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Mondays March 8t 1971 COr ,vCIL. !:.

Council  Chambers MAR 3 0 1971
' Municipal Hall

1111 Brunette Avenue Ras. No.........,.
Coquitlam, B.C.

O A meeting of the Municipal Council was held in the Council
Chambers of the Municipal Hallq 1111 Brunette Avenues Coquitlam~ B. C.
at 7:30 p.m. to hear representation from interested parties regarding
the draft By—Law No. 1737 related to Mobile home Park and Campsite
Regulations in the District of Coquitlam.

All members of Council were present with the exception of
Alderman Bewley.

Also present were the Municipal Manager; the Municipal
Planner; the Assistant Municipal Solicitor; the Building Inspector;
the By—Law Enforcement Officer; the Municipal Assessor; Mr. Hiebertp
the Medical Health Inspector; the Fire Chief and the Deputy Municipal
Clerk.

The Municipal Manager gave the background leading up to the
present draft By—Law No. 1737 for the information of Council and other
persons present.

Ald. Gilmore brought to the attention of the meeting that this
By—Law had been prepared by the Staff of the Municipality and that it
should be borne in mind that Council have not yet studied the By—Law
to incorporate their thinking.

fit was decided by Council that each delegation should present
their own brief with Council asking questions as the briefs are
presented:

Copies of all briefs and petitions are attached.

Brief No. 1 — Coguitlam Chamber of Commerce

Mr. B. Bennett represented the Chamber of Commerce and read
the brief presented by the Chamber. The following questions were
asked as a result of this brief v

1. Ald. Tonn enquired as t) why the three day period for
allowing parking of transients was chosen by the Chamber
and Mr. Bennett replied that it was their feeling that the
Mobile Home Park should only be a stop for a traveller
during his travelling and should not serve as a point of
'destination.

2. Ald. Gilmore enquired as to the affect on permanent residents
the coming and going of transients would have and the Chambers
position was that they felt the disturbance would be minimal
and should be allowed for the convenience of the travelling
public.

3. Ald. McKenzie was of the opinion that Section 19 of
By—Law 1737 should be rewarded for clarity.

4. The Planner commented that the 2400 square foot require—
ment was placed in the By—Law in order to accommodate existing
Parks but stated that he still prefers lots of 4000 square
feet and our zoning by—law still would require 4000 square
feet in new parks. Mr. Allinger pointed out that C.S.A.
standards set 2400 square feet as a recognized~,astandard
for a bay size.
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Brief No. 2 — Windsor Glen Estates Limited

O Mr. Gilley of Windsor Glen Estates read his brief to
Council and answered the following questiong

1. Ald. Gilmore enquired as to whethEr or not allowance

in rental was made for the different size trailers and

Mr. Gilley stated that at one .time his Court did but no

longer. He statedg however' that should 2400 square feet

bays be allowed it may be possible to make such allowance

as more bays could be accommodated per acre.

Brief No. 3 — Coquitlam and District Mobile Home Owners Association

Mr. George Wi ltz read the brief presented on behalf of the
Coquitlam and District Mobile Home Owners Association and added the
following comments9

1. Would like square footage of carports increased to
600 square feet.

2. Ald. Stibbs enquired if any Counts were presently
providing parking space for recreational facilities and
was informed Windsor Glen was at this time.

3. Ald, Gilmore asked Mr, Wiltz if they agreed to 2400
square feet bays and was informed that as long as the
25% coverage of a bay was included he would agree but felt
new bays should have 4000 square feet.

Brief No. 4 — Four Acres Trailer Court

Mr. Stiglish read a brief to Council on his opinions
regarding the draft By—Law and answered the following questionsg

1. Ald. Gilmore asked Mr. Stiglish if he was suggesting
that Coquitlam should only have the Health Act as a
standard for Mobile Home Parks and was informed that
this would be adequate. Mr. Stiglish felt that existing
Parks should remain as permanent non—conforming uses
and allow time to put them out of business.

Brief No. 5 — Wildwood Mobile Home Park 'Limited

Mr. Allinger appeared on behalf of Wildwood Mobile Park
and read a seven page brief and also made the following pointy

1. Municipal By-Laws should provide only minimum
standards and let the competition of business put out
of business those Courts not providing better than
minimum standards.
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Brief No. 6 — Coguitlam Hideamy Limited

Mr. Lantinga presented a brief on behalf of Coquitlam
Hi&a0a.y Limited and also made the following points,

1. In some Parks it will be physically, 'impassible to
bring Courts up to standard of new By—Law thus putting
owners out of business.

Brief No. 7 — Oxbow Valley Park

Mr. James submitted a brief on behalf of Oxbow Valley
Park objecting to several sections of the proposed By—Law.

It was his feeling that campsites should be regulated
by a"separate By—Law and that paved roads should not be required in
campsites. To illustrate he cited the example of Provincial Park
Campsites. `

Ald. Tonn enquired if Mr. James had any objection to
providing 1200 square feet per campsite and was informed that
he-,--,was not opposed to this figure as his park will provide 900
square feet for the campsite and 300 square feet for a parking
area.

Mr. James pointedlout that- the proposed By—Law would require
more than 50% of a Park to be covered with blacktop.

Brief No. 8 — Kostur's Auto and Trailer Court

Mr. Kostur presented a brief and made the following
additional point,

is Mr. Kostur stated that the By—Law calls for
Hydrant—standpipe to a water supply pipe of 11" whereas
he can only get a 4" connection from the Municipality.

Brief No. 9 — Willow Trailer Court

Mr. Thompson presented a brief on behalf of Willow Trailer
Court and answered the following questionst

1. Ald. McKenzie enquired as to ho* Mr. Thompsson

O saw present Courts being upgraded and was informed
that_bnly those items representing a Health or Fire
Hazard should have to be upgraded.

Other Petitions and Briefs

The Municipal Manager read petitions from the following
Courtsp copies of which are attached and numbered;

10 — Four Acres Trailer Court
11 — Kostur's Auto and Trailer Court
12 — Cedar Acres Trailer Court
13.,7 Evergreen Trailer Park Limited
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These petitions all expressed opposition to the draft
By—Law No. 1737 being applied to'e1ci-sting Courts and were signed by
tenants residing in the Courts.

Mrs. White addressed the meeting and stated that she
was in full agreement with the proposed By—Law and felt that this
could lead to the upgrading of Parks in the District. She further
stated that she knew some people who had signed the petitions
presented who stated they had felt obligated to sign.

Adjournment

O
The Mayor declared the meeting adjourned at 11:00 p.m.

CHAIRMAN

c-



00106 COQUITLAM CHAMBER OF COMMERCE
Office  of the Secretary
Box 1124,O Coquitlam, B.C.
3 March, 1971

Mr. R. A. LeClair
Municipal Manager,
District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B.C.

Dear Sir,

BURKE MOUNTAIN PARK

Attached please find a brief prepared by the Coquitlam
Chamber of Commerce in regard -to the proposed By-Law 1737.

We would like to take this opportunity to commend Council
and Municipal staff for allowing the interested parties to pre-
pare briefs and submit them before the By-Law is finally passed.
We would like to see this done in other cases, where changes
are proposed in the by-laws or new ones are being prepared. We

O are sure that ultimately this will save time and money for the
Municipality and also involve the interested citizens.

It is further brought to Council's attention that some
provision should be made to allow existing courts to continue,
if it is proven impossible to comply with the new By-Law in the
required time. The By-Law should give Council the power to
classify these as "non-conforming". This problem could
particularly arise in the 3-acre size requirement, and also the
buffer area.

encl.Q c.c. B.H.Bennett
J.E.M.Robir.

"TfieflaPPien

01

Yours truly,

THE HOME OF WESTWOOD CIRCUIT AND COQUITLAM SPORTS CENTRE



C BRIEF

on DRAFT BY-LAW 1737 SUBMITTED by THE COQUITLAM CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

a) It is felt that separate By-Laws for Mobile Home Parks and or

Campsites should be provided. It would appear that one person cannot

operate both, and as such, the appropriate By-Law should be as

easy as possible to read and understand, which is not the case

where you are dealing with two matters in one. The Provincial

Government has separate regulations for each, and we would

suggest for the sake of clarity and ease of interpretation that

Q separate By-Laws be prepared here. This can easily be done at

this time by separating the individual items and combining with

those items that encompass both, with the proper rewording.

O

0

b) In regard to item 9, it is felt that there should be some means

of an extension to the permit, where circumstances, such as

strikes, prevent completion within the required time.

C) Item 11. It is felt that where a mobile home space is vacant,

during the period from May 15 - September 15 inclusive, this

space may be re-rented to transient campers or trailers,

classified as independent, for a period not exceeding three

days, and on the basis of only one such unit per mobile home

space. This would help to alleviate the shortage of tourist

facilities within the District.

d) Item 13 B. The words "any buffer" should be deleted, as there

is no need for a further setback from a buffer zone. The

buffer zone itself will provide the required "green area".

e) Item 15. The words "or otherwise" should be deleted from this

section. It is felt that if the operator has room to store units

on his property he should be allowed to do so. The required

"green areas" and playgrounds etc. are covered and protected in

other sections of the By-Law.

f) Item 16. The same as above, deleting the words, "or otherwise".

g) Item 17. The word "new" should be added to read "no new campsite
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or mobile home park, etc.". This would allow any of the existing

places to remain in business as far as area is concerned. It is

conceivable that an existing place could not add the necessary

area to meet the three-acre requirement, and thus would be forced

O
to cease operation as.either a campsite or mobile home park.

h) Item 18. The words "and or municipal street" should be added

after "Provincial Highway". It is our interpretation that the

By-Law as written would restrict a campsite and or mobile home

park to areas adjacent to provincial highways. If correct, it

seriously restricts the areas available for this type of develop-

ment, and we do not believe this restriction is intended.

i) Item 19. The ratio of floor area to total area should be

altered to read 1133 1/3" from the present 1125/". On a space of

2400 sq.ft, only a mobile home of 600 sq.ft is permissible, whereas

under the suggested change, 800 sq.ft. would be permissible, and

would still provide sufficient other area and room between units,

as required in the other sections of this By-Law.

j) Item 22. That in as far as campsites subsections, a, b, and c

be deleted in their entirety. It is not conducive either to the

construction nor environment desired in a campsite to require

these items. Also, it must be kept in mind that for a campsite

the period of use is rather restricted, several months of the

year, and requiring these items would in our opinion make it

economically unfeasible to build a campsite. Further, we question

whether people using a campsite are looking for such civilized

items as paved roads and street lights, from dawn to dusk. In

regard to mobile home sites it is recommended that subsection (a)

be amended to_read"32 feet and 28 feet respectively". This

would also alter subsection (c) to read 1116 and 8 feet". In

view of the fact the roads within the mobile homeP ark would not

O be through roads, and not handle the volume of traffic that a

municipal road would, the proposed width would appear to be in

excess of the requirement for normal usage.

k) Item 23, subsection (a). Keeping in mind the objections raised

in regard to item 22, this should be altered to read 118 feet"

rather than 14.

in



1) Item 27. It is our belief that this should read "mobile home

park" rather than "campsite". It refers tomDbile homes and

O item 28 deals with campsites. This is a good example of why

there should be separate By-Laws.

m) Item 32, subsection (d) part (a). The words "prepared by a

professional engineer" should be deleted. This would seem

to put a person to unnecessary expense, if they gr someone

O they know were competent to prepare such drawings. .Also in

32-d-a-2 the words "and mobile home spaces" should be added.

As presently written it does not require the number, location

and dimensions of all mobile home spaces to be shown.

r
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WINDSOR GLEN

ESTATES LTD.

1133 Pipeline Road, Port Coquitlam, B.C. Telephone: 942.8418

Corporation of the District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B.C.

Gentlemen:

Re: Draft by-law 1737

March 5, 1971

As a result of your letter of February 8, 1971,
we enclose our written comment on various aspects of
the above..

Yours very truly,
WINDSOR GLEN ESTATES LTD.

f

Per:144~~

Gordon R. Gilley

GRG:hjj
Enclosure

Canada's finest mobile home park—Woodall + * * * * Rating



WINDSOR GLEN
ESTATES LTD.

1133 Pipeline Road, Port Coquitlam, B.C. Telephone: 942-8418

Comment on draft by-law 1737

Page 3 Items 2 & 3

We object to opening any records or books at will.
It is a dangerous precedent. Obviously records such as tenant
registers should be available but certainly not the private
records of a Corporation.

Page 5 Item 13

Presumably this section corresponds with Division
6 of the Health Act.

13 a) The interpretation of the Provincial Government
is that the"twenty feet" does not apply to a free standing
carport. In that case it would not be an addition and could
be within twenty feet of a mobile home.

When building Windsor Glen we were told that we
conformed so long as the Mobile homes approved additions
(not free standing carports) were twenty feet apart.

13 b) We suggest that "roadway" be eliminated.

13 c) Some ambiguity could exist with free standing
carports.

Page 5 Item 15

It happens frequently that Mobile homes are parked
some days in advance of a proper space being available. Some
temporary storage of an unoccupied home should be allowed.

Page 6 Item 22 c)

We suggest the road be kept unobstructed for a
continous twelve foot width measured six feet each way from

the centre line of the roadway.

Canada's finest mobile home park —Woodall + * * * * Rating



WINDSOR GLEN
ESTATES LTD.

1133 Pipeline Road, Port Coquitlam, B.C. Telephone: 942-8418

Page 2

Item 22 d

Dead end roads should have no limitation in length.
There are few parks that can ever conform to the draft. Dead
end roads have the advantage of slowing traffic.

Page 7 Item 30 a)

A free standing carport and storage room not exceeding

600 square feet should be allowed. This will allow carports
for two cars.

Item 30 b)

We presume that awnings and decks would be allowed
as they are not permanent additions.

Item 31

The penalty is excessive. Do other comparable
businesses have this penalty?

Page 9 Item 32 d)

This needs further discussion. Unless other
by-laws have a similar clause it would appear to be
discriminatory as long as Parks were built in accordance
with existing by-laws it would seem fair that they continue.

Canada's finest mobile home park —Woodall + * * * * Rating
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#73-4200 Dewdney Trunk Rd.,
Fort Coquitiam,B.C.

March 8/71

Mr.Mayor and Councilmen:

,Re. By--Law #X737, 1970.

As Acting President of The Coquitlam and District Mobile

Homeowners Association, I have reviewed the proposed By-Law 1737,1970

and have found no area in this By--Law that we woulu J>e in disagreement

' "With except as stated below.

Section 030(a) where as in this modern age, an increasingly

larger proportion of the population at large are purchasing and operating

more than one motor vehicle,it it felt that the maximum size allowed for

the roof area of a carport should be increased to 576 sq.ft. which would

aliowi for the construction of a double carport, where the tenant and the

Landlord can agree on same, and where the Mobile Home space allowance is

sufficient to permit such construction.

Where as it must be recognized that an ever increasing

number of families are purchasing and operating Recreation Vehicles for

their enjoyment of leisure time. It is hereby recommended that there be

Leo included in this By-Law a section specifying that in every Mobile -

Home Park, at least 5% of the gross acreage be reserved for the storage,
so

of these Recreation Vehicles, and that this area be reserved, be either

fenced or sheilded from view of visitor to this Park and of passers by..

f ~ This area should also be protected from the efforts of vandals, who may

from time to time pass by.

Thank you,

George Weltz.



Four Acres Trailer Court,
675 Lougheed Highway,
Coquitlam, B.C.

March 6th 1971

TO:
The Mayor & Council,
Municipality of Coquitlam, B.C.

Gentlemen:

I have studied your draft Bylaw 1737 and am in agreement with
it as a whole, however there are several clauses which I consider to be
superfluous or unreasonable.

Clause 2:- Inspection - With this clause as written I disagree. Inspection
on Occupancy Fee and Registration of Tenants, yes, otherwise
a Court Order would be necessary. Are all Coquitlam businesses
required to open their records for the Municipality?

Clause 13:- This section needs considerable clarification.

Clause 19:- This clause seems to be wholly out of line. It is suggested
that mobile Home floor space required should read 33 & 1/3rd %
instead of 25%.

Clause 20:- 1200 sq. ft. for campsite space seems unnecessarily large. We
consider that 900 sq. ft. would be adequate.

Clause 22:- It is considered by the majority of Mobile Home Park owners
that 40ft. roads are unnecessarily wide and a waste of
valuable land. Such roads would have more blacktop than any
of the present public roads in the Municipality of Coquitlam.
For instance the 700 block on Edgar Avenue.

The Municipality of Surrey's new draft Bylaw contains no clause
whereby existing Parks have to comply. It applies only to new Parks. WhatAAP the Municipality of Coquitla7A seems to be a waste of time and the tax-
payers' money. To so completely change the existing Parks to comply with
,your proposed new Bylaw would create a hardship on many of the tenants,
particularly the many senior citizens now residing comfortably.

The existing Parks were passed under Bylaws 790 and 951 when
they were first licensed and since that time have been considerably
improved with blacktop, parking facilities,-'recreational areas, lawns,
trees and beautiful flowering shrubs. The draft Bylaw 1737 should not

apply 

in its entirity to these existing Parks.

The time has come when the Mobile Home is the only way that
60% of the citizens will be able to afford a home or roof over their heads
and be able to still enjoy life as is their due after a lifetime of work.
Let's face it - no one, especially senior citizens needs 1500 sq. ft, or
a 2000 sq. ft. home.

According to predictions in 50 years time the population of the
world will be doubled. To prepare for this we will have to live in smaller
homes with less area. We are all entitled to a place of our own in this
world[

I am not repeating the Tenants' brief, Park Operators' brief
or recommendations of the Chamber of Commerce in this letter, but we are
all 100% behind the briefs going in. I still believe draft Bylaw 1737 is
wrong for existing Parks and. will support any action brought before the
Courts should it be found necessary.

Yours truly,

Owner



March 5, 1971

WILDWOOD
~obilehome ̀Park

Ltd.

BRIEF

PRESENTED ON BEHALF OF

WILDWOOD MOBILEHOME PARK LTD.

by Peter P. Allinger, Owner.

Your Worship, Aldermen and Staff of the

District of Coquitlam,

1111 Brunette Street,
Coquitlam, B. C.

This Brief is in reply to the request by the Municipal

:tanager, Mr. R. A. LeClair, dated February 8th which

was received by Registered Mail, and invites mobile-

home park operators among others, to present written

comment on the provisions proposed for a new By-Law

1737 which is intended to supplement the regulations

of the Province adopted pursuant to the Health Act.

PREAPiBLE. It is my considered opinion that the Municipality is

making a mistake in proposing this By-Law in addition

THIS BY-LAW NOT to the Provincial Health Act. It is the opinion of all

NEEDED, O-NLY the mobilehome park operators and myEelf, as we stated

HEALTH ACT. in our Brief in November of '69, that to maintain

KEEP IT SIaPLE. 
uniformity, the Provincial Health Act should govern

exclusively just as in the case of the Campsite regulations.

This is the only way that there will be uniformity through-

out the Province. This is the most urgent and important

part of the Act governing mobilehome parks.
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Page 2

All that would be needed in addition to the Health Act is a

schedule of fees for construction and alteration as well as

plumbing.

O FEES TOO In your proposal on page 4 (a), we feel that the fees proposed for

HIGH construction, or alteration permit at $5.00 per bay for mobilehomes

is extremely high. Considering that these units are always built

in large multiples, and bearing in mind that originally there was

no permit fee and that last year we paid $1.00 per bay, this is

a 500% increase. Certainly $2.00 per bay should be adequate. Even

this would be a 100% increase.

::BOUT 50% OF

FEES ASKED

ADEQUATE

890r,,< o : o

PROVINCIAL FEES

:71-CH LOWER THAN

M=ICIPAL

Under (b) of this same item, the plumbing permit fees are also

increased in this same relationship. Originally no permit fees,

then $1.00 and now $5.00 per bay. In addition to this, you have a

further amendment for sewer inspection which is not shown on this

item but which is applicable to mobilehome parks using an unvented

sewer system, of $10.00 per bay. This makes a total cost of $20.00

per bay for the 3 permits. 'This of course is in addition to the

electrical permits which are much lower in comparison and are far

more realistic than the above. e.g. - Primary power distribution

permits 50~ per bay, secondary permit $2.50 per bay. Total $3.00

per bay. This compared to your charges is extremely low, less than

one third - $3.00 against $10.00.

In comparison with the Provincial Government Electrical Inspection,

your fees are extremely high. Primary inspection fee is based on

the-amperage and is $6.00 for a 600 amp circuit which normally

covers 10 bays, so that it is 60( per bay and it is $5.00 for a

400 amp service which also covers 10 bays. The average therefore

is 50(~ per bay.

For secondary service there is a charge of $2.50 per bay as against

O your plumbing permit of $5.00 for sewer permit which is $10.00. I

think that it should be kept in mind that your charges are completely

out of all line compared to similar things. With costs incfeasing

on every hand, and while guide lines for wages are 6% per annum,

surely increases of 500% to 1000% are completely out of line. We

suggest $2.00 which represents 100% as more than enough on plumbing,

because this is multiple number application, and sewer permits at

O $5.00 which is still a 500% increase.
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Page 3

• DOUBLE Item 9 refers to all is issued by the Building Inspector

STANDARD ha3 apse afte~L~nont We do not understand why a double

standard is applied here. All permits for construction are good

©
AGAIN!

for 12 months and should also apply for mobilehome park construction
'Z~

f~ei- ✓ or remodelling.

DISCRIMINATION

IN WHO MAY

PARK

UNWARRANTED

IN SIDE AND BACK

YARD DIFFERENT

THAN REGULAR

HOUSING

10' SET BACK

UNREASONABLE

Discrimination is also evident in Item 11, page 5, where trailers-

and campers are not permitted in a mobilehome park. We cannot

understand why people cannot live in.a mobilehome park in a travel

trailer or in a camper truck. The separation is totally unwarranted

and extremely discriminating. We have one airstream travel trailer

which has been in our Park for three years. The discrimination is

shown further in item 13 (a) - No mobilehome or permissable addition

shall be closer than 20 feet to any other mobilehome or allowed

addition. The side yard in standard housing is 12', that is, 6' x 6'

on each lot. Why should a mobilehome be discriminated against when

land is so expensive to require almost double the amount of standard

housing where more land is available? We protest that the discrim-

ination here is totally unwarranted and recommend 12 feet between

mobilehomes, the same as standard housing.

(b) - 10 feet set back from a buffer area is also unacceptable and

unreasonable. No set back should be required from any buffer area.

The road set back of 5 feet is more than adequate. 10 feet is

completely discriminatory, because of the high land costs.

(c) - is the same as (a) and should read 12 feet. This is the

standard for housing and should apply in a mobilehome park.

STORAGE AREAS Item 15 - we object strenuously that mobilehomes need to have an

NEEDED IN area for storage of unoccupied travel trailers and also mobilehomes

A iOBILEHOME not in use. This is necessary in any well organized park and we

PARR. feel this is an urgent matter and must be included. Certainly there

is no such legislation applying to a normal housing situation.

Suppose you try to pass a by-law that you may not have a travel traile

or camper, etc., parked anywhere on your lot. You would have such a

storm of protests that you would not be able to pass such a by-law.

Why inflict this on mobilehome owners?
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'MOBILEHOMES MUST

NOT EXCEED 50%

OF LAND AREA

NO POSTING OF

LOT SIZES

rrT)rn

THESE STANDARDS

NOT PRACTICED

BY MUNICIPALITY

THESE STANDARDS

NOT PRACTICED

BY 114UNICIPALI

Page 4

'In 19 we find a very serious problem'in that once again tremendous

discrimination is shown. The ratio of the mobilehome floor area

to the mobilehome space shall not exceed 25%. This does not apply

to^ apartments and therefore should not apply to a mobilehome park

and we cannot express too strongly our protest that this figure

should read - "The ratio of floor area should not exceed 50% of the

area of the mobilehome space". The 2400' minimum is certainly

acceptable. If this article remained unchanged there would be only

a •very few bays that would rqualify under these guide' lines. It is

urgent that inithe matter of land area that the square; footage

of the mobilehome to the land area remain on a much broader base'_:' ,

than proposed. In no case should the ratio exceed 50, of the space.:

Under 21 - we object that the lots that are used for housing are

not clearly marked by posts except when the lots are first staked'

or*building is being done. We do not think that this point is

relevant, to a mobilehome park situation. It may have some merit

for a camping situation, but no value in a mobilehome park. We ask

that it be deleted from the By-Law.

Under 22.(a), we take serious objection that very few municipal

roads would qualify under this item. Certainly the standards set-

are

et

are those not used by the Municipality for its own roads.

Therefore we feel that it is unfair and highly discriminatory to

require of mobilehome park,owners.

falls in the same category as (a). Certainly the Municipality

has many'dead-end roads more than 100' in length. Why then is the

limitation put on mobilehome park operators? I think it is far

more important that there be a culdesac or other means of turning

around at the end of a dead-end road be provided, than the length

itself.

27 - we take serious objection to the hose -cabinets which are

required under this category. The Municipality does not maintain

hose cabinets anywhere in the District in any block, to my knowledge.

Why is it necessary to maintain hose cabinets in a mobilehome park?

We ask that this item be stricken from the By-Law.
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THESE STANDARDS 29 -- We take exception to the two carbon dioxide or dry powder

NOT PRACTICED fire extinguishers required in a mobilehome park. We feel that

BY MUNICIPALITY these should be required in a recreation centre but not in a park—

ark.-,withoutwithoutthese facilities. Again discrimination is so obvious in

that the Municipality does not provide this anywhere else in a

residential area throughout the Municipality. Why then require

it in a mobilehome park? We ask that this be removed from this

proposed-By-Law.

O IT IS UNREASONABLE
34 - Permissable additions. I think this particular item is one of

TO LIMIT CARPORT
the most discriminatory in the entire proposal.

S IZES -
(a) You will only allow a 12' x 32' or equal, carport or awning

NOT LEGAL

i
alongside a mobilehome. Certainly there can be no reason to prevent

as we now have quite a number, having an awning the full length of

the mobilehome to protect their cars or chairs or other materials

that may want to be kept out of the sun or particularly rain and

O snow. There is no legislation to our knowledge that prohibits any

p~ carport or awning length for a residence. Therefore we request that

this limiting of carport size be stricken from the By-Law as

completely and utterly discriminatory and not acceptable. Any size

carport or awning should be allowed to be put up not to exceed the

length of the mobilehome.

MOBILEHOMES Under (b) - we again take exception to the omission of storage

PEED she y as a permissable addition. This is important to people living

STORAGE SHEDS in mobilehomes that there are some things that must be stored and

a~storage shed of a temporary or permanent nature may put up.

The-permanent type would be put up by the park operator. A mobile

type by the tenants themselves. This is a very important.ttem

that has been completely omitted and it is urgent that it be

. included under permissable additions.

O
CLERK'S LETTER Regarding the further letter from Mr. F. L. Pobst, Municipal Clerk,

of February 25th re Recommendations Arising from the Report "Mobile

Home Living in the Lower Mainland", I would like to add that we agree

with items 1, 1 and 8, but there are some very serious questions

regarding items 2, 3, 4, 5 and 6.



SOME MOBILEHOMES

NOW MEET

O NATIONAL BUILDING

CODE

NO MUNICIPAL

SUBDIVISIONS
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Under item 2 - I am sure Council will be interested to note

that some mobilehomes now are available that meet the National

Building Code and may be set on a proper foundation throughout the

Municipality. No special provision or toning By-Law is required

for placing these on any lot in the Municipality. We feel there

should be no mobilehomes outside of mobilehome parks or mobile-

home subdivisions, The mobilehome subdivision would be a great

help and we look forward to, the day when legislation will permit thi

Under item 3 - we feel that none of the Municipalities are involved

in mobilehome housing. I am sure Municipalities have enough

financial problems raising sufficient funds for present operating

costs without getting into mobilehome housing developments. We

do not believe this is necessary any more than to get involved in

standard housing - either subdivisions or any other form.

O LICENSING Under item 4 - we feel very strongly that the Provincial Government

MOBILEHOMES IN should use a system of licensing in lieu of taxes upon mobilehomes

LIEU OF TAXES in mobilehome parks. This is the fairest way yet devised to our

knowledge. We do hope that it will be implemented by the Provincial

Government in place of an .Occupancy Tax.

MOBILEHOME OWNERS Item 5 - We disagree with this item in that we feel that with the

FAIRLY TAXED UNDER Occupancy Tax, mobilehome owners are contributing a fair share of

OCCUPANCY TAX - BUT revenue and equal to and exceeding many other areas in the

LICENSING BETTER Mpnicipality including apartment blocks, residential and industrial

SYSTEM areas.

Item 6 - I am wondering if the authors of item 6 are not aware

NO VALUE IN that although upgrading should take place it will increase the

RESOLVING shortage of mobilehome sites and not remedy the situation. In

O SHORTAGES effect, the recommendation under 6 says "remove some of the present

sites thus increasing the shortages of sites to improve them".

Therefore I would say that Item 6 doesn't really lend anything but

adds to the confusion of the whole problem. The only items of any

real value are items 1, 7 and 8,
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PROVINCIAL HEALTH In summary, I would like to stress again that our recommendation to

ACT ONLY REQUIRED, Council is to accept only the Health Act and that portion of 1737

PLUS SCALE OF FEES By-Law that covers the simple costs involved for fees for.constructiot

FOR CONSTRUCTION, plumbing, sewer fees, etc., and the fees as proposed are too high and

PLUMBING & SEWERS should be reduced by approximately SOX of the amount proposed. All of

the other items are covered in the Health Act, and therefore

unnecessarily duplicating or limiting the things that may be done or

not done.

DISCRIMINATION I feel that the Health Act is complete and covers all of the items

NOT WELCOME necessary for a good strong program. The Health Act is the

Provincial Code, and it is only fair that all mobilehome owners

and parks be governed -by the same law. Discrimination is not welcome.

APPOINT A COMMITTEE The mobilehome owners have worked very closely with the Municipal

TO DRAFT Manager in the drafting of the Occupancy By-Law, and we recommend a

BY-LAW FROM committee be appointed, which would resolve the problems of permit

MOBILEHOME PARK fees and other things required by this proposed By-Law in addition

OWNERS to the Health Act.

I thank - you gentlemen, for giving me this opportunity of presenting

this Brief. I know you will weigh the facts carefully to arrive at

a decision that will not divide mobilehome park owners and their

tenants, but bring them together to provide peaceful and happy

living in this beautiful Municipality.

Re ectfull

` t

Peter P. Allinger
President

WILDWOOD MOBILEHOME PARK LTD.
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Coquitlam Hideaway Ltd.,

4200 Dewdney Trunk Road,

Coquitlamp, British Columbia.

March 8, 1971,

Mayor and Council,

Corporation of the District of Coquitlam,

1111 Brunette Street,

Coquitlam, British Columbia.

Gentlemen:

Enclosed please find our comments on the pmoposed draft By—Law 1737, as

requested in your letter of February 8, 1971.

Page 1.

Paragraph 1 — No comment.

Paragraph 2 — No comment.

Paragraph 3 — No comment.

Paragraph 4 — Delete.

Paragraph 5 — No comment.

Definitions.

1. No comment.

(a)No comment.

Page 2.

(b) No comment.

(c) No comment.

(d) No comment.

(e) No comment.

(f) No comment.

(g) No comment.

(h) No comment.

(i) No comment.

(j) No comment.

(k) No comment.

(1) No comment.

Page 3.

Inspection.

(2).. Change to read: The Building Inspector and the By—Law Enforcement Officer

shall be empowered to enter at all reasonable times, upon any prmvate property

for the purpose of inspecting any camp sites, or mobile home parks, tenancy

registration, and occupancy fee information or records.

Comment: It is not feasible, or just, that an unqualified person have the power

to act as an_auditor,,ehartered accountant, or management critic ( insofar as

the financial aspects of the businesses are concerned).

(3). Change to read: Refusal of access to property, tenancy information, and

occupancy fee information, shall be an offence against this By—Law.

Permits and Licenses

(4). Add : Except those parks, built, llaerMa4 and in operation prior to
acceptance of this By—Law.
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Permits 

and -Licenses.

' (5). ' (a) Change to read: Every person wishing to establish, or construct a

campsite or mobile home park, shall first obtain a permit therefore from the

Building Inspector before commencing, and it shall be a condition of the

'of such permit that, that campsite or mobile home park be in compliance with,all

© Provincial Laws, Regulations, and Municipal By—Laws. An application for a permit

to add and, or alter an existing campsite or mobile home park, that has been built,

licensed, and operating prior to the existance of this proposed By—Law 17379

then, that addition,and, or alteration must comply with all Provincial Laws,.

Regu.latiots, and Municipal By—Laws.

Comments It is our Belief and Opinion that restrictive laws of this nature are

® usually applied, only when a business is in a non—conforming zone.

(b). No Comment.

Page 4.

(c) No comment.

6. No comment.

7. No comment.

8. No comment.

© 9. Change to read: six months to twelve months.

Comment. Too short a time for other than very small projects, should there arise

difficulties, due to financing, unexpected development problems, strikes, and etc.

Page

10. No comment.

11. No comment.

'12. No comment.

13. Change to read: Within a mobile home park no part of any mobile home shall be;

(a) Change to read: Closer than twenty feet to any other mobile home.

(b) No comment.

(c) Change to read: Closer than twenty feet to any buildings other than

carports.

14. Change to read: The portion of a mobile home space on which the mobile home

is to be parked shall be surfaced with asphalt, concrete, or crushed gravel,

© suitable for the purpose and prepared to specifications approved by the Building

Inspector.

Comment. The area under a trailer is not used for a purpose requiring a perfect

surface. Therefore a surface that is clean and free from growth should be

sufficient. Unnocessary amenities that increase cost without materially increas—

`

ing comfort or appearance shoulcree in the minimum requirements. Increased costs

are reflected in increased rents.

© 15. Add: Except those built, licensed, and operated under_ prevoius regulations.

16. Change to read: No tent, trailer, or camper shall be placed for the purposes

of occupancy in a campsite, unless it is upon a proper camping space.

t7.Design and Layout.

17. Change to read: No new campsites or mobile home park may be located upon

a parcel of land less than three acres in area.

® 18. Add: Or public road.

19. 9hange to read: In any mobile home park, the ratio of mobile home floor

area to total mobile home space, shall not exceed one third (1/3), but in no

case shall a mobile home space be less than 2400 square feet in area.

Pc 6.
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Page 6.

20. Na comment.'

21. No comment.

22. Chance:

O (a) Roadway reduced from forty (40) feet to twenty—eight (28) feet with the

travelled portion reduced from twenty—right (28) feet to twenty (20) feet.

(b) No comment.

(c) Change twenty—eight (28) feet to twenty (2~) feet, and change fourteen (14)

feet'to ten (10) feet.

(d) No comment.

O ~3. Change- to read:

(a) Fourteen (14) feet to ten (10) feet.

(b)- No comment.

24. No comment.'

25. Change to read: for every two (2) mobile home spaces, t'o, for every four (4)

mobile home spaces.

Pa e 1.

26. Comment. We can understand the desireability of this regulation, but feel

© it is a very expensive requirement for minimum standards. It does not appear to

be a requirement for apartments and other forms of residential accomadation.

Why single out mobile home parks for this requirement?

27. Change to read: In every mobile home park, and campsite there shall be

hydrant standpipes provided, together with hose cabinets, such that no mobile

home or campsite is located at a distance of greater than live hundred feet

from the nearest one.

28. Delete

Comment. Covered by number 27.

29. No .comment.

Permiss+able Additions.

30. Change to read:

(a). The maximum roof area of carports to five hundred (500) sq. ft., to allow

for double carports.

© (b). Delete.

Comment. We would suggest adoption of 6.03 of the Health Act.

Penalty Section.

31. We would suggest that this be deleted and replaced with penalties more in

line with the offence.

Enforcement.

32.

O (a) No comment.

(b) No comment.

(c) Delete.

(d) Delete.

33. Delete.

Cow Sections 32 (c),(d), and section 33 would not be enforcible in many

of the existing parks, Some are smaller than the required three (3) acres, and

there is no way of stretching or legislating a small parcel into a larger parcel.

Some are on land of such a shape that not a trailer could be accomodated if the

proposed regulations were to be enforced. In some parks the cost of dispensing

with present services and improvements and then rebuilding to the new proposed

regulations would be a financially unsound proposition.
cont'd
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33. Comment'contriued,

in our.opinion..the purpose of By—Laws is to control and regulate, and are

changed and up-dated to conform with changing conditions. However, we do not

© think that it ever was the intent to use new By—Laws as instruments to destroy

a private enterprise, that has been operating and licensed in a Municipality,

and is not a hazard, or public nuisance.

For examples We do not believe that apartments :and, or other types of residential

buildings that were built under previous By—Laws are being required to renovate,

or rebuild, to conform to present By—Laws, under threat of closure.

Respectfully submitted,

Coquitlam Hideawway Ltd.,

O 
4200 Dewdney Trunk 'Road,

Coquitlam, British Columbia.

A. Lantinga,

President,

10

O



e4-1- March 8, I97I,

P.O. Box 6,
IVA A/0 

OXBOW Valley Park,

,/u"r5 
326I Mason St.,

✓to 
~ Coquitlam B.C.

^,AI"

Mayor & Council of the

District of Coquitlam.

Gentlemen,

(Re Draft Bylaw I737-I970)

`Ile feel for a working bylaw for all concerned that the following

changes and amendments are necessary.

Page I Paragraph 3,4 Should be Delated.

Page 2 Letter B. Should have heads of affected departments loop after
there enforcements.

Page 3 Number 2 Should have the last part of the paragraph from the

`W, word park, Deleted.

Page 3 Number.3 Should be Deleted.

Rage 3 Number 4 Except prior construction should be added or the end

of the paragraph.

Page 3 Number S Only addition should be comelled to comply.

Page 4 Number 7A Only size of camping space inspected taken from the

engineering plan. $3.00 for each camping space should

be Deleted.

Page 4 Number 7B Plumbing fees should be reduced when more than five

are inspected at one time.

Page 4 Number 9 Should be amended to I year instead of 6 months.

Page S Number II No Trans in~-.should be on the beginning of the paragraph.

Page 3j Number I3 The word(addition)shouId be Deleted.



`Page 5 Number I5 & I6 The word (otherwise) should be Deleted.

Page 5 Number I7 The word no should be changed to the word new.

Page 5 Number I8 Should be 5 ft instead of I0 ft., and the words

provincial highway should be changed to municiple

road.

Page 5 Number 29 Should b_e 332 percent instead of 25 percent.

Page & Number'22 The word campsite should be Deleted.

C Page 6 Number 22A Should be 28 ft. instead of 40 Ft. and 20 ft.

instead of 28 ft.

Page 6 Number 22-D Should be Deleted.

Page 6 Number 24 Paragraph Deleted..

PagE -7 Number 26 We feel we are paying towards parks in Coquitlam.

Page 7 Number 28 Should be the same as the health act.

Page 7 Number 30 Double carport, 384 ft is not enough square ft.

for a double carport.

Page 7 Number 3I thould be Deleted. Unreasonable.

Page 8 Number 32A.. Should be Deleted.

Page 8 Number 32B Should read except existing parks.

Page 8 Number 32D Should read exclud existing parks.

Page 9 Number 2,3,4 & letter D Should be Deleted. Unreasonable

needs some consideration.

Page 9 Number 33 Deleted. Unresonable

You s uly.

Please No
' I -will be unable to

attend this meeting
until 9 P1L
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KOSTUR'S AUTO & TRAILER COURT
MARCH 8 / 71

RE: DRAFT BY- LAW NO. 1737 ,1970 --

I/ NOT APPLICABLE TO COURTS IN OPERATION TO DATE; AS THEY MUST OF PASSED

THE MUNICIPAL & OTHER BYLAWS MEN THEY WERE BUILT.

2/ YOU ARE NOT ENTITLED TO MORE THEN THE DEPT. OF REVENUE : UNLESS YOU

GET A COURT ORDER. PRIVATE RECORDS & BOOKS ARE JUST THAT PRIVATE..

WHEN EVERY WATERBOY & HIS HELPER FROM THE MUNICIPALITY GO THROUGH THE PRIVATE

RECORDS & OR BOOKS i THEY BECOME PUBLIC:: AND HALF OF THEM COULD BE MISSING.

3 / NOT APPLICABLE AS SUCH : BECAUSE ITS DISCRIMATORY;

4/ BY-LAWS & REGULATIONS ARE NOT RETROACTIVE: AS SUCH MUST BE USED AS A

SUGESTION ONLY IN SO FAR AS THE COURTS IN OPERATION TO DATE:

5 / I AGREE IN PRINCIPAL ONLY : BUT THE PLANS ONCE ACCEPTED BY THE MUNICIPALITY

ARE NOT TO BE CHANGED,UNLESS THE PARTY THAT 'DISHES THE CHANGE ASSUME'S ALL

COSTS , AND BOTH PARTY IS AGREE TO THE CHANGE.

914ALL PERMITS SHALL LAPSE AFTER XMX I YEAR:

I0/ UNLESS APROVED BY COUNCIL ???

II/ TRANSIET TRAILERS & CAMPERS SHALL NOT BE PLACED FOR THE PURPOSES OF

OCCUPANCY IN A MOBILE HOME PARK:

I4/ WHAT ARE THE SPECIFICATIONS????????

17/NOT APPLICABLE TO OPERATING COURTS.

18/ CHANGE THE LAST PART TO READ: (SHALL LEAD TO & CONNECT WITH A PUBLIC ROAD

19/ NOT APPLICABLE TO OPERATING COURTS: NEW COURTS IT SHOULD READ :I/3 THE

MOBLE HOME SPACE:

20/ 900 SQUARE FEET.

21/ SHOULD BE THE SAME AS THE MUNICIPALITY DO'S ON HOUSING : PLACE THE

POST ONCE AND WHEN IT FALLS DOWN IT STAYS DOWN....
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MARCH 8 / 71

RE: DRAFT- BY-LAW NO. 1737 , 1970

22/ NOT APPLICABLE TO COURTS OPERATING TO DATE: TRY PROPOSED C.S.A. MODEL

Q MOBILE HOME PARKS CODE...-AS OF MAY I,1970: IT READS .(TWO WAY NO PARKING

24•..) AS PER: C.S.A. 6.1.6,

26/ PUBLIC PARKS ARE GOOD ENOUGH. WHAT ARE WE PAYING TAXES FOR??????

FOR NEW COURTS TEN PERCENT OF TRAILER FLOOR SPACE WOULD BE MORE IN LINE

27/ IN EVERY CAMPSITE & MOBILE COURT THERE SHALL BE A HYDRANT STAND PIPE

WITH HOSE CABINET XlUX PLACED SO THAT NO MOBILE HOME OR CAMPER IS FARTHER

THEN FIVE HUNDRED FEET FROM THE NEAREST ONE:

28/ COVERED ABOVE:::

30/ (A) 500 SQUARE FEET IN CASE OF 2 CARS:::

(B) -WHAT KIND OF SKIRTING:METAL, WOOD, ETC:::

31 /THIS BYLAW IS NOT LEGAL IN ITSELF...

32/ NOT APPLICABLE TO COURTS IN OPERATION:: BECAUSE ITS DISCRIMINATING &

PERSECUTIONAL TO THE OPERATING COURTS.

33/ BYLAWS ARE NOT RETRO-ACTIVE UNLESS THE MUNICIPALITY WISHES TO PAY FULL

COMPENSATION TO THE XXXXX EFFECTED PARTYS BE THEY BE OPPERATOR OR &

TENNANT:::

I THANK YOU FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO SPEAK BE IT IN WRITING OR OTHER WISE.
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March 1,1971.

CORPORATION OF THE DIST. OF COQUITLAM
1111 Brunette Street,
Coquitlam, B.C.'

Gentlemen:-
In reply to your correspondence of February[ 8th, 1971, I will

deal with each section of the proposed By-law as I interprit it.

Section 1: No Problems.

Section 2: There is no way, legal or otherwise, that a By-law
Enforcement Officer or a Building Inspector would have access to copies
of records, books of account, etc..that are kept in conjunction with the
opperation of my Mobile Home Park,

Section 3: The'records, books & receipts for my Court are kept
in trust at my accountants office and only a court order would compel me
to make them available to any of the above mentioned people or for that
matter to any person making such a demand. The only receipts that would
be available would be the receipts pertaining to the 'Occupancy Fee' and
the Municipality receives copies of these each month.

Section 4: The business license issued for my court has been in
effect for many years and the condition of the issuing of the license,
at the outset, was that the court must conform to the Provincial and also
the Municipal By-laws in effect at that time. If the Council intends? by

~. passing new By-laws and making them retroactive, to force every Mobile
Home Park out of business in the Municipality, then it is imperative that$
in all fairness, every older type structure, be it store, apartment, and
house in the District must be made to conform to new regulations that
have been brought into force throughout the years.

Sections 5 to 9 inclusive, I will not comment on as I do not
intend tobuild a new court and alterations to the existing premises to
bring about conformity to the new proposed regulations are impossible.

Section 10: I agree with this clause.

Section 11: this should read "No TRANSIENT trailers or campers
shall be placed for the purposes of occupancy, in a Mobile Home Park.

Section 12: Agreed.

Section 13: This section should be adeqquately covered by the
Provincial Health Act, division 2, paragraph 2.02. To clarify this I am
refering to the added phrase "or any permissable addition"which should
be deleted from the proposed by-law.

Section 14: The By-law x#790 specifies that any structure that
has the floor 14" from the ground does not need cement or asphalt below.
All these extras cost money and there is such a dire need for low cost
housing now that it seeNs ludicrous to add to costs in a situation such
as this which has existed for over 20 years without adverse results.

Section 115: This should have the words "or otherwise" deleted,
for the simple reason that it should make no difference where the Mobile
Home is parked if it is not occupied.

f Section 16: The same applies, delete the same two words.
V

Section 17: This should be altered to read "NO NEW elloft
campsite or Mobile Home Park may be located upon a parcel of land less
than three acres. This one clause, if left as proposed would put my court
along with others, out of existence.

Section 18: At the end of the section it should read "connect
with a provincial Highway OR MUNICIPLE ROAD" Otherwise parks would be
restricted to being placed on Provincial Highways.

Section 19: The ratio of Mobile Home Floor space to the total
space should be changed from 25% to 331/3%. The more land needed for a
Park then the more the cost to the renter and many Mobile Home dwellers
do not wish to have a - large peice of land to care for.
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Section 20 and 21: No comment,

Section 22; Should be "All roadways within a Mobile Home Park shall be"
not campsite. 0a) should read "a minimum of 281" not 40' with asphalt
of not less than 201(not 281)

(c) should be changed to 20 and 10 (not 28 & 14)
(d) I draw attention here to the number of dead end roads

in the Municipality that.are of a far greater length than 100 feet.

Sections 23, 24. 25 I will not comment on these.

Section 26: Regarding playground area in parks, I must make
the observation that no subdivision is required to provide the ten per-
cent. I submit that taxes are paid on the land and a portion of these
are used for playgrounis and a further thought to consider is 'what use
is a playgroup# that is not supervised'.

Section 27: This section should deal in a like manner with
both Mobile Home Parks and Campsites having the same requirements for
hydrant-standpipes. This eliminates Section 28.

Section 30: There should be some provision for a double car-
port and therefore I suggest that the area of the roof be raised to a
maximum of five hundred and eighty four (584) square feet.

0 Section 30 (b) This is completly and adequately covered by
the Provincial Health Act, Division 6,

0

Section 31: The penalty proposed for any person who violates
this by-law is grossly exorbitant and I am of the opinion that it would
be advisable to review this clause.

The rest of the proposed By-law I will comment on in a general
manner. It is of course very disturbing and discouraging to me to read
into the proposed by-law, the intention of council to eliminate, within
four years, almost all of the existing courts. Most court owners are in
the position of having all or most of their capital invested in the
venture, and most also have rather large commitments to payments spread
over many years which must be met regardless.

I must respectfully draw to the attention of all who are
concerned with the drafting and enforcing of'the by-law that there are
many hundreds of people living in these existing courts who must be
provided with some other place to live in their Mobile Homes as they also
have many thousands of dollars invested in their homes. If it is the
intention of council toclose the parks that do not conform or worse still
cannot possibly alter their parks to make them conform to a new by-law-
such as this, then I am sure Council must be giving a great deal of tholkl~!
thought to the relocation of the Mobile Home owners some of whom have
dwelt in the courts for more than fifteen years.

I will close my br#Af with the thought that perhaps the planners
could reach their goal, that of eliminating older courts, by a couraging
the construction of new Mobile Home Parks in the municipality that ante
built to the spacifications of the Provincial Health Act and then the
older courts would be gradually phased out much the same as older apart-
ments are phased out.

In closing my brkdf on the proposed by-law
Apreciation to Council for the chance to present my
the observation that if the new by-law is to be made
way it would then become a matter for the courts to
legality of such enforcement.

Sincerely

WILLOW TRAILER COURT

I must express my a
views and leave with
retroactive in any
decide as to the

Z



WILLOW TRAILER COURT
671 Laugheed Highway

Coquitlam, B.C.

Mr. Frank Pobst
Municipal Clerk
Corp. of District of Coquitlam
1111 - Brunette Street
Coquitlam B.C.

Dear Fir. Pobst;-
I appreciate your thoughtfulness in making available

to all the owners of Mobile Home Parks in the District the Recomend
-ations Arising from the report "Mobile Home Living.in the Lower
Mainland. I am taking the opportunity to state my opinion of the
eight points and I have prepaired copies of this writing so that
there is one for each.member -of Council.

First I must agree that the statement of the committee
is quite acurate regarding Mobile Homes being here to stay. It follows
then, with little arguement, that the next step is to make more
Parks available.

To continue comment on the recomendations I will take
them one at a time;

.1:- I would respectfully submit that the Provincial
Government has already drawn up model by-laws through the regulations
made by order in Council # 3130- approved October 11 ,1967. This
document deals explicitly with all the standards of density, spacing,
occupancy etc.

2;- My only comment on this section is;- Why should Mobile
Homes not.be in or adjacent to residential areas? Is there some mistaken
idea that the Mobile Home owner is anything but a first class citizen
who has chosen this method to provide shelter for his family?.

3;- This section should not read "Where there is an
unmet demand etc" but rather it should read "because there is an
unmet demand". There is a very great demand and the recomendation
in this section must be taken very seriously.

.4;- The Municipality is already charging a fee to
recover the cost of services, schools etc. for the residents. This is
over and above the taxes payed,by the owner and the license fee.

5;- This section needs no comment
6;- The recomendation that the.Municipality do every-

thing possible to upgrade existing parks is good but,the proposed
new By-law threatens the very existense of the present parks at a
time when everyone"is crying for more low cost housing. I might add
that lagger spaces mean less spaces per acre and must result in a
higher cost to the renter.

7;- I must not comment on this section as I have no
information as to the standard of construction imposed.
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8;- I have raeson to beleive that the Federal Government,at this
time working on situation whereby the purchasers of Mobile Homes
will qualify for insured financing or direct loans under the N.H.A.

In short I'would respectfully request that Council take
' a very long and thourough look at the situation as it exists today

with a view to making a workable situation that will benefit all
Mobile Home owners tomorrow and .in the years to come.

Sincerely,

WILLOW TRAILER COURT
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FOUR ACRES TRAILER COURT,

675 Lougheed Highway,

COgUITLAM, B.C.

March 1st, 1971

TO:
THE MAYOR and COUNCIL,
Corporation of the District of Coquitlam,
British Columbia

Gentlemen:

We the undersigned, being the tenants and landlord residing
at the above set out Trailer Court, would like to take this opwJ--
tunity of voicing our objections to the draft Bylaw #1737 being applied
to presently existing Trailer and Mobile Parks.

It is our opinion that if existing Parks were forced to comply
~J with the aforesaid Bylaw, the number of spaces in these Parks would be

reduced by approximately 50f and some Parks would have all their spaces
completely eliminated. The spaces created under the new Bylaw would
have to be offered to tenantb~at double rental value because of the
astronomical costs that would be incurred by the Park owners, who would
ultimately have to pass these costs on to the tenants.

It is our contention that the services in existing Trailer and
Mobile Home Parks should be determined by the tenants' demands and
their ability to pay for such demands. We are begging council to pay
more attention to the needs and wants of the majority of tenants and
less attention to the few malcontents and opportunists who would use
tenants and Trailer and Mobile Home Parks as a whipping boy to satisfy
their own selfish political and personal ambition at the expense of
the tenants and the industry alike.

We support this Bylaw wholeheartedly if applied only to new
Trailer and Mobile Home Parks to be built in the future. The needs of
this municipality could be better served if more time was spent in
creating new facilities and less time on harrassing the existing industry.

Some of us tenants are senior citizens who have been forced to
live under a cloud for approximately three years, not knowing when we
may be put out on the street by some new discriminatory legislation
and the irresponsible demands made by selfish individuals.

We do not deserve this type of treatment in our golden years
by this or any other council.

We would like to take this opp(zgtunity to invite the mayor
and council to visit and tour the Trailer and mobile Home Parks in
this municipality, in person, so that a better understanding of the
problems of this industry can be reached between the tenants, the
landlords and the council.

We would like to thank the mayor and council for this
opportunity to voice our views and opinions in regard to the proposed
legislation.

~~- Yours very truly,

A4 10

Landlor
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PETITION OF PROTEST

-- MARCH-3—D-71—

CORPORATION

ARCH_31971

CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

_ DEAR SIRS:

WE THE UNDERSIGNED BEING THE TENNANTS AND LANDLORD RESIDING AT

_--_ —KOST.UR-_S-AUTO_& TRAILER-COURT."IO26_2FRuL TTE AVE. COQUITLAM. WE WOULD LIKE TO TAKE

THIS OPPORTUNITY TO VOICE OUR OBJECTIONS TO THE DRAFT BYLAW #1737 BEING APPLIED

TO EXISTING TRAILER & MOBILE HOME PARKS. IT IS OUR OPINION THAT IF EXISTING PARKS

_jqERE FORCED TO COMPLY @KITH SAID BYLAW.THE NUMBER OF SPACES IN Tk~SE PARKS MOULD

—BE RED-U-CED-BY-AT_LE.AST--50%-ANA_SOME_PARKS MOULD HAVE ALL OF THEIR SPACES COMPLETELY __-

---ELIMINATE. THE SPACES CREATEb UNDER THE NEW BYLAW WOULD HAVE TO BE OFFERED TO US _

TENNANTS AT DOUBLE THE RENTAL VALUE BECAUSE OF THE ASTRONOMICAL COSTS THAT WOULD BE

INCURRED BY THE PARK OWMRS WHO WOULD ULTIMATELY HAVE TO PASS...THESE COSTS ON TO US

TENN.Ay_ S. IT IS OUR ZZlKXX CONTENTION THAT THE . SERVICES IN EXISTING TRAILER &

--=. -MOBILE--HOME-P-ARKS-SHOULD-BE-DETERMINED-BYSIiE-TEI~~T 1NI'.S DEMAA1DS &HIS ABILITY TO PAY

FOR SAID DEMANDS. ICE ARE BEGGING COUNCIL TO PAY MORE ATTENTION TO THE NEEDS & WANTS

`OF THE MAJORITY OF TENNANTS & LESS ATTENTION TO THE FEW MALCONTENTS &OPPORTUNISTS

— .---iYI'iO-IUVE-USED-US-TENNANTS-& TRAILER-OR_MOBILE-HOME-P-IRKS-,AS-A-PH-lEP-ING-BOY TO-SAT--I-SFY

_THEIR O.WN SELF_ISH_P_OZITICAL_&_FERSONAL-~4MBIT.ION-AT-TBE-EXPENSE OF-UNNAVTS-A-THIS

-INDUS TRY ALIKE..-WE-SUPPORT-THIS--BYLAW- THOLE--HE-ARTEDLY-IF--APPLIED-ONlaY---Z-0-NEW! — -

TRA -ER-&-MiOBILE HOME PARKS TO BE BUILT IN TP.E FUTURE. THE NEEDS OF THIS MUNICIFALrT
----.WOULD BE BETTER SERVED IF MORE TIME WAS SPETv'T-IN CREATING-NEW FACILITiE$-&-LESS--= -- --

TIME ON HARRASSING THE EXISTING INDUSTRY. MOST OF US ARE EITHER SENIOR CITZENS

OR LORI. INCOME PEOPLE 'RHO HAVE BEEN FORCED TO LIVE UNDER' A CLOUD FOR APPROXIMATELY

3 YEARS NOT KNO'W'ING IMN WE MIGHT BE PUT OUT ON THE STREET BY SOME NEW DISCRIMINATORY

LEGISLATION AND IRRESPONDSIBLE DEMANDS BY SELFISH INDIVIDUALS. THE COUNCIL IS

THERE TO SERVE US & NOT XRX TO ABUSE US: WE WOULD LIKE TO TAKE THIS, OPPORTUNITY,

TO INVITE THE MAYOR & COUNCIL TO VISIT & TOUR THE-TRAILER & MQBILE_HO -P_iRKS-IN

THIS &iUNICIPALITY IN PERSON SO THAT A BETTER, _U.NDERS.TANDING OF ~'-HE-PR-O$LEMS--CAF-TH3-S
—

INDUSTRY CAN BE REACHED BETViEEN TENNANTS, THE LANDLORDS & CQUNCTL. 6 E-YOUI,D-ALSO-LIKE

TO THANK THE MAYOR & COUNCIL FOR THIS OPPORTUNITY TO VOICEOUR VIE.1J5_&_OPINIONS

IN REGARDS -1-0 . _THIS_PROP_OSED_LEG.ISLAT-ION.

