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Tuesday, March 5th, 1974,

Board of Variance - 7. 00 p.m.

BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES

A meeting of the Board of Variance convened inthe Council Chambers
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. on
Tuesday, March 5th, 1974 at 7. 30 p. m.

Members present were Mr. R. C. Parsons, Chairman; Mr. G. Crews,

Mr, B. A. Aabjerg, Mr. John Kosowick and Mr. James Petrie. Also
-~ attending the meeting were Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk, who

acted as Secretary to the Meeting; Mr. N. Wainman, Building Inspector;

and Mr. S. Jackson, Current Planner.

Mr. Parsons explained to those present that all appeals would be heard

and that the Board would rule on them after and all applicants would be
informed by letter from the Municipal Clerk's Office.

Mr. Parsons introduced to the Meeting Mr. James Petrie and Mr. John

Kosowick, the two new members of the Board recently appointed by the

Municipal Council.

1. Mr. G. E. Schaefer,,

1752 Shannon Court.

\ Subject: Requests relaxationof sideyard requirements.

Mr. Schaefer addressed the Board and stated that his wife had
bought a car within the last year and they found that when it is
stored outside that the interior tends to get wet and he wishes
to build an 11' carport in order to protect the second car from
the elements.

Mr. Schaefer stated that by building an 11' carport he would
only have a 2' setback whereas a 4' sideyard setback is required

by municipal by-laws.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

e

2. Mr. A. Carlassara,
965 MacIntosh Street.

Subject: Requests permission to make addition

to a non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Carlassara informed the Board that he had bought this
house in the spring of 1973 and wished to make some alterations

to the dwelling as well as make a small addition to the front of

the house, however, he has been informed by the Building Department

that because the sideyard setbacks do not conform to existing by-law

requirements, he is required to have the approval of the Board of

Variance.

Mr. Carlassara stated that the addition that he wishes to place

on the dwelling will be on the north side and will not make the

non-conforming status of the existing dwelling any worse than

at present.

A neighbour of Mr. Carlassara inquired as to whether or not the

use for the altered building would be for other than a single family

dwelling and Mr. Carlassara said no, that it would only be a single

family dwelling.
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Board of Variance, cont'd.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

3. Mr. J. W. Horstman,

813 Prospect Street.

Subject: Requests relaxation of side yard requirements.

Mrs. Horstman addressed the Board and stated that they have a
19' travel trailer which they wish to put under cover in order to
protect it from the elements and in order to do so they would have
to build within 2'6" of the side property line.

Mrs. Horstman stated that during this recent winter mildew had
begun to form on the carpets and on the table because of the damp-
ness as a result of the trailer not being protected from the elements.

Mrs. Horstman stated that they could not park the trailer in the
existing carport because the roof of the carport is too low.

In answer to a question from a Member of the Board, Mrs.
Horstman stated that they had purchased the house last May
and that they owned the trailer before they purchased the
house.

Mrs. Horstman presented a letter to the Board from Mr. and
Mrs. Peacock of 817 Prospect Street stating that they had no
objection to the proposed carport.

4. Mr. G. Thomas,
2070 Crane Avenue.
Subject: Requests permission to make addition
to non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Thomas addressed the Board and stated that he wished to
make an addition to the rear of his existing non-conforming
dwelling to serve as a family room and a dressing room for his
swimming pool.

In answer to a question from a. Member of the Board, Mr. Thomas
stated that the swimming pool had been built approximately one year
ago and he was not aware at that time that he could not make an
addition to his existing house.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

5. Mr. K. Rihela,

2035 Dawes Hill Road.

Subject: Requests permission to make

alterations to non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Rihela informed the Board that he wished to construct a
partial basement under his existing dwelling to serve as a
recreation room, however, he would not in any way be extending

✓'' the existing house and he requires the a:pp.3r_6vdl of the Board of
Variance as the house is currently non-conforming.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
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6, . Mr. C. Webber,

706 Wilmot Street.

Subject: Requests relaxation of front and
side yard requirements.

Mr. Webber in his address to the Board stated that he wished
to make additions to his dwelling, however, he requires the
approval of the Board of Variance due to the fact that the house
currently does not have the required front yard setback.

The additions proposed by Mr. Webber are a family room with
a sundeck over at the rear of the dwelling, as well as a carport
11'6" wide, 60' in depth on the side of the existing dwelling
which would only leave a 2' sideyard setback.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

7. Mr. G. Pep ke

1664 Brunette Avenue,
Subject: Requests relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mr. Pepke addressed the Board and stated that he had received
approval fromthe Board of Variance on October 2nd, 1973 to
move- a house on to the property at 1664 Brunette Avenue
maintaining a 31' front yard setback, however, after placing the
house and putting in the forms for the foundation, it was found
that he only had a 30' front yard setback and he was, therefore,
requesting the Board of Variance to approve a 30' front yard
setback for this dwelling.

There was no opposition expressed to this application,

8. Mr. H. G. Heinze,
\ 1710 Como Lake Avenue.

Requests relaxation of front yard requirements,

Mr. Heinze informed the Board that he had received approval
on March 14th, 1973 to make renovations to the dwelling at
1710 Como Lake Avenue and after receiving this approval he
altered his plan and filled in an area that was to be a sundeck
for the use of a family room and as this was a deviation from
the plan approved by the Board of Variance, he required further
approval in order to proceed with his new plan.

There was no opposition expressed to this application,

9. Mr, G. Lizee,

645 Gauthier Street,
Subject: Requests relaxation of side yard requirements.

Mr. Lizee addressed the Board and stated that he wished to
subdivide his property, however, in order to meet the Subdivision
By-law requirements of a minimum frontage of 45' for the proposed
new lot, the lot line would have to come within 5, 4' of the side of
his existing dwelling.
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Board of Variance, contd.

He stated that he wished to use the proceeds from the sale
of the lot created to fix up his own dwelling.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

10. Texaco Canada Limited,
1220 Como Lake Avenue.
Subject: Appeal on interpretation of By-law.

Mr. A. R. Cooper addressed the Board on behalf of Texaco
Canada Ltd. and stated that his Company was refused a permit

to construct a roll-over car wash at the Texaco Station situated

at 1220 Como Lake Avenue.

Mr. Cooper stated this refusal was based on an interpretation
of the allowable uses within an SS 1 zone as contained in the
Municipal Zoning By-law and in his opinion a car wash was a

subordinate activity to the sale of motor fuels, oils and lubricants.

Mr. Cooper went on to state that the principal use of the station

was for the sale of gas with the carwash being an incidental use
and explained that this would be a wet wash only and there would

be no noise from the use of the car wash as~no driers are involved.

Mr. Crews inquired of Mr. Jackson what the zoning of other

service stations were that had car washes and Mr. Jackson
stated that they were either zoned SS__'2 or SS 3.

Mr. Crews also inquired of Mr. Jackson whether the third bay
could be added without the Board of Variance approval and Mr.
Jackson stated that it could not be as the existing building is
non-conforming in that it does not have the required landscape
strips and is situated over a property line.

Mr. Cooper emphasized that this car wash would be installed

within a bay and is only a use subordinate to the sale of gasoline

and other related products.

Mr. Petrie inquired of Mr. Cooper as to exactly how the car wash

would be operated and was informed that most likely the car wash

would be tied to the sale of gasoline with either a free wash for a

fill-up or purchase of a certain specified number of gallons of
gasoline.

Mr. Jackson, speaking on behalf of the Municipality, stated that
should the Board interpret the by-law to allow a car wash within

an SS 1 zone, they would in essence be changing the intent of the

by-law without the requirement of the applicant to go to a Public

Hearing "to seek rezoning or without Council considering whether

they wished to allow car was in an SS 1 zone.

A Mr. R. White of 754 Gatensbury Street objected to the proposal

by Texaco Canada Ltd. to erect a car wash at the site as his

dwelling is within 100 feet of where it would be situated and he

is not convinced that there would be no additional noise from such

a use as he felt that even though there were no driers to be installed,

noise could emanate from the machinery and brushes.
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11. Group 9 Developments Ltd.,

N.E. corner of Gatensbury

Street and Austin Avenue.

Subject: Requests relaxation of By-law requirements with
respect to projection of building more than four feet above
final grade level.

A Mr. Gliege addressed the Board on behalf of Group 9 Developments
Ltd. and stated that his Company are in the final stages of applying
for a building permit to erect a three tower, low high-rise project
at the northeast corner of Gatensbury Street and Austin Avenue.
He went on to state that the Municipality will in the future be
reconstructing Austin Avenue and they are therefore required to
be set back an additional 12' from Austin Avenue.

Mr. Gliege informed the Board that under the existing regulations
of the Zoning By-law an underground structure may not be sited,
having an exterior wall projecting more than 4' in height -above the
finished grade at the nearest point on a lot line and in order to
do this they would be required to put a retaining wall along Austin
Avenue ranging from 4' to as high as 16'. He stated that he did
not feel this would be an attractive feature and could also be dangerous
and felt that they could create a much more favourable appearance
by sloping the embankment towards Austin Avenue and landscaping
it.

Mr. Crews inquired of Mr. Gliege what depth the planted area
would have and was informed it would be 37 1/2' and the small
retaining wall which they propose to erect would range in height
from 2 1/21 to 5' for a short portion along Austin Avenue.
Mr. S. Jackson informed the Board that the Design Panel has
looked at what Group 9 Developments wish to do and were in
favour of the suggested terraced landscape plan and do not object
to this proposal.

_ 4'12 iMr. J. R. Morneau,
811 Robinson Street.

Requests permission to make addition

to non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Morneau addressed the Board and stated he wishes to make
an addition to his non-conforming dwelling at 811 Robinson Street.
He informed the Board that he required the extra space in order
to properly house his family.

Mr. Morneau stated that he just recently purchased this small
house with the understanding that the prior owner had at some
time been granted a permit to make alterations and he, therefore,
felt there would be no problem for him to proceed with these
alterations, however, upon applying for a permit he was informed
that the house is currently non-conforming as it only has a 25'
front yard setback and it requires a 37' front yard setback.

O Mr. Morneau was asked if this would be a one floor addition and
he stated that it would be.
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There was no opposition expressed to this application.

13. Mr. G. Bowdler,

718 MacIntosh Street.

Subject: Requests relaxation of side yard requirements.

Mr. Bowdler addressed the .Board and stated that he wishes to

close in the sundeck of the carport for use as a family room and

he also wishes to board in the side of the carport in order to add

structural strength to the building.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

14. H & Q Holdings Ltd.,
928 Grant Street.
Subject: Requests relaxation of side yard requirements.

There was no one representing H & Q Holdings Ltd. in attendance,
to explain the application to the Board.

