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COUNCIL CORRESPONDENCE UPDATE TO NOVEMBER 24, 2021 (8:30 a.m.) 

 

Correspondence 

(1) 3 submissions, November 17-20, 2021, regarding Non-Medical Cannabis Retail 
(Referred to the December 15, 2021 Council meeting) 

(2) 2 submissions, November 17 and 22, 2021, regarding Ambleside Dundarave 
Business Improvement Association 2022 Budget 

(3) 2 submissions, November 17 and 23, 2021, regarding Councillor’s Motion 
regarding Fossil Fuel Non-Proliferation Treaty 

(4) C. Peters, November 18, 2021, regarding “Child Sex Trafficking is a problem 
on the North Shore- Rotary presentations” 

(5) 4 submissions, November 18-23, regarding 1552 Esquimalt Avenue Infill 
Development Proposal 

(6) November 19, 2021, regarding “Fences” (Reconsideration of Boulevard 
Encroachment Permit Application for 6560 Nelson Avenue) (Received at the 
November 22, 2021 Council meeting) 

(7) November 19, 2021, regarding “Water Main Construction on Taylor Way” 

(8) November 19, 2021, regarding Inglewood Care Centre Renovation 

(9) D. Watt, November 21, 2021, regarding “To Mayor & Council [please forward]” 
(Proposed Arts & Culture Facility) 

(10) Committee and Board Meeting Minutes – Gleneagles Community Centre 
Advisory Committee meeting October 14, 2021; Art Museum Advisory 
Committee meeting October 19, 2021; West Vancouver Memorial Library 
Board meeting October 20, 2021; Board of Variance hearing October 27, 2021 

Correspondence from Other Governments and Government Agencies 

No items. 

Responses to Correspondence 

No items.  
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From:
Sent: Monday, November 22, 2021 8:36 AM
To: correspondence
Subject: Council review of ADBIA Levy 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address . Do not 
click links or open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e-mail is 
suspicious, please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

> 
> Dear Mayor and Council, 
> I am  very puzzled as to why the Member Funded ADBIA budget is under
> review again? It was reviewed in May 2022. The Director of Finance was satisfied with budget and approval was
recommended. It is very unusual that  the ADBIA is being reviewed twice in six months. I cannot think of why this is the
case since the business community is in support of the ADBIA and the budget received approval in May? It would be
remiss, if the review is the result of possible  personality conflicts,  personal agendas or to diminish the voice of the
business community.

> By supporting the ADBIA, you are supporting us!

> 
> WHY EVERY COMMUNITY NEEDS A BIA: 

> Our business association has been successfully promoting small independent businesses in the Ambleside and
Dundarave area for the last 5+ years. Prior to that we had  NO representation.

> The ADBIA has done much needed, progressive work on behalf of small business owners. We need their advocacy to
create a strong and distinct image for our neighborhood shopping areas and to help us compete and stay viable in the age
of e-commerce and big box retailing.

> The ADBIA's  "It Takes A Village" campaign, has made a noticeable difference to our business and community spirit in
general - we are hearing from many clients that they are making a concerted effort to keep their shopping dollars local.

> The ADBIA advocates on our behalf when it comes to major changes that directly affect Ambleside and Dundarave
Village centers BEFORE they are implemented without our input.

> Many of us may not be able to afford to live/vote where we work, but
> our commercial rents include a significant amount  of property tax and therefore we are also stakeholders in our
community. I realize that the District will still receive property taxes even if bricks and mortar retailers disappear, but that is 
not how a healthy and vibrant community is built.

> We need the support and advocacy of the ADBIA, so we can concentrate on what we do best: running our businesses.

> Sincerely,

> West Vancouver BC
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Looking forward: I would like this type of Roundtable to be a template for other communities in BC. 
BC is decades behind all other Provinces in Canada for addressing this crime. 
Therefore sex buyers and sex traffickers act with impunity in BC. 
There is no law enforcement or public awareness in BC. 
Ontario is investing hundreds of millions of dollars to stop it, and BC is investing hundreds of thousands of dollars. 

