlam and I represent the 140 members of the Rochester Ratepayers

Association in opposing this rezoning application. Our concern is not

the fact that townhouses are proposed in this Schoolhouse and Decare St,

area, but we are extremely concerned over the IiM2 density which is

being , applied for. The reasons for out" concel. n are:

1) School Situation

We seem to get the run-around from the school board on explaining

classroom availability. Mr. Nelson h.~js told us on numerous occasiol.

that before Victoria will allow construction of new classrooms - the

children to occupy these must be living in the area. Why then, we

wonder, should this area be the exception? In consulting with school

board officials over the school situation, they refuse to'answer if

the children from the Century House complex on Gatensbury St. will be

attending Rochester School. They further refuse to acknowledge where

the children from the Wildwood Mobile Home Park will be attending

schools (264 units). and, incidentally, the Wildwood Mobile home Park"'

advertises the availability of schools in its immediate area, namely

Millside, Rochester and Montgomery. Yet in a press release of April

30, 1970, the school board stated that, and 1 quote, "Millside Schou~

is short one classroom, which will be corrected by the use of a

portable classroom. Austin School is short one classroom, to be

remedied by a small boundary change which will send children across

Blue Mounta*.i.n to Lord Baden Powell". In a press release of July 3,

1970, in which the school board "endorsed" this townhouse project,
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Mr. Nelson stated, and I again quote, "The schoolhoard could cope

with additional children in this 1lei.(-jhh0LJr1100d not ex(-cedind 150",

and he further states that "Millside School is full and cannot

accommodate any additional students". There are the children from

the Wildwood Mobile home Park, Century Place oil Gatensbury and the

apartment complexes that have been approved in the King Albert-

Ridgeway area going to be accommodated, when the school board .Mates

that Millside is full at the present. Montgomery School is full,

Austin is full and even without the additional apartment complexes

going in in close proximity to it, a boundary change is required,

`►` plus Vanier School is also full. Therefore, on an elimentary level

school facilities from Blue Mountain Road in the West, from the.

~ Lougheed Highway in the South to Kind Albert in the North across to

approximately Mundy Road in the East, only five new classrooms are

being added for proposed September enrollment to cope with the

natural growth in this area which, in our opinion, is both ridiculous

and assinine.

2) Planning

On Thursday, March 19, 1970, in a press release our planning director,

Mr. Buchanan, stated the following and I quote, "I believe it is time

` for council to consider whether there is sufficient apartment land

under active application in the municipality". This report dealt

with the application by Trans Pacific Investments Ltd. for rezoning

of land at the corner of Schoolhouse and Decare to permit stage one

of an apartment development of which the first phase called for

construction of 126 units of the 333 unit complex. The Manning

director maintained the question was one of timing in relation to
r_ -

tr.jffis imprgvemcnts and expansion Q school andnsZ~fz-tgi J_~'"
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As of February this year the municipality had 27.3 acres of apartment

land under active application, which allows for the building

suites. The present 37.9 acres which are developed with apartments

are occupied by approximately 1,700 suites based on a density of 45

suites per acre. Mr. Buchanan further stated, and I quote, "There is

a serious policy question as to whether we should acid to the e_ist-",aq

suites by the number proposed in the application. The school hoard

has indicated there are problems with expansion of Millside, and

Rochester School has limited expansion possibil-i.tes." we appreciate

the fact that these are not apartments which are proposed in this

application, but as I said before, the concern is over the density of,

this complex. In the survey taken and published on June 11, 1970, in

eight apartments polled there were 33 one-bedroom, 9 two-bedroom and 3
'I-

three-bedroom apartments vacant. The manager of the large apartment

complex said another fifteen suites would be available at the end of

June when present. tenants vacate.

There are 45 completed apartments with 1, 3Ei0 living units available
A-

in Coquitlam. Five apartments and a high-rise were under construction

at the time and when completed they will add another 279 units. Three

of these are situated on Howie St., one is in the 500 block Gatensbc.

and the other is on Begin St. The high-rise is located adjacent to

the Cariboo Shopping Centre. In all, 37.9 acres of land were under

apartment development with an additional 27.3 acres being under active

application. It is interesting to note the type of buildings being 
or

cons t.ructrad here and the need to determine whether apart t,mont. develop-

ments are carrying their fare share of costs in Coq ui.tlam concerns u

greatly. Alderman Gilmore suggested council should, and I quote,
i ~
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"Take a look-scce at apartment devclopment in o.t.hcer municipalities

as a guideline for building here and we ought to find out before

we keep building them", and the most important statement which

concerns not only ourselves but the municipality at large is a

r ,

statement by, first of all, Alderman Gilmore and I quote, "It appears

that the three-story frame type we are now allowing is the cheapest.

for the builder and the most expensive for the municipality".

Alderman Bewley said "Council should do a cost benefit survey to

determine if apartment development is carrying its tare share of

costs in the municipality". Another point of primary concern is

that IF this property were rezoned to RM-2 and this developer should

decide not to build - he can sell the property under RM-2 zoning and

the new buyer could erect three,-story apartments on the site - you -

our council can do nothing to prevent this - A case in point. in the

apartment building now being constructed on Como Lake Rd. and

Gatensbury. There are no guarantees that- the plans and the model

submitted to this council will be adhered to if rezoning was approved.

We therefore urge each and every one of you to sit down and re-

evaluate the zoni.nq procedures to give the taxpayers of this community

! the protection we are so dearly paying for in our taxes.

It is also interesting to note that in this area, only a two inch water

main is used to service the residential area on the top side of this

hill from the gravel pit and with the establishment of Higher density

projects, it is apparent that we are going to pay more than our share

as home owners to upgrade water and other related services.



_ 1p

3) Park facilities

this immediate area the closest park facility to aceconuned;i'

`children in the area is the Rochester Pool site which has only a pool

and a gravel parking lot and the closest park facilities for the s

children and adults of this area is Blue Mountain Park which is ~-

a little over a mile away and Mackin Park which is just under one ,aJ l,e

away.

4) Traffic
A

As this would only be the first stage of this gravel pit development

and under this density the amount of traffic which would be brought

into this area, it should also be brought to councils attention that

in looking at the overall development an extreme traffic hazzar-d would.

exist on the Decare St. hill and, in particular, at the bend approxi-,'-

mately one block up from Schoolhouse, where a man was killed approxi-

mately two years ago.

In conclusion I would like to point out to council that we are not i

opposed to townhouse development but we are opposed to the density

which is being applied .for and in our minds sound planning practices

as exercised in many other municipalities is a phasing out of medium

density to low density to residential density and we ask council to

decline this application on the afore-mentioned grounds.

t
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Mr. Frank St ephen who lives in the area also expressed
his opposition to rezoning mainly because of the school
problem in the area.

Mrs. Pocock, representing the Parent Teachers Council,
stated that they support a moratorium on apartments

until such time as the school situation improves and also
they felt the area of this proposed development would make

a wonderful park.

Ald. Gilmore inquired of the A ssistant Planner how many
¢ units could be built under RM- 1 zoning and the Assistant

Planner stated that the recommendation was that of a

maximum of fifteen units per acre should be built, whereas

this development would contain twenty units per acres.

The Mayor then called for a show of hands of those opposed

in the audience and upon a count it was determined that

thirty-two opposed the project and one was in favour of

the project.

V. 
ITEM #9 - Reference No. Z 45/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1833, 1970"

This item dealt with rezoning of property fronting on

~{ Pinnacle Street, Surf Crescent and Fleet Street to

Residential Low Density (R-1). The Assistant Planner

explained that this property was presently zoned Civic

Institutional as it was originally intended to be part of

Mundy Park, however, the property was later sold and

subdivided, however the zoning had not been changed and

it was now causing difficulties for people applying for

mortgages.

4-

-01-

There was no opposition from anyone at the Public Hearing.

ITEM #10 - Reference No. Z 47/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1834, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

530, 534 and 536 Smith Avenue to Multiple Family Residential

(RM-2) for purposes of apartment development. No one

expressed opposition to this application for rezoning.

Mr. David Flannery of Gregory Realty Ltd. appeared on

behalf of the applicants and stated that they wished to erect

an apartment containing sixty-nine units broken down in

the following manner: thirty-nine one bedroom suites;

twenty-seven two bedroom suites; three three bedroom

suites.

He stated that with regards to the problem of children in

apartment units he had obtained figures from a ninety-two

suite apartment on Gatensbury Street and it only contained

sixteen children and he had also obtained figures from a

fifty suite apartment and it contained nine children. He

stated that most apartments are not designed for children

and playground facilities are not provided and the present

vacancy rate of apartments in Coquitlam is 3. 816.
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ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

That the Public Hear ing adjourn. 9. 10 p.m.