The application requested the Board of Variance to approve a

subdivision allowing existing garage at 928 Grant Street to
remain even though it would be non'-conforming as to side yard
setback once a subdivision was approved.

The application was explained to persons at the Hearing who
were present to ascertain what was being proposed. They
indicated that they had no objection to the proposal.

15. Mr. R. D. Warn,

1003 Kelvin Street.

Subject: Requests relaxation of front yard requirements.

This application was withdrawn by Mr. Warn by way of a telephone
call placed to Mr. T. Klassen on March 4th, 1974 at 5 p.m.

16. Mr. Z. Albert,

634 Alderson ..Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of front and side yard requirements.

The Secretary informed the Board that subsequent to this application
being filed, Shawndee Holdings Ltd. had requested the Board to
consider the subdivision of this property allowing the existing
dwelling to remain in its current location.

The subdivision would not, in any way, affect the non-conforming
status of the existing dwelling and only the back portion of the lot
was being subdivided off.

Mr. and Mrs. Albert, in their appearance before the Board, stated
that they wished to build an addition to the non-conforming house
coming to within 4' of the side yard whereas a 6' side yard setback
is required and, further, they wished to raise the existing dwelling
5' and put a basement under it utilizing portions of the existing
foundation.
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In answer to a question from a Member of the Board, Mr.
Albert stated that it would be too expensive when raising the

house to also move it back 5' in order to make it conforming

to the existing by-law requirerre nts.

0 There was no opposition expressed to this application.

17. Bar-Sol Developments Ltd.,
2345 Austin Avenue.
Subject: Requests relaxation of front and side yard requirements.

A Mr. McVeigh addressed the Board on behalf of Bar-Sol

Developments Ltd. and stated that they are subdividing the
property at 2345 Austin Avenue and wish to have approval to

allow the existing dwelling at this address to remain in its
current location after the subdivision has been completed.

He stated that the house is in a favourable condition and could be
sold in its present location for a fair market value.

In answer to a question from a Member of the Board, Mr. McVeigh

stated that the existing garage which is on the property at the present

time will be removed.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

18. F. & H. Wright,
701 Alderson Avenue.
Subject: Requests relaxation of front yard requirements.

A Mr. McLellan addressed the Board on behalf of F. & H. Wright

and stated that they were se& ing approval to subdivide the property

at 701 Alderson Avenue allowing the existing dwelling to remain
in its current location.

Mr. McLellan stated that there would be no structural alterations

made to the existing dwelling and the only reason it was non-con

forming was that the Highways Department had, at some time in

the past, taken the portion of the land for the widening of the

Lougheed Highway.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

19. Ranger Developments Ltd. ,

Rogate Avenue.
Subject: Requests relaxation of front and
rear yard requirements.

A Mr. H. Noort addressed the Board on behalf of Ranger Development

Ltd. and stated that they had purchased a Lot 378 on Rogate Avenue

and at the time of purchase were aware of the peculiar shape of the lot,

however felt that they could locate a dwelling on this property even

though the building area was somewhat restricted.
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Mr. Noort presented to the Board a plan showing the
allowable building area of the lot superimposed on which
was a plan of theproposed dwelling which they proposed to
build and this proposed dwelling would encroach into the
setback requirements as required under the Zoning By-law.

Mr. Noort did state that it would be possible to have a house
designed for this lot which could be built within the allowable
build'ng area, however he felt that it would have to be considerably
different than the houses in this area and would, therefore, stand
out and possibly not be as attractive because it would be con-
siderably different.

In answer to a question from a Member of the Board,. Mr.
Jackson stated that approval was given to this lot by the
Subdivision Committee because the Committee was bf- the
opinion that an architect could design a structure to fit this
lot.

20. Duo Construction,
1897 Dawes Hill Road.
Subject: Requests relaxation of side yard requirements.

Mr. Lemay informed the Board that he had begun construction
on a dwelling at 1897 Dawes Hill Road and had closed in a sundeck
to create a sun. !!room. He stated he had been informed by the
Building Department that he could not close in the sundeck as
this would require a 6' side yard setback whereas he only had
a 4.2' side yard setback.

He requested permission of the Board to be allowed to retain the
sun room as the proposed sundeck would be of very little use to
anyone living in the dwelling.

21. Mr. J. Dobosz,
2996 Spuraway Avenue,
Subject: Requests relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mr. Dobosz addressed the Board and stated that he had purchased
this property approximately 1 1/2 years ago and there is no carport
or garage available for his car. As well, he stated that building

',rte a carport next to the house is really not practical because of the

steepness of his driveway and he was therefore requesting
penn ission to locate a garage within 5' of the front property line.

I ~

Mr. Dobosz informed the Board that he would be excavating
approximately 7' in order to level the driveway somewhat and

this would mean the driveway would be approximately 2' above
the level of the road. He also stated that the existing driveway
entrance would be widened 6' to 8' and that total cost of the
garage would be in the vicinity of $8,000.00.
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Q
CONCLUSIONS

1. Mr. G. E. Schaefer.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. AA.BJERG::

That the appeal of Mr. G. E. Schaefer be denied.

Io

CARRIED.

2. Mr. A. Carlassara.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS

SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That the appeal of Mr. Carlassara be approved and he

be allowed to make additions and alterations to his dwelling

at 965 MacIntosh Street in accordance with his submission

to the Board.

CARRIED

3. Mr. J. W. Horstman.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. J. W. Horstman be denied.

CA RRIED

4. Mr. G. Thomas.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of Mr. G. Thomas be approved and he be

allowed to make additions to his non-conforming dwelling

in accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

5. Mr. K. Rihela.

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That the appeal of Mr. Rihela be approved and he be

allowed to'-corisfruct a partial basement under his existing

dwelling in accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

6. Mr. C. Webber.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That Mr_. C. Webber be allowed to make an addition of a

new Emily room with a sundeck.on top to the rear of his
existing nori onforming dwelling and further permission

is granted to construct a carport on to the side of the

dwelling in accordance with his proposed plan providing,

however, that the 4' side yard setback as required by the

Zoning By-law must be maintained.

CARRIED
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a 7. Mr. G. Pepke.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. G. Pepke be approved and he be
allowed to site his dwelling in accordance with the survey
prepared by Barry Allen & Associates dated January 23rd, 1974.

CA RRIED

8. Mr. H. G. Heinze.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of Mr. H. G. Heinze be approved and he be
allowed to fill in that portion of sundeck on the east side of
his dwelling in accordance with his submission -to the Board.

CARRIED

9. Mr, G. Lizee.

,MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That Mr. Lizee be allowed to subdivide his property,
maintaining a 5.4' side yard setback on the dwelling
as well as a Z. 72' rear yard setback for the existing
garage.

CARRIED

10. Texaco Canada Limited.

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS:

That the appeal of Texaco Canada Ltd. be denied and
the interpretation of the Planning Dept. with respect
to Section 702 (2)(a)(ii) of the District of Coquitlam
Zoning By-law No. 1928 be upheld.

CA RRIED

11. Group 9 Developments Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of Group 9 Developments Ltd. be approved
and they be allowed to construct a retaining wall and proceed
with the landscaping If the portion of property along Austin
Avenue in accordance with "plans submitted and as drawn by
Victoria Engineering Ltd.,

CARRIED

I (D
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12. Mr. J. R. Morneau.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That the appeal of Mr. J. R. Morneau be approved and he be
allowed to make an addition to his existing non-c;bnforming
dwelling in accordance with his submission to the Board.

CA RR IED

13. Mr. G. Bowdler.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That Mr. Bowdler be allowed to close in his existing
sundeck for use as a family room, further that he be allowed
to close in only the north side of the carport in order to add
extra structural strenth, all in accordance with his submission
to the Board.

CARRIED

14. H & Q Holdings Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of H & Q Holdings Ltd. be denied.

CARRIED

15. Mr. R. D. Warn.

This item was withdrawn.

16. Mr. Z. Albert.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That Mr. Albert be allowed to raise his existing non-
conforming dwelling in order to construct a basement
but that his appeal to construct a carport and shed within
4' of the side property line be denied and that he be required
to conform with by-law requirements.in this respect.

CA RRIED

MOVED BY MR. CREW'S
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the application by Mr. Albert to subdivide his property
and allowing the existing dwelling to remain in its current
location be approved in accordance with the submission to
the Board.

CARRIED

17. Bar-Sol Developments Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE

10 SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That the appeal of Bar-Sol Developments Ltd. be approved
and they be allowed to retain the existing dwelling at
2345 Austin Avenue in its current location following the
subdivision of the property.

CARRIED
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18. F. & H. Wright.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of F. & H. Wright be approved and they
be allowed to retain the existing dwelling at 701 Alderson
Avenue in its current location following subdivision of the
property.

CA RRIED

19. Ranger Developments Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. KOSOWICK:
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS:

That the application of Ranger Developments Ltd. be tabled
until the next meeting of the Board and the applicant be
requested to furnish further information with respect to plans
of the proposed dwelling and also information on the types of
dwellings constructed on adjacent properties.

CA RRIED

20. Duo Construction Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of.Duo:,Construction Ltd. be approved and
they be allowed to close in the sundeck on the west side of
the dwelling in accordance with their submission to the
Board.

CARRIED

21. Mr. J. Dobosz.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. Dobosz be approved and he be allowed
to construct his garage, maintaining a 5' front yard setback
in accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED
Mr. Crews registered his opposition to this application.

JURISDICTION OF THE BOARD OF VARIANCE -
PA RKING

The Secretary informed the Board of Variance that the Municipal
Council had requested from their Solicitor an opinion as to whether
or not the Board had jurisdiction to" rule on relaxation of parking
requirements and the Municipal Solicitor had indicated that in his
opinion the Board did not have jurisdiction.
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Following this opinion, the Chairman had requested the
Secretary to seek an opinion from an independent solicitor
with regards to the jurisdiction of the Board on the matter
of parking and the opinion has now been received from Mr.
Bruce E. Emerson of>Emerson & Company which indicates
that the Board does not have jurisdiction to deal with
relaxation of parking requirements as contained in the
Zoning By-law.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That in view of the opinion of Mr. Emerson the Board will
no longer entertain applications for relaxation of parking
requirements and the Secretary to the Board is given authority
to refuse any such applications.

CARRIED

ADJOURNMENT

The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 11. 30 p. m.

CHAIRMAN

1 0
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BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES

(~ A meeting of the Board of Variance convened in the Council Chambers
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B. C. on
Thursday, April 18th, 1974 at 7:30 p.m.

Members present were Mr. R. C. Parsons, Chairman; Mr. G. Crews, Mr.
John Kosowick and Mr. James Petrie. Also attending the meeting were
Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk, who acted as Secretary to the
Meeting; Mr. N. Wainman, Building Inspector; and Mr. S. Jackson,
Current Planner.

