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Tuesday, July ‘11, 1978
Board of Variance - 7:00 p.m.

BOARD OF  VARIANCE  MINUTES

Atmeeting of the Board of Variance convened in the Council Chambers
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on
Tuesday, July 11, 1978 at 7:00 p.m.

Members present were:
Mr..G. Crews, Chairman
Mr. J. Petrie
Mr..R. Farion
Mr. B. Hansen

Staff present were:

Mr. C.E. Spooner, Building Inspector 2%
Mrs. S. Aikenhead, Assistant Municipal ClerRs
who acted as Secretary to the Board.:

The Chairman explained to those present that all the appeals would be
heard and the Board would rule on them later and that all applicants
would be informed by letter from the Municipal Clerk's office of the
decision of the Board.

Submi tted to the Board for this meeting were comments fromgMfssr 4= .

C.E. Spooner, Building Inspector 2, dealing with each .of the applications
before the Board, a copy of which is attached hereto and forms a part

of these Minutes,

Also submitted to the Board was a brief from the Planning Department
dealing with each of the applications before the Board, a copy of which-
is attached hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

1. M. & A. Shaw
838 Porter Street : '
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Martin Shaw appeared fiefore the Board to request:
relaxation of the side yard setback requirements in
order to allow him to build a garage to within 3 feet
of the side yard property Tine.

On questioning by the Board as to the distance between
house and property line the Building Inspector reported
that the measurment between the house.and the fence was
only 10 feet. Mr. Shaw stated that the fence was set
inside his property line 9 inches. In answer to a
question from the Board as to the marrowness of the
proposed- garage, Mr. Shaw stated he would only be parking
a small car in the proposed garage.

Mr. Bob Grant of 844 Porter Street asked if there would
be any roof overhang into this 3 foot setback. Mr. Shiw
stated that it would be a straight gable end roof with
no overhang. Mr. Grant then stated that he would like
to see a survey done to determine where the property
line is located.

There was no further;opposition expressed to this application.
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2. W.G. Spearman
1028 Dory Avenue o
Subject: Relaxation of front yard setback requirements ‘
‘ and fence height requirements.

Mr. Spearman appeared before the Board to request
relaxation of the front yard setback requirements to
allow him to build a swimming pool in the front yard
of his property. He also requested relaxation of the.
fence height requirements and he stated he wished to
build an eight foot high solid fence along his property
line in the front and side yard.

Mr. Spearman was asked to withdraw his application at
this time as the minimum 4 foot height fence required
around swimming pool areas under the building by-law
conflicts with the 3 foot height maximum allowed.under
the zoning by-law for an exterior corner and the Traffic
Supervisor and the Planning Department both advised
that to allow a fence of -more than 3 feet .in height
within 20 feet of this corner would create . a visual
obstruction. It was suggested to Mr. Spearman that

he could come back before the Board at. a future:

date with a re-design of the pool to allow the 4 foot'
fence required around the pool that would not encroach
into the 20 foot exterior lot corner.

3. J. Hersak & R. Little
566 Lougheed Highway
Subject: Relaxation of height requirements.

Mr. T. Hale of Hale Architects appeared before the
Board in regard to this matter and a written submission
was presented which is attached hereto and forms a
part of these Minutes. Mr. Hale reported that the
hardship in question is the 25 foot height requirements
in this particular zone as they are proposing to put
in a 65 unit motel with a dining room attached. - Mr.
Hale presented coloured renderings and drawings for i
the information of the Board.

A Mrs. M. Tindle of 563 Lougheed Highway stated she
felt this extra height requested would obstruct her
view and block out the sun from her property. She:
stated this motel project would be like a three storey.
apartment block at.the one end where the roof rises

“above the rest of the motel roofline.

Mr. Hale explained to the Board that the ground level
of the portion of the motel which has the extra roof
height is about 5 feet below the mean level of the
Lougheed Highway, and that the motel unit would be
situated 65 feet back from the highway and that the
parapet in question would slope back from the front
face of the building and at its highest point would

"be 50 feet back from the front face of.the building

and 8 feet higher than the rest of the roof line.

The -Chairman commented on the landscaping shown on
the coloured renderings and expressed the hope that
the landscaping would be kept as closely as possible
to the plans presented this evening.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.
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4. B. & D.R. Willoughby
2310 Sumpter Drive
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requ1rements

Mrs. Willoughby appeared before the Board and requested

- permission to extend a roof overhang into-the side yard
setback by approximately 17 inches as they wish to roof
over the open portion of their sundeck.

A letter in support of this application was received
from Dr. and Mrs. T. Thomson 2306 Sumpter Drive, and
"a copy of that Tetter is attached hereto and forms a
part of these minutes.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

5. G.J. Bennett
“944 Merritt Street
Subject: Re1axation~of‘side.yardfsetbackirequirements.

Mr. Bennett appeared before the Board and requested
permission to construct a counter space in the kitchen
which would project 2 feet into the side yard setback
requirements. Mr. Bennett also presented a written
submission which is attached hereto and forms a part
of these Minutes.

There wasnngggprS@mi6h9€&p$e§séﬁ?fbf§hispaﬁﬁiigaﬁiah.
6. . F. Pinto

1919 Como Lake Avenue o
‘Subject: Relaxation of fence height requirements.

Mr. F. Pintp appeared before the Board requesting
relaxation of the fence height requirements. He
stated he had already built a concrete fence 5 feet
9 inches high which runs to.the front property line.
He informed the Board that when he built this fence
he was not aware tliere were he1ght restrictions with
regard to fencing.

Mr. & Mrs. C. Koenders of 1911 Como-Lake Avenue

informed the Board that they were’the next door

neighbours to Mr. Pinto and had no objections to
. this fence.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
7. K.M. & L.T. -Malo

265 Bernatchey Avenue ,
Subject: Request to make ‘addition: to .non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. K. Malo appeared before the Board and stated that
they proposed to add an addition to their home'and as t
the existing home is Tocated only 5 feet from the side
yard property line it is a non-conforming dwelling and
they must get permission from the Board to make any-
structural alterations. He stated that at the present
time they have two differente roofllinescontthisrhome
and he would like to re-roof the entire house for
aesthetic as well as practical reasons. He went on to
inform the Board the new roof line will overhang about
2 inches less than the present roof line.

There was no opposition expressed to this appiication.
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8 & 9. Lloyd W. Pasco Builders Ltd.
1009 & 1011 Buoy Drive ‘
~Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Pasco appeared before the Board to request
relaxation of-side yard setback requirements in
order to allow him to build a 3 foot wide cat walk
along side the houses to allow access and egress
from the kitchen doors. He had originally p]anned
to put in sidewalks outside the kitchen doors but
due to the steep slope of the lots this has not been
possible.

There was no opposition expressed to these applications.

10.  S. Sheldon
595 Chapman Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Sheddon appeared before the Board and requested
relaxation of the side yard setback requirements. ‘He
stated he wished to construct a green house on top of
‘his carport and grow vegetabless: hydroponi¢ally as he
is a vegetarian and he requires vegetables on a year
round basis. He has already purchased:the tempered
glass required for a 12 foot by 24 foot greenhouse and
the glass cannot be recut and therefore if the side
yard relaxation is not allowed he would be required

to go to a.great deal of expense to purchase additional
tempered glass. Mr. Sheldon stated that the carport

he ‘has built is only 2 feet 2 inches from the' property
line and is 12 feet wide and he hoped-he would not have
to reduce it by more than 2 feet in width as anything
under that would be too narrow for him to use. He also
stated he could reduce the size of the greenhouse to

10 feet in width without too many problems with the
glass.

On questioning by the Board Mr. Sheldon stated that
if he put the greenhouse behind his home he would not
get the required sunlight.

The Bui]ding‘Inspector.questioned Mr. Sheldon about
the studding in his carport and Mr. Sheldon stated
that he would be removing this.

Mr. Sheldon's neighbour at 591 Chapman Avenue stated
he had no objections to the erection of the greenhouse
or to.the carport.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
11.  ‘Mr. Popelka

913 Madore Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of rear yard setback requirements.

Mr. Popelka appeared before the Board and requested
relaxation of rear yard.setback requirements. He stated
he wished to build a new home.on this lot which would be
a two storey ground level home, and he would be removing
the old house on the Tot but wished to keep .the storage
shed.
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Mr. Tompkins of 917 Madore Avenue stated he was concerned
-with relaxation of the setback requirements as the present
home almost sits on the property line next to his home

and that he would like to see the new buildings go in

with proper setbacks. He stated he would have no objections
to this if it had the required sideyard:setbacks:

Mr. Popelka then stated he also wished to build an 8 foot
high fence along his rear yard, ie. Blue Mountain Street,
as a sound buffer. Mr. Popelka was told to check with
the Engineering and Planning Departments in regard to the
height of the fence

Mrs. Muir of 918 Madore Avenue stated she was opposed to
the building of-an 8 foot fence as it would obstruct vision.
of traffic coming downBBlue Mountain Street. It was
pointed out to Mrs. Muir this property in question, 913
Madore, did not go over to the corner. There was a small.
lot owned by the District of Coquitlam on the corner and
therefore the fencé would not come down to the corner

of -Madore and Blue Mountain.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.
12. L. & D. Meuser- |

2966 Pheasant Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of rear.yard requirements.

Mr. Meuser appeared before the Board requesting relaxation
of ‘the rear yard setback requirements.at this address.

