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APRIL 25. 1Q67

A Pub lic  Hearing was held in the Council Chambers, Municipal H a ll,
W 5  East Grandview-Douglas Highway, Burnaby 2, B.C., on Tuesday, A p r il  25,
1967, at 7:30 p.m., to receive representations in connection w ith the fo llow ing  
proposed amendments to "Burnaby Zoning By-Law 1965":

PRESENT: Reeve Emmott In the Chair;
C ou nc illo rs  D a il ly ,  Herd, H icks 
and Lorimer

ABSENT: C ou n c illo rs  B la ir ,  Corsb ie,
Drummond and McLean

HIS WORSHIP, REEVE EMMOTT, ou tlined  the procedure which Council fo llow s in 
connection w ith rezonings, includ ing  the purpose o f a Pub lic  Hearing,
In add it ion , he suggested the desired  method fo r  the p u b lic  to express it s  
views in regard to the proposed amendnents. He emphasized that the object 
o f a Pub lic  Hearing was fo r  the members o f Council to l is te n  to op in ions given 
and not to make dec is ion s.

A. PROPOSED REZONINGS

(O  FROM RES IDENTIAL DISTRICT ONE (R l) TO GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (M2)* 

Reference RZ #31/67

(a) Lot 14, D .L. 10, Plan 26451
(b) Lot " F " ,  Explanatory Plan 13626, Blocks " E "  & "A ",  D.L. 10, Plan 3321

(Located in the area bounded by Government S tree t, Brighton Avenue,
Lougheed Highway and the W esterly lim it  of Gaglardi Way, th is  lim it  
being approxim ately 1,350 feet East o f Brighton Avenue)

M rs. D. Raymer. 8434 Government S t re e t , wrote ind ica tin g  he rq jpo sition  to 
the rezoning and expressing the opin ion  that the area would be better developed 
re s id e n t la lly .  She c ited , in support of her op in ion, the nuisance a lready being 
experienced by the residents o f the area by the no ise  emanating frem the 
Columbia T ra i le r  development.

Mr. L. Ramsey. 3567 Brighton Avenue, spoke and expressed h is  opposit ion  to 
the rezoning. He a lso  ind icated h is  concurrence w ith the views expressed in 
M rs, Raymer1s le tte r. He urged that Council take the w ishes o f the residents 
o f the area in to  account when dealing w ith the ap p lica tion .

As a re su lt  o f a question from Mr. Ramsey, the Planning D ire cto r  ou tlined  the 
uses permitted under the M2 zoning category. He a ls o  provided some comparisons 
w ith the type of uses permitted under Heavy In d u stria l D is t r ic t s  (M3).

Mr. Ramsey then made reference to the Community Plan proposals fo r  the Govern
ment Road -  South Burquitlam D is t r ic t  of the m un ic ipa lity  that were adopted by 
Council in 1959. When he suggested th is  Plan Ind icated that land West from 
Keswick Avenue was shown as re s id e n t ia l,  the Planning D ire cto r advised that 
the Community Plan provided fo r  the future use o f the subject property as 
Manufacturing,

Mr. I. Raymer, 8434 Government S tree t, then spoke and expressed opposition  
to the proposed rezoning. He suggested that what had been acceptable in 1959 
under the Community Plan was, due to changing cond itions and circumstances, 
perhaps not appropriate  now. He added that the re s id e n t ia l character of the area 
should be taken in to  consideration  by Council.

Mr. Raymer a lso  stated  that,as Gaglardi Way is  destined to travel through the 
area, in d u str ia l development adjacent to it  would present an undesirab le 
impression to v i s i t o r s  and others using th is  Highway.
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He fu rth e r  remarked that in d u str ia l development 
to land South o f che ra ilw ay. in the area should  be confined

th"; ^ y mer suggested too that a buffe r be provided between the creek t ra v e rs in g

p a t i b M iw  I f ' r h qU?SV ° ?  D r ' 9hton Avcnue !n order to m inim ize the ineem- p a t ib i1 i t y  of the in d u s tr ia l and re s id e n t ia l development,

6750 Car:b°° Road- enquired as to when h is  p roperty would 
be rezoned. He ind icated  that he was not opposed to the re zo n in gp ro p o sa l 
a t hand i f  h is  property was to  be like w ise  rezoned.