Mr. Parsons explained to those present that all appeals would be heard
and that the Board would rule on them after and all applicants would be
informed by letter from the Municipal Clerk's Office,of the outcome of
their appeal.

1. Coquitlam Equipment Rentals Limited
1031 Brunette Avenue
Subject: Destruction of building by fire to an extent of

more than 75%.

The Secretary informed the Board that this application had been
withdrawn by the applicant by way of a letter dated April 15th,
1974.

2. B. C. Telephone Company
701 Blue Mountain Road
Subject: Relaxation of side and front .yard requirements.

This item had been withdrawn pending further discussions by the
applicant with Council on the matter of zoning.

3. Riverdale Lumber Limited
,~n303 Schoolhouse Street
Subject: Relaxation of By-Law requirements to make

addition to non-conforming building.

\ Mr. Hanks of the firmearl=brg Jackson Partners Architects
addressed the hearing on -behalf of Riverdale Lumber stating that
his client wishes tcf-iakA~ an additon to their truss plant which
would more than double the size, this space is required for
machinery which has already been ordered which is some 90 feet in
length. He stated that to have to set back the proposed addition
an additional 12 feet would mean that the addition would be out
of line with the equipment situated in the adjacent building which
would make it impossible to operate.

Mr. Hanks also stated that the possibility of constructing a
separate building had been considered, however, this was also
rejected because thistD,o;would make it impossible for the business
to operate.

Mr. Crews inquired of Mr. Hanks if the company was prepared to
carry through on promises make by Mr. Hedland when the company had
previously appealed to the Board for a variance; in particular with
respect to the face lifting of the existing building and the landscaping
of the premises. A Mr. G. G. Buglioni, the Operations Manager for
Riverdale Lumber stated that his company was prepared to carry through
on any promises made at the earlier meeting by Mr. Hedland.

0
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4. D. & C. Kuwica
1756 Shannon Court
Subject: Relaxation of front and side yard requirements.

Mrs. Kuwica addressed the Board and stated that they wish to
close in their existing carport for use as living space and also
wish to make an addition of a carport to the front of their
existing dwelling contrary to Municipal setback requirements.

Mrs. Kuwica stated that they required the extra living space
as they now had three children and require extra bedroom space
as well as a family room in order to allow the children a play
room in the basement.

Mrs. Kuwica stated that they had investigated the possibility
of moving, however they found this too expensive as they can't
afford higher mortgage charges and had thus reached the conclusion
that their only alternative was to make an addition to their
existing house.

Mrs. Kuwica also stated that they had contemplated putting an
addition out to the back of the house, however, this would mean
closing off the windows to the kitchen and dining room leaving no
natural light for this area.

Mrs. Kuwica presented to the Board letters from five of her
neighbours indicating support for what they wish to do.

Mr. and Mrs.. Stobbauer of 1762 Shannon Court objected to the
addition proposed by Mr. and Mrs. Kuwica, stating that their
bedrooms -_border:on the Kuwica's driveway and by putting the
carport closer to the road the noise from cars coming and going
would be increased which would disturb their sleep. As well,
Mr. Stobbauer stated that the proposed addition would cut off
light to their house.

Mrs. Stobb,auer also felt that having the family room next to their
side of tfi e property would increase the noise level as the children
would probably have the radio or record player going in this area.

Mrs. Kuwica stated that they would not be putting any windows in
the side of the dwelling and did not feel the noise level would be
any greater, as any party that they may have would be held in the
play room in the basement of their dwelling.

5. J. J. Cairns
2355 Como Lake Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mr. Cairns addressed the Board stated he wishes to make an addition
-~ of an open carport on the side of his property and that this addition

would be conforming as to side yard setback requirements. However,
he requires the approval of the Board of Variance as his house is set
back 28 feet from Como Lake Avenue and he requires a 37 foot front
yard set back as Como Lake Avenue has been designated a major arterial
steet.

Mr. Cairns stated that he has two cars, one'carport under the house
and as well he has a very steep driveway and in winter he has to park
one car on the sidewalk in order to allow him a run to get up the
driveway if there is any snow on the ground.

Mr. Cairns stated that he felt that the addition to the house would
tend to make it more attractive, as at present it looks like a box,
and by putting the carport on and extending the eaves along the front
of the house to the .,entrance this box like appearance could be over
come.
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Mr. Cairns presented to the Board two letters from neighbours
supporting his proposal.

6. Mr. D.S. Savage
423 Walker Street
Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mr. Savage addressed the Board and stated that he had purchased
the house at 423 Walker Street, in 1970 and in 1971 had been
granted a permit to make an addition to the dwelling. However, when
making an application for a permit for an addition at this time he
was refused as the dwelling was apparently set back only 24 feet
from Walker Street instead of the required 25 feet.

Mr. Savage stated that he requires the extra space at this time
as his family has increased and his existing dwelling is very small.

Mr. Savage stated that he has already made arrangements for his
mortgage and has purchased the necessary lumber and roof trusses
for the addition and he had done this feeling that his application
for a permit would be approved in view of the fact that he had
had a permit in 1971 for other additions.

Mr. Savage stated that he has done a great deal of work on the
original house and that this proposed addition will conform to
Municipal By-Law requirements.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr. Savage
stated that the large carport will serve as a play area for children.
He feels the addition will enhance the appearance of the dwelling
considerably.

Mr. Savage presented to the Board letters from three neighbour-s
supporting his proposal to make additions to his dwelling.

7. Mr. Leon Lamontagne
937 Alderson Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mr. Lamontagne addressed the hearing and stated that he has an
existing carport at the front of his dwelling which he wishes to

Cl 
shorten as well as widen by approximately one and one half to two
feet, thus making the carport flush at the front with the existing
porch on his dwelling. This would mean that the carport would be
set back 30 feet from Alderson Avenue instead of the required 37
feet.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr. Lamontagne
stated that he had built this carport recently without acquiring
a building permit and he was therefore appearing to be allowed to
retain a portion of the existing carport.

-_—~ In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr. Lamontagne
stated that he does have access to the rear of his property, however,
the property at the rear is lower than the lane level, thus making
it difficult to place a garage in that location and as well it would
require the construction of a sidewalk from the garage to the house.

A Mr. Ronnlund of 934 Alderson Avenue objected to the proposal by
Mr. Lamontagne stating that the applicant continually repairs cars
in this location and would be using this carport for that purpose.
Mr. Ronnlund stated that as a result of this car repair operation,
cars and large trucks are continually parked on the boulevards in
front of neighbouring properties and as well the noise that
eminates from this operation is considerable thus disturbing the
quietness of the neighbourhood and also decreasing the value of
surrounding property.
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Another gentleman who lives across from Mr. Lamontagne also
objected to the proposal in view of the fact of the number of
cars parked in front of his house at all times of the day and
night thus creating a noise nuisance in the neighbourhood.

It was pointed out to Mr. Lamontagne that if the Board of Variance
did not approve this application the illegally erected carport
would have to be completely removed.

8. Mr. J. Fedorek
2138 Cape Horn Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements

Mr. Fedorek addressed the Board and stated that he had commenced
to construct a dwelling at 2138 Cape Horn Avenue after receiving
his building permit, however, once the forms survey was received
it was determined that the dwelling was sited only 31.8 feet from
Cape Horn Avenue instead of the required 37 feet and this arose
as a result of an error in the Building Department when the original
plans were checked and the matter of the 31 foot front yard set
back was not discovered.

Mr. Fedorek stated that the forms which he has put in are quite
high and would be very expensive to have to move them back an
additional 5 or 6 feet and as well this would mean that his limited
back yard would be further encroached upon.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr. Fedorek
stated that he was constructing the house for his own use.

Mr. Fedorek presented to the board letters signed by two of his
neighbours indicating that they had no objection to the proposed
placement of the house at 2138 Cape Horn Avenue.

9. Mr. E. J. Bergen
748 Blue Mountain Street
Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements

Mr. Bergen addressed the Board and stated that he wished to make
an addition of a sundeck to the rear of his existing non-conforming
dwelling and informed the Board that the proposed addition would
not in any way make the non-conformity of the existing structure
any worse than it was at the present time. The proposed sundeck
would have access off the kitchen. It would be used for the convenience
and pleasure of his family.

There was no opposition expressed at this application.

10. Sankey Assoc. Architecture
609 Smith Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of height requirements.

A Mr. Bill McCreery, speaking on behalf of Sankey Assoc. Architecture,
addressed the hearing and stated that they wished to construct a
commercial building at Smith Avenue and Emerson Street and they wished
to exceed the height limitations in order to provide skylights to allow
natural light in the second floor offices of the building. Mr. McCreery
stated that the skylights would be on sloping roofs and would exceed
the height limitations by 5 or 6 feet.

0
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O
Mr. McCreery stated that these skylights, he felt, conformed with
the intent of the zoning by-law, which allows certain exceptions
to the h~'ght requirements.

Mr. McCreery stated that as well as allowing daylight into the
medical offices which will be occupying the second floor, the skylights
will serve to breakup the roof line of the project, and make it more
attractive to look at.

Mr. McCreery stated that there,will be pedestrian lanes to the
Burquitlam Plaza and to the sidewalks on Smith Avenue for this new
project and feels that it definitt61y will enhance the area.

Mr. Jackson, the Current Planner for the Municipality, stated that
this project had been before the design panel and they favoured the
present design of the project which included these skylights.

There was no opposition expressed at this application.

0 
11. Blue Mountain Investments

949 Como Lake Avenue
Subject: Relaxation of By-Law requirements to make addition

to non-conforming building.

Dr. Chapman, speaking on behalf of Blue Mountain Investments, addressed
the Board and stated that they had decided to withdraw their application.

CONCLUSIONS

1. Coquitlam Equipmbh t Rentals Limited .

This item was withdrawn.

2. B.C. Telephone Company

This item was withdrawn.

3. Riverdale Lumber Limited

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Riverdale Lumber Limited be approved in
accordance with their submission to the Board.

CARRIED

4. D. & C. Kuwica

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the application of Mr. and Mrs. Kuwica be denied.

CARRIED
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5. J. J. Cairns

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of Mr. Cairns be approved in accordance with
his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

6. Mr. D. S. Savage

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of Mr. Savage be approved in accordance with
his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

7. Mr. Leon Lamontagne

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS:

That the appeal of Mr. Lamontagne be denied.