BAY 
'-~ .., - r 

•i . ~ ti• - ~

DAME.. .00 UP ION.  .BAY... NAME ................... 

OCCUPATION...1.4





Petition Of Protest
-----------------

Mayor and Council
Corporation of the District of Coquitlam

February 15, 1971 .

(~D

Dear Sirs;
We the undersigned being the tennants and landlord

-~ residing at Cedar Acres Trailer Court, 3020 Barnet Hwy.
.~ Coquitlam, would like to take this opportunity to voice our

objections to the draft Bylaw #1737 being applied to exist-
ing Trailer and Mobile Home Parks.  It is our opinion that
if existing parks were forced to comply with said Bylaw,
the number of spaces in these parks would be reduced by at
least 50% and some parks would have all of their spaces
completely eliminated. The spaces created under the new
bylaw would have to be offered to us tennants at double the
rentad value because of the astronomical costs that would.
be incurred by the park owners who would ultimately have
to pass these costs on to us tennants . It is our contention
that the services in existing Trailer and Mobile Home Parks
should be determined by the tennants demands and his
ability to pay for said demands. We are begging Council to
pay more attention to the needs and wants of the majority of
tennants and less attention to the few.malcontents and
opportunists who have used us tennants, Trailer and Mobile
Home Parks as a whipping boy to satisfy their own selfish
political and personal ambitions at the expense of tennants
and this industry alike. We support this Bylaw whole
heartedly if applied only to new Trailer and Mobile Home
P arks to be built in the futur'e'. The needs of this Municipalty
could be better served _if more time was spent in creating
new facilities and less time inn Karr assing the existing
industry. The majority of us are senior citzens who have
been forced to live under a cloud for approximately 3 years
not knowing when we might be put out on the street by some
new discriminatory legislation and the irresponds*ible
demands by selfish individuals. We do not deserve this type
of treatment in our golden years by this or any other council.
We would like to take this opportunity to invite the Mayor and
Council to visit and tour the trailer and mobile home parks
in this municipality in person so that a better understanding
of the problems of this industry can be reached between
tennants,the landlords and council. We would also like to
thank the Mayor and Council for this opportunity to voice our

f~ views and opinions in r egards to this proposed legislation .

Bay
#

Tennants Name Signature Occupation Rental
Rate

Length Of
Residence

1. Mr. Nadeau $30.00

2 Mr. Mansky ~'►~ 3.
Mrs. ManskyN

$45.00

Mr. R e t a n dri $50.00

Mrs . Retan

4. Mr. Middleton
Mr s Middleton ~ ~'✓~-~ Q.~

$50.00 -

.

~ ~
~ix~t ~ .~' r~~e I

/5 . Mrs . Collins IGfi~ ~r.~~wc~F $40.00

~. Mr. Murray ~1 • ~'~~"

IL

$50.00

7 . Mr. Neddow A'5Fe $40.00

8. Mr. Howell J +
y -"f)-

$40.00

9. Mr. Jorgensen. `E'~ $40.00

10. M r . Balfour
$55.00

continued on rev rse side



' Bay
#

Tennants Name
e

Signature Occu,pation Rental
Rate

Length Of
Residence

10. r s . B alf our 7¢.

11 . r . Sne1grove d CU Qpv Pew, $50..00 Y aap

12. M r-: - Boa -• ~l ~: j $55.00
Mrs. -Boa r'

13. .

14. r-..f Fowler
rs Fowler

- i d $50.00
.,

R44-

15 .

16.

M rs - Innes

r : Jo-hns
-r--s  . Johns

$55.00-55.00-

16. $50:00 .

17.Mrs. J o h-a n-s o n d .P $50.00

18. q r F.- Simpsoni-,~ .2~ • L %,emu.,-~- $45.00
rs . Simpson
Mr.  J .- S-impso-n

19. Mr, T a. t e
ater s . Tate-

a-Gt. "c~ e
$40.00

2020.-Mrr : Martin `~,..

a

$50-.00

21. r- C-.ap o n er o
r s. C a p o n e r o
 _ W.I. 00-

Cedar A-cres,Trailer Court owners from 4-95,9to 1-971

awry yn — >

-
aw"r:y— n----



Petition Of Protest

February 22, 1971

Mayor and Council
Corporation of the District of Coquitlam

Dear Sirs:

We the undersigned being the tennants and landlord residing
at Evergreen Trailer Park Ltd. 2881 Barnet Hwy. Coquitlam, would
like to take this opportunity to voice our objections to the draft
Bylaw#1737 being applied to existing Trailer and Mobile HomeO Parks. It is our opinion that if existing parks were forced to
comply with said Bylaw, the number of spaces in these parks would
be reduced by at least 50% and some parks would have all of their
spaces completely eliminated. The spaces created under the new
bylaw would have to be offered to us tennants at double the rental
value because of the astronomical costs that would be incurred by
the park owners who would ultimately,--have to pass these costs on
to us tennants. It is our contention that the services in existing
Trailer and Mobile Rome Parka should be determined by the tennants
demands and his ability to pay for said demands. We are begging
Council to pay more attention to the needs and wants or tHe
majority of tennants and less attention to the few malcontents andO opportunists who have used us tennants, Trailer and Mobile Home
Parks as a whipping boy to satisfy their own selfish political
and personal ambitions at the expense of tennants and this industry
alike. We support this Bylaw whole heartedly if applied only to
new Trailer and 11obile Home Parks to be built in the future.
The majority of us are senior citizens and families of low income,
who have been forced to live under a cloud for approximately 3
years not knowing when we might be put out on the street by some
new discriminatory legislation and the irrespondsible demands by
selfish individuals. We do not deserve this type of treatment in
our golden years by this or any other council.
We would like to take this opportunity to invite the Mayor and
Council to visit and tour the trailer and mobile home parks in
this municipality in person so that a better understanding of
the problems of this industry can be reached between tennants,
the landlords and council.

We would also like to thank the Mayor and Council for this
opportunity to voice"our views and opinions in regards to this
proposed legislation.

0
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Thursday, March 11, 1971,

Public Hearing - 7. 30 p. m.

A
PUBLIC HEARING MIN

Cn 0a+
c

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal
Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. on Thursday, March 11th,
1971 at 7. 30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-Law
No. 860 and amending by-laws.

Members of Council present were Mayor Ballard, Ald. R. Boileau,
Ald. J. Gilmore, Ald. C. McKenzie, Ald. R. Stibbs and Ald. J. Tonn.

Also present were Municipal Planner, Mr. D. Buchanan; and. Mr. T.
Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk. The Public Hearing was advertised
in The Columbian on March 5th, 1971 and March 6th, 1971 as well as
in The Enterprise on March 4th, 1971 and in the Coquitlam Herald on
March 9th, 1971.

MOVED BY ALD. STIBBS

SECONDED BY A LD. MCKENZIE:

That the Mayor act as Chairman.of the Public Hearing

and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Clerk to the Public

Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z63/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1933, 197111

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located
at 1511 Pipeline Road to Gravel Pit Service (A- 1) for
purposes of establishing a silt settling basin.

Mrs. Davey addressed Council and read to them the

allowable uses under A- 1 zoning and stated that after

the property was zoned, the developer could use it for
other purposes than just a silt settling basin and she
did not wish to see any further development of gravel
pit operations on the east side of Pipeline Road.

Ald. Gilmore inquired of the Municipal Planner whether
a restrictive covenant could be placed on the property
by way of an agreement to prohibit any use of the property

~y but for a silt settling pond. The Planner replied that it
was the intention after the third reading of the byQlaw to
draw up just such an agreement and also to inc lude in the
agreement a time limit for the removal of the silt settling
pond on the east side of Pipeline Road.

01

A Mr, Jack Lilley also rose to object to the rezoning and

stated that if such an agreement were entered into, who
would police it. He went on to state that previous silt

settling ponds in the area had not been properly policed

by the Municipality and the Municipality has not lived up

to promises made in the past to people in the area that the
gravel operations would be properly policed.
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_Fhursday, March 11th, 1971,

Pubfic Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

~1 
Mr. Armstrong of 1392 Pipeline Road also rose to object

.~ to the silt settling pond on the east side of Pipeline Road

as he felt that there was sufficient room on the property

owned by Johnson's Trucking to place such a pond on their

own property if only they would remove the gravel in a

proper manner by starting at Pipeline Road and working

into the property rather than starting somewhere in the

middle of the property.

He went on to inform Council that should gravel operators

change the flow of water in the area as a result of a removal
of material that they cannot be held responsible for damage
which may result to adjoining properties. He stated that

he had been informed of this by his own lawyer in 1966.

Mr. Armstrong went on to say that it is the Municipality's

responsibility to see that these operations are run responsibly

as the Municipality receives revenue from the pits. He

stated that plans for a gravel removal operations should be

drawn up by the engineering consultants employed by the

Municipality and the operators should have to run their

operation in accordance with these plans. He stated that

at present the owner:-is -responsible to have plans drawn up

by his own consulting engineer-and if these plans are too

elaborate, the operator will not proceed with them.

Mr. James stated that he was opposed to the settling pond

in this location as enough information had not been forthcoming

to indicate what type of operatirbn was' going to be conducted.

Mr. A. Johnson, the owner of the pit on the west side of

Pipeline Road and the developer of this property stated

that they had had an engineering study done to determine

the best method of removing the silt from the water

emanating from their pit and the engineers had stated that

this was the best solution and that the Municipal Engineer

had approved the plans. Mr. Johnson went on to state that

no gravel would be removed from the area of the silt

settling pond as this land presently is only two feet above

the river and if any gravel were to be removed, they would

be flooded. He stated that it was their intention to dike

land in order to achieve a satisfactory silt settling pond.

He also stated in answer to Mr. Armstrong that they presently

do not have enough room on their own land to operate a silt

settling pond as well as to operate all the other necessary

equipment. Mr. Armstrong then stated that if the settling

pond can't be built on the land of the developer, he should not

be in operation. Mr. Johnson stated that they will be putting

a silt settling pond on the property and the one across the road

will be a secondary settling pond.

On a question from Ald. McKenzie, Mr. Johnson stated that

the area of a silt settling pond on the west side of the Pipeline

Road would be approximately 10, 000 square feet and the one

on the east side of the road would also be approximately

10, 000 square feet and he went on to state that they presently

do have an existing settling pond on their own property and
that the one on the east side of the road would be a secondary

settling pond.



- 3 -

Thursday, March 11th, 1971,
-tPu blic Hearing Minutes, cont 'd.

Mrs. Hockaday also objected to the rezoning of this
property for a silt settling pond as the Coquitlam River
is hlready very badly silted.

Miss Helen Brown, representing the Glen and East End
Ratepayers Association, referred Council to the study
done by the Coquitlam River Valley Committee and the
recommendations contained therein and also requested
Council to visit the area at this time of the year and see the
silt running across the road and filling the ditches as well
as silting up the Coquitlam River.before they make a
decision with regard to rezoning of this property.

The Deputy Municipal Clerk read to the Public Hearing
Res. No. 164 and 165 of the Coquitlam River Valley
Committee Minutes of March 4th, 1971 which recommended
that this application be declined as they are premature until
such time as the Soil Removal By-Law has been amended to
impose effective standards and to allow effective enforcement.

Mr, Harley Bradley, representing the Port Coquitlam Hunting
%I and Fishing Club stated that his club is opposed until the

Sbil Removal By-Law is further studied and amended.

At this time the Mayor called for a vote as to those persons
who were opposed to the project and approximately 80, to 90
peopl3e indicated their opposition.

Mr, Jack Lillie rose to state that he would like to see the
gravel operators stop from banking loose and waste soil.,
on the banks of the river. He stated that should a flood come
all this material will be carried down the river and raise
the level of the river, thus flooding property along the banks
of the river.

Item #2 - Reference No. Z 76/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1934, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property owned byr~ 
Glacier Rock Products Ltd. from Agricultural (A-3) to
Gravel Pit Resource (A-2) for purposes of establishing a
settling basin and also for stockpiling.

Mr. Percy, representing Glacier Rock Products Ltd. , stated
that it is their intention to excavate land and place a silt
settling pond on property located on Quarry Road. He stated
that the material on this property is presently coarse gravel
and they would be removing this in order to site the pond.
He went on to state that they have dug several test holes in the
past an the property across the road and have gone as deep
as fifteen feet without reaching water. He also stated that
they have dug a well in the area to service a house and they
have had to go ten feet below the creek bed in order to reach
water.



e
- 4 -

Thursday, March 11th, 1971,
y Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Percy also stated that they area in which the pond is

to be situated is on the flood plain of the MacIntyre Creek,

however, they expect to be able to control any flash floods

in this area. He stated that the settling ponds would take
most of the water underground and very little will ever,

get into the creek bed as this creek only carries water in

times of very high water and at most times runs underground.

Mr. Percy stated that the pond will be built in two sections
with a larger pond holding two million gallons and that all of

the pond will be contained on their own property and that this

should help alleviate some of the problems of MacIntyre Creek.

Mr. Percy stated that the pond will be built into sections with

the larger pond holding two million gallons and that all of the
pond will be contained on their own property and that this should
help alleviate some of the problems of MacIntyre Creek.

Mr. David Lahr, an engineer in training representing the
firm of Hunter, Crockford and Scobbie, addressed the Public
Hearing and stated that the pond had been designed in such
a way that water would remain in it for a period of two days
which should allow for enough settling so that any water

leaving the pit would not have a greater turbidity than

600 parts per million.

Ald. Gilmore inquiried as to what was the acceptable level
with regards to the turbidity and the Municipal Planner

stated that he did not have figures for this particular pitbut

he did have some figures from the Assistant Engineer

which stated that this would be the maximum turbidity allowed

from other pits in the area.

Mr. Percy went on to state that it is proposed to barge

some of the materials from the Gilley area and Ald. McKenzie

inquired as to whether he would be prepared to enter into a
legal agreement regarding removal of material by barge.
Mr. Percy stated that he would be agreeable to such an

agreement, however, some of the materials it was proposed

to remove were for local use and, therefore, some trucking

would be involved.

Mr. Bennie, a resident of the area, stated that he owns the

property adjacent to the property being proposed for rezoning

and stated that a few years ago, operators in the area were
removing gravel and blocked the creek which washed out the
municipal road. He also stated that Colubmia Bitulithic had
bulldozed large ro-c•ks into MacIntyre Creek and as a result,

a portion of hits property was washed out as well. He stated that
no gravel removal operation should be undertaken in this area
as the banks are too steep and are dangerous for gravel removal
operations.

Mr. John Bennett, the owner of the trout farm in the area,

stated that he is very concerned about the closeness of this
operation to his property as people come to the area to find

some peace and quiet and some fresh air and if an operation

were allowed in here, there would be a fair amount of traffic

on Quarry Road as a result of gravel trucks travelling back

and forth. He stated..that,-r-oad conditions at, the best, are
pretty bad and wondered who would be responsible for the extra

maintenance which would be required on the road.



r
- 5 -

Thursday, March 11th, 1971,

'Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Bennett also inquired as to whether this operation would

involve any blasting as he stated fish eggs and fry are very

susceptible to blasting and his business could be wiped out

in a very short period of time.

Mr. Leggatt appeared on behalf of the City of Port Coquitlam

and stated that they were opposed to the rezoning of property

in this area for gravel removal operation and they do not

intend to provide a truck route for the operation of a gravel

pit in this area. He stated that there was only one rout'effor

gravel trucks to use in this area and that is through the

City of Port Coquitlam and that if the gravel removal operation

were to be allowed in this area, the City would have to take

steps to restrict truck traffic.

Mr. F. Pierce, arpp_ear-ed on behalf of the Northeast Coquitlam

Ratepayers Association and objected to the rezoning of this

property and stated that trucks coming and going to the pit

would have to travel along Victoria Drive for a portion of

CI 
the distance and this road is very narrow and he did not

CJ feel that the base of Victoria Drive was adequate to carry

heavy truck traffic.

Mr. Percy went on to state that Glacier Rock Products owns or

leases 160 acres in the area and this could become a very large

operation.

Mr. Pierce went on to state that the trucks will also create

a dust problem in the area and that his group is opposed and

wants to be assured as to who would be responsible for

the maintenance of the road. He stated that the residents of

the area pay more in taxes than will this operation and suggested

that this application be turned down until all problems are

thoroughly investigated.

A lady representing the P. T. A. from Leigh Elementary School

objected to the rezoning and stated that if trucks from this

operation were to travel on Victoria Drive there could be

a problem as a number of children have to walk along this

street going to and from school. She also stated that there

C is a bus pickj,u-prat-the corner of Soball Road and Victoria

Drive and this is a dangerous corner. As well, there are

no sidewalks on Victoria Drive and there is a ditch on either

side. She also went on to state that there is proposed an

adventure playground in the area and that facilities for the

safety of children will have to be very thoroughly investigated.

Mr. Pierce stated that they have not had sufficient time to

marls&aal their forces in the area, but that he had phoned'

upwards of fifteen people and they had all been opposed

and he felt that wsth-sometime he could obtain a petition

with at least 160-names opposing the proposed rezoning.

Mr. Bennie stated there were no gravel operations on this
property forty years ago as he has lived im the area since
1927. He stated that gravel operations had only been
commenced approximately fifteen years ago.
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Thursday, March 11th, 1971,

y Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Percy stated that it is a matter of record that Lot 6700

was operated as a pit by Low Sand and Gravel just north

of MacIntyre Creek and the gravel was trucked through the

Minnekhada Ranch dock and barged out.

Mr. Bob Holm who lives on Gilley's Trail stated that there

is one other possible route for the removal of gravel and

O 
this is south along Gilley's Trail, then along Cedar Avenue.

He stated that Gilley's Trail is only 33' wide and a gravel

road and school children are presently walking on the road.

He also stated that Cedar Drive is a paved dike with a deep,.;

ditch on either side of it and there is not sufficient room for

two gravel trucks to pass.

A Mr. Ton Smith stated that if the gravel were to be brought

out by scow, the gravel would have to be trucked out on a very

narrow steep road which is not suitable for trucks.

Item #3 - Reference No. Z 12/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1935, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property owned by

Columbia Bitulithic and situated on Pipeline Road. from

Small Holdings (RS-2) to Gravel Pit Service (A- 1) for

purposes of establishing a silt settling pond.

The Mayor called for a representative of Columbia

Bitulithic to present their proposal regarding this rezoning

application, however, no representative of Coluhi-bia

Bitulithic was present at the Public Hearing.

Mr. James stated thatthis property is immediately adjacent

to the river and would increase the silting problem in the

river itself and stated that a lot of people have phoned hirbiin

the last day or two to voice their dbjections to the proposed

silt settling pond.

The owner of the property who lives next door stated that the

C... river is presently a disgrace and this would only add more

silt to the river. As well, the silt settling pond next to her

would be an ugly mess and dangerous to children of the area

and she stated that Colubmia Bitulithic had enough room on

their own property to establish a silt settling pond.

A Mr. Armstrong suggested that the Municipality check to

see if this property has not been overworked as it would

appear to him to be close to coming to an end as far as gravel

removal operations are concerned.

O It was agreed that all the arguments presented for the first

two items also referred to the third item and no further

representation was heard with regard to this rezoning.
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Thursday,. March 11th, 1971,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Q
Item #4 - Reference No. 273/70

"The .District: of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1936, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at
553 Lougheed Highway from Residential Medium Density
(RT- 1) to Multiple Family Residential II (RM-2) for
purposes of apartment development.

O Ald. McKenzie inquired as to whether the residents on Shaw
Avenue had been notified of the Public Hearing. The Deputy
Clerk informed him that they had not been.

On a call from the Mayor no one registered opposition to this
rezoning.

Mr. Brownlee presented to Council a model of the project
and Ald. Gilmore inquired as to how access would be gained
to the complex itself. Mr. Brownlee stated that it was their

proposal to the Engineering Department that a diversion be
created on Shaw Avenue which would not allow residents of the

C project to gain entrance to the parking lot from Shaw Avenue,
but only be able to gain access from ClaYLAon Street. Mr.

Brownlee went on to state that theyewould be crossing
Department of Highways prop✓ rty at the end of Shaw Avenue
and would be putting a turn around on their own property.
Mr: Brownlee also stated that they would be developing a
lane for egress from the property. Ald. McKenzie stated
that one problem which would need study would be the need
for a sidewalk on one side of Clayton Street due to the large
volume of traffic which would be dumped on to the street.

Ald. Gilmore inquired as to whether the people from the
project would have access west along Shaw Avenue and Mr.

Brownlee stated that this would not be possible as the
diversion makes it mandatory for all traffic to turn left
and exit by way of Clayton Street.

Mr. Brownlee went on to state that the project would comprise
of two buildings sdtuated on one large underground parking area

O and would contain 117 suites in total. The north building would

contain forty-four units and the south building would contain
seventy-three units broken up in the following manner::

(a) Five 3 bedroom units - 1, 180 to 1, 440 sq. ft. ;

(b) Forty-five 2 bedroom units - 830 to 910, sq. ft. ;
(c) Sixty 1 bedroom units - 610 to 715 sq. ft. ;

(d) Seven studio apartments - up to 500 sq. ft.

Mr. Brownlee went on to state that they would be providing
176 spaces of underground parking.in the project.

Mr. Brownlee went on to state that the project will contain
an outdoor heated swimming pool and children's playground
as well as landscaped terraces.

On a question from Ald. McKenzie, Mr. Brownlee stated that
a playroom will be provided in each building which will be
approximately twenty feet by forty feet in size.
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Thursday, March 13th, 1971,

Pubic Hearing, cont'd.

O Mr. Brownlee also stated that the site contains approximately

Z. 2. acres and coverage will amount to 40%.

Item #5 - Reference No. Z-78/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1937, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

2506 Palmer Avenue from Residential Low Density (R- 1)

to Residential Medium Density (RT- 1) for the purposes

of duplex development.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning

application.

Item #6 - Reference No. Z97/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1938, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

on the southeast corner of Dewdney Trunk Road and

Irvine Street, from Small Holdings (RS-2) to Mobile

Home Park (RMH- 1) for purposes of establishing a

mobilehome park.

Ald. Boileau excused himself from the Hearing on this

matter and left the Council table.

Mr. Max Munday, oneeof the three applicants for the

proposed rezoning, addressed Council and reviewed the

history of the application up to the time of the Public Hearing.

Mr. Munday stated that this proposal had been placed

before both the A. P. C. and the Design Panel and both of

these groups have approved the application in principle.

A,Mr. Hudson appeared on behalf of the applicants

and read letters from Mr. James F. Gilmour, architect

and town planning consultant, dated March 11th, 1971 and

Baxter and Rennala, Civil Engineers and Land Surveyors,

dated February 26th, 1971. Copies of these two letters

are attached to the minutes.

A Mr. Charles Patrick,, Architect, representing the

applicants, explained to the Public Hearing by way of slides

what the area presently looked like and how the mobilehome

park would be laid out. He stated that the mobilehome park

would have a twenty-five foot buffer area all around and would

use as its main access and egress, Dewdney Trunk Road.

He went on to state that the park itself would use a one way road

01 

system and that families without children would live on the

outside boundaries of the park. He stated that the play area for

children will be in the center of the park surrounded by trailers

of families with children and there will be no roads near the

playgiround itself.
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Thursday, March 11th, 1971,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

Ald. Gilmore inquired of the developers as to what

Coquitlam could gain by allowing another mobilehome
VOCUIL 
park within its district as it had been proven that greater

subsidization is required for mobilehome parks than for

apartments or single family homes.

The developers presented a brief dealing with taxation

which made a comparison on the expected revenues from

O this property were it developed single family dwellings or

for mobilehome park and a copy of this brief is attached
to these Minutes.

The Deputy Municipal Clerk read into the record the
Manager's Report of February 25th, 1971 headed "Tax

Implications - Mobile Home Parks"/

A Mr. Ian McKay addressed the Public Heari ng and opposed

the rezoning of this property and stated that at present there

was no sewer in the area and wished to know what means of

treatment was going to be provided. The answer given to

O Mr. McKay was that the owner will have to provide a sewer

to the main trunk line now being constructed by the Greater

Vancouver Sewerage and Drainage District. A Mrs. H.

Godideckf of 2928 Dewdney Trunk Road presented a brief

in opposition to the proposed rezoning together with~a petition

signed by 27 people also opposing the rezoning. She went on

to state that she had contact with people in the Ranch Park area

who are also opposed to the proposed rezoning to mobilehome

park and went on to read her brief, mcopy of which is attached

to these Minutes. A Mr. William Whelan presented a brief

to Council dated March 10th, 1971 together with a petition

signed by approximately 60 people opposing the rezoning of

the property for mobilehome park and a copy of this brief

and petition ace s;tta'.c_hbd%torthes6.-' VMinutes.

Also presented was a petition from Mr. and Mrs. R. Palvesky
dated-March 9th, 1971 opposing the rezoning of the property
and a copy of this petition is attached to these Minutes.

A Mr. John Bird of 820 Greene5treet addressed the Hearing

to oppose the rezoning as he felt it would be detrimental to
future development of this area and wanted to know what

would stop any future development of this area for more

trail, trailer courts. He also inquired if By-Law No. 951 had been

amended to allow for more than a maximum of forty trailers

in a mobilehome park.

A Mr. Ralph Palvesky of 3052 Fleet Street spoke to oppose

the rezoning as he felt this would devaluate his property as it

overlooks the proposed development.

A Mr. Dave Hogarth who resides on Greene Street also inquired
as to whether there would be other parks in the area and also
inquired of the developers whether they would have access and
egress on to Greene Street and Mr. Munday replied that no
traffic would be coming on to Greene Street from his mobilehome
park.
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Thursday, March 11th, 1971,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

O Ald. McKenzie inquired of the developers as to whether the

proposed underpass of the railway tracks could obstruct their

entry to the park and Mr. Patrick, the architect, stated that

the park is so designed that entrance could be switched to
either the south or west of the proposed park. Mr. Munday

went on to state that they are prepared to place the exit

wherever the Municipality would require it and that the park

is so designed that the exit and entry can be gained anywhere

around the perimeter of the park.

The owner of 2258 Greene Street also rose to protest the

rezoning and stated that the roads in the area are inad-qquate

to handle the large trailers which would be accommodated

at this trailer park and also inquired as to whether or not

trailers would be sold in the park. Mr. Munday stated that

while they have the right under the Zoning By-Law to sell

mobilehomes in mobilehome parks, the developers of this

park are willing to not sell them if this is the desire of the
Municipality.

A Mrs. Bradley rose to oppose the rezoning and questioned

facilities for the schooling of children who would come from

this park. Mr. Hudson, oribehalf of the developers, read

a letter from the School District which outlined the facilities
for school children in the area.

A Mrs. Langley -who resides in the area rose to speak in
favour of mobilehome parks as she stated that this has
now become a mode of Mving and some people don't want

to live in apartments and don't want to live in houses and
find this a suitable alternative.

Another resident of the area rose to oppose the rezoning
and stated that the children of the mobilehome park will
be fully dependent upon the area provided by the developers
for play area and felt that as a result the children would
spill out on to the roads in the area as well as on to private
property.

A Mr. Hamel who resides on Dewdney Trunk Road stated
that he had heard there-would be a phase two to the project
and Mr. Munday stated that they are proposing to develop
fourteen acres and there is no phase two to the project.

Mrs. Palvesky who resides on Fleet Street stated that she
was a child psychologist and was opposed to the rezoning of

this property for mobilehome park as she said that children
need more space for playing than just one areaand will,
therefore, find other places to play, such as roads and private
property. She stated that children living in single family
dwellings have basements as well as a backyard in which to
play. She also questioned whether the developers can guarantee
that the twenty-five foot screened area around the park can be
maintained as she felt that this could also become trampled
down by children from the mobilehome park.



Thursday, March 11th, 1971,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

Another resident of the area inquired of Council whether

or not there were any regulations which would limit the

number of mobilehome parks in one area or would govern

the distance between mobilehome parks and he was informed

by Council that no such regulations presentlry exist.

Ald. Gilmore inquired of the developers as to what the rental

cost per pad would be and the developer stated that they were
proposing a monthly rental of $85 for a single wide trailer and

$95 a month for a double wide trailer.

Mr. Munday went on- to state that the cost of the proposed

development of this mobilehome park would be about

$450, 000 and the average size trailer space would be over

4, 000 square feet so that Council could see that this would

not be any small investment.

Mr. Jim Lawson who resides on Como Lake Avenue rose

to object to the rezoning and stated that he lives on Scott

Cre.'ek and wondered whether the development would have

any adverse effects on this creek.

The owner of property situated at 920 Lougheed Highway

also rose to object to the rezoning and she stated her

house is right next to the proposed mobilehome parks ,and

she felt this would devalue her property. Ald. Gilmore

inquired of the mobilehome park operators present at

the meeting whether they would oppose more mobilehome

parks being built in the District and Mr. Stiglish rose to

state that as far as he was concerned, he welcomed all

mobilehome parks to the Distrie-t and was not afraid of

competition.

Item #7 - Reference No. Z9/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1939, 1971"

This item dealt with an amendment to Zoning Amendment

By-Law No. 1565 which would amend the Section regulating

f~ the area required for a mobilehome space and there was no

opposition expressed to this amendment.

Item #8 - Reference No. Z11/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1940, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

937 Grant Street from Residential Low Density (RS- 1) to
Re sidential Medium Density (RT- 1) for purposes of duplex

development.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

Planner's Comments on Rezoning Applications

The Planner submitted a written brief dated March 11th, 1971

which contained comments on all the items for rezoning before
this Public Hearing and a copy of this report is attached to

these minutes.
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Thursday, March 11th, 1971,

Public Hearing, cont'd.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALA MCKENZIE

SECONDED BY ALD. TONN:

That the Meeting adjourn at 11 p.m.

©
CARRIED

CHA IRMA N

~ C)
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March 5, 1971

TO THE MAYOR AMID AL DE RI, N

Dear Si r:

Please find enclosed the Minutes of the I,iarch 4,

1971 meeting of the Coquitlam River Valley Committee. The

mai n topi c deal t ti-:i th at that meet-i ng was rezoni ng appl i cati ores

Z-12-71 and Z--63-70. Since it is not too late for these

minutes to be placed on the agenda of the Miarch 9th Council

meeting, and since the Committee feels it is essential that

the minutes be in Counc'il's hands prior to the Public Hearing,

we have taken the liberty of mailing this material to you

directly. I WOUld also note that Mir. John Gibson has been

delegated to represent the Committee at the Public Hearing.

A. {Munro, Chal1'lllall
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COOUITLAI.1 RIVER VALLEY

iIarch 4 , 1971

C01111ITTEE i1I11UTFS

The tventy-eighth (201Lh) meeting of the Coquitlam R ver

Valley Committee was held in the Planning Department offices

at1013-C Brunette Avenue on (larch 4 5 1971 at 7:30 p.m.,

with the following persons present:

11r. A. 11unro, Chai r III an
Ill r. T. Robinson, Chamber of Commerce
Hr. A. Saenoer, Parks & Recreation Dept.
llr. @1. ' Earl,- Parks & Recreation Commission
Hr. J. Gibson, Glen & East - End Ratepayers' Assoc.
Mr. f:. 0orgenson, J. Cewe Ltd.
Mr. J. Culp, Port Coquitlam Hunting & Fishing Club

Mr. A. C. Kent, Assistant Municipal Engineer
Hr. E. Tiessen, Secretary

14I1IUTES OF 1 FETI1IG OF NOVEiIBER 29, 1970

162 P,OVED BY 11R. RODINISONI
SECONDED BY 11R. EARL

That the minutes of Noven;ber 29, 1970 be adopted.

CARRI E D.

DISCUSSION OF SOIL REf,1OVAL BY-LAW A"dD ENGINIEERING
DEPART11ENIT PROCEDURES

11r. Kent appeared on behalf of the Municipal Engineering Dept.,
and answered numerous questions in regard to the Soil Removal
By-law and procedures fol lowed in its administration. Hr. Kent
also outlined the reasons for applications Z-12-71 and Z-63-70.
The Chairman thanked Mr. Kent for his excellent presentation
and invited him to attend any future meetings as an observer.

APPLICATIONS Z-12-71 AND Z-63-70 FOR SILT SETTLING BASINS
ON THE EAST SIDE OF PIPELINE ROAD

163 110VED BY HR. CULP
SECOiIDED BY MR. ROBINSON

O That. the Conrmi ttee recommend to Counci 1 that
applications Z--12-71 and Z-63-70 be given preliminary
approval as there is obviously..a need for settling
ponds to control silt emissions, but that before
final reading is given to these applications, that
the C o m m i t t e e be g  ven an opportunity to r;ecom III eIid_
specific measures a.nd controls that should be met
by the applicants to ensure that the settling basins
w i I 1 1)e properly designed, will fU11Ction effectively,
wi 11 not cons ti tote a nUi space to nei ghl)ouri ng
p r o p e r t i es , and w  1 1 be r e I o c a t e d to the west s  de
of Pipeline Road as soon as space permits.

1.1 OT C A R R I F D.
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COQUITLAM RIVER VALLEY
COMMITTEE MINUTES

March 4, 190

164 MOVED BY HR. EARL
SECONDED BY MR. GIBS0

That the Committee recommend to Council that
applications 7_--12-71 and 'Z-63-70 be declined,
since these applications are premature until
such .time as the Soil Removal fay-law has been
amended to impose effective standards and Co
allow for effective enforcement.

CARRIED.

165 MOVED BY HR. CULP
SECONDED BY MR. GIBSON'

That because of the impossibility of operating
the Johnson Trucking gravel operation within a
framework which is compatible to the residents
of the area and to the fisheries value of the
Codui tl am River, that, the Committee recommend to
Council that this operation be suspended until
such time as it is possible to provide settling
basins on the west side of Pipeline Road which
wi 1 1 protect fisheries values and which will not
detract from the aesthetic and property values
of neighbouring land.

TABLED.

166 MOVED BY MR. GIBSON
SECONDED BY MR. EARL

That Resolution No. 165 be tabled.

CARRIED.

167 MOVED BY MR. EARL
SECONDED BY HR. CULP

That Mr. Gibson represent.
March 1,1 th Public Hearing,

the Committee
and that

at the
since it is

now too late for the minutes of the present
meeting to be placed on the agenda of a regular
Council meeting prior to the Public Hearing, that
the minutes he mailed to the Mayor and Aldermen,
to enable Council to be aware of the Committee's
position prior to the Hearing.

CARRI ED.
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COQUtI LA1i RIVER VALLEY
X011111T1EE 11INUTES

ADJOU1Zid1_iENT

163 MOVED BY 1,11R. GICSO
SEMIDED GY 1,11R. CULP

That the meeting adjourn s (11:40 p.m.

CARRIED.

. . C H A I RIIA .~1 

It was agreed that a further meeting be held to make final
recommendations in regard to the Allard lease application,
and to deal with Resolution I;o. 165.
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JAMES 'F. GILINIOUR
S. Arch., M. Sc., M.R.A.I.C. M.T.P.I.C.

4065 West Thirty Third Avenue,. Vancouver, 13, B.C.

Mr. W. B. J. Hoing,
606 Dansey Ave.,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Mr. Hoing;

Telephone 224-5370

ARCHITECT & TOWN PLANNING CONSULTANT

March 11, 1971.

In accordance with your request .1 have examined the

property on Dewdney Trunk Road near Lougheed Highway which

you propose to develop as a Mobile Home Park, in order to

determine whether or not, in terms of planning theory, it

could be considered a suitable location for such a development.

Planning theory and planning legislation were unprepared

for the phenomenal Growth of the Mobile Home industry in.

recent years. Consequently many of the early Mobile Home

Parks were established in locations which planners and other

publtc authorities now regard to be unsatisfactory. For

example, many of the early parks are located in Highway-

Commercial areas, mixed in with used-car lots, drive-ins,

etc., reflecting a failure to distinguish between Mobile

Home and Tourist. Trailers.

2.
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However, in recent years planners have been impelled

by.necessity to give considerable study to the concept of

the Mobile Home Park, and as a, result some general consensus

a ° has been reached concerning the desirable loca.tional criteria

for these developments. Basically these criteria recognize

the fact that Mobile Homes are a form of urban housing,
I

exhibiting residential densities somewhere between the single

family dwellings and that of garden apartments, and thus

requiring essentially the same level of public service as

these other forms of housing.

One example of a. Mobile Home study which is of particular

relevance to the local scene is one which has just been

completed by the Research Department of the United Community

Services of Greater Vancouver. This study establishes the

following six criteria: -

1. The site should be served by community water supply,

sufficient for household needs, fire protection and

garden irrigation.

2. The site should be served by community sanitary sewer and

treatment facilities.

Cl
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S..The site should be within mile of an elementary shcool

(existing or planned).

.4. The site should be within mile of a neighbourhood park

~1 (existing or planned)

5. The site should be related to neighbourhood shopping 
t

and public services. ~.

6. Because of the movement of large mobile homes, the site

should be adjacent to a major road but not necessarily
E.

an arterial highway.

Accordingly I have examined the site to- determine how

well it conforms to these criteria.. This examination

Indicates that an adequate water supply is already available

within the area,, and that the necessary community sanitary I

sewer system is presently under construction by the Greater

Vancouver sewerage and Drains,ge District'. A major road,

the Lougheed Highway, pa saes within half a block of the

property. With respect to elementary schools, parks and

shopping facilities, the attached map hag been prepared to E.

indicate .the availability of these services.

4.



school site ana a shopping centre are both well within a one-

half mile radius of the proposed Mobile Home development,

although the nearest neighbourhood park lies some 300,yards

beyond this half-mile radius.

The desirability of having a neighourhood park within

one-half. mile of the home is a generally recognized standard

for all forms of urban residential development however,

o

and if the absence. of such a park were considered a dig-

advantage with respect to a. Mobile Home development, then it

would have to be considered as at least an equal disadvantage

In putting the land in to any other form of housing. In

fact, since Mobile Home Parks, unlike other forms of urban

housing, are required to provide a public outdoor recreation-

area on site, the absence of a nearby park is less of a

disadvantage for a. Mobile' Home park than for, say, single

family dwellings.

Long-term /public planning policy for 'this area indicates

that it is intended.for.urban development, so at some time.



in .the future a neighbourhood park must be provided

somewhere in the area if reasonable community standards

are to.be maintained, regardless of whether the subject

property is developed for Mobile Homes or for some other

purpose.

Therefore, in view of its ability to meet all the

criteria except that related to parks, and in view of the

qualifications expressed above concerning this latter

criteria, the site is, in my opinion, well suited for

development as a Mobile Home Park.

Yours truly,

James F. Gilmour.





Schedule 1

CALCULATION OF MUNICIPAL REVENUE FROM POSSIBLE
0 SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS AND PROPOSED MOBILE HOME PARKS

SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS

Taxable Assessed Value:

Land -$ 6,000 x 30% $1,800/unit
Improvements-$14,000 x 50% x 75% 5 250 "

$11250/unit

Total Municipal Tax

Per unit - $7,050 x 76 mills $536/unit
14 Acres - 56 units x 536 $30,016

MOBILE HOMES

Park

Taxable Assessed Value:O 

Land $1,500"x 30% $ 450/unit
Improvements - $2,000,x 50% x 75% 750/ "

$146~200/uriit

Municipal Tax

Per unit - $1,200 - x 76 mills $ 91/unit
14 Acres - 100 units x . 91 - $ 91100

Total Municipal Tax

Park $ 91100

Occupancy Fee
100 units x $9.00/month x 12 months 10,800

Business Licence
100 units x $12 per year 1,200

Total Taxes $211/unit $21,100

March 8, 1971



Schedule 2

C1

C

CALCULATION OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN

(Using data from Unite Community Services
Report of .January 1971)

Number of people 
per 

household unit (U.C.S. Table II)

Percentages applied to persons per household

Burnaby Mobile Home 1966 Census
Survey

31 15 17
106 109 56
36 49 48
16 39 69
- 11 56

16 61

189 239 307
Persons per
household unit 1.9 2.4 3.1

Schedule 3

CALCULATION OF PERCENTAGE OF CHILDREN IN POPULATION

Vancouver Census

Adults (Table III) 572,500 65
Children (Table V) 320.400 35

Mobile Home Dwellers

Adults (Table III)
Children (Table V)

992,9Q0 100

898 80
240 20

1 138 100



Schedule 4

CALCULATION OF EXPECTED NUMBERS OF SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN

~J
POSSIBLE SINGLE-FAMILY DWELLINGS

56 units x 31 persons per unit (Schedule 2) 174 persons

35% (Schedule 3) of population should be
children. 61 children

Deduct pre-school children (ages 0 - 4)
(Table V - 25.1%) 15 children

School-age children 46 children

PROPOSED MOBILE HOME PARK

100 units x 2.4 persons per unit 240 persons

20% (Schedule 3) of the population
should be children. 48 children

Deduct pre-school children
(Table V - 35.8%) 7 children

School-age children 31 children

c



Schedule 5

CALCULATION OF EXPECTED ADDITIONAL SCHOOL COSTS

o itlam average school cost per household unit 24C qu g p $ 7
(from Assessment Office Statistics)

Number of expected school age children per
household:

46 children (Schedule 4)
-~82 school children

56 households per household.

Therefore, cost per school-age child per
household:

$247 $300 per school

.82 children 
child per household.

School Costs from Alternatives at Dewdnev Trunk Road Property

Single-family dwellings

46 children (Schedule 4) x $300

Proposed Mobile Home Park

31 children (Schedule 4) x $300

Additional school costs from residence of
single-family dwellings

Canadian Surve

$13,800

$ 9,300

7 $ 4

A recent Canadian survey indicates that school
costs from a mobile home park can be expected to be
one-third of the costs from other forms of residence.
Thus, the additional costs in this case would be 2/3
x $13,800 = $9,200 and not $4,500 as indicated above.

For purposes of this study, we propose to use
an amount of $6~ as additional school costs.
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PHONE
sez%sr0.0524-2208

BAXTER RANNALA 426.4744

CIVIL ENGINEERS AND LAND SURVEYORS

39 MCKENZIE STREET, NEW WESTMINSTER, B.C.

February 26, 1971

Our File:71-E-892

Mr. W. Hoing, .
606 Dansey Avenue,

O
Coquitlam, B.C.

Re: Proposed Trailer Court location at Lougheed Highway and
Dewdney Trunk Road - Lots "A"&"B", Blocks 2 & 8, District
Lot-378, -Group 1, Plan 4403 N.I.D.

Dear Sir:

As requested by you, we have inspected the proposed
Mobile Home Park Site at the above described location and
contacted the municipal Engineering Department regarding the
services required.

We found the land to be suitable for the mobile
Home Park but it will require some pervious fill in low areas.

A Sanitary Sewer System has been outlined on the
site plan and requires a pumping station to lift the effluent
approximately sixty (60) feet to the Greater Vancouver Sewage
and Drainage systems. According to Mrs H.F. Hockey, there
appears to be no problem obtaining a permit to connect the
sanitary pressure line to the Greater Vancouver system.
However, the municipality prefers to have the proposed
sanitary system maintained by the owner of the mobile Home
Park.

There appears to be no great problem with Storm
Drainage since Scott Creek is at a considerable lower elevation
than the proposed site.

Mater is available from Dewdney Trunk Road and from
Greene Street, but we prefer the Dewdney Trunk Road main since
it is a larger line.

Requirements for roads, lanes and drainage outside
the mobile Home Park area will be outlined by the municipality
after you have received a preliminary approval for the
development of the mobile Home Park from the municipality.

We will be pleased to give you any additional
Engineering services regarding the proposed mobile Home Park
and we are prepared to attend municipal meetings whenever
required.

O R. A. BAXTER, B.A. SPECIALIZING IN R. RANNALA, B.A.; so.
'r1g&fdi4 t-45L$J IMA LA%b eUnVKVOrt MUNICIPAL ENGINEERING Mgtl!•lDltloHAL 1lNf11NEt



Yours truly,

R..Rannala, P. Eng.

RANNALA & ASSOC. ENGINEERING

LTD.

i
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PHONE 838.0201

i

SCHOOL DISTRICT No. 43 (COQUITLAM)

~1 550 POIRIER 9T.

COQUITLAM, B. C. i

March 5th, 1971.

Mrs. Hoing,
606 Dansey Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Mrs. Hoing:

This will acknowledge your enquiry regarding present and
future elementary school facilities in the Sharpe Street
area of the District of Coquitlam.

Present school population at schools within one and three-
quarter miles of the area is:

Glen Elementary 567
Ranch Park Elementary 527

=4

At this time,.accommodation at these schools.will look after
the following number of pupils:

Glen Elementary 516
Ranch Park Elementary 639

11

In September of 1971, the Westwood Elementary School will be
open and this will provide accommodation for an additional
300 pupils'making total accommodation available in the area
for 1455 pupils.

As well as the above, the Board of School Trustees own a
nine acre site on Sharpe Street. This site is located just

-, below and east of the houses on Spuraway Drive. It is being
held by the Board for a future elementary sdool. Authority
to construct a building on this site would have to be in-
cluded in a-future referendum.

We hope this information is adequate for your needs

Yours truly,
SCHOOL DIST ICT N0. 43 (CCQUITLAM)

. C. Smith,
Secretary-Treasurer.
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February 25, 1971.

MANAGER'S REPORT

To the Mayor & Members of Council

Corporation of the District of Coquitlam

Gentlemen,

re: Tax Implications - Mobile Home Parks

Council Resolution No. 93 adopted January 19, 1971 requested:

"That our Treasurer and Municipal Manager undertake a

preliminary survey of the tax implications of Mobile Hoare©

parks and that they communicate with the Municipality of

Richmond with respect to their research findings on this

subject."

This report is presented in compliance with that request.

To begin with, the Municipal Treasurer, Mr. V. A. Dong,

contacted Mr. W. T. Lane, the Municipal Solicitor of the Municipality
I

of Richmond who was reported to have compiled the research findings for

that municipality. Mr. W. T. Lane advised that his remarks on the

basedsubject of taxation of Mobile Homes and Mobile Home parks were

upon the remarks and findings published in the January 1971 report of

United Community Services of the Greater Vamcouver Area. That report

was prepared on the instruction of the Social and Research Committee

of U.C.S. of which Mr. Iane is a member.

Section 111 of Part 11 of the U.C.S. report of January 1971

deals with "The Mobile Home Tax Problem" and is reproduced for your

easy reference and attached marked Appendix "A".

The following comments upon the findings contained in the U.C.S.

report excerpt set out in Appendix "A" would seem appropriate;

1. The first two sentences thereof appear to be quite valid and

the second in particular should be emphasized and borne in mind.

2. The U.C.S. report dwells to some extent upon school costs

as contributed to by residents of Mobile Home parks as compared to

single family detached dwellings. While there is no direct conclusion

that Mobile Home Units should contribute a smaller amount towards

the support of school because by and large they accommodate fewer students,

the thought is planted.

3. Comparative annual revenues for single family detached and

Mobile Home units for the Municipality of Surrey bnly have been set out.

These, it will be noted, are reduced to an amount of revenue per dweller.

© On that basis the Municipality of Surrey derived less revenue by an amount

of $94. per Mobile Home park dweller than per single family residential

I dweller in 1970.



Manager's Report - 2 - February 25, 1971

re: Tax Implications - Mobile Home Parks

A report by Coquitlam's Municipal Treasurer dated July 30, 1970

is reproduced here and attached marked Appendix "B". That report was

drawn--up primarily to determine whether Coquitlam was justified in

adopting a by-law to raise additional revenue for municipal purposes from

Mobile Home Owners as a category of Coquitlam citizens. The type of

charge intended was an Occupancy Fee permitted by the "Municipal Act"

pursuant to Section 458 LL.

That report concluded that in 1970 even with the imposition

of such Occupancy fees, Mobile Home Owners would either directly or

indirectly still provide less overall revenue per unit than would either

apartment or single family detached dwellers.

The Treasurer's report of July 30, 1970 drew attention to a number

of comparisons Fused upon statistics advanced by an Operator as regards

the two principal purposes of taxation i.e. school and general. In

addition, that report raised a basic point which has been a traditional

if not a just principle upon which the raising of municipal revenue is

abased to wit; municipality derives the bulk of the revenue it is~ P Y

required to raise locally upon residential homes by way of imposition of

rates upon the value of such residences.

Anyone would be hardpressed to state that this mode of raising

revenue is fairer for all residential property except Mobile Homes.

Indeed one cannot really argue that this mode of contribution towards

municipal costs completely satisfies any or all of the factors which

taxation should satisfy such as;

(a) benefits received

(b) ability to pay

(c) service to people

(d) service to property

Nonetheless, taxation in proportion of the value of land and building is

the way in which municipalities derive the bulk of their revenue

requirements, either directly or indirectly, from tire-ir.residents

except Mobile Homes. Hence what is apparently just, proper and legal

for conventional housing is not for Mobile Homes.

The Provincial Government, by the passage of legislation,

could render Mobile Homes taxable as real property. Instead, the

Government is satisfied to allow as a deterrent to such action the

peculiarities of Mobile Homes to stop or delay such action. Also,

the Government is apparently satisfied to see Municipal and Provincial

Assessors cajoled into assessing or not assessing Mobile Homes by

successive decisions, directives or suggestions of Courts of Revisions,

Assessment Appeal Courts or the Office of the Assessment Commissioner.

At this time, there is no indication that this unsatisfactory situation

is about to be changed.
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Manager's Report - 3 -

re: Tax Implications - Mobile Home Parks

February 25, 1971

An example of an attempt to assess and failing thereon took

place here for the 1971 Assessment roll. Coquitlam's Assessor, guided

by a decision of the Assessment Appeal Board and supported by the

Assessment Commissioner assessed "double wides". Several appeals

resulted. The Court of Revision ruled that all assessments on Mobile

Homes be removed from the roll - they gave no reason.

Specifically, the Municipal Assessor had assessed 38 double

wides for a total value of $210,515 or an average of $5,540.00 each.

Had these assessments been sustained, each Mobile Home would have been

taxed at 75% of their assessed value ($4,415) which at. 1970 rates of

taxation would have raised:

for school purposes 162.16

for municipal purposes 172.10

total - 334.26

That amount plus the average raised upon land in parks per unit $57.48

would have brought taxation total to an average (for these largest of

all Mobile Homes) to $392.00 = still $111.00 per year less than the

average single family detached dwelling. Still, at least for the

double wides, contribution toward municipal expenses would have been

along traditional municipal lines of taxation. Hence instead of

receiving $392.00 from double wides on an average, the Municipality

must be content with:

Occupancy fees $120.00 maximum

taxation of land per bay 57.48

$177.48

At least for the present Mobile Homes situated in a Mobile

Home Park, or upon a leased plot is not taxable as real property.

Neither the Municipal Act nor the Assessment Equalization Act flatly

state that a Mobile Home placed upon a lot owned by the Mobile Home

Owner may be assessed and taxed as real property. An Assessor at this

time is left with the dubious proposition of interpreting or reading

between the lines of rules, regulations and decisions if he is to

venture in this direction.

Occupancy fees, while going some distance to closing the

gap of disparity in taxation between various types of residential

housing, do embody one important drawback in the municipal taxation

scene inasmuch as it is a fixed revenue. Single family housing and

apartments contribute through rates imposed upon assessments.

Both of these factors may change;+



Manager's Report - 4 - February 25, 1971.

re; Tax Implication - Mobile Home Parks

- Assessments, although subject to arbitrary limitations

imposed by statute which need not be remarked upon here,
i

depend on values which are subject to change from time

to time.

- Rates may be varied each year depending on the municipal

revenue requirement with virtually no limitation.

It will also be noted that Mobile Homes with an area of less than 300

square feet pay no occupancy fee - a further arbitrary Provincial

Government decision. An owner of a small house under 300 square feet

is not similarly exempt from real property taxation.

Mr. Dong's report of July 30, 1970 pointed out that for 1970

the average overall unit revenue per Mobile Home Unit amounted to $141.14

if an occupancy fee were levied. From Appendix "C" attached hereto it

will be seen that the average amount of Occupancy Fees paid per Mobile

Home in one year would amount to $66.75 per year. This is very close to

the estimate reflected in Mr. Dong's report - written prior to the

adoption of By Iaw. What is significant here is that the bulk of

revenue derived from Mobile Homes is fixed to the maximum allowable by

Provincial Statute.

The result of a survey conducted by your staff as to the estimated

number of Mobile Homes and Parks in certain B.C. Lower Mainland

Municipalities is set out on Schedule "D". It will be seen that certain

municipalities have no Mobile Homes and no Mobile Home Parks. Further

it will be seen that municipalities with no or relatively few Mobile

Homes and Parks are not necessarily those approaching full development.

The U.C.S. report has touched on possible reasons lying at

the root of municipal reluctance for opening their boundaries wide to

Mobile Homes and Parks. There is no doubt that lower overall unit

revenues in respect of Mobile Homes - this when higher revenue producing

development is available or in the offing - plays an important part of

this decision.

Meanwhile, land zoned or committed to Mobile Home use in

Coquitlam is by no means fully developed - so that as a whole,

conventional residential housing will likely contribute even more in a

disporportionate way than at present towards total municipal expenses not

only due to the static revenue situation referred to earlier but because

of the greater number of units which will be accommodated in Coquitlam

~' within the potential of existing zoned land.
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Manager's Report Fehruary 25, 1971.

re: Tax Implication Mobile Home Parks

1. Municipalities receive less, directly or indirectly, per dwelling

unit of overall revenue from Mobile Homes than the amount per unit for

other types of residential properties.

2. The traditional method of raising required municipal funds

(rates applied to assessed values) is not applicable to Mobile Homes

O situated in Mobile Home Parks.

3. There is no indication that the Provincial Government intends

to render Mobile Homes taxable, as are other forms of residential

property, as real property and in accordance with the value thereof.

4. The maximum revenue which can be raised by Municipalities on

Mobile Homes which are not taxable as real property is arbitrarily

Q fixed by the Provincial Government and the revenue so fixed is not

necessarily a reflection of value of the home nor benefits received

and/or ability to pay.

O

0

O

5. It would seem appropriate to await an improved taxation

formula or satisfactory revenue producing device approved by the

Government of the Province before Coquitlam encourages the

establishment of additional Mobile Home Parks.

RAL/pm

a,/~Jj' . la.,e~~
R. A. LeClair
Municipal Manager
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-III. THE MOBILE HOME TAX PROBLEM

The taxation problem is one of the most important obstacles pre-
venting the further development of mobile home parks. The public ser-
vices required by mobile home residents do not differ greatly from
those of other residents in regard to roads, water, sewage disDosal,
police and fire protection. (62) However, the number- of school age
children is lower in the parks than in conven.tionLI housing. (Studies
in Regina and Winnipeg (63), where a great proportion of the population
consisted of children, also showed that families with school age
children preferred to move into larger accommodation, which accounts
for the greater proportion of preschool age children in the parks).
As a result, .the school costs are lower for the parks than for conven-
tional housing - or in other words, the demand made by mobile home
parks on the municipality is smaller than the demand made by conven-
tional single family housing. As far as municipal revenue is concerned,
the Surrey report indicated that $91.00 per capita per annum was ob-
tained for a conventional single detached dwelling and about $14.00
"per trailer occupant in 1966. (64)

In 1968, when the Municipal Act (65) was amended allowing the mu-
nicipalities to charge an occupancy fee based on the gross square
footage of the mobile home, the average revenue for a single detached
family dwelling was abbut $410 per annum. As the home owner grant was
$130 in 1968, the average amount paid by the conventional home owner

.was $280 per annum, that is $72.00 per capita.

On the other hand, the amount of taxes paid by a mobile home owner,
ean.be computed as follows.-

For ollows:For instance, if we take a mobile home owner who has an average
home (12 x 55' in our study), we can compute the amount the owner will,
pay to this municipality per capita per annum. ...

When all licence fees and property taxes are computed, the
total municipal revenue per capita is $14.40.

To this should be added'$84.00 per year for occupancy fee per
household. (As the average mobile home household is 2.4 persons,.
this-would be $35.00 per annum per capita).

Therefore, the revenue per annum per dweller is $49.40 (paid
totally by the mobile home owner directly and through his rent).

In 1968, the difference between the amount paid by the mobile home
owner and the conventional home owner was $22.

The difference between the municipal revenues from the two types of
residents was more than $22 because the conventional home owner received
the home owners grant; the municipality received about $50 per mobile
resident and $105 per conventional dweller.

These differences have kept increasing because the occupancy fee is
stable and can be changed only by provincial legislation, while the
municipal tax and the real property value increase rapidly.

In 1970, the mobile home resident still pays about $50 (66) per
annum per capita while the conventional home owner pays about $103
per annum per capita instead of $72 in 1968 - a difference of $53.

When considering the municipal revenue for the two types of
accommodation, the difference has increased even more, as the home
owner grant has increased: it is now $160. Therefore, in 1970, the
average municipal revenue in Surrey per conventional dweller was about
$144 as against about $50 per mobile home resident, that is a difference
of $94.

P, Re wb I A 4



In the present situation, both parties, the municipalities and
the mobile home owners are dissatisfied: the former because they
receive a very low revenue from mobile home residents and have to
give them almost the same services as to the conventional residents;
the latter because they do not have the same rights as real property
owners in spite of the fact that they pay some taxes. For this reason,
many mobile home owners stated they would gladly pay more taxes if
it meant becoming "first class citizens".