Mr. Phippen was adv ised  that, w h ile  the s itu a t io n  mentioned by him could be 
appreciated, any rezon ing o f h is  p roperty was not contingent upon the proposal 
now under co n s id e ra t ion .

S. Bourne, 3527 B righ ton  Avenue, next spoke and 
w ith those who were opposed to the rezon ing.

expressed concurrence

(2) fftOH RESIDENTIAL D [STRICT TV/0 (R2) TO GENERAL INDUSTRIAL D ISTRICT (M2)

Reference RZ #5*1/67

I f ei ! ° U£h °f , the N° rth  60 feet o f  aU  Pr°Pe rty W in g  on the South s id e
o f Lougheed Highway between Sp r in ge r  Avenue and the in te rse c t io n  o f Douglas Road 
and Lougheed Highway,

l r . W. R, Wa lin g ,  2190 Douglas Road. appeared and sta ted  he was speaking on 
beha lf o f a l l  the property  owners whose land was involved  in the proposed 
rezon ing in support o f the p roposa l. He ou t lin e d  some o f the d i f f ic u l t ie s  
that the p roperty  owners had experienced as a consequence o f the dual zonina 
o f th e ir  p ro p e rtie s .

Mr. W a llin g  re ite ra te d  some o f  the p o in ts  which he had made in an e a r l ie r  
subm ission  to Council when the rezoning proposal was i n i t i a l l y  considered.

Mr. W a llin g  a ls o  suggested that, w h ile  the owners regarded the proposal at
hand to be su p e r io r  to that which c u r re n t ly  e x is t s ,  i t  was considered  that it  
would be even be tte r i f  the 20- fo o t  s t r ip  that would remain was rezoned in the 
same fa sh ion  u n le ss  i t  was on ly  intended to se rve  as a setback, and there would 
be no problems w ith  the Department o f Highways when the owners endeavoured to 
ga in  access from the Lougheed Highway fo r in d u s tr ia l developments.

(31. . FROM RESIDENTIAL D ISTR ICT  TOO (R2) TO INSTITUTIONAL D ISTRICT fP ll

(a) Reference RZ #13/67

Lot 91, D .L. 83, Plan 23684

(Located a t the South-W est corner o f Chappie C rescent and G ilp in  S tree t) 

Mo one appeared in connection w ith  t h is  p roposa l.

(b) Reference RZ #44/67

Lots "A "  and "B " ,  B lock  14, D .L. 83. Plan 18867

(Located on the North s id e  o f G ilp in  S tre e t  from a po in t approxim ate ly 
■ feet East o f Mahon Avenue Eastward a d istan ce  o f 114 feet)

The owner of the p roperty, Mr. S . C h r is t ie ,  and f iv e  o th e rs , sutroltted a p e t it io n  
opposing the rezoning p roposa l. They expressed th o ir  concurrence w ith the 
P lanning Departm ent's recommendation that the " s p o t "  rezonlng o f the p rop ertie s  
should  not be fa vourab ly  considered,
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!lr. C. H a rr . A rc h ite c t , spoke on behalf of h is  c l ie n t .  Hr. N.P.S. Sch im l, who, 
he explained, held an interim  agreement to purchase the property, subject to 
i t  being rezoned to the in s t itu t io n a l D is t r ic t  (P i) category.

He expressed consternation  that the owner o f the property was opposing the 
rezoning proposal, e sp e c ia lly  when he (the owner) had entertained the agreement 
mentioned.

Mr. Marr advised  that it  was proposed to b u ild  a Day Care Centre, which would be 
very s im ila r  to a school.