CARRIED

8. Mr. J. Fedorek

MOVED BY MR. CREWS:
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of Mr. J. Fedorek be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

9. Mr. E. J. Bergen

MOVED BY MR. KOSOWICK
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. E. J. Bergen be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

10. Sankey Assoc. Architecture

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK:

That the appeal of Sankey Assoc. Architecture with respect to a
commercial building at 609 Smith Avenue be approved in accordance
with their subini_s_s11 on to the Board.

C CARRIED
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11. Blue Mountain Investments

This application was withdrawn.

ADJOURNMENT

The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m.

•CHAIRMAN

C

io

I -(D



Tuesday, June 18th, 1974
Board of Variance,..- 7:00 p.m.

BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES

A Meeting of the Board of Variance convened in the Council Chambers

of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B.C. on

Tuesday, June 18th, 1974 at 7:00 p.m.

Members present were Mr. R.C. Parsons, Chairman; Mr. G. Crews, and

Mr. James Petrie. Also attending the meeting wds,,~Mr. T. Klassen,

Deputy Municipal Clerk, who acted as Secretary to the Meeting;
Mr. H. Morris-Reade, Building Inspector; and Mr. S. Jackson, Current

—~' Planner.

Mr. Parsons explained to those present that all appeals would be heard

and that the Board would rule on them after and all applicants would

be informed by letter from the Municipal Clerk's Office.

1. T.J. Mepham,

3043 Daybreak Avenue,

Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mr. Mepham addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to

erect a sundeck on the east end of his dwelling and in view
of the fact that the property line runs at an angle in this
location he would like permission of the Board to encroach

into the sideyard setback requirement.

Mr. Mepham stated that he had talked to Mr. Luke of 3039 Daybreak
who would be the neighbour most affected and Mr. Luke had indicated
that he had no objection to Mr. Mepham's proposal.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

2. Mr. W.L. Johnson,
236 LeBleu Street,
Subject: Requests permission to make addition to
a non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Johnson addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to
add a second floor to his existing non-conforming dwelling as
he requires extra space in the house to house his family.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr. Johnson

01 stated that the same horizontal projection of the existing house
will be maintained with the proposed second floor and the over-
hang of the existing dwelling will disappear as the new addition
will not have any roof overhang.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

3. Mr. J.O. Mackie,
2383 Cape Horn Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements in order
to be allowed to subdivide.

Mr. L. VandeVoordaddressed the Board on behalf of Mr. Mackie
stating that Mr. Mackie was in the hospital and unable to attend.

Mr. Vande-voord stated that Mr. Mackie wishes to subdivide his
property but the existing house is non-conforming in that it
does not have the required sideyard setback.

Mr. Vandevoord stated that Mr. Mackie does not wish to alter
his dwelling at the present time in order to make it conform

I to the sideyard requirements.

A Mrs. Norris, owner of property adjacent to Mr. Mackie, stated
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at present her water line crosses Mr. Mackie's property and
she is concerned that once the subdivision takes place and
Mr. Vandevoord starts construction on a new dwelling, that
the existing water line could be cut requiring her to obtain
a new water connection which she could not afford at this time.

Mr. Vandevoord stated that he told Mrs. Norris he would do his
best to not disturb the water line and if it was required to
disturb it he would allow it to be moved on the property.

The Chairman explained to Mrs. Norris that the matter of the
water connection was not within the jurisdiction of the Board
to deal with and that this was something she would have to settle
privately with Mr. Mackie and Mr. Vandevoord.

4. F.E. Roberts,
520 Laurentian Crescent,
Subject: Relaxation of by-law requirements in order
to make addition to non-conforming dwelling.

Mrs. Roberts addressed the Board and stated that they have an
existing carport at the present time which they wish to close
in and connect to the house and that this carport was in its
present location when they purchased the dwelling.

Mrs. Roberts stated that they required the Board of Variance
approval because the existing dwelling does not have the required
37 ft. setback from Laurentian Crescent and the carport to be
closed in sits to the rear of the dwelling.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

5. Mr. G. Beaman,
1112 Cartier Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of frontyard requirements in order
to raise existing non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Beaman addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to raise
his existing dwelling approximately two feet in order to put a
basement underneath.

Mr. Beaman stated that he requires the basement in order to build
a bedroom to house his family and in answer to the Board stated
that the basement will have a 8 ft. ceiling when completed.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

6. Mr. H. Niskakoski,
2250 Haversley Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of by-law requirements in order
to make addition to a non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Niskakoski was notin attendance and some of the neighbours
expressed concern with Mr. Niskakoski's proposal.

7. R.C. McIsaac,
544 Laurentian Crescent,
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mr. McIsaac addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to
erect a carport on the side of his property and that he wishes
to use existing footings poured by the previous owner.
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01 Under question from the Board, Mr. Mclsaac stated that as well
as the carport he wished to place a sundeck on top and carry
the sundeck around the rear of the existing dwelling.

Mr. Mclsaac stated that he was willing to remove some of the
shrubs on the corner of King Albert Avenue and Laurentian Crescent
in order to provide better sight for motorists around the corner.

It was pointed out that the existing dwelling was non-conforming
as to frontyard setbacks in that it does not have the required 37 ft.
setback from Laurentian Crescent.

It was determined that Mr. Mclsaac wished to build a 16 ft. 2 in.
carport instead of the 14 ft. carport as shown on his original
plan.

One neighbour questioned Mr. Mclsaac with respect to the existing
shrubs as he does not wish to see them removed and Mr. Mclsaac
stated that he was not going to remove all of the shrubs but only
those few in the corner which wek.e obstructing the view of traffic.

8. H.M. Sund,
604 Adler Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of frontyard requirements.

Mrs. Sund addressed the Board and stated that they wish to add
a carport to the side of her dwelling, however, decided their
dwelling had been considered, for building permit purposes, as
the frontyard and therefore they were seeking relaxation of front-
yard requirements in order ;to build a 12 ft. carport.

Mrs. Sund stated that they require the extra carport as they have
two cars and under questioning from the member:of the Board, stated
that the trailer that they had parked there at the present time
will be sold.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

9. Bosa Bros. Construction Ltd.
Subject: Relaxation of allowable projection into

L setback area.

There was no representative from BosaBros. Construction Ltd. in
attendance.

Mr. Jackson, the Current Planner, presented to the Board a letter
dated May 15th setting out comments from the Design Panel recommend-_,
ing to Bosa Bros. Construction Ltd. that they appeal to the Board
of Variance with respect to projection of balconies into the side-
yard setback requirements as the Design Panel felt that the da_sign of
the apartment was enhanced greatly by the large, usab_1._e' balconies

-~ proposed by the applicant.

10. R.V. Purser,
1789 Como Lake Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of frontyard requirements.

Mr. Purser addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to make
an addition to his existing non-conforming dwelling, the addition

being 18 ft. by 24 ft, and requires the approval of the Board of

Variance as the dwelling currently has a 26'3" frontyard setback

and due to recent changes in the Zoning By-Law a37~'ft. frontyard

setback is required.
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Mr. Purser stated that if the Board of Variance does not approve
the petition to the non-conforming dwelling, he would be required
to move the existing house back some 11 feet and this would be
too expensive and would create a hardship on him.

Mr. Purser presented to the Board a letter signed by six of his
neighbours indicating that they had no objection to his proposal.

11. James A. Gray,
1049 Grover Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mr. Gray addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to fill
in his existing carport for use as a family room and by doing
this he will be creating a non-conforming dwelling as he hay
only,a five ft. sideyard setback in that location.

He stated that:he currently has a non-basement two-bedroom home
and he requires the extra living space.

On the question from the member of the Board, Mr. Gray stated
that he would not at this time be building a carport but would
be parking his car outside.

Mr. Gray stated that he had spoken to the neighbour most directly
affected and this person had expressed no objection to what he
wished to do.

There were no other objections expressed to this application.

12. Mr. Paul Batryn,
1966 Hillside Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mr. Batryn addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to
roof over and close in the existing sundeck above his carport
and in order to do this he requires the Board of Variance approval
as he has only a four foot sideyard setback in that location.

Mr. Batryn stated that should the Board of Variance approve this
change he would then be building a sundeck out to the rear of
his property.

s

There was no objection expressed to this application.

13. Mr. John G. Garraway,
25:6 Ashur8t Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mr. Garraway addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to
construct a dining room feature on a new dwelling which he is
building to house a china cabinet and this structure would
cantilever:20 inches into the sideyard. He stated he requires
this type of a feature as the proposed dining room is only going
to be 10 feet wide which would not allow theplacing of a china
cabinet itself within the dining room.

Mr. Garraway stated that the feature is being built on the same
side as the fireplace which also extends into the sideyard setback.

Mr. Crews inquired of Mr. Garraway as to why he had not selected
a different plan for this location and Mr. Garraway stated that
this was theP lan he wanted.

Mr. Garraway presented a letter from a Mr. Ken Hoffman,,the'owner
of theproperty adjacent to his, which indicated that he hadJno
objection to Mr. Garraway's proposal.
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There was no other objection to this application.

14. M.E. Peters,
514 Laurentian Crescent,
Subject: Relaxation of frontyard requirements.

Mr. Peters addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to
add a sundeck to.the rear of his dwelling but he requires the
approval of the Board 'of Variance as his frontyard setback is
only 29 feet whereas recent Zoning By-Law amendments requires
a 37 foot frontyard setback.

Mr. Peters stated that he had originally a 4 foot by 4 foot
back porch in this location but that it had deteriorated to
such a condition that it had to be removed and he wishes to
replace this with a 10 foot by 12-.foot sundeck which would then
again give him use of his back door.

There were no objections expressed to this proposal.

15. Mr. E. Fouquette,
1302 Laval Square,
Subject: Relaxation of frontyard requirements.

Mr. Fouquette addressed the Board and stated that he wishes to
add an area 5 feet by 7 feet to the rear of the existing dwelling
in order to enlarge one of the bedrooms and as well do some
improving of the laundry area of the existing dwelling and requires
the Board of Variance approval as he only has an 18 foot frontyard
setback whereas a 25 foot frontyard setback is required.

Mr. Fouquette stated that he had obtained apermit to renovate but
upon starting renovation had found that some structural alterations
would also be required and therefore he requires the approval of
the Board of Variance.

There were no objections expressed to this application.

16. Mr. L Beaudin,
303 Burns Street,
Subject: Relaxation of rearyard requirements.

Mr. Beaudin addressed the Board and stated that he wished to make
an addition to the existing dwelling at 303 Burns Street in order
to create a duplex on properly duplex zoned lot. Mr. Beaudin
stated that the existing carport would be removed with a new
carport added onto the new addition coming to within 6 feet of
the side property line and that approval of the Board of Variance
is required as he wishes to construct a new addition in line with
the existing dwelling which would mean that he only has a 17 foot
rearyard setback instead of the required 20 foot rearyard setback.