He stated that he was proposing to build 1light manufacturing
warehouse .space on this property and the building would

come to within 3 feet of the rear property line. The

length of the building is 140 feet at the rear and 152

feet long at the front. Mr. Meuser stated that if he.

was required to set the building back .25 feet from the

rear property line it would make it totally uneconomical

and it would not allow for required parking.

There was no opposition expressed to.this application.
13. Barsol Enterprises Ltd.

3163 Dunkirk Avenue '
Subject: Relaxation.of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Paul Webster of P. Webster Associates appeared before
the Board on behalf of Barsol Enterprises Ltd. He requested
that the existing carport on the west side of the building
at 3163 Dunkirk Avenue be allowed to remain. He stated

that the building,eon subdivision, will be 1 foot 7 inches
from the property line w1th ab 1nch roof overhang into

this setback. -

It was noted by the Board that the Building Department

had recommended that this application be denied and that

no construction be approved closer than 2 feet to the
..property line.

There was.no opposition expressed to this application.
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14, T. Kosko
848 Sharpe Street
Subject: Relaxation of front and s1de yard setback
" requirements.

Mr. T. Kosko stated that he had appeared before the
Board of Variance last November at which time he had
requested that two existing homes in this proposed
subdivision be allowed to remain on a temporary basis
and the Board had given approval to retain these homes
until the end of June, 1978. Mr. Kosko went on to
state that as he now will be constructing homes on

&he lots created by this subdivision. He would like
to ‘keep the home at 848 Sharpé Street for use as a
construction headquarters rather than tearing it

down and then havingtto build a temporary construction
shack.

On -questioning by the Board Mr. Kosko stated that
he felt he could have his construction completed
by September, 1979 at which time he would tear down
this home at 848 Sharpe Street.

There was no opposition expressed to .this application.

15. J. Kroening
402 Mundy Street-

Subject: Relaxation of*side;yard setback requirements.

Mrs. Kroening stated-that their property.was in the.
process of being subdivided into three lots and she
was having a home built for her on the most southerly
of -thése Tots. The carport would be setback 4 feet
from the property line and she requested relaxation
of ‘the side yard setback requirements.to allow for

"~ a roof overhang into the side yard setback by 1 foot.

Membersgof the Board suggested that a.re-drawing. of
‘the 1ot lines in this proposed subdivision to widen
this particular lot 1 foot would solve Mrs. Kroening's
problem.

There was no opposition expressed to.this application.
16. G. Evans

370 Dartmoor Dr1ve :
Subject: Relaxation of side.yard setback requirements.

Mr. Evans appeared before the Board and requested
relaxation of the side yard setback requirements as he
wished to have a inground pool constructed and he does-
not wish to have this pool constructed in the back of
"his property as it is heavily treed and the neighbours
object to the removal of these trees. He also stated
that the rear of his property is sloped and it would
be more expensive to construct.an inground pool at
this location. He stated that the pool would be con-.
structed on the exterior side of his lot and it would
come to within 7 feet of the exterior lot line with

a 4ofoot apron around the pool beyond that. He alsd
stated he would be erecting a 4 foot fence around the
pool . arédw..
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Mr. R. Huyton of 2564 Ashurst Avenue appeared before
the Board and stated that he was concérned about the
fencing only. He did not wish to see a high fence.
built around this property.

Mr. J.P. Martin of 2571 Ashurst Avenue also stated

he had no objections to the pool but did object to

the erecting of a high fence around the property

Tline, but would have no objections to a fence erected‘
around the pool area. He stated that a high fence ¢
along the property 1ine would obstruct the view of “. . -
traffic on the corner:

Mr. Jim Miller of 2567 Ashurst Avenue stated that he
would object to the fence along the property line as
well. He-stated that-the corner of Dartmoor and
Ashurst is a very bad corner and at the present time
a high fence would obstruct the view of traffic
coming along this street. Mr. Jim West of Ashurst
Avenue also stated he would have no objections to the
proposal as long as the fence was not built along the
property line.

The Chairman pointed out to the neighliours concerned
that Mr. Evans could build a fence along the property.
line in accordance with our zoning by-law regulations:
“without Board of Variance approval.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.

17. R.A. Marsh
3175 Capstan Court

Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Marsh appeared before the Board requesting relaxation
of the side yard setback requirements as he wished to
construct a roof over his sundeck for protection from the
weather. He also stated that when his house was built
there was no exit provided from the home except down the
interior stairs to the . lower floor and he would be
constructing stairs off the sundeck. Mr. Marsh went
“on to state that for esthetic reasons it would be
desirable to have the 2 foot roof overhang on the sundeck
area to tie in with the rest of the roof line.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

19. W. & P. Westwood
2566 Passage Drive
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Westwood and his contractor appeared before the
Board requesting relaxation of the side yard setback
requ1rements Mr. Westwood stated that he wished to
close in His carport to protect his cars from the .
weather and also to store garden tools and equipment.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

CONT AmIONS

3 M. & A, Show
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CONCLUSIONS ) :
1. M. & A. Shaw

MR. PETRIE K -
BY MR. HANSEN :

That the appeal of M. & A. Shaw be denied.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY -

2.  W.G. Spearman-

WITHDRAWN
3. J. Hersak & R. Little

MR. FARION
BY MR. PETRIE

That the appea] of J. Hersak & R. Kittle for-
relaxation of height requirements be approved
to a-maximum of 33 feet “in height. '
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY -

4., . _B.-& D.R. Willoughby

MR. - FARION
BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal ‘of B. & D.R. Willoughby.be approved
as per application.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
5. G.J. Bennett

MR. HANSEN
BY MR. FARION

That the appeal of G.J. Bennett be approved
as per application.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY -
6. - F. Pinto

"MR. HANSEN

BY MR. - FARION

That the appeal of F. Pinto be-approved as
per application. ‘

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

i

7. K.M. & L.T. Ma]o.

MR. HANSEN
BY ‘MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of K.M. & L.T. Malo be approved
retaining the 5 foot setback from the lane with .
an 18 inch overhang of .the roof line.

CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY -
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8. &9. Lloyd W. Pasco Builders Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. FARION
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeals of Lloyd W. Pasco Builders Ltd.
be approved as per applications.

CARRIED
Mr. Hansen registered opposition.

10. S. Sheldon

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY ‘MR. FARION

That - the appeal of S. Sheldon be approved
and that the carport and the greenhouse be
constructed no closer than ‘8hfeet to the
side yard property line.

* CARRIED
Mr. Hansen registered opposition.

11. Mr. Popelka

MOVED BY MR. HANSEN
SECONDED BY MR. FARION

That the .appeal of Mr. Popelka be approved
with a setback of 18 feet from Blue ‘Mountain
Street for the carport and 20 feet from Blue
Mountain Street for the house.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY -

12. L. & D. Meuser

MOVED BY MR. HANSEN
SECONDED BY MR. FARION

That the appeal of L. & D. Meuser be. approved.
- CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY -

13. Barsol Enterprises Ltd..

MOVED BY MR. FARION
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Ban§ol Enterprises Ltd.
be denied.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
14. T. Kosko

MOVED BY -MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. FARION

That the appeal of T. Kosko be approved
and an extens10n be granted to September, 159
1979

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY -
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15. J. Kroening

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY ‘MR. HANSEN

That the appeal of J. Kroening be denied,
with the suggestion that the Tlot lines in
this proposed subdivision -be re-defined
to widen this particular 1ot by 1 foot..
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:

16.- 'G. Evans

MOVED BY MR. FARION
SECONDED BY- MR. HANSEN

That the appeal of G. Evanshbe approved.
. CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
17. R.A. Marsh

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. FARION

Thafﬂthe appeal of R.A. Marsh be approved.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY:
19.  W. & P. Westwood |

MOVED BY MR. HANSEN
SECONDED BY MR..FARION

That the appeal of W. & P. Westwood be denied.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

ADJOURNMENT

The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 11:15 p.m.




DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

Inter-Office Communication

TO: S. AIKENHEAD, SECRETARY DEPARTMENT: ADMINISTRATION DATE: July 7, 1978
BOARD OF VARIANCE : :
@ROM: C. E. SPOONER. DEPARTMENT: BUILDING YOUR FILE:
SUBJECT: COMMENT RE: APPEALS TO OUR FILE:
ITEM NO. 1 838 Porter Street

(D

ITEM NO. 2&3

The Building Department has no objection provided the
addition is an open carport and there is no construction
closer than 2'0". B

On visiting the site and measuring from the house to the
fence, the property line appears to be only 10'0" from
the house not 10'9" as shown on application. I would
recommend that the applicant change his appeal to read
2'0" from property line instead of 3'0" with no
overhang.

1028 Dory Avenue
566 Lougheed Highway

The Building Department has no comment as the Building
Bylaw does not appear to be involved.

The Building Department has no objection to this

ITEM NO. 4 2310 Sumpter Drive
appeal.
ITEM 5,6,87 944 Merritt Street

1919 Como Lake Avenue

ITEM NO. 8&9

265 Bernatchey Avenue

The Building Department has no comment as the Building
Bylaw does no appear to be involved.

1009 Buoy Drive
1011 Buoy Drive

ITEM NO. 10

The Building Department has no objection to these appeals.

595 Chapman Avenue

The Building Department has no objection to this
appeal. However the existing carport appears to have
been recently rebuilt with stud wall instead of the
usual post and beam for open carports. The Building
Department would object to this wall being closed in

unless noncombustible exterior cladding and fire



rated gypror interior finish is applied.

The Building Department has no comment as the Building
Bylaw does not appear to be involved.

The Building Department would recommend: that this

‘appeal be denied. The Building Department would

recommend ‘that no construction be approved closer

ITEM 11 & 12 913 Madore Avenue

2966 Pheasant Avenue
ITEM NO. 13 3163 Dunkirk Avenue

than 2'0" from the property line.
ITEM NO. 14 848 Sharpe Street

ITEMS 15, 16,

The Building Department has no comment as the
Building Bylaw does not appear to be involved.

17, & 19 402 Mundy Street
370 Dartmoor Drive
3175 Capstan Court
2566 Passage Drive

The Building Department has no comment as the Building
Bylaw does not appear to be involved.

=

7
C. E. SPOONER
BUILDING INSPECTOR




PLANNING DEPARTMENT BRIEF_TO BOARD OF VARIANCE MEETING OF JULY 11, 1978

ITEM #1 - 838 PORTER STREET

Th1s item wou1d appear to be. a 1oca1 issue.

ITEM #2 -71028‘DORY AVENUE

This item was discussed with the Traffic Supervisor in the Engineering
Department as it relates to a visual obstruction over three feet in height
within twenty feet of the exterior lot corner.: The Street and Traffic By-law
reflects the same concern, with visual obstruction within twenty feet of the
exterior lot corner, by restricting tree growth and shrubbery, etc.
Notwithstanding the safety aspect of this by=law requirement, there is a]so the
question of 1iability should the relaxation be allowed and an accident occur
'If approval is given to this appeal, it 'should be subject to ‘compliance w1th
Section 403(5)(a) of the Zon1ng By-Taw with regard to the height of a 1andscape
screen within twenty feet from the exterior lot corner.

ITEM #3 - 566 LOUGHEED.HIGHWAY

An‘app1ication for reioning to permit this motel was.given three
readings by Council on July 4, 1978. The Design Committee reviewed the
application and ‘the plans therefore at their meeting of May 31 '1978 ‘when they
_commented in part as follows:

"The Comm1ttee fee]s that the sloped roof over ‘the restaurant is an

important design element and therefore-would.support -an appeal to the

Board of Variance in .regard to re]axat1on of height requirements of

the Zoning By-law."
In view of the Design Committee's advice, fhe'P1anning Department has no
objection to this appeal. However, at the Public.Hearing which considered the
rezoning application, one local resident voiced concern.as to the proposed roof
height, on the basis that it‘might'biock her view. This‘person was made aware’
of the time and place of the Board's meeting which will consider thé issue.

.

/2
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT -BRIEF- TO BOARD OF -VARIANCE MEETING .OF JULY 11,.1978

con't

ITEMS #4 & #5.- 2310. SUMPTER DRIVE'AND{944{MERRITT‘STREET

‘These items appear to be Tocal issues.

ITEM #6 = 1919 COMO LAKE AVENUE:

The Planning Department has no objection to this appeal, hbwever,

- would question whether or not the fence extends out.onto municipal property

past the front property line.. If this were the.case, I'm sure the Engineering

-Department would be concerned in regard.to works that may be required to be

carried out:within. the.municipal road allowance and for liability reasons. I

© would suggest thatlperhaps.if fhe appeal 1is granted, it should be subject to

the fence not being permitted‘beyOnd the front property line.

ITEMS #7 to.#11 INCLUSIVE - 265 BERNATCHEY.AVENUE, 1009 BUQOY DRIVE,

1011 BUQY DRIVE, 595 CHAPMAN AVENUE, 913.MADORE. AVENUE

These items appear to be local issues.

ITEM #12 - 29663PHEASANT AVENUE 77 "=

This appeal involves an addition to.an existing industrial building.
An appeal to.the Board of Variance was made ‘on the: existing building in the
spring of'1976_ahd'at'that time the appeal.was granted to.allow construction
up to the property line. The Planning.Department would have no objection to
this appeal as with the location of the property adjacent to the railroad
tracks, the intent of the by-law to provide a buffer between residential and
industrial uses would be met.

/3
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT BRIEF TO BOARD OF,VAR¥ANCE”MEETING OF JULY 11,.1978

con't

ITEM #13 - ‘3163 DUNKIRK AVENUE -

An application for subdivision involving. this property was given -
preliminary approval.by the Subdivision Committee on January 25, 1978 and
again dn,du1yi4, 1978. Both times the approval was subject to removal of a
portion of the existing westerly bdi]ding'to comply with setback requirements
of the RS-4 'zone or a.successful appeal being made to the Board of Variance

to allow it to remain. The Planning Department has.no objection to this appeal.

ITEM #14 .- 848 °SHARPE STREET .

‘ This application came before. the Board. of Variance on December 15,
1977 when the Board allowed the appeal conditional.upon the structure being -
removed within six months from January 1, 1978 or until the property is sold,
whichever is first. The applicant then proceeded-to:posf a bond for the
removal of the building in order to get his:subdivision plan approvéd by the
Engineering Department. This bonding was.approved by Council. The applicant
now wishes to retain the building in question for a period of time which is
yet unspecified to utilize it as a construction.shack to include storage and
luncheon and washroom facilities. The Pianning Department's concern with this
appeal is that there-be a definite time specified as to when the building must
be torn down, and that provision be made so that the building would not be
renovated at a.later date to a single-family dwelling. Otherwise the Planning
Department would not bbject to the appeal on siting.

ITEM #15 - 402°MUNDY STREET

For clarification, I would point out that Lot 93, as shown on the
sketch forming part.of the Board's agenda, is in the process of being
- subdivided "in accordance with the sketch attached.to:this brief, being 8-3516.
It would appear” that the Tot on which the appeal is being made is the most
southerly of the proposed new lots. The: Planning Department has no objection
to this appeal. k
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‘PLANNINGfDEPARTMENTVBRTEFUTOVBOARD OF VARIANCEEMEETING OF JuULY 11, 1978

con't

(;) ~.  ITEMS #16 :T0. #19 INCLUSIVE - 370 DARTMOOR DRIVE, 3175 CAPSTAN COURT,

‘v&ai;,aﬁ(/p’2472 TOLMIE AVENUE 2566 :PASSAGE DRIVE
;/////’ These items appear to be Tocal issues.

Respectfully submitted,:

| o 2] *
| et a0
KM/ ci . McLar ~

Encl. "Development Control Technician

D

c.c. R. Rush, Chief Building Inspector
S. Jackson, - Community PTanner
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Hale Architects o

1081 West 8th Avenue
Vancouver, B.C. V6H 1C3
Telephone 738-3148

June 29, 1978

District of Coquitlam

Board of Variance Application
Coquitlam Municipal Hall

1111 Brunette

Coquitlam, B.C.