He indicated that the struc tu re  envisaged would, in appearance, be s im ila r  to 
that o f a house and be qu ite  compatible w ith the type and c la s s  o f homes in 
the surrounding area.

Mr. Marr a ls o  submitted that the Day Care Centre was s im ila r  in nature to 
a k indergarten. In support of h is  contention that such development was qu ite  
compatible w ith re s id en tia l land use, he pointed out that Council had rezoned 
other property in the m u n ic ipa lity  to In s t itu t io n a l when i t  was located in c lo se  
proxim ity to re s id en tia l development.

Mr. Marr a lso  presented a le tte r  from Mrs. B. W. Ralne, 5758 G ilp in  S tree t, in 
which she expressed support fo r  the rezoning proposal.

(*0 FROM RES 1DENT1AL DISTRICT FIVE (R5) TO MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT 
THREE ( R M 3 ) ----------------------------------------------------------

(a) Reference RZ //1/67

Lots 3 to 10 in c lu s ive , B lock 26, D.L. 32, Plan 7911

(Located at the North-West corner o f Royal Oak Avenue and Irv in g  Stree t)

The app licant. G il le y  Real E state  L im ited , submitted a le tte r  ad v is in g  that 
th e ir  c l ie n t s  were prepared to s a t is f y  the p re req u isite s  that Council estab
lish ed  in connection w ith the rezoning proposal.

(b) Reference RZ tf9/67

Lots 30 and 31, C lock t®, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 1936

(Located at the North-East corner of Imperial S tree t and S i lv e r  Avenue)

The app licant. Mack Realty  Company Lim ited, wrote and indicated that the 
p re req u isite s  Council e stab lished  fo r the rezoning would be s a t is f ie d .

(c) Reference RZ #12/67

Lots 1 and 2, R .S.D. 2, S.D. 11/13, Blocks 1/3, D.L. 95N, Plan 1796

(Located a t  the South-East corner of Balmoral S tree t and Hall Avenue)

The__aoP.licant, Gateway Realty  L im ited, wrote and advised that the p re req u isite s  
to the rezoning would be sa t is f ie d .

(d) Reference RZ #26/67

Lots 2 to 7 in c lu s ive , B lock 26, D.L. 32, Plan 7911

(Located on the North s id e  o f Irv in g  Stree t from a point 150 feet West 
o f Royal Oak Avenue Westward a d istance of 300 feet)

Mr. C. H, Morgan, 5055 I r v i ng S t re et, spoke and stated  that, though he was not 
re a l ly  opposed to the rezoning, he was concerned about the po ssib le  adverse 
e ffe ct  the rezoning m ight have on h is  property, in e laboration, he explained 
that, i f  h is  property was to be rezoned in a l ik e  manner, and he was, in add ition
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i°/f t*h* « ' - r ' ? 3 ° v ewt°- s t ™ .

X ^ Z u L S . ' ^  Horgan?:<OSte<* t0 fU rn iSh  CouneM with a ™  on the

(e) Reference RZ # 27/67

Lots 1 to 4  in c lu s iv e ,  S.O . 35, B lock  49, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 4513

s Iu ? h es!d e Sor M end ‘>! tc een thS ' l0rth  S id e  0 f  lmPe r io I S tre e t  and the

..........* ~ ™

a . ^ u ^ g . r a ' a . - g s s * " “ •

l i i M P i i i S f S
f

Mr. Gotland was a ssu red  that t h is  would not be the case and rha- •„

(f)  Reference RZ #35/67

( i )  Lots "D "  except E.105 feet; " D " E i  o f E .105 feet-
DWa o f E.105 feet, a l l  o f  B lock  48, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 8659

( M )  Lots 23 and 24 except East 10 fee t, B lock  48, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 1437

(Located a t the N o rth -East corner o f Im perial S tre e t  and W illin gd o n  Avenue)