A Mrs. Nadeau of 813 Quadling Avenue expressed her opposition to
the proposal as she felt this would increase the density of the
area and as the addition was going to be a very large one she
was also concerned that the building could possibly be turned into
a fourplex. Mr. Beaudin stated that he had no intention of creating
a fourplex in this area.

Mrs. Nadeau also stated that she had received permission from a
Mrs. Hammond of 304 Burns Street to express opposition fh the
proposal.
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A Mrs. Newbury. of 275 Burns Street stated that she had no
objection to the proposal.

17. Mr. Leon Lamontagne,
937 Alderson Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of frontyard requirements.

Mr. Lamontagne addressed the Board and stated that he wishes
to add a carport to the front of his existing dwelling which
would come within 33 feet of Alderson Avenue instead of the
required 37 feet.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr. Lamontagne
stated that he did not wish to construct a carport at the rear of
his dwelling as this would require putting in a new access from
the lane and destroying part of his existing garden.

Mr. Lamontagne stated that the proposed carport would have flat
roof and would be roofed with roofing paper at the present time.

Mr. Lamontagne was informed by the Board that the proposed carport
if approved would have to {ne~e,ii_ buildzi~_-_~_fi=aR_e~a~,'ds and he would
have to submit detailed drawings of his proposal to the (Building
Department for approval.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

18. Mr. Harold Moore,
2407 Austin Avenue,
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mrs.Moore addressed the Board and stated that they are currently
subdividing their property and as a result when the surveyor
completed the survey plan it was found that an existing garage
extended over the property line by .25 of a foot and the Approv-
ing Officer would not sign the Subdivision Plan until such time
as the garage was relocated.

Mrs. Moore stated that she did not wish to see the garage moved
4 feet in order to comply with the existing Municipal setback
requirements as this would make the use of the garage almost
impossible because of its current location behind the existing
dwelling.

Mrs. Moore requested that the Board set a minimum distance which
she would have to move the garage in order that the Subdivision
Plans would be approved.

There was no opposi.tion expressed to this application.

19. Mr. D. Kuwica,
-~I 1756 Shannon Court,

Subject: Relaxation of front and sideyard requirements.

Mr. Kuwica addressed the Board and stated that at present they
have a split level home which has a half basement and they have
three children and require another bedroom in order to have
harmonious living conditions.

Mr. Kuwica stated that they wish to fill in their existing carport
to provide a family room which would free the room in the existing
basement for the other bedroom and then they would also like to
build a new carport in front with a setback ofl2'10" instead of

the required 25 ft.
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Mr. Kuwica stated that they had had an architect design a car-
port with a special soundproof wall to satisfy the objections
raised by the neighbour at the time of their previous application
to the Board of Variance and that should the Board of Variance
approve their proposal the architect will design the actual
working drawings to be presented to the Building Department.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr. Kuwica
stated that they had lived in this residence for eight years and
when they purchased the home they had two children and further
Mr.Kuwica advised that their estimate for the alterations was
approximately $4,500.00.

Mr. Crews inquired of Mr. Kuwica as to why he did not wish to
construct the addition onto the rear of the dwelling and Mr.
Kuwica stated that at present they had a sundeck out the back
and this would have to be removed and also extensive alterations
would have to be made to modify the existing building which would
more than double the cost of the alterations they are proposing
to the Board.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board Mr. Kuwica stated
that to be allowed to fill in the existing carport for a family room
and not be allowed to construct a new carport would leave them with
an incomplete home and would make sale of the home in the future
very difficult.

Mr. and Mrs. Stobbauer of 1762 Shannon Court objected to the
proposal of Mr. and Mrs. Kuwica stating that it would block
the light to their dwelling and further it would block their
line of vision of _the road.

Mr. and Mrs. Stobbauer stated that they would not object to the
carport being filled in for use as a family room but were opposed
to a new carport being constructed projecting so far out into
the frontyard setback. Mr. Kuwica presented to the Board letters
signed by five of his neighbours indicating that they had no
objection to the proposal.

CONCLUSIONS

1. T.J. Mepham

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. T.J. Mepham be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

2. W.L. Johnson

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That the appeal of Mr. W.L. Johnson be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED
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3. J.O. Mackie

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. J.O. Mackie be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

4. F.E. Roberts

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. F.E. Roberts be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

5. G. Beaman

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. G. Beaman be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

6. Mr. H. Niskakoski

This item was not dealt with as Mr. Niskakoski was not
in attendance to explain his project to the Board of
Variance.

7. R.C. Mclsaac

-, MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That Mr. R.C. Mclsaac be allowed to build a carport
coming to within 10.9 feet of the sideyard on King
Albert Avenue and also that he be allowed to construct
a sundeck on top of the carport with a walkway to the
rear of the existing non-conforming dwelling in accord-
ance with his submission to the Board. The Board further

^\ recommends-that Mr. Mclsaac remove sufficient shrubs from
the corner of his property at King Albert Avenue and
Laurentian Crescent to provide for unobstructed view of

1 traffic at this intersection.

CARRIED

8. H.M. Sund

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR.PETRIE

r 

' 

i

That the appeal of Mr. H.M. Sund be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED
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Q 9. Bosa Bros. Construction Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Bosa Bros. Construction Ltd. be
~\ approved in accordance with their submission to the

Board.

CARRIED

10. R.V. Purser

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That the appeal of Mr. R.V. Purser be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

11. James A. Gray

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. James A. Gray be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

12. Mr. Paul Batryn

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. Paul Batryn be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

13. Mr. John G. Garraway

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That the appeal of Mr. John G. Garraway be approved
in accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

14. Mr. M.E. Peters

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That the appeal of Mr. M.E. Peters be approved in
accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED
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15. Mr. E. Fouquette

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

~.~
That the appeal of Mr. E. Fouquette be approved and

J he be allowed to make additions to the rear of his

non-conforming dwelling in accordance with his sub-

mission to the Board.

CARRIED

16. Mr. L. Beaudin

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE,
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That Mr. Beaudin be allowed to construct zan

~v addition to the dwelling at 303 Burns Street in

~) order to create a duplex and further that he be
allowed to construct a carport onto the non-conforming

dwelling on the east side facing the lane providing

the carport meets the sideyard setback requirements

of the Zoning By-Law and further that the existing

carport on the property be demolished.

CARRIED

17. Mr. Leon Lamontagne

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. Leon Lamontagne be approved
in accordance with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

18. Mr. Harold Moore

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That Mr. Moore be required to movei'Ihis existing
garage so that the overhang of the roof clears the
property line by at least 6 inches.

CARRIED

19. Mr. D. Kuwica

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That Mr. Kuwica be allowed to close in,-,a portion of
for use as a family his existing carport y room and

further that he be allowed to construct a carport
maintaining the existing sideyard setback,T as that
of the original dwelling and maintaining a frontyard

setback of 20 feet provided, however, that the wall
of the carport facing the neighbours at 1762 Shannon

Court is to be soundproofe0as shown on the plans
presented to the Board and entitled "Proposal No. 1".

CARRIED
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C~ ADJOURNMENT

The Chairman declared the meeting adjourned at 11:45 p.m.

CHAIRMAN

C
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Tuesday, September 24th, 1974
Board of Variance - 7:00.p.m.

BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES

A meeting of the Board of Variance convened in the Council Chambers
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coqui tl am, B.C. on
Tuesday, September 24th, 1974 at 7:00 p.m.

Members present were Mr. R. C. Parsons , Chairman ; Mr. G. Crews , Mr.
B.A. Aabjerg, Mr. John Kosowick and Mr. James Petrie. Also attending
the meeting were Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk, who acted as
Secretary to the Meeting; Mr. N. Wainman, Building Inspector; and Mr.
S. Jackson, Current Planner.

Mr. Parsons explained to those present that all appeals would be heard
and that the Board would rule on them after and all applicants would be
informed by letter from the Municipal Clerk's Office of the results.

1. R. Le Flour,
237 Blue Mountain Street.
Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mrs. Le Flour addressed the Board and stated that at present they
have a 700 square foot dwelling and are expecting a second child

C-11 

shortly and require the extra living space that they are
proposing to add to their existing non-conforming dwelling.

Mrs. Le Flour stated that they have ample lot area to accommodate
the proposed addition.

Mrs. Le Flour informed the Board that they had attempted to buy
a new house to fit their requirements, however, this had proved
too costly and as well they had not had any offers on their own
dwelling when listed for sale. She went on to state that they
have had their loan from the Credit Union approved for the
proposed construction.

There was no opposition expressed tto'this application.

2. K. & B. MacDonald,
2963 The Dell.
Subject: Relaxation of By-law requirements to allow

addition to non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. MacDonald addressed the Board and stated that he wished to
make an addition to his sundeck to the rear of his dwelling as
the existing deck is too small and he is unable to make proper
use of the existing facility.

Mr. MacDonald stated that the existing house is non-conforming as
to sideyard setback and he therefore requires the approval of the
Board although the addition itself will conform to by-law
re q u i remen is .

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

3. Mr. P. Batryn,
1966 Hillside Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

M

Mr. Batryn addressed the Board and stated that he had just recently
had approval from the Board of Variance to make additions to his
dwelling and during the construction of these additions the
Contractor had left the joists extending 3 feet into the sideyard
setback and upon seeing this he felt that this would make a good
walkway around the dwelling and would assist him greatly in
painting and window cleaning if this walkway could be constructed.
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He stated that without this walkway he would have to use a 25
foot ladder which would require that the ladder be placed on the
neighbour's property in order for him to do maintenance work on
his dwelling.

Mr. Batryn stated that if the appeal were allowed, a 1 and one-
half foot sideyard setback would still be maintained.

I~ There was no opposition expressed to this application.

4. Mr. H. Niskakoski,
2250 Haversley Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mr. Niskakoski in addressing the Board stated that he wished to
build 3 patios onto the existing dwelling at 2250 Haversley Avenue
to make the dwelling more liveable. - He stated that the back
patio would have an upper and a lower level while the other 2
patios would be on the main level only.

Mr. Niskakoski stated that the front patio would be almost entirely
enclosed and as well the carport would be extended an additional
7 feet to the front.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

5. Foresthill Development & Investments Co. Ltd.
Subject: Relaxation of By-law requirements with respect

to site coverage and an addition to a non-
conforminq dwelling.

