
 

 

CITY OF VICTORIA 
BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES 

AUGUST 25, 2016 
 
 
Present: Peggy Pedersen, Chair 
 Jaime Hall 
 Trevor Moat 
 Andrew Rushforth 
 Rus Collins  
 
Staff: Rachel MacDonald, Senior Planning Technician 
 Quinn Anglin, Secretary 
 

 
The meeting was called to order at 12:32 pm. 
 
1. Minutes:  Meeting of August 11, 2016 
 

Moved: Andrew Rushforth Seconded:  Trevor Moat 
 

That the minutes of August 11, 2016 be adopted as amended 
 
  Carried 
 
2. Appeals 
 
12:30 Board of Variance Appeal #00601 
 Hazen Gautier and Lisa Rogers, Applicants/Owners 
 1339 Stanley Avenue 

 
Present Zoning:                   R1-B - Single Family Dwelling District 
Present Use:                         Duplex  
 
The proposal is to renovate and add approximately 70 sqm of area to the existing house, 
change from a duplex to a single family dwelling with a secondary suite and to build a new 
accessory garage. 

Bylaw Requirements Relaxation Requested 

 
Part 1.2.4 a  Relaxation for height from 7.60m to 10.24m and 

from 2 storeys to 2.5 storeys.  
 
 NOTE: Existing height is 10.24m 
 
Hazen Gauthier, Owner; Randall Recinos, Designer, were present. 
 
Applicant 

 Wife and himself have recently retired and have owned the home since 1994. It had 
previously been rented out, but they had decided to retire in Victoria, move into the 
home and renovate to enjoy it in their retirement 
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 The home has become somewhat dated and needs some work.  They are hoping to do 
some major renovations to bring it up to a condition that they can comfortably enjoy their 
retirement years in 

 The variance requested for height and storeys is in part due to both of them being avid 
cyclists and wanting to be able to have a space inside that allows them to bring bikes 
inside and set up a spot to ride indoors as well.  The space that is currently used as an 
attic would be suitable for this and considering that they are both getting older it helps for 
them to remain active even if they aren’t riding their bikes outside. The space would also 
double as an entertainment area for them 

 The attic area that currently exists has little light and is not a very usable space 

 The proposed plan is not increasing the existing floor area by very much (70 sqm) but is 
for requesting an increase in height and definition of storeys to make the attic space 
more usable 

 The property was previously used by woman attending University and her parents had 
bought it for her while she was in school. At this time they used the attic space as an 
illegal suite rental.  They would like to make this area conforming at this time. 
 

Board 

 What is the ceiling height in the attic?  
o 2.37m 

 One neighbor offered support based on 4 items being met that he outlined – did you 
speak to him about this and what happened?   

o Yes, they went back to talk to him about the proposal and explained to the 
neighbour that they would replace the fence where the garage was located and 
have the contractor make sure when they demo anything that there is fencing or 
some sort of barrier to ensure that the dog doesn’t get away. They are prepared 
to meet the requirements of the neighbor. 

 Board explained that the applicant does not have to meet the requirements of the 
neighbor if the application is approved by the board. 

 
Public portion of the meeting closed  
 
Moved:  Andrew Rushforth Seconded:  Trevor Moat 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
 
Part 1.2.4 a  Relaxation for height from 7.60m to 10.24m and 

from 2 storeys to 2.5 storeys. 
 
 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
12:50 Board of Variance Appeal #00604 
 Sara and Wyatt Moore, Applicants/Owners 
 202 Montreal Street 

 
Present Zoning:                  R-2 - Two Family Dwelling  
Present Use:                        Single Family Dwelling  
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The proposal is to construct a deck at the rear and stairs at the front and to convert to a single 
family dwelling with secondary suite. 
 

Bylaw Requirements Relaxation(s) Requested 

 
Part 1.2.5 a   Relaxation for the front yard setback from 7.50m to 

6.73m 
 
Part 1.2.5 d   Relaxation for the combined side yard setbacks 

from 4.50m to 3.26m 
 
Part 1.2.5 e   Relaxation for the side yard setback from a flanking 

street from 3.50m to 1.21m 
 
Schedule J Section 2.c   Relaxation to allow the addition of steps and an 

entranceway more than 1.50m in height when 
creating a secondary suite 

 
 
Sarah Moore, Applicant; and Wyatt Moore, relative, were present. 
 

 
Applicant 

 Inherited the house when both the applicants and their brother were all in school 

 For safety concerns they had to remove the front stairs and back deck as they were in a 
state of disrepair 

 Ideally would like to get the house back to the condition that it was originally in with a 
legal suite so they all can live there 

 They would like to build the legal suite for their brother downstairs and have the upstairs 
for them and the new baby 

 The awning is just for cover over the door so it isn’t exposed to the elements when 
exiting and entering the home 

 The deck and stairs were legal non-conforming and they would like to replace what they 
previously had there 

 Front stairs are being rebuilt as they previously were 

 House was inherited from their mother whom passed away and they struggled with 
keeping it and trying to pay property taxes while they went to school, so are very happy 
with the possibility of being able to renew the home and live in the home for years to 
come. 

 
Board 

 The awning is just for cover over the door? 
o Yes it is. 

 On one of the drawings in the lower floorplan there is a post shown in the corner but it 
wasn’t identified in the side elevation, can you clarify? 

o It was supposed to be there, but they are not sure whether it is required or not 
from an engineering standpoint, but if it is needed - it will be included. 

 Are the front stairs that are proposed to be rebuilt the same as the ones that previously 
existed? 