Attention: Municipal Clerk
Dear Sir:

" Re: Board of Variance Application
566 Lougheed Highway Project

The following is-an outline of the hardship related to this
project. B

The building site is, on average, located substantially below
the fronting road (Lougheed Highway) and relies, to a degree,
on building recognition for the success of its business (both
motor-hotel and dining room). The building has been set back
from the highway and considerable landscaping has been intro-
duced in the area between building and highway. It is hoped
the character, interest and form of the building complex,
including roof form, and the landscaped setting, will achieve
the building recognition required. The building design is
therefore an integral and important element of the projects
success and an integral part of the building design is the
various sloping roof planes. The relaxation requested is
minor, yet will permit the design to remain intact. Reduc-
tion in roof height to meet by-law requirements would require
changes in roof slope. These changes in slope would have to

"be applied consisténtly throughout the project with the

resulting effect of minimizing or altogether eliminating the
impact of the rooef structure and form on the building design.

The Design Panel had considered the project and supports the
proposal as submitted and concurs with the roof design. "The
Committee feels that the sloped roof over the restaurant is .
an important design element and therefore, would support an
appeal to the Board of Variance in regard to relaxation of
height requirements of the Zoning By-law.”



Y

It should also be noted that the adjoining project to the
south, the Blue Mountain Raquet Club, has been granted a

- relaxation in building height for its project now under
construction.

An attempt has been made to create a project that will be
both an appropriate form of development for the site and
an asset to the District. As Architects for the project

we believe this building responds to the intent of the
By-law and that the design as currently submitted is worthy
of the variance requested being granted and respectfully
ask your consideration.

Yours truly,

\/;19, M.R.A.I.C.




T. THOMSON, no. 8.5. K. MIKI, a.p.c.W0E., 00

PHYSICIANS AND SURGEONS

2006 EIGHTH AVENUE -
NEW WESTMINSTER, B.C.
V3M 2T5

TELEPHONE: 824-2281

July 10, 1978,

S. Aikenhead,

Assistant Municipal Clerk,
District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Ave,, .
Coquitlam, B.C.

C. J. THOMSON, s.5c. w0,

/7;?'-! w g

Res Board of Variance Meeting July 11, 1978 for:

2310 Sumpter Drive.

Dear Sir:

We are sorry we are unable to attend your
meeting. We are the immediate neighbours to the

above residence. The renovations in question

are quite acceptable to us and should not present
any problems in terms of appearance or functional

use of our respective properties.

Yours truly,

T. Thomson,
s
n'/("l. K

T/ AT

M.D., B.Sc.
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" Board of Variance - 7:00 p.m.

Thursday, September 21, 1978

BOARD OF - VARIANCE  MINUTES

A meeting of the Board of Variance convened.in the Council Chamde
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam; B.C. on
Thursday, September 21, 1978.at 7300  p.m.

Members present were:

Mr. G. Crews, Chairman
Mr. J. Petrie

Mr. R. Farion.

Mr. :B. Hansen

Mr. .B.

Aabjegg

- Staff present wére;

Mr. K. McLaren, Development Control Technician;
Mr. C.E. Spooner, Building Inspector 2;

Mrs. S. Aikenhead, Assistant Municipal Clerk;
‘who acted' as Secretary to the Board. -

The Chairman explained to.those present.that all .the .appeals would be
heard and the Board would rule on them later and that all applicants
would be informed by letter from.the Municipal Clerk's office. of the

~ decision of the Board.

Submitted to the Board for this meeting were comments from Mr.C.E.
Spooner, Building Inspector 2, dealing with each.of.the applications
before the Board, a copy-of which-is attached.hereto.and forms a
part of these Minutes.

Also submitted to the Board was a brief from:.the Planning Department
dealing with each of the applications before- the Board, a.copy of which
is attached hereto.and forms a part” of these Minutes.

1. D. Nott
' #271 - 201 Cayer Street

Subject: ‘Relaxation.of front.yard.setback requirements.

Mr. Nott appeared before the Board to request
relaxation of his front yard setback requirements

to site a mobile home to within five feet of the

front yard prpperty.line. He.stated:that for
.personal reasons he wishes: to move into.a smaller
mobile home and this mobile would be situated five
feet closer. to the front property line. Mr. Long,
representative  of the owner of the Wildwood Mobile
Home Park,stated that this does not affect the Mobile
Home Park whatsoever and it would be an improvement
“to the area. Mr.-Nott stated that residents on both
"sides of his trailer have no objections and he tabled
with the Board letters from two neighbours,a Mrs. Carter
.and Mr. Scott, stating that .they..have no.objections to
this. -These letters are attached hereto and fermyaz:
‘part &f these Minutes.

No objections were expressed to. this application.
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2. Mr. and Mrs. P. Allinger.
1830 Brunette Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of front yard setback requirements.

Mr. -Allinger appeared before the Board requesting
relaxation of the front yard setback requirements.

He stated that he would like to build a house -on the
lot at 1830 Brunette Avenue but as the major portion
of -the Tot is covered by a B.C. Hydro right-of-way

he would have to build the home towards the front

of the lot, and as the home would be twenty-four feet
in depth this would only leave a fourteen foot
setback from the front property line.

Mr. and Mrs. H.. Burns, 1831 Brunette Avenue enquired
-as ‘to what was going to be built on the property and
how many - trees would be cut down. Mr. Allinger replied
. that the home would be similar to the one that is:built
next door at 1840 Brunette except it would be smaller in.
. square footage. He stated that the trees have been
. cleared off the lot now and he would not be removing-
many -more of the ones ‘that are remaining as they do
- not wish to remove the trees between the proposed
. house and the trailer park.

. There was no opposition expressed to this application.
3. Mr. K. Betnar

#205 - 201 Cayer Street
Subject: Relaxation of rear yard setback requirements.

Mr. Betnar appeared before the Board requesting

. relaxation of rear yard setback requirements. He
stated that he wished to move the single wide trailer
that he now owns off this pad and would like to move
a double wide onto the pad. His present trailer is
situated seven feet from the rear property line and he
would like this new mobile home to be located in the
same location as he wishes to be as far back from the
street as-possible.:

[t was pointed out to Mr. Betnar that as the lot is
sixty-five feet in length and his trailer will be only
forty-four .feet in length he could park his mobile
home legally with the tenn foot setback front and rear.

Mr. Betnar stated that he wished to have his-mobile
located in the same Tocation as his single wide is at
the present time with a seven foot rear yard setback
as he wishes to be as far back from the street as
possible.

Mr. Betnar presented letters to the Board from his
next door neighbours Mr. and Mrs. Bedel and S. Nowell.
These letters are attached hereto and form a part of
these Minutes.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
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4. A. Lancia
1525 Hammond Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of gross floor.area, height
and side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Lancia appeared before the Board requesting
relaxation of the gross floor area, height and side
yard setback requirements. He informed the Board

he wished to build a two storey garage out of cement
blocks the basement portion of which would be a work
room and storage area for his motorcycle and skidoo
and other items.-

Mr. M. Bellusci, 1531 Hammond Avenue informed the

Board that he was concerned about the height of the
building. Because of the slope of the lot the garage
that presently sits there now stands about five feet
above the elevation of Mr. Bellusci's property,cand if"
he adds another floor on he will exceed the height of
Mr. Bellusci's garage and this would obstruct his

view. He stated that all he would be able to see

then would be a massive cement wall facing his property.
Mr. Bellusci also informed the Board that the

neighbour at 1533 Hammond Avenue had requested Mr.
Bellusci to expressed his concern on this matter as
well.

The Chairman informed Mr. Bellusci that if Mr.
Lancia.can build his garage within the fifteen

foot height limitation which is the By-law
requirements there is nothing the Board can do

and it appears, according to the Building Inspector,
that Mr. Lancia could add a second storey onto

his existing garage and be within the By-law
requirements.

Mr. Lancia informed the Board that he would be
finishing off his garage in California stucco
to match his home.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.
5. P. Epp

472 Lakeview Street
Subject: Relaxation of rear yard setback requirements.

Mr. Epp appeared before the Board to request
relaxation of rear yard setback requirements, and
informed the Board the existing carport is fifteen
feet from the back lane and since the contemplated
and partially finished addition would be attached
to it there would be a variance of approximately
one foot on the sundeck and four feet on one
supporting post. Mr. Epp stated that the hardship
is if he has to comply with the By-law he would
have to have a jog in the deck and move the
supporting posts back and additional supporting
would be required because of the overhang or he
would have to trim the existing carport and move
some posts back and make some structural changes
to it.which would detract from the existing
carport usefulness in terms of covering a:

larger vehicle. He built the addition
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because he only had room for one car in his
existing carport. He-went .on to state that:he
had.applied for .a permit and had:received verbal
- approval to go ahead.and he had ‘then poured his
concrete slab and was informed after that time
that .he was too.close to the rear.property line.