NOTE: I have made 176 presentations in BC since March, triggered by the Kamloops mass grave discovery.  Communities are 
connecting the dots on the Harm caused to Indigenous women and girls in the sex indsutry; addressing this issue today will prevent 
abuse and murder tomorrow.   
We cannot have another Robert Picton, Highway of Tears, MMIWG. 

I look forward to hearing from you, 
Sincerely, Cathy Peters 
BC anti‐human trafficking educator, speaker, advocate 
Be Amazing; Stop Sexual Exploitation 
beamazingcampaign.org 

North Vancouver, BC s.22(1)
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3. How can the DRC and ACDI committees vote in support of the proposal when recommendations have
been noted? It is my understanding that the applicant would work with staff on the recommendations
coming from a committee; however, are the recommendations binding or optional for the developer? I
know that these committees do not determine the outcome of a proposal, but does it make sense for them
to support it if they have recommendations that could change the design of the proposal? Should it not
come back to these committees at some point in the process before going to Mayor and Council?

4. The first public notice about this proposal will occur three weeks before the public sessions that have been scheduled for
December 7 and 9. This does not constitute sufficient advanced notice. It is an onerous process to review the architectural
and landscape plans that are posted on the District website, let alone having the time to communicate with the committees
and/or Mayor and Council should someone wish to do so. While these meetings are already posted on the District calendar
and project page (as of November 17), the notice is yet to appear in the North Shore News and residents have not yet been
notified - which actually makes the timeline less than three weeks before the meetings.

I also note that the two meetings will be virtual and each of one hour’s duration . One hour is likely not enough 
time to have a robust discussion and Q and A session, especially if the applicant takes time to make a 
presentation. As well, virtual meetings are not appropriate for a development proposal where the public needs to 
see actual drawings and a model of the buildings (reviewing them via computer is awkward and requires using 
the zoom feature to make them big enough to see). During the two public meetings the sessions were more of an 
“open house” and also included 3D models and large drawings that were more easily viewed. Most of all, there 
will be people that cannot access the virtual meetings because they either do not have the technology or will not 
know how to connect to the meetings.  

The link to the virtual meetings requires participants to register, which is not in and of itself unusual. However, 
participants have to provide their full name, email address and home address which in this kind of potentially 
contentious situation may very well discourage people from participating because they fear retribution - 
especially tenants in Ambleside Towers. And will registration be limited to a certain number of people? 

As of November 18, the website also says that the project information will be coming soon. How soon? How 
can people register without being able to access the proposal on the site? The longer it takes to put the 
information up, the less time registrants will have to study it.  

 Is this the applicant’s decision or the District’s? Hybrid meetings are possible. Masks, vaccines and limiting the 
number of people indoors at one time or proper distancing would make in person meetings possible. 

 In 2018, the developer provided notice to the tenants in his Ambleside Towers building. Notices were placed 
under people’s doors and information sessions were offered. There was also a sign erected on the corner of 15 th 
and Duchess. Given the paramount importance of this proposal to tenants living in his building, how is it that 
this time around, they have not been informed in advance – the proposal was submitted in July! 
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calendar and project page (as of November 17), the notice is yet to appear in the North Shore News and 
residents have not yet been notified - which actually makes the timeline less than three weeks before the 
meetings. 

The two meetings will be virtual and each of one hour’s duration . One hour is likely not enough time to have a 
robust discussion and Q and A session, especially if the applicant takes time to make a presentation. As well, 
virtual meetings are not appropriate for a development proposal where the public needs to see actual drawings 
and a model of the buildings (reviewing them via computer is awkward and requires using the zoom feature to 
make them big enough to see). During the two 2019 public meetings the sessions were more of an “open house” 
and also included a 3D model and large drawings that were more easily viewed. Most important, there will be 
people that cannot access the virtual meetings because they either do not have the technology or will not know 
how to connect to the meetings. Is the virtual meeting format the applicant’s decision or the District’s? Hybrid 
meetings are possible. Masks, vaccines and limiting the number of people indoors at one time or proper 
distancing would make in person meetings possible.  