CA RRIED

CHA IRMA N

T

-10-
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Thursday, November 5th, 1970, Res. nom. 

0

Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m. 

i
PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

# A Public Hearing was held in the Social Recreation Centre, 630 Poirier

Street, Coquitlam, B. C. on Thursday,' I1To-40mbea 5th;, 19.70 at. 7;30 P. m.

deal with applications to amend Zoning By-Law No. 860 and amending

By-laws. Members of Council present wereMayor J. L. Ballard,

Ald. L. Bewley, Ald. R. Boileau, Ald. J. Gilmore, Ald. M. Butler

and Ald. R. Stibbs. Also present were Mr. D. Buchanan, Planning

Director; Mr. Eric Tiessen, Assistant Planning Director; Mr. R.

LeClair, Municipal Manager; and Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal

Clerk.

-K

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on October 30th

and 31st, 1970 as well as in the Enterprise on October 22nd, 1970 and

in the Coquitlarn Herald on October 20th, 1970.

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That Mayor J. L. Ballard act as Chairman of the Public

Hearing.

CA RRIED

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary to the Public

Hearing.

CARRIED

The Municipal Planner advised Council that the Solicitor

had advised that the Planning Department should present

its evidence to each Public Hearing on amendments to

the Zoning By-Law. In this way the evidence can be

discussed when preliminary consideration to the by-law

in question is given at a subsequent open Council Meeting.

A copy of the brief from the Coquitlam Planning Department

is attached to these minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z61-70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1854, 1970"

This item dealt with a request from Mr. W. Sawyer for

a by-law amendment to allow a second duplex to be built

on the property located at 932 and 934 Grant Street.

There was no one in the audience opposing the proposed

by- law amendment.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z62-70

_11- . "The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1855, 1970"

The Planner explained the specific area involved consisting

~q of some ten properties on the west side of Pipeline Road ,

south of the extension of the center line of Gallette Avenue

and it was proposed to rezone these properties from

Gravel Pit Resource (A-2) to Small Holdings (RS-2).

There was no opposition expressed to this application for

rezoning.

.r
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Thursday, November 5th, 1970,

Public Hearing Minutes - cont'd.

ITEM #3

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1856, 1970"

This item dealt with the, rezoning of all lands within

the Gravel Pit Resource (A-2) Zone to Agricultural

14- (A-3) except for existing gravel operations which

would be retained in the present A-2 status.

Mr. Keenan, representing Mr. Allard, read a brief

on behalf of Mr. Allard and signed by Mr. Allard's

solicitor, Mr. Robert B. Selkirk, outlining their

' opposition to the proposed rezoning and elaborated

further on the brief. A copy of the brief is attached

to these Minutes.

A Mr. James stated that he felt that Mr. Allard's

proposal to be able to be allowed to continue to remove

gravel from the area presently zoned gravel pit was

good as it would help keep dollars in Coquitlam. He

further stated that he could see no problem with gravel

removal in this area providing the Municipality provides

good guidelines.
E~

A Mr. Carl Heldt expressed his approval of the rezoning

and his disapproval of Mr. Allard's submission stating

that the Coquitlam River is being polluted by gravel

operations on the river and that the fish are no longer

able to survive in the river. He stated that the whole

landscape in this area was being raped by gravel

operators and a permanent scar was being left on the

landscape.

Mr. Keenan stated that wherever land is developed, trees are

removed, regardless of whether it's for commercial or

residential or gravel operation. He went on to state that

the present zoning line follows no topographical feature

in the area and he felt that this should be the case. He

further stated that after gravel is removed from the area

and the cliffs are levelled, we will be able to make better

_ use of the land for other types of development.

The Planner stated that this rezoning at this time would,

in no way, bar Mr. Allard from making an application

to extend his gravel operation in the future by applying

for rezoning.

"- Another gentleman from the audience expressed his

approval of the rezoning as he said this is being done

so the Municipality could retain control of gravel operations

in the area.

Mr. Milner, representing the Glen and East End Ratepayers

Association, stated that there are letters on file from

groups in this area opposing the extension of Mr. Allard's

gravel pit as this area was conducive to slides.
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Thursday, November 5th, 1970,

Public Hearing Minutes - cont'd.

Mrs. Davey inquired of Mr. Keenan what the term of

lease would be for the twenty acres for which Mr.

~- Allard had applied. Mr. Keenan stated that the term of

the lease is determined by the Crown. Mrs. Davey then

said that in order for Mr. Allard to turn this property

over to the Municipality when he has vacated the gravel

removal operations, he would have to request approval

from the Crown, to which Mr. Keenan agreed.

Mr. Keenan further stated that this area was not conducive

to slides as the gravel is cemented gravel and that they

would produce a two to one contour of the land and there

would be no problem with the removal of gravel from

this area.

Mr. Larsen representing Deeks LaFarge Ltd. was

opposing rezoning as one of the lots which they own

is being excluded by this by-law and they did not wish

this to happen. He went on to state that it was now

mandatory under the Mines Act to have a complete plan

of development before proceeding with any gravel removal.

Mr. Johnson of Jack Cewe Ltd. sought clarification from

the Municipal Planner on the area being rezoned and the

information was given to him.

ITEM #4 -

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1857, 1970"

This item dealt with rezoning of property from Small

Holdings (RS-2) to Agricultural (A-3), property in
Section 15, Twp. 39,and Sec. 14, Twp. 39 as well as

property in Westwood Plateau and Minnekhada and

~ 
Victoria Drive areas.

The Planner explained that by this by-law, the Council

was going as far as it now seems possible to meet and

to conform to the official Regional Plan of the Greater

Vancouver Regional District. The Planner stated that

( the second area along the Pitt River is basically

rezoning an area of flood plains and an area along the

Victoria Drive east of Calgary Drive is far beyond the

area the Municipality can reasonably service engineering

wise in the fifteen to twenty years.

The Clerk read a letter dated November 3rd from Mr.

R. E. Dahlby who is a property owner in the area

objecting to the proposed rezoning of this property to

Agricultural.

Mr. Routley, representing the Pitt River Boat Club,

questioned the reason for the rezoning to this category

and also inquired as to what the ultimate result of this

rezoning would be. The Planner explained that the

purpose of this rezoning was to avoid urban development

in this area and the smaller suburban development that

was in those areas at the present time.



- 4 -

Thursday, November 5th, 1970,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Ald. Bewley inquired of the Municipal Planner whether

the rezoning would affect the assessment in this area

and Mr. Buchanan explained that assessments are

placed on values and if sales in the area showed a

lowering of values in the future, re-assessment would

then reflect the lower values.

A Mr. Atherly also spoke and objected to the rezoning

as he could not see the reason for this type of rezoning.

Mr. Cassidy appeared to oppose the rezoning on behalf

t~ of Col. Clarence Wallace and stated that this was an

extraordinary case where the Municipality is rezoning

property which has enjoyed one type of zoning for quite

a lenth of time. He stated that the rezoning was not being

done as he understood it because of the threat from property

owners in the area to exploit the land for profit. He

stated that his client had no intention of changing his use

of the land but felt that Col Wallace's investment of from

one half million to one million dollars could be jeapordized

by this type of rezoning.

~y 
ITEM #5

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amerd ment By-Law No. 1858, 1970"

_4( This item dealt with rezoning of properties in the

Ridgeway _ Austin Area and which came about as a

result of the Austin Commercial Study. The Deputy

Clerk read - a letter to the Hearing from Mr. J. T.

Robinson, 961 Ridgeway Avenue, objecting to the

rezoning of the Legion property as this would cause

parking problems in the area as well as noise problems.

17r_He also pointed out there were no sidewalks in this area

to service pedestrian traffic. The Municipal Planner

explained to the Hearing that the Legion could be operated

under the present zoning but it was felt it more properly

belonged in an Institutional Zone and that this was being

done in this case to stop future development of the property

-' for other uses which are allowed under a C-2 zone but

which are not allowed under Institutional.

There was no other opposition to this rezoning application.

ITEM #6

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1859, 1970"

This item dealt with the establishment of a Local

Commercial (C- 1) Zone for a corner store with living

quarters and rezoned existing corner stores within.

the District of Coquitlam to Local Commercial (C- 1).

Mr. Joseph Wong, appearing on behalf of H. K. & B. &

A. Wong, owners of a store at 2154 Austin Avenue,

objected to the rezoning as, firstly, their property is not

at a corner, secondly, the whole block in which their

property is located is zoned C-2 and, further, their

property is one half acre in size. He further stated

the owner of the property wishes to develop this whole

property in the future and he presented plans and pictures

showing the area to Council.
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Public Hearing Minutes - cont'd.

j Mr. Yau, owner of the store at 789 Clarke Road,

objected to the rezoning as it is his intention in

the future to amalgamate this property with property

at 791 Clarke Road and build stores in the area.