There were no.objections expressed: to.this application.
6. 9. T. Voitovick

2472 Leduc Avenue 7
_ Subject:.~Re]gxation.of-front yard .setback “requirements.

Mr. Voitovick appeared before the-Board of.Variance
requesting relaxation of the front yard setback
"requirements.and stated.that :the north west corner
.. of the garage.on his :property. is:encroaching onto
S : - .- the front yard setback .by approximatley two feet
‘<;> ST . . as his lot: is located.at the:end.of a cul-de-slac
and they had neglected. to. measure -from.the garage’
. corner to.the.arc.of.the. cul-de}sac rather than *he
. measuring straight. out.to the street..

There were no objections expressed.to..this_application.
7. L. -and L. Dodson

975 Kinsac. Street
- Subject:. Relaxation: of.rear .yard setback.requirements.

Mr. Dodson appeared before.the .Board to request
- relaxation of.rear yard.setback.requirements.

Mr. Dodson informed the Board.that.this. summer
. - he had started a garage, dug.the footings, poured
the pad and whilst he was on .holidays a.friend
completed this garage for him. Upon.return from
vacation he found a stop:-work-AoticErfrom the Building
- .. ... Department posted.on .his garage. He stated his
<:> a - . ‘garage is completed.and it would:cost a great deal
- of ‘money to tear it 'down. He informed the Board
that.this garage does .not affect anyones view or
. access. to the lane.

The Building Department.suggested that.his. appeal
should be zero feet.from the property line as it
~appears that the garage at the north east corner
-is set on the property. line. Mr. Dodson concurred
with this.

Mr. Dodson presented-to .the Board letters from
residents at 973, 976, 980, 981 and 985 Kinsac
Street and 980, 974 .and 976 Blue Mountain Street,
these letters are attached hereto.and form a part
of these Minutes.

- There was no .opposition expressed to this application.
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8. Mark IV Developments Ltd.
2481 Gale Avenue

- Subject: :Re]axation.of side yard.setback.requirements.

Mr. H. Schmor,representing Mark IV-Developments
Ltd., appeared before .the Board.of Variance to
request relaxation of. side.yard setback .requirements.
Mr. Schmor. informed ‘the Board that "they wished to

~ build.a dining room alcove .in this home and it:
would encroach into the side.yard setback-by two

- feet, and it would:.be six feet.in length. He also

~ informed.the Board that .he had discussed this

- matter with the:neighbour.on. the affected side

“and he sees no.problem in. regard to this.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
9. .G. Hargreaves

1971 Kugler Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of height . requirements.

Mr. Hargreaves informed the Board that he had
built a garage.at this address and.the plans had
called for.a.tar .and.gravel.roof but he.felt this
. was. going to.be too.costlyaand.he. had.askédgthes
-Building Department. if he could.put.up.a pitch
roof and. he was.told.at.that time there would be
no.problem.  On. final inspection he was told by
- the Building.Department that . the.height of the
garage.exceeds the maximum height of fifteen feet.

There was no opposition expressed.to-this application.
10. E. Feragen

3221 Sail-Place
~Subject: . Relaxation of.front.yard.setback=requirements.

Mr. Feragen appeared.before the Board. requesting
relaxation.of front yard.setback.requirements. He
stated that he had.plans.drawn.up.which.were approved
by the .Building Department; he then put. the forms

in and. had the surveyor out .to survey these forms
and .at that time-he was told that.the- forms were not
1thérrequired twenty .five feet back from the ar€¢: in
the .culrde-sac. ‘

There was no opposition expressed. to this.application.
11. D.F. -andN.J. Carter

2313 Vista Court
~-Subject: Relaxation.of side yard.sétback.requirements.

- Mr. Carter appeared.before.the Board to request
- relaxation.of side yard setbatk requirements. He
© . stated he wished to.put.an:extension on their dining
room at the side of the house and theyraretplitting a
.. hip roof on the house and-this will encroach.on the
- side yard setback by approximately. 8 inchés:s=- This:
-~ hip roof is built to the-existing overhang.of the
~ ~rest of the house.

There was no opposition expressed .to.this application.
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12. D. -and D. McCann
639 Kemsley Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of setback requirements for
building located less than 5 feet from
residence.

Mr. McCann appeared before the Board of Variance
to request relaxation of setback requirements for
buildings located less than five feet from residence
as he wishes to add a carport onto his home and this
carport would come to within four feet of the garage.
. It was suggested to Mr. McCann that perhaps he should
be asking for relaxation-of rear yard setback
requirements of ten feet for.his garage rather than
relaxation of side yard setback requirements- for
buildings located less than five feet from residence,
as his garage would become nonconforming 4¥-this
was granted. Mr. McCann-confirmed to the Board
that he would like to change his request to relaxation
of rear yard setback requirements to ten feet for
his garage.

Mr. McCann .informed the Board that he had discussed
this matter with ‘his neighbours and they had no
objections to this application.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.:
13. D. Hutt and L. Klassen

1221 Brisbane Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of fence height requirements.

Mr. Hutt and Mrs:. Klassen appeared before the
Board of Variance to request relaxation of fence

~ height.requirements. Mrs. Klassen informed the
Board that they had erected a fence that was
forty-two inches high at the front of their
property and as their lot is located on an
exterior corner this contravenes the Zoning
By-Taw regulations. She stated they had built
this fence because of vandalism in the area and
to protect their property. -

Mr. Scherck . of 920 .Gatensbury Street informed
the Board that he felt the fence was not a
visual obstruction.at_the corner and the walkway
for the school children is on.the southside of
‘the street so there is no problem in this regard
eijther.

There was no objections expressed to this application.

CONCLUSIONS

1. . D. Nott-

MOVED BY MR. HANSEN
SECONDED BY MR. FARION

That the appeal of D. Nott be approved with
five foot front yard setback.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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o 2. Mr. and Mrs. P..Allinger-

MOVED. BY MR.. FARION
" SECONDED: BY MR. AABJERG

That the appeal of.Mr;¥andLMrs::P}.Allinger
... be.approved.as per.application.

"~ . CARRIED. UNANIMOUSLY
3. Mr.. K. Betnar.

MOVED BY MR..- FARION
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG

That.the appeal.of .Mr. K. :Betnar be

approved.with .a seven foot rear yard
setback.

* 'CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
4.-. .. A, Lancia

MOVED BY. MR. - HANSEN
SECONDED BY- MR. FARION'

That -the appeal of .Mr. A. Lancia/be
. .approved .with a height Timit o6t to
“exceed fifteen feet.

© - " CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
5.7 - P. Epp

- MOVED.BY-MR. AABJERG
-~ SECONDED-BY MR.  FARION

That -the appeal.of:Mr. P. Epp be
" . approved'as:.per-application.

"> . CARRIED.UNANIMOUSLY
6. .0 . J.T. Voitovick-

MOVED BY MR.. HANSEN
SECONDED. BY MR.PETRIE-

That the appeal.of J..T. Voitovick
.. be approved as.per application.

"CARRIED UNANIMOQUSLY
7. - L. and L. Dodson

MOVED .BY .MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY -MR. AABJERG

That the .appeal of L. and L. Dodson
be approved with' zero clearance at

the northeast corner of property
Tine. -

CARRIED .UNANIMOUSLY
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8. . Mark IV'Deye1opmentS‘Ltd.

MOVED.BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

MOVED BY

- SECONDED

MOVED.BY.
. SECONDED:

MOVED BY

SECONDED.

MOVED BY

* SECONDED

“MOVED BY'
SECONDED-

That the appeal of Mark IV Developments -
Ltd., be approved.with relaxation of
side-yard setback requirements by two

feet.
‘CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
9. . G. Hargreaves -
MR. FARIONS
BY MR. AABJERG
That the appeal of Mr. G. Hargreaves
:be approved.as.per-application.
" CARRIED UNANAIMOUSLY
10.. . E. Feragen
MR. AABJERG
BY:MR. PETRIE
. That the.appeal of.Mr. E. Fergen
.be approved as:per application.
' " CARRIED. UNANIMOUSLY -
11. . D.F.rand N.J. Carter
MR. AABJERG
BY-MR. FARION
That the appeal-of.D.F and N.J. Carter
-..be approved.as iper application..
“CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
12.  ~D...and.D. McCann
MR.. PETRIE
BY..MR. HANSEN
. . That.the .appeal.of. D. and D. Mcfann
for relaxation.of .rear yard. setback
requirements to. ten.feet: be:approved.
-~ CARRIED .UNANIMOUSLY
13.. .. D. Hutt and L. Klassen
MR HANSEN .
BY

"MR. AABJERG

That the appeal.of.D. Hutt and L. Klassen
be . approved as per application.