I also note: In 2018, the developer provided notice to the tenants in his Ambleside Towers building. Notices 
were placed under people’s doors and information sessions were offered. There was also a sign erected on the 
corner of 15th and Duchess. Given the paramount importance of this proposal to tenants living in his building, 
how is it that this time around, they have not been informed in advance – the proposal was submitted in July! 
The building manager was contacted to ask if and when tenants would be notified and did not respond. Tenants 
are unable to contact the building owner or his staff (about this or any issue) – neither voicemail or email are 
ever acknowledged or answered.  

 West Vancouver 
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length.  Apparently they intend to show a video first. Just how much time will be left after the 
video for any concerned tenants of Ambleside Towers and neighbours to ask questions and have 
them answered? Also many people do not have the technology or the apps to participate.  I 
believe that these Public meetings should be held in person (with masks and appropriate 
distancing ) so that all those who are interested may attend.  

Update  - On November 23, 2021 postcards were received  via mail from the 
Developer.  The postcards gave very little information about the development and mostly 
provided information regarding the upcoming Virtual meetings. Similar to the District's website, 
this Developer mentions the Projects website.  IT IS 2 WEEKS EXACTLY TO THE FIRST 
PUBLIC MEETING AND THE DEVELOPERS' WEBSITE IS STILL NOT OPERATIONAL !! 

The existing tenants in Ambleside Towers and also tenants/owners in the surrounding buildings 
(4 multi-storey buildings with hundreds of people)  all have MAJOR concerns about this project 
and we should be given adequate time and opportunity to prepare our questions and to receive 
answers from the Developer. 

It's unconscionable that this Applicant is attempting (and is being allowed) to rush this massive 
project (which is being "squeezed" into such a small area) through the Districts' processes with 
no consideration to the people who call this neighbourhood - HOME ! 

Thank you 

West Vancouver 

s.22(1)
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Oct 4/21: 

'As I am sure you have noticed, the road restoration planned for the end of September was 
postponed due to the heavy rain we were experiencing at that time. We are currently in the 
process of working with our contractor to reschedule this work. Once there is a confirmed 
timeline for the work we will send out an email update to the Taylor Way Water Main project 
subscribers.' 

Sept 23/21: 

Thank you for understanding that staff will not be responding to any further emails on this 
topic. 

Mayor and Council, as a resident of Cedardale and the District for over 34 years I do not apologize for 
bringing such issues to District attention.  I consider the subject issues not only safety issues but also 
issues affecting the wheel alignment for all vehicles passing over the problem pavement areas 
(including mine).  While to be clear I have not been told not to report such issues, the lack of action is 
frustrating.  But you can experience for yourself the pavement issues by taking a ride up and down 
Taylor Way from Keith Road to Marine Drive and ask why these issues should have been left 
unattended for literally months.  I must admit, as with especially certain members of Council, Taylor 
Way is an ongoing concern of mine for a variety of reasons and I must admit to more than once 
bringing safety issues to the District attention including the Rogers Fibre Optic Infrastructure Upgrade 
which left the eastern sidewalk especially again from Keith Road to Duchess Avenue in a dangerous 
condition during installation and took literally months to get completely repaired by Rogers despite the 
project having been approved BOTH by MoTI and the District.  Strikingly familiar to the current 
situation with the subject project.  But this time the responsibility of this Project belongs solely to the 
District of West Vancouver (paid for my Park Royal Mall), but also approved by MoTI which, unless 
action to make even needed temporary repairs, heaven forbid, may well too be put off until the 
Spring of 2022?  