He stated that he has no living quarters in the building

at the present time and wishes this property to remain

as C-2.

Mr. Brownlee, appearing on behalf of Mr. and Mrs.

Canta, who own property at 1133 Cartier questioned

the Planner as to the fact that if the existing store

burnt down, would they be able to rebuild in the present

C-2 zone and the Planner stated that they would not

be able to as their business would be a non-conforming

use. Mr. Brownlee stated that his clients had no objection

to the rezoning.

Mr. Killeen, appearing on behalf of Mrs. Konsmo, the

owner of the property at 1429 Brunette Avenue, also

expressed his opposition to the rezoning as they wished

the property to remain as C-2 in order that they could

develop three shops on this property in the future.

Mr. Chan, the owner of property at 658 Clarke Road,

objected to the rezoning as he had confirmed, prior

to purchasing this property two years ago, that the

property was properly zoned and with this new rezoning

the property would be devaluated. He wished the property

to remain as C-2.

Mr. Thrift, the owner of property at 1231 Brunette, or,

as he referred to it, 1235 Brunette, wanted to know what

effect this would have on his present business and he was

informed by the Planner that the present use could

continue as a non-conforming use. Mr. Thrift further

stated that he has a meat store at this address and

requested clarification as to whether or not the sale of

meat could be included under this zone and the Municipal

Planner stated that he would have to seek clarification

r

from the Municipal Solicitor on this particular problem.

Mr. Roach, the owner of property at 1116 Como Lake

Avenue, objected to the rezoning and stated that he

wished his property to remain as C-2 as well.

Mr. Brownlee inquired as to why the surrounding property

owners were nct notified of the proposed rezoning in this

area as is the policy of Council. The Planner explained

that Council also has a policy which states that in matters

of a general nature, a general ad could be placed in the

paper to take the place of notifying surrounding property

owners and this was done by ̀a general ad in The Columbian,

The Enterprise and The Herald.

Mrs. Jenkins, owner of property at 735 Gauthier, questioned

as to whether or not both her lots were included in this

rezoning and she was informed that only the lot on which

the store was located was being rezoned at this time.
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ITEM #7 - Reference No. Z58-70.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1860, 1970"

This item dealt with an application by Gregory Realty
Ltd. for rezoning of property located at 2100 Dawes
Hill Road to Local Commercial (C- 1) for purposes
of establishing a corner store.

Mr. Osborne addressed the Hearing and presented a
brief objecting to the rezoning of 2100 Dawes Hill Road
for three basic reasons. A copy of this brief is attached
to these Minutes.

The Deputy Clerk informed the Hearing that he had
received a petition signed by some 69 people in the
area objecting to the rezoning.

Mr. Flannery appeared to represent Sea Crest
Developments, the developers of the proposed store at
2100 Dawes Hill, and stated that this clients would
dedicate the 33 feet on Finnigan Street for road and
would pave and service this portion of the road. Mr.
Flannery further stated that adjacent owners to the
property do not object to the rezoning except for the
person to the east who he understands does object.

Mr. Flannery went on to state that the store was needed
in the area for people who do not have two cars and must
do some shopping for groceries nearby.

He went on to state that the store would be of pleasing
design and there would be no advertising on the windows,
there would be no sign on the road and the parking would
come in off Finnigan and would be in front of the store.

r> He also stated that there would be a buffer zone provided
next to the school.

Mrs. Hartford inquired as to what kind of store this would
be and what the hours of operation would be. Mr. Flannery
stated that the store would operate from nine a . m. to
ten p.m. seven days a week but that the store would not

i open until twelve noon on Sundays.

Mr. Perry of 158 Finnigan Street object to the rezoning
and stated that approxi mately 90% of the people in the
area objected to the rezoning of this property for a store.

fis Mr. Neufield, who lives at 170 Finnigan Street, stated
that he would like to see Finnigan Street completed and
pavement put in, however, if it means obtaining a store
in the area to have the street completed he would forego
the street.,

Z~,,
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ITEM #8 - Reference No. Z54/70

-4- "The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1861, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning; of property owned

by Jack Cewe Ltd. located approximately 1, 000 feet

west of Pipeline Road and one and one-half miles

north of Gallette Avenue west of theeexisting Jack

Cewe Ltd. Gravel Pit tog ravel Pit Resource (A-2).

No one objected to the rezoning of this property.

ITEM #9 - Reference No. Z55/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1862, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

at 829 Brunette Avenue to Service Station Repair (SS-3).

There was no opposition to this application for rezoning.

ITEM #10

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1863, 1970"

- The Deputy Clerk read the general description of what

this proposed new apartment zoning by-law regulations

would accomplish and the Planner also read a report

on this item which is attached to these Public Hearing
Minutes.

Mr. Brownlee felt that further clarification of the lead-in

period was needed on this by-law and also he informed

Council that at present a three storey apartment cost

approximately $9, 500 to $10, 000 per dnit to build and

if a new by-law was passed, it would add approximately

$4, 000 to the cost of each living unit. He stated this

would increase rentals by approximately one-third

whichwould mean that one bedroom units would be

renting for from $175 to $190 per month.

Mr. Brownlee further stated that he felt that there

were other more pressing problems with regard to

. apartments at this time, such as parking structures

which are not being used and he would like to see a .

complete review of this by.L?law.

Mr. Poul Hansen expressed agreement with the remarks

made by Mr. Brownlee and stated that Council should be

providing incentives for a new type of apartment they

wished, such as a higher density and he said he could

see the standstill of any development of apartments

if this new by-law were to go through at this time.

Mr. Thielman, a builder in the District, stated that

more lead-in time is needed on this by-law. because if

developers are forced to build at this time oV'erbuilding

of apartments could occur.
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Mr. Brosseuk also agreed with the previous speakers

objecting to the establishment of the new apartment

by-law as he felt that a lead-in period of at least six

months to a year should be provided.

ITEM #11 Reference No. Z15/70

"The District of'Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1864, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

on the southeast corner of Pathan Avenue and Nestor

Street to Tourist Commercial (CS-3) for purposes

of establishing a campsite.

Mr. Fowler, addressed the Hearing and stated that the

people in the area do not wish the zoning of the area

changed at this time as the present zoning suits the

majority of people who live in that area. He stated

that this will upset the general and longstanding

nature of this area and also that there was a danger of

? pollution from this type of operation as there were no

sewers in the area and the river runs very near by and

possibly thers=eepage from the sewerage disposal system

could end up in the river.

a

Mr. Fowler also stated that there would be a hazard from

fire in this area if a campsite were established and a

large number of people were to inhabit it during the

summer months because the area surrounding is all

thickly treed.

Mr. Fowler went on to state that there would also be

a peace keeping problem as the area is quite remote

and the time it takes for R. C. M. P. to arrive on the

scene is quite lengthy.

Mr. Fowler also stated it was his understanding that

the owner of the property was not intending to develop

and operate the campsite himself and this concerned

the people in the area.

The Deputy Clerk informed the meeting that there was

a petition submitted containing the signatures of some

thirty-one people opposing the rezoning of this property.

Mr. Forsyth appeared to support his application and

submitted a brief, which he read to Council, copy of

which is attached to these Minutes. He went on to

state that the area in which he was pr oposing to

develop the campsite was a slightly developed commercial

area at the present time and he proposes a first class

operation respecting the privacy of the adjacent owners.

He stated that the campsite would have one entrance

which would also serve as the exit and that each campsite

would be fifty feet by fifty feet and would compare

favourably with any campsite that can be found in this

Province. He also informed the Committee that the

campsite would have a twenty-five foot buffer strip all

along the property.
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Mr. Forsyth went on to state that it was not his intent

to leave this development but that he would be operating

¢ it himself.

With regards to fire hazard,. Mr. Forsyth stated there

is a fire hazard there at the present time and if the

campsite was located there and a fire did break out

it could be more quickly extinguished because of the

people being residents on the propeiyty.

Mr. Forsyth also stated that the property is only located

one block from Pipeline Road and the only traffic increase

would be on Pipeline Road which is already a heavily

travelled road. He further`stated that he had no desire for

any further zoning other than Tourist Commercial

Zoning at this time.

Mrs. Sanderson addressed the Hearing and objected

to the zoning as q - she did not wish a campsite across

} from her property and wanted to know from Mr.

Forsyth if it was his intention to actually operate the

campsite once it was constructed. Mr. Forsyth stated

that ite-will operate the campsite while it is in operation

during the summer months.

Another adjoining owner stated that he had a greenhouse

operation in this area and he would not have purchased

this property originally if he knew that a Tourist

Commercial campsite would be going up in the area

as he was afraid of vandalism.