- "CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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LEGAL OPINION - B. EMERSON

Re: Blue Mountain Racquet Club

MOVED BY MR. HANSEN
SECONDED BY MR.  FARION

That the Blue Mountain Raquet Club
be allowed to.proceed as per original
application.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

There was some discussion on the -

legal opinion of Bruce Emerson

and the members of the Board requested

the Secretary to recirculate legal

opinions received at an earlier- date
on non-conforming use. The Chairman

|<:> also requested photo.copies of

sections of the Municipal Act per--

taining to the Board, and he wished

to circulate-it.tbialdmmembers.

R

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY MR. FARION
SECONDED BY MR. HANSEN -

That the Board.of Variance meeting adjourn at 10:00 p.m.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

| d{% //étwﬁ




PLANNING DEPARTMENT BRIEF TO BOARD OF VARIANCE MEETING OF -SEPTEMBER 21, 1978 -

ITEM #1 - #271, 201.Cayer,5treet; Coquitlam

This item would appear to be a.local issue.

ITEM #2 - 1830 Brunette .Avenue

As background information, the Planning Department would.point out that this
appeal is similar to one made.by the same.applicant on the lot to the south
at the February Board of Variance.meeting. That appeal was for a 21 foot
front yard setback and was approved by the Board.

ITEM #3 - #205, 201 Cayer Street, Coquitlam

The appeal listed on this. app11cat1on is for the rear yard, which is 1ess
than the required minimum-under the Zoning By-law. However, the.letter
indicates that the Tot coverage would:also exceed the maximum allowable -
and therefore the:appeal should also be under Section 603(3)(c) of the
Zoning By-law, assuming it is a single-wide mobile home.

ITEMS #4 TO #12 INCLUSIVE.- 1525 Hammond‘Avenue, 472 Lakeview*Streét,.
2472 Leduc Avenue, 975 Kinsac Street,.2481.Gale_Avenue, 1971 Kugler.Avenue,
3221 Sail Place, 2313 Vista Court, 639 Kemsley Avenue. ‘

These items would appear to be local issues.

ITEM #13 - 1221 Brisbane Avenue

The section of the Zoning By-law being appealed.reflects.the concern of the
District, with ‘visual :obstruction within 20 feet .0f the: exterior lot corner -
on a corner lot...The Street-and Traffic By- 1aw reflects the .same concern by
restr1ct1ng ‘tree: bgrowth and. shrubbery, etc.  The Planning Department cannot
recommend in favour-of this appeal.as there is some.concern as to the:question
of liability should the relaxation be allowed and an accident occur. 1 would
point out, however,:that the writer visited.the site and approached the -
1ntersect1on in question at both potential hazardous corners-and did.not find -
the [fénces to be of particular visual.obstruction.. A further point.I would
make would be that.the four-way stop has been placed.at.this intersection on

a trial basis, and it may well be that sometime.in the future the stop signs
restricting flow of traffic on Gatensbury Street may be removed. ,

Respectfully submitted,

s

KM/ci K. MclLaren
Development Control Technician



DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

Inter-Office Communication

TO: S. AIKENBEAD DEPARTMENT: ADMINISTRATION DATE: Sept. 20, 1978
N .
wROM: C. E. SPOONER . DEPARTMENT: BUILDING YOUR FILE:
SUBJECT: COMMENTS RE: APPEALS TO SEPTEMBER 21, 1978 MEETING OUR FILE:
ITEM 1 - 6

The Building Department has no comment as the Building Bylaw

does not appear to be involved.

ITEM 7
975 KINSAC STREET

The Building Department has no objection to this apﬁeal, however

(]

we would recommend the applicant change his appeal to read 0 ft.

from property line at lane.

ITEM 8 - 13
The Building Department has no comment as the Building Bylaw does

not appear to be involved.

=

d
C. E. SPOONER
BUILDING INSPECTOR

)
e/



L LDISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

1111 BRUNETTE AVENUE, COQUITLAM, B.C. PHONE 526-3611

V3K 1E9 : MAYOR J.L. TONN

September 13, 1978

Dear Sir/Madam: (@

This is to advise that the Board of Variance will meet on

September 21. 1978 | : at _7.00 _ p.m.

<;> in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B.C. to hear certain applications for the alleviation of
hardship under our zoning regulations.

Propertyiin question is at #271-201 Cayer Street R
requesting relaxation of’ front yard setback regyirements

As you have holdings near these properties, you may wish to
attenq the meeting of the Board of Variance and express your opinion.

Yours truly,
Mm
' S. Aikenhead
(:) Assistant Municipal Clerk.

%M\A o O 9\7"(”‘_";40[“ CAYER
f;;i?/lf4<?‘ Q/9§& .<:2A3~::§t2:;




DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

1111 BRUNETTE AVENUE, COQUITLAM, B.C. PHONE 526-3611

V3K 1E9 : MAYOR J.L. TONN

September 13, 1978

Dear Sir/Madam:

This is to advise that the Board of Variance will meet on

September 21, 1978 at _7:00 __ p.m.

(:) in the Counci) Chambers of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B.C. to hear certain applications for the alleviation of

hardship under our zoning regulations.

Property'in question is at #271-201 Cayer Street ’
requesting relaxation of front yard setback requirements

As you have holdings near these properties, you may wish to
attend the meeting of the Beard of Variance and express your opinion,

/<£224%4/« ,Xjéi;g | o | : Yours truly,
. | | s
d%W@M S, At
qi:ﬁ‘? - R0/ CQ%?Agi, ,1&5%4 £2§7%24$£§2§;”4~,¢¢4i;4“€«/ 255?2@2228§gn1c1pa1 Clerk.
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September 18, 1978

Board of Variance,
Municipality of Coquitlam.

Dear Sirs:

‘We have no objection to either the location or the height
.of the garage built in the North-East corner of the property
- owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam.

Yours very truly,

e L

,,w 4

f/j %swd/zzx’f\
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September 18, 1978

Board of Variance,
Municipality of Coquitlam.

Dear Sirs:

We have no objection to either the location or the height
of the garage built in the North-East corner of the property
owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam,

Yours very truly,

D35 §4 45~




September 18, 1978

Board of Variance,
Municipality of Coquitlam.

Dear Sirs:

We have no objection to either the location or the height
of the garage built in the North-East corner of the property
owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam.

Yours very truly,

<\77‘// Q J/w/émb,_é. 4 .
62*?)/4:;/n/¢4;<L//4£Zfi
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September 18, 1978

Board of Variance,
Municipality of Coquitlam.

Dear Sirs:

We have no objection to either the location or the height
of the garage built in the North-East corner of the property
owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam.

Yours very truly,

22 20063 Wevmre Mlefcer
?00/" /\/'//h/JQc. JM

/
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September 18, 1978

Board of Variance,
Municipality of Coquitlam,

Dear Sirs:

We have no objection to either the location or the height
of the garage built in the North-East corner of the property
owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam.

Yours very truly,

U5 Alasaa O
@OZX’Z@Q&CW,Y) K




September 18, 1978

Board of Variance,
Municipality of Coquitlam.

H

Dear Sirs:

We have no objection to either the location or the height
of the garage built in the North-East corner of the property .
owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam.

Yours very truly,

O A
<;7¢S:(;:> \w¢¢<i§(f<,(,4> 47;)7K/*ﬁu_x7c1fciAL»;4_/
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September 18, 1978

Board of Variancé,
Municipality of Coquitlam.

i

Dear Sirs:

We have no objection to either the location or the height
_of .the garage built in the North-East .corner of the property
“owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam,

Yours very truly,
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September 18, 1978

Board of Variance, N
Municipality of Coquitlam.

Dear Sirs:

We have no objection to either the location or the height
of the garage built in the North-East corner of the property
owned by Mr. Dodson at 975 Kinsac Street, Coquitlam,

Yours very truly,
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Tuesday, December 12, 1978
Board of Variance - 7:00 p.m.

BOARD OF VARIANCE  MINUTES

A meetinb of the Board of Variance convened in the Council Chambers
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on
. Tuesday, December 12, 1978 at 7:00 p.m.

Members present were:

Mr. G. Crews, Chairman
Mr. J. Petrie

Mr. R. Farion

Mr. B. Hansen

Mr. B. Aabjerg

Staff present were:

Mr. K. Mclaren, Development Control Technician;
_ Mr. C.E. Spooner, Building Inspector 2;
(:j) ' Mrs. S. Aikenhead, Assistant Municipal Clerk;
who acted as Secretary to the Board.

The Chairman explained to those present that all the appeals would be
heard and the Board would rule on them later and that all applicants
would be informed by letter from the Municipal Clerk's office of the
decision of the Board.

