
 
CITY OF VICTORIA 

BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES 
AUGUST 11, 2016 

 
 
Present: Peggy Pedersen, Chair 
 Jaime Hall 
 Trevor Moat 
 Andrew Rushforth 
 
Absent: Rus Collins 
 
Staff: Rachel MacDonald, Planning Technician 
 Quinn Anglin, Secretary 
 

 
The meeting was called to order at 12:30 pm. 
 
1. Minutes:  Meeting of July 28, 2016 
 

Moved:  Trevor Moat Seconded:  Andrew Rushforth 
 

That the minutes of July 28, 2016, be adopted as amended. 
 
  Carried 
 
 
2. Appeals 
 
12:30 Board of Variance Appeal #00602 
 Pargat and Supinder Sandhu, Applicant; Barry Albrecht, Owner 
 1635 Kings Road 

 
Present Zoning: R1-B – Single Family Dwelling District 
Present Use: Single Family Dwelling 
 
The proposal is to construct a new single family dwelling with a secondary suite. 
 
Bylaw Requirements Relaxations Requested 
 
Part 1.2.5 c   Relaxation for side yard setback (East) from 3.00m 

to 1.50m 
 
Part 1.2.5 d   Relaxation for combined side yard setbacks from 

4.50m to 3.00m 
 
 
 Supinder Sandhu, Owner; Sunny Kahlon, Builder; Gary Sandhu, Relative; Anat and Barry 
Joiner, Notified Neighbours of 1631 Kings Road; Kevin Neish, Notified Neighbour of 1662 & 
1636 Kings Road were present. 
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Applicant 

 Variance is requested to make side setbacks 5ft and 5ft on each side in order to make 
room for a double garage as they would like to be able to park the cars for both the 
home and the suite in the garage.   

 The street is very narrow so parking becomes an issue. 

 If they can’t move forward as proposed with the variances as requested the home will be 
very long and narrow, which aesthetically is not very pleasing and makes for difficulties 
with layout design. 

 If the house is made longer do you run into problems with front and rear yard setbacks? 
o No, there shouldn’t be any problems if this is the case. 

 Could the double garage be built without having the variance granted? 
o It would be difficult.  It also would affect the suite above the garage as there 

would not be enough square footage for the suite if the variance wasn’t 
approved. 

 Does the suite that is over the garage only occupy the front area above the garage and 
is contained to a small one bedroom suite? 

o Yes that is correct, it is approx. 450 square feet. 

 Does that mean you are unable to reconfigure the design without the variance in order to 
include a suite in the home? 

o It is possible, but you end up with a very long narrow house which doesn’t suit 
the neighbourhood. 

 Is it truly necessary to have a two car garage? 
o Yes, they want to be able to park in the garage and there are two cars for the 

family. 
 
Gary Joiner, Notified Neighbour of 1631 Kings Road – Spoke from their point of view it doesn’t 
matter about the requested variance that much as the house isn’t moving any closer to the lot 
lines on their side and doesn’t affect them at all, it is moving on the other side. 
 
Kevin Neish, Notified Neighbour, owner of two properties across the road at 1662 & 1636 - Has 
no issue of the variances being requested if the neighbours directly beside the home don’t, so is 
in support of the requested variances. Spoke of what he deemed to be a possible error in the 
site coverage, but the Board confirmed that there was not an error. 
 
Board 
 

 There are problems with the width of the lot and setbacks when trying to fit in a double 
garage for a single family home plus secondary suite.  Even to build a single car garage 
and have the other vehicles park in the driveway becomes problematic with cars being 
blocked in and access to.  There is no parking allowed on Kings Road so there is a valid 
hardship in regards to this alone. 

 There is concern with the request for the relaxation of variances of the setbacks as they 
are set there for a reason and that alone doesn’t justify a hardship. Just wanting to build 
a double garage isn’t enough to warrant the variances requested. 

