
 
CITY OF VICTORIA 

BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES 
MARCH 24, 2016 

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

 
The meeting was called to order at 12:32 pm. 
 
1. Minutes:  Meeting of March 10, 2016 
 

Moved:  Andrew Rushforth Seconded:  Rus Collins 
 
That the minutes of March 10, 2016, be adopted 

 
  Carried unanimously 
 
2. Appeals 
 

12:30 Board of Variance Appeal #00581 
Mr. & Mrs. Laren and Julia Grand, Owners; Ms. Cathryn Mons, Victoria Design 
Group, Applicant/Designer     

 1610 Hollywood Crescent 

 
Present Zoning:                   R1 – G - Single Family Dwelling (Gonzales) 
Present Use:                   Single Family Dwelling 
Proposed Use:              Single Family Dwelling  
 
The proposal is to construct an addition at the rear of the existing residence and to add a third 
storey. 

Bylaw Requirements Relaxation(s) Requested 

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

(24.93ft) to 8.53m (27.99ft) and number of storeys 
from 2 to 3. 

 
Part 1.6.5 (a)  Relaxation for the front yard setback from 7.50m 

(24.61ft) to 4.35m (14.27ft). 
 
Part 1.6.5 (e)  Relaxation for the interior side yard setback (east) 

from 2.55m (8.37ft) to 2.00m (6.56ft). 
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Julia Grand, Applicant; Will Peraboom, Victoria Design Group were present. 
 
Applicant 

 The application is for an existing house that is going to be renovated.  The 
hardship is surrounded by the fact that these variances are already existing. 

 Home used to have a sloping roof, but they are applying a flat roof and adding 
angles that require variances.  

 There is a minor side yard variance required – they have a little less on one side, 
but require a little bit more on the other – for the combination of overall side yard 
setbacks. 

 The second variance is required for expansion of the upper floor. 

 The home has a sloped roof but are proposing to go to a flat roof for a slightly 
more contemporary design. 

 The proposed work is in keeping with the existing height of the building now – but 
due to slope of roof there is variances required. 

 The house isn’t currently conforming to code or regulations in its definition of the 
first floor.  

 The main body of the proposed house will sit where it currently does today - the 
footprint is not moving. The proposal is to increase the front yard setback and 
remove the front garage and stairs that were put on the house originally. 

 The applicants have canvassed the neighbours – everyone is in support.  They 
originally had a letter of opposition from one neighbour but it was retracted due to 
a misunderstanding about the proposal and a letter of support was provided in 
replacement. 

 The homes basement height and floor height are all to stay the same as existing. 

 The applicant was forced to ask for a variance no matter what they would do – 
even if they were to add a simple dormer as an addition. 

 
Board 
 

 Is there any change in the height of the floors?  
o No, there is no change in height of floors. 

 Since the applicant is seeking a variance for height – could it be mitigated to 
make it a little smaller so that the height variance requested doesn’t need to be 
so much? 

o The height of the existing roof (mitigation) is actually the same as 
proposed height – as they have taken away most of the roof in sloping 
when making it to a flat roof and the variation it just at the one point. 

 Does it extend the length of the house? 
o Yes 

 
Public portion of the meeting closed 
 
Moved:  Rus Collins Seconded:  Andrew Rushforth 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
 



Board of Variance Minutes Page 3 of 5 
March 24, 2016 

 
 

Part 1.6.4 (a)  Relaxation for the maximum height from 7.60m 
(24.93ft) to 8.53m (27.99ft) and number of storeys 
from 2 to 3. 

 
Part 1.6.5 (a)  Relaxation for the front yard setback from 7.50m 

(24.61ft) to 4.35m (14.27ft). 
 
Part 1.6.5 (e)  Relaxation for the interior side yard setback (east) 

from 2.55m (8.37ft) to 2.00m (6.56ft). 
 
 
 Carried (unanimous) 
 

12:50 Board of Variance Appeal #00582 
Mr. Dave Campbell, Owner/Applicant 

 2754 Roseberry Avenue 

 
Present Zoning:                   R1 – B - Single Family Dwelling  
Present Use:                   Vacant Lot 
Proposed Use:              Single Family Dwelling  
 
 
The proposal is to permit the existing building under construction to be higher by an additional 
0.39m (1.28') than the height permitted by Board of Variance #00566 approved October 28, 
2015. 
 
Bylaw Requirements   Relaxation Requested 
 

Section 1.2.4.a   Relaxation for the maximum height from 7.60m 
(24.93') to 9.29m (30.48') 

 
Dave Campbell, Applicant/Owner; and Ian and Donna Perry, Notified Neighbours of 2775 
Fernwood Road were present. 
 