The president of the Coquitlam Mobile Home Owners Association thinks
the solution is "to develop some mobile home subdivisions where the
gwners could buy a lot. The municipality could then tax them as any —
other property owner. (67) The municipality would receive a higher
revenue from such a subdivision than a conventional subdivision, as 7 or
8 mobile homes could be located on a gross acre instead of 5 conventional
houses. " He also said that if the municipality offered to zone some
land for such a subdivision they could acquire some land and get some
money for developing it very easily. He mentioned that owners would
like to develop subdivisions themselves and not through a real estate
company, so that they would get the lots at cost price. (about
$2,000). He also emphasized that mobile home parks can be a
temporary use of the land. Finally, he mentioned that condominiums
and cooperatives have been developed quite successfully in the
United States.

62. Some U.S. studies show that mobile home parks make less use of school,
police and fire services than comparable residential subdivisions.
Therefore, they are less expensive for a municipality than conventional
housing. For examples see: Trailer Coach Association, op cit.,1967;
and Trailer Coach Association, The Hemet Report, Los Angeles, 1970.

63. Regina Planning Board, oTp cit., 969; Metropolitan Corporation of
Greater Winnipeg, Planning Division,o'ccit~.,1969. }

64. Source of these figures: Lower Mainland Regional Planning Board,
o .cp it., 1968, pp. 10-11. The Surrey report was published in 1967.
The number of persons per household is higher for single detached

_ family dwellings than for all the dwellings. (3:9 instead of 3.6 in
Surrey). Therefore the revenue per capita for this type of dwelling
accommodation was $84.00. 4.

65. Province of British Columbis, o cit., 1960. It should be noted that the
occupancy fee is the same for al municipalities while the property
taxes change from one municipality to another. All the following figures
are for Surrey. In Coquitlam the difference would be even greater as
property taxes are higher.

66. Lower Mainland Regional Planning Board, op cit., 1968, p. 10.
67. Instead of buying, the lots could be leased, if it is possible

to tax leased property.

PPC ND I K



CONVOC:z LINk A` A OF 'u MEL I )K. -,VLNC v' OF ", C0Q)U l I C_l- LJ

Inter-Office Coil) munic.ttion
- 
R. A. LeClair. 
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10: for Mayor and Members of Council DLI'ARTNIENI': DATE,: July 30, 1970

I'RONA V. A. long, Trc.ns"rvr DETAR7'(\4I,Nf: Yre.a.,m y YOUR DILL:

B.1FGi•: ticcuvancy Foes - Mobile. Iwo lurks OUR IAA.":

A report was received from Mr. P. Allinger setting forth therein certain

cost comparisons in support of his assertions that Mobile-Rome owners are presently

more than fairly and adequately taxed", notwithstancliog the potential occupancy
k fees to be imposed. Dealing specifically with his-report and the approach taken,

1 have these comments to make:

1. By reference to schedule 1, part A, setting forth per unit
revenue for Trailer Courts, Apartments and Single Family
Dwellings, it can be observed that the present overall.
unit revenue from Trailer Courts will average approximately

15% of overall unit revenue received from single family
dwellings, and approximately 45% of overall unit revenue
received from apartments.

This comparison tends to weaken Mr. Allinger's state-
ment that: "mobi.lc-home owners would subsidi.zc much higher
priced housing" in light of the fact that mobile-home owmers
also benefit from the amenities provided in our Municipality.
Such amenities are found more urgent where there is a high
population density such as evidenced in mobile-home parks,
and apartments because certain standards of community
development must: be provided and maintained e.g. streets,

parks, schools, etc.

2. Mr. Alli-nger failed to recognize in his cost comparisons
the financial responsibilities mobi.l.e.-home dwellers must
bear for municipal costs incurred for public safety, health,
welfare, parks and recreatipn, public works, etc. which are
services common to all families. These non-school municipal

services are not: separable to any appreciable degree as ap-
plicable to parL i cular clas^es of taxpayers. They must be
available at: all times for the general walfar.e of its rate..
payers.

If the ay.e.rage tax revenue from mobile-homc dwelling
uni_t.s is apportioned for these services at: a lesser amount
per unit than the average for individual homes, then the
mobile.-homv dwelling unit: becomes a parasite on the local
tai; structure and the result:nnt effect- is a tax increase0~ 
on the single family home rather than the hoped for decrease.

1 ~

A P 9& ri-b o x , cont'd .............
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. 3. Determination of how much the average mobile-home dwelling
unit is contributing in property tax revenue.

(refer to schedule ff1)

Property Tax Unit Revenue --

single-family dwelling $ 504.00
apartments 166.00
mobile-houses 57. 6.0\

For 1970 - the school tax budget is approximately 49°I of
the total tax cost.

Therefore, the average tax bill for an average single-family
home in this case would be $504.00 or $247.00 for school
and $257.00 for municipal taxes.

On the assumption that tax responsibility for municipal costs

C home,
on the part of the family income-earner living in a mobile

should be equal to that of the single family home-owner,
the following compar.i.son is made:

Mobile Home Single Family
Dwelling Unit Unit

Municipal cost: $ 257.00 $ 257.00
School cost 28.00 247.00

$ 285.00 $ 504.00
Tax revenue 57.00 504.00

Defi-ci.cncy $ 228.00 -0-

Tire above comparison provides good evidence to indicate that
mohi.le.-1101110 prLrlcs clo ciol: produce the revenue claimed,

cont-'d............
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4. Net tax revenue per acre comparison is probably unrealistic
because acres of land do not demand school or other local
services; family units consisting of- people and automobiles
do.

The fundamental tax principle to support the cost of
local government is that each family - unit is taxed in relation
to the value of the land and improvements where each family
resides.

Under this policy, the much smaller proportion of tax
revenue from each mobile-home family unit (bays) has a more
significant effect on single family dwelling taxes than the
greater amount of tares per acre.

5. The actual cost: of educatinga child is not the tax cost per
home dwelling unit because not every home, just as not every
apartment or mobile home, has children or school age children,
and many send their children to private or parochial school.

The average number of school children per home and per
mobile home declared by Mr. Allinger would bear verification,
necessitating an authoritative, comprehensive study.

I am unaware of any local surveys in this regard. However,
for the purposes of this report, and utilizing the figures
provided by Mr. Allinger, the following reflections can be
made.

By reference to figures reported in schedule 1, school taxes
per number of units of space mould be determined. For Example--

Trailer Courts $ 28.18
Apartments, 81.32
Single. Family 1-h-7cllings 246.96

Again rc.ferri.ng to Mr. AlAinger's report it follows that:

Trailer Courts - .34 children - $ 28.18
Single Family - 1 child 123.48
I~aell.i.ng - 2 children - 246.96

It could be secu Lhat the proportJonate. school costs based
on number of children for trailer courts i.e.. $28.18 is less
than the averago computed for single family dwellings i.e.
.34 of $123.48 = $41.98.

Whcn we consider that the single family hone.-owner without
children is paying an average of $246.96 in local taxes to sup-
port education of our chilch.cn, the average tax call. of $28.18
to t:hc mobile home dwcl.l.er through rent is put- in its proper
pc.r;,pe.c.tJve as a relatively meagre contribution toward equitable
sharing of support: of: the free education policy in our society.

PPIENWX 
cont:'ct ............
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f

My comments and approach do tend to set forth potential effects
mobile-trailer parks would have on single family dwellings, that is, from
a cost-benefit point of view; mobile-home parks at present do not appear j
to generate sufficient revenue to meet all costs incurred to provide the

_ benefits in which they also participate.

Even with the imposition of occupancy fees under Section 458LL of
the Municipal Act- the per unit revenue derived from mobile homes appears to
be inadoquatc, in comparison with that borne by single family dwellings, al-
though it: world brine; it. morc closely in li.ue with that faced by apr.rLments
(refer to scbc cdu l e. l - pa)-. t B) .

It would appear therefore that mobile-home dwelling units at
present do not, subsidize single family dwelling units as put forth by

u Mr, P. Allingcr.

Respectfully Submitted

VAD:md V. A..Aorig -
Municipal Treasurer

L.'
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COMPARISON OF REVENUE - 1970

May/69-
To June Number of Total Gross Taxes 1jay/70 Property Tax Water Rate 0%,0rz_
30/70 Units of Land Improvement 1970 License Occupancy_ Water Total Unit Unit r

Dc--ription Number Space Assessment Assessment Municipal School Revenue Fees Rates Revenue Revenue Revenue '',eir_-

S-H :du le "A" - Ignoring Imposition of Occupancy Fees (Exclusive of
Local Services) ,

ir~ailer Court 9 506 $254,820 $ 177,940 $ 14,825 $ 14,261 .$ 6,172 $ 6,159 $ 41,417 $ 57.48 $12.17

f} pp, ntments 24 1,642 465,780 4,226,075 138,803 133,526 11,338 -- 17,727 301,394 165.85 18-.36

S rvGle Family

•

yaeilings 16 16 29,580 .104,200 4,108 3,951 -- -- 549 8,608 503.69" 34.33 535:

S~eNe ule "B" - Giving Consideration to Imposition of Arbitrary (but deemed reasonable) Occupancy Fees ($30,000)

i_er Court - 9 506 $254,820 $ 177,940 $ 14,825 $ 14,261 $ 6,172 $30,000' $ 6,159 $ 71,417 $ 57.48 $12.17

aPrA~;ents 24 1,642 465,780 4,.226,075 138,803 133,526 11,338 -- 17,727 301,394 165.85 18.36

S;ric•te Family
i) x E'L inns lb 16 29,580 104,200 4,108 3,951 -- -- 549 8,608 503.69 34.33



APPENDIX "C"
TO MANAGER'S REPORT

' DATED FEBRUARY 25, 1971
RE: TAX IMPLICATIONS -
MOBILE HOME PARKS

CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM
SUMMARY OF OCCUPANCY FEES COLLECTED

UNDER PROVISIONS OF BY LAW 1749
BASED UPON REPORTS BY OPERATORS FOR DECEMBER 1970

Area in Sq. Ft. No. of Mobile By-Law 1848 Total Amount .
of Mobile Homes Home Units Occupancy Fees Collected

Fee/Unit for December 1970

0 - 299 66 NIL NIL

300 - 399 45 $ 4.00 $ 180.00

400 - 499 101 5.00 505.00

500 - 599 105 6.00 630.00

600 - 699 90 7.00 630.00

700 - 799 66 8.00 528.00

800 - 899 20 9.00 180.00.

-

900 and over 20 10.00 200.00

-

TOTALS 513 $2.853.00

Average amount of fee collected per Mobile Home

equals $5.56 per month or $66.75 per year.

01
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APPENDIX "D"
TO MANAGER'S REPORT
DATED FEBRUARY 25,1971

RE: TAX IMPLICATIONS -
MOBILE HOME PARKS

CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

RESULT OF SURVEY

ESTIMATED NUMBER OF MOBILE HOMES LOCATED
IN CERTAIN B.C. LOWER MAINLAND MUNICIPALITIES

0 OF MO LE HOME1 N BI S

RICHMOND NONE

NORTH VANCOUVER DISTRICT NONE

NORTH VANCOUVER CITY NONE

BURNABY NONE

NEW WESTMINSTER NONE

DELTA 16 - all on private land
only for farm help

LANGLEY CITY 7 in l park

PORT MOODY 33 in 1 park

PORT COQUITIAM 40 in 1 park

WEST VANCOUVER 74 on Indian Reserve land

VANCOUVER 111 in 3 parks

MAPLE RIDGE 140 in 5 parks

* COQUITIAM 513 in 9 parks

SURREY 550
in 18 parks

25 on separate lots by special
6 months permit only

LANGLEY DISTRICT 431 in 11 parks
275 on separate lots

Much potential remains in Windsor Glen and Wildwood Park for more Homes.

Wildwood alone has area zoned partially developed for 200 more Mobile Homes.

APPENDIX "D"



March 9, 1971.

Coquitlam Municipal Council#
1111 Brunette Street,
Coquitlamp B. C.

Dear Sirs:

We wish to protest the proposed development of a Mobile Homes Court

on the Deiwdney Trunk Road' just off the Lougheed Highway., at one of the entrances

to Coquitlam. Thisland is not suitable for such use, for the following reasonst

1, Humane Factors re Occu antsy This land is a particularly unsafe area
for @aTdrenp bounded on the one side by a main road and.such a short
distance from the Lougheed Highway. Furthermorej, there are no parks
nearby,, to provide play space. The land.is not screened from the road
by either trees or topographys and.therefore would not provide even
minimal privacy for occupants. If there are plans to eventually pro-
vide screen by plantings it is a most uncertain` and usually hopeless
task to develop such screening after a fairly large number have moved
ins and are living in close quarters, with limited play area. in our
views such considerations are a proper responsibility of the..Council

O in making their decision or this planned development.

2. Esthetic Factors  Since this land L3 bare of trees., except at the,backj,
a trailer court would be a scar on the landscape. in an area which
has so far managed to preserve much of its natural beauty. At a time
when people in North America are finding they must spend large sums
of money to makeup for such mistakes as this in the past,, we believe
it would be short sighted and irresponsible of City Council to'encourage
a Mobile Homes Court here. There are trailer courts which are screened
by trees and topography, "tucked away!' in such a manner.as to provide
privacy for the occupants and an agreeable view tp the passerby; there
are other trailer courts which are conspicuous blots on the landscape.
We believe the proposed trailer court in this area would be a Blot on
the landscape,, and wes as residents of Coquitlams (who have made an
effort in time and money to preserve the beautiful natural setting)
will be justifiably angry if such a blot is introduced against our
wishes.

3. Fcp_nomic Factors to the Coquitlam T2aa erss The low tax revenues
from this type of development, in relation to the added number of school
children that would have to be accommodated in our schoolsp would put

® an unfair burden on other residents$ to provide the space and the
teachers. Present schools in the area could not properly accommodate
the sudden influx. In view of the fact that this spot would have so
little to offer the occupants, and would be an ugly irritant to the
other residentsj, it would heem a partimaarly unpopular reason to take
on additional tax burdens.

4. Factors of General Good vs. Individual Profit: There seems little doubt
Mat a trailer court near two main roads wo d be an extremely pro-
fitable venture for the developer. However, it would be unreasonable
to allow the factor of profits to the developer to overshadow the con-

O sideration of the rights of the families who would live in the trailer
court, and the rights of the other residents of Coquitlam.

We request that you reject the proposal for a X&bile Homes Court on
this tract of land.

~I
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March 10, 1971

The Mayor and Municipal Council of the
Corporation of the District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Ave.
Coquitlam, B. C.

Gentlemen:

Re: Proposed Rezoning of Property at
Dewdney Trunk Rd. & Lougheed Hwy.
to Mobile Home Park

We, the present residents and taxpayers of the area surrounding
the property under consideration for rezoning to accomodate the
developers of a Mobile Home Park wish to make it known that we
take the strongest exception to such a proposal.

In a letter circulated to the local residents, copy attached, the
developers have stated that this park will be "somewhat better"
than Windsor,-Glen Park. It will be noted that Windsor-Gti:en has
a Public Recreational Park directly opposite their developement,
where children can play outside the actual developement. The
newly proposed Mobile Home Park on Dewdney Trunk has no such
facility within a mile. This would appear to leave no alternative
for the children but to play on the adjacent streets and our
adjacent properties.

We have yet to see a Mobile Home Park that is 10 years old or older
that is nearly as pleasing to the eye as the developers would have
us believe. We cannot see how 100 very large mobile homes could
be parked on the 14 acres in question without causing a great
eysore to the surrounding area.

As you can readily see from the blueprint supplied, the 150 car
parking spaces would not be nearly sufficient to handle a project
of this size. Therefore the surrounding neighbourhood would have
to put up with shoulder parking on the street to handle the overflow
of visitors vehicles. On Dewdney Trunk Road with ditches on each
side we would be faced with a never ending traffic problem.

/2 ...............
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Furthermore since the road patterns in the immediate neighbourhood
will not be settled for some time to come, we do not feel that any
plan of such magnitude should be considered by council. This would
be adding 100 or more cars to roads which are already highly
congested at peak periods.

We further feel that the building of a mobile hcme park would do
nothing but devalue the surrounding properties and cause the
neighbourhood to suffer a large financial loss.

We the undersigned would ask the council to turn down the developers
request to have the property rezoned,to accomodate a Mobile Home Park.

Signature

c

Address -

~` / <
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To the Council of the District of Coquitlam:

We the undersigned, residents of the Area of Dewdney Trunk Rd. and Lougheed
Highway in the District of Coquitlem hereby request that the Coquitlam
Council refuse an application to have 14 acres of land presently zoned
Residential Small Holdings to Mobile Trailer Park.

Signature Address

0
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To the Council of the District of Coquitlam:

We the undersigned, residents of the Area of Dewdney Trunk Rd, and Lougheed
Highway in the District of Coquitlam hereby request that the Coquitlam
Council refuse an application to have 14 acres of land presently zoned
Residential Small Holdings to Mobile Trailer Park.

Signature Address

R 013 d



To the Council of the District of Coquitlam:

We the undersigned, residents of the Area of Dewdney Trunk Rd. and Lougheed
Highway in the District of Coquitlem hereby request that the Coquitlam

.~ Council refuse an application to have 14 acres of land presently zoned
Residential Small Holdings to Mobile Trailer Park.

Signature Address

0
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To the Council of the District of Coquitlam:

We the undersigned, residents of the Area of Dewdney Trunk Rd, and Lougheed
Highway in the District of Coquitlem hereby request that the Coquitlam
Council refuse an application to have 14 acres of land presently zoned
Residential Small Holdings to Mobile Trailer Park.

Signature Address

O

O

0
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object to the application for personal reasons also.:

V At the beginning of the 1960's I started inquiries at the municitality

office for an,app.lication,to develop our own property of 41- acres into

a small trailer pork. I was told that there was no,chance that my
application would be approved, because the trailer parks werentt paying
their way and were creating a lot of trouble for,the Municipality, they
also were lacking patronage and.the trailer living was considered
substandard. So, we,decided to forget our plans and develop ou r land
into our permanent home in the belies' that we,would be living from now

on in a strictly residential housing area and would not have to expect
ax4r,depreciating factors like for instance high density trailer parks.

So, if the pending application will be approved over ttie protest of the

residents here on Dewdney Trunk Road, for which I hereby enclose a
petition, and with that the initial' stepp will b'e 61lowed to open our

area for trailer parks,' I will consider it personally unfair after my
previous experience. I'n'this case .I would like to announge hereby for
future reference, that an application from us Will be forthcoming for

the same privilege -to develop our property also"into a small trailer park.

E

J



I am opposing the application for rezoning of-14 acres on Dewdney Trunk-Road
for use as Mobile Home Trailer Park for the following reasons:

1) I am mainly concerned about the extra tax burden, which the 11obile Trailer
Unit puts on the shoulders of the conventional home owner as it is outlined

in a report of the Municipal 311anager of"February 25, 1971 for the Mayor and
Council Members. According to this report Appendix "B" page 2 in 1970 each
Mobile Home Unit has created a deficiency in property tax money in comparison
with the actual cost-for services of $ 228,00. This comes to an amount of
$ 116,964.00 in 1970 for the existing 513 Units. I oppose strongly tgat the
conventional home owner is even more exploitet in'this way by allowing
any more trailer units into the municipality at all-wett7er it is at the
applied location or, anywhere else, until there is ample guarantee and
legislation that they will pay their own way complet,ely.. I cannot find a '
single reason, why we should. subsidize these people, who are in the rule
better off than at least the elderly conventional home ownersbn a fixed
income in this municipality, who are strugglinf hard to pay their own tax

share includiing-school costs for children they haven't had in our schools

for many, yews as our millrate..is at a staggering height already compared
with for instance Vancouiaer, where more services and public trahsportation

is available to the people. - The additional 100 Units applied for would out
another $ 22,800.00 of unfair burden on the ratepayers, against which I protest

as far as my share of this goes.

As appendix "D" shoves is the 1unicipality of Coquitlam - except Surrey and
Langley District, which represent an entirely different class due to the
rural character there -- already way ahead of any other in the Lower Mainlem

with 613 Units present, almost 4 times as many as the next highest, which i.3 -

maple Ridge. Does this Municipality intend to make its conventional property

owners into a Welfare Dept. for the Trailer Park Operators, who are anything

else but destittte. See Appendix "B" page 1 last paragraph!

An attempt by the assessment Dept. to rectify this situation this year

somewtAt at least for the double wide trailers failed according to page 3

of the report. These trailers do not show much difference from a conventional

home in their setup. And the report states on page 2 that there is no
indication of a change in the near future.for this unfair situation.

According to the table of comparison of revenue for 1970 the actual difference

between the revenue of a conventional home and a Mobile Home is 397.00

the occupancy fee already considered, still $ 169.00 than the deficiency

amount of $ 228.00.

2) I oppose the location of the application, because this is zoned for low

density "small holdings - redidential" and it should remain so, because the

residents around this area have set up their lives accordingly and have put

their life savings into their properties under this assumption. Furthermore

it states on page 4 of the report that "land zoned or committed to Mobile

Home usw is by no means fully developed". So there is absolutely no reason,

to fall back into residential land, because this first application will

opening the door and initiate land speculators in the area for many more

suitable location along Dewdney Trunk Road. This brings me to a point to
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To the Council of the District of Coquitlam:

We the undersigned, residents of the Area of Dewdney Trunk Rd, and Lougheed
Highway in the District of Coquitlem hereby request that the Coquitlam
Council refuse an application to have 14 acres of land presently zoned
Residential Small Holdings to Mobile Trailer Park.

j

Signature Address
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To ;the Council of the District of Coqu i t 1 am:
e 

.,

We the undersigned, residents of the Area of Dewdney Trunk Rd. and Lougheed
Highway in the District of Coquitlem hereby request that the Coquitlam
Council refuse an application to have 14 acres of land presently zoned
Residential Small Holdings to Mobile Trailer Park.



Thursday, February 11th, 1971,
Public Hearing - 7. 30 p. m.

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A ._Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal
Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on Thursday, February I lth,
1971 at 7. 30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-Law No.
860 and amending by-laws. t ' b

Members of Council present were Mayor Ballard, Ald. L. Bewley,
Ald. R. Boileau, Ald. J. Gilmore, Ald. C. McKenzie, Ald. R. Stibbs
and Ald. J. 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 February 5th, 1971 and
February 6th, 1971 as well as in The Enterprise on February 4th, 1971.

MOVED BY ALD. STIBBS
SECONDED BY ALD. TONN:

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

CA RRIED

MOVED BY ALD. BEWLEY
SECONDED BY ALD. GILMORE:

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

CA RRIED

The Planner submitted to Council a brief on the Public
Hearing dated February 11th, 1971 on behalf of the
Coquitlam Planning Department in which he submitted evidence
on matters coming before the Public Hearing and a copy of
this submission is attached to the Minutes.

ITEM #20 - Reference No. Z68/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1919, 1971"

Mr. Matheson, representing Trans Pacific Investments,
explained to the meeting that his company proposes to
build a 47 unit garden apartment complex on property
situated at 312 Schoolhouse Street. The complex would
contain approximately 35 three bedroom suites and 12
two bedroom suites and all units would be rented at the
present time. Mr. Matheson informed the Public Hearing
that it was proposed to rent out on a five year lease basis
and were the person to stay the full five years, his
company might apply 20% of rental payments as a down
payment on the housing unit.

'^ Mr. Matheson stated that his group had held meetings
with groups in the area and as a result of these meetings
they are willing to add a room of approximately 20' x 30'
for use as a preschool room which would be maintained,
heated and lighted by the developer. However, the
school.itself would have td be organized by the tenants
living within the complex. He stated that if the preschool
did not work out the room could be converted into a day
care centre.
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Thursday, February 11th, 1971,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Matheson further explained that there had been some
talk about providing underground parking, however, on

investigation his firm has found that it would cost approxi-

mately $1, 400 to construct one underground parking space
for each unit and this amount amortized over fifteen years

would mean an additional $7. 50 per month on top of the rent.

Mr. Matheson stated that the complex would-have an outdoor

pool 20' x 40' which would be open from May 1st to
October 21st.

On a question from Ald. McKenzie, the developer stated

that the 47 units would be contained in six separate buildings

on the site.

Ald. Boileau inquired as to how many acres were involved

in the development and was informed that there is 3. 11 acres

and that it was supposed to have a density of 15 units per

acre.

Ald. McKenzie inquired if there were any other areas for

children to play on and the developer explained that each

individual unit has their private patio and also there would

be an area around the swimming pool.

The developer went on to explain that there would be 1507o

parking provided on the site, with 10016 covered, providing

one space of public parking for each tenant. He went on

to state that they would have two access roads on to Schoolhouse

Street.

Mr. G. Richardson, representing the Rochester Ratepayers

Association, read. a letter dated September 17th, 1970 from

the Planning Department which outlined Res. No. 2243

of the Advisory Planning Commission meeting of September

2nd, 1970 which was endorsed by Council on September

14th, 1970. This resolution stated that townhousing should

not be considered until a zoning category and regulations

suitable for 'townhousing had been considered by Council.

Mr. Richardson questioned Council as to why they were

proceeding with this townhousing development when no

by-law has been prepared and in view of their Resolution

of September 14th, 1970 approving A. P. C. Resolution No. 2243,

1970.

Mr. Richardson also stated that this application should not be

considered until Regulations are instituted.

Mr. Buchanan, the Municipal Planner, stated that this townhousing

development meets the proposed density requirements set by the

A. P. C. and that the plans have been checked extensively by the

Design Panel. Mr. Buchanan went on to explain that even if we

did come up with a zoning category for townhousing, this project f
will follow closely any such regulations.
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Thursday, February 11th, 1971,
Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd

The Planner stated that he had obtained figures from the Schoolg 
r

Board who have recently conducted a survey of all departments
in the School District and that the ratio of students for two and
three bedroom suites was as follows:

0. 81 students per suite in Elementary Schools
0. 14 students per suite in Junior Secondary Schools
0. 04 students per suite in Senior Secondary Schools.

i~
~a This therefore averages out at approximately one school pupd

per suite on an average and Mr. Buchanan went on to explain
that these figures are practically the same as last year.
He explained that Rochester School presently has a capacity
for one hundred more students.

Mr. G. Richardson at this point read a brief from the Rochester
Ratepayers Association dated February 11th, 1971, opposing the
zoning, a copy of this Brief is attached to these Minutes.

A Mrs. Swift requested that a show of hands be taken of those
supporting the opposition to this project and it appeared as if
approximately 80 people voted to oppose the project, while 3
people voted in favour of it.

Ald. Boileau enquired as to where the figure of 600 additional
children from Wildwood Mobile Home expansion was obtained
and a member of the Rochester Ratepayers' Association
stated that he had obtained this figure from the Planning
Department.

Ald. Gilmore enquired of the Rochester Ratepayers' Association
whether they were opposed to any type of multiple housing in this
area or if they favoured some other sort of development.

Mr. Richardson stated that they felt no development should take

place in this area at all at the present time.

Ald. Gilmore enquired as to whether this could be considered

low cost housing and what would the monthly rental be per unit.

Mr. Matheson stated that the rental for a two bedroom unit

would be approximately $195. 00 per month, for a three bedroom
unit approximately $225. 00 per month.

Ald. Tonn enquired as to how the rent of these units would
stack up against apartment rentals and Mr. Matheson stated

that in the Vancouver area a two bedroom apartment would

most likely rent for $200. 00 per month.

Ald. Boileau enquired as to what the sale price per unit would be
~~ and was informed that it would be from $17, 000 to $20, 000 per unit.
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Thursday, February 11th, 1971

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd

Ald. Gilmore went on to state that it appeared the Rochester
Ratepayers' basic concerns were:

1. Schools

2. Parks and Recreation facilities

3. Parking

4. No criteria for townhousing developments.

Aid. Gilmore stated that it was not fair to the developer to
show classroom shortages throughout the whole municipality

when within the area of the development there are empty

classrooms. Mr. Richardson stated that while there may be

empty classrooms in the area of the development, redistribution

of boundaries could quite easily fill to capacity the schools in

the district.

Aid. Bewley stated that at previous Public Hearings on this

development, the ratepayers in the area have objected to the
height of the development and wondered if there was any

objection to the height of this development. A spokesman for

the Rochester Ratepayers stated that he had heard no objections

from any members on this matter.

Aid. Boileau enquired as to where the Rochester Ratepayers

had obtained the figure of 137o vacancy rate in the Province

and a member of the Rochester Ratepayers stated that she

believed that the figure had been obtained from the Planning

Department and that they had done a recent apartment to

apartment survey and had established a 10% vacancy rate.

Mr. Buchanan stated that he does not know where the 13%

vacancy rate came from and that to the best of his knowledge
the vacancy rate is approximately 61o.

A Mrs. Nielsen enquired as to why the Budget for Rochester

School had been based on 611 pupils for 1971/72 which is

approximately 100 more students than are currently enrolled.
Aid. Bewley stated that one of the reasons for this was that

they had allowed for a special class of 36 students and only
i

10 were in attendance at this time.

Aid. McKenzie stated that in the end he could not vote against

this project only on the basis of school accommodation being

the problem as in the past year they have not been able to
justify any increase in classrooms in this area for immediate

construction, to the B. C. Government.

A Mr. Hamilton of 313 Decaire Street stated that some time ago

they were promised a park in this area and to the present time

no action has been taken. He also enquired as to what would

happen to a large area adjacent to the property now up for

rezoning and Mr. Buchanan stated that the area is still in the

apartment area approved by Council for development as
apartment sites.

C,
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Thursday, February llth, 1971

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd

Another gentleman stated that the only thing holding up some
forty to fifty apartments in the Brunette Street - Ridgeway area

was tight. money and should the money market loosen up in the
near future, we could be inundated with apartments.

Ald. Gilmore explained that these would be the last three storey

apartments built under old regulations and that Council are

encouraging by way of a new regulation by-law a swing to semi

high rise in the future.

A Mr. Kjelson stated that were the development to go ahead,

Council should stipulate that the Swimming Pool be covered

for year round use and that with the additional 12 acres which

could be zoned for apartment use, Council should stipulate

that four acres be deeded to the Municipality for a park.

Mr. James supported this view and stated that presently at

the University Gardens they have a problem with children

playing on the streets and that parks should be put into
developments.

ITEM #1

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1900,1971''

At this point the Municipal Planner read from his repoit

dated February 11, 1971 stating that the purpose of the
following 18 applications was to rezone properties to the

same category as surrounding properties in order to

give Council control of development on such sites.

Ald. Boileau enquired as to whether this could not be done

by means of a development permit and Mr. Buchanan

stated that this would not help at this time as we did not

have a development permit scheme in effect.

The Deputy Municipal Clerk read a letter from Imperial

Oil Limited dated February 11, 1971 opposing the rezoning,

a copy of which was circulated to all members of Council.

Ald. Gilmore explained to Mr. Tom Moher the reason that

Council were undertaking such rezoning was to give Council

control over the development of a site as other developers

had ignored the desire of Council to have them appear before

the Design Panel to have their projects approved.

Mr. Moher stated that he sympathized with the problem being

faced by Council and further that it was most likely the

O intention of Imperial Oil to sell this property as it is surplus
to their needs. He went on to state that he does not believe

that control of development should be governed by zoning,

but that Council should be looking at other methods of control
such as development permit scheme. He contended that this

was not an isolated commercial property and that he could see

no reason for having the property rezoned at this time.
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Thursday, February 11, 1971

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd

A ld. McKenzie stated that it is the clear intent of Council that
this property would be used for Commercial use in the future
and that this is simply a change in category in order to control

the development.

A Mr. Jack Stiglish spoke and stated that he opposes the rezoning
and that he doesn't feel that this property should ever be used
for residential use.

Mr. Brownlee stated that he feels control is essential, but that

such control should be governed by a development permit system.

ITEM #2

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1901,1971"

The Municipal Planner read a letter from Mr. McGow,

the owner of the property, dated January 4, 1971,
opposing rezoning of his property.

i

ITEM #3 
r,

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1902,1971"

This item dealt with rezoning of property located at
1225 Brunette Avenue, and there was no one opposing the
rezoning.

ITEMS #4 AND #5

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1903,1971''
and "The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law

No. 1904, 1971"

This item dealt with rezoning of property located at

1212 Brunette Avenue and 1234 Brunette Avenue to

m,zltiple family residential RM-1 from local

Commercial C-2.

Mr. Poul Hansen, one of the owners of the properities ,

concerned appeared and stated that what would happen if `

the people who owned the property actually did proceed to

build under the lower zoning, Council would still not have
any control over the type of development. He went on to
state that they presently have three readings on a By-Law

to rezone these two properties to RM-2 for apartment

development. Mr. Hansen acceded that he is in full

agreement with Council as to control of development of

property but feels that a development permit system should

be the manner in which it is done.

C
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Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd

ITEM #6

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1905,1971"

This item dealt with rezoning of property located at

1329 Brunette Avenue from multiple family residential

RM-1.

There was no one opposing the rezoning of this prcpe.: ty

ITEM #7

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1906,1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

791 Clarke Road and the Municipal Planner read a letter

from Mr. Walt R. Thompson, solicitor for the owners,

dated December 15th, 1970, expressing their opposition to

the proposed rezoning on the basis that the purchase price

paid by the owner in 1968 was based on commercial zoning.

ITEM #8

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1907,1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

755 Clarke Road and a Mr. Baker, a principal in the

company owning the property, addressed Council to
oppose the rezoning of the property.

Mr. Baker stated that his company had acquired the property

in the Fall of 1967 for purposes of protecting adjacent

property so that an overall plan for commercial development
of some 3 acres of property in the area could be undertaken.

Mr. Baker went on to state that it is the plan of his company

to provide local commercial facilities in this area of a better

nature than that presently existing on adjacent streets to

service the local residential area.

Mr. Baker stated that in his opinion, sufficient control is

already maintained by the Municipality and if, in fact, more

control is needed, the manner in which it should be done is

by way of a development permit rather than zoning. He went

on to state that the assessment on this property has been

increased by 248% over 1970 and he was informed by the

Assessment Department that this was as a result of the

Commercial zoning.

Ald. Gilmore enquired as to what type of zoning was
presently existing on 'other property owned by his company
and Mr. Baker answered that at present some of it is
zoned for duplex use and some is zoned for residential
use. Ald. Gilmore also went on to state that the Planning
Department have consistently recommended against

Commercial development along Clarke Road.
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Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd

ITEM #8 (cont'd)

Ald. Gilmore enquired of Mr. Baker as to when he

would see this development proceeding and was informed
that it was the hope of the owners to be able to begin
development this year providing that the money market

opens up.

Mr. Kjelson stated that we have to have strip

development along Clarke Road in order to serve the
people in the area.

Mr. Baker stated that Commercial development is

beginning to form in this area already, particularly

within the boundaries of Port Moody, and Alderman

Gilmore stated that our Planner had studied the
amount of Commercial area existing within the

Municipality and has reported to Council that the

District of Coquitlam currently has enough Commercial

property to service the Municipality at this time.

ITEM #9

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1908,19 71"

This application dealt with the rezoning of property located

on the South West corner of Clarke Road and Robinson

Street from local Commercial C-2 to Residential

Medium Density RT-1.

A Mr. George Smith who owns property adjacent to

the lot being rezoned stated that it was his understanding

that this portion of land was owned by the Municipality and

would most likely be used for road, therefore he could see

no reason for the rezoning.

The Planner explained that this was true, however, he

felt that as isolated commercial sites were being rezoned

back, it was felt that this one should be rezoned as well.

ITEM #10

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1909,1971''

This application dealt with the rezoning of the property

located at 729 Como Lake Avenue from Local Commercial
C-2 to Residential Medium Density RT-1 and there was no

opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM ##11

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1910, 1971"

This item. dealt with the rezoning of property located at
the end of Lemax Avenue at Sargeant Court from Local
Commercial C-2 to Residential Low Density RS-1. There
was no opposition to this rezoning.



-9 -

Thursday, February 11, 1971
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ITEM #12

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1911,1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at
942 Lougheed Highway, from Local Commercial C-2 to
Residential Low Density RS-l. There was no opposition
expressed to this rezoning.

ITEM #13

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 191.2,1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

858, 860, 862 and 870 Lougheed Highway from Local

Commercial C-2 to Residential Low Density RS-1.

Mr. Stan George, the owner of the property spoke to

oppose the rezoning and stated that he has currently

an application in for rezoning to build a new Service

Station. However, he has been held up by the Department

of Highways for three years as they canndt tell him the

height of grade of the proposed four lane highway to go

in this area. He went on to state that he now operates a

Service Station -and a Tire Shop on the property.

The Municipal Planner explained that the reason for
including this item in the Public Hearing for rezoning

was there is a thought of redevelopment of the property

and it was felt that Council should have control over the
rezoning.

A Mr. Anderson spoke on behalf of his mother who
holds property in the area and requested that Council
consider very seriously the rezoning of property in

this area as there will be expropriation of land to

accommodate the four lane highway in this area and

if the property is zoned to a lower category, the value
of their property will be greatly affected.

ITEM #14

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1913, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

in the 2700 block Barnet Highway from Local

Commercial (C-2) to General Industrial (M- 1).

There was no one opposing this rezoning application.

ITEM # 15

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1914, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

at 2796 Barnet Highway from Local Commercial

(C-2) to General Industrial (M- 1) and there was no

one opposing this application.
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ITEM #16

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1915, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located in
the 1200 block Pipeline Road from Local Commercial
(C-2) to Service Industrial (M-2).

A Mrs. King who lives opposite the property
was opposed to the rezoning as she did not feel that
industry should be located across from a residential
area and in the vicinity of schools.

Mr. Dillabaugh, the owner of the property, spoke in favour
of the rezoning and he felt that this was what the land was
most suited for,

Mr. King inquired of Council as to whether or not they
would lose control of the type of development that would
take place on this property if it was zoned for Industrial
and Mr. Buchanan explained the meaning of an M- 2
zone and the uses allowed in such a zone.

ITEM #17

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1916, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at
213 Laval Square from Local Commercial (C-2) to
Multiple Family Residential (RM- 1).

The Municipal Planner read a letter from Walter C.
MacDonald, Solicitor, on behalf of Mr. Stockley, dated
January 14th, 1971 opposing the rezoning because of the
devaluation of property which would occur.

ITEM #18

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1917, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at
the northwest corner of Laval Street and Brunette Avenue
from Local Commercial (C-2) to Multiple Family Residential
(RM-1).

The Municipal Planner rra de a statement that this property
should not have been included for rezoning in this
Public Hearing as there is currently a corner store
operating on this property.

ITEM #19

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1918, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property at

1100, 1108, 1112 Howie Avenue from Mutliple Family
Residental (RM- 1) to Multiple Family Residential
(RM-2) for purposes of apartment development.

The Municipal Planner stated that this would be a three
storey walk up type of apartment and would be built under
existing regulations. He stated that the applicant would
have to have an application for permit in before April 1, 1971

in order to be able to build under the old regulations.
The Planner went on to explain that this is an old application
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and that a previous by-law has already had three readings,
however, this included six lots and the developer was only
ready at this time to proceed with three lots.

Mr. Marr, the architect for the project, stated that it
was proposed to build a 46 unit apartment building
containing 11 two bedroom suites and 25 one bedroom
suites and ten bachelor suites and that complete under-
ground parking would be provided. He stated that the
owners are prepared to proceed at once should approval
be forthcoming from Council.

ITEM #21

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1920, 1971"

This item dealt with an amendment to the zoning By-Law
No. 1610, governing auto wrecking yards, to allow repair
of vehicles within an auto wrecking yard.

A Mr. Hudson questioned why we were going to allow up
to 250 cars per acre to be stored in an auto wrecking yard
and the Municipal Planner stated that this figure was based
on the maximum figure as recommended by Mr. Keller,
the author of the Solid Waste Report to the Greater Vancouver
Re gional District.

Mr. John Mulholland, the owner of the only autowrecking
yard properly zoned within the District, stated it is necessary
to be able to repair vehicles in order to properly Conduct
business in an auto wrecking yard. He went on to state
that he had received approval some two years ago to do
repairs, however, he had never taken out a license and
since that time the zoning regulations had changed and he
was now seeking to be able to obtain a license to be able to
repair vehicles within his yard.

ITEM #22

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1921, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of all the properties
located on the block bounded by Alderson Avenue, Nelson
Street, Brunette Avenue and LeBleu Street.

The Deputy Clerk read a letter from the Maillardville
Bi-cultural Society dated February 11th, 1971 supporting
the rezoning of 1010 Alderson Avenue to RM-3.

There was no opposition expressed to the other rezonings
in this area.

ITEM #23

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1922, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at
705 North Road from Residential Medium Density (RT-1)
to Multiple Family Residential (RM-2) for purposes of
apartment development. A Mr. Clarke, the owner of
Lot A, adjacent to this property, opposed the rezoning
as he felt that an apartment on this site would increase

traffic congestion in the area, increase the child
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population, tenants of the block would be walking dogs on his
boulevard and also apartment would eventually affect the
commercial value of his property.

Mr. Brownlee, the architect for the project, stated that this
property was rezoned from RM-2 to that of a lower category
last year in order to obtain control of the type of development
and the owner was assured at that time that should an
application be made at a future date that it would most
be approved as it was within the apartment areas approved
by Council.

Mr. Brownlee showed an artist's conception of the proposed
building and stated that the apartment would have 18 two
bedroom units, 36 one bedroom units and 13 studio units
and would have parking on the basis of one and one half
cars per unit.

Mrs. Nichol inquired of the architect why they do not build
high rises rather than three storey walk up apartments and
the architect stated that it was simply.a matter of economics
as it would cost an additional $20 to $25 per month per suite
to amortize the additional costs necessary to build a high
rise apartment.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

That the Public Hearing adjourn temporarily to 7. 30 p. m.
on Tuesday, February 16th, 1971 so that further irf ormation
may be introduced.

CARRIED

Mayor Ballard therefore declared the meeting adjourned to
7. 30 p.m. Tuesday, February 16th, 1971.

February 16th, 1971

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

The adjourned Public Hearing of February 11th, 1971 reconvened

on Tuesday, February 16th, 1971 at 7. 30 p. m. in the Council Chambers
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. with all
Members of Council present.

Also present were Mr. D. M. Buchanan, Municipal Planner,
and Mr. T. Kl assen, Deputy Clerk.

ITEM #7

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1906, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at 791

Clarke Road from Local Commercial (C-2) to Residential
Medium Density (RT- 1).
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Adjourned Public Hearing Minutes, contd.

The Deputy Clerk read a letter from Gold Medal Developments
Ltd. received by the Clerk's Office, February 15th, 1971
objecting to the rezoning of the property as it was their feeling
this would reduce the value of their property which is
immediately adjacent.

ITEM #20

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1919, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property at 312
Schoolhouse Street for townhousing development.

The Deputy Clerk read a brief from the Municipal Planner
dated February 16, 1971 dealing with the following items:

1. Schools,

2. Wildwood Mobile Home Park,
3. Vacancy Rates,
4. Site Coverage of Project.

A copy of this report is attached.

Mr. Richardson of the Rochester Ratepayers Association
stated that with regard to the njmber of children that could
come from Wildwood Mobile Home Park, their Association
has misinterpreted the figures and were not aware that the
park was divided into three sections with 118 bays in the
family section.

Mr. Richardson did point out that there is nothing to stop the
Wildwood Mobile Home Park from allowing children on all
264 bays which would substantially increase the school
population from this Court.

Mr. Richardson, speaking in regard to kindergartens, stated
that school board figures show these as over capacity at
the present time in schools in the area that could be affected
by further population growth as a result of townhousing at
312 Schoolhouse Street.

With respect to vacancy rates, Mr. Richardson stated that
their figure was obtained from figures quoted to a meeting of
the Landlord and Tenant Committee.

It was Mr. Richardson's contention that the matter of rezoning
for townhousing was a matter of principle in that Council were
not observing a previous resolution of the A. P. C. which
stated that applications for townhousing should not be
considered until such time as Council had considered a by-law
governing townhouse development.

Ald. Gilmore stated that the resolution adopted by the A. P. C.
was not considered separately by Council but was part of the
A. P. C. Minutes received by Council. Ald. Gilmore further
stated that Council had actually considered the matter of
townhousing, however, no action as such has been taken
beyond consideration of the subject.
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The Planner reiterated his statement given to the Public Hearing
on February 11th, 1971 that this development has been
considered by the A. P. C. and by the Design Panel on two
occasions and were the Municipality to initiate regulations
governing townhousing, this project would meet all
regulations.

MOVED BY ALD. BEWLEY
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU

That the Public Hearing adjourn.

Adjournment - 8 p.m.

CA RRIED

CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING - FEBRUARY 11, 1971
FROM COQUITLAM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

I hereby submit evidence to the Public Hearing. I would note
firstly that Items #1 to #18 are related to a report made to
Council on November 2, 1970. Council approved the idea of
"zoning back" nineteen isolated commercially zoned sites,
subject to all objections being referred back to Council. The
latter has been done over the last few months as letters were
received and one application was withdrawn because of concrete
plans to build on the site. I might say that the intent was to
provide an answer to Council's request for some means to control
development of such sites.

ITEM #1 (Z-79-70)

A letter was received from Imperial Oil Ltd. objecting to the
rezoning from C-2. This property is within the South Lougheed
Area which was being examined in 1969 as to alternatives for
development and the policy has been to maintain an area in
conventional residential use until the future of the area has
been resolved.

ITEM #2 (Z-80-70)

Letter received from T.A. & S. McGough dated January 4, 1971
objecting to the rezoning from C-2. This is in the same area
as Item #1.

ITEM #3 (Z-81-70)

No letter received. This is located in Brunette Area.

Item #4 (Z-82-70)

Letter received from P. Hansen dated December 15, 1970. This
by-law was recommended only to be taken to a three reading stage
so as not to jeopardize an apartment zoning application (Z-33-69)
utilizing the property. Final reading would only be given if the
apartment development scheme fell through.

11 1



- L -

Item #5 (Z-83-70)

This item is similar to Item #4 with a letter from P. Hansen
dated December 17, 1970. It is the site for "The Homestead"
Cabaret but is involved in an apartment rezoning (Z-720).
Again, this application should not be taken beyond a three
reading stage unless the apartment scheme does not proceed.

I tem #6 (Z-85-70)

No letter received. This application is in Brunette Avenue
area also.

Item #7 (Z-86-70)

Letter received from W. Thompson,
1970 objecting to C-2 zoning. The
by a one-family dwelling adjacent
at Clarke Road and Glenayre Drive.
corridor of the Chines Expressway.

Item #8 (Z-87-70)

Solicitor, dated December 15,
lot in question is occupied

to the corner store on Lot 63
This site is also on the

I was in conversation with a Mr. Baker in regard to this
application. He represents the company owning the land in this
area.

Item #9 (Z-88-70)

This is municipally owned land intended to become part of the
roadway intersection design. The Engineering Supervisor and I
have communicated on this matter, agreeing that a roadway design
is required and eventual dedication of part or all of this
property. It is included in the isolated sites to be treated in
a similar way to privately owned properties.

Item #10 (Z-89-70)

No letter received. This is an old medical office.

Item #11 (Z-90-70)

This is land at one time suggested for the Royal Canadian Legion
in the Civic Centre Area., I suggested Civic Institutional (P-1)
zoning of the Civic Centre Area in December, 1970 to the Parks
and Recreation Director, but received no response as yet.



Item #12 ( Z-91 _7~

No letter received. This is occupied by residential use dnd is
next door to service station-store at Dewdney Trunk Road-
Lougheed Intersection. Crossing of CPR Mainline will affect
access to this lot.

Item #13 (Z-92-70)

No letter received. Service station redevelopment scheme
proposed in past, but not carried forward due to Highways
Department requirements for future widening and setback of
building. This is also on the Lougheed Highway opposite Kingsway
entrance to Port Coquitlam.

Item #14 (Z-93-10)

No letter received. This is small lot adjacent to industrial
area.

Item #15 (Z-94-70)

No letter received. Same area as Item #14.

Item #16 (Z-95-70)

No letter received. There has been a previous application by
owner for industrial development who I spoke to in the summer
of 1970. It is unknown why the area was zoned C-2 in the past.

Item #17 (Z-84-70)

Letter received from Walter C. MacDonald, Solicitor, dated
January 14, 1971 objecting to the C-2 zoning. This is former
store on Laval Square.

Item #18 (Z-103-70

Owner contacted me by telephone. This site is occupied by
existing store and I suggest that property should retain C-2
zoning. This is not a site comparable to the others and actually
should be considered for corner store C-1 zoning.
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Item #19 (Z-101-70)

This application involves three lots formerly part of Z-20-69
which also involved three lots to the east. Two smaller scale
apartment projects will result rather than an excessively long
building.

Item #20 (Z-68-70)

This application stems from an earlier application, Z-512, made
on December 1, 1966 by Glenwood Developments and covering a
considerably larger area. That application, for RM-2 deg s i ty
development, proceeded to the three reading stage, but plans
were never presented to the Design Committee for review and the
application became null and void in March of 1969. The developer
had however consolidated the site and constructed a portion of
roadway to give access from Schoolhouse to the park area to the
north.

On February 23, 1970 a fresh application (Z-26-70) was received
from Balfour Construction, acting as agents for Trans Pacific
Investments, to develop townhousing on a portion of the lands
covered by the original application. The application was referred
to Public Hearing, and thereafter to the Advisory Planning
Commission, since the proposed density of about 20 units per acre
was considered too high for townhouse development. The Commission
made the following recommendation on September 2, 1970:

"That the Commission recommend to Council what
while townhousing should be encouraged as a
desirable form of housing, and while the Commission
wishes to encourage the development of this site,
any townhousing project in Coquitlam should meet
the guidelines set out in the Planner's Townhousing
Report, including a maximum density of approximately
15 units per acre, and that developments specifically
for townhousing should not be considered until a
zoning category and regulations suitable for town-
housinq have been considered by Council.

CARRIED."

On September 14, 1970, Council declined to give the rezoning
by-law three readings.

At the beginning of November, 1970, Trans Pacific Investments
made a further application, (Z-68-70), this time for development
at the 15 units per acre recommended by the Commission. Because
of the lower density, this application was for RM-1 zoning, as
opposed to the RM-2 density requested in previous applications.
(About one-third of the site is already zoned RM-1). Council



referred the application to the Advisory Planning Commission
which made the following recommendation on November 18, 1970:

"Whereas the Commission would like to see this site
developed and to ensure that a proper presentation
goes to public hearing, the Commission is willing
to recommend approval in principle, but recommends
that this application not go to public hearing until
review of a more complete submission by the Design
Committee and Planning Department and after final
approval by the Commission.

CARRIED."

The Design Committee reviewed the project on Decehber 2,
December 7 and December 16, 1970, and recommended referral to
public hearing on December 16. The Committee's comments were:

"The Committee feels that the plans as now proposed
are much improved in terms of usable recreational
space, and is willing to recommend referral to public
hearing on the basis of the revised site plan. How-
ever, the alternative elevations now proposed are not
considered satisfactory and should be revised before
the project advances to final design review."

The Commission considered the Design Committee's recommendation
on January .6, 1971 and passed the following resolution:

"That the Commission recommend that this project proceed
to public hearing after the applicants have revised the
proposed elevations to the satisfaction of the Design
Committee.

CARRI ED. it

Council of course decided to refer the application on to a public
hearing since extensive design review is not the procedure
normally followed prior to Public Hearing.

I note that some concern has been expressed about us not
proceeding to establish a Townhouse (RT-2) zoning category and
the applicant proceeding under the Low-Density Apartment (RM-1)
Zone. In fact, the project would meet all expectations as far
as possible by-law requirements in such an RT-1 zone and has
already been extensively revised to "open up" the project in
terms of site planning.



Item #21 (Z-4-71)

This by-law allows for repair of salvaged parts or portions
of derelict vehicles as requested by the applicant. It also
carries forward a recommendation of a limit in number to stored
derelict vehicles on junk yard premises as recommended in a
recent report on Solid Waste Management to GVRD.

Item#22 (Z-96-70)

This application is simply to provide for removal of V-2
zoning in the area south of Alderson Avenue east of IcBle.,
Street, and to properly zone the senior citizens' development
in that area. Rezoning in the future for apartment development
is contemplated in the future under Council's Apartment Areas
Plan, where definite projects are proposed in the area.

Item #23 (Z-74-70)

This location is to the south of an existing apartment site on
Farrow Street at Smith Avenue and within the recognized apartment
area. The site was rezoned to permit only duplex densities in
1970, in order to provide for design control and proper servicing
and is an example of what might happen to land involved under
Item #22 in the future.

DMB/ci

Respectfully submitted,

D.M. Buchanan,
Planninq Director



ROCIIEST M RATEPAY R;'•' ASSOCIATION brief to Council
on re-zoning to Townhouse RM-1, Schoolhouse & Decaire

Febrzary 11th, 1971

Your Worship or_d Aldermen:

n behalf of the Roche,-ter ~0ayers' As: oc ..~tic,n, I am asi,~ing Council

to titrn dovir thi:> a~pl.lic:).tion for re-zonin,,; to R:.:-l. This: stand was not

arrived nt liijitly. VJ.,; i:; t-1^ 3rd time that a Oev, lJoiwicl:t in thi:-, area

has been :)t) ,osed by the residents. What i:; )~_,rhaps unique in

thi :: occasion i:, that the r=Ltepayers felt they had cui ob1i,r;at'cn because of

,he previous a i_;lica,tions to hear the developer's side before they made a

decision. Consequently, a meeting tool: place Mondnj between the

As,c;ociation and Trn.ns-Placif.ic. It was after discus sink th_ nro ject itself

and the prevailing c• nditions in the area that the member; overwhelmingly

took this .stand .and ere feel by doin- so we will hell the corir~iunit:y ?s a

•hole• in jtn ,o •standin- th-, problems involved.

Some of the ~)oirjts that you will hear have been made in our previous

subrais pions, which is not surprisin,; as it was just over 6 months aZo

that we viere r.,.t a '.Public He_!rin,;. They have not lost their validity and,

in fact, after re.~earch by our Associr•tion, -..re even more valid today.

The school situation is always a delicate subject to brim before Coq'_1itl"=1

Council because 2/3 of the Council can be considered well-informed on

this ,tb ject and w.--y thin',: it preswaptuous, on our part in ivi.tig 'Nhat

we feel ire our as::eG,:luent and projection on schools. To investigate the

school : -it:ic..Uon we went to three sources - School Board, jrinci pals

and Manici )o.l Hill. Each .rave conflicting projections, For exa;.inle,

ord Rr.dcn Fovr^1.1. The Sci:ool Board l)ro jection for the tern 71 - 72 i-

i)69 cAuClont ,. The principal feels the maximum they can squeeze into this

school in 553. Another e..am1)ie, the projected enrc)lmer t figure for

Rochester School, as Uiven us by the Superintendent of Schools, was 457.

The pro j^ctF,d .fJ,,ure from ti_e principal of Rochester School was 611, a

whoy,;.int, Oi.fferencc of 154. Perhaps the most stxrtlin,- fit,u2'es come from

the office or the Di.-;tri.ct Su.>eri rite ndent. Projection for Mili-)ide i-.:: 404.

tlaxirnlirl c~~'. citY i,: 391, a poitable. Th-Lt's 23 ^tude.:t•, over

cFa.;,Iac ~.ty. A,t.;t i t, •rr) jested figure is 487, ty 1: 38 -

49 over. `Pt: : r: _,1•) Jc-ution:; do not include th:_% Ho%•ric

the Caf3cy l , 1?obilc Homes,, w..i c:  ..tr: _ .):oved; 
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or the various Brunette Avenue and Laval Square re-zoning applicatione.

The Wildwood expansion alone could bring an additional 600 children'

into the area. It's obvin -is that thcre ari- f;oir.g to be a lot of

boundary chan"nS to accoa.::cdate these children and any e::cess

accolu.:iodation in schools, such as Rochester, wvj.11 soon be overflowin-9

witl.out a.i.y further development beinj, approved.

:,,ardin„ .u1d recreation, there has been almost no ^hange in

tlic situation an it was presented in our la:;t brief vihen jv! )o:i nted

oltt the inadequacy of the present parks, e:,:cept that 30 lot: - t

Luiirenticn ai.(l Ch:?.rland which were under conaLde.ration f-)r parklarid

have bean rec,)m,iiended by the Planner to be cold as a 'iAb-div:i.sion.

There have been some vague su;;estion:: of a lacroc:;e bo in the

Brunette area. You should all be aware of tlac inadequacy of

Roche.-:ter and Mackin pools where there are line-ups of uy) to three hole

for ,iwim..J_n- lesson registration, or just to Uo in for a dip.

Fu_rt1ler develo,utent in the area will only agj,ravate these ~orobiems.

Turnin-; to the actual development, one of the reasons the y){,),jest is

unsatisfactory to the ratepayers is that too many aspects of it are

of an indefinite nature. Trans-Pacific really doesn't know what is

going; on that site themselves. Most of the blaj.ie .for this must fall

on the i.iunicipality. It was our feeling; that the deve=lopers made a

sincere effort to give as the facts, as far as they could, but vie

could lizirdly agree to something that may never take place, or may be

oixite different. For example, there is doubt that the plans left

with us are the latest in a series of .)lans.

1. The Coruitlam Plantier, Mr. Buchanan, on February 9th said that

the site coverage would be 27.69 as oy yaosed to 23.8% on the T)lano we

have. H:i:; exolantion of the discrepancy was "a re--ells elation by 

-i,,)nebody"•

!,n em ).tuyr!r, of L.O. Lund, Architects, claimed the owner of the

~r~ ~ei•ty h-d within lie last weed upon conci(leration of an "econowic

zunalynir;" d(.,cided that "two-bedroom units were marginal" Mild they

would 1,o for 44 tliree-bedroom units of 1287 'q. Ct. each. This would

increase th,; tot!ij fjoor area by 4.08 sq. ft. rind increase the overall

number of' bedroom:: by 12.. (This may account for the 27.64 site

coveruLe)
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As the (l~;•ve.Lc)l,er and tho 1,'ri.lder e::j,res>ed i"norrinee of a

~hlcri 1.11 tit' ;;r.'vc:J pi L, it c )tt t,Ly i)o~ ;l.t: 't ted Ui,-It t}tj.:.