(g) Reference R7 * 38/67

Lots 10 and I I ,  R .S.D . 2, S.D . 11/13, B locks 1 and 3, D .L. 95, Plan 1796

(Located on the North s id e  o f A reo la  S tre e t  from a po in t 132 feet West 
o f Walker Avenue Westward a d istan ce  o f 132 feet)

n f 'i - h ' F ‘ Schm' dt-J—7-27_7_A_rcola j j t re e t ,  spoke and sta ted  that he was in favour 
charaedPfo r° ?h  rez0? " ? 3 .  p ro v id in g  he o r other adjacent owners were not 

unde9; 1 o n s ^ a t i o n 7 C' n9 P re req U is ite S  C° " " ected w ith *h .  rezoning proposal

covered i bv°^hedann l- t ^ Se C° " d it io n s  on 'y  a ffec ted  the owner o f the property 
charqes o f  £he k in d '-n  \ - He w? s a , s 0  adv ised  that Council could  not impose 
charges o f  the kind in question  w ithout the a sse n t o f the persons involved)

^ r ^ h e H; i ^ f ^ Y d e-b^ f ^ ^  spoke and w -
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(5) FROM RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT (R5) TO GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (C3)

Reference #51/67

(a) Parcel "A "  Explanatory Plan 5733, S.D. 27, B lock 6, D.L. 153,
Plan 1768

(b) Lot 28, B lock 6, D.L. 153, Plan 1768

(Located at the North-West corner o f Hazel S tree t and Sussex Avenue)

The app licant, Beedic Construction  Company L im ited , v/rote seeking fu rther 
Inform ation regarding the p re req u isite s  to the rezoning, p a r t ic u la r ly  in 
respect o f the co sts  involved .

Mrs. R. K. Conway. 4653 Hazel S t re e t , spoke and Indicated that she favoured the 
rezoning, p rov id ing  s u f f ic ie n t  o f f - s t re e t  parking was provided. She advised 
that parking on Hazel S tree t was creating a se riou s problem and consideration  
should  be given th is  matter before Council approved the ap p lica tion .

The Planning D ire cto r pointed out that the plans fo r the proposed development 
provide fo r o ff-stree 'c  parking f a c i l i t ie s .

Mrs. R. NacPhaden, *>611 Hazel S t re e t , enquired as to the intended use of the 
property.

On being advised that it  was proposed to construct an o f f ic e  b u ild in g  on the 
s ite ,  she asked what other uses were allowed under the zoning regu la tion s.

The Planning D ire cto r  then rec ited  the uses permitted under General Commercial 
D is t r ic t  (C3)•

Mrs. MacPhaden expressed the op in ion  that, w h ils t  it  would be very de s irab le  
to have an o f f ic e  b u ild in g  of the type indicated, she did not want to see 
a se rv ice  s ta t io n  or any other automotive development located on the s ite .

(6) FROM RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT FIVE (R5) AND COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (C2) 
TO GENERAL COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (C3)

Reference RZ #50/67

(a) Lot 1 Sk. 6692, Block 24, D .L 's  151/3, Plan 2001
(b) Lot 1 except Pel, "A ",  Expl. Plan 6692, B lock 2k,

D .L 's  151/3, Plan 2001
(c) Lot 2 S.33 feet, Blk. 24, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 2001*
(d) Lot 2 except S. 33 feet, B lk. 2k,  D . L 's  151/3, Plan 2001
(e) Lots 3 to 6 in c l. ,  Block 2k,  D .L 's  151/3, Plan 2001
(f) Lots 28 and 29, B lk. 2k,  D .L 's  151/3, Plan 2001
(g) Lots 30 to 32 in c l.,  B lk. 24, D.L. 152, Plan 2001
(h) Lot 1 except F i l in g  65298, Blk. 25, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 2000
( I)  Lot 2 except Pci. "C "  Explanatory Plan 9064, B lk. 25, D.L. 152, Plan 2000
(j) Lot "C "  Expl. Plan 9064, S.D. 2 and 3, Blk. 25, D .L 's  151/3, Plan 2000
(k) Lot "A " ,  B lk. 25, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 6387