Applicant 

 Found out two Fridays ago that they were over height from what they applied for at the 
previous application to Board of Variance and are at 50% complete in construction. 

 The applicant needed to provide proper drainage on property for rain water and that 
required them to be approx. 4-6 inches over height. They ended up actually being 15 
inches over height from allowable height. 

 The applicant is required to maintain the rock pit around the foundation to ensure that 
the storm water runoff is adequate. They made calculations based on the height outlined 
in the drawings. 

 The applicant indicated that this was a mistake of the builder not himself. 

 The original notification of being over height was made by the surveyor a couple of 
weeks ago. 

 The applicant indicated that someone at the City of Victoria informed his contractor that 
it would be okay if at completion that they were 6-8 inches over height. 

 The applicant clarified the survey plans and the proposed finished grade. 

 The applicant explained that they would be backfilling against the wood of the house. 
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 The applicant explained that there should be stone against the front of the house. 
 
Board 
 

 Is the patio sunken as indicated in the drawings?  
o No, this has been amended and it will be stepdown patio. 

 The plans and photos do not match up, the board needs to make a decision based on 
the correct plans and the current plans provided are very misleading. 

 What the original grounds might have been with intention for building the house don’t 
reflect what the house is as of now and this is problematic. 

 The south elevation and the north elevation should have been approved differently from 
the beginning if what is built is what was outlined in the original drawings. 

 What the applicant intended to do does not allow them to get where they need to with 
the home. 

 The applicant asked if he could mark plans himself at the meeting? Or if it would have to 
come back to another meeting? 

o No, the applicant can’t adjust the drawings in the meeting.  These are not 
minor changes that can be addressed in this fashion. Ideally the plans 
need to be revised by the designer indicating what was built, what is 
intended to be built so the board would have a better basis to make a 
decision from at that point. 

 The building elevation drawings need to show what the applicant is intending to build. 

 The drive way elevation has not changed in the drawings since the original plans, yet the 
pictures of the home existing currently indicate that it has been changed. 
 

Ian and Donna Perry, Notified Neighbours of 2775 Fernwood Road   
Indicated how the storm sewer was never addressed properly, and the applicants were aware of 
the problem with this property when they bought it.  They are already having run off problems 
with water pooling into neighbours yards etc.  This should have been something that was dealt 
with properly from the very beginning. They explained how they had a garden view from their 
home which they have lived in for several years as the lot has always been vacant and the 
previous owners used it as a garden beside their home.  They mentioned that they could have 
easily lived with a modest two storey house which would be fitting with the rest of the 
neighbourhood but they ended up with a three storey house that is very much disproportioned in 
this neighbourhood. They are not happy with the home at all and the height is a huge issue for 
them as it towers above everything else and impedes their view. The water run-off is also a big 
issue, not only for them but several surrounding homes.  They can’t change what has happened 
with the build to date though, and think it would be such a waste if it were to be taken down or 
some alternative of that - regardless of their displeasure. 
 
Board 

 Can you further clarify how you indicated that this oversight of the further height variance 
was accidental? 

o It had something to do with the builder and the geo-tech engineer each 
working from different plans and their separate calculations are where the 
error occurred. 

 Uneasy about how this occurred – how did at the foundation stage, from the very 
beginning the foundation got built some height over and then further to that you now 
ended up with something that is even further over that on the approved variance? 

o Again, the applicant is not sure how this happened as he isn’t the builder. 
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 The Board needs much more clarification as to the drawings and the actual building.  
The applicant has the option to come back with drawings that indicate what is currently 
built and what is to be the finished project. 

 It was also be recommended to the applicant to explain in more detail about how he 
actually got to the stage at all that they are currently at with the home.  It seems unclear 
how a discrepancy of this magnitude was just simply an oversight. 

 The finished grade in the photos need to relate to the as is drawings – there is no 
correlation between any of these items as of now. 

 A suggestion would be to also have the builder or engineer come back to the Board of 
Variance with the applicant at a later meeting to discuss what exactly happened and to 
indicate where the changes were made on the plans, as the plans that were submitted 
today are the same plans that were submitted at the first meeting for Board of Variance.  
There is no change. 

 
Public Portion of the meeting closed  
 
Board 

 Explained the procedure for moving forward to the applicant – that they may withdraw 
the application, come back with the amendments suggested to another meeting in the 
future, proceed as is for a decision today (if the decision was declined their options 
would be that they could then try to move the application forward to Council or they 
could reapply with the same proposal in one year time), or they may submit an entirely 
new application at a later date. 

 The applicant chose to withdraw the application for later date. 
 
  
 
 
Meeting Adjourned: 1:40 
 

 
 

 
 
  

 
 