Mrs. Rudyk asked Mr. Forsyth what would stop people

from camping in the area during the winter months

when there was no control of the property and Mr.

Forsyth replied there was nothing stopping them from

doing so at this time.

Mr. Odette inquired as to how sewerage disposal would

be handled and Mr. Forsyth statdd that a septic tank

would be acceptable and stated that he is a member of

SPEC in Coquitlam and is on the Executive of the

Burnaby SPEC Association and is, therefore, himself

very concerned about pollution. He went-on to state

that the septic tank will only be in use during the summer

months and that if it was properly engineered, there

could be no problem with its operation.

One resident who lives adjacent to the property expressed

her support for the development of suchaacc amps ite

in the area.

ITEM #12 - Reference No. Z50/70

4 
"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1865, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

at 507 North Road to Service Commercial (CS- 1) in

order to establish a restaurant and also amended

By-Law No. 1051 with regard to parking for restaurants

other than drive-in restaurants.
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No opposition was expressed to this application for
rezoning.

ITEM #13 - Reference No. Z36/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1866, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located
at 1001 Austin Avenue to Service Commercial (CS- 1)

for purposes of restaurant development.

Mr. Brosseuk addressed the Hearing and stated that he
was representing Mrs. Roberts, the owner of the
property adjacent, and informed the Hearing that were

Council to allowthis rezoning, Mrs. Roberts would be

left with a long narrow strip as she has a ten foot sewer

easement on the east side of her property which would

tend to make future development of this lot unfeasible.

He further stated that Mrs. Roberts was not opposed

to the development as such but only to the fact that her

lot would be left locked in and possibly undevelopable

in the future.

The owner of the property addressed the Hearing and stated

that this was the first they had heard of this storm sewer

easement on the next property and stated that Mrs. Roberts

is presently asking one and one-half times more than what

they paid for their lot. He stated that her lot would not

be stranded in this area because of-the properties to
the east and that she would still be left some 56 feet

which could be built on. He went on to state that they

had originally purchased the property to place a duplex

on it but there plans had changed because they understand

that the area has been tentatively approved for commercial

development. He went on to state that it was their

intention to place a Pizza Hut establishment on the property

which is of high quality and good design and the design

has actually won awards.

He went on to state that it would not be possible economically

to develop the larger area at the present time and this

would not be possible for ten to fifteen years in the future

because of the large commercial development on North- Road

and felt that the area would, therefore, continue to be an

eyesore and they felt that by placing the restaurant in this

location the whole area would be upgraded.

Mr. Tiessen, the Assistant Planning Director, stated that

in the Austin Policy Report on this area, it was recommended

that larger commercial development take place in the Service

Commercial area on lots of 15, 000 -to 25, 000 square feet

which would encompass approximately three of the existing

lots.
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ITEM #14 Reference No. 248/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1867, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of a portion of the

-J property located at 2311 Gale Avenue to RL`sdidential

Medium Density (R-2) for purposes of duplex development.

No opposition was expressed to this application for

rezoning.

ITEM #15 - Reference No. Z55/69

"The District of Coquitlam zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1868, 1970"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

at 544 and 546 Sidney Avenue and 451 Westview Street

to Medium Density Multi-Storey Apartment (RM- 3)

for purposes of apartment development.

The owner of property at 577 Dansey Avenue objected

1 to the proposed rezoning as he did not wish another

high rise in this area and feels that we are destroying

the area with high rise apartments and also destroying

his privacy.

The Planner explained that under this by-law, the

developef ov_ozlld only be allowed to place a 65 suite

apartment on the property versus a 96 suite three

storey apartment under present regulations.

Mr. Hansen speaking on behalf of the developer stated

that there are already three high rises in the area and

that it would appear this whole area would be heading

for high rise development. He stated that we would be

only covering 187o of the land area were a high rise

to be built instead of 40161 of the land area if a three

storey apartment were to be built.

Mr. Hansen went on to state that incentive should be

granted to developers to allow a higher density in this

j type of (zoning so that he could build a 96 suite high rise

~I apartment instead of the 65 suite apartment which would

be allowed under the proposed new regulations.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER

SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That the Public Hearing adjourn. 10. 50 p, m.

CARRIED



BY-LAWS FOR NEXT PUBLIC HEARING

1. Z.61-70

Clause I

The regulations of the Residential Medium-Density (R-2)

District shall be amended under Clause (5) "Principal

Buildings" in order that the amended Clause shall be as

follows:

Not more than one one-family dwelling or one two-family

dwelling shall be permitted upon a lot in Residential

Medium-Density Districts, except that two two-family

dwellings are permitted upon Lot 226, D.L.367, P1.34821.

2. Z-62-70 - RS-2 Zone West of Pipeline Road

Clause I

The following lands shall be rezoned from Gravel Pit

i

Resource (A-2) to Small Holdings (RS-2):

That part of Section 13, west of Pipeline Road south of the

extension of the centre line of Gallette Avenue legally

described as the following parcels:

1. Lots 1 to 5, Sec. 13, P1. 12521

2. Lot M, Sec. 13, Ex. P1. 16693

d' 3. Rem. L.S. 12

4. Lots 1 & 2, Sec. 13, Pl. 24751.

3. Gravel Pits - Land not occupied by Gravel Pits proposed to

be zoned A-3 for control over newly established pits

Clause I

All lands within the Gravel Pit Resource (A-2) Zone shall

be rezoned to Agricultural (A-3) except for the following

parcels which shall be retained in their present A-2 status:
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A. The Nz of the S, of L.S.5, Section 24, Twp.39,
(Pipeline Sand and Gravel).

B. L.S.10 and 15 of Section 11, Twp.39, Plan 24053 and Lots 29,
35, 36 and 37, Section 11, 12 and 14, Twp.39, Plan 3022,
N.W.D. (Deeks LaFarge Ltd.)

C. Part L.S.2, Section 14, Twp.39; N.W.D. (J. Allard).

D. D.L.4839, Section 14, Twp.39,.N.W.D. (D. & R. Sand and
Gravel Ltd.).

E. Lots A, B and E, L.S.13, Sec.24, Twp.39, Plans 12986 and
17202; Lots 7088 and 7128, Sec.25, Twp.39, Lot 4,
Plan 24588 of the Land District of New Westminster and all
and singular that parcel or tract of Crown land, lying
within the following described. boundaries: - commencing at
the northwesterly corner of Lot 7128, Sec.25, Twp.39,
following the easterly section line of Section 26, Twp.39
in northerly.direction to its intersection with the 1/4
section boundary of the southerly half of Section 25,
Twp.39, thence in easterly direction following the said 1/4
section line to its intersection with the northwesterly
corner of Lot 4, Plan 24588, thence in southerly direction
following the westerly boundary of said Lot 4, thence in
westerly direction following the northern boundary of the
said Lot 7128, to the point of commencement. (J. Cewe Ltd.).

F. Rem. of L.S.11, Sec.24, Twp.39. (7runkfield).

G. N, of Portion of L.S.4, Section 24, Twp.39, West of Pipeline
Road, N.W.D. (Columbia Bitulithic Ltd.).

H. L.S.13, Section 13, Twp.39, N.W.D. (Johnson Trucking Ltd.).

I. Lot B of D.L.386, 112985E and Lot 32 of Section 11, Twp.39,
Plan 3022, N.W.D. (District of Coquitlam).

J. L.S.12, Section 24, Twp.39, W.C.M., N.W.D. (District of
Coquitlam).

K. Lot 4, D.L.5882, Plan 24588 within that Part of SW,, Sec.25,
W.C.M. (J. Allard).

4. Rezoning of R-2 Areas to A-3 in Westwood Plateau and Minnekhata -

Victoria Drive Areas

Clause I

The following lands shall be rezoned from Small Holdings

~, (RS-2) to Agricultural (A-3):
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1. Section 15, W.C.M.

2. Section 14, W.C.M. except for those parcels zoned

Gravel Pit Resource (A-2).

Clause II

The following lands shall

(RS-2) to Agricultural (A-3):

1. Section 15, E.C.M.

2. Section 16, E.C.M.

3. Section 10, E.C.M.

4. Section 9, E.C.M.

be rezoned from Small Holdings

5. That part of Section 8, E.C.M. east of Cedar Drive.

5. Z-58-70 - Corner Store Zoning By-law

Clause I

Section VII of By-law No. 860 as amended is hereby

further amended by the inclusion of

No. 1826 immediately before "Local

the following in By-law

Commercial (C-2) Zone":

Local Commercial (C-1) Zone

1. A use of land, buildings and structures in the Local

Commercial (C-1) Zone shall be limited to:

a) the retail sale of groceries and confections within

a sales floor area not exceeding 1,200 square feet.

b) an accessory one-family dwelling within the building

for the permitted commercial use.