Mr. Taylor addressed the Board on behalf of Foresthill Developments
and stated that he wished to cover a swimming pool on his property
and in so doing would exceed the site coverage allowed for accessory
buildings, as well he stated he wished to add a solarium to his
existing non-conforming dwelling.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

6. Mr. P.E. Wilson,
650 Gardena Drive.
Subject: Relaxation of front and rear yard requirements.

Mr. Wilson addressed the Board and stated that he has an odd
shaped lot and he wished to make an addition to his dwelling and
this addition would come to within 4 feet of the sideyard instead
of the required 6 feet and would come within 18 feet 6 inches of the i=,c,a.i
setback requirements.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

7. District of Coquitlam,
633 Poirier Street.
Subject: Relaxation of By-law requirements to allow addition

to a non-conforming building.

Mr. Bob Ziola of the firm of Carlberg Jackson Partners, architects
for the project, appeared before the Board and stated that the
District of Coquitlam was proposing,an addition to their existing
arena at 633 Poirier Street and as the existing arena building
was more than 35 feet high, approval of the Board of Variance was
required.
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Mr. Ziola stated that when the original building was constructed
it conformed with By-law requirements at that time, however, a
recent amendment to the Coquitlam Zoning By-law has made it non-
conforming at this time.

Mr. Ziola answered questions from surrounding property owners and
stated that the Municipality would be using the existing
compressors to service the new addition, the existing entrances
would be used to gain access to the new addition and stated that
there would be no parking on the north side of the new structure.

One of the surrounding residents stated that when the original
arena was constructed the Municipality had promised them a 40 foot
buffer zone and then proceeded to tear down the trees in this
buffer zone and it took them 6 years before any new trees were
planted.

Mr. Ziola stated that the proposed addition would seat 150 people
and these people would be seated on the south side of the addition
and that the existing curling rink would not be enlarged.

8. R. Howard (Architect),
Brunette Avenue & Nelson St.
Subject: Interpretation of By-law with respect to site

coverage

Mr. Howard addressed the Board and stated that his principals are
interested in developing 5 lots on Nelson Street for apartment
use and the site has large open surrounding areas, one of which is
a Municipal park. He went on to state that his principals felt
that the area of the park and the area of one-half of the width of
Brunette Avenue and the full width of Nelson-Street should be used
in the calculation of the allowable floor space ratio for the
proposed structure on these 5 lots.

Mr. Howard stated further that the owner was prepared to develop
and maintain the area of the park adjacent to their land fronting
on Brunette Avenue and to sign an agreement to this effect.

Mr. Howard went on to state that strict interpretation of the by-
law in accordance with its present wording would impose a hardship
in that the developers would be saddled with extra service costs
without being able to locate the number of suites on this property
which would make the project economically feasible in todays
market conditions.

Mr. Howard stated that the building was proposed to front towards
Brunette Avenue with underground parking being provided and that
the apartment would be for sale as condominiums.

Mt,. Jackson, speaking on behalf of the Municipality, inquired of
Mr. Howard as to what would happen if the Municipality were to, in
the future, zone the portion of park land facing Brunette Avenue
adjacent to their property for some other use then this property
could never be built on as the area had already been included for
site coverage by the adjacent owners.

Mr. Howard stated that the question really is one of intent of the
legislation rather than strict interpretation of the legislation.
The Board inquired of the ARchitect whether any attempt had been
made to acquire the 4 lots to the south of the proposed development
and the developer stated that they had negotiated with one or two
of the owners but the price had been unreasonable and they had ,
therefore abandoned the idea of including the whole area in their
proposed project.
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9.. Mr. A. Finnegan,
1301 Thomas Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of By-law requirements to allow addition

to non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Canuel appeared before the Board on behalf of Mr. Finnegan and
~1 submitted a letter dated September 19th, 1974 in which Mr. Finnegan

outlined his hardship.

Mr. Canuel stated that Mr. Finnegan wishes to make an 18 inch
addition to his existing dwelling in order to provide a cement
foundation for a portion of his dwelling.

The existing dwelling is non-conforming as to sideyard setbacks at
the present time.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

10. Mr. E.J. Aird,
941 Stewart Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of rear and sideyard requirements.

Mr. Aird addressed the Board and stated that the existing dwelling
has only two small bedrooms and they are expecting a child in
November and require the extra living space. Mr. Aird stated that
he would be adding to the existing kitchen as well as putting in
an entrance way and a proposed bedroom over the existing garage.

Mr. Aird stated that he had contacted the neighbours on both sides
of his dwelling and they had approved of his proposed addition
plans.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

11. Mr. P.B. Wall,
2881 Norman Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of By-law requirements to allow addition

to non-conforming dwelling.

Mr. Wall addressed the Board and stated that he wished to make an
addition to the side of his dwelling to provide a garage and a
sundeck and as the existing building does not have the required
setbacks, approval of the Board of Variance is required. Mr. Wall
stated that he requires the garage in order to store materials from
his basement as when the basement floor was poured some areas were
only 1 inch thick and as a result he had a flooding problem all
last winter and therefore has to redo completely the basement floor.

Mr. Wall stated that the proposed garage would be 6 feet.from the
neighbour's property and that the addition would include a walkway
along the front of the dwelling to gain access to the sundeck over
top of the garage. This would mean that the sundeck would come to
within 31 :fei~t of Dewdney Trunk Road instead of the required 37
feet.

There was, no opposition expressed to this application.
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12. Mr. B. Hill,
1718 Austin Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mrs. Hill addressed the Board and stated that they wished to make
an addition to the existing non-conforming dwelling as they require
the additional living space as they are expecting a child in March
and they already have one child and the existing dwelling only has
one bedroom.

Mrs. Hill stated that they proposed to add a new living room and a
new bedroom to the rear of the existing dwelling and then the
existing living room would be made into a third bedroom.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

13. Mr. J.S. MacDonell,
639 Shaw Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of sideyard requirements.

Mr. MacDonell's son appeared on behalf of Mr. MacDonell and stated
that his mother and father wish to make an addition to the existing
carport of approximately 25 feet by 11 feet, as well as closing in
the existing carport for use as living quarters for Mr. and Mrs.
MacDonell Sr. in order that their invalid daughter and husband and
their child could move into the main dwelling.

Mr. MacDonell stated that Mrs. MacDonell Sr. would be looking -
after her daughter and would be doing all the cooking for both
families.

Mr. MacDonell stated that approval of the Board of Variance was
required as the existing carport was only set back 4 feet from the
side property line whereas a 6 foot sideyard requirement is
specified.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

14. Mr. Steve Papay,
805 Alderson Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation sideyard.of requirements.

This was an application by Mr. Papay to subdivide his property at
805 Alderson Avenue and to allow an existing -garage and an
existing shed to remain in their current location adjacent to
Burns Street. These two buildings did not have the proper setbacks.

Mr. Papay did not appear to present his case to the Board, however,
—~ a letter was delivered to the Municipal Hall dated September 23rd,

1974 but not received in the Municipal Clerks Office until September
~! 26th, 1974, which outlined Mr. Papay's reason for requesting the

relaxation. The letter stated that the buildings are essential to
him, one of which is the garage which houses his car and the other
shed is used for storage of equipment necessary for his own use.

There was no one in the audience to object to the proposal.

I,0
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15. Mr. R. G. Adams ,
927 Foster Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of rearyard requirements.

Mr. Adams addressed the Board to say that he wished to close in his
existing carport but as he requires more living area and further in
the future he would like to add a recreation room of approximately
18 feet by 26.5 feet.

Approval of the Board is required as his existing dwelling is
non-conforming with respect to the rearyard setback.

A member of the Board inquired of Mr. Adams as to where he would
park his car in the future and Mr. Adams stated that he would not
be building any sort of a carport to house his car because he had
never made any use of carports in the past,but did state that he
would definitely be parking his cars on his own property.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

O 16. Mr. D. Adams,
1223 Pipeline Road.
Subject: Relaxation of frontyard requirements.

Mr. Adams addressed the Board and stated that he wished to add a
carport onto the front of his dwelling facing Ozada Avenue and
this addition would come to within 14.3 feet of the street.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

CONCLUSIONS

1. R. Le Flour

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG

That the appeal of R. Le Flour be approved in accordance with
their submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

2. K. & B. MacDonald

MOVED BY MR. KOSOWICK
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That the appeal of K. & B. MacDonald be approved in accordance
with their submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

3. P. Batryn

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. P. Batryn be approved in accordance with
his submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

Mr. Kosowick registered his opposition to this motion.
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C 4. Mr. H. Niskakoski

MOVED BY MR. KOSOWICK
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That the appeal of Mr. H. Niskakoski be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board.

i
CARRIED.

5. Foresthill Development & Investments Co. Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Foresthill Development & Investments Co.
Ltd. be approved in accordance with their submission to the
Board and they be allowed to enclose the swimming pool and
construct the addition of a solarium to the existing dwelling.

CARRIED.

6. P.E. Wilson

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK

That Mr. Wilson be allowed to construct a sundeck to the
rear of the existing dwelling and also that he be allowed
to construct the addition to the side of the dwelling in
accordance with his submission to the Board but that the
addition of a sundeck to the front of the dwelling is to
be constructed in accordance with Municipal By-law re-
quirements with respect to frontyard setback.

CARRIED.

7. District of Coqui tl am

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK

That the appeal of the District of Coquitlam be approved in
accordance with their submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

8. R. Howard

~I MOVED BY MR. KOSOWICK
SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG

That the appeal of R. Howard be denied on the manner of
interpretation of the zoning by-law with respect to site
coverage.

CARRIED.
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9. Mr. A. Finnegan

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. , AABJERG

That the appeal of Mr. A. Finnegan be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

10. Mr. E.J. Aird

MOVED BY MR. KOSOWICK
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. E.J. Aird be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board provided that he maintains
a 4 foot si deyard setback as shown on the site plan submitted
with the application.

CARRIED.

11. P.B. Wall

MOVED BY MR. KOSOWICK
SECONDED BY MR: AABJERG

That the appeal'of Mr. P.B. Wall be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

12. B. Hill

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. B. Hill be approved in accordance with
his submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

13. J.S. MacDonell

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. J.5. MacDonell be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED.



t~

- 9 -

Tuesday, September 24th, 1974
B oard of Variance - 7:00 p.m., cont'd

14. Steve Papay

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. KOSOWICK

That the appeal of Mr. Steve Papay be denied and the sheds
either be removed completely or be moved so as to comply with
Municipal By-laws.

CARRIED.

15. Mr. R.G. Adams

MOVED BY MR. CREWS
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE

That the appeal of Mr. R.G. Adams be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board and he be allowed to close
in the existing carport and to build a family room addition.

CARRIED.

16. Mr. D. Adams

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE
SECONDED BY MR. CREWS

That the appeal of Mr. D. Adams be approved in accordance with
his submission to the Board.

CARRIED.

ADJOURNMENT

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

CHAIRMAN
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A Meeting of the Board of Variance convened in the Councilntaer
of the Municipal Hall, 1111 Brunette Avenue, Coquitlam, B . C.