(Located w ith in  the area between the West s ide  o f Nelson Avenue and the East 
s id e  of Fern Avenue from a point approximately 200 feet South of the junction  
o f Nelson Avenue and Fern Avenue Southward along the West s id e  of Nelson Avenue 
a d istance o f 537 feet, and from a point approximately 245 feet South of the 
same junction  along the East s id e  of Fern Avenue Southward a d istance of 332 feet}

Mrs. M, K, MacFarlane, 6507 L i ly  Avenue, spoke and expressed approval of the 
proposed V i  zoning.
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(7) FROM NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL D ISTR ICT  fe ll  TO RESIDENTIAL D ISTR ICT  FIVF I r O  

Reference RZ flLO/67 

Lot 1, B lock  2, D .L. 130, Plan 11990

(Located a t  the Sou th -Ea st  corner o f Broadway and Holdom Avenue)

K r a v it z , the ap p lican t, urged that Council approve the rezoning vc 
because the development proposal fo r  the s i t e  was th e 'b e s t  p o ss ib le  land use.

<8) £E°H ..NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL D ISTR ICT  (C l) TO GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT Cm?!

Reference RZ #3/67

Lot MCN, S.D. 2B and 3, B lo ck  1, D .L. 77, Plan 1319^

(Located on the South s id e  o f Lougheed Highway from a po in t approxim ate ly 150 
feet West o f S p e r lin g  Avenue Westward a d istance  o f 511 feet)

Hr. J. Condon, 6861 H astings S t r e e t , spoke and expressed h is  approval o f the 
proposed rezoning.

(9) FROM NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL D ISTR ICT  (C l) TO INSTITUTIONAL D ISTR ICT  fp il  

Reference RZ #8/67

Lots 5 and 6 , B lock  k ,  D .L. 68 , N.W. part, Plan 980

(Located a t the Sou th -Ea st  corner o f Laurel S t re e t  and Boundary Road)

Xhe ap p lic an t, the Reverend J, 0. C arson , wrote and ind icated  that they were 
prepared to  comply w ith  the p re re q u is ite  to  the rezon ing, but would delay 
a c t io n  on the matter u n t il  a f t e r  the P u b lic  Hearing.

0 0 )  FROM COMMUNITY COMMERCIAL D ISTRICT (C2) •*! MULTIPLE FAMILY RFS i d f n t i a i  
D ISTR ICT  TWO (RH2) ---------------------------------------------------

(a) Reference RZ #152/66

Lots  3 and k  except P lan 15900 AND Lot 5, a l l  o f  S .D . "A "  and "D ",  
B lock  1, D .L. 207, Plan 13300

(Located a t the Sou th -Ea st  corner o f Pandora S tre e t  and In le t  D rive )

X __E, E l l i o t t  C on struc tion  L im ited, the a p p lic a n t , wrote and adv ised  that they
were prepared to s a t i s f y  the p re re q u is ite s  to  the rezoning.

Mr. J. Wyman, 7169 Maureen Crescent, rep re sen tin g  the Lochdale Ratepayers ' 
A s so c ia t io n ,  spoke and made reference to p rev iou s ob jection s that had been 
re g iste re d  when a s im i la r  rezoning proposal was being considered fo r  the 
C rescent Auto Court property.

He asked:

(a) a re  p lan s fo r  the proposed development to be subm itted fo r  C o u n c il 's  
approval as a co nd it io n  o f  the rezon ing?

(b) how many s u it e s  are  intended to be b u i l t ?

(c) a re  the three lo ts  to be developed in conjunction  w ith  the apartment 
proposal fo r  the C rescent Auto Court s i t e ?

