
CITY OF VICTORIA 
BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES 

OCTOBER 23, 2014 
 
 
Present: Bruce Hallsor, Chair 
 Peggy Pedersen 
 Trevor Moat 
 Andrew Rushforth 
 Rus Collins 
 
Staff: Duane Blewett, Senior Planning Technician 
 
 
The meeting was called to order at 12:25 pm. 
 
1. Minutes:  Meeting of September 25, 2014 
 

Moved:  Peggy Pedersen Seconded:  Trevor Moat 
 

That the minutes of September 25, 2014, be adopted 
 
  Carried 
 
 Minutes:  Meeting of October 9, 2014 
 

Moved:  Andrew Rushforth Seconded:  Rus Collins 
 

That the minutes of October 9, 2014, be adopted 
 
  Carried 
 
2. Annual General Meeting Discussion 
 

The Senior Planning Technician was asked to seek out information from management 
regarding an Annual General Meeting to be held sometime in December. 

 
3. Appeals 
 
12:35 Board of Variance Appeal #00528 
 Bradley Scheerer, David & Christie Anne Isbister, Applicants/Owners; Martinez Design 
 711 Suffolk Street 
 
Present Zoning: R1-B - Single Family Dwelling 
Present Use: Single family dwelling 
 
The proposal is to construct an enclosed addition to the rear of the existing structure with a deck 
above. 
 
Bylaw Requirements Relaxation Requested 
 
Section 1.2.5.b Relaxation for the rear yard setback from 8.74m (28.67') to 

8.22m (26.97') 
 
Bradley Scheerer, David Isbister and Christie Anne Isbister (applicants/owners) were present. 
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The Senior Planning Technician read the following correspondence: 

 Petition from the following notified neighbours:  715, 705 and 708 Suffolk Street, 522 
Dalton Street and 710 Esquimalt Road in support of the proposal. 

 
Applicant 

 We bought the house in November of 2013 and have been renovating since then. 
 Sometime prior to our purchase, the secondary suites and the existing deck with 

enclosed floor area below were built without permits.  We are going through the process 
of getting permits.  The secondary suites have been removed.  We plan to stay here for 
a while and would like to make all the areas useable. 

 One of the bigger issues is the topography of the lot.  The property drops steeply at the 
rear.  The sloped area is not a very useable outdoor space.  It is difficult to have a 
garden or grow grass and maintain the area. 

 The existing deck does not meet Building Code requirements for venting and is not 
properly supported. 

 The previous owners built a retaining wall (rubble wall) to level the area behind the 
existing house.  The existing retaining wall is not adequate to support the proposed deck 
and enclosed space.  We had a geotechnical engineer inspect the wall and they verbally 
informed us that the wall was not adequate. 

 A deck provides us with outdoor space. 
 We have a basement which does not meet Building Code and is essentially unusable.  

We need this relaxation to move forward and use all the areas of our home. 
 Due to the nature of our lot, the topography, the retaining wall, access issues into the 

back and limited outdoor space, we feel the variance request is reasonable and 
required. 

 
Board 

 How far is the overhang at the back? 
o Applicants:  The overhang on the deck is 0.51m. 

 Why do you need the overhang? 
o Applicants: The overhang will provide us with venting between the deck and the 

proposed enclosed space. 
 Does the addition need to come out as far as you have shown?  Could it be farther from 

the rear property line? 
o Applicants:  This is the ideal spot to place posts and pads.  We are using post 

and pad construction because we cannot get any heavy machinery into the rear.  
The pads will be placed directly on the rock. 

 The topography of the lot is challenging and the areas to place proper structural support 
is limited. 

 I am satisfied this is the minimal variance required for this proposal. 
 
Moved:  Andrew Rushforth Seconded:  Peggy Pedersen 
 
That the following variance be allowed: 
 
Section 1.2.5.b Relaxation for the rear yard setback from 8.74m (28.67') to 

8.22m (26.97') 
 
 Carried (unanimous) 
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12:50 Board of Variance Appeal #00521 
 Puckett Design and Construction Ltd., Applicant 

Brian Robertson and Simon James, Owners 
 30 Gorge Road East 
 
Present Zoning: R1-B - Single Family Dwelling 
Present Use: Duplex (legal non-conforming, 1949) 
 
The proposal is to construct an accessory building (two car garage) in the front yard. 
 