Tuesday, December 3rd, 1974 at 7 p.m. Members present werez._..
Mr. G. Crews, Acting Chairman; Mr. Petrie and Mr. Aabjerg. —Iso

in attendance were Mr. T. Klassen, Deputy Municipal Clerk, who acted

as Secretary and Mr. N. Wainman, Building Inspector; and Mr. S.

Jackson, Current Planner.

Mr. Crews explained to those present that all appeals would be heard

and the Board would rule on them after and all applicants would be

informed by letter from the Municipal Clerk's Office.

1 . G. J. Whyte,

2315 Cape Horn Avenue.

Subject: Relaxation of rear yard requirements.

Mr. Whyte addressed the Board and stated that he wished

to subdivide his property at 2315 Cape Horn Avenue, however,

the Board of Variance approval was required as the existing

dwelling only had a 13' rear yard setback whereas a 20' rear

yard setback is required under current Zoning By-laws. Mr.

Whyte explained that the subdivision would not in any way

compot4nd existing non-conforming status of the dwelling as

the subdivision does not in any way alter the rear lot line.

Mr. Whyte stated that the subdivision would be permissible

if he were to move the existing dwelling ahead seven feet

but that this would create expense and would be a hardship

on him'.

Dr. Buckley who owns property to the east opposed approval

of this application as he stated that when he acquired his

properly in this area it was his understanding that rezoning

would not allow subdivision of properties in this area into

smaller parcels. He went on to state that he felt there was

only rdom for one dwelling on this particular piece of land

and if it were subdivided his property would be devalued.

He stated that if the subdivision of his property was part of an

over-ail planned development of this whole area, he would not

be opposed.

A member of the Board questioned Mr. Jackson as to whether

this property could be subdivided if the existing dwelling were

removed thus allowing two dwellings to be built and Mr. Jackson

stated that this could indeed be done or that the existing dwelling

could be moved to meet the present by-law requirements thus

allowing the subdivision to proceed without Board of Variance

approval.

Mr. Ball of 2305 Cape Horn Avenue also objected to the proposed

subdivision and he stated that when he purchased his property

the area was one of small holdings and he purchased with the

idea of seeking some sort of seclusion. Mr. Ball also stated

that this property and his own use a community driveway and

if a dwelling were to be built on the proposed new lot he would have

to relocate his driveway.
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Mr. Ball stated that he would not be opposed to an over-all
planned development for this area and also stated that he
did not feel a hardship did apply in this particular case.
He further objected to the proposed seven foot sideyard
setbacks.

Mrs. McMichael of 2240 Dawes Hill Road objected to the
proposal to allow subdivision of this property as she stated
that she was the original owner of this property and when
she sold it to Mr. McBeth she sold it on the understanding
that the property would not be subdivided unless the existing
dwelling were removed. She further stated that she had
documented proof of this restriction but stated she would
not show it to the Board of Variance.

Mr. Whyte stated that when he purchased the property he was
not made aware of any such restriction and further there is
no restrictive covenant registered against the property.
Mr. Whyte stated in answer to a question from a member
of the Board that his mother is presently living in the
existing dwelling.

2. R. Denesiuk,
725 Alderson Avenue.

Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mr. Denesiuk addressed the Board and stated that he wishes
to enclose his existing carport to add extra living space,
however, the existing dwelling is set back only 24.3 feet
from Alderson Avenue instead of the required 37 feet under
the existing Zoning By-law. He stated that the house will
not be extended any further into the front yard as' a result
of these alterations.

Mr. Denesiuk was questioned by the Board as to where he
would park his cars in future if he did fill in his existing
carport and he stated that he would be using an existing
garage for one of his cars and the other would be parked
outdoors.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

3. W. H. Belanger,
1545 Booth Avenue.
Subject. Relaxation of side yard requirements.

Mrs. Belanger addressed the Board and stated that at present
they only have a two bedroom dwelling and they have two
children and would therefore like to add a new bedroom and
a new bathroom and that this proposed addition would be to
the rear of their existing non-conforming dwelling.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

I ~i 
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4. A. N. & J. R. Ker,
1031 Ridgeway Avenue (Post Office).
Subject: Relaxation of side yard requirements.

Mr. Ker addressed the Board and stated that the tenants
in the building at 1031 Ridgeway Avenue had requested them
to extend the canopy over the loading bay as well as had
requested an extension of the loading bay of some twelve
feet on the east side of the existing building.

Mr. Ker stated that when this building was originally
built it conformed to all regulations, however, the zoning
has since been changed thus placing the building in a non-
conforming

on 
conforming location.

Mr. Ker informed the Board that the lease has approximately
ten years yet to go with a further option to renew for another
ten years.

' There was no opposition expressed to this application.

5. D,. F. Tullis,

1427 Pipeline Road.

Subject: Relaxation of front yard requirements.

Mr. Tullis addressed the Board and stated that he wished to
make an addition to his existing non-conforming dwelling of
a double carport with a closed in sundeck on top. Mr. Tullis
explained that Pipeline Road is designated as a major arterial
streetg thus requiring a 37' front yard setback whereas the
existing dwelling only has a 25' front yard setback.

There' was no opposition expressed to this application.

6. H. A. Roberts Group Ltd.,
~f 1963 Cape Horn Avenue.

Subject: Relaxation of side yard requirements.

Mr. den Dikken appeared on behalf of the owner of the property,
Mrs. B. L. Atlee, and stated that the H. A. Roberts Group Ltd.
were consolidating properties in this particular area for a
subdivision and were purchasing a portion of Mrs. Atlee's
property and as her existing dwelling did not have the required
side yard setback, approval of the Board of Variance was

-J I required.

Mr. den Dikken explained that the garage of the existing dwelling
at 1963 Cape Horn Avenue only had a three foot side yard setback
instead of the required six feet.

0

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
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7. Ronald Howard,

Burquitlam Shopping Plaza.

Subject: Relaxation of by-law requirements to

make addition to non-conforming structure.

A Mr. J. Currie appeared on behalf of Ronald Howard,
Architect, and stated that the owners of the Burquitlam Shopping

Plaza wished to upgrade the existing canopy around the front of

the stores at the centre as well as to construct a new Shoppers

Drug Mart.

Mr. Currie explained that the existing Super Valu Store is
27' in height whereas present by-law requirements stipulate
a maximum 25' height in this particular zone and therefore
approval of the Board of Variance is required for structural

alterations.

In answer to a question from one of the surrounding property

owners who lives at 520 Smith Avenue, Mr. Currie explained
that the planting as shown on the plans presented to the Board
would definitely be provided and, as well, consideration

would be given to screening both acoustically and visually

the existing carwash located on the prope rty.

Mr. E. Little, Manager of the present Shoppers Drug Mart
in this centre, stated that it was his understanding that the
carwash was going to be removed, however, the architect
is not prepared to state at this time whether, in fact it would be.

Mr. Jackson suggested that some sort of a masonry wall be
provided together with landscaping along Smith Avenue to screen
the loading dock of the proposed :Shoppers Drug Mart and the
carwash.

8. District of Coquitlam,

909 Alderson Avenue, #1 Fire Hall.

Subject: Relaxation of by-law requirements to make
addition to non-conforming structure.

Mr. D. Wylie, Architect for the project, appeared on behalf
of the District of Coquitlam and stated that the District was
requesting relaxation to allow additions to this fire hall as
the present building is located in a position contrary to present
setback requirements as explained in his letter of September 24th,
1974.

The plans, as presented to the Board, requested permission
for three additions to the non-conforming dwelling but Mr. Wylie
explained that at present only the addition of a second floor
adjacent to a lane would be done in the near future with the other
t-No additions being done, hopefully, in the next year.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.
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Tuesday, December 3rd, 1974,
Board of Variance, cont'd.

9. District of Coquitlam,
735 Como Lake Avenue, #4 Fire Hall.
Subject: Relaxation of by-law requirements to
allow .additions to non-conforming structure.

Mr. D. Wylie appeared on behalf of the District of Coquitlam
and explained that the Municipality was seeking approval to
make additions to a non-conforming dwelling, the building
being non-conforming as it encroaches into the rear yard
setback by some two feet.

The appeal being requested is as described in Mr. Wylie's
letter of September 24th, 1974 and, further, Mr. Wylie
explained that the addition is a dormitory and training room
to allow for future manning of this particular hall.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

10. F~. Howard, Architect,
Belson and Brunette Avenue.
Subject: Relaxation of by-law requirements
with regard to site coverage.

Mr. Currie appeared on behalf of the architect, Mr. R. Howard,
and stated that their clients wished to be allowed to use the full
width of Nelson Street in calculating gross floor area for a
proposed apartment development on Nelson Street. Mr. Currie
stated that the existing Nelson Street is only 33' wide in this
area and if they were allowed to only use half of the street in
calculating the gross floor area the project would not be viable
as they would only be able to place 27 apartment units on the
property instead of 30 units if they were allowed to use the full
width of Nelson Street in calculating the gross floor area.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

1 1 . Caisse Populaire de Maillardville Credit Union,
1013 Brunette Street.
Subject: Relaxation of setback requirements.

Mr. Poul Hansen, architect, appeared on behalf of Caisse
Populaire and stated that the Credit Union wishes to extend
banking facilities to the west and in order to do this they
wish to add 12' to the western end of the building.

Mr.. Hansen stated that the present building is non-conforming
as they only have a 12' front yard setback and, as well, they
cannot provide the required landscaping strips as set out in
the existing Zoning By-law.

Mr. Hansen stated that they can comply with all parking
requirements of the existing by-law and will not be eliminating
any from the present parking lot as a result of this addition.

C
I,:

4
f



Tuesday, December 3rd, 1974,

Board of Variance, cont'd.

Mr. Hansen further stated that he wished to seek from
the Board of Variance some relaxation with respect to a
canopy to allow it to extend out from the front of the building.

Mr. Hansen also stated that the loading bay, as required by

the existing Zoning By-law, can in fact be provided and will
be provided.

Mr. Hansen further stated that all existing signs on the

property will be removed except those as shown on the

artist's conception presented to the Board and that the

facing of the proposed addition would be either concrete

or masonry.

In answer to a question from a member of the Board, Mr.

Hansen stated that the total length of the building, including

the addition would be 92.5 feet and that the addition will be

constructed out of concrete pre-cast panels and he reiterated

that he would like permission from the Board of Variance to

extend the canopy over the front entrance to within six feet

of the front property line.

There was no opposition expressed to this application.

CONCLUSIONS

1. G. J. Whyte.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. G. J. Whyte be approved in accordance

with his submission to the Board and he be allowed to subdivide

the property at 2315 Cape Horn Avenue with the existing

dwelling remaining in its current non-conforming location.