Before writing this to you, I contacted Miller Capilano who have been contracted by MoTI and are 
responsible for Taylor Way from "curb to curb".  A senior officer advised by phone that he was 
personally well aware of the current situation on Taylor Way having passed over the various areas 
himself.  He advised the road surface areas I mention here are not up to Miller Capilano 
standard.  He also made it clear however that the issues are the responsibility of the District of West 
Vancouver who received approval from MoTI for the Water Main Replacement Project and to whom I 
should address my request for suggested/important/needed repairs.  I have not yet put in a call to 
Michael Braun, Operations Manager, Howe Sound and Sunshine Coast to ask for his advice not 
wishing to take him away from giving his full attention to the many disasters I am advised he is 
currently facing with flood waters. 

It is somewhat strange that I first became aware of this District Project when I got a personal call from 
Community Relations to ensure that I and the Cedardale neighbourhood were aware of the Water 
Main Project and suggested I/we subscribe to get updates on the District web site - which I 
did.  Strangely however while I received various updates the last was on Sept 21/21, I do not 
recall having personally received the November 2021 Update shown above?  It has been made 
very clear to me that the Engineering Department is very aware of the ongoing condition of the 
temporary repair of the road surface, have inspected same, and have full confidence in the 3rd party 
contractor employed by the District to do and maintain the temporary and perform the permanent 
road restoration the latter at least is now to be delayed due the the weather until the Spring of 2022.  
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To conclude may I respectfully suggest that the Mayor and Council review/discuss the current 
situation with Staff at the following locations which according to Miller Capilano require 
attention.  Miller Capilano advises the only repair that can be done now is to apply a product called 
"cold patch", which unfortunately will not last and such repairs will require ongoing attention until 
Spring  2022. 

1) A pot hole has formed on the Taylor Way road surface on the northbound lane of Taylor Way just
north of Marine Drive.

2) There is a sinking of the Taylor Way road surface on the right hand (northbound) lane at the corner
of Taylor Way and Clyde Avenue.   "a sharp jolt to the wheel alignment of a vehicle"

3) There are a series of major road sinkings of the Taylor Way road surface on the left hand
(southbound) lane just north of the Taylor Way and Marine Drive intersection.  "like a roller coaster
ride in the family car and a sharp jolt to the wheel alignment of a vehicle"

4) There is a major sinking of the Keith Road road surface on the eastbound curb lane of Keith Road
within a few feet of the Taylor Way and Keith Road intersection involving two (yellow) gas line
accesses (Fortis).  "like a roller coaster ride in the family car and a sharp jolt to the wheel alignment of
a vehicle"

Regards, 

 West Vancouver, BC s.22(1)s.22(1)
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I am concerned, that given we live in the day of Zoom meetings, it doesn't provide adequate input from all who care. 
 I am hoping that Council will choose a Public Forum to give the public the confidence 

that those who wish to have input, are in fact encouraged to do that. 

I look forward to being provided a genuine opportunity to provide my concerns. If I do not support what has been proposed, that 
should not be interpreted as I am not in support of new facilities being considered. 

West Vancouver itself, may have a number of wealthy residents, but that doesn't mean that the Municipality is wealthy. 

Most Sincerely, 
W. Dave Watt  Publishing my name is fine.

 West Vancouver property owner. 
 West Vancouver, B.C. 

s.22(1) s.22(1)
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER 
BOARD OF VARIANCE HEARING MINUTES 

VIA ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION FACILITIES 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 27, 2021 

BOARD MEMBERS:  Chair L. Radage and Members I. Davis, S. Sanguinetti, 
D. Simmons, and R. Yaworsky attended the hearing via electronic communication
facilities.

STAFF:  P. Cuk, Board Secretary; and T. Yee, Building Inspector, attended the hearing 
via electronic communication facilities. 

1. Call to Order

The hearing was called to order at 5 p.m.

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT

1. all remaining Board of Variance hearings for 2021 be held via electronic
communication facilities only;

2. the Municipal Hall Atrium be designated as the place where the public may
attend to hear, or watch and hear, the Board of Variance hearing
proceedings; and

3. a staff member be in attendance at the Municipal Hall Atrium for each of the
scheduled hearings.