2. All buildings and structures shall be located as follows:

a) not less than 25 feet from a front lot line.

b) not less than 10 feet from a side lot line along a

street.

c) not less than 6 feet from a side lot line not along

a street.

d) not less than 25 feet from a rear lot line.
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3. No building shall have a greater height than two storeys.

4. Signs shall be limited to those permitted in the C-2 Zone.

Clause II

By-law No. 1826 is hereby amended to refer to the

"Local Commercial (C-2) Zone" as the "Neighbourhood Commercial

(C-2) Zone".

Clause III'

Section II of By-law No. 860, as amended by By-law

No. 1813 is hereby further amended to the following:

SECTION II

ZONES

The District of Coquitlam is hereby divided into zones
as defined in Schedule A to this By-law as amended and as
defined otherwise in amending by-laws:

SHORT FORM ZONE

A-1 Gravel Pit Service
A-2 Gravel Pit Resource
A-3 Agricultural

SCHEDULE A COLOUR

dark yellow & crosshatched
pink

RS-1 to R-1 Residential Low-Density white
RT-1 or R-2 Residential Medium-Density dark green
RS-2 Small Holdings dark yellow
RM-1 Multiple-Family Residential I -
RM-2 Multiple-Family Residential II -
RM-3 Multiple-Family Residential III -

RMH-1 Mobile Home Park -

C-1 Local Commercial red
C-2 Neighbourhood Commercial red
C-3 Medical red

CS-1 Service Commercial red & crosshatched
CS-2 Tourist Commercial -.

SS-1 Service Station Residential black
SS-2 Service Station Commercial yellow ochre
SS-3 Service Station Repair peacock green
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SHORT FORM

M-1
M-2
M-3

M-5

P-1
P-2
P'- 3

ZONE

General Industrial
Service Industrial
Special Industrial

Wrecking & Salvaging
Industrial

Civic Institutional
Special Institutional
Golf Course

SCHEDULE A COLOUR

brown
brown with yellow
yellow with brown

crosshatch

Clause IV

The following lands are hereby zoned Local Commercial
(C-1 ).

(N.B. This list will be supplied to the Assistant Municipal
Clerk by October 9, 1970.)
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b) Rezoning of 2100 Dawes Hill Road

- standard by-law except to C-1 and not C-2.

6. Z-54-70

- Note standard by-law but excludes 329 foot wide strip along

northern boundary.

i.e. 1. Blk. A, Sec. 26, Twp. 39

2. NZ of SE-1, Sec. 26, Twp. 39, except.329 feet.

7. Z=55'-70

Standard By-law.

8. Apartment Zoning Regulations

These are attached. The regulations are based on review by

Design Committee since March, 1968 and by the Advisory

Planning Commission since January, 1970.

9. Z-15-70

Standard By-law.

10. Austin Commercial Rezoning

Clause I

(N.B. List of legals to be supplied to the Assistant
Municipal Clerk by October 9, 1970.) /_/5r AT%4C-414.0

11. to 13. Z-48-70

All standard by-laws. , Z-50-70 is to Service Commercial (CS-1).

So is Z-3-70 for restaurant. Z-48-70 is R-2

~e



CORPORAT...A OF THE DISTRICT OF ..JQUITLAM

Inter-Office Communication

TO: Advisory Planning Commission DEPARTMENT: DATE: July 3, 1970

FROM: D. M. Buchanan  DEPARTMENT: P l a n n i n g YOUR FILE:

SUBJECT: Apartment Zoning Regulations OUR FILE:

By Res. 2215, the Commission wished to review the
attached By-law prior to presentation to Council for recommended
referral to a public hearing. It is my experience that amendments
to this By-law are inevitable as is the case with all building and
zoning regulations. The By-law basically accomplishes the following:

1. It provides more stringent regulations in regard to off-street
/ parking and access thereto.

2. It creates a new zone for medium-density high-rise apartments.

3. It decreases the amount of floor space permitted in new three-
:storey walk-up apartments and sets a maximum for high-density

r high-rise apartments similar to that of the existing such
project on Westview Street.

4. It provides for 12 feet of additional setback along major
roads to be widened in the long term.

5. It provides more flexible setback and lot area regulations
related to building height and total land area (including
streets and lanes) respectively.

I recommend that this report and the By-law be referred
to Council, with endorsement -by the Commission.

Af~

\ DMB/ci .M. Buchanan,
Encl. Planning Director
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MAILING ADDRESS - P.O. DRAWER 200

November 5, 1970.

The Council of the Corporation '
of the District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Sirs:

re: Proposed Zoning By-law Amendments
No. 1856 - 1970 (Item No. 3) and
No. 1861 - 1970 (Item No. 8)

I am in receipt of instructions from Mr. James J.
Allard to assist him in making the following submissions to
you:

It is submitted that proposed By-law 1856 clause
1 (k) and proposed By-law 1861 clause 2 have the cumulative
effect of contravening the Resolution of Council dated the
20th of October, 1970 whereby Council gave its support to
the approval of Mr. Allard's application for a gravel removal
Lease covering a twenty acre parcel west of Lot 4 of District
Lot 5882.

Mr. Allard's Consulting Engineer advises me that
it is his recommendation the gravel removal boundaries be:6

--left in their present status to allow sufficient time for all
interested parties to examine and study the enclosed plan
showing a possible development of the area covered by the said
proposed amendments and the area in the immediate vicinity.

The enclosed plan shows the natural contours of the l
land together with the proposed finished contours marked in
red.

An examination of the contours establishes the
fact that the property forms the northerly end of a natural
bowl.

continued . . . 2



,+

A

1-

t

-fi

The Council of the Corporation
of the District of Coquitlam

- 2 -

November 5, 1970.

It is important to understand that the proposed
finished contour lines as drawn on the plan represent a
development taking place independently of the land lying
immediately to the south. It is therefore submitted, that
proper development and utilization of this land requires
revision of some of these contour lines on the southerly
portion of the plan, when proper detailed information on the
development of the land to the south is made available.

Therefore, the proper coordination developing a
common boundary on the south side of the plan is imperative
to achieve a proper utilization of the land.

This position appears to coincide with the stand
taken by the Municipal Planner, Mr. D. H. Buchanan, in his
letter to Mr. James Allard dated the 18th of September last,
wherein he stated in part as follows:

"The present zoning boundary on the quarter section
line may not make sense from a physical view point"

and also is in keeping with his suggestion that plans be
submitted by Mr. Allard showing contours of the area to
establish a "logical boundary" on the north side of the area
in question and also showing the ultimate development of the
whole of the area south of the "logical boundary".

All of which
that Council will give
tions herein contained.

RBS/ljs

Enclosure:

is respectfully submitted in the hope
full consideration to these representa-

Yo very truly,

ROBERT B. SELKIRK
for McQUARRIE & SELKIRK
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ITEM x#11: Re-zoning of property located corner of Pathan Avenue-~ 
and Nestor Street to tourist commercial

The purpose of'the=.proposed campsite is to establish first class tourist
accommodation for terits'; ;campers and trailers during the summer months. This

should enhance the District of Coqui-tlam for the following reasons:

1. Such accommodation is-'ery'_ limited near the metropolitan
area and this portion of the tourist clientele tends generally
to avoid the lower mainland.

CJ 

2. The Coquitlam River Report has advised that this naturally
scenic area be developed for recreational use. At present;
existing facilities such as the Westwood Racetrack and
riding stables complement the idea.

~ — r

3. Since as few trees as possible will be cut and since a shield
of trees will bound the property, the resulting park--like
appearance should provide a green belt for years to come.

The chief objections appear to be the following:

1. that there will be increased traffic and an invasion of
privacy.

Both of these factors would be a natural consequence of any development
and it should be pointed out that from the much-publicized traffic on
Pipeline Road, it is only one block to the property and, even allowing
for future development of the neighbouring properties, few would be
inconvenienced by the traffic. Furthermore, a boundary of trees, as
noted in the plans, should effectively isolate the campground.

2. that an additional stress would be placed on the district police
staff.

Concern has been expressed that such facilities have been subjected to
various forms of harassment. Although highly publicized when they do
occur, such happenings are infrequent at a reputable and well-run Private
campsite. To quote Mr. R. Whitlam, owner-manager of Aquadel Acres at
the end of Cultus Fake (an area familiar with problems at public campsites),
"In over ten years of operation, we have had no serious problems of this
nature. We inform prospective campers of the regulations and are selective
in our clientele." We'hope to establish a well-managed family campsite
with the same objectives.

. . .2
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Cont'd - ITEM #11: Re-zoning of property located corner of Pathan Avenue
and Nestor Street to tourist'commercial

3. that expansion will result of tourist-type accommodation into
a permanent trailer court.