(d) a re  a l l  the ob je ct ion s ra ise d  by the Lochdale Ratepayers ' A sso c ia t io n  
la s t  year in connection  w ith the "C re scen t Auto C ou rt" rozoning proposal 
belHg borne In mind by Courts!I?
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The N ann in g  D ire c to r  advised that the developer was not being required to 
produce development plans fo r  approval by Council.

He a ls o  mentioned that the next rezoning proposal on the Agenda involved 
property adjacent to the Crescent Auto Court s it e ,  and the p re req u isite  to tha. 
rezoning was that tha land be consolidated  w ith the Crescent Auto Court property.

The developer stated  that i t  was planned to erect 20 apartment su ite s  on the 
property.

H is Worship pointed out that th is  Hearing was not the la s t  p lace people could 
make representations in regard to rezoning p roposa ls. He explained tnat 
Council s t i l l  has to consider By-Laws covering the rezonings and can, a t that 
time, en terta in  fu rthe r subm issions.

nr. A. Gov of the Lochdale Ratepayers1 A sso c ia t io n , spoke and enquired as to 
whether an a rch ite c t  had been employed to prepare plans o f the proposed 
development.

The Planning D ire cto r  advised that the developer had retained the same A rch ite c t  
that had been employed fo r  the Crescent Auto Court s ite .

The developer stated  that apartment proposal fo r  th is  property would be very 
s im ila r  In  appearance to that being b u i lt  on the Crescent Auto Court property.

He added that a development p lan  had been submitted to the M u n ic ip a lity  already.

(b) Reference RZ #2h/67

That portion  o f Lot 5 except Plan 15900, S.D . 1, B locks 1 and 2, 
D .L. 207, Plan 1*032, ly in g  East o f In le t  D rive

(Located on the East s id e  o f In le t  D rive  immediately 
lane N orth -East of the in te rsec tion  o f Hastings Stree

N orth -East of the 
t and C l i f f  Avenue)

Hr. A. Gov aqain spoke and stated  that v i r t u a l l y  the same po ints o f concern 
mentioned in connection w ith the previous item app lied  to th is  one.

Mr. Go-/ then made reference to  tho fu ture  development o f H astings S tree t in to  __ 
a fou r-lane  highway os a n entrance to the Simon Fra se r U n ive rs ity .  The s p c c in c ^  
suggestion  from Mr. GO'/ was that, because t h is  road w i l l  be one o f the access routes 
to  Simon Fraser U n ive rs ity ,  arrangements should be made to  provide boulevard treat
ment fo r  the centre of the road.

i t  was appreciated that the subject property does not abut any port ion or tr.e > 
proposed road. However, s ince  th is  property is  to  be developed in conjunction wi.n 
the Crescent Auto Court land and th is  s i t e  touches a part or Hastings S tree t, ...e 
view was expressed that perhaps the developer should be required to deoicatena 
portion  o f th is  s i t e  fo r  tha eventual widening of Hastings S tree t i f  t h is  e^'-ta 
width is  deemed necessary to  accommodate the boulevard treatment mentioned e a r l ie r .

The Planning D ire cto r was asked to  o f fe r  h is  views on the arorementioned 
and whether the fu ture  creation  o f the connecting road mentioned should be aorr.e 
In  mind when conside rin g  a l l  tho ram ifica tion s re la t in g  to  the development o - 
apartments on tho Crescent Auto Court s id e  and the ad jo in in g  subject Lo. 5

Mr Y/vman again spoke and once more made reference to  the past opposit ion  to 
the rezoning o f the Crescent Auto Court s it e .  He reviewed the po ints made at^ 
that time and suggested that tho same cond it ions which were imposed then be attache! 
to the proposal a t hand, e sp e c ia lly  the one in vo lv in g  the subm ission o. su ita b le  
development.

Ho a lso  stated  that tho Lochdale Ratepayers’ A ssoc ia t ion  would be opposed to 
the In tru sion  o f apartment development in to  re s id en tia l areas.