Submitted to the Board for this meeting were comments from Mr. C.E.:
Spooner, Building Inspector 2, dealing with each of the applications
before the Board, a copy of wh1ch is attached hereto and forms a
part of these Mlnutes

Also submitted to the Board was a brief from the Planning Department
dealing with each of the applications before the Board, a copy of which
is attached hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

1. M. & N. Zeron
2275 Park Crescent
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback reguirements.

<::> Mr. Zeron appeared before the Board stating that he

' : , wished to enclose his carport as he has two old cars
he is presently restoring and he has put a lot of time
and money into same and cannot afford to have them
vandalised.

e _._... .. . There was no opposition expressed to this application.

Jbéa? | 2. M.B. & L.J. Hughes
14

1077 Viewmount Drive
VVE%L>””0A)7/ Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Hughes appeared before the Board and stated that
he wished to enclose his carport and turn it intc a garage
as the kitchen is located directly above tne carport and
e the kitchen floor is extremely cold. Also he would tike
: to have safe secure storage for his valuables and would
like to build a workshop in this area.

On questioning by the Board Mr. Hughes stated that they
- ’ had put extra insulation into the carport ceiling in
{:i) : an effort to warm up the kitchen floor but this had not
been too effective and therefore he would now like to
close in his carport.:

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

e — e e e — — e een g = e it e em e e e . eeemmem e ———
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3. C.0. Cox
348 Holborn Street

Subject: - Relaxation of front yard setback requirements.

Mr. Cox appeared before the Board stating that he wished
to build a home on this particular piece of property
but as street access is from one side of the property
only, the east side, the Municipality considers this

as the front yard and as the 1ot .is narrowest from
front to back he wishes to build a home with the
appropriate front yard setback using the north side

of the lot as the front yard.

On questioning by the Board he stated that the residence
would be located approximately six feet from the east
property line which the Municipality considers the

front yard and it would be twenty five feet from the
north property line. He further stated that this

home would be approximately fifteen hundred square feet
with dimensions of forty-eight feet by fifty-five feet
including the carport.

On a question by a member of the Board he stated that
he estimated that the house he.would be building on
this lot would be approximately thirty-one feet from
the home located on lot 5 to the east.

There was no opposition .expressed to this application.
4.  R.E. Hagell |

1520 Winslow Avenue
Subject: Relaxation .of front yard setback requirements.

Mr. Barney Hagell appeared before the Board of Variance
requesting relaxation of the front yard setback
requirements. He stated that he had built a new carport
and he had not understood the front yard setback
requirements properly and the posts supporting the carport
were located two and a half feet too close to the road.
And he therefore requested relaxation of front yard
setback requirements by two and half feet.

Mr. A.B. Code, 597 Berry Street stated that he was a

. neighbour and he wished to have a look at the plans.
After looking at these plans Mr. Code stated that he
had no objections to.this application.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

5. K.S. Manhas
1301 Regan Avenue .
Subject: Relaxation of fence height requirements -
~exterior lot corner. :

Mr. K.S. Manhas appeared before the Board requesting
relaxation of fence height requirements. He stated that
he had built a stone wall at the front of the property
and at the exterior lot corner this stone wall was
fifty-two inches in height for the lower portion and then
it slants back and there is a further stone wall
approximately two feet in height. Mr. Manhas stated
that when they built this wall this summer they had
planned on just putting grass in but the degree of slope
was too great and they felt that it would be best to
erect a wall.
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He stated that a single wall would have been too

high so they decided to put up a two level wall and

he stated many weeks after the wall was completed

they were told that it exceeded the height Timitations.

Concern was expressed by members of the Board regarding
the visual obstruction at the corner of Regan and
Gatensbury created by this wall, also the remarks in

the brief from the Planning Department were noted where
in concern was expressed and the Planning Department
stated they could not recommend in favour of this appeal
as there is some concern as to the question of liability

" should relaxation be allowed and an accident occur.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.

6. ' Austin Avenue Chapel
- 1393 Austin Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of front yard setback requirements.

Mr. Bi1l Enns, Chairman of the Building Committee,
Austin Avenue Chapel, appeared before the Board and
stated that they are requesting relaxation of the
front yard setback requirements. He stated that
plans for the new addition to the Church call for
a deck at the front of the building and the setback
from the front street would be 29.5 feet whereas
32.15 feet are required under the Zoning by-law.

There was no opposition expressed to this app]icafion.
7. C. & E. Corazza

1027 Corona Crescent
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

This application was not dealt with as the principals
were not in attendance at the meeting.

8. A.L. Taylor
2953 Admiral Court
Subject: Relaxation of front yard setback requirements.

Mr. A. Taylor previous owner of this property and Mr.
C. Corrassin, purchaser of same, appeared before the
Board with regard to this application. Mr. Taylor
stated that this lot is a panhandle lot facing Admiral
Court which means the front yard is considered on the
narrow part of the lot. Mr. Taylor stated that all
they wished to do is swing the plan around so that
the house will face west, the length.of the lot.

This would give them a seventy-three foot front yard
setback and a twenty-six foot rear yard setback. He

went on to state they would have a thirteen foot

side yard setback on each side. Mr. Pietrantonio,

2959 Admiral Court, Mr. Davie, 2961 Admiral Court and

Mr. and Mrs. Slatten, 2790 Norman Avenue, all stated

that they had objections to this. They felt that the
lots planned in this area were.very poorly planned

and don't feel that these two lots in the centre should
ever have been created and they don't like the one lot
that.already has_been developed in the area. It was
pointed out to the neighbours that a house can be built
on this lot without coming to the Board but it would have
to be built facing east rather than west as the applicant
requests, which would then bring them closer to the east
property line than they are now requesting.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.
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| 9. D.A. Lussier

2039 Austin Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of front yard setback requirements.

Mrs. Lussier stated that she owned three quarters
of an acre on Austin Avenue and there is an existing
house on the property at the present time. She has
put in an application for sub-division and this has
been approved subject to the Board of Variance allowing
relaxation of front yard setback requirements with
regard to the existing home after the one lot is sub-
divided off. Mrs. Lussier stated that she will be
building anew home on the other lot and the present
access from Austin Avenue will be cut off and she
will have to provide a cul-de-sac from Midvale to

. serve these lots and the existing house will become
non-conforming as it will be only fifteen feet from
the new property line on the cul-de-sac.

,(:) She stated that she wished to leave the old house

' on the property for the present time and after her
new house is built she will eventually sub-divide
the remaining lot into two lots and the existing
home would then be torn down.

On questioning by the Board Mrs. Lussier stated that
she felt she would only keep the old house on the lot
for no longer than four years and she would be willing
to put in writing that the old house would remain on
the lot no longer than the four year period.

Mr. Vito Ialungo, 1950 Austin Avenue stated that he

was the owner of the property immediately to the west

of Mrs. Lussier and he was not in agreement with this
sub-division as it will affect the eventual sub-division
of his property. He stated that he had never been
notified that Mrs. Lussier was sub-dividing her property.

On questioning by the Board Mr. MclLaren confirmed that
the sub-division committee does not notify surrounding
<::? property owners of animpending sub-division.

There was no further opposition expressed to this application.
10. K. & L. LToyd

317 Gloucester Court
Subject: Relaxation of side yard.setback requirements.

Mrs. Lloyd appeared before the Board and stated that they
wished to convert their carport to a garage. The reasons
for doing so were-to keep the house warmer and also for
security reasons.

There was no opposition expressed-to this application.
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11. B.B. & D. Byhre
1162 Eagleridge Drive ,
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Byhre appeared before the Board and stated that

they have a dining room alcove which intrudes into the
side yard setback requirements by six inches and he
requests relaxation of the side yard setback requirements.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
12. - -~ L. &S. Gola ) ' ,

2524 Palmer Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mrs. Gola appeared before the Board and stated that they
wished to build.a shed at the rear of their carport for
storage purposes, for childrens toys, tools and garden
equipment. They only have a five foot seven inch setback.and
she wished relaxation of the side yard setback requirements
by three inches.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
13. P. & D. Kirkham

2754 Daybreak Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. Kirkham appeared before the Board stating that he
wished to convert his carport to a garage and they have

a five foot seven inch side yard setback.They are therefore
requesting relaxation of the side yard setback requirements
by three inches.

There was no 6pposition expressed to this application.
14. A. & N. Construction camewors re

PI9-Dumicirichvenge- /23, Somvar
Subject: Relaxation of front yard setback requirements.