In reply, the intent and length of operation of the campground has been
outlined. There is no desire for any zoning other than that to tourist -
classification.

4. that such a project would cause a decrease in the value of the
adjoining properties.

It is-hoped that any objections to the campground while in operation
would`be offset by;

(i) The absence of any neighbours and the resulting privacy
during those months (the majority) when the facilities
are not being used.

(ii) The natural beauty of trees and park-like surroundings
which would continue to exist.

Respectfully submitted,

D.A. & M.A. Forsyth

J
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A BRIEF FROM THE COQUITLAM PLANNING DEPARTMEi'!T TO THE CHAIRMAN AND
THE MEMBERS OF COUNCIL IN REGARD TO THE PUBLIC HEARING TO BE HELD

NOVEMBER 5. 1970

INTRODUCTION

The Municipal Solicitor has advised that the Planning

Department present its "evidence" to each public hearing on

amendments to the Zoning By-law. In this way the "evidence" can

be discussed when preliminary consideration to the by-law in

question is given at a subsequent open Council meeting.

Item 1 - Second Duplex on Lot at 932-934 Grant Street (Z-61-70

The Planning Department has recommended against any

increase in density (i.e. in the number of dwelling units) alone

future transportation corridors. In a nearby application for

rezoninc; at Ingersoll Avenue and Grant Street, this advice was not

followed. All we can do here is recommend in favour of a`

consistent policy, or at best go back to our original recommendations.

Item 2 - Gravel Pit Zone to One Acre Small Holdings (Z-62-70)

This move simply would legalize existing uses along

the west side of Pipeline Road south of Gallette Avenue near the

SPCA building. The application arose from the problem of one

individual attempting to get a building permit when the use of land

was "non-conforming".

Item 3 - Retention of Existing Gravel Pits on Pipeline Road in

Gravel Pit Zone (NZB)

Following is a summary of the Planning Department's

role in establishing a gravel pit zoning policy:

1. March,. 196$

Council ask the Planning Department to study gravel pits.
(Planning Department commenced operations March 18, 1968).
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2. December, 1968

Policy Report No.. 5/68 recommends that only "existing gravel
pits should be zoned for gravel pit development and all oti1Err
lands currently zoned for such use should be rezoned
Agricultural and Resource.(A-3)".

3. February, 1969

The Coquitlam River Valley Committee is created by Council
after receipt of a brief from the Port Coquitlam Hunting and
Fishing Club. The terms of reference include study of gravel

x 

pit area boundaries.

4. May, 1969

A public hearing is held on By-law 1682 which proposed rezoning
all lands not occupied by gravel pits to A-3. There was
objection from people in the Gallette Road area and by Mr. Allard
to -1:his A-3 zoning and it failed to be passed by Council and a
zoning by-law amendment.

5. April, 1970

The Coquitlam River Valley Committee report to Council and
recommend boundaries for a Pipeline Road Gravel Pit Area.,

6. September, 1970

Council refer three by-laws to public hearing, one dealing
with RS-2 zoning south of "Gallette" west of Pipeline, one
the A-3 "holding" zone for gravel pits and two other A-3 zone
extensions in the "East End".

7. November 5, 1970

The three by-laws are to be reviewed at a Public Hearing.

The Allard Lease Application was dealt with as follows:

1. September 14, 1970

Council table report on Allard lease pending "a further report
from the Planner on Mr. Allard's newest eleventh hour proposal
with all its implications". I had recommended against the
lease application in my report of September 8 for three reasons:

a) Most of the 20 acre lease area was north of the 14 section
line recommended as the boundary by the CRVC.

b) The long zoned strip of a "329 foot" width would be difficult
to excavate.

c) The policy recommendation of ten pits, there being two on
Quarry Road and ten pits along Pipeline Road.
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2., October'20, 1970

Council approve a 20 acre lease while I recommend reference to
the CRUC and extension of an October 23, 1970 time limit
I

mposed by the Department of Lands Inspector.

3. October 27, 1970

I review a map of the legal and zoning boundaries with Council.

4. October 29; 1970

I receive a copy of subdivision plan 2458 for D.L. 5882. The
area presently with a Soil Removal Permit has to be "scaled
off the plan since only the south boundary has a legal dimension
of 413.11 feet. Scaled dimensions are: W-300 feet. Scaled
dimensions are: W-300 feet +, E-305 feet +, and N-440 feet +.

Eleven gravel pits will be zoned along Pipeline Road

including two to be operated by the Municipality and two by Allard

Contractors Ltd. We have taken the position that there should be a

maximum of 10 at any one time as beyond this point the level of

truck traffic, water pollution and nuisance seems to come to a

"toleration threshold". We would thus recommend against any further

gravel pits along Pipeline Road at this time and no development of

the second Municipal Gravel Pit until the existing one is closed.

This does not stop expansion of any pit beyond present legal.

boundaries after an application for rezoning is made and a

reclamation agreement assured.

Item 4 - South Part of Westwood Plateau and Area East of Cedar

Drive - Calgary Street to 20 Acre Zone (NZB)

By this By-law Council would go as far as now seems

possible to be compatible with the Official Regional Plan (except

for servicing policies in "One-Acre" Zoned Areas). Crown lands,

certain large private holdings and floodplain lands along the Pitt

River are affected by the By-law. The Pitt River Floodplain

rezoning would mean avoidance of urban or suburban development in

the dyking areas. The Westwood Plateau rezoning would retain our

"urban land bank" of Crown land for the future.

f
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Item 5 - Austin Commercial Area Rezoning (CA)

This by-law follows up Policy Report No. 4, 1970"

entitled A Development Policy for the Austin Commercial Centre

and Map 3 in that report. The 
only change from that map is that

the two"lotsr'now owned by the Canadian Legion are proposed for

Special Institution (P-2) Zoning for a Social Club use. The

Service Commercial area west of Gatensbury Street on the north

side of Austin is also being made straightforward as far as zoning

(1111-1199 Austin Avenue), as it is now a mixture of incompatible

zoning categories.

Item 6 - Establishment of Zone for Corner Stores (NZQ)

There are two changes here:

a) the permitted commercial use is being limited to sales,
inside, of groceries and confections on a sales floor area of
up to 1,200 square feet.

b) one accessory residential dwelling is being permitted as part
of each corner store for the first time.

Our Commercial Study (as part of the total Community Plan Study)

was started this summer with an inventory of all commercial land.

Nineteen corner stores were identified. A report will be going

forward in the near future on other isolated commercially zoned

properties.

Item 7 - Corner Store at Dawes Hill Road and Finnigan Street

(Z-58-70)

The 1961-62 "Planning for Coquitlam" report recommended

a distribution of corner stores with a '2 mile service radius.

There is a need for such a store on that basis in the Cape Horne

area. I have suggested the Mundy Street-Dawes Hill Road inter'-

section as the best location in the past.
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`s` Item 8 - Jack Cewe Ltd. Expansion (Z,-54-70)

This application represents about two-thirds of the

long term westward expansion proposed by the Company. An area

presently leased by the B.C. Sports Car Club is also to be added

to the expansion area. I attach a map indicating the location of

this application in relation to the adjoining "Allard Gravel Pit"

and the SE1~ line to the north.

This application involves the working out of an

agreement with the Company on reclamation and a long term "regional

park" being created on a staged basis. Cash bonding at a rate of

$500 per new acre of gravel pit plus 10 acres a year of old gravel

pit has been suggested by staff to the Company. Credit for

reclaimed acreage would be deducted from cash bonds held in trust

for reclamation. Providing that a suitable agreement can be worked

out and a truck route from Barnet Highway secured for now and the

Tong term, then the Planning Department would favour an extension

to the present gravel pit.

Item 9 - Service Station at 829 Brunette Avenue - Legalization

of Use (Z-55-70)

This amendment is simply to legalize the existing

service station site which was not completely described in the

overall Service Station zoning by-law.

Item 10 - New Apartment Regulations (NZB & AP-BR)

The five key objectives have been outlined in the

advertising for the hearing. However, it is important to note that

the "density" permitted on three-storey walk-up apartment sites is

being reduced by at least 25% by going from a Gross Floor Area of

1.2 to 0.9 and taking lot coverage from 40% to 309. In early 1969

the Design Committee came to a conclusion that more stringent

regulations were required to avoid "overbuilding", excessive grades
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on driveways, minimal provision of open space and to encourage

medium-density high-rises to be built in Coquitlam. The idea was

"let's put the buildings on end" and "open up the land around

t h-e al" . .

Naturally, this move will have an economic impact.

It will take a year or two for land values to take the new.

regulations into account. Mortgage companies will have to be re-

convinced as to Coquitlam's place in their investment portfolios.