Bylaw Requirements Relaxations Requested 
 
Schedule F, Section 1 Relaxation for the location of an accessory building from 

the rear yard to the front yard 
 
Schedule F, Section 2 Relaxation for the maximum floor area of an accessory 

building from 37.00 square meters (398.26 square feet) to 
58.06 square meters (625.00 square feet) 

 
Trish Puckett (designer) was present. 
 
Applicant 

 The letter covers the majority of the issues.  The homeowners could not attend today. 
 The homeowners have lived in this 1949 home for some time and have completed 

substantial renovations with plans to stay for a long time. 
 The recent construction of the building across the street has significantly increased the 

noise level and loss of privacy.  The owners have replaced the windows and increased 
the insulation which has not helped as much as they had hoped. 

 The owners are feeling somewhat stuck and if this doesn’t work out, they will have to 
move. 

 This proposal will provide more privacy and reduce the noise levels.  The noise from 
vehicles bounces off of the new building across the street. 

 The enclosed garage will provide security for their vehicles.  Their vehicles have been 
broken into twice.  Also with this design there will be a turnaround space, providing safer 
access to the street. 

 The construction and design is in keeping with the Art Deco style of the existing home. 
 
Board 

 The issues are increased noise, privacy, security and a turnaround space.  There is an 
existing hedge along the front which appears to provide adequate privacy from a third 
storey window across the street.  A single storey garage will not provide additional 
privacy. 
o Designer:  The depth of the proposed garage and physical presence will help 

provide a sense of privacy.  The issue isn’t people looking into windows.  At the 
moment they cannot enjoy the front yard.  The front yard is where the majority of 
the sun is. 

 Gorge Road is a very busy road and hasn’t changed much for many years. 
o Designer:  The noise has increased due to the new building across the street 

with sound reflection. 
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 Turn around space could be achieved without the garage. 
o Designer:  Yes, the driveway could be changed to accommodate a turnaround 

area without the garage. 
 Why does the garage need to be as large as this?  A two car garage doesn’t need to be 

this large. 
o Designer:  They want to accommodate space to plug in an electric car in the 

future.  They want a large garage. 
 Wouldn’t planting tall evergreen trees in the front yard solve the noise issue? 

o Designer:  Sound is the biggest concern.  The owners have looked at many 
options including planting more trees and bushes.  Their research has shown this 
will not help resolve the issue effectively.  There are already a number of trees 
and bushes in the front.  A garage will help reflect or absorb the noise more 
effectively and be a better use of the space. 

 There is already a single car garage at the side of the house.  Do the owners need a two 
car garage in the front?  The extra width towards the house will not add any additional 
sound abetment.  A longer building along the front property line would help with the 
sound issue rather than a wider building.  Would a narrower building be considered?  
This would reduce or eliminate the variance for the area of the accessory building. 
o Designer:  The garage at the side is not easily accessible and will be used for 

storage.  We may be open to considering reducing the size of the garage.  They 
need a two car garage. 

 The house is wide on the lot.  Is there room for a vehicle to access the rear yard? 
o Senior Planning Technician:  Vehicle access to the rear would be tight.  Ideally 

there should be a 2.6m space for vehicle access. 
 Typically two car garages are 400 square feet.  Reducing the size of this garage may be 

beneficial.  I cannot speak for the rest of the board, however, it would seem most of us 
would be interested in a smaller accessory building. 

 We consider the design before us.  Applicants are welcome to change the proposal 
during the meeting.  We can move forward with the proposal as it is, adjourn the meeting 
so the designer can speak with the owners or review an amended plan. 
o Designer:  I am comfortable with what the owners would like.  It seems clear the 

size of the garage is an issue.  Keeping the 25’ depth is important; the width of 
the garage can be reduced to 21’. 

 The hardships are the reflected sound from the hard surfaces of the buildings across the 
street and security. 

 This is a large lot and the site coverage is only 14.52%. 
 
The applicant amended the drawings reducing the size of the garage to 44.59 square meters 
(480.00 square feet).  Note this is the area calculation as per the “Area” definition within 
Schedule A - Definitions. 
 
Moved:  Andrew Rushforth Seconded:  Trevor Moat 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
 
Schedule F, Section 1 Relaxation for the location of an accessory building from 

the rear yard to the front yard 
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Schedule F, Section 2 Relaxation for the maximum floor area of an accessory 

building from 37.00 square meters (398.26 square feet) to 
44.59 square meters (480.00 square feet) 

 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
 
Meeting Adjourned:  1:20 pm 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Senior Planning Technician, applicants, designers, and owners were present during the 
deliberations. 
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