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Co11ndl on ,\t:g\1:;L J/1 1 1971, ;1pprnvcd the ncqui::i.lion t'f thv r.ubject: 
property which ii-. rciqui.r,'.d fl,r the cxp;rn:,ion of nonsor P~n·l:. 

The Chief Building lnspcct:0r nclvis(•s thnt the sul,jcct d,,·clling, 
which w,1s coils tructed in ] 915, has DL~cn rccogniZ('tl over thl~ yc-ars 
as u legal-nonconforminG building in th~t it contains three suites 
on property 1:hJd1 is 2011<~d ncsidc.nt:i nl R5, which all.mm for single 
family dwell fogs, nncJ two Lmily d1-:cll ings when they co~ply with 
Burnaby Zoninf; ny--lnw N'o. 11742, Section 6,ll(h). 

Moreover, this three-suite dwcllin~ docs 'not now conforr.1 to 
construction rcquiremcntn of the present Building By.:l&w. 

The Municipality answered an inquiry in July, 1968, wj_th the 
stntceent tl!"!l: 11 •••• the nonconfondn6 aspects about this building 
may be continued, but no chanr;es, s tructurol or otherwise, m:iy be 
made in the building \dthout tile nonconforming ,!Spccts being re1::oved 11 • 

The Chief BuilMng Inspector recom:nencls that: tlw J>iunicipality not 
become owner and operator of n buiJdin~; \,'hich departs su;1stant:L1lly 
from current .by-laws. Ho believes tlwt the risks of op:21:at:ing such a 
building, plus the cconrn:1:i.cs of the buJ.ldiug's operation, far outweigh 

· reasons to retain the building for any length of time based on rieed 
.~or hou~:i.ng acco~nodation. 

The Land Agent advises that should the~ Hunid.pal:i.ty consider renting ; 
the three suites, approxi1.iately $1,500 1:iay lwve to be spent for i 
,refr:lgerutors and stoves. The previous O\·.'IHff C!Xerd.scd his right to 
remove the e:-:i.s ting applianees whe.n lw vaca tecl the pre1;1i:;t'S on 
October 10, 1972. 

P.1st exper:i.ence with the rental of n dwellin6 in 1-:hi.ch r~orc than one 
tenant is included shrn,·s that the Hunicipality :i.s frequer:tly called 
upon to arhi tn:te the fi.nnl sctt:J.c:;n2nt: of disputes, even though a 
llanager has been assigned to protect the intcrc~Jts of the Municipality. 
Such incidents of course contribute to overall administrative cost of 
the tenancy. 

The rental per suite wici1out appliances would be about $95 per nonth 
less compensation to the Hanar;er. 

The Land Ar,ent believes that the Municipality could be t',:2ccd wi.th 
substantial r.:·:pcncJitures to rnai.nt:n.:in the e:•:istinr~ incon·,c~ horn the 
building, and togC!ther 1-1.Lth the ,h-:elling1s short: l:i.fo and m1ticipnted 
ncl1:1J.ni,;tr.ativci problE!r.lS I cannot rccomwnnd th(: continuance of' thL, 
rental of suit:0s. 

The Parl:fi and Hccrcaticm Cor.·1::ri.ss:!.on offered the usn of the dwelling 
to tlw South r:urnnhy :•km I fi CJ uh M; :i tr:rnpon:iry foci.11. t:y for tlw. 
st:orngc.! of c.squJpmrmt: und otlic!r purpo::;r,~;. The CJ.uh dc!cll.nr•d Lht, offt,1·, 
flncl llw Comm I r,,;·Lon nt its rn,LiU.ng on ::ovc..nnhc!r 15, 1972, t·o11c:urrC!d wHil 
J.tH f;t:;iff r'.!co111:1wndatJ011 thnt tilt·! cl1!l!llinp, IH! dc•1,1oli HltL!<l, 
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