CARRIED 

2. Introduction

Staff introduced the Board Members and described the hearing procedure.

3. Confirmation of the Agenda

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the October 27, 2021 Board of Variance hearing agenda be approved as
circulated.

CARRIED 

(10)(d)
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4. Adoption of the September 22, 2021 Minutes 
 

Chair Radage referred to the minutes of the Board of Variance hearing held on 
September 22, 2021. 
 
It was Moved and Seconded: 

THAT the September 22, 2021 Board of Variance hearing minutes be adopted as 
circulated. 

CARRIED 
 
5. Time Limit of Board of Variance Orders 

 
Chair Radage read out the following statement regarding Time Limit of Order 
Approving a Variance and noted that the time limit applied to each application 
approved by the Board: 

 
“Pursuant to section 542 of the Local Government Act, if a Board of Variance 
orders that a minor variance be permitted from the requirements of the bylaw, 
and the Order sets a time limit within which the construction of the building or 
structure must be completed, and the construction is not completed within that 
time, the permission of the Board terminates and the bylaw applies. Orders of 
this Board of Variance that permit a variance specify that: if construction is not 
substantially started within 6 months of the issuance of the Building Permit, the 
permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT in 
the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a 
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts), 
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the 
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the 
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention, 
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be 
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner.” 

 
 
6. Application 21-026 (4680 Piccadilly North) 
 

Staff confirmed the following requested variances regarding a proposed dwelling: 
a) 1.61 m to Combined Side Yard Setback 
b) 0.35 m to Minimum Side Yard Setback. 

 
Staff informed of written submissions received for this application prior to the 
Board of Variance hearing. 

 
Written submissions received: 

 
 
 
 

SUBMISSION AUTHOR SUBMISSION DATED # 

Redacted October 13, 2021 1 
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Staff provided permit history of the subject property. 
 

J. Keate (NJ Keate Home Designs Inc., representing the owner of 4680 Piccadilly 
North) and A. Mielty (4680 Piccadilly North) described the variance application 
for a proposed dwelling. Staff and J. Keate responded to Board members’ 
questions. 

 
Chair Radage queried whether anyone else had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application. Staff informed that no one else had signed up 
to address the Board regarding the subject application. 
 
Members of the Board considered: 

 All of the submissions; 

 Whether the application was for a minor variance that did not 

- result in inappropriate development of the site 
- adversely affect the natural environment 
- substantially affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent land 
- vary permitted uses and densities under the applicable bylaw; or 
- defeat the intent of the bylaw; and 

 Whether compliance with the bylaw would cause the applicant undue 
hardship. 

 
Having read the application dated September 17, 2021, including the applicant’s 
letter, plans and all other related documents, and having read the statutory 
Notice of Hearing for the subject application, and having inspected and/or viewed 
images of the subject site, and having heard the submissions of J. Keate and  
A. Mielty: 

  
 It was Moved and Seconded: 

THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would be caused to the Applicant by 
compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 21-026 regarding a 
proposed dwelling at 4680 Piccadilly North with variances of: 

 1.61 m to Combined Side Yard Setback  

 0.35 m to Minimum Side Yard Setback 
BE ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated September 13, 2021 submitted with 
the application; AND THE BOARD FURTHER ORDERS THAT if construction is 
not substantially started within six months of the issuance of the Building Permit, 
the permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT 
in the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a 
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts), 
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the 
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the 
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention, 
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be 
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner. 

CARRIED 
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7. Application 21-027 (2432 Ottawa Avenue) 
  

Staff confirmed the following requested variances regarding a proposed power 
pole (accessory structure): 
a) 6.9 m to Front Yard Setback  
b) 1.1 m to Minimum Side Yard Setback  
c) 3.6 m to Accessory Building Height.  

 
Staff informed of written submissions received for this application prior to the 
Board of Variance hearing. 

 
Written submissions received: 

 
  
 
 
 

Staff provided permit history of the subject property. 
 