~1.-0 !'li , t. l,lh!'.. L\~(?il pro per in the :1 to - ! un.

Tt!,,  •vationF, are not accer)table to the ci(:1i(7n )^ Therefore,

th- trust be chr,n,-;cd for the third time. It fol l_nw

frot.i the I):i.-ev:i.oas points that the site plan couid ,- lIso be mo(il fled.

A^ there ar.:) no basements in the plan (and we concede that, bas e1a,:- tits

may n•-)t be .fea.s 7)lc) any recreation area Must be deri ved from the

,rotxnds of. the (J -velonment. A careful loo:. sho;11)! ,?c t .J_en of the

pl:cy aarea for children as we feel it i.-, in, d2,,aate. `i';1

srri.;a::ink; pool in of undetermined size and ar)1,,-,ars to be a -,o?,iture

tommis recrclation with no real benefit to all resi,-ients.

money wi.l l not be ar.:•a.nged until after fin,-:,,l a)_-royal is

liven and th..: i).rD ject started. For all. concerned thin, course of

action could n-'ove disastrous.

Trans-P,:,.cific Investments does not kno;•r wLQther thi-> develoy:_tent will

b •

as a rent,,-.>.l y)ro,ject

b. a strata-title ownership by residents

c. or a new concept never before considered or in: )lemcnted
to Mr. 11,, thesonl s knowledge - a rental ^r _tli 01)tion to
a lylly rent as down paytlent.

There i a vast difference arlonf; the three alternr.).tives. All o..)tions

are open.

150 parl;in~; is planned. However, hima..n nature bein„ vih!-.t it is

and Coc,.titl^m's pa rkin(,T by-laws beir- n what they are, it c,--..n be
1 ~ v

reri:;onn.bl.y aF':: med th ,.t a few residents and/or f7uc:1,tB will with

uJ ty -.).-irk on Dr.,,cn.ire Street which is a stone' , throw front the

Y)r)tio c!'t;.,%,,nce^ of 7 units. !!,-try members of the Rocil(!:,ter

yer' :~ A:s::oc ;:ition c:ui testify as to the f,c..ri_i.n ; )rr)blem already

c;rtu: e~J by rR; Y: thon Co:ii-t on Decaire Street.
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Trans-Pacific have never built a purely townhouse development.

If a",roved, this will be first ,renture into town-

ho:xsine. An ineyocrienced townhouse develo~or, ,lus a

r.nuni.ci_ality with no criteria on townhousin, , trying; to do their

with a tiff cult site leaves rate,ayers very concerned

that the end re::ult will be detrimental to the orderly

`;rowth of Coq,_ii t lain. An in-depth study by the muni ci l ~,, li ty of

townhou..iriL. and garden apartments is imperative before -.ruy

t lwnhourt e dev(,loi)me::t takes place. Obvioasly the A'-')C, the desi;;n

),,.nel and thc Planning Departiaent and Council are already agreed

on this 1)oint and that is why Resolution 2243 on townhou.:ing

shoa16 be adhered to.

In concl ision, we would point out that the vaclancy r,-,te for

apa--t*ieiits is 13;x, which means in human terms we are not jeprivin-

anyone of rxcom;:,odation. It also points out there isn't a cryin,r

need for more ci ,%eto,)rent qt thi•: ti:,e.

From our (lisc,.i: Mon on the ~project it„elf, we all seem t- agree

there is a dell).,,rr tc need for Bound plannin- in t1-J.- tyy}c of

dovelo,-Iment and we sabmit that we have rude a :strop,; case tliat

,-i~.ny f^-e'litiers ..rid com.iiunitf services in the 'irea are

co,n_ lets?__y inadequate to accomi odate a_._Y t;,Tpe of deveio,)rac:.t at

th .1 ti?'?e .

the _'efore,:: "-) lr!cil to reject this any l'i cati r)n.

(Pr`s '''nted by Ger-,•y Richardson)



BRIEF TO ADJOURNED PUBLIC HEARING

FEBRUARY 16, 1971 FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Staff have been asked to review the information contained in the

brief presented by Mr. G. Richardson of the Rochester R~Aepayers'

Association to the Public Hearing on February 11, 1971. 
r 

review

as follows:

1. Schools

I attach information received from the School Board Secretary-

Treasurer on enrolments and capacities of schools in the area.

I should explain that there are varying figures on capacities,

depending on whether the high end or low end of. Department of

Education standards are applied. Thus, Mr. Smith has stressed

to me that there is a range of "correct" figures on capacity.

Rochester School, for example, has a capacity range of 651 to

711 pupils, with the capacity of its 18 regular teaching class-

rooms being taken as either 611 or 646, the low and high figures.

permitted by the Department. Kindergarten pupils can reach as

high as 60 with 30 each half day, while special students should

not exceed 15. In January, the actual numbers of pupils were

10 special, 58 kindergarten and 358 regular pupils - a 426 total.

The 47 units proposed in the application for rezoning should be

related to pupil yield figures of the Board of 0.81 elementary,

0.14 junior and 0.04 senior students per 2 and 3 bedroom suite.

The total of 0.99 means virtually one student per unit. It would

seem that the school system can absorb this increase at Rochester

School, even taking into account the fact that Austin, Alderson

and Millside Schools will be near their capacity.

2. Wildwood Mobile Home Park

Approximately 260 bays are proposed on the 30.5 acre Mobile Home

Park site, of which 140 are developed and*50 more are underway.

The spaces would yield 0.34 children per unit according to Mr.

P. Alain"ger in a report to Council in 1969. The Planning
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Department did not supply the "600 children" figure to the

Rochester,Ratepayers as alleged on February 11. This would

mean 5 children per new bay. We suspect that Mr. Allinger's

report has been misinterpreted so that his figure of 3 pupils

per acre has been applied against a higher maximum bay figure.

All I can say on 1971 projections allowing for this Mobile

Home Park operation is that I raised 'the question of the V~,rk

at our liaison meeting with School Board officials in Ceptember,

1970. I am assured that there is no.problem with accommodation

of pupils from this Mobile Home Park.

3. Vacancy Rates

The 13% vacancy rate was not released by the Planning Department.

The only information we have is obtained from Central Mortgage

and Housing Corporation and our parking survey of apartments

completed in 1970.

The December, 1970 figure was 5.5% according to CMHC for all

apartments in the School District completed for at least six

months. In June, 1970 CMHC also did a vacancy survey which

indicated a level of 8.4% in Coquitlam, up from 1.4% in

December, 1969 and 1.8% in June, 1969. I note that our own

survey, based on a random sample determined that 144 of 1,384

suites were vacant earlier in the spring of 1970 resulting in

a figure of 10.5%. Our survey just covered apartments in the

District of Coquitlam and not the whole School District.

4. Site Coverage of Project

The 23.8% figure is as supplied by the Architect while the

27.6% was worked out by a staff member of the Planning Department.

The latter figure includes land covered by proposed carports.

We would recommend a maximum site coverage of 30% for such a

housing scheme and the proposal is well below this figure.
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SCHOOL DISTRICT No. 43 (COQUITLAM)

550 POIRIER ST.

February 12, 1971- COQUITLAM. B. C.

C=43

Mr. Don Buchanan 

(,FEPlanner,District of Coquitlam B 51971
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam n f,.

Dear Sir:

This letter is further to our discussion regarding school
accommodation for elementary pupils in the south-western section

of the District of Coquitlam.

I have compiled the information on the attached table. I should

point out to you that the school capacity figure indicates the

.maximum enrolment that the school will accommodate in accordance

with the Provincial Government Regulations. The Board of School

Trustees, as you know, has to constmct facilities within these

regulations. In the case of Millside School, I have included

in capacity one portable classroom which is located at that

school. In the case of Alderson Elementary, I have included

in capacity two portable classrooms located in that site, but I

have not indicated in capacity the two rooms which we are

currently renting from the Fatima School.

You will note that I have shown a total column headed Kindergarten

at z. This total presents the enrolment in kindergarten

classrooms as i because a room can be used for two kindergarten
classes each day.



Mr. Buchanan
February 12, 1971
continued ...........

In my opinion, a total showing kindergarten at 2 gives a
more accurate comparison between the capacity of the school
and the enrolment now and in September.

With regard to the September enrolment, 2 should wish to
point out that the final estimate of pupils will not be
made until at least May when more accurate data is available.

I should point out also, that the actual enrolment will not
definitely be known until School opens in September 1971.

Yours truly,

R.C.Smith
Secretary-Treasurer

RCS/aw
c. c. Mr. Paton

s



SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 43 (Coquitlam) Feb.ruary 12, 1971

TOTAL

SCHOOL ENROLMENT TOTAL Kindergarten Cz
Kind. Spec. Regular

Rochester El.

Capacity(Max.) 50 15 646 711 686

Jan. 31/71 (actual) 58 -10 358 426 3q7

Sept.1971 (Est.) 65 15 402 482 449

Millside E1.

Capacity (Max.) * 50 15 286 351 326

Jan. 31/71(actual) 60 15 259 334 304

Sept/71 (Est.) 50 15 239 304 279

Austin E1.

Capacity (Max.) 50 30 394 474 449

Jan. 31/71 (actual) 56 30 381 467 439

Sept./71 (est.) 55 30 372 457 429

Alderson E1. .

Capacity (Max.) ** 50 15 394 459 * 434*

Jan. 31/71 (actual) 80 12 370 462 422

Sept ./71 (Est.) 85 15 386 486 443

Montgomery

Capacity (Max) 100 - 574 674 624

Jan.31/71 (actual) 60 _ 537 597 567

Sept.71 (Est.) 60 - -..533 593 . 563

-nit-"---- - n~. aides 
'r 
portZi e

k* In-Ludes 2 portable units _ does not include 2 rented rooms.
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2
Total

School _ Enrolment Total Kind. z
Kind. Spec. Regular

Vanier E1.

Capacity (Max.) 60 _ 646 706 C,76

Jan. 31/71 (actual) 72 _ 565 637 601

Sept. 71 (Est.) 75 - 577 652 614

Mundy Rd.

Capacity (Max.) 100 15 538 653 603

Jan.31/71 (actual) 58 15 540 613 584

Sept.71 (Est.) 56 15 569 640 612

iv-v /s sly 6117 E9
v 7v

q36-71

v s
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Thursday, May 13, 1971

Public Hearing - 7:30 P.M.

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the
Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. on
Thursday, May 13th, 1971 at 7:30 p.m. to deal with applications
to amend Zoning By-Law $.60- and.-am-e.nd:ing--by-laws.

All members of Council were present as well as Mr: D.M. Buchanan,
Director of Planning and Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk.
The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on May 7, 1971
and May 8, 1971, in the Enterprise on May 6, 1971 and in the
Coquitlam Herald on May 4, 1971.

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY

That the Mayor act-as Chairman of the Public
Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Clerk
to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED.

The Director of Planning submitted written comments on each
item and a copy i§ attached to these minutes.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 13/71.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1949, 1971".

This item dealt with the rezoning of property
located in the vicinity of Lougheed Highway and
Redwood Avenue for purposes of constructing a
Justice Building.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z 14/71.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1950, 1971".

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located
at 516 and 520 Cottonwood Avenue for purposes of
Apartment Development.

There was no opposition expressed to this
application.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z 14/71.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1951,1971".

This item dealt with the rezoning of property
located at 528 Cottonwood Avenue and was initiated by
the Municipality to gain control of development
of the property concerned.



Public Hearing Minutes
May 13, 1971 (cont'd.)

- 2 -

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 5/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1952, 1971".

This item dealt with the rezoning of 611 Thompson
Avenue for purposes of Duplex Development.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #5.- Reference No. Z 71/70.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1953, 1971".

This item dealt.-.with amendments to By-Law No. 1863
to allow certain accessory uses in Apartment Zones.

There was no opposition expressed to this, application.

ITEM #6 — Reference No. Z 71/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1954, 1971."

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located
at the southwest corner of Blue Mountain Street
and Austin Avenue for purposes of erecting a
Senior Citizens Housing Project.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #7 - Reference No. Z 17/71.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1955, 1971."

This item dealt with amendments By-Law 1565 to allow
persons to reside in campsites for a period of
up to 60 days and also to all construction of
campsites with an area of 900 square feet.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

ITEM #8 - Reference No. Z 20/71.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1956, 1971."

This item dealt with the rezoning of property owned
by Deeks-LaFarge Limited situated on Pipeline Road
for purposes of Gravel Pit Development.

The Planner explained that the property involved
would eventually form part of Park Development
agreed to by Deeks-LaFarge.
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Public Hearing Minutes
May 13, 1971 (cont'd.)

- 3 -

A Mr. Dionne of 3129 Ozada objected to the rezoning

0 
on the grounds of the present problems being
encountered with truck traffic in the area.

A Mr. Johson of Pipeline Road raised some
questions regarding the level of excavations and
received answers from both members of Council and
the Director of Planning.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. MCKENZIE
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 7:50 p.m.

CARRIED.

CHAIRMAN

0
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Tuesday, May 25th, 1971 ~~
Public Hearing - 7:30 p.m. 

Re, No.

0
PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal
Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. on Tuesday, May 25,
1971 at 7:15 p.m. to deal with an application to amend Zoning
By-Law No. 860 and amending by-laws.

Members of Council present were Mayor Ballard, Ald. L. Bewley,
Ald. J. Gilmore, Ald. C. McKenzie, Ald. R. Stibbs and Ald. J. 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 Wednesday, May 19th, 1971 and
Thursday, May 20th, 1971 as well as in the~Enterprise on May 20th,
1971. 

MOVED BY ALD. GILMORE
SECONDED BY ALD. TONN

That Mayor Ballard act as Chairman to the
Public Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen,
Deputy Municipal Clerk act as Secretary to
the Public Hearing.

CARRIED.

The Planner submitted a written brief to the Public Hearing
dated May 25th, 1971 on behalf of the Coquitlam Planning
Department in which he submitted evidence of matters coming
before the Public Hearing. A copy of this submission is
attached to the Minutes.

ITEM #1

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1953, 1971."

O 
This item dealt with the amendment to the service
commercial zone by the addition of a clause to
allow publishing, printing and distribution of
newspapers in a Service Commercial Zone.

There was no opposition expressed to the application.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. TONN
O SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY

That the Public Hearing adjourn.

CARRIED.

Adjournment - 7:20 p.m.

1

CHAIRMAN
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BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING -,MAY 25, 1971 FROM PLANNING DEPT.

Subject: Site Development-,of Trapp Motors Location for
Columbian Newspaper Operation

Council asked that I comment on how best to obtain

necessary improvements to the area surrounding the Trapp

O Motors site. I discussed this with officials from the

Columbian Co. Ltd., and in particular Mr. J.H. Storm,

Business Manager. He indicated that the Company was quite

willing to give an undertaking that the highest standards

for landscaping of the site proposed to be obtained by the

Columbian would, in fact, be given. We discussed the question

of planters to break up extensive expanses of pavement, and

beautification of the front end along North Road.

As far as the areas adjoining, which are to be

retained by Trapp Motors Ltd., this would appear to be a

matter which is beyond the control of the Columbian. As

explained in another.report to Council, the Columbian is only

securing a 200x500 foot site adjacent to the existing Trapp

Motors building and not the whole area owned - by the latter

Company. It would not seem justified to require the Columbian

to finance the improvement of this area. Furthermore, it is

difficult to see where we have the necessary powers to require

Trapp Motors Ltd. to do this work. It would appear that we

will have to await development of these areas before securing

landscaping improvements.

I also asked the Columbian as to their plans for

O renovation of the building and for exterior advertising.

Only minor renovations are actually required within the

building and use of the existing Trapp Motors sign is evidently

proposed. A further sign may be put on the building face for

direction to the printing division. The relocation programme

will evidently take three to four months to complete since the

installation of the presses involves considerable work.

o
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Itrust this information will be sufficient for

Council in regard to the proposed use of the Trapp Motors

site for this newspaper operation.

Respectfully submitted,

O .. D.M. Buchanan,
DMB/ci Planning Director

i
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Tuesday, June 1,

Public Hearing -

1971

7115 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the
Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette AY,enue, Coquitlam, B. C: on
Tuesday, June 1, 1971 at 7:15 p.m. to deal with an application
to amend Zoning By-Law 860 and amending by-laws.

All members of"Council were present as well as Mr. D. M. Buchanan,
Director of Planning and Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk.
The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on Wednesday,
May 26 and Thursday, May 27, 1971 as well as in the Enterprise
on Thursday, May 27, 1971.

MOVED BY ALD. TONN
SECONDED BY ALD. BOILEAU

That the Mayor act as Chairman of the Public
Hearing and that Mr. T. Klassen act as Clerk
to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED.

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z 33/71.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1966, 1971"

This item dealt with an amendment to the Service
Commercial By-Law No. 1051 deal,ing with the parking
reg0trements for establishments within Service

'Commercial zones.

There was no opposition expressed to the proposed
rezoning.

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU
SECONDED,BY ALD. STIBBS

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 7:25 p.m.

CARRIED.

CHAIRMAN
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Tuesday, June 29, 1971 i
Council Chambers 
Municipal Hall  1 

3

1111 Brunette Avenue I
Coquitlam, B.C.

PUBLIS

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Hall,
1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitla, B.C. on Tuesday, June 29, 1971, at

C 7:15 p.m. to deal with two amendments to the Zoning Amendment By-Law
1971, as well as Zoning Amendment By-Law 860 and amending by-laws.

All members of the Council were present save Ald. Tonn. Eighty six
ratepayers and Press were in attendance along with staff.

MOVED BY ALD. GILMORE
SECONDED BY ALD. MCKENZIE

That His Worship Mayor Ballard act as Chairman of the
Public Hearing.

CARRIED

MOVED BY ALD. GILMORE
SECONDED BY ALD. STIBBS

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

CARRIED

The Clerk was instructed to read proposed amendments
in relation to the properties located in the vicinity
of the Sports Centre on Poirier Street, as an amendment
to By-Law 860 and amending by-laws.

Proposed Amendments:

ITEM #1 -

"The District of Con_uitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1971, 1971"

Clause #1 - Lot Q of D.L. 357, Plan 21332, N.W.D. be
rezoned from Residential Low Density (RS-1) to Civic
Institutional (P-1).

Clause #2 - Lot 25 of Lots 12 and 13, D.L. 358, Plan
24695, N.W.D. be rezoned from Residential Low Density
(RS-1) to Civic Institutional (P-1).

Clause #3 - N 1/2 Lot 16, D.L. 358, P1. 1565, N.W.D.
be rezoned from Residential Low Density (RS-1) to Civic
Institutional (P-1).

Clause #4 - Lot P of Lots 8 to 10, D.L. 357, P1. 21332,
N.W.D. be rezoned from Residential Low Density (RS-1)
to Civic Institutional (P-1).

Clause #5 - Rem. Lot 13, D.L. 358, Plan 1565, N.W.D.
be rezoned from Residential Low Density (RS-1) to Civic
Institutional (P-1).

Clause #6 - Lot 14, D.L. 358, Plan 1565, N.W.D. be
rezoned from Residential Low Density (RS-1) to Civic
Institutional (P-1).

Clause #7 - Lot 15, D.L. 358, P1. 1565, N.W.D. be
rezoned from Residential Low Density (RS-1) to Civic
Institutional (P-1).
(All properties located in the vicinity of the Sports Centre
on Poirier Street.)



- 2 -

Tuesday, June 29, 1971.

Public Hearing Minutes

There was no opposition to the proposal other than Mr. James
who requested the uses to be read out by the Planner regarding
Civic Institutional P-1 zone and its uses.

Mr. James seemed to complain that he had a P-1
zoning and he was opposed on the grounds that he didn't like

it for his property and discussions seemed to centre around

his understanding of what a P-1 was.

The Clerk was instructed to read the next -clause of the Hearing
which had to do with an amendment to the old Zoning By-Law 860
and the amending by-laws instituting thereto a clause that would
be cited as the Civic Institutional P-1 and uses permitted.

Clause #1 was then read:

Clause 1 - Subsection A of Clause 3 - "Uses", of "The District
of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1649, 1969"
is hereby repealed and the following substituted
therefore:

"A.) In Civic Institutional (P-1) Districts, the
following uses shall be permitted:

Federal, Provincial and Municipal Offices,

C Schools, Colleges, Public Hospitals, Community
Centres, Libraries, Museums, Parks, Playgrounds,
Cemeteries, Highways and Highway Improvements, and
Waterways; a use providing the Municipality with
water, sewer, electrical, telephone, and similar
services including all utilities, and traffic signs."

Many of the ratepayers took part and spoke in regard
to this zoning and at times it became a debate.
Mr. James Wolf;,, representing himself, read a report.
Mrs. Rowland spoke in regard to Park Dedication and
its present standing in Court. Mr. Don Cunnings
replied on the matter. Mr. M. J. Butler stated that
the By-Law dedicating the Glen Park had been submitted
with other documents to the Supreme Court and was
acceptable.

The Mayor announced that the time for the Hearing has
elapsed and it is now time to commence the Council
Meeting and asked what was the pleasure of Council,
and they concluded that they would continue until all

01 

had had an opportunity to speak.

Mr. Ted Kupillas on Westwood Drive stated that trucks
2,000 per day would definitely spoil his residential
area, besides losing part of the park.

Mr. James stated that his 110 acres zoned P-1 was
definitely of no value and he would oppose the zoning
of the park road.

Mr. Thomas Doyle spoke briefly in regard to his interest
at Crabbe and Westwood.

Mr. Rowland at 1088 Westwood stated that he had paid taxes
since 1927 and opposed the change in zoning of the park.

Mr. Roland Kjelson asked certain questions and as the Mayor and
Aldermen spoke he interrupted and the Mayor warned him
that if order was not maintained, the Hearing would be
adjourned.

Mrs. L. Hughes, 1086 Westwood asked who could be heard and
who could not he heard on this matter and what views had
been reported on by the Associated Engineers as to the B-1
route.

The Manager retrieved the report from the Administration
Section of the building and read it to the meeting.

Mr. Bob James popped up again and brought up the J. Cewe
offer to build the road at no cost to this municipality.
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Ald. McKenzie spoke on the question of schools and the
hope that the opening of the Westview School will remove
the hazard of children crossing the truck route.

Mrs. Helen Langfield stated that the A-1 route would
create the same circumstances of children having to
cross the truck route and the answer was that the
two schools would be available and the parents could
request that a child attend one school or the other
and that would be up to the parents.

His Worship complimented Mr. Wolf for his presentation
~I and wondered why we had not hired him as a consultant

before now.

Ald. Stibbs requested that we should hear any new
evidence otherwise adjourn.

Charles Hughes, 1086 Westwood, stated that if this
goes through he would be affected and would like to
know from Council how he would be affected.

Ald. McKenzie stated that this is a housekeeping matter,
the By-law has been passed and the road can be built
as an alternate short thrm_and that the By-Law authorizing
the building of the road Was considered by the Legal
.Department proper to rezone.for•r.oad construction.

Mrs. Rowland asked if the railway spur line could not
be used, and thereby take this traffic through an
undeveloped area.'

Mr. Oliver then addressed Council on Pipeline and Glen
Drive and the different alternatives. At one time we
were helping industry get its feet on the ground and
now the small single axle 2 or 3 yard truck is being
replaced by the tandem which seems to be about a half
a block long and noise generating in proportion.
Council should keep this in mind in regard to any
route that is chosen.

Mr. Luschnat of Ozada Avenue stated that he has lived in
the area for 25 years and was the first bulldozer operator
in the park as it was being constructed and it is a pioneer
work. Mr. Herb Torrance of the Port Coquitlam S.P.E.C.
organization suggested relying on the engineer to make
decisions and not to bring in consultants.

Mr. Bob James again pressed the meeting with the gravel
operators and Mr. Cewe's cooperative offer.

Mrs. Rowlands stated that if it is necessary to pass the
corner of the school, she was sure that citizens would
patrol, this should not be considered as a deterrent.

MOVED BY AID. MCKENZIE
SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY

That as there Are no other viewpoints, especially of a
new nature that the meeting adjourn. 9:05 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN
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Thursday, June 3, 1971
Public Hearing - 7:30 p.m.

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C.
on Thursday, June 3, 1971 at 7:30 p.m. to deal with the
"Proposed New Zoning By-Law No. 1928" for the District of
Coquitlam.

Members of Council present were Mayor J. L.
Ballard, Ald. L. A. Bewley,Ald. R. A. Boileau, Ald. C. W.
McKenzie, Ald. R. B. Stibbs and Ald. J. L. Tonn. Also
present were Mr. D. M. Buchanan and Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in the
Columbian on May 27th and 28th, 1971, in the Coquitlam
Herald on May 18th, 1971 and May 25th, 1971 as well as in the

_ Enterprise on May 13th and 20th, 1971.

Notices of the Public Hearing together with copies
of the Zoning Maps as of December 1970 and the proposed
zoning By-Law were mailed to all Ratepayers Associations
as well as to all local newspapers, surrounding Municipalities, and
the School District,, with_ co~pi°es of the :.pro.p.o,sea. By_ -Law going to
more than: 60 dever`opers ̀,w-ho, nave. ii'ad deal ~nas with th-e
District of Coquitlam.

MOVED BY ALD. STIBBS
SECONDED BY ALD. MCKENZIE

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

CARRIED.

The Director of Planning opened the Hearing by
presenting a written brief on changes which he would
recommend be made to the proposed By-Law and taking into account
recommendations made in a brief submitted by Mr. J. F. Alley
of Alley Estates Limited. A copy.of the Planner's brief
dated June 3, 1971 as well as a Copy of the brief presented
by Alley Estates are attached hereto and form a part of these
minutes.

The Planner stated that he had received two other
written briefs, one from B.A.C.M. Limited and one from
School District #43 (Coquitlam), however, these had been
received on the day of the Hearing and he had not had an
opportunity to comment on them in his prepared brief. Copies
of these Briefs are attached and form apart of the minutes.

The Municipal Planner went through his prepared
brief item by item and answered questions posed by members
of Council.

Mr. Gerry Richardson representing the Rochester
Ratepayers Association presented a written brief and .copy
of the brief is attached and forms a part of these minutes.

. 2
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Mr. Poul Hansen addressed the Public Hearing and
requested that consideration be given to the following items,

#1 An index in the By-Law

#2 There are some conflicts between the
Zoning By-Law and the National Building Code
and the Zoning By-Law should state therefore
that the most stringent of the regulations of
the two By-Laws would apply.

#3 - Building - the definition of a building
should take into consideration air supported
structures.

#4 - Page 4 - Family - the definition should
be broadened to take into consideration the mode
of living of today where persons living together
are not necessarily related by marriage.

#5 - Gross Floor Area - difference between
National Building Code and the proposed By-Law.
The Zoning By-Law should make reference to the
difference.

#6 - Design Panel - no mention made in the By-Law
having reference to the Design Panel and its
functions and scope.

#7 - Page 5 - Mobile Home Park Use. - the
definition should be expanded by the addition
of "and permitted uses."

#8 - Page 11 - 307 (1) (a) change the wording
to read "signed by.th"e registered owner," and not
by the applicant.

# 9 - Page 17 - 402 (1) (d) - needs further
clarification for easier interpretation.

#10 - Page 19-403 (3) (a) - change the last word
in the third sentence from "face" to "fact".

#11 - Page 41-703 (1) (c) should be changed
for easier interpetation in light of section
703 (1 ) (f).

#12 - Page 42 (3) (a) (1) should change 140O square feet to 145 square feet to meet the recommend-
ations in the Residential Standards.

Mr. V. Parker appeared on behalf of B.A.C.M. Ltd.
and stated that along with his written brief he would like to
comment and emphasize some points made in the Brief. Mr. Parker
suggested that possibly the Municipality had not properly
advertised the Proposed By-Law as the intent advertised stated
this was a consolidation of all existing By-Laws whereas after
reading it he felt that it was a complete new By-Law. Mr.
Parker stated that possibly if the By-Law had been properly
advertised more people would have attended in his view.

. . 3
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Mr. Parker also stated - that he felt that By-Laws
should be correct and he felt that some authority for actions
being taken in the By-Law have no basis in law.,

Mr. Parker also stated that when going through
the By-Law inconsistencies had arisen to his mind between the
Building By-Law, Subdivision By-Law and the proposed'-Zoning
By-Law. _As an example he cited the fact that the proposed
Zoning By-Law makes reference to a Street and Traffic By-Law
and when he had attempted to obtain the said By-Law he found there
was no such By~Law. He would, therefore, like clarified
when references are made to other By-Laws are they specific
By-Laws.

Ald. McKenzie stated that up to this point
Mr. Parker had not directed his discussion to the By-Law
before the Public Hearing and requested that he now do this
and that he be specific. Ald. McKenzie also stated that the
purpose of the Public Hearing was to deal with the -details of
the proposed By-Law and -unless Mr. Parker was prepared to deal
with the details of the By-Law perhaps he should retire as
he had not come prepared to discuss the purpose of this
meeting.

Mr. Parker then asked Council to consider the
pointt,:made in his Brief.

A Mr. Hagel addressed the Public Hearing and
requested that -Council consider the possibility of allowing
smaller lots than 7,000 square feet toaccommodate smaller
houses for older people rather than force them into apartments.
See page 3.0 (2)(b). Mr. Hagel suggested a lot in the area
of 3,000 square feet. He further suggested some other changes
as listed below:.

1) Page 34 (h)(1) Mr. Hagel suggested that
0.35 foor ratio was too little building for the amount of land
in an RM-1 Zone and the property would have more value as
single family property. He felt there was possibly too
large a spread between the ratio for the RM-1 Zone and the
RM-2 Zone.- Mr. Buchanan felt that this point had merit and
should be considered and possibly raised to 0.4 or 0.45.

2) Page 40 (6)(b) Mr. Hagel felt that parking
should be allowed to the front of the store in order to
allow them to be competitive with existing corner stores.

O Mr. Hagel also felt that the submission made by
Rochester Ratepayers Organization requesting 30 days clear
notice of a Public Hearing was too much as other procedures
involved in rezoning presently take about two months and this
woudl undul'y-;extend rezoning applications being completed.

Mr. Richardson in rebuttal stated that organizations
require a fair notice in order to call their members to a meet-
ing and to prepare a brief if they wish to object to the rezoning.

. 4



Public Hearing Minutes
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ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. MCKENZIE
® SECONDED BY ALD. TONN

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 9:45 p.m.

CARRIED.

0

10

0

CHAIRMAN



BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING - JUNE 3, 1971 FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

C The purpose of the new Zoning By-law has been explained

in the advertising therefore. I am submitting with this brief a

copy of proposed Schedule A to the By-law referred to in S.302

of the By-law No. 1928, this being updated as far as zoning

changes since December, 1970. Also, two maps have been included

for portions of.North-East Coquitlam not covered in the collection

of consolidated maps o  and any errors discovered in the mapping

have been corrected.

Since April 20, 1971 when the By-law was referred to

Public Hearing, we have reviewed the proposal in the light of

enquiries received, submissions made, and as specific examples

being considered in relation to the regulations. As a result,

we are proposing the following amendments to the draft by-law:

1. Page 1 - Change - Definition of accessory home occupation

use.

Comment - Home occupations within housing other than one-

- family dwellings is not permitted under proposed

definition, while they are under present by-.laws.

Also, number of pupils in kindergarten should be

regulated by Social Welfare Department and not in

Zoning By-law and should be called day care centre,

not kindergarten.

Proposal- "shall mean a use accessory to a residential use

where the householder carries on an occupation or

practises a profession; includes approved d,ay care

centre."

2. Page 2 - Change - Removal of word "reasonably suggested by

J. Alley in definition of accessory unenclosed storage use.

Comment — There is no objection to removal of this word which,

as 

Mr. Alley says, could lead to uncertainty and

argument.
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Proposal- That the definition of accessory unenclosed storage

use be amended by removing "reasonably" from the

O third line thereof.

3. Page 3 - Change - J. Alley suggests selling of animals and/or

their by-products under commercial use definition.

Comment - Accessory produce sales is an allowed use of land

in the A-1, A-2 and A-3 zones. The commercial use

O definition pertains to commercial zones, and I

suppose that the broad definition allows for retail

sale of goods such as hides and furs, but not

animals themselves.

Proposal- No need for a change in definition is seen.

4. Page 4 - Change - Concealed parking definition.

Comment - Definition change is suggested so that.parking in

carports and accessory buildings are not concealed

parking and thus bonus of gross floor area not given.

Proposal- Concealed parking "shall mean an off-street parking

use or an accessory off-street parking use located

under cover below the finished ground elevation of

the site, or located within a principal building".

5. Page 4 - Change - Gross Floor Area definition.

Comment Underground parking not specifically excluded from

definition.

Proposal- GFA shall mean "the sum of the areas of each floor

in each building on a lot, measured to the extreme

outer limits of the building, excluding unenclosed

balconies and parts of the building below finished

ground elevation which are not habitable rooms.

6. Page 5 - Change - Interior side lot line and grouping of lot

line definitions proposed by J. Alley.
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Comment- Suggestion is to group rather than alphabetically

list by first word of term defined.

Proposal- No change is proposed although alternative is

possible. My own opinion is that this is simply

a matter of getting used to the approach taken.

7. Page 7 - Change - Storey definition.

Comment - This change is required in order to avoid mis-

understanding as to the cross reference to the

Building By-law.

Proposal- Storey "shall mean the first storey and storeys

above the first storey as determined under the

Building By-law".

8. Page 8 - Change - Removal of "M-4 Waterfront Industrial"

from list of zones.

Comment - No land is zoned for this purpose on the zoning

maps so that this zone cannot be created.

Proposal- That S.302(1) be amended by deleting "M-4 Water-

front Industrial

9. Page 15 - Change Creation of S.312 to cover rezoning and

land use contract applications in progress.

Comment - All rezoning applications which have been given

three by-law readings are amendments to the old

By-law 860. This matter was discussed with the

Municipal Solicitor, and this solution was proposed

to avoid re-application and a public hearing.

Proposal- 312 REZONING AND LAND USE CONTRACT APPLICATIONS
r

IN PROGRESS

(1) Any by-laws which have been 
given 

third

reading by Council, approving in principle

the rezoning of land and thereby amending

Schedule A of By-law No. 860 are hereby

declared to be valid amendments to

C
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Schedule A of this ay -law, and upon

final approval of Council, the lands

described in such by-laws shall be

rezoned accordingly.

(2) Any development areas which have been

designated by a by-law amending

By-law No. 860 are hereby declared to

continue as development areas, thus

enabling land use contracts to be

considered in those areas.

10. Page 17 - Change - The aisle width for parallel parking

queried by J. Alley. Also need for clarity seen in sections

after use in new apartment regulations.

Comment - He is correct that the 18 foot width was intended

for two-way traffic. These provisions were based

on City of New Westminster parking schedule which

has recently been amended for clarity.

Proposal- 402(1)(c) and (d) shall be amended as follows:

"(c) shall have lengths and widths of parking

spaces and manoeuvering aisles not less than

those shown in the following table:

Parking Angle
in Degrees

90
90
90
60

45
30

Parallel

Width of
Parking Space

in Feet

9.5
9.0
8.5
9.0

9.0
9.0
9.0

Length of
Parking Space

in Feet

19
19
19
19

19
19
23

Wi dth of
Aisle in

Feet

20
22
24
18 (one-way

traffic)
13 " 11

11 N It

12 II, 11

(d) shall, where a parking space or manoeuve.ring

aisle abuts a wall along its side, provide an

extra two feet of width for such space or

aisle, in addition to the widths required

under 402(1)(c)."
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11. Page 23 - Change - Parking for junior secondary schools not

indicated.

Comment - Same standard as for elementary schools in present

by-laws. Typographical error.

Proposal- That (4)(a) under Institutional read "kindergartens,

elementary and junior secondary".

12. Page 29 - Change - S.602.(1)(b) thought restrictive by Glen

and East End Ratepayers' group in regard to keeping of

chickens and rabbits on casual basis.

Comment - The intent to prohibit establishment of large.
nuisance agricultural uses such as mink farms,

poultry operations, piggeries, etc. It is

suggested that prohibition be made of commercial

operations.

Proposal- That subsection (b) read as follows:,

"(b) shall not include mushroom growing, or the

keeping of swine, poultry or forbearing

animals for commercial purposes."

13. Page 32 - Change - Suggestion by J. Alley to prohibit keeping

of animals and sale of their by-products 
as a home occupation.

Comment - Subsection (a) states that a home occupation shall

be within a building except for horticulture. Also

restriction.on emission of odour in subsection (e)

is of assistance. However, there would be no

objection to making this point more clearly.

Proposal- That S.602(7)(i) be added to as follows:

"(xi) keeping of animals and sale of such animals
and their by-products."

14. Page 3 - Change - Allow certain accessory uses in apartments.

Comment - Day care centres and accessory workshop - retail

sales areas in senior citizens' housing have.been

considered in the pastas uses in apartment projects.

This was not provided for in new Zoning By-law.
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Proposal- That S.602 be amended by adding a subsection (9)

as follows:.

"(9) An accessory use not specifically referred

to in 601 may be located in a building for
J apartment use specifically limited as follows:

(a) Day care centres

(b) Where the building for apartment use is

limited to senior citizen dwelling units

or sleeping units, resident workshops and

retail sales."

15. Page 36 - Change - Accessory buildings under S.603(4)(a) are

not sufficiently regulated.

Comment - The present regulations set a maximum of 800, square

feet, but never more than 10% of the lot area for

residential zones, and this has worked very well.

It, is also felt that.excessive coverage on apartment

sites should be avoided.

Proposal- That 603(4)(6) read as follows:

"shall not exceed a lot coverage of 10% except

that in the RS-1 and RT-1 ZONES.shall not exceed

800 square feet, and in the RM-1, RM-2, RM-3 and

RM-4 ZONES shall not, together with all other

buildings on the lot, exceed a total lot coverage

of 30q."

16. Page 37 - Change - Apartments in C-2 ZONE.

Comment - This is a fundamental change to regulation as

apartments are to be allowed above commercial

facilities. I feel that this should be allowed in

order to provide areas for living in our commercial

centres.

Proposal- No change is advocated, but Council may wish to

consider removing reference to apartment use in

C-2 Zone in S.701 as this is change .from present

regulations.

0
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17. Page 38 - Change - S.702(1)(d) should be amended to allow

for Columbian site in CS-1 ZONE.

Comment - This is to bring forward recent amendment.

Proposal- That the following be added to 702(l)(d):

"(v) printing, publishing and. distribution of

newspapers."

18. Page 40 - Change - 702(3)(d) length of time for tourists.

Comment - This should be amended to relate to Mobile Home

Park Fee Act.

Proposal— That "60 days" be substituted for "two months"
under S.702(3)(d).

19. Pages 40 & 42 - Change, - 702(5) and 703(2) for apartment

uses. See item 16.

Comment - These provisions should be removed if apartments

not to be allowed in C-2 ZONE.

Proposal- No change is my recommendation as in Item 16.

20. Page 44 - Change - J. Alley suggests adding to'802;as far as

uses permitted in M-1 ZONE since not specifically stated.

Comment - This is good idea to avoid any confusion.

Proposal- That 802 be amended by adding.a new subsection (1)(a):

"(a) in the M-1 ZONE shall include any type of

industrial use as defined by this by=law:"

21. Pages 44, 45, 46, 47 - Change - Removal of reference to

M-4 ZONE.

Comment - This change is in keeping with item 8 with reference

to the M-4 ZONE: I would hope that this zone can be

added back in the future when lands are zoned for

this purpose.

C1
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Proposal- That 802 be amended by amending subsection (a)'

to be designated (b) and to remove the present

subsection (b). Subsection(c) should also be

amended removing reference to M-4 zone, Similar

references in 803(1)(a)(ii) and 803(1)(b)(11 ),

(iii) and (iv) should also be removed.

22. Page 49 - Change - Signs in P-1 Zone under S.903(3).

Comment - The recent concern about the sign at the arena

raises a concern about the size of signs allowed

in the P-1 ZONE. The existing by-law does not

regulate signs in the zone, but this draft simply

applies the same regulations as the residential

zones except for the allowance of individual

lettering of up to 20 square inches in area. The

sign regulations of the new Zoning By-law are not

permanent. We have under preparation a Sign

Control By-law which will replace these provisions.

Proposal- I suggest that 903(3) be amended so"that it only

applies to the P-2 ZONE. The phrase "in the P-2

Zone" should be placed before the words "shall

be limited" in order to do this.

Conclusion

Since this By-law is of a general nature, Council is operating in

a legislative manner and not operating as a judicial body..as in the

case of spot zoning. However, it is important that evidence be con-

sidered in a proper manner. It has been suggested to me by the

Municipal Solicitor that adjournment of the hearing to another date

is desirable if the substance of the By-law is likely to b.e affected

by changes after the hearing. I am prepared to report on further

._> matters raised at the hearing.

I restate again that there are probably "bu.gs" in the By-law

provisions. Amendments will no doubt have to be considered from

time to time as is the case with other similar by—laws. At least

C
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we now have a consolidated by-law that can be kept up to date

year to year, bringing in the amendments made in that year. We

are already working on such amendments:

(1) Development area designation and land use contract procedures.

(2) Townhouse zoning and regulations therefore.

(3) Sign Control By-law requiring repeal of sign provisions in

Zoning By-law.

If changes of a substantial nature are considered desirable at

the public hearing, then it may be that the by-law should be

adopted and these changes studied on a similar basis.

Respectfully submitted,

DMB/ci D.M. Buchanan,
Planning Director
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d+~ ALLEY ESTATES LIMITED
570-B CLARKE ROAD COQUITLAM. B.C. TELEPHONE: 939-9295

yfC ~AL~y "The People Who Care"

0 
~~064

JEROME F. ALLEY, PRESIDENT

NOTARY PUBLIC

May 10, 1971

The Corporation of the District
of Coquitlam,

O 1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Attention: T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk

Gentlemen: Re: Proposed Zoning By-Law.

With respect to your letter of May 4th, 1971, our comments
are outlined here below:

Page 2:

Accessory unenclosed storage use:

We feel the word "reasonably" should be deleted from this
paragraph or it should be further defined as to who is going
to qualify what is reasonable and by what standards. From
experience we find the word is dangerous and can lead to many
complications.

Page

Commercial Use:

We feel should include the selling of animals and/or the by
products from raising animals such as hides, furs etc. whether
wholesale or retail.

PLtEe 5

Interior side lot line:

Should follow exterior side lot line on page 4 for continuity.
We are aware of the alphabetical order but suggest here that
possibly anything to do with lots per se could be headed, say,
Lot (as shown on page 5) and thereafter anything pertaining to
lots such as lot lines, area, coverage etc. By the same token
uses could be listed separately under a common heading.

Cont`d ... 2 ...

0 REAL ESTATE SALES 9 CONVEYANCING



The Corporation of the District - 2 -
of Coquitlam

May 10, 1971

We only suggest here that in order to save mistakes, by
persons using the zoning by-law, it might be more efficient
to lump certain meanings that are relative to each other
under separate headings.

Page 17: Paragraph "C"•

There appears to be an error in the first parallel parking
specifications with Aisle width of 181. Should this not be
two-way traffic?

Page 32: Paragraph "X":

We feel should include animals and/or any by-products therefrom.

Section 801 and 802:

Does not appear to define what an M1 zone will or will not
accomodate unless it is meant that people are to assume that such
a zoning will accomodate any industry not accomodated by
M2, 3, 4 and 5. If,this is the case it would probably be
preferable to spell it out.

We hope our few points outlined here will be of some constructive
assistance and can only commend the Mayor, Council and staff responsible for this
start on a comprehensive zoning by-law under one cover.

JFA:bcb

Yours truly,
ALLEY ESTATES LIMITED

"2-

Jerome F.Alley,
Notary Public

0



PHONE 939.9201

SCHOOL DISTRICT No. 43 (COQUITLAM)

550 POIRIER ST.

COQUITLAM. B. C.

C-43

June 2, 1971

Mr. F. L. Pobst
Municipal Clerk
Corporation of the District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Mr. Pobst:

Re: New Zoning By-law

Thank you for the copy of the proposed new Zoning By-law and the
Zoning Maps sent to us on May 4th.

We note that the following sites owned by School District No. 43
(Coquitlam) are not zoned P-1 (Civic Institutional):

1. Map 11 - Alderson Elementary School site.
Lots 7, 8 & 9 of Lot 1, Group 1, Plan 27468 N.W.D.
should be included in the site and zoned for
school purposes.

2. Map 12 - Mountain View Elementary School site.
Lot 135 of the South /2  of Lot 2, D.L. 366,
Group 1, Plan 36312 N.W.D., the North side of
Smith Avenue, should be zoned for school purposes.

3. Map 21 - Rochester Elementary School site.
Lots 1 to 8 inclusive of Blocks 21 and 22, D.L. 1109
Plan 2357, South of the school site, should be
included in the school site and zoned for school
purposes.

4. Map 21 - Millside Elementary School site.
Lots "Alt and 3 of Block 12, D.L. 46, Group 1,
Plan 2624 N.W.D., should be included in the school
site and zoned for school purposes.

(Cont'd.).....

i



Mr. F. L. Pobst .
June 2, 1971
Page 2

5- Map 22 - Vanier Elementary School site.
Lot REM-B of Lot 357, Plan 14820, in the middle
of the school site, zoned as RS-1, should be
included and re-zone& for school purposes.

6. Map 31 - Mundy Road Elementary School site.
Parcel of land to the East and South of the
school site, formerly Lot B of Block 2, Plan 19618

7. Map, 44 - Glen area school site.
Lot 44 of Lot 385, Group 1, Plan 30860 N.W.D.,
should be zoned for school purposes.

8. Map 53 - Ranch Park East School Site.
Lots 2, 3 & 4 of Block 1, D.L. 378, Group 1,
Plan 3467 N.W.D., should be zoned for school
purposes.

9. Map 54 - North Barnet Site.
Lot 55 of D.L. 386, Group 1, should be zoned for .
school purposes.

Would you lease arrange to have these parcels of land zoned fory P _ g 
civic institutional use.

Yours truly,

SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 43 (COQUITLAM)

C. G. Mayers,
Supervisor of Business Services

CGM : byt

c.c. Mr. D. M. Buchanan
Mr. R. C. Smith
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BRIEF BY ROCBESTER RATEPAYERS ASSOCIATION--TO PUBLIC-HEARING

ON ZONING BY-LkW v MUNICIPAL BALL, Thursday, June 3rd, 1971

Your Worship,Members of--Council -~

I am Gerry Richardson, speaking on behalf of the Rochester

Ratepayers' Association.

0 While the Association is aware--that the Planning Department is

in the process-of preparing a zoning category for townhouse

development, our members expressed concern at the delay in this

being included in the by-law, as they are most anxious to see

this category implemented.

In section on Amendment Procedures,-,#7, Page 13, where it states,

"an amending by-law which shall be placed on the agenda of the

next public hearing",. because the Council holds monthly public

hearings, this results in very short notice given to the ratepayers

to notify-their members in the area, gather information on the

project, and generally make arrangements to present their position

before Council. We would suggest that this.section be changed to

read, "an amending by-law which shall be placed on the agenda of

the first public hearing following the elapse of a minimum 30-days

notice to the public, excepting in special cases where Council,

in matters of urgency, rules otherwise".

Rochester Ratepayers are also concerned with Section 8 where it

reads, "Applicants and immediately adjacent property owners".

They feel the word, "adjacent", can be open to many interpretations.

Por.example, it could mean adjacent vacant property. It has been

© the feeling of the Association that this is not sufficient

notification to the people in the area. Not everyone reads the

"Legals" in the newspaper, and yet they would be directly affected

by the re-zoning.

Q
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We would like to see , some formula drawn up that- would allow more

individual property owners to be informed. We would suggest a

one-block radius,on each adjacent side of the proposed site.

Obviously discretion would have to be used as to any formula

O
get up, but the point we are making is that we would like to

see more than just the immediately adjacent property owners

informed.

On apartments, we would like to see a minimum outside play area

provided on the apartment site, the slize in proportion to the

number of units.

Our members feel that the application procedure outlined

must be strictly adhered to, i.e., the application should be

made on the approved form and submitted to the Planning

Director before it is brought to the attention of Council.

Council should not bring up or discuss new zoning applications

without the Planner's knowledge, and then refer it back to the

Planner. In other words, no re-zoning application should be

initiated by an Alderman at a Council meeting.

I would also like to raise a point that is indirectly related

to this zoning by-law. I understand from Mr. Buchanan that the

reason this zoning by-law.is being submitted in this form is to

consolidate and up-date all the various resolutions that have

been-passed -by Council since 1958.- Recently I asked our

0 Public Library in Centennial School for the Municipal by-laws

but found they do not have them. I suggested perhaps they

could obtain them from Municipal Hall. On talking with Mr. Pobst,

the Library was informed that it would be too expensive and time-

consuming to -have another set of by-laws made up as they are so
numerous, plus the fact that they are being up-dated constantly

and anyone can look at these by-laws at Municipal Hall.
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However, theroblem with this is that most works citizensP ~

cannot get to Municipal Hall between 9 and 5. As Bar. Buchanan

pointed out to me, there.are many other categories of by--laws

that need to.be consolidated and up-dated and-it is a very -

O time-cons.uning task. I would suggest to Council that it might

be worthwhile for a feasability study to be -made on producing

complete and up-dated municipal by-laws on a regular basis,

available to the staff and the general public through the

library or sale, by the use of our present data processing

facilities or through future data processing plans such-as-the

Data Processing Centre being discussed by the Inter-municipality

Committee.

Just to briefly recap what we have suggested:

1. We have reminded you that our Association is.concerned

about the category and zoning of townhousing.

2.. We are asking you to give more notice to the general public

before a zoning application is submitted' to public hearing.

3.. We are asking you to inform more individual property owners

who.,,would be directly affected by re-zoning.

4:' We would like to see outside play areas on apartment sites.

5. We want the re-zoning application procedures adhered to

strictly.

6. We would like to have the municipal by-lags made more

readily available to the citizens of Coquitlam.
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B.A.C.M. LIMITED 2nd FLOOR, 1111 WEST HASTINGS, VANCOUVER, BRITISH COLUMBIA, CANADA, TEL. (604);g 1g 684-7495
LAND AND PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

•. June 2nd, 1971.

The Municipal Clerk
Corporation of the District of
Coquitlam

1111 Brunette Avenue
Coquitlam, British Columbia

Dear Sir:

Re: Comments for referral to Public Hearing
on Zoning By-law 1928, draft dated March,
1971, to be held June 3rd, 1971.

-.-We are pleased to present our comments as invited by the
Notice of Public Hearing on the proposed new Zoning By-law for the.
District of Coquitlam.

We write as a land owner in the Municipality, and as a re-
sponsible developer with a long term commitment in building residential
communities in Coquitlam. Our comments fall into three areas of concern.

First, we have compared the draft by-law with the provisions
of By-law 860 and its amendments and we feel that the Notice of Public
Hearing incorrectly states the general intent of the By-law. We feel
that By-law 1928 is an entirely new By-law with many important changes
and that it is not just a bringing together "of all zoning regulations
In one convenient by-law, replacing the many amending,by-laws passed
since 1958." Considerable new material with revised definitions appear
in by-law 1928. Many of these provisions need further consideration,
and discussion with residents and property owners who may not at this
time be aware of the extent of the changes and the implications for
their activities.

Ucond, we feel that the proposed Zoning By-law includes as-
pects for which there is no enabling legislation, and hence that are
ultra wires. Specifically, we have not found a basis in law in the
Municipal Act that would-provide for the Administrative and Amending
procedures proposed in the By-law 1928. We note that-where approval
and fee procedures are permissible, there are explicit provisions in
the Municipal Act.

BACKA t
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Thirdly, we feel that there are several inconsistencies in
definitions and terms employed in By-law 1928 compared with_ those in

the Municipality's Subdivision and Building By-laws.

As a corporate citizen, we will be working daily with the

—policies and by-laws established by Council. We therefore feel we
should give Council the benefit of our experience and assist Council
to achieve regulations that are reasonable and workable for all
parties. We shall be pleased to support Council in the pursuit of a

new and up-to-date Zoning By-law for the Municipality.

Yours very truly,

B.A.C.M. Limited
Land D vision

Victor J. Parker
Manager, B.C. Operations

VJP/bc
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B.A.C.M. LIMITED 2nd FLOOR, 1111 WEST HASTINGS, VANCOUVER, BRITISH COLUMBIA, CANADA, TEL. (604)Z=W32 684-7495
LAND AND PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT DIVISION

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON DRAFT BY-LAW 1928.

Preamble: - ---_ —.. ------ --- - -

We note that the Municipal Act, Section 703(2) provides for
the advertising of the general intent of,t'he provisions of the proposed
by-law.

We note that the Notice of Public Hearing as posted in the
Municipal Hall{and as it appears in the Enterprise Newspaper states
that the proposed by-law No. 1928 provides for:

(a) .-Consolidation of the Zoning by-law 860 and its
amendments into one convenient by-law, and

-(b) The retention of the Zoning map showing land use
zones and boundaries, and

(c) The incorporation of rezoning procedures into the
Zoning By-law.

Our first reaction is that the Public Hearing as advertised
must be dealing with a document other than the one provided to us and
marked Draft March 1971, District of Coquitlam Zoning By-law 1971. We
hold this view because the Draft By-law 1928 provided to us goes well
beyond the general intent as advertised.

We therefore comment specifically on the provisions of ro• ,~ P pro-
posed By-law 1928 in the following sections

1. The introduction of a revised section on Definitions:

The sections on definitions in By-law 1298 as an amendment to
By-law 860 are not simply'being incorporated into one convenient by-law
under By-law 1928 but are being substantially revised with many dele-
tions and -with some definitions changed entirely. We note also several '
inconsistencies with definitions in common use in Subdivision and Build-
ing By-law matters. We wonder whether the Council has had sufficient
time to review this aspect and to check the implications of using the
new definitions.
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2. The introduction of an expanded section on land use zones
for the Zoning Maps:

We note new material appearing in.this section 302 which does
not appear in By-law 860 or any of its amending By-laws. From our re-
view we note the addition of zones, the further numbering of zones, and
the change of the name of zones, from present zoning provisions. In
particular, we note the introduction of an entirely new provision for
an RM-4 zone, as a Multi-Story High-Density Apartment Residential Zone.

3. Sections 303, 304, 305 and 306 introduce new material not
stated, or stated differently in By-law 860 and its amendments.

-4. Administration:

This Section 307 is a new section that we have not found in
any present zoning by-law of the Municipality. We note further that this
section also assigns the Planning. Director responsibilities in approv-
ing building permit applications, which introduces a new administrative
step in the procedure for obtaining a permit under the Building By-law
of the Municipality. We note the specific items to be provided to the
Planning Director which include colored drawings, floor plans, building
elevations with architectural treatment of design and materials. We
would question the necessity for this step, request a statement of the
standards that are to be applied in the consideration of the documenta-
tion provided and an outline of the administrative staff the Municipality
is intending to hire to deal with these matters.

We are not aware of the design, training or experience of the
District's Planning Staff that would be implicit in the inclusion of this
procedure into the Municipal Zoning By-law.

We'are unable to'find enabling legislation in the Municipal
Act concerning land use zoning, subdivision, or building matters that

- would give Council the authority to incorporate this particular element
in 

the Zoning By-law, particularly clauses 2 and 3 of the proposed
section-307.

5. Amendment Procedures:

We note that the procedure for obtaining a rezoning of land
-

from one land use zone to another is now made explicit in the proposed

- 
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By-law 1928, and that it includes provision for a fee to accompany an
application for rezoning.

As remarked above under Administration, we are unable to find
the enabling legislation upon which this procedure is.based. In fact, .
we find that where a fee or charge is payable to the Municipality, there
Is in all cases an explicit clause providing for such a situation in the
Municipal Act. We find no such basis for the fee requirement set forth
in the proposed Section 308(3).

We are,.also concerned that while sections 308(5) and (6) and
(7) set out the specific route by which an application for rezoning e
shall proceed, there is no safeguard for any of the persons involved in
the extent of the time period within which an application will be con-
sidered. Furthermore, there is no indication given in Section 308 as
to the procedure that will apply should an application for rezoning be
tabled under Sections 308(5) and (6).

We observe in the proposed Section 308(12) that final adoption
of an amendment by-law is contingent upon fulfillment of conditions
attached to building, landscaping and servicing. As remarked above,
we are unable to find the enabling legislation upon which these require-
ments are based.

We feel the particular reference in Section 308(14) requires
a fuller reference to the preceding Section (13) in order to be clear.

6. Part 4 General Regulations:

We note that new material has beery added to the relevant
material in existing by-laws, and that some present by-law provisions
have been rephrased, expanded and others replaced or deleted. In re-
viewing the proposed content.of Section 402-, we .are not at`all clear as
to the meaning of Clause (d). Under Clause (e), we note that the
CMHC standards are somewhat different in specifications on width of
parking space and aisle width.

We are unable to find the enabling legislation upon which the
Section 403(7) is based.

In proposed Section 404(2), in setting out the required off-
street parking spaces, we note that these differ from the standards
currently employed by CMHC for housing of elderly persons.
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Comment: Draft By-law 1928.