(11) FROM SERVICE COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (C1:) TO SPECIAL INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (1.^1

Reference RZ //15/B7 - -  Lot "A ",  Block 10, D.L. S1* .  Plon 22^37
" (Located on the South ( Id o  of Grifivnor S tree t from

o po in t 226 feet v/usf of Ktftgswey Westware a 
d ls ta n a i of

Mo ono appeared In cr .flection with thl< fdjtonir.j
i ) u  i
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(!2 ) FROM SERVICE COMMERCIAL D ISTRICT (C4) AMO RESIDENTIAL D ISTRICT FIVF iRFl 

TO INSTITUTIONAL fPIT ---------------------------------------- ----------L

Reference RZ #32/67

Lot 7, D .L. 34, P lan 049

(Located on the North s id e  o f Kingsway from a po in t 124.6 feet 
West o f Patterson  Avenue Westward a d istance  of 124 feet)

Hr. 0, C. H osk ins, 5607 Patterson Avenue, spoke and advised  that he had no 
ob jection  to the rezon ing proposal but wished to know the extent o f the 
conve rs ion s and a d d it io n s  that were to  be made to  the e x is t in g  stru c tu re .

The P lanning D ire c to r  d isp layed  a p lan  which ind icated  that the ad d it ion s  
were not w ere‘not e x te nsive  in  nature.

I t  was pointed  out too that the b u i ld in g  was Intended to  be used as a church, 
which would include normal a n c i l la r y  uses.

FROM MANUFACTURING D ISTR ICT  (ill)  TO GENERAL COMMERCIAL D ISTRICT (C3l 

Reference RZ ft47/67

(a) Lots 1 and 2, S .D . "A " ,  B lock  11, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 5989
(b) Lot 4, B lock  11, D . L 's  151/3, P lan 1191
(c) Lot "A "  except South 200 feet, B lock  12, D . L 's  151/3, Plan 3384
(d) Lot "B " ,  except n . 16.5 fe e t and except South 200 feet, B lock  12, '

D .L. 153, P lan 3334
(e) Lot "C " ,  except South  200 fee t, B lock  12, D .L. 153, Plan 3384

(Located on the South  s id e  o f Kingsway between W illin gd o n  and Kathleen Aven1.'-.]

Dominion S to re s  L im ited, the owner, subm itted a le t te r  in support o f 
the rezon ing p roposa l*

Hr. T. M ie ld , 5925 Kathleen Avenue*spoke  and enquired as to  the fu tu re  use that 
was intended fo r  the s i x  lem aining lo t s  a t  the South -W esterly  co rner o f 
Kingsway and Kathleen Avenue,

The P lanning D ire c to r  adv ised  that he considered  the best use fo r  t h is  property 
was h igh  d e n sity  commercial development such as is  allow ed under the General 
Commercial D i s t r i c t  (C3) zon ing category.

The P lanning D ire c to r  a ls o  ou t lin ed  the uses perm itted under M anufacturing 
D i s t r i c t  (H i).

0 * 0  FROM SHALL HOLDINGS D ISTR ICT  (A2) TO GASOLINE SERVICE STATION D ISTR ICT  (C6) 

Reference RZ #36/67 

Lot 2*>, D .L. 70, P lan 26566

(Located a t the N o rth -Ea st  corner o f  S p e r lin g  Avende and Lougheed Highway)

Hr. F, G.. Moore o f Standard O il Company, owner o f the subject property, spoke 
and adv ised  that the purpose o f the rezon ing was to m erely make the use 
c u r re n t ly  being conducted on the property  conform ing.

D, PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT
It  is  proposed that the term "G ra in  E le v a to r s "  be deleted from Sec tion  4*03.1(13) 
and replaced by the words "Cargo  Handling and W ta j^ Fac  i J i t i e s " .

Mr, J, Haio de B. F a r r i s ,  rep resen tin g  GoodwlrrJohnson. L td .,  spoke and

X/