M. Oonchi (2432 Ottawa Avenue) described the variance application for a 
proposed power pole (accessory structure). Staff and M. Oonchi responded to 
Board members’ questions. 

 
Chair Radage queried whether anyone had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application.  
 
B. Cytrynbaum (West Vancouver) referred to a written submission, spoke in 
opposition to the requested variances, and commented regarding: the potential 
danger of electromagnetic fields; past and potential future damage to a nearby 
tree; and the ecological value of trees; and responded to a Board member’s 
question. M. Oonchi provided information regarding maintenance of the nearby 
tree. 

M. Cytrynbaum (address not provided) spoke in opposition to the requested 
variances and commented regarding: past damage to a nearby tree; and the 
potential danger of electromagnetic fields; and requested that the Board defer 
consideration of the application until the safety of nearby electromagnetic fields 
could be confirmed. 

 
Chair Radage queried whether anyone else had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application. Staff informed that no one else had signed up 
to address the Board regarding the subject application. 
Staff responded to a Board member’s question. 
 
Members of the Board considered: 

 All of the submissions; 

 Whether the application was for a minor variance that did not 

SUBMISSION AUTHOR SUBMISSION DATED # 

Redacted October 26, 2021 1 

Redacted Undated 2 
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- result in inappropriate development of the site 
- adversely affect the natural environment 
- substantially affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent land 
- vary permitted uses and densities under the applicable bylaw; or 
- defeat the intent of the bylaw; and 

 Whether compliance with the bylaw would cause the applicant undue 
hardship. 

 
Having read the application dated September 27, 2021, including the applicant’s 
letter, plans and all other related documents, and having read the statutory 
Notice of Hearing for the subject application, and having inspected and/or viewed 
images of the subject site, and having heard the submissions of M. Oonchi,  
B. Cytrynbaum, and M. Cytrynbaum: 

  
 It was Moved and Seconded: 

THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would be caused to the Applicant by 
compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 21-027 regarding a 
proposed power pole (accessory structure) at 2432 Ottawa Avenue with 
variances of: 

 6.9 m to Front Yard Setback  

 1.1 m to Minimum Side Yard Setback  

 3.6 m to Accessory Building Height 
BE ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated September 1, 2021 submitted with 
the application; AND THE BOARD FURTHER ORDERS THAT if construction is 
not substantially started within six months of the issuance of the Building Permit, 
the permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT 
in the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a 
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts), 
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the 
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the 
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention, 
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be 
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner. 

CARRIED 
 
8. Application 21-028 (3127 Travers Avenue) 
 

Staff confirmed the following requested variances regarding a proposed dwelling, 
accessory building, and mechanical equipment: 
a) 6.3 m to Front Yard Setback (Principal Dwelling) 
b) 5.9 m to Front Yard Setback (Accessory Building – Sauna) 
c) 2.3 m to Side Yard Setback (Mechanical Equipment – AC Units) 
d) 6.7 m to Front Yard Setback (Mechanical Equipment – Pool Mechanical 

Equipment). 
 

Staff informed of written submissions received for this application prior to the 
Board of Variance hearing. 
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Written submissions received: 

  
 
 
 
 
 

Staff provided permit history of the subject property. 
 

H. Heyvaerts (AC86 Design Inc., representing the owners of 3127 Travers 
Avenue), L. Buksevics (3127 Travers Avenue), and E. Buksevics (3127 Travers 
Avenue) described the variance application for a proposed dwelling, accessory 
building, and mechanical equipment and responded to Board members’ 
questions. 

 
Chair Radage queried whether anyone else had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application. Staff informed that no one else had signed up 
to address the Board regarding the subject application. 
 
Members of the Board considered: 

 All of the submissions; 

 Whether the application was for a minor variance that did not 

- result in inappropriate development of the site 
- adversely affect the natural environment 
- substantially affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent land 
- vary permitted uses and densities under the applicable bylaw; or 
- defeat the intent of the bylaw; and 

 Whether compliance with the bylaw would cause the applicant undue 
hardship. 