We are not clear as to the intent in requiringparking spaces
for single dwellings and low density apartments. We feel that drive-
ways leading to garages, carports and parking spaces if designed with
sufficient width serve as parking space auxilliary to the main parking
space. We would like to see this situation recognized in Section 402.

Under Section 404, we note that some revisions are being pro-
posed for the numbers of required parking spaces for each building class.
We are unable to reconcile the difference in number of parking spaces for
individual commercial buildings compared with a shopping centre. A
shopping centre_is required to provide 6 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. of
gross floor space compared with(a)retail stores, offices, etc. provid-
ing 2.5 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. (b) supermarket, grocery stores, etc.
providing 5 spaces per 1000 sq. ft. (c) restaurants providing 5 spaces
per 1000 sq. ft. and (d) medical offices, etc. providing 3.3 spaces per
1000 sq. ft.

7. Part 5 Agricultural Zones:

We note that substantial changes have been made and new
material added to the present sections dealing with the Agricultural
Zone and Small Holdings Zone.

S. Part 6 Residential Zones:

We note substantial sections dealing with the residential land
use zones have been rewritten and new material has been introduced.

Under Section 602(8), we feel the proposed accessory off-street
parking use regulations are somewhat rigid in dealing with the location
of surface parking to rear of the front setback line. While this pro-
vision may see the street frontage as a landscaped area, the result is
to locate surface parking in the rear yard such that the one area that
could be quiet, away from the street and useful-to apartment.residents',
Is devoted to the storage- of automobiles and given over to asphalt.
Also the distance of parking from windows of habitable rooms is shown
as 10 feet compared with the CMHC standards which are less rigid.

We note that the.residential floor area requirement for a
dwelling unit having three or more bedrooms has been increased from
150 sq. ft. to 900 sq. fti Further, we note the proposed revision of
.the present site coverage requirement for RM zoning of 40 percent down
to 30 percent.
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Comment: Draft By-law 1928. _

While we have not delved too deeply- into the proposed particu-
lars for the permissible gross floor areas under Section 603(2), our
preliminary review indicates to us that the'bonus awards are insufficient
to yield economically feasible residential developments.

9., Part 7 Commercial Zones: _

We note that considerable new material is being introduced
here and that only a semblance of the present "Local Commercial" zon-
ing by-law provisions remains.

We note that Section 703(2)(d) contains a floor space require-
ment of 850 sq. ft. compared with 900 sq. ft. for the same dwelling
unit in Multi-family residential zone.

10. Part 8 Industrial Zones; Part 9 Institutional Zones.

We note that new material appears in these sections.

11. Summary Comments:

We cannot help but feel that the Public Hearing has been im-
properly advertised, and that the substance of the Proposed By-law 1928
differs substantially from the advertised intent. There is a real need
for residents, merchants, businessmen and land owners to be given fur-
ther notice and time to study the new material and the additions and
deletions from present by-law provisions. We also feel that the legal j
basis for the inclusion of several of the Administrative and REzoning
Procedure provisions deserves review, and that time should be taken to
iron out the inconsistencies with other by-laws of Council, in
particular the Subdivision and Building By-laws.



Thursday, July 22, 1971,
Public Hearing - 7.30 p.m.
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PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers of theicip3l—Ha
1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C., on Thursday, July 2 197 aat
7.30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-Law No.
amending by-laws.

Members of Council present were Mayor J. Ballard, Ald. R. Boileau, Ald.

C. McKenzie, Ald. R. Stibbs and Ald. J. Tonn. Also present were;
Mr. D. Buchanan, Director of Planning and Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal
Clerk. The Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on July 16th
and 17th, 1971 and in The Enterprise on July 15th, 1971.

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU
SECONDED BY AID. STIBBS:

That the Mayor J. Ballard act as Chairman of the Public Hearing
and that Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk act as Secretary
to the Public Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z23/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1992, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located on the
north-west corner of Finnigan Street and Dawes Hill Road for
a duplex development.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z19/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1993, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at 565
Schoolhouse Street for a duplex development.

Mr. Payne of 566 Schoolhouse Street objected to the Public Hearing
and stated that he was opposed to the rezoning of this property as
approximately three years ago he could have sold his own property
for considerably more money had the proposed purchaser been allowed
to place a duplex on the property, however, Council at that time
had told him that duplex developments would not be allowed on

01 
Schoolhouse Street. Mr. Payne went on to state that at present,
he has a factory to the rear of his property and the proprietors
burn their rubbish there every weekend and now he would also have
a duplex directly across from his property.

A Mr. G. Newsham who lives at 561 Schoolhouse Street stated that he
has no objection to the proposed rezoning and felt that if anything,
a duplex erected on the lot would improve the appearance of the
neighbourhood as the lot is now a wilderness area and is very
depressing.

A Mr. Moffat who lives at 605 Laurentian Avenue, stated that he
had purchased a lot directly behind this property about three
months ago and that at the time he purchased the property he had
been assured by the Realtor that this was not going to be a duplex
area. He went on to state that he felt that single family dwellings
were better maintained as the owner was usually in residence, whereas,
duplexes were rented out and quite often maintenance was not at the
same standard as that of a single family dwelling.

C



- 2 -

Thursday, July 22, 1971,
Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

A Mr. Davies who lives at 571 Schoolhouse Street also objected to
the zoning and stated that in the past he has lived next to duplexes
and it is his experience that they are not as well maintained and
that usually the type of people who live in such buildings are
transients and have no real interest in the neighbourhood. He
stated that he felt it would devaluate his property.

The Municipal Council requested that the Planner outline to the
Meeting the criteria they use to evaluate duplex applications
and the Planner went over the seven items.

Mr. Defehr, the applicant, addressed the Meeting and stated that
it was his plan to sell the duplex to a Mr. Kelbert who will be
living in one side of the duplex and renting out the other side.

ITEM #3 - Reference.No. Z25/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1994, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at
2301 Austin Avenue for a duplex development.

C There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

ITEM NO'S 4, 5, 6 & 7 - Reference No's. Z39/71, 241/71, 240/71 and 242/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Laws No. 1995, 1996, 1997
and 1998"

These four items dealt with the rezoning of property located at
1212 and 1224 Brunette Avenue, 1326 and 1332 Brunette Avenue,
1404 and 1408 Brunette Avenue and 1226 and 1234 Brunette Avenue
to Medium Density Multi-Storey Apartment (RM-3) for development
of apartments of not less than four stories.

Mr. Hansen, the applicant for the four rezoning applications
addressed Council and stated that at this time he cannot
definitely state what type of apartments would be built as all
of his clients have not made up their minds.

Mr. Hansen did state that he could speak for the type of
development which would take place on the 1400 block Brunette,
which was to be used for the purpose of low rental family accommodation

01 

of from sixty to seventy suites. Mr. Hansen stated that a majority
of the apartments would be of two, three and four bedroom apartments
with very few one bedroom apartments, and that he would look on this
as an urban renewal scheme for the area. Mr. Hansen went on to state
that at the present time there is no low rental accommodation
available in the District of Coquitlam and that the Non-Profit Society
can be formed which will administer the project.

Mr. Hansen stated that the rent on the apartments will be controlled
due to the type of financing which will be based on a 95% loan from
the Federal Government at an interest rate of 7k% over a period of
fifty years. Mr. Hansen stated that as a result, a one bedroom
apartment would rent for approximately $105 per month, a two bedroom
apartment for from $115 to $120 a month, and a three bedroom apartment
for approximately $140 a month.

Mr. Hansen went on to state that the buildings would be of reinforced
concrete and mas6nary structure, built to C.M.H. standards as well as
in accordance with Municipal Building By-Laws and that the proposed
building would cover only 16% of the land area.
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Mr. Hansen also informed the Public that it is a requirement of

O the Lending Unit that recreational facilities be installed within
the project and that no one earning an income over $6,000 per
annum would be allowed into the unit unless there were vacancies
available. Mr. Payne asked Mr. Hansen if the building would be
taxable and Mr. Hansen stated that it would.

A Mr. Hagel addressed Council and stated he felt that plans of
the proposed development should be available at the Public
Hearing, so that the public could be aware of the type of
development which was going on, and he stated that this was
required in other manicipalities and did not see why the same
requirement could not be made in Coquitlam.

Alderman Tonn agreed and felt that concept drawings should be
made available so that people in the area would know how large
a project was being considered and would then have more knowledge
to either agree with the project or object to it.

Mrs. Morrow who lives across from the property to be rezoned

stated that as far as she knew the people in the area don't
really care what goes up as long as the old houses in the area
come down, as it presently is a rat's nest in the area.

ITEM #8

Further Consideration of New Zoning By-Law No. 1928 -
The New Zoning By-Law for Coquitlam.

The Municipal Planner submitted proposed changes to draft
By-Law #1928 and a copy of these changes is attached hereto
and form a part of these Minutes.

A Mrs. Davies addressed the Public Hearing and inquired of the
Municipal Planner whether the change-which she had recommended
at the previous Public Hearing on the matter regarding being
allowed to keep animals in a RS-2 Zone had been effected. The
Municipal Planner stated that it was one of his recommendations
in the proposed changes that such a use be allowed providing it
is not for commercial purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU
SECONDED BY AID. TONN:

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 8.40 p.m.

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN

0
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PROPOSED CHANGES TO DRAFT BY-LAW NO. 1928

A. Planning Department Suggested Changes Presented June 3, 1971: -

1. 971:1. Page 1 - Change - Definition of accessory home occupation,.
use.

Proposal - "shall mean a use accessory to a residential
use e the householder carries on an occupatio'n -or
'practises a profession; includes approved day care centre."

2. Pagee22 - Change - Removal of word "reasonably" in definition
o accessory unenclosed storage use.

Proposal - That the definition of accessory unenclosed
storage use be amended by removing "reasonably from:"Rthe
third line thereof.

3. Page 4 - Change - Concealed parking definition.

paPro osal - Concealed parking "shall mean an off-street
use or an accessory off-street parking use located

under cover below the finished ground elevation of the,
site, or located within a principal building".

4. Page 4 - Change - Gross Floor Area definition.

Proposal - GFA shall mean "the sum of the areas of each
floor in each building on a lot, measured to the extreme.
outer limits of the building,,excluding unenclosed
balconies and parts of the building below finished ;ground
elevation which are not habitable rooms.

5, page 7 - Change - Storey definition.

P_rro ossaal - Storey "shall mean the first storey and sto.;reys
above -   tie first storey as determined under the Buil'din'g
By-law.

6:.

7.

4 c

Page 8 - Change - Removal of 4-4 Waterfront Industrial'..'

_Propo~sal - That S. 302(1) be amended by deleting `'M 4
Waterfront  Industrial". 

Page 15 - Change _ Creation of S. 312 to cover rezoning
an -land use contract applications in progress,

Proposal - 312 REZONING AND LAND USE CONTRACT.APPLICATjONS,:,.
IN'PROGRIESS A

(1) Any by-laws which have been g'i:,ven third
reading by Council, approving ina
principle the rezoning of land an;d.
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thereby amending Schedule A of
By-law No. 860 are hereby declared
to be valid amendments to Schedule A
of this By-law, and upon final approval
of Council, the lands described in such
by-laws shall be rezoned accordingly.

(2) Any development areas which have been
designated by a by-law amending. By-law.
No. 860 are hereby declared to continue;
as development areas, thus enabling
land use contracts to be considered in
those areas.

8. Page 17 - Change - Need for clarity seen in off-street
'parking provisions.

Proposal.- 402(1)(c) and (d) shall.be amended as follows:
c shall have lengths and widths of parking spaces and

manoeuvering aisles not less than those shown in the
following table:

Parking Angle
in Degrees

Width of
Parking Space

in Feet

Length of
Parking Space

in Feet

Width of
Aisle in.

Feet

90 9.5 19 20
90 9.0 19 22
90 8.5 19 24
60 9.0 19 18(one-way

traffic)
45 9.0 19 13 "
30 9.0 19 11 "

Parallel 9.0 23 12
1Y

(d) shall, where a parking space or manoeuvering aisle .
abuts a wall along its side, provide.an extra two feet,.
of width for such space or aisle, in addition to the
widths required under 402(1)(c)."

9. Pa a 23 - Change - Parking for junior secondary schools not
indicated.

Proposal - That (4)(a) under Institutional read "kinder-
gartens, elementary and junior secondary".

10. Page 29 - Change - S. 602(1)(b) thought restrictive in
regard to keeping of chickens and rabbits on casual, basis.

Proposal - That subsection (b) read as follows:
b shall not include mushroom growing, or the keeping of

swine, poultry or furbearing animals for commercial,
purposes."
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11. Page 32 - Change - Suggestion to prohibit keeping of
animals and sale of their by-products as a home occupation.

Proposal - That S. 602(7)(i) be added to as follows:
xi eeping of animals and sale of such animals and their

by-products."

12. Page 33 - Change - Allow certain accessory uses in apartments.

P~roposa-l- - That S. 602 be amended by adding a subsection (9)
as follows:
"(9) An Acces sory Use not specifically referred to in 601

may be located in a building for apartment use
specifically limited as follows:
(a) Day care centres
(b) Where the building for apartment use is limited to

senior citizen dwelling units or sleeping units,
resident workshops and retail sales."

13. Page 36 - Changer Accessory buildings under S. 603(4)(a)
are not regulated similarly to existing regulations.

Proposal - That 603(4)(a) read as follows:
"shall not exceed a lot coverage of 10% except that in the
RS-1 and RT-1 ZONES shall not exceed 800 square feet, and
in the RM-1, RM-2, RM-3 and RM-4 ZONES shall not, together
with all other buildings on the lot, exceed a total lot
coverage of 30q."

14. Pace 38 - Change - S. 702(1)(d) should be amended to allow
fo Columbian  site in CS-1 ZONE.

Pro osal - That the following be added to 702(1)(d):
v printing, publishing and distribution of newspapers."

15. Page 40 - Change - 702(3)(d) length of time for tourists.

Proposal - That "60 days" be substituted for "two months"
under S. 702(3)(d).

16. Page 44 - Change - adding to 802 as far as uses permitted
in M-1 ZONE since not specifically stated.

Pro osal - That 802 be amended by adding a new subsection
1 a .

"(a) in the M-1 ZONE shall include any type of industrial
use as defined by this by-law."

17. Pages 44, 45, 46, 47 - Change - Removal of reference to
M-4 ZONE.
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Proposal - That 802 be amended by amending subsection (a)
to be designated (b) and to remove the present
subsection (b). Subsection (c) should also be amended
removing reference to M-4 zone. Similar references in
803(1)(a)(ii) and 803(1)(b)(i), (iii) and (iv) should
also be removed.

18. Page 49 - Change - Signs in P-1 Zone under S. 903(3).

Proposal - That 903(3) be amended so that it only applies
to the P-2 ZONE. The phrase "in the P-2 Zone" should be
placed before the words "shall be limited" in order to do

0, this.

B. SUGGESTED CHANGES AS RESULT OF PUBLIC NEARING

1. Page 3 - Change - Definition of Building.

Proposal - "shall mean a structure wholly or partly
enclosed by a roof or roofs supported by air, walls or
columns and used for the shelter or accommodation of
persons, animals, chattels, or things; excludes tents
and camper vehicles."

2. Page 3 - Change Definition of Civic Use

Proposal - "shall mean . . . cemeteries, highways,
works yards, and waterways."
(Substitute - "highways" for "freeways".)

3. Page 11 - Change - Signing of Applications

Proposal - 307(2)(a) "one copy of an approved application
form, filled out completely and signed by the applicant
and the registered owner(s)."

4. Page 12 - Change - Removal of application fee requirement.

Proposal - 308(3) shall be removed.

5. Page 16 - Change - Allowing highways as a use in all zones.

Proposal - 401(a) . A use of land for highways,
utility poles, transmission towers ."

6. Page 16 - Change - Removal of reference to Street and
Traffic By-law.

C1



Proposal - 401(3)(e) - "A use providing an access or
egress driveway which has not been approved by the

1
Engineering Supervisor under another By-law."

7. Page 19 - Change - Typographical error.

Proposal - 403(3)(a) - replace "fact" with "face".

8. Page 40 - Change - Removal of reference to parking location.

Proposal - 702(6)(b) shall be removed and (c) labelled (b).

9. Page 41 - Change - for exceptions to commercial setbacks.

Proposal - 703(1) after (c) shall read "except that such
distances shall be increased as follows:".

10. Page 42 - Change - Raise sleeping unit size.

Proposal - 703(3)(a)(i) shall read "165 square feet"
instead of "140 square feet".

FURTHER ZONING CHANGES

Schedule A shall be further changed from that circulated at the
Public Hearing on June 3, 1971:

1. Ila 12 - CS-1 - Lot 76, D.L. 5, Plan 36704 at 515 North Road
Hea th Spa).

2. Ma 44 - Lot 45, D.L. 238, Plan 29208 at 2506 Palmer Avenue
Duplex at Coronation Park).
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A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers o M pal Hall,

1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlaln, B. C. on Thursday, August 26th, 1971

at 9. 00 p. m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-Law No. 1928

and amending by-laws.

A11. Members of Council were present save Ald. Gilmore, who was

on holidays. Also present were Mr. D. M. Buchanan, Director of Planning

and Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk.

O The. Public Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on August 20th

and 21st, in the Coquitlam Herald on August 24th, 1971 and in The Enterprise

on August 26th, 1971.

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU

SECONDED BY ALD. STIBBS:

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

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

Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM #1 - New Townhousing Apartment Regulations.

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2010, 1971"

It was explained to the Public Hearing that this item had been

withdrawn from the Agenda this evening by Council at their

meeting held August 24th, 1971 as it was the feeling of Members

of Council that these regulations should receive wider publicity.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z69/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2012, 1971"

This item dealt with the zoning of property located on the

northwest corner of Cartier Street and Schoolhouse Road

to Special Institutional (P-2) for purposes of Restaurant

^ Development.

The Municipal Planner read a letter from the developers

dated August 23rd, 1971 which gave some details as to the

proposed project. The letter stated that it was the intention

of the developers to construct a 70 bed intermediate care

centre.

Ald. Bewley inquired of the Planner whether this type of

building would be tax exempt and the Planner replied that

it would not.

O 
Ald. McKenzie inquired as to whether this would be similar

to the Como Lake.-Private Hospital and was informed by the

Planner that it would be similar to the resthome portion of

that building.

Ald. Tonn inquired as to whether this was a one or two storey

building and the Planner stated that it was partially a two

storey and partially a one storey building.
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Ald. Tonn inquired as to where access for the project would

come from and the Planner stated that there would be one access

off Cartier Street and one access off Hachey Street.

A lady who lives in the vicinity of the proposed development

inquired as to where parking would be provided and the Planner.

stated that the developers had proposed eighteen on-site parking

spaces which was in accordance with Municipal regulations

which require one parking space for every four beds.

Mr. Steen of Western Intergraphic Consultants addressed the

Public Hering and stated that this type of development does

not create the same problems associated with townhousing or
t

apartments, such as overcrowding of schools and parks.

He went on to state that the rear access to the development is

off of Hachey Street and was a service access only and that the
main access to the property would be off Cartier Street.

Ald. Tonn inquited as to what plans they had to hide the

embankment on the property and Mr. Steen stated that this bank

will be fully landscaped.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z45/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2013, 1971"
i

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at the

northwest corner of Hachey Avenue and Therrien Street.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

The applicant presented pictures of the type of development

which he proposed to the Members. of Council.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z-35/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2014, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

955 Como Lake Avenue to RT- 1 for Duplex use.

The owner of property located at 811 Blue Mountain Street

objected to the rezoning of the property as she felt the lot

was too small and there were other lots available in the area

for duplex development. She went on to state that she had not

been notified of the Public Hearing and that no one along Blue

Mountain had been notified of the proposal for rezoning. The

Secretary to the Public Hearing confirmed that an error had

been made and no notification had been mailed to her.

It was the decision of Council that this application be withdrawn

from this Public Hearing to be placed before the next Public

Hearing so that proper notification could be undertaken.

ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 36/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2017, 1971"

This, item dealt with the rezoning of property located between

Edgar and Quadling, north of 701 Alderson Avenue. A Mr.

Hagle representing the developers, showed to the Public

Hearing a coloured perspective of the proposed development

and stated that this would be a low density townhouse development

and that it was proposed to leave as many of the trees as possible

presently on the site in order to screen the project.
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Mr. Hagl:6 went on to state that access to the project would

come from.three streets, namely Quadling, Delestre and

Edgar Avenues and that the development would contain

approximately ten units per acre or a total of 22 units, with

each unit having separate patio.

Mr. Hagle stated that there would be playground areas placed

in the development for any children resident thereon.

A Mr. Men.near of 717 Edgar Avenue inquired of Mr. Hagle

as to whether these are to be rental or purchase units and Mr.

Hagle stated that this has not yet been determined and Mr.

Mennear also inquired if the architect was Mr. Wilding and

if he was not a member of the Advisory Planning Commission.

Ald. Stibbs stated that Mr. Wilding was a member of the

Advisory Planning Commission, however, he had absented

himself from any and all discussions dealing with this project.

Mr. Miles, a resident of the area, inquired as to how many

Q children would be resident on the project and. Mr. Hagle

stated that he could not say for certain, however, all units

were to contain three bedrooms.

Mr. Hagle went on to state that this property was zoned for

duplex use and were they to subdivide it, they could get from

eight to ten lots which would mean approximately 16 to 20

living units. The Planner stated that the subdivision which

had been tentatively approved allowed for only four duplex lots,

however, Mr. Hagle stated that were the ravine to be filled,

more lots could be created.

A Mr. Johannson objected to the rezoning stated that the traffic

on Edgar Avenue presently is heavy and this would only tend to

make the situation worse. He also stated that at present there

are two trailer courts in this area and he felt that the placing

of the townhousing development would be too much.

Another resident of the area inquired as to the school situation

in the area and Mr. Buchanan stated that the Advisory Planning

Commission approval of this project was subject to space being

-~ available in schools and Ald. McKenzie stated that plans are on

the drawing board now for an additional six room school on the

east end of the Alderson site which is to be expandable to twelve

rooms.

Mr. Hagle, in answer to a question, stated that the developers

would be filling part of the gulley and leaving the balance as it

is and went on to state that a diversity of housing is needed in

Coquitlam as there are so 'me people who do not care for gardening

or are too busy and in a townhousing type of development, these

services are performed for them.

Another resident of the area stated that townhouses in other

areas of the Province are not being filled very rapidly and felt

that possibly there really isn't the need for this type of housing,

however, Mr. Hagle stated that at present there are no townhouses

in the District of Coquitlam and, therefore, no experience in this

area is available.

0
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Thursday, August 26th, 1971,
Public Hearing. Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Hagle stated that quite often those townhouses which do not

sell in other areas have a much higher density than what is

proposed in this location.

Mr. Mennear of 717 Edgar Avenue at this point read a petition

to Council opposing the rezoning and the said petition contained

the signatures of 234 persons. He also went on to read a brief

opposing the rezoning and a copy of this brief together with a

O copy of this petition is attached hereto and forms a part of

these Minutes.

Mr. Miles of 811 Edgar Avenue addressed the Council and

stated that a better use of this land would be for a park as the
cnly park serving the area is Burns Park and from his experience

as a former member of the Parks and Recreation Commission,

Burns Park is the most actively used .park per square foot in

the whole municipality. He went on to state that he felt there

were better areas for townhousing development in the Municipality.

Mr. Stiglish, the owner of a mobilehome park in the area, stated

that in his opinion he felt that the property could-be better used as

a park rather than as a townhouse development as this area

definitely needs a playground and this is what the property is

presently being used for by the neighbourhood children.
1

Mr. Hagle again addressed Council and stated that the proposed

development is not a cheap development as the opposing petition
had described it and that the owners of the property had paid
taxes for several years on the vacant land and are deserving of
action of some sort or other in order that the land can be developed.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. 25/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2015, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

611 Thompson Avenue to RT- 1 for duplex use.

There was no opposition expressed to.this application.

ITEM #7 - Reference No. Z38/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2016, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located at

3729 Quarry Road to Special Institutional (P-2) for Group

Day Care Centre and Nursery School. There was no opposition

expressed to this application.

O 
BRIEF FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO

PUBLIC HEARING

The Planning Department submitted written comments on each

application before the Public Hearing tonight andAhese comments

are attached hereto and form a part of these Minutes.

O
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Thursday, August 26th, 1971,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU
_SECONDED BY ALD. TONN:

That the Public Hearing adjourn at '10. 30 p.m.

0

0

O

CARRIED

CHAIRMAN



BRIEF FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT TO PUBLIC HEARING - AUGUST 26, 1971

The Planning Department presents its views on.items referred
to Public Hearing, 

as 

recommended by the Legal Department, to allow
for full discussion of the issues at the subsequent Council meeting
dealing with the appropriate by-laws:

ITEM 1 -APARTMENT PLANNING-TOWNHOUSING

This was withdrawn by Council on August 24, 1971 since not .sufficient
notice was deemed to have been given interested parties.

ITEM 2 - Z-69-70 AT CARTIER AND SCHOOLHOUSE (P-2)

This application is fora 70 bed intermediate care Centre. Subject
to design review, road dedications and servicing, this proposal
appears socially and physically compatible.

ITEM 3 - Z-45-71 AT 1200 HAMMOND AVENUE (RT-1)

This application has a long history as far as duplex or higher
density development. Also, it re-raised at the APC the question
of the zoning of the whole Laval Square Area. The site itself has
secondary access, a 9,240 Square foot size and the use would be
compatible in the area.

ITEM 4 - Z-35-71 AT 955 COMO LAKE AVENUE (RT-1)

The APC recommended as follows in this instance:

2346 MOVED BY MR. WYLIE
SECONDED BY MR, MITCHUK

That the Commission recommend to Council that application
Z-35-71 be referred to Public Hearing.

CARRIED.

ITEM 5 - Z-36-71 ON EDGAR AVENUE WEST OF ALLISON STREET (RT-2)

The Planning Department reported to Council on June 22 that this
townhousing proposal merited detailed examination by the APC since
several of the eleven criteria raised implications as to it. The
report of June 8 to Council read as follows:

"Preliminary plans have been submitted by the applicant prepared
by G.D..Wylie,.Architect. A coloured perspective and preliminary
landscaping plan have been provided, together with plans for the
types of townhouses. The property involved is a long property on
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the east side of trailer courts which are within a designated
service commercial area fronting on the Lougheed Highway. To the
east is a residential area, currently zoned for duplex development,
but generally occupied by single-family housing. I comment as
follows:

1. Since this is an application for townhousing outside designated
areas for low density or any higher density apartment develop-
ment, I would recommend use of the new townhouse zone for this

• project. The provisions are currently being drafted.

2. Elementary School Availability - Alderson Elementary School
as a capacity problem at the present time. The question of

schooling will be critical as to whether student population
created from the townhouse scheme can indeed be handled.

3. Neighbourhood Park Availabilit - There are no adequately
sized neighbourhood pars in the general area, although there
are three small areas under the control of the Parks and
Recreation Commission. I note that two areas have been- provided
for playgrounds on the townhousing project site.

4. Major Arterial Street Availability - Alderson Avenue and the
Lougheedighway are the nearest arterial streets. However, the
only access from this area is eastwards to Allison Street, which
interconnects Alderson Avenue and Edgar Avenue. The construction
of Alderson Avenue from Lougheed Highway to Blue Mountain Street
is proposed for 1973 in the Capital Expenditure Programme for
1971-75.

5. Local Residential Street Standards - The services on the local
streets adjacent to the proposed site should include sidewalks
to provide pedestrian access from the project. These only
exist on Alderson Avenue.

6. Neighbourhood Shopping Facilities Maillardville Shopping
Centre is about one-third of a mile away from the proposed site.

7. Municipal Water and Sewer Utilities - I believe that the services
are adequate for the project, However, the report from the
Engineering Department on this aspect will undoubtedly go into
this.

8. Compatibility With Local Street Pattern - The Architect proposes
certain cul-de-sacs and lanes to be dedicated adjacent to this
project. This would allow for continuation of the local street
system. I note that Quadling Avenue is proposed to be extended
through in the long term to the Lougheed Highway. (See
subdivision file 8-2718). The proposals for lane dedication

~- will have to be reviewed by the Subdivision Committee.
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9. Aesthetic Blending - The main concern would be with the
aesthetic treatment of parking areas adjacent to the townhouse
scheme. These parking areas are along the east side of this
strip property and are proposed to be broken up with landscaping.

10. Ph sicai Boundaries The land use to the west certainly creates
a boundary, but to the east there is a residential area directly
adjacent. There is a ravine located on the NE portion of the
area providing a boundary alongside the trailer court. On the

• south side, Quadling Avenue is evidently proposed as the
boundary, leaving 

in 

question the future of the area to the south.

11. Suggested 10% Limit Based on*Long Term Capacity of Area - The
maximum num er o -single-family residential omes foreseen,in
this planning area total 955. Under this policy, up to 95
townhousing units could be located within the area. Thus, the
22 units proposed in this project would fit well within this
upper proposed maximum.

I believe that this proposed development merits the examination by
the Advisory Planning Commission. As noted above, there are several
implications as to this project in terms of timing and compatibility
in this area. There is also the question of the future of the area
south of Quadling Avenue."

On July 7, 1971 the APC passed the following resolution in regard to
the project:

2352 MOVED BY MR. MILNER
SECONDED BY MR. MITCHUK

That on the basis of the preliminary plans submitted by
the applicants, the Commission give this application
approval in principle, and recommend to Council that the
application be referred to Public Hearing subject to:

1. The School Board confirming that school capacity can
be provided.

2. Conformance with the proposed townhousing regulations
now being considered by the Commission.

3. The applicants providing adequate on-site playground
facilities, in view of the shortage of neighbourhood
park space in this general area.

4. Adequate landscape screening being provided along the
east side of the site, recognizing that the project
itself forms an excellent buffer from the mobile home
park to the west.

And noting that while the application does not meet
several of the criteria which the Commission has recommended
for this type of development, the sc-hool and park criteria
would come under the above conditions, while the criteria
for local and major street improvements are likely to be

C
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met in several years' time by items in the 1971-1975
Capital Budget.

CARRIED.

One difficulty here is that the RT-2 Zone does not yet exist.
Thus, it is suggested that this application not proceed in any
event until the RT-2 regulations are considered.

ITEM 6 - Z-5-71 AT 611 THOMPSON AVENUE (RT-1)

I reproduce an extract from my report of July 12, 1971 to Council
which explains why this item is back before a public hearing:

"As I recall, at the Council meeting on June 1, 1971, this
application was defeated as the by-law did not receive a two-thirds
vote of Council. I was asked what the Planning Department's
original recommendation had been in regard to this application,
and I reported that the Planning Department had recommended against
the application since it seemed premature until the residential
development pattern of the area was completed. I went on to say
that the Planning Commission had reviewed the matter after it had
been referred to them by.Council on February 2, 1971 and had
recommended in favour.

If Council wanted this matter reconsidered, it would have to be
referred back to a Public Hearing at this time."

ITEM 7 - Z-38-71 AT 3729 QUARRY ROAD (P-2

This application was recommended for referral to Public Hearing
subject to the water supply issue being resolved prior to any final
approval of the rezoning. The Welfare Department fully supports
this application.



His Honour Mayor Ballard do Aldermen,
District of Coquitlam,
1111 Brunette Avenue,
Coquitlam, B. C.

Dear Sirs:
Re: A. Item No. 5 Legal Notice published in Columbian

newspaper Aug 20/71
B. Circular letter signed by F.L. Pobst dated

Aug 17/71 - Rem of lot X08, D.L. 3, Group 1
Plan 38623 1,10

and also
C. Item No. 1 Legal notice published in Columbian

Newspaper Aug. 20/71

This brief is presented to object t., the above rezoning matter referred
to in A. h B. In particular this brief requests that this Council:-

1) Refu00 the above and any similar applications to rezone this land

for a use that will result in such high density. To be specific,

this brief objects to rezoning from the present RT-1 unless it be

to a single family use only (or park use - see item 2).

2) Seriously consider the purchase of this parcel of land for

development as public adventure playground and so augment the

inventory of pyblic parks now considered deficient in this general

area.

3) If such row or town housing is desirable and/or beneficial, create

a zone for such use much closer to park and commercial zones so as

to avoid undu-e traffic kwtth all its associated undesirable side

effects such as noise, reduced safety btc.) flowing through single

residential areas.

4) Direct its planning officials to study the desirable features of

providing a lane to serve as a buffer on the west boundary of the

property as well as the east.

GENERAL BACKGROUND

It should be noted that the above property is now undeveloped. The

present state of this property is that it is traversed by a substantial

ravine, and the land supports a fairly large number of evergreens.

Deciduous growth abounds. The result is that there is provided a natural

buffer between high density trailer/tent camps lying to the west and

single family residentially developed land to the east and north-east.

We understand that the present zoning status of this property is RT-1

which would permit either single family or two family residential use.

Further,-we understand that if subdivided for use in accordance with

the present zoning status, a maximum of four (4) lots would result, all



capable of accomodating duplexes. In total eight families would be

accomodated. Assuming four persons per family, a density of 32, persons

r~ 
would result as a maximum. Please refer to attached drgwing 8-2718 A.

We understand thet the proposals for Townhouses put forward by

YuUNG HuMr•S REALTY would see twenty-two (22) three bed-room units of row

or Townhouses accomodated on this land. Density at the same number of

persons per family mentioned earlier, would therefore increase from a

potential 32 persons to 88 persona.

Further, we understand that the developer and/or the Planning

Department advocates that a lane be constructed on the east side of this

property joining Edgar Avenue with quadling Avenue. This indicates that

the single family residential area to the east would face the rear of the

10 proposed Townhouses or service entrances thereto as well as open car

parking that may be provided.

We learn that partial enclosure of the substantial ravine is planned.

It is reasonable to suppose that a good deal or all of the deciduous

growth and much of the evergreen cover would disappear to accomodate the

Townhousing or enclosure construction. The Townhouse residents will,

as we will, be left to gaze at the naked tdnt/trailer park,

The lack of good sized park areas accessible without traversing

established single family residential development is noted. The developer's

intentions to provide park facilities in his development is observed.

.J

It is seen that Townhousing development may have its detrimental effect,

even if on a'temporary basis, upon the capacity of our schools. We note

that from a traffic standpoint, this development is some distance from

adequately sized parks & shopping centres..

Finally, we have given thought to the types of considerations which

are to be taken into account by Council in making or revamping zoning

regulations. We repeat that part of the law:-

- "Council shall have due regard to the following considerations:i

a) The promotion of health, safety, convenience and welfare

of the publbc

b) The prevention of overcrowding of land, and the

preservation of the amenities particular to any zone,.-

cont.
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c)

g_

c) The securing of adequate light, air and -aceess.

d) The value of the lend and the nature of its present

and proppective use and occupancy.

e) The character of each Zone, the character of the

buildings already. erected. and the peculiar suit-.,

f th f i 1a y o e cone or part :cu ar. uses'.

f) The conservation of property values."

SUPPORTING REASONS

The matters which follow ,are reasons that tend to support the request

made to Council in the first page,of this brief.. If the brief seeme to

hit unduly hard on matters associated with this proposal, please consider

that if the points are not now - pro sented at. this~public'hearing,, no other

opportunity will be availa.bU. The reasons' area'

,~. a) this application is supported:mainly and almost-

exclusivq.ly:by

- the present owner

the -prospective owner

the .architect/designer
(the reason for this', support is obvious

i.e. money in their pocket.)

this in'contrast tos-

b) practically all the neighbours owning property

adjacent, oppose. the rezoning.

(:and a large number of those.opposing will advise

that this due to the reduced valueTownhouses will

bring to'their. property or loss of money from

their pockets.)

We ask how does this Council feel this stacks up with "conservation of

property values" regpirement oP the Municipal Act.? The people whose
'

pro pert y.adjoins the.proposed degelopment expect that a depletion of value

will result if this Townhousing development is permitted.  vie, contend that.

it should be Councils first consideration to conserve property values.

By this'we suggest that there is no special obligaltbon to bring about

a higher sale value to an individual if hi.s.risighbours stand a good .chance

of suffering a loss'as a consequence.
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c

c

c) we feel our zone will be dag'aged beyond repair

if increased density brought-on by this cheaper

housing is permitted.

d) Townhousing will do nothing to preserve amenities.

Apart from what the law appears to require, common sense drgws the

following to our attention:-

e) this area is-not in an area previously designated-

acceptable for apartments - by Council

f) owners o.f.the general area surrounding this

(Wright's) property have not all.been adequately

notified that there is a basic or fundamental

change proposed in the municipal planning policies

regarding apartment location criteria.

This brief will serve to reAind Council that two separate publications

mailed to the citizens of Coquitlam ( the last of which was dated

Dec 15, 1969 )indicated a policy reggrding areas in which new apartments

would be favourably considered. Now less than two years later, this

Council is prepared to betray the confidence those publications intended

to promote. Why not place these Townhouses in established apartment

areas?. They are e2Mected there.

g) 

an 

excerpt taken from the.Vancouver Sun (attached)

indicates that there are many empty suites in

Coquitlam.. Approval of. this appAcation

now will increase this potential:

No one feels bad for the situation that has come about in spite of

planning: i.e. Council should not really.be concerned if for once in

recent years the pendulum may owing in favour of the tennant.' However,

that this Council should deliberately set out to assist in the creating

'of rental unit surplus is ludicrous,

- do not overlook that cheap rest can attract

cheap tennants - alums eta.

We would very much regret seeing this land denuded of its growth.-As

stated earlier we are provided with a tree screen separating most of

our properties from the trailer/tent camp. The ravine provides some

additional natural barrier to traffic. For that reason.it is hoped that
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Council would use its powers to prevent tampering with this natural

water-course. rurchase of this land.for park Ourposes would r.o a sound

undertaking by Council.

In any event, there should be an'.effective screen.and buffer on the

outside perimeter of the trailer/tent camp. We understand that it is

nearly impossibla"for the camp, lying immediately to the west, to provide

such a buffer. Hopefully,.a,plan of development of -this property will

'incorporate a lane on the - west sidetnearedt the trailer camp as well as.

on the east side. 

A WORD OF CAUTION

We .should not be lulled into a false sense of well being if we are .toll

~~. by the developer that strata titles are contemplated. It has been suggested

that with many owners competttion and pride will ensure a high standard of

maintenance. As far As we are aware.there is nothing to prevent several

or all the strata titles being owned by one person and so the essentials

of landlord/tenant situations-return.

We are simply not impressed rrith any suggestion that the developer rill

provide park or play areas.1nithin his land. Such promises and good

intentions.are very often not lived up to,.or if done initially,.- can later

be turned into more .parkirig orw left in an u14ept state. The .entrepreneur' e

fancy paintings and unfullfilled promises maybe all'that is.left to later

accompany the depressed values and potential alum teneaants with which

we are left.

p'IP~wCA

This brief, as stated earlier; objects .to townhou.sing.proposed by

application Z-S6»71. It will be difficult, - therefors, to accept.this

choap type of housing. in our area.

It is possible that this Council will, refute to its own published.

apartment policies, before a new publication is broadcast, or prefer to

ignore their petitioners...We therefore attempted to understand the

regulations now proposed for Townhauie ' apartment areas.





Auguct 'lU, 1J71.

TO (t, 1W 110116il,; k4l.jr,x•_1.SU.L.!_IJ..co urid r;oc(ui_tlam Council Members

il~~ ►,i~ u~~~l~ r'c; 1 n~~~J r ~:r:~ cf ~:r~ i,t, and horse ovrn(~;.r•c of the

Iii o, I,i.-. (t, oJ. ;w)uI Uwn, and iii particular- near to and adjacent

to lie, of Lot 109, D.L. 3, Group 1,NWD Plan 38623 hereby voice

vigorous protest a6ainst an application to rezone to

idli-1 `rownhou::u Development use of the property legally

descrii)ed above.
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`i'0 Yu Ut3 ItOM LR I-Zayor Ballard and Cogu itlam Counc it Yembers.

We the undersigned residents and howe owners of the

District of Coquitlem, and in particulard near_ to and adjacent
/40

to Re, of Lot IMv D.L. 3, Group 1, NWD Plan 38623 hereby voice

vigororws protest against an''appl icat ion to rezone to

211-1 Townhowse Development use of the property~ Lrally
described above.
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'1'u YC)LjR hOlWUR Mayor Ballard and Coquitlam Council T,Tembers

We the undersigned residents and horse owners of the

District of Coquitlam, a.nd in particular near to and adjacent

to Re. of Lot 190 D.L. 3, rronup 1, NWD.Plan 39623 he-reby voice

viTrorous protect jgpinst an application to rezone to

1-64-1 Townhouse Development use of the property leFa.11y

described above.
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YOUit 11UNOUR Mayor Ballard and Cow Clem Council Members

We the undersigned residents and home owners of the

District of Carquitlam, and in particular near to and adjacent

to Re. of Lot 1099 D.L. 3, Group 19 NWD Plan 38623 hereby voice

vigorous protest against an application to rezone ta,

IDT-1 Townl~owse Development use of the property legally

described above.
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Wednesday, September 8th, 1971, ~.
SEP tp 197Public Hearing - 7. 30 p.m.

Res. No...9~

PUBLIC HEARING MINUT

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

1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. on Wednesday, September 8th,

1971 at 7. 30 p. m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning By-Law No.

1928 as well as to deal with a land use contract.

Members of Council present were Mayor J. L. Ballard, Ald. R. E. Boileau,

Ald. L. A. Bewley, Ald. C. W. McKenzie, Ald. R. B. Sti.bbs. and

O 
Ald. J. L. Tonn. Also present were Mr. D. M. Buchanan, Director of

Planning and Mr. T. Klassen; Deputy Municipal Clerk. The Public

Hearing was advertised in The Columbian on September 1st, 1971 and

September 2nd, 1971 and in The Enterprise on September 2nd, 1971.

MOVED BY ALD. MCKENZIE

SECONDED BY ALD. BEWLEY:

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

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

Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM # 10 - Reference No. Z71/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1954, 1971"

This is an application by Blue Mountain Senior Housing Society

for rezoning of property located at ithe southwest corner of

Blue Mountain Street and Austin Avenue to Medium Density

Multi Storey Apartment (RM- 3) for purposes of establishing

a Senior Citizens Housing Project.

The Mayor announced that this application had been withdrawn

from the Agenda for the Public Hearing as the applicants had

requested more time to prepare their submission.

ITEM #3 - Reference No. Z97/70

This item dealt with a land use contract for the development of

a prefabricated housing scheme on the southeast corner of Dewdney

Trunk Road and Hoy Street.

Ald. McKenzie called for an explanation of a land use contract as

this was a new term in the Act this year. The Planner explained

that under the new legislation the Municipality may exempt a

developer from the provisions of the Zoning By-Law.and instead

enter into an agreement with the developer for the development

of a specific piece of property. This agreemeht which is termed

a Land Use Contract would specify all the terms and conditions

that the developer and the Municipality agree to. A land use

O 
contract can only be entered into once .Council have, by by-law,

designated a certain piece of property as a development area.

Ald. McKenzie requested that the Planner explain to this Public

Hearing why the development did not proceed when the initial

application was made at a Public Hearing held early in 1971.
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Mr. Buchanan stated that Council, following the first Public

Hearing, had turned down the first project mainly for the reason

that mobilehomes, as such, could not be taxed as our other homes

in the District, whereas under the Land Use Contract each of the

homes would be assessable and taxable in a regular manner and

each of the homes would be eligible for the Provincial Homeowner

Grant.

O The Municipal Planner, by way of a brief to the Public Hearing,

itemized certain changes to the proposed land use contract and a

copy of these amendments are attached and form a part of these

Minutes.

At this time the Director of Planning read through the contract

clause by clause and gave explanations as he proceeded.

Ald. Tonn inquired as to whether or not this development was

not to come under the Strata Titles Act and the Planner explained

that while this was not in the contract it would be in the interest

of the deveTloper to register under= the Strata Titles Act in order

for the residents of the park to obtain the Provincial Homeowner

Grant.

The Planner also informed the meeting that this development was

to take place over a five year period and would be developed in

anywhere up to eight stages, to be finished by 1976.

The Director of Planning stated that the Design Panel of the

Municipality had just this afternoon met to further consider the

plans of the developer and they had submitted certain comments

and a copy of their comments are attached hereto and form a

part of these Minutes. k-

The Chairman inquired of the developer as to whether the proposed

changes in the contract were agreeable to them and Mr. Munday,

speaking on behalf of the developer, said they were satisfied with the

changes as enumerated this evening.

A resident of the area inquired of the developers as to what the

average tax would be on each unit and Mr. J. A. Hodgson, speaking

on behalf of the developer, stated that the average revenue from

one acre of land used for single family residences would be $1, 900

whereas the average revenue from his type of development would

be $2, 300 per acre. At this- point the Director of Planning read a

report from the Municipal Assessor dated April 26th, 1971 related

to a comparison of revenue which stated that for a mobilehome park
which would include municipal taxes, school taxes, licenses and
occupancy fees, the revenue would amount t-6 $1, 350 per acre or

$193 per unit. 'Secondly, based on the proposal that all units

are assessable in a mobilehome park, the revenue would be $2, 222

per acre or $317 per unit, or based on single family residences,O
the revenue would be $1, 904 per acre or $476 per unit.

A Mr. W. P. Whelan of 870 Greene Street requested that Council

adgourn this Public Hearing until such time as the final contract

is completed and all interested parties have had aA opportunity

to study this. It was the feeling of Council that all the pros and

cons of the proposed project should be heard at this Public Hearing

and it can be adjourned to a later date to consider only those specific

changes within to contract itself.
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Mr. Max Munday, speaking on behalf of the developers, went

over the history of their application from the initial application

to the present date and stated that they have been working with

the officials from the Municipality since June 8th discussing

the items to be included in the contract.

Mr. Charles Patrick representing the developers showed to

the Public Hearing a plan of the proposed development and

stated that the plan is still basically the same as the one presented

at the last Public Hearing in that there is a ring road through the

park, however,' there are now several cul de sacs running off

of this ring road. He stated that the average basic lot would be

4, 195 square feet and that there would be planting completely

surrounding the development. Mr. Patrick went on to explain

that there will be a large playground area in the centre of the
- development to which tio cars will have access and that it is the

intention of the developers at this time to place families with

children ringing the playground area.

Mr. Patrick also stated that as many as possible of the currently

existing clumps of trees will be retained as well as several other

trees and shrubs that will be introduced into the development.

Mr. Patrick stated that there will be a central service building

constructed containing some 1, 300 square feet which will provide

a lounge area containing a fireplace as well as a kitchen which

will be used by the residents of the park for entertaining or parties

or for relaxing while the children were playing in the playground

area set aside.

A Mr. Vaughn, the landscape architect for the project, showed

to the Public Hearing the proposed landscaping plan which indicated

the entrance to the project would be off Dewdney Trunk Road and

Mr. Vaughn stated that there would be five foot evergreen trees

planted to completely surround the property. He stated that most

of the new trees will be at least twelve feet high and under the

landscaping contemplated an additional 10, 000 plants have been

introduced into--the development from those presently existing.

Mr. Vaughn noted that the Design Panel had requested some

upgrading of the entrance off Dewdney Trunk and stated that this

would most likely be possible, however, they did not wish to

create any sort of a"grand entrance" to the scheme and the upgrading

would probably be done by way of more planning rather than any

physical structure.

On a question from the audience, the developer stated that there

would be 110 units in this development.

O 
A lady in the audience inquired if congestion would not be created

with only the one exit and entrance from the development on to

Dewdney Trunk' Road and with no other entrance and exit on to

any other road. Mr.1 Patrick stated that the reason for the one

entrance was that if the Dewdney Trunk Road were ever closed

and their development had twolentrances it was felt that possibly

the travelling public would use the park as a turun around and

they felt that less traffic problems would be created on Dewdney

with one entrance rather than two entrances within a short distance

of each other. Mr. Patrick also stated that should Irvine Road

ever be opened up they could easily connect to it 'because of the

ring road design of the park itself. L
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Mrs. Vera Anderson at this point addressed Council and

submitted a petition Which she said contained 340 names, copy

of which is attached hereto and form a part of these' Minutes.

Mrs.../Anderson also read a prepared brief with regard to the

application, a copy of this brief is attached hereto and forms

a part of these Minutes.

A Mr. Peter Madsen, a resident of the Ranch Park area, stated

that he is in favour of the development and he likes the plan shown

O to the Public Hearing this evening and he is not worried about

depreciation of his property values. He went on to state that there

is a crying need for some sort of low cost housing in the District

and feels that with this type of housing, more of the lower income

people would be able to own their own home and piece of land.

A Mr. Jim Slater stated that he works for Mundy Trailer Sales

and informed the Public Hearing that the N. H. A. people are

seriously considering accepting the C.S._A. Standards as- far as

financing is concerned on such prefabricated horsing-.Ls. concerned.

i~ He went on to inform the Public Hearing that one out of every

three new homes in the U.S.A.' is a mobile home and that the

figure in Canada is rapidly approaching 25%. Mr. Slater stated
that the mobilehomes of today have very little resemblance to

those manufactured in the past. A Mr. StiglMh, the owner- of

Four Acres Trailer Court, stated that mobilehome living is the

trend of the future and a lot of people in this day and age like to

travel and feel more secure leaving a mobilehome in a park as

they dare assured that when they return their home will, not be

damaged in any way.

A Mrs. Sheila Jones, a resident of Chineside stated that it is

a known fact that the higher the density on land, the higher the
unit c-ost to the Municipality. She went on to state that at present

we don't know the full cost of all services which are provided

to citizens and that more good social planning is needed in the
District of Coquitlam.

A Mrs. Burgess who lives on Dewdney Trunk Road suggested
that mobilehomes deteriorate more rapidly than standard housing
and wondered if the developer would guarantee that these mobilehomes

J̀ will look the same in thirty years as they do when they are installed.

Mr. Slater, answering the question, stated that in'this development

the resident of the mobilehome or prefabricated house would own

the property and would, therefore, not allow the home to deteriorate
and that when he is selling the trailer he does speak of a thirty year

life expectancy although nothing can be guaranteed.

Mr. Max Munday also addressed himself to this question and stated
that once these homes are situated on the foundation they will not

~-'0 
be moved but will be left there and sold as would any other single
gamily dwelling, therefore, the mobilehomes would not deteriorate
as fast as they have in the past where they have been moved from
site to site. He did go on to state that C. M. H. C. are now talking
of financing for a twenty year period on such prefabricated housing
schemes.
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Mr. Munday stated that although the plan at present is to situate

families with children in the center of the park he agrees that

once a unit Is put up for sale there is no way they can definitely

guarantee that children would not be situated in units on the outer

rims of the park.

A lady in the audience inquired what would happen if Dewdney

Trunk Road was cut off at the Lougheed Highway with the only

alternative being through Ranch Park and they reroute Dewdney

O Trunk Road towards Ioco. . Mr. Munday stated that the Highways

Department definitely had plans for access on to the Lougheed

Highway and in fact they are bei ng required to reserve a strip

down the east side of the property for possible development by

the Highways Department.

A lady in the audience inquired as to what the sewer situation

would be and would the people in the area be allowed to hook up

to it and also would they be paying for it. . Mr. Munday stated

that any sewer servicing their property would be paid for by

them completely and they would also have to maintain a public

.~ station which would be put in with the development.

A resident of Irvine Street stated that he was concerned with the

possible overcrowding of schools in the area as he said he had

already been told that Ranch Park School would be going on shifts

this fall and felt this might add a further burden to the overcrowding.

He also went on to state that there are no recreational facilities

in the area and this would also multiply the traffic problems at

Dewdney Trunk Road and Lougheed Highway. The Municipal

Planner stated that .the development was a staged development

over five years and that to the west of his knowledge there are
not .to be any shifts in any elementary school in Coquitlam and

that the students from this development v&o uld be accommodated
either in Westwood or Glen School. The _.Runner also stated
that the School Board do own a site on Sharpe Street for future

development. .

The daughter of Mr. and Mrs. Broker of 3019 Dewdney Trunk
Road addressed the Public Hearing and stated that she was

representing her parents and felt that this development would

be an asset compared to the type of development that i oould take

place in the future and they are of the opinion that this area will

not remain residential. She, stated that in her opinion the pres ent

homes on Dewdney Trunk Road will not last another three years

and, therefore, they were in favour of the proposed development.

A Mr. John Bird who owned property adjacent to the proposed
development inquired as to what would happen to the surrounding
properties and the Municipal Planner explained that this area is

all proposed as residential area which would include developments
such as this presently being considered or for single family

dwellings.- The Director of Planning stated that the road plan had
been worked out for this area in 1967 or 1968 and that if this project
proceeds these plans would have to be changed to take into account
the development that is envisaged at this time.
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Mr. William Whelan of 870 Greene Street addresssed the Public

Hearing and read a prepared brief, a copy of which is attached

hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

Mr. George McCormack addressed the Hearing and stated that

he has looked at several condominium developments, some good

and~bad, however, if this development proceeds as presented

here this evening he feels that this is about the finest he has ever

seen. He Anent on to state that he did not feel the traffic on

Dewdney Trunk would be a problem.

A lady in the audience stated that in her opinion mobilehomes

depreciate-whereas regular single family homes have in the

past appreciated and she wondered how this would affect taxation

revenue and assessment. The developer stated that these are

not mobilehomes but will be fixed to the property and while they

will have aluminum siding, so do many of the more expensive

homes presently being built. He went on to state that the person

living in the pr-efabricated housing unit will own.the unit and will,

therefore, have the incentive to maintain and landscape his property

as would any owner of a single family dwelling. Mr. Munday

also went on to state that the ownersof these units would be eligible

for the Pr% rincial Homeowner Grant as well as the second mortgage

being granted by the Provincial Government.

Mrs. Palvesky of 3052 Flbet Street, Coquitlam, addressed the

Public Hearing and sta-tt&thati it is a known fact that children

do not stay in organized playgrounds created especially for them

but do have a tendancy to wander and as there are no other

recreational facilities in this area, it is most likely that the

children will wander into surrounding yards. She went on to state

that in her opinion the type of environment created ins the park

would not be good for children as the lack of space in the homes

would limit their activities-and ir,.iagination. She also stated that

she felt a clause should be included in the contract that were this

project to proceed, that no families_ with children be permitted in

the outer ring of the proposed park.

Mr. Max Munday,, r-epresenting the developers, stated that they

had done a survey on the number of children which would be

accommodated in such a park and upon using United Community

Services figures, it was found that, in a development of this size

containing single family residences, there would be. 61 children

whereas in a development as proposed at this Public Hearing

there would be a maximum of 53 children.,- Mr. Munday stated

that the reason for the lower number of children is that in

mobilehomes the child population is approximately 20% whereas.

in single family residences the average number of children is

351o. He went on to state that whether this property was developed

for a prefabricated housing scheme or a single family housing

scheme there would still be no park in the area regardless of

which development proceeded.
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Mr. Munday then went on W state that the project envisioned

would cost over $500, 000 and ,_that the selling price of the home

and lot would range from $12, 900 to $19, 900 and gave as an

example a $15, 000 home which would be financed by way of a

$1, 000 Home Acquisition Grant from the Provincial Government

with an additional $1, 000 downpayment from the purchaserr

which would leave a balance of $13, 000 to be financed over

15 years At 10 1/276 which would mean a payment of $142 per

10 month. To this would have to be added taxes which ~&;o uld

amount to approximately a net of $10 per month as well as

a management fee of approximately $18'which would mean a

total payment of $172 per month. The $18 per month paid

by each owner as a management maintenance fee would Produce

approximately $2, 000 per month which would pay for the hiring

of a Manager and would look after the maintenance of the park.

Ald. McKenzie inquired as to how big the $15, 000 home would

be and Mr. Munday stated that it would most likely be 12' by

68' which would be approximately 800 square feet and would be

fully furnished.

Mr. James stated that mobilehomes usually are used by young

couples initially who, once they have children, attempt to move

into single family residences where more room is available to

them and once the children have been raised then the people like

to move into a smaller unit where they will then be able to travel

without having to worry either about maintenance or the safety

of their home. He went on to state that by older people moving

into such accommodation, older residences which are usually

less expensive are released to the market allowing people with

families to purchase them and he was, therefore, in favour of

this type of development.

Mr. Ralph Palvesky, a resident of Fleet Street, states that he

was concerned about the taxation situation because in his single

family residence he pays approximately $55 per month net taxes

whereas a prefabricated house in the scheme envisioned would

pay approximately $300 gross taxes per year.

Ald. McKenzie at this point stated that in the District of Coquitlam

there are only two types of housing available, one being the single

family residence which ranges usually from $30, 000 and up or

apartments and that there is nothing in between that is available

to a person who could possibly afford living accommodations in the

$15, 000 to $20, 000 range. ~ He went on to state that the only way

the cost of housing can be reduced is by allowing higher density

use of property combined with a factory manufactured home.

Mr. Hoing, one of the proposed developers, stated that although

0 he had had serious negotiations with representatives of the Municipality

over a long period of time and had agreed to all conditions set by

the Municipality, he felt that they should be allowed to develop their

land in the manner presented to this Public Hearing. He also

presented a petition containing 21 names of people residing in the

area who expressed their approval of the proposed housing

development. A copy of this petition is attached hereto and forms

a part of these Minutes.



- 8 -

Wednesday, September8th, 1971,

Public Hearing, Minutes, cont'd.

MOVED BY ALD. MCKENZIE

SECONDED BY ALD. TONN:

That a Public Hearing dealing with Item #3, the Hoing Land Use

Contract, be adjourned until a later date to be announced at which

time Council will hear the public on the details of the legal

agreement which is to be circularized well in advance of the

O Public. Hearing dealing with this item.