West Vancouver has managed to direct investment to high-rise

apartments (albeit at too high a density in my opinion). In a

` sense, Coquitlam will lead the way for the creation of areas for

6 to 8 storey high-rises. At the same time a new emphasis will

have to be given to garden apartments and townhousing to provide

adequate family accommodation.

Finally, I should raise the question of "lead time"

for By-'law #1863. January 1st or February 1st are dates which

come to my mind as a reasonable length of time to allow.for

building permit applications. A four month period to obtain finial

approval of the permit is further suggested. The Board of Variance

provides a further avenue where a builder and/or architect is

not able to apply for a permit or obtain final permit approval `n

the time period.

Item 11 - Campsite on Coquitlam River at Pathan Avenue (Z-15-70

There are to sides to this application. On one hand

a genuine campsite appears to be a good use of land along a river

in a semi-rural area. On the other hand, without enforcement of

By-laws such campsites can become substandard mobile home parks.

The Engineering Department advise that riprapping along the River

and servicing of adjacent roads is to be a requirement in this

(as well as in other cases). I simply wonder whether a private

campsite can be an economic proposition close to the Greater

Vancouver area. Perhaps the applicant can provide further back-

~d ,
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ground on this question. I have attached a sketch showing future

subdivision possibilities in the Nestor Street Area.

Item 12 - Sit-in Restaurant at 507 North Road (Z-50-70

This is the third restaurant in this block. There

is sufficient area for it on the north side of the service station

site. Please note that the parking standards are being revised

to one space per five seats in a restaurant. The parking standards

of the "New Zoning By-law" are now under study at the request of

the Advisory Planning Commission. These standards are largely

based on the Burnaby By-law, except where we have done our awn

research. This is why the only change suggested with this

application deals with sit-in restaurants.

Item 13 Sit-in Restaurant at 1001 Austin Avenue (Z-36-70)

This application does not conform to the suggested

policies for the Austin Commercial Area. The Policy Report suggests

a more comprehensive approach saying that the area "should be

reserved for high quality service commercial development on larger

sites" and that no rezoning be considered by Council until such

applications, with supporting plans, come forward. I might add

that redevelopment of the CS-1 area west of Gatensbury, north of

Austin, should be encouraged prior to permitting establishment of

a restaurant project in the middle of an RS-1 block.

Item 14 - Duplex at Gale Avenue Ravine - 2311 Gale Avenue (Z-48.-70)

This is a site surrounded on three sides by a ravine

which should be retained as a natural area. There is no "secondary

access" to this site and it is close to a future one-family

residential subdivision. However, the APC recommend approval

subject to certain internal building improvements. I note that

there is an old possibly illegal suite in the existing dwelling and

By-law #1367 will legalize it.
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Item 15 - Medium-Density High-Rise at Sydney Avenue and Westview

Street (Z-55-69)

I have a preliminary plan by the Architect going back

to January 28, 1970 on this proposal. He proposed a Gross Floor

Area of 1.7 at that time versus 1.2 allowed under the new RM-3

regulations. (This means 96 suites versus approximately 66). A

six storey building with less land being covered by building would

seem more appropriate. I note that the Senior Citizens High-Rise

is not the type of building which should be encouraged, but one

of a maximum 100 foot length is what the new regulations are aimed

at creating.

Conclusion

Four items at this hearing involve implementation of

the "New Zoning By-law". There are three other items arising from

two individual applications and the Austin Commercial Area Study,

resulting in by-laws of a general policy nature. As many maps as

possible are to be available at the hearing to explain the NZB

items.

DMD/ci
Encl.

Respectfully submitted,

D.M. Buchanan,
Planning Director
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Thursday, December 17th, 1970 ~-

Public Hearing - 7. 30 p, m. , t o~

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A Public Hearing was held in the MacDonald-Cartier Room of 4
Social Recreation Centre, 630 Poirier Street, Coquitlam, B. c
Thur sday, December 17th, 1970 at 7. 30 p.m. to deal with ap
cations to amend Zoning By-Law No. 860 and amending By-1.,a
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Members of Council present were Mayor J. L. Ballard, Ald. R.
Boileau, Ald. M. J. Butler, Ald. J. W. Gilmore, Ald. L. A. Bewley
and Alderman-elect J. L. Tonn.

Also present were Mr. D. M. Buchanan, Municipal Planner and

Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk.

The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on December

11th and 12th, 1970 and in the Enterprise on December 10th, 1970

and in the Coquitlam Herald on Deeember 15th, 1970.

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That Mayor J. L. Ballard act as Chairman of the Public

Hearing.

CARRIED

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That Mr. T. Klassen act as Secretary to the Public

Hearing.

CARRIED

The Municipal Planner submitted written comments

on each item for the Public Hearing and a copy of

these comments are attached hereto.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z33/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1811, 1970"

This item dealt with a request from Mr. Allinger of

Wildwood Mobile Home Park to be allowed to sell

trailers within a Mobile Home Park.

Mr. Howard Nichol, President of the Coquitlam

Mobile Home Owners Association, addressed the

Public Hearing and stated that they were opposed

to the application by Mr. Allinger because of the

possibility of a trailer court operator evicting

tenants in order that he might have empty pads on

which he could place trailers to be sold. He went

on to state that even were Council to pass this

Zoning By-Law it still would not be possible for

mobile park owners to sell trailers within their

courts as By-Law No. 951 prohibits the sale of

mobile homes in mobile home parks.
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Mr. G. Milner stated that Council must consider free
enterprise and that passing this proposed by-law would
be taking business away from present mobile home
sales lots. He went on to state that mobile home parks
cannot look after the number of tenants presently wanting
to get into mobile home parks and allowing sales of
trailers within the parks would only compound an already
bad problem. He went on to state that mobile home park
owners did not presently look after their parks properly
and until such such time as the present parks are brought
up to standard no further allowance should be made for
mobile home park owners.

An owner of a mobile home rose to oppose the application
stating that it would be unjust if people won't be able to
buy the type of mobile home they wish and place it in the
park of their choosing and also that she felt this will
lead to a rise in the cost of mobile homes.

Mr. James stated that the problem is not the sale of
mobile homes in mobile home parks but the lack of space
in the District of Coquitlam for mobile homes. He felt

S~ that if there was an abundance of spaces available, people
would be able to move to any park they desired and what
the District of Coquitlam needed was more development
of mobile home parks. '

Mr, Stiglish rose to object to the statements made by
Mr. Gar Milner regarding trailer court operators not

being able to properly maintain their existing parks.

Mrs. Gilpin, a former mobile home owner stated that

Council should not make any further allowances for
mobile home park operators until such time as the

existing by-laws are rigidly enforced.

Mr. Nichol, the president of the mobile home owners
association,, rose to state that the following surrounding
areas forbid sales of mobile homes in mobile home parks.

1. Maple Ridge.

Z. Port Moody.

3. Surrey.

4. Langley.

5. Burnaby.

On a question from Ald. Gilmore, Mr. Nichol stated that

he did not go beyond these areas so does not know if there
is a municipality which.does allow the sale of mobile homes
in mobile home parks.

Mr. Allinger of Wildwood Mobile Home Park presented

a brief dated December 17th, 1970 and read this brief

to the Public Hearing. A copy of this brief is attached hereto.

Ald. Gilmore asked Mr. Allinger if it would not be possible,

as it was in the past, for the owner of the park to give a

tenant notice in order that he would have an empty space in

which to place a trailer to gain an extra sale.
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Mr*'Allinger   stated that if Ald. Gilmore were asking him
if he would do such athing, he stated that he wouldn't,
however, if he were asking could it be done, Mr. Allinger
stated that it could be done.

Ald. Gilmore stated that mobile home owners live in
their homes until they are sold,whereas the park owner
would have empty trailers parked in bays at a time when
homes are urgently needed in this area. Mr. Allinger
stated that this is not necessarily true as some mobile
home owners, when they have to move, will leave the
trailer in the trailer park urt it such time as it is sold
as the value of the trailer is enhanced when they have
a place in Which to park it.

Ald. Bewley stated that one benefit might be that a mobile
home owner who has to sell because of a transfer to a
different city would be able to quickly dispose of his
mobile home to the mobile park operator who could then
put it up for resale.

A Mrs. Sawatzky, who lives in the Wildwood Mobile Home
Park, stated that 

she 

and her husband had no objection
to Mr. Allinger being able to sell trailers withih his own
park as it would not bother them in any way.

Another lady rose to object to the rezoning as she felt
that by allowing sale of mobile homes in mobile home
parks, the owner of the park would have a lever to buy a
trailer on his terms from the tenant when the tenant
transferred to another city.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z67/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1885, 1970"

The Municipal Planner explained the proposed rezoning
of five lots in the 1000 block Lougheed Highway and
stated that this would give Council 'control over the
type of development that should go into this area.