Board of Variance Minutes Page 4 of 7 
August 25, 2016 

 
 

 

o Yes they are 
 
Public portion of the meeting closed 
 
Board 
 

 The proposal of scope of work for the property will definitely improve the home and 
neighbourhood, the front steps were in a state of disrepair, the rear deck is a reasonable 
request, and the stairs need cover from the elements which all support an approval for 
requested variances. 

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

6.73m 
 
Part 1.2.5 d   Relaxation for the combined side yard setbacks 

from 4.50m to 3.26m 
 
Part 1.2.5 e   Relaxation for the side yard setback from a flanking 

street from 3.50m to 1.21m 
 
Schedule J Section 2.c    Relaxation to allow the addition of steps and an 

entranceway more than 1.50m in height when 
creating a secondary suite 

 
 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 
  
1:10 Board of Variance Appeal #00605 
 Julia and Laren Grand, Applicants/Owners 
 1610 Hollywood Crescent 

 
Present Zoning:                  R1-G - Single Family Dwelling District  
Present Use:                        Single Family Dwelling 
 
The proposal is to construct a new single family dwelling. 

Bylaw Requirements Relaxation(s) Requested 

 
Part 1.6.4 (a)    Relaxation for the maximum height from 7.60m to 

8.53m and number of storeys from 2 to 3. 
 
Part 1.6.5 (a)   Relaxation for the front yard setback from 7.50m to 

4.35m. 
 



Board of Variance Minutes Page 5 of 7 
August 25, 2016 

 
 

 

Part 1.6.5 (e)    Relaxation for the interior side yard setback (east) 
from 2.55m to 2.00m. 

 
 
Julia & Laren Grand, Owners; Will Peereboom, Victoria Design Group; were present. 
 
 

Applicant 

 The project started as a rebuild to tear off the roof and change the floorplan and when 
they pulled out the walls as a remediation they discovered that it was balloon framed not 
platform framed 

 At this point in time it is cheaper to tear the house down and rebuild rather than to 
renovate 

 The foundation was inspected by an engineer and it was determined that it needs to be 
redone, as it is in such disrepair that it would not have adequate support for the 
proposed work required 

 They are building exactly as was presented to the board before, only with completely 
new construction 

 They have lived in the house for the last 10 years 

 Neighbors would prefer it to be done this way as it is a shorter time frame 

 They have moved out of their home with their kids and don’t want to be out of their home 
any longer than they already have 

 They are trying to keep the house where it originally was so that they don’t affect the 
neighbors any more than they were 

 Would prefer to not move trees as they have offered shading for the home and privacy 
between the houses 

 The house is not being raised at all. 
 
Board 
 

 Are the neighbours located at 1620 Hollywood in support? 
o Yes  

 The neighbours at 1600 Hollywood expressed concern for the window in their master 
bedroom and privacy, has this been addressed? 

o Yes, they confirmed that they also do not want to be looking into the neighbours 
master bedroom and that in actuality the windows do not line up 

 Is there any additional correspondence from any of the other neighbours? 
o Yes, there was; 

 
The secretary read two letters of support from additional correspondence provided by the 
applicants; Brian Rideau (1601 Ross Street); and Frank & Wendy King, directly across the 
street from the applicants property. 
 

 Because this home is now considered a new build green field site, what considerations 
have been taken into account with the build to minimize the variances requested? 

o In an effort to please the neighbours and to mitigate not having to move 
surrounding material around the existing footprint it seemed the most acceptable 
to build the new house in the same place as the old  

 House sits substantially ahead of the two houses on either side, is there a possibility that 
it could be moved back a little so that it sat more in line with these properties? 



Board of Variance Minutes Page 6 of 7 
August 25, 2016 

 
 

 

o There is a possibility, but it would affect the morning sun at the front of the 
neighbours at 1600 Hollywood whom have expressed this concern to them 

o It would also technically make the house lower height wise due to the sloping of 
the lot which would benefit the neighbours 

 Why do they need the 3rd story?  
o They have had a request for increase on the basement height as they have 

always had a full height basement and would like to continue to do so 

 If they approved the reduction of the front yard setback to line up with the properties on 
either side of them to make it more harmonious with the street, would the neighbours 
need to be re-notified? 

o Rachel MacDonald, confirmed that the City would be required to re-notify the 
neighbours if this were the case 

 It does not withhold the owners if approved as proposed from approaching the 
neighbours to consult with them and building the home a little further back from plans 
presented 

 When it is looked at from a Greenfield site it needs to be considered for that and that 
anything is possible 

 If the house was moved back it would actually lower the height variance required 

 Board clarified from some previous plans with applicant what was proposed to be done 
with the roof. 

 
Public Portion of the Meeting Closed 
 

Board 

 The structure is exactly the same as was previously approved by the Board of Variance 

 There are both foundation and structural difficulties 

 Neighbours are in agreement, and prefer for it to be done this way 

 Would possibly improve the streetscape to move the house back if they chose to do this. 
 
 
Moved:  Trevor Moat Seconded:  Andrew Rushforth 
 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
 
Part 1.6.4 (a)    Relaxation for the maximum height from 7.60m to 

8.53m and number of storeys from 2 to 3. 
 
Part 1.6.5 (a)   Relaxation for the front yard setback from 7.50m to 

4.35m. 
 
Part 1.6.5 (e)     Relaxation for the interior side yard setback (east) 

from 2.55m to 2.00m. 
 
 Carried  
 
                                                                                     Opposed:  1 
Meeting Adjourned:  1:56 pm 
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