CARRIED

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z35/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2014, 197111

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located 'at

955 Como Lake Avenue to RT- 1 for duplex use.

A resident of the area rose to object to the rezoning and

stated that the residents of the area are concerned about the

possible depreciation of their homes in the area should this

application be allowed as well as the possibility of additional

duplexes or apartment buildings on the large pieces of land

still remaining in this area. He submitted a petition containing

the signatures of 83 homeowners in the area opposed to the

rezoning and a copy of the petition is attached hereto and forms

a part of these minutes.

On a call from the Chairman six other persons in the audience

rose to state that they were present at the Public Hearing to

bbject to the rezoning.

ITEM #1 - Townhousing Apartment Regulations.

"The District of -Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2010, 1971"

This By-Law dealt with the setting up of regulations to govern

townhousing applications in the District of Coquitlam as well as

the establishment of Regulations for townhouses as well as

apartments which would make it necessary for these types of

developments to provide a common amenity in the area or areas

of not less than 20 square feet per bedroom in other than bachelor

and one bedroom units.

Ald. Boileau inquired as to the meaning of Section (h), Clause 3

regarding the number of floors and the Municipal Planner explained

that two floors would be allowed above basements, meaning a total

of three floors in all.

The Planner also went on to explain that the proposed regulations

now allow for a density of 12 units per acre whereas originally

the number contemplated had been 15 to 18 units per acre.

The Municipal Planner also explained that the by-law could not

be adopted until such time as an actual area was being rezoned

for townhouse use.
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Mr. Richardson, representing the Rochester Ratepayers
Association, stated that as a group they were pleased with
the proposed regulations, particularly with regards to the
density that is being allowed. He did state, however, that
his group were concerned with the type of recreational facilities
provided as they felt that some regulations should be instituted

O so that year round recreational facilities would be mandatory in
any such development.

Ald. McKenzie suggested that possibly the Design Panel should
have criteria established for desirable recreational facilities.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 50/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2020, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property situated on the
northwest corner of Gauthier Avenue and a lane running between

.~ Gauthier Avenue and Alderson Avenue directly west of Blue .
Mountain Street to Civic, Institutional P- 1 for school development.

The Planner explained that all applications for the Public Hearing
ton~ght dealing with the School Board land were currently being
used for school purposes and that this rezoning was actually to
place them in the correct zoning category.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 51/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2021, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located on the
northeast corner of Smith Avenue and Guiltner Street bounded
on the north by Regan Avenue to Civic Institutional P- 1 for school
development.

The Planner explained that there was no ihtention•at this time to
build a school on this property and that the property would be
continue to be used for recreational purposes of the joint develop-
ment between the School Board and the Parks and Recreation ~.
Commission.

ITEM #6 - Reference No. Z 52/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2022, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located adjacent
to the Millside School site to Civic Institutional P- 1 for school
development.

Mr. Poul Hansen, representing the owners of adjacent property,
inquired as to whether this rezoning would have any effect ofi future
development of Lots 1 and 2 adjacent to the school property and
the Planner stated that this would not in any way affect any current
rezoning applications.
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ITEM #7 - Reference No. Z 53/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2023, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located on

King. Albert Avenue forming a part of the Vanier School site

to Civic Institutional (P- 1) for school d-evelopment.

There was no opposition to this application for rezoning.

ITEM #8`"- Reference No. Z 54/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2024, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of a portion of the Mundy

Elementary School site for Civic Institutional (P- 1) for

school development.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

ITEM #9 - Reference No. Z 61/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning A-mendment By-Law No. 2025, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located on

the north side of Rochester Avenue bounded by Schoolhouse

Street and Decaire Street to Civic Institutional (P- 1) for

school development.

Ald. Bewley inquired of the Planner as to whether the lane '

situated between the current school property and the lots being

rezoned have been cancelled and included in the ;school property

and the Planner explained that this had not been done.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING - SEPTEMBER 8TH

FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

The Planner submitted written comments on each application

before the Public Hearing, a copy of this brief is attached hereto

and forms a part of these Minutes.

ADJOURNMENT

MOVED BY ALD. TONN
SECONDED BY ALD, BEWLEY:

That the Public Hearing adjourn at 11. 30 p. m,

CHAIRMAN
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Re,: Lots "A" & "B", Blocks 2 & 8, District Trot 378
Dewdney Trunk Road - Irvine Street & Lougheed Hwy.

We, the residents adjoining and neighbouring the above
described area, hereby indicate our approval of the
proposed Housing development.

Coqu' lam, September 8th 1971
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Re.: Sots t0A" & "B", Blocks 2 & 8, District Lot 378
Dewdney._Trunk Road - Irvine Street & houohe.ed H-ry..

We, the adjoining and neighbouring residants of the above
described area, hereby indicate our approval of the proposed
housing development.

Coquitlam, September 8th 1971
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PETITION TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM
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RE: 955 Como Lake Avenue - Rezoning
from Residential One Family (RS-1)
to Two Family Residential (RT-1)

We, the undersigned, as residents of the area surrounding the
above property, are opposed to the rezoning of said property
and for the following reasons, request that the application
be rejected:

1. A depreciation in property value results. In itself, this
is most undesirable, but without a proportionate reduction
in Municipal taxes, it is inequitable.

2. A rezoning from single dwelling to multiple dwelling units
prepares the way for additional multiple dwelling units,
such as duplexes, apartments, condominiums, etc.. We feel
such facilities are unsatisfactory because an influx of
transients is attracted to the area. Unlike the present
stable family situation, a transient population brings
with it problems peculiar to the transient group. Such
problems.are at adds with a single dwelling population.
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TO THE COINCIiL OF THE DISTRICT UF402VITUMS

W th undera itmed., ree5.dea®t6' e$ the Diatrlct or Canui-Clam har&bv

ragutst t~t the Coquitiam Couscil areffuse' an agplitation to have 14 &trio of

kad pr4soiatlp -ouid 96si-4eatial Small- Hol'di#gs tee *'MOBILE ROME TRAIIE ? PARK'

SIGNATURE ADMMS
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAMs

tie the und6tsiied, iresidents of the District;ef ;Cocuitlam here

request that, the ; Coquit1dia'i Councilrefit e s a p~l.icati~~t_o_have 144 a ores—of

land presently coned Residential Small ,Haldi 9-!t6 01MOBILE - LOME AIJZR PARK'S

• ~ SIGNATURE t—iiADDRESS



TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITIA

We the undersigned p residents of the District of Coquitlam hereby—

request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an application to have I4 acres of

land presently zoned Residential Small Holdings to " MOBILE HOME TRAILER PARK E

SIGNATURE
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT-OF COQUITLAM

----W-P-the-under- s i.g-ne dy-r-ezide-nt s- of-the--Di stri-c-t-of-Ca qu-i-tl-am-he-r-e-by -

-~ request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an application to have I4 acres of

land presently zoned Residential Small Holdings to "MOBiLF HWE TRAILER PARK"

--
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM:
6

We the undersigned, residents of the district of Co-quitlam hereby

request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an application to have I4 acres of

land presently zoned Residential Small Holdings to "MOBILE HONE TRAILER PARK"

ADDRESS
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TO THE, COU14CIL OF-THE, DISMIRICT OF, COQ UITWI: .

IYc-- the- _underz.a.gue_d.j_ rc_si.de.uts _of the_Distri_ct.-of_-Cequitlam hexehy

reaquest- that--the Coquitlau:_ C.ounei l -refuse -an__wpplic.atiQ--to -have= ~_-acxe 
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM:

We the—under-signed g r_e_sidents--O the_D. riot or quit! eby

request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an application to have I4 acres of

land presently zoned Residentidl Small Holdi-ngs-Ao " ELE-HOME_-TIlAIIdER PARK11

SIGNATURE
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTttICT OF;:,COQUITLANi:

We the undersigned,_ residents of the District of Coquitlam -hereby --_

^~ request that _the-Coguitlam.~ Council refuse an application to have I4 acres of

landpresently zoned Residential Small Holdings to "MOBILE, HOME, TRAILER PARK"

SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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TO ,THE ~COUNCILr®P +CO2UITI, M:

- ,WE =the tiuudsrsigsied; ,residents -of ,the ,District , of Co uitlam hereby

request °that ith6 {Coquitl" ~Couucil ,f'efuse-idn is lication to have 14-a~r~s

of ° laud ,pressfitly zoned #,Re6ideritial Small Holdings to "Mobile Home Trailer Park"

R SIGNATURE rADDRESS
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TO THE COUNCIL OF.THE;DISTRICTiOF;COQUITLAM:

We-the-u-nd-e-r-sl-g-ned-----e-s3denta-of-Ahe-M-str-i-c-t-of--Gequ-it-lam-hereby - ----

request that the CHgtjitlam Council refuse an application to have I4 acres of

land presently zoned Residential Small holdings to "MOBILE HOME TRAILER PARK"

SIGNATURE ADDRESS

------- _o ff may /-1~0~~`. C9



TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM

We the undersigned residents,of ,the~District -of Coquitlam herebj5

-y 
request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an application tb have I4 acres of

.. land presently zoned Residential Small Holdings to "MOBILE HOME TRAILER PARK"

SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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TO THE COUNCIL OF: THE DISTRICT. OF. COQUITIAI—...-.

` — We the undersigned,_ residents of the District of Co~uit~'am~hcreby

request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an a~~licati.as~ to have I4 scresn~f_.__—____..__

land presently zoned Residential Small Holdings to_'!MQBILE HOME TRAILER PARK"

SIGNATURE
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM 

—_-±,b—±,h-a—and-ersi-neA,--r-ezi.de-n sue%_thee~is sict~f r~~j» dam

-- --- -- --- he-r-er

to-tohave la acres of land Fresentljr zoned Residential Small

— —~-1-d-~g~--tei'~b.i-l.-&~-~.e 'P~~~-~--Fa~'~F►r

SIGNATURE. ADDRESS
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITIAM

igTs the undersi ned, residents of the District of Coquitlam hereby —

_ request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an application to have I4 acres of

_land-r_escnt-.y O-ned Residential Small Holdings to "MOBILE HOME TRAILER PARK

ADDRESS

—U_v_`l-



TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM:

Vie the undersigned, residents of the District of Coquitlam hereby

request that the Coquitlam Council refuse an application to have 14 acres of

lan_presently zoned Residential Small Holdings to " MOBILE HOME TRAILER PARK"

,v  

SIGNATURE _ ADDRESS

Fi



t , , !TO iTHE %COUNCILsOF-FTHE DISTRICT-;OF:GOQUITLAM:

;. We the undersigned -tresidents of the District o.f Co-q-uitlam_hereb~

request that, the Coquitlam Council refuse an application to haveA4 acres of

land presently zoned Residential Small_ Holdings to _"MOBLLE-iO1 E-IUIJFR-PAR 'L

SIGNATURE• _ ADDRESS
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TO THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM:

We the undersigned residents of the District of Coquitlam hereby _

-~ land resewtly_- zoned_ Residential Small Holdi s to "MOBILE HOME TRAILER. PARK"

SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING - SEPT. 8, 1971 FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

I provide evidence to be considered by Council in making a decision
in regard to the various items at this Public Hearing:

ITEM #1 - TOWNHOUSING APARTMENT REGULATIONS

I. reported to Council on August 18, 1971 in regard to these -
regulations. The By-law provides for an RT-2 Zone and regulations
therefore. It also provides for common amenity areas in all apartment
projects where._larger suites accommodating children are proposed under
Clause #4. I note that this By-law cannot be approved finally until a
site is considered for rezoning at the same time.

ITEM#2 - Z-35-71 FOR RT-1

I reproduce my comments at the last Public Hearing on Z-35-71:

"The APC recommended as follows in this instance:
2346 MOVED BY MR. WYLIE

SECONDED BY MR. MITCHUK

That the Commission.recommend to Council that
appl.ication Z-35-71 be referred to Publi,c Hearing.

CARRIED."

ITEM #3 - LAND USE CONTRACT Z-97-70

This application results from Council action May 25, 1971 deciding
to take the "development area - land -use contract" approach on this
Prefab Home Scheme. The earlier proposal for Mobile Home Park (RMH-1)'
Zoning was proceeded with by Council. On June 8, 1971-I was instructed
by Council as follows:'

"That we authorize our Planner to negotiate with the developer
on the terms and conditions of the land use contract for
presentation to Council prior to any possible referral to
Public Hearing."

On August 24th Council did refer a proposed contract with certain
changes to this Public Hearing. I can report further as follows as
to "Last minute" changes to the contract circulated to Council with
the Public Hearing agenda:

1. Section 2 should be amended to read:
11 . shall be issued until all deposits required under this
contract are received and approved by the Municipal Treasurer,
such deposits to be either in the form of a bank certificate

0.
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of deposit in the name of the District, with interest going to
the applicant, or if the total deposit exceeds $100,000 in the
form'of an irrevocable letter of credit."

Comment - This allows for the recent policy change by Council
on bonding procedure.

2. Section 7 shall be amended to allow for the landscaping plan
prepared by D. Vaughan and Associates, Landscape Architects
instead of that by P. Hansen. This is still to be reviewed by
our Design Committee at the time of writing this brief, and I
will add to this verbally. Also, the amount stated is to be
increased according to the new plan and to cover both existing
trees and..proposed new landscaping. The amount at 110% is to
be $78,061.50 as presented on the Landscape Architect's plan.

3. Section 10 of the contract should be amended to read:
"for an amount equal to 150% of the estimated cost of the
said services as determined by the Engineering Supervisor,
now estimated at $217,893.47 ; the District agrees to reduce
the deposit to 110% of the estimated costs based on final
plans approved by the Engineering Supervisor,'and return any
funds in excess of the aforesaid figure minus 4% to be
retained as inspection fees; no works shall be constructed
until permission to do such work is given by the Engineering
Supervisor; it is further agreed that all cash deposit moneys
for road improvements under paragraph 9(c) shall be retained
for use by the District if the future use and the function'
and design of the roads are not determined by the Engineering
Supervisor prior to September 1, 1976."

Comment - This reverts back to the previous draft as recommended
to me by Mr. Hockey. This was felt unworkable since specific
plans cannot be prepared until the Department of Highways agrees
to a road plan and thus the whole project would be delayed since
permits would not be issued until detailed engineering was done.
Also, the actual amount of the deposit has- now been determined.

4. Section 11 should be amended as follows:
a)". of the installation to return to the applicant

based upon .

Comment - This section allows for a Council decision on whether
to grant the same terms as BACM Ltd. obtained for their Harbour
Village Development. Note that Council "may" approve this
proposal.

`b)". September 1, 1976 
."

Comment - This allows further time for refunding to the applicant.
BEM obtained a 10 year period so that this seems reasonable.
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5. Section 13 should be amended to say
" the deposits in lieu of the cash
bonds

Also, the 1976 date should be inserted in Sections 13 and 14.

Comment - Bank certificates of deposits or an irrevocable letter
of credit if the total exceeds $100,000 are required.

6. Section 16 should be amended to remove all wording after
". by resolution of the Council of the District"

and place a period thereafter.

Comment - The Assistant Solicitor suggested this as something
similar to"the proposed wording. The idea is to avoid simple
ownership transfers having to go back to a new public hearing.
It will be up to Council to make sure of the transfer of
responsibilities to any new persons prior to approving any
assignment. The problem is that the contract is now worded as
to make the present applicant continue to be fully responsible
even if he assigns his interest in the project..

I suggest that Council should properly adjourn the hearing on this
item in order that these amendments as reviewed by Council can be
legally considered. An adjournment to 7:15 on September 13, 1971
would be in order to avoid the legal problem of the agreement as
circulated being changed. 11

ITEM #4 TO #9 - Z-50-71 -to. Z-54-71 & Z-61-71

My comments were presented to Council in my report of August 17, 1971.
Basically, the rezoning proposals allow for continued civic use of
the lands in question and are simply "housekeeping" matters.

ITEM #10 - Z-71-70 FOR RM-2

This has been withdrawn by Mayor and Council.

Respectfully submitted,

DMB/ci D.M. Buchanan,
Planning Director

0.
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September 8, 1971

The Council
The Corporation of the District of Coquitlam
1111 Brunette Avenue
Coqu i t 1 am, B. C.

~J Gentlemen:

I am writing this letter to express_ my very deep concern brought
about by the Council's proposal to rezone a 14 acre site at the
corner of Dewdney Trunk Road and Irvine Street for use as a
prefabricated Housing scheme. We are all well aware of the apparent
deception which is being - attempted either by the members of Council or
the developers. When the same developers tried several months ago
to have the area zoned for a Mobile Home Park we, the residents of
the area expressed their almost unanimous opposition and were somewhat
re-assured when council tabled the motion indefinitely. The re-naming
of the scheme to avoid our opposition seems to have succeeded in many
cases. Just,- one of the many cases comes to mind to illustrate my
point. When I discussed the new scheme with a neighbour he said that
he felt that a prefabricated housing development was far superior
for this location to a "Mobile Home Park". He said that he had read
the notice in the legal column and was certain that this new scheme
was nothing to do with Mobile Homes. When I explained the intention
of the developers he was very upset and not only signed the petition
against the proposal, but I believe he is here tonight to speak to
council. We fiind it almost unbela+e'vable that the Council would go to
such an extent to accomodate a highly profitable commercial venture with
no thought given the residents of the area who bought their homes with
assurance from the planning department that the district was to remain
a.low density residential area.

As part of my submission I attach a copy of a short brief which we have
prepared and would ask the council to consider it very closely before
votii)ng on this proposal. I have a few more points to bring before council.
As I understand it the developement consists of 110 mobile home sites.
There will, according to the plan, be an average of 4,000 square feet per
site. not including roadways walkways or common facilities. However, this
does not seem - to be exclusive of the 25 foot buffer zone. Therefore if the
25 foot zone is to be - honoured the average size must automatically be reduced
by this amount. The number of parking spaces proposed will be 98 adjacent "
and 12 attached giving a total of 110. There will be 55 spaces provided

/2...........
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Page 2

for visitors Would the developers have us believe that any Homeowner
Owith two cars will be refused admittance or will they be allowed to

- park in the Visitors area or alternatively will they park on the already
overcrowded streets.

I could continue at great length but will close with one request.
I ask that council unanimously turn down this rediculous proposal.

Yours very truly,

W. P. Whalen

8 70

~r



THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM'S INTENTION OF RE-ZONING

THE PROPERTY ON SOUTH SIDE OF DEWDNEY TRUNK FROM IRVINE EASTERLY TO THE

LANE BEHIND THE WEST PROPERTY ALONG THE LOUGHEEO HIGHWAY (7) FOR THE
I10

PURPOSE OF BUILDING Ift PRE-FABRICATED HOMES (TRAILERS) IS ONE OF GREAT

CONCERN NOT ONLY TO THE RESIDENTS OF THE DEWDNEY•-TRUNK- RANCH PARK

AREA BUT ALSO TO THE WHOLE MUNICIPALITY.

BEFORE RE-ZONING COUNCIL SHOULD BE CONCERNED ABOUT SOME OF THE PROBLEMS

^ (NOW AND FUTURE) AND GIVE SERIOUS CONSIDERATION BEFORE ALLOWING A PROJECT

OF THIS MAGNITUDE.

APPARENTLY IT IS THE INTENTION TO BUILD A MINIMUM OF 
1196

UNITS ON APPROX.

14 ACRES OF LAND. ONE COULD THEREFORE EXPECT APPROX. 120 - 150 CARS, AND

150 CHILDREN. FURTHER IT IS REASONABLE TO ASSUME THIS COULD CREATE IN

SOME 60 DAYS AN INSTANT OR OVERNIGHT SUBDIVISION.

SURELY COUNCIL REALIZES THIS RAISES FUNDAMENTAL QUESTIONS.

1. WHAT ABOUT TRAFFIC CONGESTION AND HOW DOES THIS PROPOSAL AGGRAVATE
THE SITUATION?

2. ARE THERE SCHOOLS IN THE AREA THAT CAN HANDLE SUCH A LARGE INCREASE
IN JUST A FEW DAYS.

3. ARE THERE SUFFICIENT PLAYGROUNDS FOR THE CHILDREN EITHER ON THE SITE
OR SUFFICIENT PARK AREA ADJOINING.

4. DOES THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT ENHANCE OR EVEN COMPLIMENT THE LOCAL
AREA; TO SAY NOTHING OF THE MUCH LARGER QUESTION; WILL THIS DEVELOP-
MENT DO ANYTHING TO SOLVE THE HOUSING PROBLEM OR EVEN CREATE A
REASONABLE ENVIRONMENT IN WHICH PEOPLE CAN LIVE.

THE ANSWER TO ALL THESE QUESTIONS; EVEN WITH JUST ONE CURSORY GLANCE AT

THE PLANS, IS AN EMPHATIC NO.

TRAFFIC PROBLEM:

AT THE MOMENT THERE IS CONSIDERABLE PROBLEM GAINING ACCESS TO THE LOUGHEED

HIGHWAY FROM DEWDNEY TRUNK. THE SITUATION IS REALLY AGGRAVATED WITH EVERY

C.P.R. TRAIN THAT MOVES IN AND OUT OF VANCOUVER. MANY RESIDENTS FROM THE

IMMEDIATE AREA USE THIS ROUTE AS WELL AS PEOPLE FROM PORT COQUITLAM WISHING

TO GO TO THE CENTRE AND WESTERN PORTIONS OF THE MUNICIPALITY.

IT IS ALSO -Rtw44• -EBB DEWDNEY TRUNK IS TO BE DEAD-ENDED ONCE AN OVERPASS OR

UNDERPASS IS CONSTRUCTED OVER THE C.P.R. TRACKS. WHERE WILL THE TRAFFIC

G0; WHERE 1S THE NEW ACCESS TO GOY

UNTIL THIS STUDY IS UNDERTAKEN AND A ROAD PATTERN DECIDED - HOW CAN COUNCIL

EVEN CONSIDER A MAJOR DEVELOPMENT WHICH ADDS MORE TRAFFIC TO AN ALREADY

0
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SCHOOLS:

THIS PROBLEM IS MOST OBVIOUS. PRESENT SCHOOLS ARE ALREADY FILLED

TO CAPACITY. HOW CAN A SUDDEN INCREASE OF SOME 150 CHILDREN BE

ACCOMODATED IN AN ALMOST OVERNIGHT SITUATION.

WE SHOULD REALIZE IT COULD TAKE A MINIMUM OF TWO YEARS BEFORE CLASS-

ROOMS CAN BE BUILT TO ACCOMODATE THIS SUDDEN INCREASE.

SURELY THIS AREA OF THE MUNICIPALITY WHICH HAS HAD MORE THAN

cl ITS SHARE OF SHIFTS, CAN NOT BE EXPECTED TO AGAIN SUFFER A LOWER

STANDARD OF EDUCATION BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE SHIFT SYSTEM.

PLAYGROUNDS, PARKS:

AGAIN, THE CHILDREN ARE THE ONES TO SUFFER IN A PROPOSED TRAILER PARK

SUCH AS THIS~,DEVELOPMENT. AS THERE ARE NO PARKS OR PLAYGROUNDS IN

THE ADJACENT AREA, THE MEAGRE ONE OR TWO ACRES, FOR SOME 150 CHILDREN,

IN THE CENTRE OF THE DEVELOPMENT SURELY IS A VERY LOW STANDARD IN

r t THIS ENLIGHTENED AGE. THIS RATHER LOW LYING LAND HAS BEEN A SOURCE

FOR DRAINAGE PROBLEMS AND IS NOT PARTICULARLY SUITABLE AS AN AREA

FOR LARGE NUMBERS OF CHILDREN TO PLAY.

COMPATIBILITY TO THE EXISTING AREA:

IF WE EXAMINE THE DEVELOPMENT AS PROPOSED WE FIND IT CERTAINLY IS

MEDIOCRE IN CONCEPT AND WILL NOT ENHANCE THE EXISTING STREET AND

WILL PROBABLY DESTROY THE RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER.

((

A DEVELOPMENT OF SOME UNITS SO CLOSELY JAMMED TOGETHER CAN ONLY

FAIL WHEN THE TRAILER PARK IS SO DEVOID OF ANY DESIGN SIGNIFICANCE;

PARTICULARLY WHEN THE PROBLEMS OF TRAFFIC, SCHOOL AND PLAYGROUNDS

FACILITIES ARE UNSOLVED.

FINALLY:

THEREFORE, WE STRONGLY URGE COUNCIL TO REJECT ANY MAJOR DEVELOPMENT,

PARTICULARLY A TRAILER COURT OF SUCH MAGNITUDE ON THE DEWDNEY TRUNK

ROAD.

SURELY IT IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE MUNICIPALITY TO KNOW

PRECISELY WHERE THE MAJOR ROADS ARE TO GO AND THE AREA HAS SOME

COMMUNITY FACILITIES SUCH AS SCHOOLS AND PARKS, BEFORE ALLOWING

MAJOR DEVELOPMENTS TO PROCEED.



September 9, 1971

The Mayor and Municipal Council of the Corporation•of the District of Coquitlam,

1111 Brunette Ave., Coquitlam, B.C.

Gentlemen:

Res Proposed Rezoning of Property on the South—East

Corner of Dewdney Trunk Road and Irvine St. to

Mobile Home Park Development

On behalf of the3 AA residents and taxpayers of the District of Coquitlam who

signed this petition I wish to make it known to you that we take the strongest exception

CS the reclassification and proposed rezoning of the fourteen acres of land on the South—
East corner of Dewdney Trunk Road and Irvine St.

Our first concern, and it should be a major concern to all,in the District, is that

since trailers depreciate rapidly in value, within a very few years the development would

assume a shabby and run—down appearance. It is well known that the average life span of a

trailer is approximately ten years.

Moreover, unreasonable traffic congestion will be created with such a development on

the very edge of the only route of access to and egress from the eastern section of the

District. In fact I have it as of today from our Planning Dept. that Dewdney Trunk Road

will be closed when the underpass for the railway is built and they do not yet know where

the new outlet will be.

Children have little respect for boundary markers. It is most unlikely that they will

confine themselves at all times to the limited recreation area provided in the trailer park.

In search of freedom from the confines of the park they will undoubtedly spread out over

neighbouring areas, appropriating them for their own use, heedless of the protests of the

respective owners. In fact the manager of a trailer park located in Coquitlam with whom I

spoke today confirmed that this is exactly the situation that obtains. In this case there

is also no nearby park, as is the case at Dewdney & Irvine.

This "development" is the breach in the dike. Once having admitted trailer parks to

the area, they will inevitably spread down Dewdney Trunk Road locating on other large tracts

of vacant land adjacent to the road, depreciating property values throughout a broad area.

As the developers are looking forward to having the use of this land "in perpetuity"

Other than just "until September 1, 202111 9 it behooves the rest of us to look ahead at

least ten or twenty years or more. It is most unlikely that the Municipality would make

k 
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periodic checks of the development over the years and force the older, deteriorating

trailers to move out of the area. Neither is it likely that effective measures would be

taken to prevent run—down trailers from moving into the development. It is possible that

D if the area fell into disfavour in future years and demand for space slackened, then

junkdd and abandoned trailers might be left on their pads, necessitating rezoning of the

area as a Municipal Garbage Dump.

As a result of the tranO ent-na6urse of the occupants of mobile home parks the

population pattern is constantly shifting, putting an additional strain on local schools

Qn  their attempt to forecast requirements. Indeed, I have it on good authority that the

unpredictable number of children at any given time creates more difficulties for school

planning than any other form of high density dwellings, including apartment blocks.

We were accused after the first public hearing March 11, 1971, of "even going to

Ranch Park for help". The residents of Ranch Park have shown by their response that they

are well aware that such proposed developments are on their very doorsteps. Moreever,if

it is of concern only to the immediate area then "private hearing" would be a more

appropriate term. We make no apology for bringing a serious matter that affects all of

the residents of Coquitlam, tax wise, school wise and road wise (as well as aesthetically)

to their attention, and for giving them as much information as possible in the limited time

available. We received our notices Thursday, September 2nd, before the long weekend and

during the holidays just before school opening, hardly a suitable time to hold a public

hearing. Indeed, in the Land Use Contract it was proposed to hold this hearing " at 7:15

September 6th ( Labour Day ) or September 7th prior to the Council meeting".

In closing, I should like to draw your attention to the editorial in last Thursday's

"Enterprise", the local newspaper, entitled "It's an Oversight in Council Policy", re:
i

residents not being adequately informed of proposed projects. It goes on to say, and I quote

a quote, "people worry already about creeping or clandestine planning changes, and this

revelation has not reassured them". This editorial should be required reading for all

residents of Coquitlam.

In this case we have tried to offset the "oversight in Council policy" by getting

0ormation to as many people in as many areas of this District as we could in the limited

time available. On the other hand, I submit that Council did not even inform but in fact

misinformed the residents of the adjacent properties.



It is time the residents of Coquitlam woke up to what is happening within their

boundaries, and if we have by our efforts encouraged them to think of the whole District

of Coquitlam instead of in terms of narrow~parochial
I
regionalism as has been the custom

D -

in the past, then we have performed a double service; preventing undesirable developments

O

O

and fostering the realization that we are indeed a united District of Coquitlam.

Respectfully submitted,

Vera A. Anderson.

C



Thursday, October 21st, 1971 8
Re. 19..

Public Hearin 7:30 .m.

PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

A Public Hearing was held - in the Gymnasium of the Mundy Road School,
2200 Austin Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C., on Thursday, October 21st, 1971
at 7:30 p.m. to deal with applications to amend Zoning.By-Law No.
1928 and amending By-Laws.

Members of-Council present were Mayor J. Ballard, Ald. R.E. Boileau,
Ald. J.W. Gilmore, Ald. R.B.. Stibbs and Ald -. J.L. Tonn. Also
present were the Municipal Planner, Mr. D. Buchanan and the Deputy

O Municipal Clerk, Mr. T. Klassen.

The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on
October 15th and 16th, 1971 and in The Enterprise on
October 14th, 1971.

The Public Hearing was called to deal with By-Law No.
2033, 2034, 2012, 1954 and 2035.

CANCELLATION

The Mayor announced that in view of the highly
contentious Jissues before the Public Hearing and upon
advice received, the Public Hearing was cancelled
until all members of Council could be present.

The Mayor further advised that a new date for the
Public - Hearing would be established at the Council
Meeting to be held October 25th, 1971 and parties.
interested would again be notified of the Public
Hearing to deal with the items on the agenda this
evening.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting adjourned at 7:45 p.m.

4.,

CHAIRMAN
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A 'Public Hearing was held in the Gymnasium of the Mundy Ro

Elementary School, 2200 Austin Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. on

Tuesday, November 9th, 1971 at 7. 30 p. m.• bo deal with applications

to amend Zoning By-Law No. 1928, as well as to deal with a Land

Use ContUact.

Tuesday, November 9th, 1971,

Public Hearing - 7. 30 p. in.

PUBLIC HEARING -MINUTES

Members of Council present were Mayor J. L. Ballard, Ald. L. A.

Bewley, Ald. R. E. Boileau, Ald. J. W. Gilmore, Ald.-G. W.

O McKenzie, Ald. R. B. Stibbs, Ald. J. L. Tonn. Also present were

Mr. D. M. Buchanan, Director of Planning and Mr. T. Klassen,

Deputy Municipal Clerk.

The Public Hearing was advertised in the Columbian on November 3rd,

1971 and November 4th, 1971 and also in The Enterprise on November 4th,

1971.

MOVED BY ALD. BOILEAU

SECONDED BY ALD. BE~WLEY:

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

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

Public Hearing.

CARRIED

ITEM #1 - Reference No. Z47/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2033, .1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

in the 400 block Lakeview Street, at the rear of 464 Mundy

Street, for the purposes of duplex development.

Mr. Peterson, who resides at 462 .Lakeview Street

addressed the Hearing and stated that he was opposed to the

rezoning of this property for the above use. Mr. Peterson

presented a petition signed by 46 people opposing the rezoning.

A copy of this petition is attached hereto and forms a part of

these Minutes.

Mr. Peterson went.on to state that should this rezoning be

allowed, he thought there were two or three other people in

the area who were ready to apply for rezoning as well and,

as a result of this statement; Council asked the Municipal

Planner to review the criteria' for duplex development, which

he did, together with the proposed modifications of the criteria

presently under study by the Advisory Planning Commission.

The Planner stated that this application was recommended for

referral to a Public Hearing by the Advisory Planning Commission

and that the application meets the new~&u g-e-5ted d-ap1ex criteria.

Mr. 4G-oesen of 459 Lakeview Street also objected to the rezoning

and stated that this property has no access to a rear lane. He asked

if this duplex were allowed, would he be able to change his existing

house to a duplex.
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Mr. Tremblay, the applicant, suggested to the Hearing that

possibly the objectors should look at the plans for the proposed

duplex which he had available.

ITEM #2 - Reference No. Z65/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2034, 1971"

O 
This item dealt with the rezoning of property located on the

north side of Harper Road, east off Coast Meridian Road,

and would be used as the Municipal watertank site.

Mr. Chetney asked that the proposed boundaries of the

watertank site be explained, the type of storage facilities

and what will be the future development for water storage

in the area.

Mr. Hockey explained the boundaries of the watertank site

and stated they are those of Lot 17, situated on the

north side of Harper Road. Mr. Hockey also stated it is onO this property that the first of two 250, 000 gallon tanks would

be erected to serve the water extension scheme presently

underway and also went on to state that the Zocal?on of the
two watertanks would not in any way obscure vision, even

when future development took place in the area. Mr. Hockey

also stated that these would be prestr.essb& -concrete tanks which

would be architecturally treated and that they would not be

towers. Mr. Peacock, of Associated Engineering, stated that

the 250, 000 gallon tank would be 52 feet in diameter and 22 feet

high.

Mr. Hockey, at this point, outlined the area which would be

served by the presently contemplated scheme using maps and

charts.

O

G

A Mrs. Ford, who lives on Hazel Drive, rose to oppose the

rezoning as she stated that this would not serve people above

Highland Drive and felt that it would be very simple to place

these storage tanks at a higher elevation so that more people

could be served. In answer to this, Mr. Hockey 'stated that

due to several technical reasons, Hazel Drive will have to be

serviced by a second stage and that this is only the. first of

several stages to service property in this area with water.

Mr. James, who lives at 3261 Mason Avenue, inquired as to

where the pumping station would be placed and Mr. Hockey

stated that the first stage pump would be placed just above

Galloway Avenue on Coast Meridian Road on municipal road

allowance. Mr. James asked the Engineering Supervisor

whether this would be going in the front of his property and

Mr. Hockey stated that at present it is not contemplated to be

located at that location. Mr. Peacock of Associated Engineering

Services stated that it is not known when the pump would be

needed, and until such time, design detail cannot be finalized.
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ITEM #3 Reference No. Z69/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2012, 1971"

This -it- em dealt with the rezoning of property located
on the northwest corner of Cartier and Schoolhouse
Street to allow for the construction of a resthome.

Mr. Gordon Stene of Lynden Fonseca & Associates,
Architects, represented the developers and showed to the
Public Hearing an artist's conception of the proposed resthome.

Mr. Stene went over the background of their application and
stated that the developers had purchased the property some
four years ago and had contemplated seal different types
of projects for the area and had come to the conclusion that

this development would suit the site best. Mr. Stene stated
that the building had been designed under the, Provincial
Government specifications for personal care Homes. Mr.

Stene went on to state that in the Provincial Handbook on

design of such homes, it is recommended that they be close
to shopping and in areas of activity where the residents can
observe children and other surrounding activities.

Mr. Stene went on to state that the location of the proposed

home is close to shopping, is close to bus service and that
it is centrally located to the Lower Mainland for people who
want to visit or for people who wish to travel.

A lady in the audience inquired of the architect, how they
propose to build on the fill which has been placed on this lost
and Mr. Stene stated that in his opinion there would be no
problem as. this is mostly gravel and he can see no problem
whatsoever with footings for the proposed building. He also
went on to state that the gross floor area of the proposed is
half of what an apartment would have, were they to proceed
with construction with that type of development on this property.

A ld. Gilmore inquired of the architect as to whether or not
this was a private hospital and the architect stated that yes
it would be a private facility and would be operated for profit.
He went on to state, however, that they have a letter on record
with the Municipality that if the Welfare Department are interested
in placing persons in this facility, they would be most happy,to
enter into negotiations in this regard.

Mr. G. Richardson who lives on Charland Avenue stated that he
represents the Rochester Ratepayers Association and his group

had not been notified of this proposal and felt that they did not

have time to look into the proposal and make a submission at
this time. He also stated that it should have been the responsibility

C of thedevelopers to seek out the ratepayers in the area and to
ascertain their feelings with regard to the rezoning.

Ald. Tonn informed. Mr. Richardson that he had informed Mrs.
Fraser, the Secretary of the Rochester Ratepayers Association
of the first Public Hearing which was held October 21st, 1971

and subsequently cancelled, of the proposal and, therefore, their
group had received notification of the proposal.
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ITEM #4 - Reference No. Z 97/70

-T-his item dealt with a land use contract for the development

of a prefabricated housing scheme on the southeast corner of

DewdneY Trunk Road and Irvine Street.

Mr. Max Mundy, representing the developers, gave a short

history of the events leading up to this Public Hearing, and

stated that they believed they had covered the area of the plans

and specifications for the development they proposed at the

previous Public Hearing and stated that he could assure the

people that if Council see fit to allow the developers to proceed

with the project, that all people in the area would be happy

with the final outcome.

The Municipal Planner went through the proposed land use

contract, clause by clause, and gave explanations of items

included inthe contract. The Planner stated that were there

to be any major changes in the contract at a later date, these

changes would have to come back to a new Public Hearing.

Ald. Gilmore inquired of the developer, if they do plan to

file a Strata Plan and the developer stated that they would.

Ald. Gilmore then stated that there is no stipulation in the

contract to guarantee that a Strata Plan would be registered

and the developer agreed that this was so.

Mr. Mundy, speaking on behalf of the developer, stated that

once this contract is signed, the agreement would be registered

in the Land Registry Office and would take precedence over any

Strata Plan subdivision. He also stated that before a Strata Plan

can be registered, each strata lot must be substantially complete.

The Planner stated that it is probably in the intents of the

developer to register a Strata Plan so that the Home Acquisition

Grant and the Home Owner's Grant will apply.

Ald. Gilmore stated that it is highly questionable as to whether

or not the Munic pality would be able to impose a lump sum

assessment on the whole project should the Strata Plan not be

filed.

Mr. Mundy, speaking on--behalf of the developers, stated that

they have no intention to do otherwise than to register these

Strata Titles Plan.

A Mrs. Sheila Jones of 859 Baker Drive read to the Public

Hearing a 12 page brief with regard to the proposed land use

contract, outlining her objections. A copy of this brief is

attached hereto and forms a part of these Minutes.

A Mr. Whalen of 870 Greene Street read a brief to the Council

in which he stated that he felt it was the obligation of Council to

re-open the whole model of the land use contract to another

Public Hearing and, therefore, asked Council to adjourn this

Hearing in order that all of the public may be heard on the

broadest terms of reference.

A copy of Mr. Whalen's brief is attached hereto and forms

a part of these Minutes.
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Mrs. V. Anderson of 2986 Dewdney Trunk Road addressed

the Hearing and expressed her opposition to the land use

contract and also submitted a written brief, a copy of which

is attached hereto and forms a part of these minutes.

On the subject of the possible adjournment of this Public

Hearing as suggested by Mr. Whalen in his brief, the

Members of Council made the following motion to fully

O clarify the situation:

MOVED BY ALD. GILMORE

SECONDED BY ALD. MCKENZIE:

That all persons who wish to speak tonight on the subject

of the proposed land use contract would be heard and they

would in no way be limited to speaking only on the provisions

contained in the proposed contract itself, but would be allowed

to speak on the whole concept of d--prefabricated housing

scheme in the area proposed.

C CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY

Another lady rose to object to the rezoning and stated that

she had visited the sales lot of the developers and priced

one of their double wide trailers which measures 68 feet by

12 feet and had determined that it was priced at $10, 995. 00,

together with $4, 000 for the plot of land, meant that the actual

square footage cost for this type of housing was $18. 35 per
square foot. She further stated that she had obtained the

square footage costs for some smaller condominium housing

and had found this to work out to $16.40 per square foot. She

stated, therefore, that this does not work out to be low cost

housing. She also stated that in her opinion, this type of

housing was not good for families with dhildren as the area

which they have for study, recreation purposes within the

trailer itself are very restricted.

A lady in the audience inquired of Ald. McKenzie that how can

Council permit mobile or prefabricated buildings in the District

when the School Board will not allow the use of portable classrooms.

Ald. McKenzie stated that the School Board does use limited numbers

of per table classrooms as it is the policy of the Board that they
would rather build permanent structures. Ald. McKenzie went
on to state that some of the School Board offices are portable

prefabricated units and that to his knowledge 8010 of the housing

start-s in the U.S. were of mobile or prefabricated units and

that the Federal and Provincial Governments are both now

urging more of this type of development in Canada.

Mr. Jim Slater stated that he sells the units proposed to be

placed on this development and it is now a fact that the

depreciation factor which was present previously on mobile

home is not applied to the same extent at this time..

Mr. James stated that in his opinion, this development would

be good because mobilehome parks can be relocated at low

cost when a higher or better use if, found for the property,

whereas permanent housing is very expensive to relocate.

He went on to state that the area where this is being proposed
will eventually most likely have a higher use because of the

overflow which will most likely come as a result of the
expansion of the City of Port Coquitlam and, therefore, the

prefabricated housing scheme could be considered an interim

use of the property.
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A Mrs. Burgess who resides on Greene Street stated
that you can't have both, namely an interim or temporary
use and also call it, the proposed development, a permanent
development. She went on to state that private homes must
have a one to five ratio of land to building and wondered why
an exception should be made for these developers who are
essentially placing single family dwellings on smaller lots.

O 
A Mr, Whalen addressed the Hearing and asked Council what
tibeir position was with regards to this contract and he wondered
particularly if Council were not committed to approving the
contract because of the work and time put in by the developers.
Mr. Whalen went on to, state that he felt the United Mobile
Home Owners Association had a good plan in c omparison to the
one being- proposed tonight and that the plan presented by the
developers does not help'',the people presently living in the
District of Coquitlam. Mr. Welty of the United Mobile
Home Owners Association addressed the Hearing and stated
that the expected life of a mobile home has been determined
to be from 37 to 40 years as shown by a study recently done
in the United States. He went on to state that he does not know
of too many homes which have the same life expectancy.

Mrs. Godidek, 2928 Dewdney Trunk Road, read a brief to
the Public Hearing, a 

copy 

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

Mr. Hodson, representing the d -evelopers, stated that they
have visited the Honourable Dan Campbell in Victbria and
had been told by him that one of the reasons for the Strata
Title legislation was so that full taxationcould be levied on
mobile homes.

At this point Ald. McKenzie suggested to the Public Hearing that
possibly the balance of the items on the Agenda should be proceeded
with and that furrther representations would be received once the
Agenda is completed.

MOVED BY ALD. MCKENZIE
SECONDED BY A LD. GILMORE:

That the Public Hearing proceed.to the next item on the Agenda and
that further representation on the Hoing Land Use Contract be
received from anyone wishing to speak once the complete Agenda
for the Public Hearing has been completed.

CARRIED

ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 71/70

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 1954, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located on
the southwest corner of Blue Mountain Street and Austin
Avenue to RM-3 for purposes of establishing a Senior
Citizens' Housing project.
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Mr. Booth, representing the Blue Mountain Senior
Citizens Housing Society addressed the Hearing and
stated the background to their application and made
reference to~lthe first Public Hearing they had attended
as well as reference to the three readings the rezoning
by-law had already received.

Mr. Booth then presented a coloured artist's conception
of the proposed high rise building and stated that the major
portion of the site on which the building would be erected
will be landscaped and would be a garden area. He went on
to state that the unit as originally envisioned would be
12 storms, ten of which are above the street level on
Austin Avenue and that the total number of people to be
housed inthe development would be 143.

Mr. Booth also went on to state that with regard to commercial
development which was suggested for the highrise, the only
type of commercial development which would be contained
within the development would be a workshop for elderly
people and that from time to time sales may be held for
articles which were manufactured by the residents of the unit.

Mr. Booth submitted a brief on the proposed project, a copy
of which is attached and forms a part of these Minutes and
this brief makes reference to signatures which appeared on
the original petition submitted by Mr. Howarth.-and to the
manner in which the signatures were obtained.

The Clerk brought to the attention of the Hearing that a
petition of some 300 names opposing the project had been
received, as well as individual letters from Mr. Brager,
Mrs. Rupert and a Mr. McGrath.

Mr. Brager addressed the Hearing and stated that representatives
of the Society had called on his home and at other homes during
the daytime when the husbands weren't home and also the
members of the Society did not seem to have answers to questions
put to them.

A Mrs. 'Rupet r also addressed the Public Hearing and stated
that she had not been contacted by the Society.

Mr. Payne rose to address the Public Hearing and stated that
he was present to represent the Old Age Pensioners Organization
of the District and stated that the Senior Citizens Home is the
soundest investment this community can make. Mr. Payne
went on to state that old age pensioners like to feel independent
and, therefore, like a facility which will provide them with such
independence. He also stated that the people in Christmas Manor
enjoy life to the full and that homes such as this are needed as
the old age pensioners cannot afford to keep their homes inthe
District as taxes, water rates, etc. acre climbing steadily,
whereas the income of these people does not rise. He also
stated that the proposed development would be good as workshops
would be provided within the project to allow the residents to
rem-min active.

O
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Mr. Denis Howarth of 850 Austin Avenue addressed the Council

and stated that most residents in the area opposed the rezoning

for a Senior Citizens' High Rise in this area as can be seen

from the almost 300 residents who signed the petition of

opposition which has already been submitted to Council.-

Mr. Howarth went on to state that Council had seen f3it to

advise residents in the District of ,Coquitlam every two years

O by means of a pamphlet of the contemplated apartment zones

in the District and had consistently rejected all applications

which had-,not been in conformity with this circulated plan.

Mr. Howarth also stated that in his discussions with people

in the area, it had become evident; to him that there are

three different areas of thinking as to the rezoning. These

being:

1. Those people who don't want to live anywhere near a

high rise structure and, therefore, are opposed to

0 this application.

2. Those people who are opposed to this application

because it is not consistent with the planning of the

District of Coquitlam.

3. Those people who are not opposed to the rezoning

as they feel it will strengthen their hand for the

rezoning of their property in the general area for

commercial or apartment development.

Mr. Howarth also informed the Hearing that if this rezoning

were approved, the pressure which already exists for

rezoning of property on the north side of Austin Avenue

to multiple family structures would increase greatly and

there is the possiblity that such rezoning would be approved.

He stated that in his opinion, all future senior citizens high

rise structures should be built in those areas designated for

high rise structures in accordance with municipal planning.

Mr. Howarth stated that in his opinion, the church should sell

the property which they propose to develop, possibly to the

Parkb. Board for a park, and that they then purchase-,-a location

which would be much safer and more agreeable for senior

citizens in a proper RM- 3 area. Mr. Howarth stated that

after all arguments had been placed before the Hearing tonight

he would like to present a brief on the_ planning of senior citizens'

housing in the Greater Vancouver area and na6re particularly

in the District of Coquitlam. A copy of this brief is attached

hereto =and for-ms .a part of these Minutes.

Mr. Nelson, 935 Austin Avenue, statae:d that in his opinion

the Council are presently considering a type of rezoning

similar to that which the Vancouver Golf Course had applied

for across the street and which had been turned down just

recently.



- 9

Tuesday, November 9th, 1971,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

A lady who lives at 1752 King Albert Avenue spoke in favour
of the rezoning and stated that if it is inevitable that the area
in question eventually go for multiple family structures,
why not let the senior citizens have their home at this time.

Ald. Gilmore questioned whether or not we might just possiblybe
taking care of the existing need for senior citizens homes with those
presently under construction in the Greater Vancouver area or - -- '
already in operation. He felt possibly this full question should be'
studied in more depth.

Mr. Chappell stated that he understands that approximately

7516 of those persons presently residing in Christmas Manor

ffid not live in Coquitlam prior to taking up residency in the
senior citizens structure and felt that the need within the

Municipality should be established and people from outside

should not be brought in to low rental housing projects situated
in Coquitlam.

Mr. Ohappell also requested what advice the Council had

received from the Advisory Planning Commission in regard

to this application. The Municipal Planner read the resolution
that the Advisory Planning Commission had passed on March 3,
1971 which recommended approval in principle of the proposed
project.

Mr. Vallance inquired of the Municipal Planner what his

recommv'ndation to the. Planning Commission was and he
replied that his original recommendation to the Socib.ty wa's
that they-on6id --er low rise housing. Mr. Buchanan went on

to state that he had never made a direct recommendation on
this appbiication to the Advisory Planning Commission.

Mr. Clare, who resades on Rochester Road, stated that he
had just recently moved into this area and one of the reasons
behind his decision was because of the planning which had
indicated no apartment projects in this area and he feels that
spot zoning is bad. He went on to state that the intersection
of Blue Mountain and Austin Avenue is a_ veryimportant one
and that all this structure would give would be to add more
congestion.

Mr. Payne, in answer to a statement made earlier, stated

he felt there were enough people in Coquitlam itself to fill

the proposed projects.

Mr. Rupert, who lives in the area, stated that the senior

citizens are not the issue behind the opposition at this Public
Hearing, that the only issue is whether a high rise structure

should be allowed in this particular area.

Mr. Graves if 512 Blue Mountain Stree4 stated that the
Municipality has always respected its official plan and that

there still is area available for high rise development and
did not feel that a new area should be added.
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A Mr. Brager of 928 Charland Avenue also brought up the

point of a 20 foot lane allowance in the vicinity of the church

being deeded over to the church and wondered about a buffer

zone being provided. The Municipal Planner stated that while
is a tentative application for the cancellation of this lanethere e pp ,

it is in the very early stages and that all adjacent property

owners would have to be contacted before any action was taken.

Mr McGrath of 909 Charland Avenue stated that as well as

`this proposed structure, there are plans for an addition to the

church plus an additional 100 parking spaces and he is opposed

to the whole concept.

A Mrs. Rupert of 445 Joyce Street requested to know where

the acdess roads to the development would be and Mr. Booth

informed her that the existing exits to the property would also

be the exits and entrances to the new development.. Mrs.

Rupert stated, therefore, that access and egress from the

development would be going on to a busy four lane road which

{ could only add to the congestion at this corner and she questioned

whether Charland Avenue would become one of the main accesses

to the development.

The gentleman who resides at 927 Charland Avenue stated that

he was opposed to the project and stated that all the cars on the

project would be parking adjacent to his fence and that as his

sundeck overlooks this area he could not even enjoy using this

facility because of the activity on the church property.

Mrs. Fairweather who lives on Rochester Avenue stated that

she could see no harm in this project coming to anyone in the

District and informed the meeting that in her opinion the traffic

on Austin Avenue from Christmas Manor project has created

no problem in that area and as well the landscaping on this

proposed project would be very attractive and will add to the
aesthetics of the whole area.

The owner of 844 Austin Avenue rose to express his opposition

to this project and stated that if this project were proceeded

with he would be making application for rezoning of his property.

He went on to state that he also felt this was not the best area

for this type of development as thereis no bus transportation

in the area and also the intersection is going to be a very busy

area and all the people from the project would have to cross

Austin Avenue and Blue Mountain Street in order to reach the

park or shopping facilities.

Mrs. Fairweather, addressing the Hearing again, stated that

we are trying to push the old people out and the old people like

to be in busy areas where they can see people, where they are

close to shopping and where they are close to parks and such

facilities.

Mrs. McGrath addressed the Hearing and stated that she is

also opposed to the rezoning to allow this senior citizens'

high rise project.
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Mr. Doug Wylie who resides on Dennison Avenue rose to

object to the rezoning and stated that while all people in

this area are sympathetic to senior citizens housing, they

are opposed to a high rise in this area.

At this point, several people in the audience rose to

express their opposition, among them the residents_ of

770 Austin, 833 Austin„ 814 Austin, and 421 Ashley.

O Mr. Vallance addressed the Hearing and stated that the

Society should go to Council and request to purchase land

from the Municipality and suggested that possibly one amea

would be the Municipal property in the Poirier Street section

of the Municipality.

The owner of 930 Dennisson Avenue also addressed the Hearing

and stated that Council have established policies for the locating

of apartment buildings, and these policies should be followed.

At this point it was decided to proceed with the balance of the

Agenda and to return to this item after all other items have

been disposed of and anyone wishing to speak could remain

and do so at that time.

ITEM #6

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2035, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of properties located in

the Laval Square area and was being undertaken to assure

a maximum control over increases in density in the area.

There was no opposition expressed to this rezoning.

ITEMS #7 and #8

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 2, 1971"

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 3, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

on the west sriffle of Pipeline Road, north of Westwood

Racing Circuit, to Gravel Pit Re source (A-2) and also

dealt with the establishment of ari M-4 zone to allow for

an asphalt and concrete plant to be constructed.

Mr. R. Kjelson rose to address the Hearing and stated that

a meeting has been promised to consider the future of the

whole gravel industry in the EXistr ict and felt that no more

rezoning should take place until after this meeting has been

held and until after the new, Council takes office in Uanaury.

ITEM #9 - Reference No. Z 40/71

"The District of Coquitlam Zoning Amendment By-Law No. 4, 1971"

This item dealt with the rezoning of property located

at 1404 and 1408 Brunette Avenue to allow for construction

of an apartment of not less than four stories.
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Mr. Hansen, the architect for the project, stated that he

had submitted preliminary plans to the Planning Department

and informed the Hearing that this apartment would be a low

rental housing project to be financed by the C. M. H. C. He

went on to state that the amount of financing available for

this type of housing was 90% of the actual cost at a very low

interest rate and that the apartments in the project would be

limited to persons within certain income ranges.

Mr. Hansen went on to state that the project would be an

eight storey high rise building which would cover approximately

15% of the land area and that a swimming pool and playground

would be provided within the project. He went on to state that

the developers felt Ei's to_be-then r=own private urban renewal

schodme in the area and that the rental rates for apartments

would be somewhat less than other apartrre nts in the area.

On Question from the Council, Mr. Hansen stated that the

Provincial Welfare service has the right to check from time

to time on the rent being charged and on the income of the

people who are living in the project to determine whether or

not they are eligible. He went on to state that as he understood

it, the income limitation for residents would be $6, 400 per

year, however, -some exceptions 'Gxould be made for persons

seeking short term accommodation.

Mr. Hansen stated that the project would have sixty suites

and these suites would be composed as follows: two 4 bedroom

suites renting at $225. 00 per month; nine 3 bedroom suites

renting at $165. 00 per month; twenty-four 2 bedroom suites

renting at $140. 00 per morfth; twenty-five 1 bedroom suites

renting at $100.00 per month.

Mr. Hansen stated that this is a firm proposal and thatthe

project would be sponsored by the New Westminster County

Copoperative Housing Society which is a non- profit society

and that they currently have their application before the

C. M. H. C. and the C. M. H. C. are awaiting further developments

from the Municipality before proceeding with the application.

ITEM #4 - Reference No. 297/70

At this point the Council returned to further consideration of

the Land Use Contract for prefabricated housing scheme on the

southeast corner of Dewdney Trunk Road and Irvine Street.

Mr. Hodson representing the developers, at this point read

a letter from a Mr. J. H. Gilmour, architect and planner,

O who had studied the proposal and had submitted an opinion to

the developers on the area for such a ,development and in this

letter Mr. Gilmour had expressed only one reservation and

that was there was not a park close to the developmeht.

Mr. Hodson stated that each individual lot would have enough

space available for the number of cars owned by the residents

of that lot and that parking for other vehicles such as boats

and trailers would be in a separate area and this area would

not be included in the 10% recreational area to be provided.

With regard to the tax appeal section of the agreement, Mr.

Hodson stated that the only reason this was inserted was to

be sure that if the individual units could not be assessed, the

developer would have some right of appeal on assessments as

do all persons in the Municipality.
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Tuesday, November 9th, 1971,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

Mr. Whelan addressed the Hearing and stated that Mr.
Gilmour's letter was not before the Council at the Public
Hearing considering the Land Use Contract but was at the
,Public Hearing at which time a mobilehome park was being
considered and, therefore, Council should not consider this
letter at this Public Hearing.

Mrs. Jones stated that the average size of the lots must be
4, 000 square feet and she realizes that some will be larger
and there is no limitation to how small the lots can be.
She also wondered whether any letter had been received from
Victoria on whether or not this type of development could be
undertaken under the Strata Titles Act and, if so, whether
taxation in the regular manner would be allowed.

Mr. Weltz again addressed the Public Hearing and stated
that in his opinion, under the Muni ci pal- --ct, that taxation
of these types of units mould be permitted and went on to
state that the United Community Services Report prepared

01 on statistics compiled in 1968 and since that time great
changes have taken place; in-the need-s- and wants of the
community. 

_ _-

Mr. James stated that in his talks with the Royal Bank, he
has been given to understand that T.H.A. mortgages are
available on a 20 year basis for this type of housing.

Mrs. Mary Weltz addressed the Hearing and stated that she
presently works in the Bank and that N. H.A. are approving
loans for mobilehomes on a 15 year basis.

Mrs,. Burgess brought to the attention of Council that it was
heruunderstanding that separate areas in the development were
intended to be set aside for families with children but she felt
that this could never be maintained as the owner of an individual
lot could sell at any time and there was no control over the
prospective purchaser. She went on to state that if the people
in the area of Blue Mountain and Austin Avenue did not want
the Senior Citizens' High Rise in that area, that she would
gladly see it located on the property presently being considered
for this prefabricated housing scheme.