There was no opposition expressed to the rezoning.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. 67/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 18816, 1970"

The Planner explained that this rezoning affected the
Eastgate Shopping Centre and the property which the owners
of the Eastgate Shopping Centre are negotiating to buy
from the Municipality.

There was no opposition- expressed to this rezoning.
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ITEM #4

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1887, 1970"

The Planner explained that the rezoning would amend

the General Industrial M- 1 zone to allow gate of products

i manufactured on the land where such sale takes place.

He stated that at present no sale, whether wholesale or

retail, can take place in an industrial zone.

A lady in the audience asked whether the amendment would

mean that manufacturers would be allowed to demonstrate

on their property and the Planner stated that this could be

done under the amendment, however, it could be done

at the present time under the present M- 1 zoning.

ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 728

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1888, 1970"

The Planner explained that this zoning amendment

concerned the rezoning of a portion of Thomas Avenue

and a portion of a lane adjacent to Thomas Avenue, and

-Q would mean that the proposed apartment on Lot 6 would

extend their underground parking into Thomas Avenue

but that fire access over the portion of road to be

cancelled would still be maintained by easement.

Ald. Gilmore inquired as to whether this would mean an

increase in density of suites and the Planner stated that

this would not be so as the portion of Thomas Avenue

would be landscaped and the density was based only on

the area of Lot 6. Mr. Brownlee confirmed that the

density would be based only on the area of Lot 6.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. 83/69B

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1889, 1970"

This Zoning Amendment would set up new regulations

for golf courses and the Deputy Clerk ,read,- a letter

to the Hearing stating that,,the Vancouver Golf Club

had no objection to the proposed Zoning By-Law

Amendment.

Mr. James stated that he felt the by-law should be

held up as he would like to check it before making any

comments as he had some property zoned for golf course

use which he hoped to develop within the next two years.

The Planner explained that Mr. James does not have

property properly zoned for golf course use but does

have some property zoned P-2.

Mr. James stated that he had previously checked with the

Planning Department and was told that,he-could use the land

zoned P-2 for golf course use and that if some change has

taken place in the zoning it was done in an underhanded

manner.
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Thursday, December 17th, 1970,

Public Hearing,-cont'd.

MOVED BY ALD. BUTLER

" SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU:

That the meeting adjourn.

~ 
O

1 4

8.25 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING - DECEMBER 17. 1970

FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ITEM 1 - COMMERCIAL SALE OF MOBILE HOMES ON RENTED SITES (Z-33-70

14- By-law No. 1811 failed to receive Council support in May;
1970 after being presented to a public hearing that month. My own
opinion is that sale of mobile homes by a mobile home park operator
is quite acceptable as long as it takes place in a similar way to
home sales in a residential area. Furthermore, it is not practical
for the Municipality to prohibit acquisition of mobile homes being

.X tied into rental of mobile home spaces since an operator has
discretion as to whom he can rent such spaces. (The sale can take
place at another location, i.e. the factory or 

a sales lot).

Mobile homes are a form of prefabricated housing, in my
opinion, which do not necessarily meet National Building Code
Standards. I feel that any such homes being brought into the
Municipality for sale should meet NBC s.tandards. The Canadian
Standards Association (CSA) approval is not parallel. An added
point is that mortgage financing of such homes may be changed in
the next year by CMHC persuasion.

If By-law No. 1811 were passed, the buyer of the mobile
home would have to rent the space upon which it is placed. The
rental terms are left to the landlord and tenant to.work out and
no regulation of this was thought to have relevance to a zoning
by-law

ITEM 2 - SIX LOTS IN 1000 BLOCK LOUGHEED - INDUSTRIAL TO
RESIDENTIAL RS-1

This application is by the Municipality to provide for
control over future commercial development in this area. Any such
development could only proceed after rezoning. Also, industrial
use of the area would be avoided in the interim, which might well
detract from the adjoining commercial area.

ITEM 3 _ WESTWOOD MALL SHOPPING CENTRE (Z-67-70)

This applic-ation is by the Municipality as recommended
by the Municipal Solicitor. Rezoning of Rem. N was proposed in
1968 and resulted in an amendment to the Official.Regional Plan.
The application now also includes the following

1) Service commercial (CS-1) zoning of drive-in restaurant.
2) Commercial (C-2) zoning of land owned by Municipality proposed

to be sold 
to 

Monterey Development Co. Ltd.

r.
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ITEM 4 -.SALE OF PRODUCTS IN M-1 ZONE (INDUSTRIAL AREAS)

This application is to overcome part of the present
artificial distinction in industrial use definition in the M-1
zoning regulations dating from 1965. Until now, sale of products
manufactured in a plant cannot be sold at that site. In the new
Zoning By-law the full range of industrial uses will be allowed in
the M-1 zone. This application was approved by the Industrial
Development Committee of Council and the Chamber of Commerce.

ITEM 5 - THOMAS AVENUE AT CASEY STREET (Z-728

This application involves rezoning of a 33 foot wide
segment of road and a lane to the east thereof. The developer of
the adjacent lot is attempting to acquire this land to add to Lot 6,
adjacent. The underground parking garage extends into "Thomas
Avenue". I also note that an easement for emergency vehicle access
is being retained for that area as recommended by the Fire Chief.

ITEM 6 - GOLF COURSE DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS (Z-83-69B)

- This amendment simply relates to setbacks, landscaping
and number of spaces relating to off-street parking in golf courses.

{` The setback from arterial streets of 52 feet allows for more open
space - 30 feet after 12 feet of widening or 18 feet after.24 feet

.IT of widening as the case may be. The number of parking spaces is
based on standards followed for the Burnaby Municipal Golf Course.
We attempted to secure standards from the National Golf Foundation
of the U.S.A., or similar organizations, but these were not
available.

Respectfully submitted,

DMB/ci D.M. Buchanan,
Planning Director
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YOUR WORSHIP, MAYOR .BALLARD, ALDERMAN, STAFF, AND LADIES AND GENTLEMEN:

My attendance at this public hearing is to..-clarify my application to

permit the sale of mobilehomes when placed on a lot in my mobilehome

park. I feel that my request is reasonable and fair because of the

following points:

1. It has been established and confirmed by this Council and by the

NO Municipal Solicitor that the mobilehome owner has the right to sell

his mobilehome if he wishes to, in my park or any other. Now if the

DISC RININATION owner can sell his home, then I feel the park owner should also be

permitted to sell mobilehomes.

Please let us not confuse the issue - I am not asking for a sales lot

within the park, but simply to place a mobilehome on a lot just as

if I had sold it. In other words, a mobilehome would be sold exactly

as a home, in place and as set up. This is the best way-to sell

mobilehomes and saves money for the buyer in the.end, and he sees exactly

haw the'home will look in place for living, including the place in the

park. There must not be permitted a difference or preferential

!~ treatment for one class against another. All must be treated alike

in the same category.

A mobilehome owner may rent mobilehomes but cannot sell them;in his ,

park. This is a flagrant violation and utter discrimination between

the mobilehome owner and the park owner.

2- It has been said the reason why a mobilehome owner should be

permitted to sell his home is because he sells it without profit.

J-VERYONE I would like to suggest this is not so. Any mobilehome owner today

can get from $500 - $5,000 more than he would if he did not have a
PROFITS

space in a park, and the better the park the greater the price people

0`' SALES will pay to get in. So a good profit is made. by the mobilehome owner.

One owner of a $15,000 3-year old mobilehome recently sold it for

$18,000 - a large profit was made. But in addition to this, the'

value of this home would only be $10-$12,000 on the open market, '

yet he got $18,000. „!'
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This is a far greater profit than a Mobilehome Sales Co. could ever hope

to make in the sale of its mobilehomes. Yet we are accused of profit-

making while the mobilehome owner is not. Both make profits - both should

be permitted to sell.

3. The third reason is that this arrangement will make for unity between

U mobilehome owners and park owners. The double standard is devisive.

N As proof, I submit a petition signed by all tenants in my park.

I Furthermore, there were some who would not have signed had it not been

T for this very point - if they have a right to sell their mobilehome,
Y

the park owner also must have the same right.

Many other reasons could be given. I think these three are the primary ones.

All other issues are irrelevant to this point and should not bay discussed

at this time. {

We do offer 5 year, renewable for an additional 5 year lease. We have the welfare

of our tenants at heart and seek to provide the greatest possible value for

every dollar charged. We hope to provide completely integrated services, some of

which may be co-operatively owned.

I do ask for your approval, and thank you for giving me the opportunity to make

this presentation.

PETER P. ALLINGER
I

PRESIDENT - WILDWOOD MOBILEHOME PARK LTD.