Mr. H. Nietschmann appeared before the Board representing
A. & N. Construction requesting relaxation of the front
yard setback requirements. He stated that he wished
relaxation of theseé requirements from 6 meters to

5.589 meters.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

15. J.E. & C.M. West
375 Dartmoor Drive
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

Mr. West stated that they have a dining alcove in their
home which intrudes into the side yard setback by
approximately seventeen inches and this had been

approved by the Building Department originally and they
now have been informed that they are contravening the
zoning by-law. - He also stated that they wished to

have a landing outside the kitchen door on the same

side as the dining alcove.This landing would be
approximately three feet in width and this would therefore
intrude into the side yard setback by three feet.
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Mr. J.L. Hawke, 371 Dartmoor Drive appeared before
the Board and stated that he was the neighbour
jimmediately affected by this and he wished to

state that he had absolutely no objections to
this application.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
16. J.B. & B.M. Roest

964 Corona Crescent ‘
Subject: Relaxation of front yard setback requirements.

Mr. Roest appeared before the Board and stated that he
has an existing carport which is very shallow and he
would like to extend this into the front yard by
approximately eleven and a half feet.This would bring
the garage to within seventeen feet of the front
© property line or thirty eight and a half feet from
(;) the curb on Corona Crescent.

Mr. Pellicano, 965 Corona Crescent stated that he

was concerned about the appearance of the carport

and asked Mr. Roest if he intended to have a contractor
do the work or he would be doing it himself. Mr.

Roest stated that he would like to have a contractor

do the work and he presently planned to have similar

siding and shake roof as he has on the existing home.

Mr. D. Hi11, 961 Corona Crescent wished to see a

! drawing of the garage which Mr. Roest showed him

' and he then asked if this was to be a four car
garage, Mr. Roest stated no it would be a two car

‘ garage, and the other two cars would be parked on
the driveway. He would not be parking cars on the
street. -

} There was no further opposition expressed to this application.
17. A.G. & S.E. Mielen

1307 Brisbane Avenue '
Subject: Relaxation of side yard setback requirements.

O

: ’
Mr. Mielen appeared before the Board and stated they
have an existing double carport which is located three
feet from the side yard property line and they had
purchased this home in August and they have two cars,
one an older model car which he has restored. He
stated that they have had some malicious damage done
to this car and he wished to close in his carport.

The Chairman informed Mr. Mielen that the Building
Department has no objection to this appeal however
he will be required to construct the exterior wall
with no window opening and also sheet the 1n51de of
the garage with one half inch gyproc.

There was no‘opposition expressed to this application.

CONCLUSIONS

O

1. M. & N. Zeron

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. HANSEN

That this appeal be allowed as per application.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

December 12, 1978

MR. AABJERG
MR. HANSEN .

BY

MR.

BY

MR.

BY

MR.

BY

MR
BY

MR.

BY

MR.

BY

2.

M.B. & L.J. Hughes

That this appeal be allowed: as per application.

3.

C.0. Cox

FARION

MR. HANSEN

" CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

That this appeal be allowed as per application.

4.

R.E. Hagell

FARION

MR. PETRIE

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

That this appeal be allowed as per application.

5.

- K.S. Manhas

HANSEN

MR. FARION

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

That Mr. Manhas be informed that he must comply
with the Zoning By-Law in respect to the height
restriction for landscaping screens within six

meters of the exterior lot corner.

6.

Austin Avenue Chapel

. AABJERG

MR. PETRIE

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

That this appeal be allowed as per application.

7.

~

C. &E. Corazza

AABJERG

MR. HANSEN

/
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

That this appeal‘not be dealt with as the principals

. were not in attendance.

8.

A.L. Taylor

AABJERG

MR. FARION

!

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

That this appeal be allowed as per application.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

~MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED

MOVED BY
SECONDED
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BY
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BY

MR.

BY

MR.

BY

MR.

BY
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BY

9.

D.A. Lussier

. AABJERG
MR. HANSEN

That Mrs.
that Mrs.

Lussier's appeal be allowed and further
Lussier must remove the existing home on

this property within four years from this date.

10.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
K. & L. Lloyd

. AABJERG
MR. PETRIE

That this

11.

1

appeal be -allowed as per application.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
B.B. & D. Byhre

PETRIE
MR. FARION

That this

12.

appeal be allowed as per application.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
L. & S. Gola

AABJERG
MR. FARION

That this

13. .

appeal be allowed as per application.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
P. & D. Kirkham '

AABJERG
MR. HANSEN

That this

14.

1

appeal be allowed as per application.
CARKIED UNANIMOUSLY
A. & N. Construction

HANSEN
MR. AABJERG

That this

15.

>

appeal be allowed as per application.
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
J.E. & C.M. West

PETRIE
MR. HANSEN

That this

appeal be allowed as per application.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
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16. J.B. & B.M. Roest

MOVED BY MR. FARION
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG

That this appeal be allowed as per application.
' CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY
17. A.G. & S.E. Mielen

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That this appeal be allowed as per application.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY MR. HANSEN
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the Board of Variance meeting adjourn at 9:50 p.m.

CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

A}

L s

CHAIRMAN -
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT BRIEF 7O BOARD OF VARIANCE MEETING OF 1978 17 12

ITEMS #1 & #2 - 2275 Park Crescent & 1077 Viewmont Drive

The Planning Department has no objection to these appeals.

ITEM #3 - 348 Holborn Street

The subdivision of this Tot took place in late 1976. At the time of

subdivision application, the owner of the property submitted a sketch with

a house location on it which clearly indicated that he realized the setback
requirements of the Zoning By-law. Furthermore, when the Subdivision

Committee gave preliminary approval to the subdivision, it was subject to,

amongst other requirements, siting of the new buiiding on the proposed lot

as far north as possible in order that the new dwelling will be more compatible
with the siting of existing buildings on adjacent lots. The Planning Department’s
and the Subdivision Committee's main concern with this appeal is that the siting
will be compatible with existing buildings on the adjacent lots, and I would
suggest that the public reaction at the Board meeting will serve to indicate tnis.

ITEM #4

The Planning Department has no objection tc this appeal.

ITEM #5

The section of the Zoning By-law being appealed reflects the concern of the .
District with visual obstruction within twenty feet o7 the exterior lot corner
on & corner Yot. The Street and Traffic By-law reflects the same concern by
restricting tree growth and shrubbery, etc. The Planning Department cannot
recommend in favour of this appeai as there is some concern as to the question
of 1iéb111ty stould the relaxation be allowed and an accident occur.
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ITEM #6 - 1393 Austin Avenue

This appeal is to aflow the projection of a deck structure into the required
front yard setback more than the maximum allowable. This is a sloping site
and the deck structure ties into the steps which lead down to the sidewalk and
driveway area. Thé reauired setback from Austin Avenue to the face of the
building is 11.1 metres (36.41 ft.) and under Section 403(3)(b) of the Zoning
By-law, structures such as this deck are allowed to project into the setback

a maximum of 1.3 metres (4.26 ft.). Therefore, the required setback to the
deck structure is 9.8 metres (32.15 ft.). The actual setback is 8.99 metres
(28.5 ft.). '

The Planning Department has no objection to this appeal.

ITEM #7 - 1027 Corona Crescent

The Planning Departmentvhas no objection toc this appeal.

ITEM #8 - 2953 Admiral Court

The Planning Department has no objection to this application, however, the
appeal should be for front and rear yard setback reguirements.

ITEM #9 - 2039 Austin Avenue

Attached please find a copy of subdivision application sketch 8-1936H. This

application was given preliminary approval by the Subdivision Committee at
their meeting of 1978 11 21, subject to, amongst other normal requirements,
Board of Variance approval of the approximate 4.12 metre (13.5 ft.) setback

of the existing house to the new Midvale Street property line. The required
setback for a front lot line is 7.6 metres (27.93 ft.). The existing setback
to the single-family dwelling is being reduced because of the dedication of a
portion of the Midvale Sireet cul-de-sac. The attached sketch of the existing
dweliing Tocation with the proposed subdivision sketched on it will more
clearly indicate the probiem area. The existing garage wili, of course, have

/3
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PLANNING DEPARTMENT BRIEF 70 BOARD OF VARIANCE MEETING OF 1978 1Z 12 cui'e

ITEM #9 - 2039 Austin Avenue con't

to be removed or relocated to comply with the Zoning By-law. The Planning
Department has no cbjection to this appeal.

ITEM #10 to ITEM #17 - 317 Gloucester Court, 1162 tagle Drive, 2524 Palmer
Avenue, 2754 Daybreak Avenue, 3219 Dunkirk Avenue, 375 Dartmoor Drive,
964 Corona Crescent, 1307 Brishane Avenue

The Planning Department has no objection to these appeals.

Respectfuliy submitted,

/ i . .
,-"‘ . ‘/r L N
s S . . e

4

KM/ci Ken MclLaren
Enct. ' ‘ Development Control Technician

C.c. S. Aikenhead, Assistant MunicipaT Clerk
T. Spoocner, 8utlding Inspector
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