 The opinion that the setbacks are specified and mandated for reasons, as well as 
approving variances that are for new construction where there appears to be options 
available to conform shouldn’t warrant an approval.  However, for a modest 3 bedroom 
home with small suite that is very near a busy major artery for traffic and that is limited 
with street parking available the requested variances to enable building a 2 car garage 
do not seem unreasonable.  There does seem to be an opportunity to reconfigure the 
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home in such a way that may reduce the requirements in the setbacks required, but it 
would likely be very difficult.  

 
Moved:  Andrew Rushforth Seconded:  Trevor Moat 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
 
 
Part 1.2.5 c   Relaxation for side yard setback (East) from 3.00m 

to 1.50m 
 
Part 1.2.5 d   Relaxation for combined side yard setbacks from 

4.50m to 3.00m 
 
 
 
 Carried  
 
 Opposed:  Peggy Pederson 
 
 
12:50 Board of Variance Appeal #00603 
 Harvey Stevenson, Applicant/Owner 
 3125 Somerset Street 

 
Present Zoning: R1-B – Single Family Dwelling District 
Present Use: Single Family Dwelling With Secondary Suite 
 
The proposal is to raise the existing house 0.60m, replace the rear deck, and develop the lowest 
storey to add a secondary suite. 
 
Bylaw Requirements Relaxations Requested 
 
Part 1.2.5 a   Relaxation of the front yard setback from 7.50m to 

4.50m 
 
Part 1.2.5 b   Relaxation of the rear yard setback from 7.50m to 

6.02m 
 
 
Keith Davidoff, Designer; Harry Stevenson, Owner; Melanie Boyce, Notified Neighbour were 
present. 
 

 Is there a variance required for the front stairway?   
o No as anything that is over 1.5m counts as the house, not the stairs which is why 

they have requested the front yard setback relaxation.  
 
Applicant 

 

 The house is quite old and has unusable floor space in the basement that allows for very 
little clearance overhead. 
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 The proposal is to raise the home the allowable .6 m to allow for more height in the 
basement suite and variances are required for the front stairs and the rear deck as a 
result. 

 The basement ceilings are currently 5’8” which creates a very low overhead. 

 Prior to the owners taking possession there was an illegal secondary dwelling in the 
home and their hope with the proposed work is to provide more adequate friendly space 
to be used in what will become a legal basement suite 

 Is the existing rear deck into the rear yard setback? Is the plan to make the deck larger? 
o They wish to when rebuilding the deck to keep it the same size and not extend 

anywhere beyond, but to square off a corner of it, which is why a variance is 
required here. 

 The front stair is changing from a 2m rise to a 2.6 m rise because the whole house is 
being raised .6m 

 How long have you owned the house for? 
o They took possession on June 10, 2016. 

 The home is not currently habitable, and no one is living in it at this time.  They are just 
exploring the process and will start renovations after that. 

 Is the intention to occupy the home and live in it? 
o No, the home is intended for resale. 

 They also own a home on the corner of Finlayson and Somerset, which has been in the 
family for many years. 

 Sold the house beside the subject property that they fixed up right before purchasing this 
one. 

 
 
Melanie Boyce, Notified Neighbour of 3129 Somerset Street; lives directly behind the property 
and mentioned of how Harvey had also purchased the house beside this home and fixed it up 
very well. She feels Harvey is doing real improvements to the neighbourhood and his work is 
very good. Before Harvey purchased the home it had been for sale for almost 5 years, possibly 
longer, but due to the basement condition it was not a desirable home at all. She has no 
concerns at all about the proposal, and is only in attendance for support. 
 
 
Board 

 The application is a very positive move for the house and is adding rental space to the 
market. No neighbours have any issue with the proposed work and the owner has a very 
good reputation in the neighborhood with the previous homes that he has fixed up.  

 
Moved:  Trevor Moat Seconded:  Andrew Rushforth 
 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
 
 
Part 1.2.5 a   Relaxation of the front yard setback from 7.50m to 

4.50m 
 
Part 1.2.5 b    Relaxation of the rear yard setback from 7.50m to 

6.02m 
 



Board of Variance Minutes Page 5 of 5 
August 11, 2016 

 
 

 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
  
 
 
Meeting Adjourned:  1:14pm 
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