
CITY OF VICTORIA 
BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES 

JUNE 23, 2016 
 
 
Present: Peggy Pederson, Chair  
 Trevor Moat 
 Rus Collins 
 Jaime Hall 
  
  
Absent: Andrew Rushforth 
 
Staff: Rachel MacDonald, Planning Technician 
 Quinn Anglin, Secretary 

 
The meeting was called to order at 12:22 pm. 
 
1. Minutes:  Meeting of June 9, 2016 
 

Moved:  Trevor Moat Seconded:  Rus Collins 
 
That the minutes of the June 9, 2016, meeting be adopted 

 
  Carried  
 
2. Appeals 
 

12:30 Board of Variance Appeal #00593 
Ryan & Tegan Breuker, Applicant; William & Sheryl McMahon, Owners    

 658 Pine Street 

 
Present Zoning:                   R1-B - Single Family Dwelling District 
Present Use:                   Single Family Dwelling  
 
 
The proposal is to raise the existing single family dwelling 0.60m (1.97ft), add a new deck at the 
rear second storey, add a new roof deck at the rear third storey and convert to a single family 
dwelling with a secondary suite. 
 

Bylaw Requirements Relaxation(s) Requested 

 
Part 1.2.4 a   Relaxation for the building height from 7.60m 

(24.93ft) to 8.47m (27.79ft).  
   
  NOTE: existing building height is 7.87m (25.82ft) 
 
Part 1.2.4 a   Relaxation for the number of storeys from 2 to 3 
 
Part 1.2.4 c   Relaxation to allow a roof deck 
 
Part 1.2.5 a   Relaxation for the front yard setback from 7.50m 

(24.61ft) to 4.72m (15.49ft) 
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Schedule J Section 2.c   Relaxation to allow the addition of entry stairs over 

1.5m (4.92ft) in height when installing a secondary 
suite 

 
 
Ryan & Tegan Breuker, Applicants; Wil Peereboom, Victoria Design, Designer; Clare Caldicott 
and Jody Reid, Notified Neighbours of 631 Raynor; Angeline Seivall, Notified Neighbour of 661 
Pine Street, Miche Ven Cher, Notified Neighbour of 650 Pine Street, and Chris and Esther 
Nightingale, Observers, of 1864 Chandler Avenue were present. 
 
Applicant 

 

 The proposal is for construction of a secondary suite in the basement, to obtain this - as 
the basement has a fairly low ceiling height, they wish to raise the house 2 feet which 
keeps it under the allowed zoning regulations. 

 The basement isn’t considered a basement as it doesn’t qualify under the zoning bylaw 
as it currently isn’t 4 feet in the ground.  If they raise the house it then puts the building 
over height as it considers the building to be 3 storeys and not 2.  

 The over height issue is due to a dormer and not the roof, because if you took the 
midpoint of the roof it wouldn’t be considered over height. 

 The actual 2nd floor ends up being considered the 3rd floor and putting a deck there then 
also requires variances and creates an issue. 

 They would also like to put a deck off the 2nd floor which ends up being considered a 
roof deck as a result of how the storeys of the home are viewed. 

 The number of storeys is what drives most of the additional variances requested. 

 There are several existing non-conforming issues with the house. 

 If they raise the home as requested they would need to rebuild the stairs. The existing 
stairs currently run straight out from the street forward from the house, and the proposal 
is to have them be moved to run to the side of the home. They would be slightly over 
height as proposed so a variance is required. 

 The Applicants father raised the home beside them with no issues as it wasn’t possible 
for them to dig down any deeper due to sewage issues, etc. 

 The front yard setback requested is already existing non-conforming. The proposal to 
raise the house would keep the existing foundation in an effort to not have to rebuild it 
and the applicants would like to have this non-conforming issue addressed as such. 

 If they were to push the house back it would affect the neighbour to the rear and 
wouldn’t keep the house in line with the rest of the houses or the streetscape in tack. 

 The applicant has approached all the neighbours with the proposal and all are in support 
but one of them. 
 

Board 

 

 There is concern over the front door – does it open right onto the steps? 
o It does, but the door opens into the house not out onto the steps, and they are 

allowed to have 2 steps with a door opening inward but not any more than the 
two. 

 Why were the steps and door on front constructed in the way that they were? 
o It was designed keeping the era of the house in mind and traditionally they had a 

nice landing and then came down from there. 
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 Was there a building code issue with the way that the stairs were constructed? 
o This was no building code issue. 

 Would it be preferable to have the landing be raised in order to not have the extra steps 
up to the doorway? 

o Yes, it would – the only reason it was done this way was to minimize the need for 
variances with the proposal but it would be much more preferable for them to 
construct it as mentioned, never mind that it is a much safer alternative especially 
given that the applicants are expecting a new baby that they will be entering and 
exiting the home with. 

 Because the change spoken about to the stairs would require a change to the plans and 
building permits for extra construction, the applicant would have to come back to the 
board of variance to have this change approved. 

o The applicant would rather have the proposal approved as submitted and can 
decide after the meeting and if this would be something that they would wish to 
do and apply for an additional variance at that time. 

 What is the finished height of the basement? 
o It is 7’.9 “ ¾ 

 What is the minimum required height? 
o 7.’6” 

 The basement already is counting as a storey, correct? 
o Yes, that is correct 

 
Clare Caldicott, Notified Neighbour, of 631 Raynor Street spoke in opposition of the application 
mostly due to potential privacy issues that could be created from the construction of the decks 
and provided the board with a copy of his comments. 
 

 What is the purpose of the roof deck? 
o To put a whole roof over the area would block views and not be consistent with 

the design of the house 
 

 Could you add a railing to the deck that would prevent the whole privacy issue? 
o Yes – they could do that but it may add a drainage issue 

 

 Is the only reason that it is being called a roof deck is due to the first floor being 
considered the basement level? 

o Yes, it only has to do with that. 
 

 Would the notified neighbour that is in opposition be in support if they had some planting 
on the subject property that would provide adequate screening for privacy? 

o Yes, that would be acceptable 
 
 
Public Portion of the meeting closed  
 
Board 

 
Proposed changes are an improvement to the home and are sensitive to the neighbourhood.  
The BOV Panel often sees the basement being zoned as the first level.  The Board hears the 
neighbours concerns and believe that they can all come to an agreeable conclusion with 
accepting the proposal as submitted. 
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Moved:  Trevor Moat Seconded:  Rus Collins 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
  
 
Part 1.2.4 a   Relaxation for the building height from 7.60m 

(24.93ft) to 8.47m (27.79ft).  
   
  NOTE: existing building height is 7.87m (25.82ft) 
 
Part 1.2.4 a   Relaxation for the number of storeys from 2 to 3 
 
Part 1.2.4 c   Relaxation to allow a roof deck 
 
Part 1.2.5 a   Relaxation for the front yard setback from 7.50m 

(24.61ft) to 4.72m (15.49ft) 
 
Schedule J Section 2.c   Relaxation to allow the addition of entry stairs over 

1.5m (4.92ft) in height when installing a secondary 
suite 

  
    Carried  
 
 
Meeting Adjourned: 1:10 
 

 
 
  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