 
Having read the application dated September 29, 2021, including the applicant’s 
letter, plans and all other related documents, and having read the statutory 
Notice of Hearing for the subject application, and having inspected and/or viewed 
images of the subject site, and having heard the submissions of H. Heyvaerts,  
L. Buksevics, and E. Buksevics: 

  
 It was Moved and Seconded: 

THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would be caused to the Applicant by 
compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 21-028 regarding a 
proposed dwelling, accessory building, and mechanical equipment at 3127 
Travers Avenue with variances of: 

 6.3 m to Front Yard Setback (Principal Dwelling) 

 5.9 m to Front Yard Setback (Accessory Building – Sauna) 

 2.3 m to Side Yard Setback (Mechanical Equipment – AC Units) 

SUBMISSION AUTHOR SUBMISSION DATED # 

Redacted October 19, 2021 1 

Redacted October 21, 2021 2 

Redacted October 25, 2021 3 
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 6.7 m to Front Yard Setback (Mechanical Equipment – Pool Mechanical 
Equipment) 

BE ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated September 22, 2021 submitted with 
the application; AND THE BOARD FURTHER ORDERS THAT if construction is 
not substantially started within six months of the issuance of the Building Permit, 
the permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT 
in the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a 
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts), 
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the 
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the 
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention, 
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be 
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner. 

CARRIED 
Member Simmons voted in the negative 

 
9. Application 21-029 (5771 Cranley Drive) 
 

Staff confirmed the following requested variances regarding a proposed addition: 
a) 1.8 m to Rear Yard Setback  
b) 3% to Site Coverage Percentage. 

 
Staff informed of written submissions received for this application prior to the 
Board of Variance hearing. 

 
Written submissions received: 

 
  
 
 

Staff provided permit history of the subject property. 
 

S. Wiedemann (Principal Architect, Wiedemann Architectural Design, 
representing the owner of 5771 Cranley Drive) described the variance application 
for a proposed addition and responded to a Board member’s question. 

 
Chair Radage queried whether anyone else had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application. Staff informed that no one else had signed up 
to address the Board regarding the subject application. 
 
Members of the Board considered: 

 All of the submissions; 

 Whether the application was for a minor variance that did not 

- result in inappropriate development of the site 
- adversely affect the natural environment 
- substantially affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent land 

SUBMISSION AUTHOR SUBMISSION DATED # 
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- vary permitted uses and densities under the applicable bylaw; or 
- defeat the intent of the bylaw; and 

 Whether compliance with the bylaw would cause the applicant undue 
hardship. 

 
Having read the application dated September 29, 2021, including the applicant’s 
letter, plans and all other related documents, and having read the statutory 
Notice of Hearing for the subject application, and having inspected and/or viewed 
images of the subject site, and having heard the submission of S. Wiedemann: 

  
 It was Moved and Seconded: 

THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would be caused to the Applicant by 
compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 21-029 regarding a 
proposed addition at 5771 Cranley Drive with variances of: 

 1.8 m to Rear Yard Setback  

 3% to Site Coverage Percentage 
BE ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated September 23, 2021 submitted with 
the application; AND THE BOARD FURTHER ORDERS THAT if construction is 
not substantially started within six months of the issuance of the Building Permit, 
the permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT 
in the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a 
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts), 
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the 
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the 
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention, 
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be 
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner. 

CARRIED 
 
10. Receipt of Written and Oral Submissions 
  
 It was Moved and Seconded: 

THAT all written and oral submissions regarding the following Board of Variance 
Applications: 

 Application 21-026 (4680 Piccadilly North); 

 Application 21-027 (2432 Ottawa Avenue); 

 Application 21-028 (3127 Travers Avenue); 

 Application 21-029 (5771 Cranley Drive); 

up to and including October 27, 2021, be received.  
CARRIED 

 
11. Public Question Period 
 
 There were no questions. 
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