CARRIED

2. R. Denesiuk.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. Denesiuk be approved in accordance

with his submission to the Board and he be allowed to close

in his existing carport.

CARRIED

C
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Tuesday, December 3rd, 1974,

Board of Variance, cont' d .

3. W. H. Belanger.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. Belanger be approved in accordance
with his submission to the Board and he be allowed to construct

an addition to the rear of his existing dwelling as shown on

plans submitted.

CARRIED

4. A. N. and J. R. Ker.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Mr. Ker be approved in accordance with

his submission to the Board noting that the requirements

for parking and property consolidation are to be fulfilled.

CARRIED

5. D. F. Tullis.

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE

SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That the appeal of Mr. Tullis be approved in accordance

with his submission to the Board.

CARRIED

6. H. A. Roberts Group Ltd.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of H. A. Roberts Group Ltd. on behalf of

B. Atlee be approved in accordance with their submission to

the Board and the subdivision of the property be allowed to

proceed noting that the existing dwelling does not have the

required side yard setback.

CARRIED
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Board 974,Board of Variance, cont'd.

7. Ronald Howard - Burquitlam Shopping Centre.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Ronald Howard on behalf of the Burquitlam.
Shopping Centre be approved in accordance with the plans
submitted and dated October 31st, 1974 but that the developer
al3o be required to provide an effective noise and visual
barrier along Smith Avenue to screen the proposed loading
bay for Shoppers Drug Mart and the existing car wash and
further, that the landscaping as shown on the plan presented
and described herein, be actually developed.

CARRIED

8. District of Coquitlam.

Q
MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of the District of Coquitlam be approved
in accordance with the submission made by Mr. Wylie.

CARRIED .

9. District of Coquitlam.

MOVED BY MR. PETRIE

SECONDED BY MR. AABJERG:

That the appeal of the District of Coquitlam be approved in
accordance with the submission made by Mr. Wylie.

CARRIED

10. Ronald Howard.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG

SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That the appeal of Ronald Howard on behalf of T. B. H.
Holdings be approved and they be allowed to use the full

33' width of Nelson Street when calculating lot area for

purposes of development.

CARRIED
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Tuesday, December 3rd, 1974,
Board of Variance, cont' d .

t11 . Caisse Populaire de Maillardville.

MOVED BY MR. AABJERG
SECONDED BY MR. PETRIE:

That approval be granted for the non-conforming additions to
the existing non-conforming building recognizing that the
landscaping requirements of the present Zoning By-law are
not met and, further, that the proposed canopy over the
front door is not to extend more than four feet from the
face of the structure and is to be cantilevered and not
supported by columns.

CARRIED

REPORT OF PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Q
Attached hereto and forming a part of these Minutes is a
brief to the Board of Variance from the Planning Department
dated December 3rd, 1974.

ADJOURNMENT

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

CHAIRMAN

O



BRIEF TO BOARD OF VARIANCE FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
DECEMBER 3, 1974

ITEM #1

This is a localized issue, but I note that this appeal is the

result of an application to subdivide. On October 22, 1974,

the Subdivision Committee gave conditional approval to this

-= subdivision subject to remedying the rear yard setback by removal

or relocation of the house, or by a successful appeal to the

Board to allow the house to remain.

ITEM #2

This is a localized issue, but I note that Council has recently

approved a report of its Roads Review Committee, which recommended

the declassification of a number of streets now classified as

major arterials, including Alderson Avenue from.the Lougheed

Highway to Marmont Street, and this is expected to be reflected

in a change to the Zoning By-law during a series of housekeeping

amendments early in 1975.

ITEM #3

This appears to be a localized issue involving the opinions of

neighbours more than that of planning principles.

ITEM #4

Section 9030 )(b)(i) of Zoning By-law No. 1928 requires that a

building in a P-1 (Civic Institutional) Zone be set back 25 feet

from a street, not 10 feet as stated.in the appeal application.

This building does not comply with Section 403(2) because it is

sited over an existing lot line, and a building permit cannot be

issued for the addition until the property consolidation is

registered in the Land Registry Office. The Planning Department

believes that if the Board relaxed the requirements of

Section 403(2), the off-street accessory parking may not be

located on the lot which contains the use to which the parking
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is accessory.

While the Board cannot rule on the question of parking

requirements, the members may consider the matter of parking

deficiency in making a decision on siting of a building. With

regard to parkins, the building is deficient in a number of

areas, but Council has authorized a study of Ridgeway Avenue

between Nelson and MarmonV, with special emphasis on the problems

of parking and vehicular and pedestrian circulation. This study

is proceeding_ on schedule, and a report back to Council is due

before December 31 1974• and hopefully will propose changes to

the Zoning By-law with regard to parking requirements on Ridgeway

Avenue and elsewhere.

ITEM #5

In the vicinity of this parcel, Pipeline Road has what might be

considered a frontage road. The extra setback of 12 feet required

by Section 403(7) would in this situation come off the portion of

land marked RD-P 26762 on the map attached to the agenda material.

The Planning Department has no objection to the relaxation

requested.

ITEM #6

This is a localized issue, and is a result of a subdivision

application. On September 9, 1974, the Subdivision Committee

gave conditional approval to the subdivision, subject to making

the garage setback the required 6 feet, or successfully appealing

to the Board to allow the garage to remain with a deficient

setback.

ITEM #7

The applicant has submitted plans and a coloured perspective

drawing of the proposed addition and changes to the Burquitlam

Shopping Centre, which will be made available to the Board for

its review.

The Municipal Design Committee reviewed the preliminary plans

~~. and stated, among other things, that it was "pleased to see that
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the applicant is attempting to unify the centre in an
architectural way by altering the fascia and canopy designs, and

by introducing masonry pillars". The plans show a revision of

the whole parking layout. The Planning Department has no

objection to the applicant's appeal.

ITEM #8

This appeal is to permit the construction of three additions to

a non-conforming structure, one of which will be non-conforming

in itself by setting back 18.2 feet from a rear lot line instead

of 20 feet. The third item of the appellant's letter requests

a relaxation of Section 4020)(b) regarding the number of accesses

to the property, and the Planning Department questions the

Board's authority to relax this requirement.

Mention should also be made of the fact that the building does

not conform to Section 403(2) in that the building is set over

existing lot lines, and a building permit cannot be issued for

the additions before the property consolidation is registered,in

the Land Registry Office, since the parking supplied would not

be located on the lot which contains the use to which the parking

is accessory.

The Planning bepartment has no objection to the appeal to permit

the additions to the building, but understands that the Board

has no jurisdiction to deal with the number of accesses.

ITEM #9

This application is to permit an addition to a non-conforming

structure which will conform to the Zoning By-law, and the

Planning Department has no objection to this appeal.

TTFM Ain

This appeal is a variant of one made by this appellant at the

last Hearing of the Board. At that time, the Planning Department

expressed its concern with the four remaining locked-in lots

on Nelson Street, and with the request to have the density rights

of an adjacent parcel (the park strip) applied to the applicant's

property.
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There is now an application on file (Z-54-74) to rezone the five

lots from C-2 (Neighbourhood Commercial) to RM-2 (Three-Storey
O Medium-Density Apartment Residential). The Planning Department

has no objection to the inclusion of 33 feet of Nelson Street
as part of the calculations of lot area, since it is expected

that this road will be widened some time in the future. I note,
however, that the figures submitted must be questioned since the

last legal survey plan registered in the Land Registry Office

showing lot sizes, is Pl. 1531. Based on this document, if all

33 feet of Nelson Street are included in the calculations, the

lot area may be 28,541.64 square feet, and the 30%,lot coverage

permitted would be a maximum of 8,562.5 square feet; and not

8,864.4 square feet (30% of 29,548.2 feet).

Regarding the issue of the remaining four lots, the Planning

Department recommended to the applicants that all nine lots be

assembled, but it appears that they were not able to negotiate

an economically feasible price on the four southerly lots.

Presumably a small apartment building could be constructed on

this smaller site,•but the building might be so small as to be

economically marginal. Another possibility would be

consolidation of the four lots with the adjacent mobile home

park to the exist, at such time as this property is redeveloped

for apartment use. On balance, we would not recommend declining

the present application because of these four lots, although it

j would obviously be preferable to have them assembled with the

subject five lots.

In brief, the Planning Department has no objection to including

the 33 feet of Nelson Street in the lot area calculations,

without stating a precise calculation until the actual dimensions

O
of the property are clarified.

Respectfully submitted,

SJ/ci S. Jakson
Community Planner.

10



~J

ADDENDUM, BRIEF TO BOARD OF VARIANCE FROM PLANNING DEPARTMENT
DECEMBER 3. 1974

ITEM #8

Further information has come to the Planning Department regarding

this item, since the original brief was prepared. The third item

of the appellant's letter requesting relaxation of Section 402(1)(b)

dealing with the number of accesses to the property, is based on

Section 709(1)(c) of the Municipal Act. The applicant has stated

that enforcement of the Zoning By-law With respect to the siting,

size or shape of a'structure would cause him undue hardship. In

Part 2 o.f the Zoning By-law, the interpretation of the word

structure is any construction fixed to, supported by, or sunk

into land or water. It appears that a driveway which exists off

the east-west lane on the north side of the subject property cannot

be used to service six parking spots on the west side of the

building, due to the topography in the area, without constructing

a large retaining wall.

The. Planning Department therefore has no objection to the three

items being appealed.

ITEM #11

The Planning Department understands that an appeal by Mr. Poul

Hansen, Architect, may be placed on the agenda of the December 3,

1974 Hearing of the Board, which, if successful, would permit the

construction of an addition to the Caisse Populaire building at

1013 Brunette Avenue.

A review of the file indicates that the setback of this building

is legally non-conforming. By-law No. 1436, adopted by Council

on March 9, 1967, and By-law No. 1452, adopted May 23, 1967,

required minimum setbacks on the north side of Brunette Avenue,

between Blue Mountain and Marmont Streets, of twelve feet.

By-law No. 1928, adopted in September, 1971, and presently

enforced, requires a setback of 37 feet. I understand



ITEM #11 cont'd

then that the request is for permission to add on a building

which is non-conforming as to setbacks, the siting of which

precludes the installation of landscaping along Brunette -Avenue.

It appears that the proposed addition will also be non-conforming

as to setbacks. A review of the preliminary plans presented

shows that there are minor by-law matters to be rectified, but

these do not appear to be insurmountable. The minutes of~the

Design Committee's review of this proposed addition will be made

available to members of the Board at the meeting. The Planning

Department has no objection to this,appeal.

SJ/ci

Respectfully submitted,

~J r,

S. Jackson
Community Planner