Ald. Tonn inquired of the group whether they would bppose a
co-operative mobilehome park in this area and some of the
people stated that they would possibly not oppose such a
development but would want td--see plans before making any
commitment.

ITEM #5 - Reference No. Z 71/70

0 At this point the Mayor called for full representations with
regard to the Blue Mountain- Senior Housing Society application
for rezoning and there was no further opposition expressed.
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Tuesday, November 9th, 1971,

Public Hearing Minutes, cont'd.

PLANNER'S REPORTS

The Municipal Planner submitted a brief to the Public
Hearing dealing with the items on the Agenda, the first
being dated October 20th, 1971, the second being dated
November 9th, 1971, and a copy of these two briefs are
attached hereto and form a part of these Minutes.

O ADJOURNMENT

There being no further representation with regards to
items Uh the Agenda, the Mayor declared the meeting
adjourned at 1. 08 a. m.

CHA IR MA N
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Address on Item //5
Public Hearing of November 9, 1971
On matters of proposed rezoning
In Coquitlam, B.C.

I am Denis Howarth, living at 850 Austin Avenue, six doors
from the proposed rezoning.

Mr. Chairman, Members of Council, Ladies and Gentlemen:

This is a hearing to determine whether a property, now zoned
and used for a church assembly, and located in one of the prime
single-family residential areas of Coquitlam, should be rezoned for
apartment use, to permit construction of an RM-3 high-rise, a
high-rise which cannot by law be less than four, and has been planned
to be as many as twelve, storeys tall.

Most residents of the affected area oppose such a rezoning,
as I have reported to the members of Council. Almost three hundred
of these residents have written to Council expressing their opinion
that a high-rise -apartment zone at that location would be unwise and
improper.

These people recognize that Council is fully as aware as they
are, probably much better aware, of the general arguments against
sticking an apartment into a thriving single-family area. Council
has been the originator of good policies to guard against the abuses
that result from spot rezoning. It has established apartment
development areas in Coquitlam and adhered to them; it has advised
all the residents of Coquitlam, at two year intervals, of what these
areas are; it took note of the vehement feeling expressed against
the Golf Club's 1969 application for spot apartment zoning in this
same neighbourhood, and has consistently rejected since then every
proposal to rezone commercial or apartment in the area west of Blue
Mountain Street and east of the Cariboo apartments.

The residents recognize very well that Council would never
have considered such a rezoning proposal as this had it not, for
wholly plausible reasons, thought it a special case. But to the
neighbours of the projected building it is very far from being a
special case. From having talked to most of them I know that they
divide into three groups. There are those who are opposed because
they do not want to live anywhere near such a tall building, whatever
its design or its tenantry. There are those who are opposed because
they wish rezoning to be consistent, so that all alike can profit
or fail to profit by it. And there are those, less responsible, but
perhaps not less clear sighted, who are not opposed because they
think - such a building.will set a precedent for commercial apartment
rezoning of their own properties. And despite the clear intent of
all the planning bodies presently concerned with this matter, it
probably will set such a precedent. The argument that led Council
in 1969 to rezone the corner of Golf Course property across from

4 Christmas Manor for a high-rise was that such a building would not
change the quality of the neighbourhood, a quality already irrevocably
determined by Christmas.Manor; the other argument was that the Golf
Club needed the money. The Golf Club needs money now, and has a
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piece of property smack on the middle of Austin that it no longer

requires for fairways. Private persons need money too.. Just across

the street from this proposed high-rise, on the north of Austin,

pressure for rezoning already exists, and if this project is approved

that pressure will immediately become intense. The residents greatly
and reasonably fear that in the minds of a future Council the
arguments of the rezoners will be undefeatable. So the evidence is

that among property owners, prospective buyers, developers, and

zoning speculators, all the evil consequences will flow from this

rezoning that both Council and the Advisory Planning Commission, in
regarding this as an isolated, special case, hoped to avoid.

Council established the principle that M buildings should be
in RIM areas. Both Le Foyer Maillard and Christmas Manor are in
apartment areas, and all future senior citizens' high-rise apartments
should be in apartment areas. There is nothing that demands an
exception should be made here. The church can sell its now subdivided
lot, perhaps to the Parks Board— we would like a park there; the
church can sell its lot and purchase a location in every way safer
and more agreeable for the senior citizens it plans to serve, a
location where the building will not become a disruptive catalyst to
its neighbourhood, and where the neighbours are already assured that
they themselves can at any time profitably sell for apartments.

This, as I understand it, is the argument of those who oppose
this zoning request, an argument that I expect other speakers will
elaborate. After the arguments on zoning have been heard, I should
like to present to Council and this meeting the result of research I
have done on the present situation in planning senior citizens'
housing projects in Greater Vancouver and particularly in Coquitlam.
This presentation will be short, and germane both to this rezoning
proposal and to any future plans for.old age housing that come before
Council. Thank you.

----  — -  T -  -7 ;--:  - ~,  - T- 



The Background to Planning Housing Projects

for the Aged in Coquitlam, 19711

1 Prior to 1966, little had been done in Canada about providing
specialized low-rent housing for poor persons over age 65; only 8000
living units for old people had been built in all of Canada under the
federal financing provisions of what is now Section 15 of the National
Housing Act.2 But in 1966 a Canadian Conference on Aging was held in
Toronto, and the Senate of Canada issued the Report of its Committee on
Aging, The Senate report noted that the National Housing Act had
recently been amended to facilitate financing of a range of privately
sponsored projects, and recommended "That Central Mortgage and Housing
Corporation conduct a sustained educational campaign to make everyone
concerned aware of the opportunities, under the NHA as amended, to
provide new and converted housing of many varieties for the use of
older people".3

To finance a private non-profit housing project in British
Columbia requires that the sponsoring society donate 105/6 of the total
cost, typically through providing the land. The provincial government
makes an outright grant of 33% of the cost, and requires that residents
of the project have restricted incomes, not over $500 total assets and
$200 a month income for single persons. The CM11C, when satisfied as to
the usefulness and adequate design of the project, provides the remainder
of the cost through a federal mortgage, and sets rental limits.4

There are three such old age housing projects in Coquitlam, The
Earl Haig Society built 18 cottage type units, housing 22 people, at

1 This report was occasioned by a proposal by the Blue Mountain Senior
Housing Society to erect an apartment at Austin Avenue and Blue Mountain
Street in Coquitlam for the non-profit housing of old age pensioners.
This proposal would have necessitated a municipal rezoning of the
affected property, and so became the subject for public debate from July
1971, when the proposal first became widely known, up to the date of
this report, November 9, 1971. The author is a close neighbour of the
proposed project who, in the course of investigating it, became aware
that the relevant considerations in planning old age housing are often
unknown both to private societies wishing to make a contribution to the
field, and to municipal planners.

2 Then Section 16. In addition, 167 public housing units.financed
under Section 35 were designated for old people. Senate of Canada,
Final Report of the Special Committee of the Senate on Aging (Ottawa,
1966), p. 40.

3 Aging, on Report of the Senate AL__ — — ~' a9 PPS 40-43.

4 Typical current rentals for a high-rise project are those of the
L. J. Christmas. Manor: $65 per month for a bachelor suite, $75 for a
one-bedroom suite (designated for couples), $115 for room and board,
shared bath. Rentals for the Earl Haig Society's self-contained cottage
units are lower, in the range of $40 for a single person and $50 for a
couple.

Y
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Austin and Laurentian in 1962. The Bicultural Society initiated Le

Foyer Maillard on Alderson near Nelson, a seven-storey building providing

room and board for 132 people, which opened in 1969 and took six months

to fill up. The Burquitlam Lions sponsored L. J. Christmas Manor on
Austin close to North Road, nine storeys, a mixture of room-and-board
accomodation and self-contained suites, for 186 residents. It opened in
February 1971, took over four months to fill up, has a fairly quick
turnover in vacancies for room and board, and a growing waiting list for
suites, as its existence becomes known beyond the municipality. Private
projects financed through a CMHC mortgage can impose no local residency
requirements, while municipally sponsored projects5 like the two
recently completed ones in Burnaby do.

Because the last several years have seen a boom in construction
of senior citizens' housing in Greater Vancouver, the current need for
further construction is changing rapidly and is difficult to assess.
Vancouver itself seems still to have a shortage of units, while Burnaby
may have an excess. Overall, according to the Vancouver Housing
.Association, there is little further demand .for boarding accomodation,
some for self-contained suites in well located projects, and a great
unfilled need for facilities providing personal care at reasonable cost.6
The rapidity of change in this field led Mayor Prittie of Burnaby, in
a meeting of the Greater Vancouver Regional District Board in August, to
call the situation chaotic, as reported in the Columbian.? Ile said,
"There is evidence that, when present projects are completed, Burnaby
may have a surplus of senior citizens' public housing", and noted that
the location of projects affects demand: "We have a surplus of applications
for our high-rise under construction near Kingsway and Edmonds, but our
North Burnaby development has too few applications." As a result of his
remarks, the Greater Vancouver Regional District authorized a study of
senior citizens' housing projects throughout -the district. This study
is now being, conducted by Mr. Burns of CMHC.8

5 Financed under Section 35 of the National Housing Act.

6 From a conversation with Mr. Stratton, borne out by conversations
with the managers of existing projects and by the nature of their waiting
lists. The cost of providing personal care to residents, because no
level of government offers operating subsidies, is high. A non-profit
personal care home recently opened in Burnaby charges $220 per month,
and a rest home in Coquitlam charges a minimum of $10 a day. Ordinary
housing projects make it a condition of admission that the aged resident
be able to look after himself.

7 "Senior Citizens' Housing 'Chaotic'", 26 August 1971, p. 3.

8 The Regional District requested the Vancouver office of CMHC to
compile a factual report listing the existing housing projects by type,
with details of their financing, location, design and date of construction,
municipal residency qualifications for admission, distribution of the
ages and sexes of the tenants, vacancy rate, waiting list, and relative
demand for single and double units, having regard to the fact that the
District may wish to institute a single central registry for housing
applications, and noting that it is CNiHC policy to assist planners with
information but not to recommend on the need for construction. At present
the Vancouver Housing Association maintains a registry for a number of
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To understand how location affects demand, one must know where
most aged people live. In Canada, 7.63o of the population is aged over
65, but this aged population is not evenly distributed. In British
Columbia, 10.290 of the population are over 65, in Greater Vancouver
11.156 are, and in the City of Vancouver 13.4% are.9 Even within the
city, people of retirement age are clustered downtown or in older
residential areas.

® 0-4%
® 5- 9%

D10-14%

N 15-19%

E20-24%

N 25-29%

030%+

Percentage of Population over Age 65
by Census Tracts in Metropolitan Vancouver in 1966

The accompanying map shows the distribution of old people in Greater
Vancouver as a percentage of the overall population.10 The yellow
areas contain percentages close to the median for British Columbia and
Greater Vancouver. The redder spectrum colours indicate areas with
hi--her concentrations of old people and the green and blue indicate areas
with less. There are three areas in the lower mainland where the

private projects in Vancouver, and the B. C. Housing Management Commission
one for a number of public housing projects throughout the province.

9 Gordon Edward Priest, "An Investigation of the Elderly in the Urban
Environment with Special Reference to their Housing", M.A. thesis, Simon
Fraser Univ. 1970, p. 29. Canada has a low proportion of aged compared'
to other western countries; Australia 8.4%, United States 9.3%, West
Germany and Denmark 10.6%, United Kingdom 11.9%, Sweden 12%. Report of
the Senate on Aging, p. 2.
10 

The ma is from Priest, , p. 32, derived from the breakdown of population
characteristics.by tracts of metropolitan areas in the 1966 census; the
argument on its relation to low-rental housing applications follows Priest.
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proportion of aged residents passes 3O%: the central business district,
the Riverview-Valleyview Hospital complex, and White Rock,(off the
map). The proportion of amed shades off on either side of the central
business district, and there are other concentrations of aged in
Dundarave, in central Vancouver with peaks between Broadway and
Sixteenth and in Kerrisdale, and in central New Nestminster. In contrast,
the suburbs have abnormally low concentrations of old people, being
places where the young ,go to settle, while the family homes they leave
are closer to the city core. Burnaby has a low proportion of old
people, and Coquitlam an even lower; while within these municipalities
South Burnaby has a higher proportion than North Burnaby, and
Naillardville a higher proportion than the rest of Coquitlam.

Not all areas with many old people produce many applications _
for low-rental housing. The typical applicant for low-rent accomodation
is 

a widowed woman in her seventies -without independent means. But the
aged in the central business district are largely single men, and in
Xerrisdale they are comfortably well-off families who own their own
homes. However, in areas with few aged people of any type, there will
of course be little demand for special housing projects.

The overall aged population'of Canada is housed as follows.11

Population over Age 65 (1961 Census):

In own household
Owners (houses) 50%
Renters (houses, apartments) 23%

Not in own household
Living with relatives 15%
Lodgers, employees, etc. 8510
In institutions 4

100%

Some 50% own their own houses, and another 23% maintain their own
households in rented accomodation. The rest live in the households of
relatives, or lodge, or, a small percentage, are institutionalized.
This table suggests that 31% or'more of the aged population of any area
might be candidates for some kind of apartment dwelling; a 1968 study
suggests that the figure for Burnaby might be 39%.12 There are about
1710 people over age 65 in Coquitlam. Some 600'therefore might be
candidates for apartments of all types,13 but only a few of these will

11 
Table derived from that in the Report of the Senate on Aging, p. 124,

transformed by the statistical information on pp. 38-39.
12

The total of renters and lodgers, perhaps increased by some of those
living with relatives. The Burnaby study is Proposed Senior Citizens'
Housing (Corporation of the District of Burnaby, 1968), cited by Priest,
p. 54.
13 

In 1966 there were 2788 persons over 65 in Coquitlam (Vancouver
census tracts 160-163), of whom 1328 were in the Riverview-Valleyview
Hospital complex (census tract 163). Dominion Bureau of Statistics,
Census of Canada, 1966 (Census Tract Series) (Ottawa, 1968). To the
1460 aged in the rest of the municipality I have applied a 3.2% annual
growth rate, which accords with the estimated population growth of
metropolitan Vancouver for those years, a total growth of 17% by 1971.



5

be poor enough to qualify for low-rental housing.

Since the income restrictions are set so low, most of the
residents of low-rental senior citizens' housing are persons receiving
the provincial welfare supplement, which together with the federal

' old age pension and old age assistance can bring the monthly income of
an indigent single person to $174. This gives an easy indicator of
how many poor old age pensioners there are, and where they are. In
September the number of pensioners in Coquitlam receiving the provincial
welfare supplement was 316.14 At the same time, there was existing
low-rental accomodation for 340. This suggests that any future
low-rental project must draw its residents from outside the municipality.

Now, what constitutes good location of an old age housing
project, with particular reference to a suggested site at Austin and
Blue Mountain? Some much-quoted authorities say that such projects
should be located in neighbourhoods that are already familiar to the
residents.15 Against that, Mr. Nauss of CMHC has lately heard the
argument, which he has no way of verifying, that some old people want
to move to:-the Vancouver suburbs to be near their families. In any
case, the neighbourhood should not be one where the old person, past
the active socializing of his working life, has no existing attachments
and no way of forming new ones except with his neighbours in a
gerontological ghetto.16

A good neighbourhood for aged people should have a fair amount
of bustle and vitality to it, a common daily life into which the aged
resident can be integrated. And it should of course be near essential
commercial, recreation, and transportation facilities, since the aged
as a group suffer from reduced mobility and few any longer own cars.17

A pretty good place for an aged person to live would be between
Woodward's and Moody Park in New Westminster, There is a department
store with supermarket, a shopping district with a movie theatre and

Of the resulting estimate of 1710 people, 600 people is 35%.
14 

Coquitlam Social Welfare Department. It'would be an easy thing to
determine how closely this figure relates to the actual residents of
low-rental projects, and whether these persons were drawn to the
municipality by the existence of such projects or were pre-existing
residents of Coquitlam.
15

See, for example, Robert L. Wilson, Urban Living Qualities from the
Vantage Point of the Elderly (Chapel Hill, 1960), and his sources.
16 In seeking opinion on the rezoning question, I had occasion in August
to visit most houses in the residential area west of Blue Mountain Street.
In doing so, while I noted many residents of retirement age, I found that
most residents were home-owners with no wish to avail themselves of a
senior citizens' housing project, and I heard no evidence that any had
relatives who would both seek and be eli

'
gible for admission to such a

project. Presumably, therefore, the tenants of any such project would
lack previous ties to the neighbourhood.

4 17 
See the works by Wilson and by Priest, and a chief source cited by

Priest: Paul L. Niebanck, Housing the Elderly in Older Urban Areas
(Univ. of Pennsylvania, 1965).
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book and record stores, a mood public library, a medical-dental building,
and the park with Century 'Mouse right in it. There are few slopes in
the immediate area; slopes are a severe barrier to aged people. There
is good public transport to downtown New Westminster and Vancouver.
And the area is fringed with old residential areas where the person is
likely to have friends. It is not perfect: there is too much traffic
on some of the streets, and slopes to negotiate in going to church.

As to a site at Austin and Blue Mountain, the first thing to
note is that very steep slopes and long distances effectively isolate
the aged person without a car on two sides, cutting him off from the
Lougheed Mall, down Austin and Maillardville down Blue Mountain, There
is a park three blocks up, and a small commercial district across the
intersection. There would be a church right alongside, for residents-'
of that denomination. The municipal social centre and anything like a
library is far away. There is nothing to do in the neighbourhood •
except walk about the grounds or streets, or buy necessary things.

A recent study by Gordon Priest18 rated eleven randomly chosen
Vancouver senior citizens, housing projects on the basis of their
distance from essential facilities, finding that only five of these
fell within acceptable limits. The others he suggested imposed
long-term physical and psychological burdens on the residents of the
projects. Applying his distance formula to these two hypothetical
sites, the New Westminster one would rate very well, while the Austin
and Blue Mountain site, compared to the eleven projects studied by
Priest, would rate third worst.19

When the need for housing has been established, and the location
chosen, the next consideration is to choose the type. The high-rise
apartment is in favour now as servicing the greatest number of residents
for the land and construction costs. Formerly the cottage type of
project was preferred as being more agreeable to the inhabitants. Some

18 
Allen G. LeFevre and Gordon Priest, "Locating the Senior Citizen

Housing Development", Unpublished paper, Simon Fraser Univ. 1969.
Incorporated in Priest's 1970 thesis.

19 The formula for comparing sites involves counting the number of
average-sized blocks from the site to an essential facility, doubling
any blocks that have steep (over 5%) slopes, halving any traversible
by bus, and multiplying the resulting "exertion" distance by a factor
representing the average number of times per month that a senior citizen
will use that facility. The numbers obtained for all the facilities
are added, a total over 57 indicating a relatively bad site and one
below that a relatively good one. Supposing there to be 12 "average-
sized" blocks to a mile, the number of blocks, weighted for exertion,
to the listed facilities are, from these two sites respectively:
corner store (multiply,by a factor 3.80) 11/2, 11/2; supermarket (x 3.26)
116 31h; dru; store (x 1.50) 21h, 41h; clinic (x 0.20) 21/~, 7; bank
(x 1.08) 3, 31/2; church (x 3.50) 6, ?~; library (x 1,00) 1, 21; social
centre (x 2.00) 11/2, 26; park (no multiplier) %, 3; bus (no multiplier)
21 21. The total "spatial cost" number for the New-Westminster site
is 46, and for the Austin and Blue Mountain site 128. The numbers
obtained by Priest for the Vancouver sites are 20, 23, 24, 51, 55, 77,

791 84, 100, 1432 148.

C
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comparative research exists on this subject, though it is slight,20 and
no research is a substitute for the imagination of the planner, a
self-inquiry into what type of building he would himself choose to live
in, old or young.

O Sources (arranged by date):

Wilson, Robert L. Urban Living Qualities from the Vantage Point of the
Elderly. Chapel Hill: Inst. for Research in Social Sciences, Univ.
of North Carolina, 1960.

Apartment Construction for Single Elderly People. Vancouver: Vancouver
Housing Association, 1962.

Barker, ,,fichael B. California Retirement Communities. Berkeley: Inst.
of Urban and Regional Development, Univ. of California, 1966.O Carp, Frances Merchant. A Future for the Aged: Victoria Plaza and its
Residents. Austin: Univ. of Texas Press, 1966.

Proceedings of the Canadian Conference on Aging, Toronto, Canada, 1966.
Ottawa: Canadian Welfare Council, 1966.

Senate of Canada. Final Report of the Special Committee of the Senate
on aging, 1966. Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1966.

Beyer, Glenn H., and F. H. J. Nierstrasz. Housing the Aged in Western
Countries: Programs, Dwellings, Homes and Geriatric Facilities.
Amsterdam, London, New York: Elsevier Publishing Co., 1967.

Housing the Elderly: Design of the Unit. Ottawa: Central Mortgage and
housing Corporation, 196 . (Not examined.)

Dept. of National health and Welfare, Canada: Research and Statistics
Directorate. New Dimensions in Aging. Ottawa: Queen's Printer,
1968.

Dominion Bureau of Statistics. Census of Canada, 1966 (Census Tract
Series). Ottawa: Queen's Printer, 1968.-

Proposed Senior Citizens' Housing. Burnaby: Corporation of the District
of Burnaby, 1968. (Not examined.)

LeFevre, Allen G., and Gordon E. Priest. "Locating the Senior Citizen
Housing Development". Unpublished paper, Simon Fraser Univ. 1969.
(Incorporated in Priest, below.)

Building for the Elderly in B.C. Vancouver: Vancouver Housing
Association, 1970.

The management of Housing for Single Elderly People. Vancouver:
Vancouver Housing Association, 1970.

20
See, among the list of sources: Beyer and Nierstrasz, Housing the

Armed in :,estern Countries, for a survey of housing types particularly
in Western Europe, with numerous plans and photographs; Carp, A Future
for the Aged, for a lengthy study of a single high-rise project in
San Antonio, Texas, and it's effect on its tenants; Barker, California

O Retirement Communities, for analysis of a trend towards construction

of entire communities for the middle-class elderly in parts of the

United States; Dept. of National health and Welfare, New Dimensions

in Aging, for a report on a range of existing imaginative programs

in the housing and care of the elderly in Canada and the United States;

4 the booklets of the Vancouver Housing Association, for details of the
organization of housing projects; and the Central Mortgage and Housing

Corporation booklet Housing the Elderly, for current standards in the

design of housing units.
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Priest, Gordon Edward. "An Investigation of the Elderly in the Urban
Environment with Special Reference to their :dousing"., M.A. thesis,
Simon Fraser Univ. 1970.

"Senior Citizens' Housing 'Chaotic'." The Colu;abian, 26 August 1971,

p . 3.
Conversations ;with: fir. J. R. Insley, Earl Haig Society; Mr. H. Viens,

Manaffer of Le Foyer Maillard; Air. Clarke, Manager of L. J. Christmas
Manor; Mr. William Booth, Blue Mountain Senior housing Society;
Mr. Nauss, Central Mortgage and housing Corporation, Vancouver;
Mr. Stratton, Vancouver Housing Association; Mr. Sutherland, B. C.
Housing Management Commission; Mr. Bombadiere, Coquitlam Social
Welfare Department; Mr. Robert Prittie, Mayor of Burnaby.

Distribution of this paper:

Messrs. J. L. Ballard, L. A. '.Bewley, R. E. Boileau, J. W. Gilmore,
C. W. McKenzie, R. B. Stibbs, J. L. Tonn, Council of the District -
of Coquitlam.

Mr. Robin Burns, Central Mortgage and housing Corporation, Vancouver.
Mr. Robert Prittie, Mayor of the District of Burnaby.
Mr. J. E. M. Robinson, Advisory Planning Commission of Coquitlam.
Mr. William Booth, Blue Mountain Senior Housing Society, Coquitlam.
Mr. Daniel R. J. Campbell, Minister of Municipal Affairs for British

Columbia.
Mr. Philip A. Gaglardi, Minister of Rehabilitation and Social

Improvement for British. Columbia.

Denis Howarth
850 Austin Avenue
Coquitlam, B.C.
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SUBJECT: PROPOSED PREFABRICATED HOME PARK or

O 'PREFABRICATED HOUSING SCHEME or MOBILE HOME PARK; on

DEWDNEY TRUNK ROAD at IRVINE STREET, described as Lots

A & B of Blocks 2 & 8 of District Lot 378, Group 1,

Plan 4403, New Westminster District, which land has

been designated as a Development Area under By-Law 1967 of -

the Municipality of Coquitlamo

AND the DRAFT of a LAND USE CONTRACT bet--*

ween GAVIN ESTATES LTD,, and the CORPORATION of the

DISTRICT OF COQUITLAM.

ti
P'RESENTED,AT THE PUBLIC HEARING, at MUNDY ROAD ELEMENTARY SCHOOL,

COQUITLAM, B.C. on November 9, 1971,,-

CL~ PRESENTED BY: Mrs. Sheila Jones,

859 Baker Drive,

Coquttlam, B,C„

0



«. 1 "

The Honorable Mayor and Aldermen, and fellow citizens of

the District of Coquttlam„

May I thank our Council for authorizing, by letter, dated

Oct, 12,1971, my receipt of the draft of the Land Use Contract

' for a Prefab Home Park on Dewdney Trunk Road at Irvine Street,

® and suggesting my review and comments on the basis for an agree"

ment between Gavin Estates Ltd. and the Municipality, with the

'invitation to present a brief on the subject at the Public Hear"

ing, (The Hearing was re"scheduled from Oct„ 21st to Nov. 9,1971.)

I will preface my comments on the subject by saying that at -

the previous Public Hearing, on Sept, 8th,1971, I had an overwhelm"

ing feeling of frustration m a mixture of anger and helplessness,

and began to doubt the value of attendance at a Public Hearing s

The atmosphere created on Sept. 8th, and the comments made by

several gentlemen, suggested that there was continuing animosity

between Council and citizens of this municipality; there was the

all too frequent and strong suggestion that we citizens are some"

thing less than knowledgeable, and that our motives are entirely

selfish while those of the proponents of this scheme are human#4

itarian. And even more insulting, the recurring implications
2

were that we women can* possibly know anything of importance

about municipal affairs. Heaven help me, I almost felt like join"

ing Women's Lib„ For shame Gentlemen!

Therefore, thank you for this opportunity to show that we

women can dig out facts, present them coherently, and proudly

stand up to be counted.

Yes, what I have to say does relate directly to this proposed.

0 Land Use Contract and to the basis for such an agreement.

REFERENCE MATERIAL: First, may I ask your Worship,the Mayor,

and each Honorable member of Council, if you have read the

report, dated Januaryl971, -entitled, MOBILE HOME LIVING IN THE

LOWER MAINLAND, prepared by the Social Policy and Research Dept,,

00 2



W L W

United Community Services of the Greater Vancouver Area? In

the light of information given at the previous Public Hearing,

there is a great deal of food~forRthought in th&s research project#

DEFINITION~KIND OF PARK? » Before looking at the relevant find"

ings and recommendations, let us consider one point,which._suggests

that our Council has not digested the implications of this Mobile

Home Study, nor the questions raised at the previous Public

Hearing, I refer to the continuing use of the term l(Prefabricated72

Home Park or Housing Scheme, in the proposed contract and in rem

lated correspondence. I note, however, that some members of

Council, some municipal personnel , and many citizens call it a

Mobile Home Park, and the developers, on Sept„ 8th, repeatedly

referred to the cost of their trailers" and to "Mobile Homes„ In -

precise reference to this terminology, I.11 quote from the report

that certainly seems to be clear.

QUOTE: A mobile home is plant manufactured, but it should be

differentiated from prefab and package housing... Prefab and

package housing are built on the site with plant manufactured

elements,,. A mobile home i`s built as a complete dwelling and only

minor additions can be made to it, unquote.

Further, according to the British Columbia Health Act, a

mobile home is~a structure manufactured as a unit, intended -to be

occupied in a place other than that of its manufacture, and de«.

signed. for dwelling purposes* 
;1P 

This is important because this

Health Act is the only provincial legislation with some force

to control standards in Mobile Home Parks, even though it only

refers to public health aspects.

Although I do not have a legal definition of a mobile Home

Park, these statements re--affirm our belief that .these independH

ent units designed for permanent occupancy, and ready for occupancy

when they, arrive at the site where they are to be set up, and
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placed on permanent foundations are, in reality, not pre"

411 , 
fabricated homes, but are mobile homes

7
~to be placed in a

(
Mobile

Home Park.

I would therefore ask why this proposed development is not

called by the appropriate name, Mobile Home Park, so that the

implications are clearly understood? All present and future

Standards and Legislation would therefore refer to this and any

subsequent similar developments in specific terms. Do we need

loopholes? Is it because prefab home;'~'sounds more like a con- 

ventional home? Or likè low«#cost housing? ~ Or is it related to

the B.C. Strata Titles Act? We were repeatedly referred to this

Act, on Sept.8,1971y as assurance that tiis development would be

fully taxable, like a condominium. This development is neither

like a conventional home nor a condominium; and it is not low"

cost housing„

In the proposed Land Use Contract, both terms, Prefab Home

Park~andfMobile Homes are used. For example, on page 2, item 3,

the plans of the development'Vgrked as Schedule A, are entitled

"'Prelgab Home Park, but under item 5, the dwellings are referred

to as meeting the standards relating to Mobile Homes of the

Canadian Standards Association such that the Building By-Law does

not apply,. Are you bending this way and that just to find areas

for agreement rather than using realistic means to ensure safe,

and socially and physically healthy environments in our Mobile

Home Parks? If such guarantees are not provided by legal means,

or if the term Prefab precludes the application of controls to

this proposed development, or if the false hope for increased

taxo revenue over expenditures is the only consideration, then

the way is being paved for potential overcrowding and slum-

conditions with all the related social and financial problems.

These are heavy costs;'both in human life and in money for in@4

creased health, welfare, educational and.other public services.

•• 4



I would even be impertinent enough to ask, whose rights

are being preserved; those of the citizens who will tive in

these Mobile Homes, or those"rights~of the land owners, land

developers and land brokers? As you well know jentlemen, the

first responsibility of Council is to act in the best interests

of all the citizens whom it represents.

FINDINGS OF THE MOBILE HOME STUDY:

The aim of the Research Study of the United Community

Services was to determine whether or not Mobile Homes could help

to solve the housing shortage in the Lower Mainland by increasing

a choice of housing'in those municipalities which allow Mobile

Home Parks. ( 7 of the 12 Lower Mainland municipalities do not

allow these parks.)

The over-all conclusion drawn from- this Study & Recommendations

is yes, Mobile Home Parks could relieve a housing shortage, BUT

under quite different circumstances than exist today, and with

far greater and more explicit regulations than are covered in

this proposed Land Use Contract or in related Federal, Provincial

or Municipal Legislation.

Obviously, a municipality such As Coquitlam, must not

plunge into this kind of private housing scheme on an experiA

mental or trial"and-error basis. -There is far too much evidence

that a great deal can be learned from current experiences in

Mobile Home Park developments, locally and in other parts of

Canada & in the U.S.A. It requires a lot more study and care

than has been given to date„

Let me emphasize that this Study of Mobile Home Living was

done by skilled research people, for human, not monetary or

profit considerations.

STANDARDS & CONTROLS: One basic and somewhat alarming finding

is that in Canada and in the U.S.A. where this lifestyle (Mobile

Home Parks) is growing rapidly, there is an outstanding lack of
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basic standarb and controls; i.e. legislation on a national or

local level, and no adequate means of ensuring good callibre

Mobile Home Parks,
1.

In this regard, the Study recommended;Athat the Provincial

Government be asked to draw up model bylaws for mobile home

sites for the guidance of municipalities and regional districts.

The by»laws would include standaict of density, spacing, occupancy,

utility services, landscaping, play areas, access, private and

public open space.

2. Recommend to municipalities and regional districts that

they make special provision in their zoning by-41aws and plans ,

for mobile home sites, as distinct from trailer courts, with due

reference to the proximity of utility services, stores, schools,

etc. Mobile homes should not be scattered randomly in residential

areas, and their inclusion in other than residential areas should

be gubject to very close scrutiny.

In considering the site of this proposed development,.. on

Dewdney Trunk Road, and by examining the proposed Land Use Contract,

I find little assurance that these recommendations could be safe.

ly by-passed or adequately covered in such a contract. Also of

note, it is well known, and stated clearly in the Study, that

even the very limited controls existing toNday are not enforced

in the great majority of the present Mobile Home Parks.

Regarding planning for sites, and proposed zoning, a Council

letter to property owners, dated Dec.15,1969, offered a",land

use plan, particularly part.icularly with apartment construction in mind, as

a
e
policy guide over the next two years to give us knowledge of

Xkx the policies of Council and confidence in the future.'Change

C' is inevitable, but there have been so many recent conflicts bet«

ween Council and groups of concerned citizens over zo3hing changes,

lan.d"use changes, and admitted poor apartment planning, that we

wonder about confidence in the present, let alone in the future.

Where is the credibility gap? Why must we overflow Council
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Chambers, as on Septa 8$,1971, submit our protestations with

over 350 legitimate signatures on short notice and still have

to attend Council meetings regularly and re-organize our efforts

for several Public Hearings? Because we feel that the best

interests of the people of Coquitlam are not of foremost con«•

sideration! ,

I am not questioning your integrity,Gentlemen of Council,

only your apparent willingness to proceed without due care and

attention to the quality of life as the first priority. We want

to help you determine what kind of municipality we shall live in

with pride and comfort, and with respect for the rights of-all

adults and children.

It is not my purpose to re-ha8.h our many concerns as expressed

at the previous Public Hearing I will repeat, however, that

the various items contained in the recommendations re Standards

and Controls continue to raise many questions relating to density,

spacing, private and guest parking, utility services including

water rates (not mentioned on Sept.8th) access and egress, traffic

flow, traffic congestion, private and public open spaces, recreation-

al facilities inside-and outside the site area, etc.

In the proposed Land Use Contract, for example, density is

only described as -c¢n average of 4,000 square feet of land per

dwelling; there is no minimum lot or unit area requirement.

The twenty foot distance between dwellings, according to the B.C,,

Health Act, does not indicate much except a place to park a car,

What about space for additions to the original structure such
ahn' o-z'hee alwehr-ties ~ r~o lt_ke iAei,, /1"va.4/e

as patios, gardens?n The proposed contract states in item 5 that

the standards relating to Mobile Homes of the Canadian Standards

Association replace the Building By"Law in reference to the

dwellings, but that the structural soundness of all canopies and

dwelling units shall be certified by a B.C. registered structural

engineer; therefore,•may I ask, do you know what these national

0■ is 7'



r

dof«w

O

D

O

0

(C.S,,A.) standards cover and are they adequate? We trust that

future buyers would be protected.Or do we need a Canadian

equivalent to Ralph Nader?

To return to density, some cities and municipality planners

are recommending 5,000 square feet of land per swelling, seven

units per acre,ofar more than ten percent for common indoor and

outdoor recreation space; all to prevent crowding and to ensure

greater comfort and higher health and safety standards. Likewise,

the greater numberm of preschool children in mobile home parks

which permit children, suggests more alertness to the need for

play spaces-recreational and pre+-4school facilities both within ,

and near to the site. Older and retired people also deserve special

considerations and facilities. More could be said about these

aspects which are of grave concern to social scientists; however,

with limited time, let us now look at the financial aspects.

FINANCIAL PROBLEMS:' Apparently the municipal tax question was

the contentious issue prior to reference to the B.C."-Strata

77

Titles Act, but even so, several questions were not answered to

everyone,s satisfaction at the Sept, 8th. Public Hearing Y and

confusion continues4_: r I would therefore ask if Council has

requested and received information, in writing from Mr. Dan

Campbell, Minister of Municipal Affairs, giving official docups-,

mentation on the various aspects of the Act and how these apply

to this proposed Mobile Home development? Surely you agree

that we need such documentation and details to enable all of us

to start from the same base in considering the important questions

of taxation and related matters.

What is the B.C. law -and official policy covering such

questions as; the basis for assessment of mobile home dwellings

and lands, which taxes shall be included, means of appealing

assessments, eligibility for the home acquisition grant and

the home owner's annual grant, exemption from the sales tax

00 9



C
on trailer purchase, the rights and privileges to be secured

for the mobile home owner, With your experiende, ,entlemen, you
you/~C d eye ~s L`

will have additional questions for which you hm*a-~M answers.

Although I would be pleased to learn otherwise, it appears,

however, that the main point of the B.C. Strata,Titles Act is

that the mobile home owner may - own the lardupon which his trailer

is permanently attached, and therefore may receive the acquisition

and home owner: grants if strata or groups of titles are register"

ed, If so, then the meaty questions about taxation remainX the

municipality's responsibility to determine. Item 6 of the pro-

posed Land Use Contract suggests this. Moreover, these seems to

be a system of taxation, including assessments and appeals, which

is differentf mro that t for other residential homes. This was not

the explanation given at the Sept. 8th. hearing. We were repeated"

ly'told that the dwellings and lands would be fully taxable and

totally assessed in the same way as other residential homes and

property.

Clarification of eligibility for N.H.A. mortgag&ng is also re+--

quired to give a more complete picture o

In relation to taxation, revenues and expenditures,

two findings of the Study provoke great concern:

1. Mobile home ownership does riot confer long term economic

benefits as compared to ownership of a single detached or a cons-

dominium unit, since the mobile home depreciates in value rather

than appreciating.

2. Public services required by mobile home residents do not

differ greatly from those of other residents in regard to toads,

^ water,sewage disposal, police and fire protection.

f~1 3. Mobile home living is not a cheap or low cost form of

accommodation.

C., 
After five years, the mobile home is worth a little more

than one half its original value; after ten years about half its

value after five years; meaning that after ten years the $10,000-

original value reduces to about $2,500. However, I would

Sg-



assume that a permanent foundation and"pride of ownership' could

reduce this rate of depreciation somewhat, Nevertheless, what

does this depreciation mean in relation to the assessment of the

mobile home dwelling?

The findings regarding public services which represent a

definite and on-going cost to the municipality, therefore,

•O substantiate my previous statement that the higher the density

the greater the costs, Regardless of the dwelling depreciation,

the cost to the District to sertice each mobile home unit is a.

bout the same as for a conventional home, Therefore, on the basis

of eight mobile home units per acre as compared with four single

dwelling conventional homes per -acre, costs for roads, water,

sewage and garbage disposal, police and f ire protection, schools

and recreational facilities, would be almost twice as much per --

acre, But tax revenue would be one-quarter more per acre for the

mobile home-park, according to figures given at the previous

public hearing ($2300 compared with $1900 per acre. This is on

a site of between 13,68 and 14.23 acres depending upon the

proposed provincial road allowance.) Therefore, 
this~s

subsidized

housings Council must have the figures showing costs per unit

and assessments for conventional homes, town-houses, apartments

and mobile homes so that revenues and expenditures can be comma

pared with some degree of accuracy.

I would also mention that the school statistic given at the

previous public hearing is quite misleading. The local research

study did refer to .5 children per mobile home unit and 1.7

children per family; but it also emphasized four important con-

siderations:

1, the study covered only 485 households in its sample.

2. many mobile home operators restrict the number of children

allowed in their parks.

3, the number of preschool age children is larger than in cone

ventional home families.

4, studies made in other Canadian cities, namely Edmonton,
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Regina and Winnipeg, show a much higher ratio of school"age

O children in their mobile home parks..

I believe that it costs about $600.00 a year to educate a

child. I have not found statistics showing the additional costs

to educate a` disadvantaged child; or the extra costs in social,

emotional and health care for children living in restrictive

© environments. But from my training and experience as a psychiatric

social worker, I know that these costs are high. Council should

note with great care the explanations given at the previous hear

ing by a highly qualified psychologist, employed in a Provincial

Mental Health Centre. Potential additional public services

costs including schooling and special services, cannot be brushed

off as non-applicable to this proposed development.

Further, I would ask about costs for maintaining services

wi hin the mobile home park after the completion of the development,

Items 12 and 13 of the proposed Land. Use Contract state that the

c~
Applicant (who is the developer group) agrees that all services

on said lands shall be maintained by the registered owner (s).

Can a committment made byg one group N the developers s- be binding

upon another group «- the future buyers? Also note the one year

maintenance bond for items 9_(a),(b)Yk(c) which are only some of

the common utility services ; i.e, sewers, lighting, pavements
- tside ~/e bOUl17dc-A-1eX "/

Yp 

and the liken Are the future owners going to form some kind of

cooperative to cover common facilities such as laundry, garbage

collection, playground and landscaping maintainance and upkeep

of the recreation*-storage"laundry building? Will the developer

be there with managerial services after the scheme is completed

~p and after the occupants own their own land ands responsible

0~ for all services? What all this appears to mean, in reality,

is that following completion of the development,

the additional costs for public services

within the site would be transferred to the municipality. In

short, it would seem that costs would increase while the assessed

value of the dwellings decreases and the burden on the municipalf~y



would increase- out of proportion th the increased land as-sessment.

Multiply these expenditures- if this- proposed development and Land

Use Contract paves the x-ray for a. series of similar mobile homel parks.

Are you prepared to- give this - much financial support to this 'project?

Let us-, stop and consider; our taxes-are now among the highest in the

Loiaer Mainland.

Let me make it perfectly clear that I am not discussing low-cost

® housing which would be subsidized by Federal and Provincial grants.

Nor am I arguing against providing well-chosen sites for already-

owned mobile homes now located in congested parks and requiring new

sites in order to alleviate over-crowding and allied problems. Nor

am I concerned about depreciation of the land value of my'home.

© Nor am I emotionally biassed against all mobile homes as being

BvEr-crowded, unsightly and inferior housing". Nor am I against

a fair return for money invested. BUT I am concerned about the

quality of life that we wish to gain and retain in our municipality

for everyone; adults- and children.

To answer clearly the previous accus-ation that opponents to

this project "don't like children", it is sufficient tm state that

every child, has a basic right;- not only to have the security of

parents who care, but also to-grow up in a safe, comfortable and

healthy environment.. And I do insist that my emphasis upon standards,,

r 
sound planning and great care,; refers as much to the welfare of

~✓ potential mobile home buyers as- to the well-being of present property

owners .

Furthermore, we do not want the developers to be defacto- urban

planners. This is pur community and we shall determine what the

needs and priorities shall be.

HEALTHY URBAN DEVELOPMENT: I hope T have focussed attention upon

the quality, location, and public and private services required in

Mobile Home Park developments, upon establishing and enforcing

standards and- controls, and upon obtaining and studying facts and

j (J information--facts discussed in this Brief, along with the urgent.

need for a well defined statement from Victoria- to remedy the confusion

around areas of taxation. Why have I invested so much time and

effort in pointing out the deficiencies in this proposed scheme and
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Land'Use Contract 4 BECAUSE PEOPLE MATTER

As- emphasized by Social Scientists, "low-standard mobile home

parks with high density are potential s7lums". Fortgnately, we can

avoid continuance of this trend because better information is available.

Offering a "free choice of living style" does not mean unrestricted

encouragement of all kinds of development.

If we and Council are sincere in our efforts to ensure that there

is- good standard housing of various types within our municipality and

within the reach of most families, we must take the initiative to

consider all good forms,- 'including ; realistic low-cost housing, use

of municipal lands Vt reasonable rates, smaller homes on smaller lots,

decreased land costs, decreased land monopolies which prohibit fair

sale on a competitive market, fewer roads and more efficient use of-

public services in well-planned subdivisions, and so on. This requires

leadership, courage and resourcefulness.

As- Judge Peter Spivack, Chairman of the International Advisory

Group on Town Planning, recently and aptly said, in part, responsible,

citizens must make certain that priorities change--from "increased

revenue" to "quality of life". The essence of sound urban planning is

how happy do people feel. about their community---their feeling of pride.

We must keep what is good, whether trees, natural parks-, or open green

spaces, and bring in new and fresh ideas which increase the quality of

the environment and the comfort of the people. He- warns us not to depend

upon employed city planners and not to allow the professional developer

to take over our plannings We , must decide what kind of community we

want to live i n, make our wishes known, and keep a constant check on

the quality of life in our community. So, here we are, have you listened,

and will we have a decisive influence upon what we - get in relation

to what we want and need for our families and our fellow citizens?

Respectfully Submitted.
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His Honour Mayor Ballard and the
Council of the District of Coquitlam.

Gentlemen:

I thank you for the o pportunity of appearing before Council

to present my views on the Prefabricated Housing Scheme presently before

© Council.
My point will be very brief and hopefully to the point.

I feel that the terms of reference regarding. this public hearing are

not fair to the very interested members of the public in that there

fleas been a limit placed on the subjects up for discussion. Council

has stated that only the terms of the actual land use contract are to

be discussed — according to the notice mailed out to the Public.

At the original Public Hearing there were several people, both inside,

and outside the Council Chambers who did not have an opportunity to

speak to Council. The Council adjourned the meeting to a later date

but decided to limit the folloud ng meeting to the .terms of the contract,.

I feel that it is Council's duty to hear all those who are interested

in speaking even if it was necessary to have several public hearings.

I would also like to ;point out to Council that the Developers of the

prefabricated Housiffg(,;,Scheme were given ample opportunity to rebut any

statement made by any opponent but the opponents were not given an

opportunity to reply again. I feel that this is making a mockery of
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Cpmblic hearings and tha t the council must reconsider and re—open the

whole matter to a full public hearing once more,

I wish to further point out that the supreme court of B.C.

seems to concur with this oponion in a case heard by Mr. Justice Wooten,

titled Ross Versus Oak Bay, the learned Judge"quashed a bye-law on the

.grounds that council must allow great .latitude in public hearings in

order that all may have their say,

I would a sk council to move for an adjournment in order

that all of the public may be heard on the broadest terms of reference,

c

-c

Thankyou

W.P. Whalen
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YOUR WORSHIP, COUNCILLORS, LADIES & GENTLEMEN —

RE: THE CONTRACT between the Corporation of the District of

Coquitlam and Gaven Estates Ltd., 6401 Kingsway, Burnaby.

3(b)... there being provided 1.5 parking spaces — adjacent 98, twelve
covered = 110 which is one parking space per unit, leaving 55
spaces for visitors parking. According to this plan, no arrange—
ment is made for a family with two cars. If there is a second
car where is it to go?

3(c) ... not less than 10% of the said land being retained as
common recreation space. Of this 1.4 A. what space will
be left after buildings for laundry,facilities, etc. are erect—
ed? Does this space also include storage for boats, camping
trailers, etc. or where are these to be stored?

5. ... Since the building By—law does not apply in the case of
Mobile Home Parks, we are setting up a double standard for the
citizens of Coquitlam as the people living in conventional
homes must submit to the building By—law of Coquitlam.

6. The applicant has an opportunity to appoint a single arbitrator
to be appointed by the applicant and the District. Has any
other citizen of the District any choice regarding who shall
decide his taxes in case of a d*spute?

10. I question the advisability of any development taking place
before the road pattern of this area is settled.

11. Re: Storm Sewers — What is meant by the statement that
" the District may , if jeolly and practically possible, re—
cover a portion of the actual cost of the installation to
return to the applicant" etc?

Are any other citizens of the District required to pay for
C[', 1 the installation other than what they pay through taxes to the
~✓ general fund plus payment when they are connected to such sewers.

.. page 2
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1 am unable to find in this contract any written guarantee
that this development will not become a blight upon the District of
Coquitlam in future years.

Dated

C,

Q-1



H. G o d i d e k
2928 Dewdney Trunk Road
fhaft Coquitlem, B.C. November 9, 1971.

Re: Application for Lobile Trailer Park on Dewdney Trunk Road.

As a propertyr .owner and a taxpayer in the District of Coquitlem I
object strongly -+A the establishment of the proposed Mobile Home Park_
for,the following'reasons:
This application was clearly,tabled until the Provincial Legislation would
allow fair taxation of the. trailers, because the taxpayers of Coquitlem are
at the present each year at Feast S116,964.00 (based on 1970 figures)
short of taxmoney for the existing 513 Units in the municipality. So, our.

J should be more concerned about this deficit, which occurs year after year
and has a direct impact on the extremely high millrate, with which we are
faced already and which brings marry people on the brink of being forced out
of their homes."The SUN" carried recently a comparison of taxes for a
0 24000.00 home, which showed:

West Vancouver 389:00 (this community has not allowed any
trailers except'74 on Indian Land)

Coquitlem 598.00 (513 Units)
Port Coquitlem " 627.00 (40 Units)

This comparison is even.more.dristic, when one considers the potential of
scenic values and public transportation, which the citizens of West Vancouver
have in addition to the much lower taxes. .

This implies that our council canes ill-afford at this time to experiment with
the new application to put the trailers permanently on cement slaps to open
the door for some kind of voluntary improvement assessment, for which there
is absolutely no certain knowledge if it will ever stand up as legal in our
courts if it should be tested once by somebody, if it is not covered by
proper legislation.

Beyond that I learned in the Coquitlem Assessment Office today that no
research and thus knowledge is available, how the depreciation factor would
take place on Lobile Homes of this kind in yearsto come compared with
the conventional homes. A Mobile Howie is definitely connected with the
Automobile Industry, in which the Models simple loose market value, because
of newer and better models, which can make the Mobile Home mkMMffiZ&z of for
instance 197o obsolete within a few years and thuce its market value
accordingly. So, if the owner of a permanently fixnVome can prove in the

Gourts of Appeal that his &1odel has had a Depreciation of a certain Amount
on account of its outdatedness on the market, the assessment has to be
reduced accordingly and the tax income for the municipality will drop more
rapidly than with the conventional home, which is always assessed by the
level of the general building costs. Before definite research and guidelines
are available on this, our council should not even consider this application
if they are really acting in the interest of the people of Coquitlem, for
which purpose they have been elected.

It is high time that Coquitlem follows the example of Richmond, North
Vancouver District, North Vancouver City, Burnaby, New Westminster and
West Vancouver, which have been farsighted enough to protect their citizens
from the tax deficit, which kklt our many Trailer Parks have brought us.



If there has to be sole experic entation, it should now be the turn of these
communities as Coquitlam has done more than its share already.

Alderman LXXenzie outlined in one previous meeting about this application
that he has been sitting on the Regional Housing Committee that there is
nothing in between the Apartment living and'the high price one-family-dwelling
and he is concerned about the 30-40% of the population, who cannot afford the
latter. Since it was a Regional Body I can absolutely not see, why the other
participating communities should not share this concern and take their turn '0"
for a change, but the taxpayers of Coquitlam should be forced again to assume '4 13
the role of the guinea pig for experimentation. ̀ .'here are other prefabricated
homes of the conventional and inmobile nature on the market, which could just '
as Well fill the gap Alderman IcKenzie is concerned about and would not
pose a sticky tax situation for Coquitlam. ` —

I have heard of retired people, which have to give up their homes here in
Coquitlam against their wishes, because they cannot afford the high taxes here
a,Vr longer. Nhat about concern'for these people? As I can see this development
, it is meant ftm as an outlet for a Burnaby based Trailer Sales firm to
oblige prospective customers with a lot for their purchases, which is otherwise
difficult to obtain, and thus promote sales. We are not a rural area any longet
and I object strongly that°the municipality would allow to let Trailer
developments in our residential areas after we invested our - life savings in
new homes in good faith that we were to live among other single dwellings.



October 20, 1971

'BRIEF TO PUBLIC HEARING OCTOBER 21, 1971 FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ITEM'1 Z=47=71 (DUPLEX)

I now list the criteria employed in reviewing rezoning applications
for duplexes in one-family housing areas.

(a) 16tSize - The minimum lot size for a duplex has been set
at 8,000 square feet in the Zoning By-law. This is a
standard suggested by the American Public Health Association
and employed throughout the Loder Mainland.

(b) Usable Area. The whole of the 8,000 square foot area
should  be usable with no ravines or areas in excess slope
being included.

.(c)Se*tonda'rX Access. Access from a lane or a flanking street
is considered desirable for duplex development. On-site
parking should not have access to a major street if at all
possible.

(d) Rei hbourhood Character. The age and type of housing in
an area may be such that no duplexes should be permitted.
Where housing in an area has been constructed in the last
few years and where many vacant lots exist, duplexes are
considered premature.

(e) Services Available. The Municipal Water supply system and
sanitary sewer system should be available to serve any
duplex development. Storm sewers may also be required to
avoid drainage problems and to complete adjacent roads.

l- (f) Other Duplexes. In _order to avoid a concentration of
duplexes in -one-family housing areas, a six hundred foot
minimum distance between them has been employed as a guide.
This distance is measured along the frontage of a street
and not on both sides of a street. Theoretically two
duplexes would be permitted on opposite sides of a street
,within on-e block.

(g) Other Potential Sites. More appropriate sites may be
available for duplex development in the vicinity. In
addition, a surplus of vacant lots may be present creating
pressures for further duplexes at a future date.

The Advisory Planning Commission have recommended new criteria
as follows:



I . Lot Size. The lot shall include 8,000 square feet of
usable area, not including ravines or areas in excess
slope.

0 2. Access and Parking. Required on-site parking shall not
have access to an arterial or collector street, and shall
preferably be provided in the rear yard.

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

a

to avoid drainage problems and to complete adjacent roads.

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

5. Other Duplexes. In order to avoid a concentration of
uplexes in one-family housing areas, a 600 foot distance

between them has been employed as a guide. This distance
is measured along the frontage of a street and not on both
sides of a street.

Furthermore, on the particular application on September 18, 1971,
under Resolution 2396, the Advisory Planning Commission recommended
referral to a public hearing. The Planning Department's original
report to Council raised the questions of criteria (d) and (g) as
to whether they were being adhered to in this instance. Also, I
note that both accesses are from Lakeview Street and that the lane
is not yet available for use. However, the application would meet
the new criterion on access proposed by the Advisory Planning
Commission.

ITEM 2 - Z-65-71 (WATER TANK SITE)

The concept for provision of water is shown on the map on the
following page. Basically, the water tank site allows the
Municipality to provide domestic water to Supply Zone 3 west of
the northward extension of Burke Mountain Road (not Harper Road
but the road extending north of Victoria Drive). There were long
negotiations with the land owner which ended up in expropriation
procedures being employed by Council. I have asked Mr. Hockey to
come to the Hearing to further explain the water supply situation
and table elevation and perspective plans.

t
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ITEM 3 - Z-69-70 (REST HOME)

This is a repeat from the last public hearing. We wish to expand
our views on this matter: ..,

1. This is a 70 bed rest home with off-street parking for 18 cars,
the standard being one space per 4 beds.

2. The location of senior citizens and other persons who are
partially bed'-bound seems ideal in that:

a) It is vertically separated from the townhousing area to the
east.

b It is close to convenience stores on Brunette Avenue,
r c~ It is close to Rochester Park which is proposed for passive

type arboretum park.
d) It provides for a site which is part of rather than

isolated from the surrounding neighbourhood.

-3. In addition, full landscaping of the steep bank areas with
plans by a registered landscape architect can mean renovation
of the area can take place. This will then encourage renewal
of the area to the south and west.

To rei -terate, from the social, physical and economic viewpoint,
the proposal seems ideal.

ITEM 4 - Z-97-70B (PREFAB HOME PARK LAND USE CONTRACT)

The only comment here is that the latest contract attempts to
provide for all contingencies. I can advise further that we now

.have a letter from the Deputy Minister of the Department of
Highways, and I reproduce his comments as follows:

"We have again reviewed the matter and again conclude that
-I the propused strategy is the optimum one. The problem is

that we conclude the CPR grade separation on Route 7 is
likely to be constructed some years before the proposed
Austin-Bury connection. It is, therefore, necessary to connect
Dewdney Trunk to Route 7 in the Kingsway area in the initial
stages before the municipalities build the Austin-Bury route."

.This* means that Dewdney Trunk Road becomes the major arterial
street and should be designed as a four lane arterial. The long
term plan may still be to link Dewdney Trunk to Austin Avenue in
the vicinity of Sharpe or Irvine Streets or in between along Scott
Creek, but this is still being reviewed with the Department. I
also note that no date can yet be given on underpass construction
commencement. Mr. Hockey may be able to add to the description of
servicing requirements in the Land Use Contract.
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ITEM 5 - -Z-71-70 (SENIOR CITIZEN APARTMENTS)

The three main questions I asked on January 13, 1971 after tabling
of my report with Council provides a summary of the issues involved

.with this application from the outset. I quote_ from Mr. Booth's
letter of January 27, 1971:

".l. Does the Society insist on handling the project on 'the
basis of.a society?

2. Does the Society plan to -ask the Municipality for a grant?

R 
3. Does the Society propose the erection of a high rise unit?

The answers to your queries might be summarized as follows:

I. A Certificate of Incorporation was issued on the 13th day
of January, 1971 in favour of the Blue Mountain Senior
Housing Society. The stated object of the Society is as
follows:

"To operate as a charitable institution (without profit to
its members) for the purpose of owning and managing one or
more low rental housing projects for elderly citizens on
low income and for families of low income and for such
other persons as may be designated by Central Mortgaging
and Housing Corporation and the Government of the Province
of British Columbia (where such designations are required)
and to do all things necessary and incidental to the
attainment of that object."

The Board of Directors and members are offering their
services together with a valuable piece of property to be
used in the interest of the citizens of the District of
Coquitlam without profit or benefit accruing to these
individuals. This is being done as it is felt that there
is a need in the community ane that we have the resources
at our disposal to partly meet this need. These resources
are being offered as a community service. It is the
expressed feeling of those persons involved that to make
the project meaningful, it must have its "grass roots" in
the community administered by an independent society who
are geared'solely to the provision of a high quality of
service to those persons qualifying for same.

