
 

 

CITY OF VICTORIA 
BOARD OF VARIANCE MINUTES 

OCTOBER 27, 2016 
 

 
Present: Andrew Rushforth, Chair 
 Rus Collins 
 Margaret Eckenfelder 
 
Absent: Trevor Moat 
 Jaime Hall  
 
Staff: Rachel MacDonald, Planning Technician 
 Nina Jokinen, Planning Technician 
 Quinn Anglin, Secretary 
 

 
The meeting was called to order at 12:30 pm. 
 
1. Appeals 
 
12:30 Board of Variance Appeal #00607 
 Kelly Dodman, Applicant 
 722 Russell Street 

 
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 Relaxation Requested 
 
Part 1.2.4 a   Relaxation for height from 7.60m to 8.20m and for 

storeys from 2 to 3. 
 
Dan and Silas Doore, Applicant/Owner; Kyle Goulet, 740 Russell Street; Chris Stevens, 740 
Russell Street; Rick Crawly, 742 Russell Street, Peter Schionning, 735 Front Street, Allan 
Bruch, 448 Wilson Street and 422 Edward Street; Notified Neighbours, were present. 
 
Applicant 

 the height variance requested is for a height relaxation of 15”, and the applicants have 
come up with additional alternatives for the roof since the last meeting; a flat roof, mono 
slope roof and a pitched roof  

 applicant referred to a supposed additional variance to do with basement height that was 
recognized by City staff but was said to have been resolved by the architect of the 
project 

 both the sloped roof and the mono slope are much lower than the original plans of a 
pitched roof and there will still be an obstruction of view for the neighbour to the north 
but seems like a fair compromise for them both 



 

 

 with the changes, the variance fluctuates from a 24” request to a 15” request for height – 
although the variance is the same (15”) whether it is a mono sloped roof or a flat roof 

 the applicant presented the alternate options, which have been outlined on the plans for 
presentation 

 the Board clarified that the roof they choose to go with needs to be elucidated as the 
plans that they approve need to accurately represent what is being built 

 the applicant chose to go forward with the flat roof style that is outlined on the plans  

 the applicant had the deck of the neighbour surveyed to confirm the elevation (is in 
reference to the side deck not the main deck on the west side of the house) and it 
definitely still has impact on them but will be significantly lessoned with the possible 
proposed changes 

 it is more expensive to build a flat roof, but is also quite an improvement from the original 
submission and a good compromise for everyone. 

 
Board 
 

 If the applicant is making changes to the plans that are less than the requested 
variances, are those are deemed acceptable? 

o Rachel MacDonald, Planning technician; Yes, as long as the changes made 
were less than what was requested in the proposal, they would have all the 
notified neighbours sign the building permit to signify that they were made aware 
of the proposed changes and were presented to them. 

 What do the neighbours have to say about the proposed changes to the alternate 
options for the roof? 

o The understanding that the owner had (as he wasn’t at the meeting where the 
changes were proposed) was that they wanted the height of the roof to go down 
about 1’6” to match their railing height, which is just too great of an amount for 
them to handle in their design, and had too much of an effect on cost and of 
finished product. 

 Is the existing house height now noted in the plans?  
o Yes 

 Does the height variance only exist due to the addition of the garage? 
o Yes it does, they do not believe that a variance would be needed at all if the 

garage was not there. 
 
Notified neighbours 
 
Peter Schionning, 735 Front Street – Is not affected by the height at all, but feels it is more of a 
principal issue. They are not only asking for height variance but also asking for a 3 story 
building, and seemingly because there is an economic hardship. When Peter built his house he 
had to blast 100 truckloads of rock out to build. That being said he feels as though people 
should know what they are getting into before they decide to purchase and build. Would also 
like to suggest that if they build a flat roof house that they do not support this type of structure as 
you can add on parapets which can be two feet high as they don’t count as part of the height 
equations.  The mono slope design is probably the best for the neighbour’s point of view. 
 
Allan Burch, 448 Wilson Street and 422 Edward Street – Very opposed to height variance as the 
building right next to applicant is a huge monstrosity and if this project was built as proposed it 
would totally block the sunlight from his yard. Also feels the ceilings could be built 8ft high and 



 

 

not 9ft, as it just is not necessary for them to be that high or the house that big for the size of the 
lot. 
 
Kyle Goulet, 740 Russell Street – He owns the home immediately north of proposal. There are 
two variances for height and number of storeys, and feels that there are no hardships that really 
exists. Levelling the area further is possible, as is reworking the design of the home. Utilizing a 
flat roof, making one less bedroom, or further opportunities to make changes would make the 
house comply with City regulations. They bought their home with the expectation that the zoning 
of the property beside them would go forth without variance and it seemed to be a reasonable 
assumption. If this proposal goes forth as presented it will greatly reduce his value and 
enjoyment of his home, they will totally lose their view, and although they are supportive of 
variances, they do not think they should be detrimental at the expense of many property owners 
that are around them.  The property that he lives in should have never been granted a variance, 
and because of that believes that two wrongs do not make a right.  The roof would really affect 
his view regardless of whether it is flat or not. 
 
Rick Crawly, 742 Russell Street – He owns the home immediately north of the proposal as well 
but is the western view and view to the Olympic Mountains. He would not be directly affected by 
the build as he does not have southern exposure but is not sure why it cannot be built on the 
exact same footprint as it was before, as it doesn’t seem necessary to build as proposed.  He 
shares the view of Kyle in regards to the variances and proposal and is not supportive of it.  Has 
concerns on the effect parking for the street as the street dead ends and is already jammed up 
from the existing rental units that are located on the street. 
 
Public portion of the meeting closed 
 

 They would not be able to enter the home from the garage if it was moved up  

 Pushing the house closer to the road would require the house to request another 
variance 

 Drawings are marked with applicant achieving an 8% grade on driveway so the Board 
clarified that what the drawings indicate are correct in reference to this 

 Applicant marked the plans with the flat roof design as the plans that are to be built if 
approved by the Board today 

 
Board 
 
Moved:  Rus Collins Seconded:  Margaret Eckenfeld 
 
That the following variances be allowed: 
 
 
Part 1.2.4 a   Relaxation for height from 7.60m to 7.98m and for storeys from 2 to 3. 
 
 

     Carried (unanimous) 
 
Meeting Adjourned: 1:03pm 
 