The Board have agreed that if the Council establish there
is no need for this service the Council may so advise but
there will be no transfer of assets, purpose or programmes
to the Municipality by the Society..

2. The Society is aware of the grants provided to Christmas
Manor (by way of Municipal land valued at, we understand,
in the neighbourhood of $60,000.00 together with an
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yadditional grant of approximately $15,000.00 to $18,000.00
for water-main relocation); and of the grant to the
Maillardville Foyer; and the small grant to Earl Haig
Society.

Although it was not our.intention to make 6' formal approach
to Council for grants, we recognize that Council are also
=aware of the needs of the senior citizens of our community
-and would, undoubtedly, wish to express their support of
our project in a tangible way.

:As you will also know, we have been approached by your
Department for easements taking considerable portions of
our property for road widening. It is our intention to
~negoti ate with you in these matters for your re.qui rements
impose considerable restrictions upon us in our plans for
-development. This, however, is a separate topic and should
be dealt with as such.

.3. We have considered alternate plans for senior citizen
housing and favour the high-rise approach. It is one
which offers the greatest benefit to the users and also
one which would make the project feasible on a cost sharing
.basis. It is felt, by the group, that the rezoning will
complement the District rather than detract from it. As
you ti.rill be aware, the property adjacent to the parcel under
consideration is zoned commercial (on the other side of Blue
Mountain) as is the property across the street on the corner
of Blue Mountain and Austin. We are given to believe that
an application has already been made by the owners of the
property immediately across from us that their land be
rezoned to multiple dwelling (hearsay only). The particular
site under discussion would appear to be an ideal location
for a senior citizens' project inasmuch as it is relatively
level, close to park facilities, shopping, bus, and
recreation facilities.

I trust the above will provide the basic answers to the
questions you recently raised. We would be pleased to discuss
these matters further at your convenience and have already
indicated to the Assistant Municipal Clerk that we would be
pleased to appear at an in-camera meeting of Council.

In our recent discussions, I was pleased to have confirmed
by yourself that you had sought legal advice on the restrictive
clauses in the Council land sale action transferring the deed
to the property on Austin-Blue Mountain from the Municipality
to the Blue Mountain Baptist Church and that you were assured
by your legal inquiry that there were no legal restrictive
-covenants on the transfer of title deeds, et cetera, and that
-the Society was free to do whatever they wished with the
property providing it was within the zoning and building
by-laws. You will recall that a letter was raised on July 29
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by the .Church Clerk makin.g reference to the October 4, 1967
application to consider a senior citizens' home under
By--law 959 as an accessory building. To this date, no word
has been received from Council or yourself other than the
verbal statement made to myself the other day. We appreciate

~- the confirmation that you have given verbally but would also
appreciate a written statement to this effect from yourself
or Council so that we might have it on file for future. reference."

I might add that another consideration is whether the proposed use
is-one of an institutional nature. In the P-2 Zone "convalescent
homes, nursing homes, rest homes, and premises licensed under the
Community Care Facilities Licensing Act"are permitted under the
gen-eral term "Private hospital use". However, the proposal does
not quite match this definition and R11-3 Multi-Storey Medium-

fry , Density Apartment zoning was suggested. We then enter the question
.of apartment location policy and diversion from the Apartment Plan.
On March 3, 1971 the APC recommended as follows:

2310 MOVED BY MR. PATON
SECONDED BY MR. MILNER

That the Commission recommend approval in principle
of this application, as regards the suitability of
this use on the site, noting however:

1. That this project, unlike normal apartment
development, would generate little traffic and
no burden on the school system; the Commission
would therefore not wish to see this project
considered as a precedent for apartment development
in this area.

2.. That the Commission did not consider the applicant's
suggestion that shops be included in the complex,
since this aspect is presently not a part of the
application.

CARRIED.

Later the accessory use question was accepted for referral to
Public Hearing as well as this resolution by Council.

ITEM 6 - LAVAL SQUARE AREA REZONING

The rezoning proposals in this area are based on a report of the
Planning Department to Council. These proposals can be summarized
as follows:

1. The'long term area where apartment rezoning applications will be
considered by Council is being zoned to RS-1 permitting only one-
family housing. This assures maximum control over increases in
density in the area.
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2. The remainder of the area is proposed for RT-1 zoning to
permit two-family housing on lots of 8,000 square feet or more.
This is simply a continuation of the large duplex zoned area
to the north-west and west.

3. Certain sites would be left under existing zoning if they have
active rezoning applications in progress oar are appropriately
zoned for current use.

We did note one error on the map - Lot "S2 4" on Brunette Avenue
west of Schoolhouse was left under existing zoning instead of.
Lot "Rem. 5" which is zoned Local Commercial C-2. It is our
suggestion that the By-law proceed as proposed but that the C-2
zoning of "Rem. 5" and RS-1 zoning of "SZ 4" be referred to the
November Public Hearing.

Respectfully submitted,

DMB/ci D.M. Buchanan,
Planning Director
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November 9, 1971

ADDENDUM TO BRIEF OF OCTOBER 20, 1971 FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT

ITEM 6 - Z-70-71 (Laval Square Rezoning)

The error mentioned in the prior br-ief was corrected for the

advertising for the public hearing of November 9, 1971. We

suggest that the rezoning proceed as presented.

ITEM 7 - Z-76-71 Gravel Pit Development

This application deals with three parcels of land leased by the

Crown (Dept. of Lands) to Jack Cewe Ltd.:

1. The southern parcel is the former Sports Car Club lease, now

proposed for gravel pit use.

2. The two other parcels were zoned by By-law No. 1861, but the

Municipal Solicitor did not feel that this by-law was legally

adopted.

This land also relates the overall agreement with Jack Cewe Ltd.

registered in late October; see S.26(b).

ITEM 8 - Z-75-71 (Asphalt and Cement Plant

A new M-4 ZONE is being created by this By-law, this rezoning

also requiring a regional plan amendment. Basically, Council

would be creating a special zone to allow for the uses foreseen

in S.26(c) of the overall agreement referred to above.

The M-4 ZONE is rightfully on industrial rather than rural zone,

restricting uses to gravel pit development and asphalt-portland

cement batching plants. I also note that a housekeeping amendment

in the M-1 ZONE has also been made in the M-1 ZONE provisions to

strictly prohibit salvage uses, improving the legal draftsmanship

in By-law No. 1928.
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ITEM 9 - Z-40-71 (Medium-Density High-Rise)

This application is at 1404-1408 Frunette Avenue and involves

O redevelopment for a 60 unit apartment, of which there are 25

1-bedroom, 24 2-bedroom, 9 3-bedroom and 2 4-bedroom suites on

a site of just over one acre. A retaining wall of 13 feet high

is required on the south side of the project.

NEW ZONING BY-LAW

We table with Council ten copies of the new Zoning By-law as
approved by different Provincial Departments. This may be of

use throughout the Public Hearing.

Respectfully submitted

DMB/ci D.M. Buchanan,
Planning Director

i
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Gentlemen:

This Thursday you will be presented wita many reasons why

you should reverse your earlier decision that gave third

reading approval to our request for rezoning. We recognize
~y

the difficulty of the decision that will be before you --

for we - also share in the concerns of our community. As a

result of our concern, we have undertaken a community

'fact-finding! survey to determine the actual feelings and

opinions of oiir nei~#,bc-1,Ls.

We hold the view that if a Senior Citizen's High Rise Unit

is not desired or .re yuireO. by this comm.uni ty that we would

be quite wrong to fc.,ilce c- :rvice on the c:.rmunity. How-

ever, we feel just as that we wculd be guilty of

not following scriptwrE..1 arecepts If we fai-led to offer

assistance to the aged needy members of community,

Phis has been and c Lta.n,)es to be t1je base of our request

for rezoning.

This request for rezoning has become of late the subject of

much distortion by a few, no doubt well mean ng, residents.

Fears have been planted :22-r some minds about large commercial

apartment complexes and like. As a result, a ,; etition

was circulated against th,3 project and letters we-,e written

to council.

As a society, we had the opportunity of contesting the valid-

ity of this petition, as it contains many errors. However,

we felt it more beneficial to concern ourselves with the

needs of our senior citizens and our community than to expend

our energy in the winning of arguments or the writing of prose.

For this reason, we decided to seek,out those pertinent facts

upon which we could base our decision to move ahead or retreat.

It seemed logical to invest time and effort in personal visits

to all those persons who signed the petition, to make certain

that our project had been properly represented. No attempt

was made to solicit project approval or to seek signatures of

approval. To make' the visitation programme meaningful, a

letter of introduction preceded the visit. (Appendix A)

Since we were aware that the personalities of the volunteer

visitors could conceivably influence the project presentation,

we conducted one or two training sessions that stressed

l the programme concepts. Material was prepared for each visitor.

;Copies are included as Appendix D) The instruction to the

team of visitors was that they were not to 'sell' the,project,

but only to answer questions and explain concepts.



We have recorded the results of this visitation programme i.j.

summary form for your ease -of review._ The material presented

has been gathered over a period of one week, from the persons

who signed the petition presented to you by Hr., Howarth. No

persons who were originally in favour of the project were

visited.

We are sure that you will be as interested as we have been in

O the great percentage of persons who have indicated their full

support of the project, once they were aware of the full intent

and purpose of our plans, Indeed, since there is a clear

majority of residents in favour of the project (out of those

cited as in full opposition), we feel encouraged to move

ahead with the project as we consider this the wish of the

community.

To allay any misgivings of persons not in possession of the

visitor sheets, we are including copies for the mayor. Upon

checking these, it will be seen that many citizens have re-

quested permission to sign the sheet to counter their original

signature.

A GENERAL OVERVIEW

The review of our project has been a stimulating experience.

We met many fine people (those for and those against the pro-

ject) and have resolved many mistaken concepts. We also hope

that we have become a little better neighbour for it.

O We are not unaware, however, that some heavy opposition will

be presented at this public hearing. Our team of visitors

indicate the following as the major 'sore spots'.

1. Fear of high rise commercial structures and
fear of council's attitude toward them.

20 Fear that if this application is not 'squashed'
it will be used as the 'thin edge of the wedge'
for future high rise development across the
street.

3. Adjoining property owners (across the street)
wish to sell their properties for high rise units.
They expressed the view that they would support
the Senicr Citizen Project if their properties
were rezoned. (This substantiates the fears
summarized in #2 above).

4. The unfortunate road. widening timing and attend-
ant. 'mess' that ha~c been created around the pro-
posed siteis a problem that may -be aired, but is
not at all relevant.,

When council hears these complaints, may ,,ie remind council
of the opinions of tra.e 'silent majority who have expressed
opinions x aTaourable to t ...e project --- that, mraj ority which
in all probability is not at this public hearing.



HIGH RISES AND THE COMMUNITY

In fairness to the community, our society wishes to go on

record as being generally opposed to high rise structures

as family dwelling units. We feel we would be doing a dis-

service to our community if, by our application for rezoning

for a senior citizens high rise structure, that it was con-

strued that we supported family unit high rises. We feel that

there is a great difference where children are concerned, and

do not believe a wholesome environment is provided for

children in high rise structures.

Our investigations disclose that high rise structures (to a

maximum of 12 stories) are suitable for the aged and for

single tenants if adequate social and recreational space is

provided. We are also aware of some major U.S. cities that

are experiencing social and economic burdens from high rise

family units. We would recommend to council that the

Planning Department review the 9=WV= =e study on

high rises in the Township of York, Ontario before applica-

tions for family high rise structures are considered.

Our recent visits disclosed five persons who felt that eight

stories was optimum. If, after proper studies are made, this

is the optimum number of stories, we are not opposed to accep-

ting such a recommendation from the appropriate officials.

NEED OF THE STRUCTURE

The final decision as to the need and progress in planning

will be made by the Federal and Provincial funding sources.

O Current trends indicate a continuing need. Waiting lists

at Coquitlam senior citizen homes are:

Foyer-Maillard

Earl Haig Society

Christmas Manor

40 men
20 women

8 awaiting suites

8 singles
8 doubles

O 
PERCENTAGE SUIUdARY OF SURVEY RESULTS

Total number of homes visited 232
Total "no contact" visits ~7
Total n ~-ber of personal visits

to persons who signed petition 175

Percentage of Lersons who expressed one hundred
per cent approval of the senior citizen high rise

Percentage who gave conditional approval (i.e.
they approve if only 8 stories, etc.)

Percentage who indicated they were neither pro
nor con

48 %

16.7%

9.70/6

Percentage who indicated definite opposition 25.6/
100 %
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Dear Neighbour:

' You will recall being requested to sign a petition a few
weeks ago by a distraught resident who became quite concerned
about a reported high-rise commercial development that was to
be built on the corner of Blue Mountain and Austin Avenue. You
were made acquainted with the 'massive parking' situation, the
'traffic. congestion problems', and the eyesore this 'commercial
complex' would create.

Fears concerning your rights as a citizen were also stirred
use by the suggestion that something must be wrong, as you were
not given individual notice of the proposed rezoning. It was
also suggested that `encroachment' on sirgle dwelling property
was taking place.

Unfortunately, as is often the case, the ,sponsor of this
petition failed to check all of the facts, and as a result, a
somewhat slanted document was aresented to you.

We have been informed. by some of the people who signed the
petition_ that they were s:,rayed in their de.ision by the 'image'
given by the petition sponsor. Several persons expressedC11 annoyance at council and administration, b.t few have made known
their opposition to a non-profit community-oriented senior
citizen project. This is encouraging--for it; establishes what
the promotors of the project have believed all along--that the
people of Coquitlam are true "good neighbours" to those who are
in need.

No one would wish to invest funds, real estate and time in
a community service venture that was neither needed nor desired
by the community--certainly, we would not want to. Still, some-
one must take the initiative in extending a helping hand to those
who need its This is our sole aim. We would not wish to be
guilty of failure to perfoFm as charitable act, when it was in
our power to be charitable. Would you?

Several residents of Coquitlam have suggested that we
should "tell it as it is", and they have volunteered their ser-
vices to do just that. One or two residents will be calling
on yoa in the next week. If you have any questions, please
do not hesitate to ask. They will be delighted to discuss the
project plans and concepts with you

Yours very truly

Board of Directors'

BLUE MOUNTAIN SENIOR CITIZENS'
HOUSING SOCIETY



PETITION COMMENT: "While we recognize the mixed -pecuniary
and -th-e_hum.anitarian _motives..."

FACT There are no pecuniary motives This
is a strictly non-profit, contributory
venture by your neighbours; residents
of Coquitlam who are eager to help -those
among us who need helps

PETITION COMMENT: "Massive outdoor parking and accessory
commercial uses..."

FACT There will be a maximum of 20 parking
slots for visitors. This is a low-rental
housing development and experience indicates
that only 3/ to 40% of residents own cars.)
Further, there are no accessory commercial
uses being planned.—

PETIT ION COMMENT " ...will d if f e-r in app e ara-ace not at all and
in use verj little from any other high-rise
apartment with sub -joined business activities:'

FACT Here the wording of the petition misrepre-
sents the truth,. Plans call for recreation -
facilities, workshops for the men and women
residents and related features on the ground
floor facing -the parking lot. There is no
planned entrance from the street.

PETITION COMMENT: "Tall apartment spoils view"

FACT: The apartment will be 66' wide, seated on a
480` frontage. The site will be developed
in a beautifully landscaped and terraced
park-like setting, leaving a 300' x 300'
unobstructed view at the corner. This will
greatly enhance the surrounding area as well
as the value of adjacent property.

PETITION COMMENT: "Messes up the local traffic pattern."

FACT: There are two entrances to the property at
the present time. There will be two en-
trances when the project is completed. The
flow of traffic will be absolutely the same
as it is now except that curbs will be in-
stalled and the roads improved.

PFTITION COMMENT: "Changes a quiet and private quality of the
neighbourhood"

FACT We would point out that these are senior
citizens, and not motorcyclists or hotrodderse

PETITION COI` 11ENT: "Master plan excluded residential area west
of Blue Mountain"

FACT: This property is not zoned "residential"
I-:--is zoning designation is P2, or "special
institution". This zoning permits the
construction of such facilities as hospitals,
half-way houses. alcoh.clic treatment centres,
rehabilitation ta.cilities, extended care
raits, and facilities f'Dr the retarded or
emotionally disturbed N%ithc at further re- ..
coi)rse through rezoning applications.



B L U E M O U N T A I N S E N I O R C I T I Z E N

H O U S I N G S O C I E T Y

Organization

Q° What is the Blue Mountain Senior Citizen Housing Society?

A. A non-profit society, incorporated in December 1970 under
the Societies Act of British Columbia.

Q. What is the aim of the Society?

A. Our aim, as outlined in the Society's Constitution is:

"To operate as a charitable institution,
without profit to its members, for the
purpose of owning and managing one or
more low-rental housing projects for
elderly citizens of low income and for
such other persons as may be designated
by the Central Mortgage and Housing Corp-

, oration and the Government of the Province
of British Columbia (where such designa-
tions are required) and to do all things
necessary and incidental to the attain-
ment of this object."

Q. Is the Society a part of the Blue Mountain Baptist Church?

Ae No. The church is a separate organization,, its object
to minister to the spiritual needs of the community. The
church, however, sponsored the project and donated the
land for use as a Senior Citizen's Housing Development.

Q. Does the church maintain members on the Housing Society
Board?

A. Yes. There is a provision for church members to partici-
pate. However there is also a provision to allow commun-
ity membership.

Philosophy

Q. Why did your group decide to enter the housing field?

A. The government appealed for involvement in the low
rental housing field by community agencies (see attached
appendix A) . Our members felt that if there was a need,
and if we could offer a service, that we should make this
offer.

Q. Why didn't you decide to'involve yourselves in the ser-
vice areas?

A. We considered erecting a chronic care hospital, but
found that another group was planning a similar facility
nearby. AlsS, we questioned w'iether we were equipped
to h ndie the treatment of illnesses and other social
problems at this time. 11owever, we have not discarded
this idea.

Q. Whyhave you planned a high rise structure? Why not~ P g Y
smaller units''.,

A, For two reasons:

a. Funding and capital resources.

Maximum bene:~` it to the occupants
is best effected this way.
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Studies made by persons working in. the Federal and
Provincial funding offices favour the high rise concept.
These structures must be built to last a minimum of
fifty years (length of mortgage). The structure is
costly, The desire for more than basic minimal standards
is, to us, a very real and important factor. To provide
"extras" adds considerably to the cost. Grants are
pro-rated according to' the number of suites or occupants.
A high rise structure will provide the following benefits:

--provide the maximum living area with the use

d of minimum ground area

-provide more recreational space for residents

-provide areas for cafeteria and/or dining room
for those who do not wish to cook their own
meals

-provide garden areas for hobby gardeners

-provide lovely landscaped grounds with walks,
pools, etc.

0 
-a workshop for the men and one for the women

f
Q, You mentioned workshops; what do you mean?

A, Many men and women remain active for years after re-
tirement. No one wishes to spend their 'twilight'
years staring at four walls. We wish to provide a "total
living environment" for our residents. This will mean
along with other things, the provision of facilities
for the hobby carpenter or the amateur painter or the
lady who still likes to sew and weave.

\ Planning and Procedures

Q. Have you been planning this programme for long?

A. Our original application was dated October 4, 1957. When
the property was purchased by the church there was a
verbal commitment) to council at that time that such
a community venture would be considered, However, we
were not prepared to undertake the project with the
full financial burden resting on a few subscribers.
The recent government cost sharing formulas open the
way and applications were forwarded early this year.

Q, Have you presented your plans to the various govern-
meat levels-f if so, what was their response?

A, Central Mortgage & Housing have viewed the site and
approved it as an ideal location for a Senior Citizens'
High Rise. Programme planning has been submitted to
the Coquitlam Planning Department, the Coquitlam Council,
and the Coquitlam Engineering and Legal Departmen-(Is.

f ~
Agreement was reacl.ed as to the merit of the concept.

Q~ Have your plans been presented to the public?

A. A public hearing was held on May 13, 1971. Plans and
an artist's sketch were prepared for presentation.
Approximately 35 residents were at the meeting. No one
spoke against it, and it was therefore concluded that
the area -esidents were in f:;_1,. accord.

` Qo Did Council approve your project?

A, Yes. Third reading approval was received on May 25, 1971.

Q. Did your plans include commercial outlets?

A. No, not in the true sense of the word. Res4_dents will
be provided with a room to display and sell the items
that they make in tthe hobby shops. This is not really

(cont'd)
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a commercial outlets Some thought was originally given to a
small bookroom as a hobby project for the residents, but this
was later dropped as it was felt that this could be carried
out by vacating a suite rather than creating a special shop.

Qo Why then, was it necessary to apply for a type of zoning
that was designed for commercial apartments?

A. We explained the concept and plans we had to the Council.
It was felt by the Planning Department that this was the
zoning schedule we should apply for. (see appendix B
memo of March 15, 1971 stating that while we appreciate
the commercial zoning feature, we have no intention of
entering into a "commercial venture". A.lso note the
statement that "We do not wish to pre udice our original
application which requested straight enior Citizen
Housing Zoning.) Nevertheless we did and still do feel
that we must provide all of the amenities required for
our residents and if this requires special zoning, we
make no apologies for it.

Qt We read somewhere that you were considering Day Care
Services? Is this correct?

A. This has nothing to do with the Senior Citizens Project
(unless the residents wish to participate). The church
would like to offer their service, but this comes under
the heading of future church activities and not Senior
Citizen Housing planning.

Q, A recent newspaper account made mention of a letter of
protest sent by your organization to Council. What was
this letter?

A. Contrary to Mr. Howarth's remarks in his article, our
society approached Council and the Planning Department
without malice aforethought and with the sole intent
of "giving something" rather than taking anything, (See
original letter of November 16, 1970). We gave complete
and detailed accounts of all concepts and planning. Sev-
eral hours were spent before the planners, the council
and. the Mayor. Nothing was hidden!: We therefore obc-
j ar, ;ed to the implication that "now information" about
the project had caused a reversal of Council's approval

of May 25, 1971• We had been led by Council's action to
proceue in the retention of architects, lawyers and

engineers -- which involved the commitment of considerable
amounts of money and t i.me .

Q Who is liable for the costs ineurred'i

A. We _feel that the Municipality is liable for costs incurreo
following the May 25b third reading. These were mandatory

expenses, required prior to the 4ib reading and Federal
Grant approval. These costs would not have been incurred

if there had been an original negative response.

We understand that some members of Council objected to
your plans.

A.. No. No one objected to the plans or the concept. When
Coixacil -LLaderstood the full nature of tie project they
were in complete support, as evidenced by the third
reading approval. There was concern expressed by two
memoers over financing of the projcict, and whether or

not it shoulC_ be managed by gove_°araent agencies.

Qe What was the outcome of the financial management question?

A. We approached. the Federal/Provincial authorities who in-

formed us that muiicipal councils had no jurisdiction,

They also informeL us that it was preferred that commiw.itY
organizations sponsor their projen.ts because it had been

proven best for the residents. A community orgarnizatyon
(cont'd)
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is "people conscious" while a government organization all too
often becomes "administration conscious". Also, a community

% organization donates "time" while a government agency must
"buy" all services. This increases rental costs for the resi-
dents. It is interesting to note that of the total 5308 rooms
provided for low rental housing in the lower mainland$ all but
936 are privately sponsored. The 936 are in the Public Housing
Developments in Vancouver.

Q. Have you any comparative statistics dealing with Senior
Citizen Housing in neighbouring districts, and if so,
how does Coquitlam rate?

A. Yes. A recent survey (June 1971) was conducted by Bur-
naby following a request by Columbus Charities Associa-
tion for land upon which to construct a hiEh rise struc-
ture for senior citizens. The results show:

Municipality No. of No. of Percentage
Projects Units of total

Vancouver 47 3150 59,6
Burnaby 7 544 10.2
Coquitlam 3 308 5.8
North Van. City 5 277 5.2
Richmond 3 271 5.1
New Westminster 4 270 5-1.
West Vancouver 2 18.1 3.4
Surrey 5 113 2.1
Delta 2 82 1.5
Port Moody 1 72 1.3
North Van. District 1 40 0.7-

80 5308 100%

(Our project is included in the figures cited for Coquitlam.)

Q. Has your society sought a subsidy from council?

A. No. All it has sought is the blessing of Council for
the project itself.

Q. Have other societies for Senior Citizen Housing secured
subsidies frcm the Coquitlam Council?

A, Yes.

1) Earl Haig Society -- a grant of $180,.00

2) Maillardville Foyer -- a grant of $200.00
der suite,

3) Christmas Manor -- a grant of park land on
Aga stin Avenue valued at approximately
$60,000.00 as well as an additional grant
of approximately $15,000.00 for municipal
water main relocation.

Zoning

Q. What is the official zoning of your property?

A, P.2. or "special institution".

Q. What does this allow?

A. The building of any institutional type of structure, such
as hospitals, etc.

Q. Are you rezoning the entire parcel of land?

A, No, only the portion of land along Austin Avenue. The
land has been surveyed and subd.ivied. The church prop-
erty which extends to Blue MoiuntRi n and :Dansey will re-
main zoned P.2, or "special institution".
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ellQ, Are you aware of any other similar rezoning changes?

A, Yes. Vancouver Golf Course rezoned the lower 2 acres
of the south-west corner of their property for R.M.3
or Highrise development. Further highrises were con-
sidered by the Golf Club west of Blue Mountain Street.

Physical Structure & Site Development

Q. What is the size of your property?

A. The portion of land to be re-zoned and upon which the
Senior Citizen Housing will stand measures 441.64' x
265' x 215.59' x 129.03' less road allowance right'of.
way,

Q. What land area will be taken up with the proposed building:

A. Approximately 75' x 75' plus walkways

Q. How much area will be allowed for parking?

A. Sufficient space to accommodate 20 vehicles,

Q. How much area will be developed into ornamental gardens?

A. Approximately 260' x 2601. This is far in excess of the
basic minimum requirements.

Q. Your lot is a former gravel pit and has huge banks. How
do you plan to landscape it?

A. It will. be terraced. Approximately 8' of fill will raise
the lawn level midway up the existing bank. (See attached
appendix C)

Q. How many stories do you plan for your building?

A. 12.

Q. How many above the Austin Avenue level?
~1

A. 10.

Q. How are you figuring your accommodation?

A, Singles
Doubles
Suites

Q. Will you provide board and room?

A. Yes, we plan to.

Q. Will you have a fulltime caretaker?

A. Yes.

Q. Will there be storefronts facing Austin Avenue?

A. No, it is not our intention to promote commercial ven-
tures.

Q. What type of commercial outlets do you plan, if any?

A. We will provide a small hobby craft sales area facing the
parking lot".

Q. Who willoperate it?

A. The Senior Citizen residents themselves.



10

e

6

Q. Where will they obtain their sale products?

A. From the hobby craft work areas and sheltered workshop
located on the ground floor.-

Q, What do you mean when you say "sheltered workshops"?

A. There are many people who have suffered some mental or
physical set-back (old age could be considered as one,
mental illness another,- blindness etc. others). If
there should be a need for a community volunteer based
occupational therapy or rehabilitative workshop and the
Senior Citizen facilities could be scheduled to assist
this community need, we would be willing to offer our
services to their group.

Q. How many traffic entrances will you have?

A. The same as now -- one entrance and exit.

Q. Your proposed development will occupy your church parking
lot. How will you provide for church parking?

A,. We will develop the unused portion of our property, south
of the church.

Q. Will°you cut down all the trees?

A. No. We will leave a strip of trees along Blue Mountain
Street and will landscape the banks with shrubs, etc.
It will be much more aesthetically pleasing than it is
now,

The Church and the Communi t_vT

Q. Do you have any other plans for future buildings?

A. Yes. Our church school has been growing at such a pace
that we will have to build a Christian Education building
soon. This is one of the reasons that we could not become
too financially involved in capital outlays for such
projects as the Senior Citizens Housing.

Q. Can any resident participate in these projects?

A. Most definitely -- we are a community church ministering
to the needs of all. We would be delighted to have you
participate.

Q. What spectrum of services do you provide to the community?

A, May I leave a brochure with you?

0



C'

Street

SiTtZILPAr OF OPMON POLL TOTUS

BY STRE L
--------------------------------

Total Total Total Total Total Total Total
visited giving a.ng Giving condit- remain- not remaLn-

~homeuncord- condit- ionai z ing inE
itional ional wieond- indif- opposed
support support itional ferent

support

-,Mentmore 10 1 1 5

Corning 1 1 1

Delmont 5 3 3 2

Fairway 4 1 1 2 1

Dustin 41 14 14. 28 6 4 3

Walker 30 7 3 10 4 9 7
Dansoy 32 12 4 16 10
Ashley 12 g 8 2 2

Blue Mountain 13 1 2 3 2 8

Sidney 6 6 6

Donald 15
4 4 3 2 6

Dennison 16 4 4 1G ?_
Roxhham 5

3 2
Joyce 14 10

10 2 2

Charland 9 5 2 7 2

Rochester 19 9 2 11 8
+

TOTALS 232 84 29 113 17 57 45

+ Due to the shortr_css of time the visitation 
s 

i n program
had to be curtailed so that we could assemble these
figures, Tho C00 block, Rochester Road is missirC
®e ar a the names of children of residents who si gncd
the ori"inal petition. This accounts fbr tlao aiffcrenc'.e
beturo3n the 283 names on tho petition and the 212
recopdod I:torr:.



SUMMARY OF COMMENTS—BY STREET

Total 100% Did Was O.K, Agree O"K. Approve Not Opposed, Anti Anti Oppused, Not at
no, of for not mis— if- but if our concept fury ' fear high Church no home; ,
signers signaled, 8 fear property tut n-~t "thin rise specific covedy

For For stories future rezoned fear against edge of reason etch
it. it, or less council also,, traffic of any

action problem wedge" sort

Mentmore 10 1 2 1 1 5

Delmont 5 1 2 2

Corning & Roxham 6 1 2 3 ,

Fairway & Charland 13 1 5 2 2 1 2

Austin 41 13 1 3 4 7 6 3 4

Walker 30 2 5 3 4 2 5 g '

Psn.sey 32 5 7 2 2 1 9 6

Ashley 12 8 2 2

Blue Mountain 13 1 2 2 2 4 2

Sidney 6 1 2 3

Donald 15 4 3 2 4 2

D onnison 16 4 2 10
2 

Joyce 14 2 8 2

R-Jchester 19 9 2 8
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COQUITLAM MINISTERIAL ASSOCIA` iON

To the Mayor and Council,
District of Coouitlam,
Coquitla.m, B.C.

Dear Sirs:-

Re: Blue Mountain Senior. Housing Society.-

By unanimous motion the Coquitlam Ministerial
Association. at its meeting on February 17th, 1971.
endorsed the plans for a Senior Housing Project of
the Blue Mountain Senior Housing Society.

The Ministerial believes this type of housing
would meet a real need and provide adequate service
to many of the senior citizens of the community who
desire accomodation close to their families. We
believe also that the planned activities and involve-
ment in the community will fill a.vtal need in the
1-ives of our elder citizens.

This motion was also approved at the Association's
meeting: of September l6th, 1971.`

Yours.sincerely q

October 19th, 1971.

~ ~ident.

Ser,retary
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The movers of the unanimous motion of the February meeting
were:

Rev. V. Sanguine
Rev. E. Rode
Mr. D. Johnson
Rev. J. Godkin
Rev. A. Oldfield
Rev. S. Allen
Rev. M. Fowler
Mr. B. Stockwell
Rev. J. McKissick

io

c

(D

Como Lake United Church
Good Shepherd Lutheran Church
Blue Mountain Baptist Church
St. Laurence Anglican Church
St. Stephens Anglican Church
Blue Mountain Baptist Church
Comm Lake United Church
Austin Avenue Chapel (Brethern)
Church of Christ

These who moved the September re-affimation were:

Mrs. M. Stewart Como Lake United Church
Rev. R. Manthorpe Oakalla Chaplain
Rev. J. Meehaud Our Lady of Fatima
Rev. B. Knipe Pert Moody United Church
Dr. W. Mussen Church of the Four Square
Rev. D. Gordon Port Moody Anglican Church
Rev. R. Maggs Port Coquitlam United Church
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A R E P O R T T O T H E

MAYOR AND C0UN•C IL OF THE

D I S T R I C T O F C O Q U I T L A M

0 K THE

B L U E M O U N T A I N

S E N I O R C I T I Z E N

H O U S I N G S 0 C I E T Y

A P P L I C A T I O N F O R R E Z O N I N G

October 21, 1971



Gentlemen:

This Thursday you will be presented with many reasons why

you should reverse your earlier decision that gave third

reading approval to our request for rezoning. We recognize

the difficulty of the decision that will be before you --

for we - also share in the concerns of our community. As a

result.of our concern, we have undertaken a community

'fact-finding' survey to determine the actual feelings and

opinions of our

O We hold the view that if a Senior Citizen's High Rise Unit

is not desired or .re1uireO by this community that we would

be quite wrong to force IL;-h, Eervice on the community. How-

ever, we feel just as s uror.~;~ J that we t--rcul:l be guilty of

not following scriptural ,precepts if we fai-led to offer

assistance to the aged ail« needy members of cur community.

This has been and contina.es to be the base o±' our request

for rezoning.

This request for rezoning has became of late the subject of

much distortion by a few, no doubt well mean=ng, residents.

Fears have been planted in some minds about large commercial

apartment complexes and ",he like. As a result, a retition

was circulated against the project and letters weLe written

to council.

As a society, we had the opportunity of contesting the valid-

ity of this petition, as it contains many errors. However,

we felt it more beneficial to concern ourselves with the

needs of our senior citizens and our community than to expend

our energy in the winning of arguments or the writing of prose.

For this reason, we decided to seek,out those pertinent facts

upon which we could base our decision to move ahead or retreat.

It seemed logical to invest time and effort in persona]. visits

to all those persons who signed the petition, to make certain

that our project had been properly represented. No attempt

was made to solicit project approval or to seek signatures of

© approval. To make the visitation programme meaningful, a

letter of introduction preceded the visit. (Appendix A)

Since we were aware that the personalities of the volunteer

visitors could conceivably influence the project presentation,

we conducted one or two training sessions that stressed

the programme concepts. Material was prepared for each visitor.

;Copies are included as Appendix n) The instruction to the

team. of visitors was that they were not to 'sell' the project,

but only to answer questions and explain concepts.



WO have recorded the results of this visitation programme in

summary form for your .ease .of . review.. .The. material presented

has been gathered over a period of one week, from the -persons

who signed the petition presented to you by Mr. Howarth. No

persons who were originally in favour of the project were

visited.

We are sure that you will be as interested as we have been in

O the great percentage of persons who have indicated their full

support of the project, once they were aware of the full intent

and purpose of our plans. Indeed, since there is a clear

majority of residents in favour of the project (out of those

cited as in full opposition), we feel encouraged.to move

ahead with. the project as we consider this the wish of the

community.

To allay any misgivings of persons not in possession of the

visitor sheets, we are including copies for the mayor. Upon

checking these, it will be seen that many citizens have re-

quested permission to sign the sheet to counter their original

signature.

A GENERAL OVERVIEW

The review of our project has been a stimulating experience.

We met many fine people (those for and those against the pro-

ject) and have resolved many mistaken concepts. We also hope

that we have become a little better neighbour for it.

We are not unaware, however, that some heavy opposition will

be presented at this public hearing. Our team of visitors

indicate the following as the major 'sore spots'.

1. Fear of high rise commercial structures and
fear of council's attitude toward them.

2. Fear that if this application is not 'squashed'
it will be used as the 'thin edge of the wedge'
for future high rise dev--lopment across the

O
street.

3. Adjoining property owners (across the street) 
wish to sell their properties for high rise units.
They expressed the view that they would support
the Senior Citizen Project if their properties
were rezoned. (This substantiates the fears
summarized in #2 above).

4. The unfortunate road. widening timing and attend-
ant. 'mess' that- has been creatad ar•.)und the pro-
posed site is a problem that may be aired, but is
not at all relevant

When council hears these complaints, may we remind council
of the op-lnion.s of the I silen-~ majority wllo have expressed
opinions favourable to tlae project --- that majority which
in all probability is not at this public hearing.



HIGH RISES AND THE COMMUNITY

In fairness to the community, our society wishes to go on

record as being generally opposed to high rise structures

as family dwelling units. We feel we would be doing a dis-

service to our community if, by our application for rezoning

for a senior citizens high rise structure, that it was con-

strued that we supported family unit high rises. We feel that

there is a great difference where children are concerned, and

do not believe a wholesome environment is provided for

children in high rise structures.

Our investigations disclose that high rise structures (to a

maximum of 12 stories) are suitable for the aged and for

single tenants if adequate social and recreational space is

provided. We are also aware of some major U.S. cities that

are experiencing social and economic burdens from high rise

family units. We would recommend to council that the

Planning Department review the 
Gfi~T~ ld0 

study on

high rises in the Township of York, Ontario before applica-

tions for family high rise structures are considered.

Our recent visits disclosed five persons who felt that eight

stories was optimum. If, after proper studies are made, this

is the optimum number of stories, we are not opposed to accep-

ting such a recommendation from the appropriate officials.

NEED OF THE STRUCTURE

The final decision as to the need and progress in planning

will be made by the Federal and Provincial funding sources.

O Current trends indicate a continuing need. Waiting lists

at Coquitlam senior citizen homes are:

Foyer-Maillard

Earl Haig Society

Christmas Manor

40 men
20 women

8 awaiting suites

8 singles
8 doubles

O PERCENTAGE SUMUTAR.Y OF SURVEY RESULTS

Total number of home; visited 232
Total "no contact" visits
Total number of personal visits

to persons rlho signed petition 175

.Percentage of persons who expressed one ?-.undred
per cent appro;ral of the senior citizen_ high rise

Percentage who gave conditional approval (i.e.
they approve if only 8 stories, etc.)

Percentage who indicated they were neither pro
nor con

48 %

16.7'%

9.70/6

Percentage who indicated definite opposition 25.6/

100 %
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Tear Neighbour:

fr You will recall being requested to sign a petition a few
weeks ago by a distraught resident who became quite concerned
about a reported high-rise commercial development that was to
be built on the corner of Blue Mountain and Austin Avenue. You
were made acquainted with the 'massive parking' situation, the
'traffic congestion problems', and the eyesore this 'commercial
complex' would create.

Fears concernen&- you_- rights as a citizen were also stirred
_ up by the suggestion that something must be wrong, as you were

fl not given individual notice of the proposed rezoning. It was
also suggested that `encroachment' on sir.gle dwelling property
was taking place.

Unfortunately, as is often the case, the Sponsor of this
petition failed to check all of the facts, and as a result, a
somewhat slanted document was presented to you.

We have been informed. by some of the people who signed the
petition that they were swayed in their decision .by the 'image'
given by the petition sponsor. Several persons expressed

ILJ annoyance at council and administration, but few have made known
their opposition to a non-profit, community-oriented senior
citizen project. This is encouraging--for it establishes what
the promotors of the project have believed all along--that the
people of Coquitiam are true "good neighbours" to those who are
in need.

No one would wish to invest funds, real estate and time in
a community service venture that was neither needed nor desired
by the community--certainly, we would not want to. Still, some-
one must take the initiative in extending a helping hand to those
who need its This is our sole aim. We would not wish to be
guilty of failure to perform a charitable act, when it was in
our power to be charitable. Would you?

Several residents of Coquitlam have suggested that we
should "tell it as it is", and they have volunteered their ser-
vices to do just that. One or two residents will be calling
on you in the next week. If you have any questions, please
do not hesitate to ask. They will be delighted to discuss the

~* project plans and concepts with you

Yours very truly

Board of Directors'

BLUE MOUNTAIN SENIOR CITIZENS'
HOUSING SOCIETY

e



PETITION COMMENT: "While we reco-gnize the mixed -pecuniary
and th-e_humanitarian motives..."

FACT There are no pecuniary motives. This
is a strictly non-profit, contributory
venture by your neighbours; residents
of Coquitlam who are eager to help -those
among us who need help.

PETITION COMMENT: "Massive outdoor parking and accessory
commercial uses..."

FACT There will be a maximum of 20 parking
slots for visitors This is a low-rental
housing development and experience indicates
that only 3% to 40% of residents own cars.)
Further, there are no accessory commercial
uses being planned.—

PETITION COMMENT "...will differ in appearance not at all and
in use very little from any other high-rise
apartment with sub--joined business activities,

FACT Here the wording of the petition misrepre-
sents the truth, Plans call for recreation
facilities, workshops for the men and women
residents and related features on the ground
floor facing the parking lot. There is no
planned entrance from the street.

PETITION COMMENT: "Tall apartment spoils view"

FACT: The apartment will be 66' wide, seated on a
480' frontage. The site will be developed
in a beautifully landscaped and terraced
park-like setting, leaving a 300' x 300'
unobstructed view at the corner. This will
greatly enhance the surrounding area as well
as the value of adjacent property.

PETITION COMMENT: "Messes up the local traffic pattern."

FACT: There are two entrances to the property at
the present time. There will be two en-
trances when the project is completed. The
flow of traffic will be absolutely the same
as it is now except that curbs will be in-
stalled and the roads improved.

PETITION COMMENT: "Changes a quiet and private quality of the
neighbourhood"

FACT We would point out that these are senior
citizens, and not motorcyclists or hotrodders.

PETITION COMMENT: "Master plan excluded residential area west
of Blue Mountain"

FACT: This property is not zoned "residential".
Its zoning designation is P2, or "special
institution". This zoning permits the
construction of such facilities as hospitals,
half-way houses, alcoholic treatment centres,

~. rehabilitation facilities, extended care
ua-J.ts, and facilities f or the retarded or
emotionally disturbed v: ithc;zt further re-
course through rezoning applications.
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B L U E M O U N T A I N S E N I O R C I T I Z E N

H O U S I N G S 0 C I E T Y

Organization

Q. What is the Blue Mountain Senior Citizen Housing Society?

A. A non-profit society, incorporated in. December 1970 under
the Societies Act of British Columbia.

Q. What is the aim of the Society?

A. Our aim, as outlined in the Society's Constitution is:

"To operate as a charitable institution,
without profit to its members, for the
purpose of owning and managing one or
.more low-renal housing projects for
elderly citizens of low income and for
such other persons as may be designated
by the Central Mortgage and Housing Corp-
oration and the Government of the Province
of British Columbia (where such designa-
tions are required) and to do all things
necessary and incidental to the attain-
ment of this object."

Q. Is the Society a part of the Blue Mountain Baptist Church?

A~ No. The church is a separate organization, its object
to minister to the spiritual needs of the community. The
church, however, sponsored the project and donated the
land for use as a Senior Citizen's Housing Development.

Qo Does the church maintain members on the Housing Society
Board?

A. Yes. There is a provision for church members to partici-
pate. However there is also a provision to allow commun-
ity membership.

Philosonh

Q. Why did your group decide to enter the housing field?

A. The government appealed for involvement in the low
rental housing field by community agencies (see attached
appendix A) . Our members felt that if there was a need,
and if we could offer a service, that we should make this
offer.

Q. Why didn't you decide to involve yourselves in the ser-
vice areas?

A. We considered erecting a chronic care hospital, but
found that another group was planning a similar facility
nearby. Also, we questioned whether we were equipped
to h-ndle the treatment of illnesses and other social
problems at this t-~me. however, we have not discarded
thin idea.

Q, Why have you planned a high rise structure? Why not
smaller units`e

A. For two reasons:

a. Funding and capit=al resources.

b, Maximum ben.es:'it to the occupants
is best effected this way.
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Studies made by persons working; ka the Federal and
1 Provincial funding offices favour the high rise concept.

These structures must be built to last a minimum of
fifty years (length of mortgage). The structure is
costly, The desire for more than basic minimal standards
is, to us, a very real and important factor. To provide
"extras" adds considerably to the cost. Grants are
pro-rated according to the number of suites or occupants.
A high rise structure will provide the following benefits:

-provide the maximum living area with the use
of minimum ground area

-provide more recreational space for residents

-provide areas for cafeteria and/or dining room
for those who do not wish to cook their own
meals

-provide garden areas for hobby gardeners

-provide lovely landscaped grounds with walks,
pools, etc.

-a workshop for the men and one for the women

You mentioned workshops; what do you mean?

A, Many men and women remain active for years after re-
tirement. No one wishes to spend their 'twilight'
years staring at four walls. We wish to provide a "teal
living environment" for our residents. This will mean
along with other things, the provision of facilities
for the hobby carpenter or the amateur painter or the
lady who still likes to sew and weave.

PlanninE and Procedures

Q. Have you been planning this programme for long?

A. Our original application was dated October 4, 1967. When
the property was purchased by the church there was a
verbal commitment to council at that time that such
a community ventvse ,would be considered. However, we
were net prepared to undertake the project with the
full financial burden resting on a few subscribers.
The recent government cost sharing formulas open the
way and applications were forwarded early this year.

Q Have you presented your plans to the various govern-
ment levels? If so, what was their response?

A, Central Mortgage & Housing have viewed the site and
approved it as an ideal locatyon for a Senior Citizens'
High Rise. Programme planning has been submitted to
the Coquitlam Planning Department, the Coquitlam Council,
and the Coquitlam Eagineering and Legal Department-s.
Agreement was reac'ied as to the merit of the concept,

Qo Have your plans been presented to the public?

Ao A public hearing was held on May 13, 1971. Plans and
an artist's sketch were prepared for presentation.
Approximately 35 residents were at the meeting. No one
spoke against it, and it was therefore concluded that
the area residents were in full. accord.

Q. Did Council approve your project?

A, Yes. Third reading approval was received on May 25, 1971.

Q, Did your plans include commercial outlets?

A. No, not in the true sense of tree word. Residents will
be provided with a room to display and sell the items
that they make in the hobby shops. This is not really

(cont'd)
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a commercial outlet. Some thought was originally given to a
small bookroom as a hobby project for the residents, but this
was later dropped as it was felt that this could be carried
out by vacating a suite rather than creating a special shop.

Q. Why then, was it necessary to apply for a type of zoning
that was designed for commercial apartments?

A. We explained the concept and plans we had to the Council.
It was felt by the Planning Department that this was the
zoning schedule we should apply for. (see appendix B --
memo of March 15, 1971 stating that while we appreciate
the commercial zoning feature, we have no intention of
entering into a "commercial venture". Xlso note tie
statement that "We do not wish to prejudice our original
application which requested straight Senior Citizen
Housing Zoning.) Nevertheless we did and still do feel
that we must provide all of the amenities required for
our residents and if this requires special zoning, we
make no apologies for it.

Q. We read somewhere that you were considering Day Care
Services? Is this correct?

A. This has nothing to do with the Senior Citizens Project
(unless the residents wish to participate). The church
would like to offer their service, but this comes under
the heading of future church activities and not Senior
Citizen Housing planning.

Q. A recent newspaper account made mention of a letter of
protest sent by your organization to Council. What was
this letter?

A, Contrary to Mr. Howarth's remarks in his article, our
society approached Council and the Planning Department
without malice aforethought and with the sole intent
of "giving something" rather than taking anything. (See
original letter of November 16, 1970). We gave complete
and detailed accounts of all concepts and planning. Sev-
eral hours were spent before the planners, the council
and the Mayor. Nothing was hidden, We therefore ob-
jected to the implication that "new information" about
the project had caused a reversal of Council's approval

~ of May 25, 1971- We had been led by Council's action to
procede in the retention of architects, lawyers and
engineers -- which involved the commitment of considerable
amounts of money and time.

Q. Who is liable for the costs incurred?

A. We feel that the Municipality is liable for costs incurred
following the May 252 third reading. These were mandatory
expenses, required prior to the 4Q reading and Federal
Grant approval. These costs would not have been incurred
if there had been an original negative response.

Q, We understand that some members of Council objected to
your plans.

A. No. No one objected to the plans or the concept. When
Council understood the full nature of the project they

` were in complete supports as evidenced by the third
reading approval. There was concern expressed by two
members over financing of the project, and whether or
not it should be managed by government agencies.

Q. What was the outcome of the financial management question?

A. We approached the Federal/Provincial authorities who in-
formed us that municipal councils had no jurisdiction.
They also informed us that it was preferred that community
organizations sponsor their projects because it had been
proven best for the residents. A community orgayAzatlon

(cont'd)
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is "people conscious" while a government organization all too
often becomes "administration conscious". Also, a community
organization donates "time" while a government agency must
"buy'_ all services. This increases rental costs for the resi-
dents. It is interesting to note that of the total 5308 rooms
provided for low rental housing in the lower mainland$ all but
936 are privately sponsored. The 936 are in the Public Housing
Developments in Vancouver.

Qa Have you any comparative statistics dealing with Senior
Citizen Housing in neighbouring districts, and if so,
how does Coquitlam rate?

A. Yes. A recent survey (June 1971) was conducted by Bur-
naby following a request by Columbus Charities Associa-
tion for land upon which to construct a high rise struc-
ture for senior citizens The results show:

Municipality No. of No. of Percentage
Projects Units of total

Vancouver 47 3150 59.6
Burnaby 7 544. 10.2

(~ Coquitlam 3 308 5.8
North Van. City 5 27? 5.2
Richmond 3 271 5.1
New Westminster 4 270 5.1
West Vancouver 2 18.1 3.4
Surrey 5 113 2.1
Delta 2 82 1.5
Port Moody 1 72 1.3
North Van. District 1 40 0.

80 5308 100%

(Our project is included in the figures cited for Coquitlam.)

Q.

A.

Q.

A&

Cl Zoning

Q~

A.

Has your society sought a subsidy from council?

No. All it has sought is the blessing of Council for
the project itself.

Have other societies for Senior Citizen Housing secured
subsidies from the Coquitlam Council?

Yes.

1) Earl Haig Society -- a grant of $180.00

2) Maillardville Foyer -- a grant of $200.00
p r suite..,

3) Christmas Manor -- a grant of park Land on
Austin Avenue valued at approximately
$60,000.00 as well as an additional grant
of approximately $15,000.00 for municipal
water main relocation.

What is the official zoning of your property?

P.2, or "special institution".

Q. What does this allow?

A, The building of any institutional type of structtil_re, such
as hospitals, etc.

Q. Are you rezoning the entire parcel of land?

A. No, only the portion of land along Austin Avenue. The
land has been surveyed and subdivided. The church prop-
erty which extends to Blue Mou~~tp.in and :Dansey will re-
main zoned P.2, or "special institution".
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Q, Are you aware of any other similar rezoning changes?

11, Yes, Vancouver Golf Course rezoned the lower 2 acres
of the south-west corner of their property for R.M.3
or Highrise development. Further highrises were con-
sidered by the Golf Club west of Blue Mountain Street.

Physical Structure & Site Development

Q, What is the size of your property?

A. The portion of land to be re-zoned and upon which the
Senior Citizen Housing will stand measures 441.64' x
265' x 215.59' x 129.03' loss road allowance right of.
way.

Q. What land area will be taken up with the proposed building?

A. Approximately 75' x 75' plus walkways.

Q. How much area will be allowed for parking?

A. Sufficient space to accommodate 20 vehicles,

Q. How much area will be developed into ornamental gardens?

A. Approximately 260' x 2601. This is far in excess of the
basic minimum requirements.

Q. Your lot is a former gravel pit and has huge banks,, How
do you plan to landscape it?

A. It will be terraced. Approximately 8' of fill will raise
the lawn level midway up the existing bank, (See attached
appendix C)

Q. How many stories do you plan for your building?

A. 12.

Q. Hots many above the Austin Avenue level?

A. 10.

Q. How are you figuring your accommodation?

All Singles
Doubles
Suites

Q. Will you provide board and room?

A. Yes, we plan to.

Q. Will you have a fulltime caretaker?

A. Yes,

Q, Will there be storefronts facing Austin Avenue?

~.. No, it is not our intention to promote commercial ven-
tures.

J
Q. What type of commercial outlets do you plan, if any?

A. We will provide a small hobby craft sales area facing the
parking lot.

Q. Who will operate it?

A. The Senior Citizen residents themselves.
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Q. Where will they obtain their sale products?

A. From the hobby craft work areas and sheltered workshop
located on the ground floor.

Q, What do you mean when you say "sheltered workshops"?

A. 'There are many people who have suffered some mental or
physical set-back (old age could be considered as one,
mental illness another, blindness etc. others). If
there should be a need for a community volunteer based
occupational therapy or rehabilitative workshop and the
Senior Citizen facilities could be scheduled to assist
this community need, we would be willing to offer our
services to their group.

Q. How many traffic entrances will you have?

A. The same as now -- one entrance and exit.

Q. Your proposed development will occupy your church parking
lot. How will you provide for church parking?

Ao We will develop the unused portion of our property, south
of the church.

Q. Will you cut down all the trees?

A. No. We will leave a strip of trees along Blue Mountain
Street and will landscape the banks with shrubs, etc.
It will be much more aesthetically pleasing than it is
now,

The Church and the Commuhit

Q. Do you have any other plans for future buildings?

A Yes. Our church school has been growing at such a pace
that we will have to build a Christian Education building
soon. This is one of the reasons that we could not become
too financially involved in capital outlays for such
projects as the Senior Citizens Housing.

Q. Can any resident participate in these projects?

A. Most definitely -- we are a community church ministering
to the needs of all. We would be delighted to have you
participate.

Q. What spectrum of services do you provide to the community?

Ae May I leave a brochure with you?



SUMMARY OF COMMENT S— B Y STIREET -

Street Tova.l :00% Did Was OZ, Agree OLIN. Approve lest Ornosed2 Anti Anti Cpposed)Not at
no, of for not misa if. but if our concept fer9 fear high Shurch no home,.

4ys n.crs sign led, $ fear property but .n.,-.)t "thin rise specific mo•ied 
For For stories future rezoned fear against edge of rea;3on etca

it', or less coluzcil also., traffic O ~' any
action problem 1,-edgc" 3~11•t

Mentmore 10 1 2 1 1 5

Delmont 5 1 2 2

Corning & Ro-;ham 6 ]. 2 3 e

Fairway & Charland 13 1 5 2 2 1 2

Austin 41 13 1 3 4 7 6 3 4

Walker 30 2 5 3 4 2 5 9

Dsnsay 32 5 7 2 2 1 9 6

Ashley 12 8 2 2

Blue Mountain 13 1 2 2 2 4 2

Sidney 6 1 2 3

Donai.d 15 4 3 2 4 2

Dennison 16 1, 2 10
2 `

Joyco 14 2 S 2

R:-:chcster 19 9 2 8



STIlIfITY OF OPIT+ZO;d POLL TOTf~LS

BY STREETS

Street Total Total Total Total Total Total Total
visited giving giving condi t- remain- --potnot rome,in--

uncord- condit- ionai L ing ing
itional ional urieond- indif- opposed
.support support itional ferent

support

;Mentmore 10 1 1 5

Corning 1 1 1

Delmont 5 3 3 2

Faivvay 4 1 1 2 1

Austin 41 14 14 28 6
4

3

Walker 30 7 3 10 4 9 7

Dansey 32 12 4 16 6 xo
Ashley 12 0 8

2 2

Blue Mountain 13 1 2 3 2 8

Sidney 6 6 6

Donald 15 4 3 2 6
Jennison 16 4 4

10 2
` R•d arl 5

3 2
Joyce 14 10

10 2 2
Charlend 9 5 2 7 2

Rochester i9 9 2 11 g

TOTALS AL,S 232 84 29 113 17 57 45

+ ilue to th;: shorfiicss of time, the visitation program
had to be curtailed so that we could assemble these
figures. The 800 block Rochester head is missivg ,^
so asa the naves of children of residents wl-io si ;.ncd
the on-vinal petition. This accounts for the dif£creneo
betiloo1i tJhe 203 names on the petition and the 232
recordod ,ierc.
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CU ,IIITLAM MlNl; TERIAL ASSOCIATION

To the Mayor and Council,
District of Coquitlem,
Coquitl-m, B.C.

Dear Sirs:-

Be:

irs:-

Re: Blue Mountain Senior Housing Society.

By unanimous motion the Coquitlam Ministerial

Asaoriati.on, -it its meeting on February 17th, 1971.

endorsed the plans for a Senior Housing Project of

the Blue Mountain Senior Housing Society.

~. The iinisterial believes this type of housing

f would meet a reel need and provide adequate service

to many of the senior citizens of the community who

desire accomodation close to their families. We

believe also that the planned activities and involve-

ment in the community will fill a vital need in the

lives of our elder citizens.

This motion was also approved at the Association's

meeting of September 16th., 1971.

Yours sincerely,

.r

October 19th, 1971. 'SerrPttry

C



' The movers of the unanimous motion of the February meeting
were:

Rev. V. Sangwine Como Lake United Church
Rev. E. Rode Good Shepherd Lutheran Church
Mr. D. Johnson Blue Mountain Baptist Church
Rev. J. Gedkin St. Laurence Anglican Church
Rev. H. Oldfield St. Stephens Anglican Church
Rev. S. Allen Blue Mountain Baptist Church
Rev. M. Fowler Como Lake United Church
Mr. B. Stockwell Austin Avenue Chapel (Brethern)
Rev. J. McKissick Church of Christ

O
Those who moved the September re—affirmation were:

Mrs. M. Stewart Como Lake United Church
Rev. R. Manthorpe Oakalla Chaplain
Rev. J. Meeheud Our Lady of Fatima
Rev. B. Knipe Port Moody United Church
Dr. W. Mussen Church of the Four Square
Rev. D. Gordon Port Moody Anglican Church
Rev. R. Maggs Port Coquitlam United Church

0
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