ITEM
MANAGER'S REPORT 1/0.
COUNCIL MEETING 3,

,Re: ﬁEVIEW OF RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY STANDARDS
: (ITEM 9, REPORT NO. 49, JULY 21, 1975)

Following is a report from the Director of Planning dated July 13, 1977
containing a review of the current situation with regard to occupancy ;
- standards under our present by-laws and recommendations for certain changes. '
7 For the information of Council, a copy of the previous Manager's Report
. which is referred to in recommendation no. 3 of the following report and which
- deals with the question of restrictive covenants is attached. - e

- RECOMMENDATIONS: .
'fi;¢: THAT Council'adbﬁt'théirecommgﬁdatidhé of the;Diréétéb_of Plénningiiniy.“f
. as contained-in the report dated July 13, 1977. = oo

. 2.3 “THAT'Cbuncil,passfthe‘following’resoLution,whithwould'bécome,fﬁ A
~- ‘“effective immediately upon its.passage: = . . o
f ’VUThe‘Municipal7Cduﬁcil;dQesfhéPébeaﬁthobiZe;the‘MayorAande i;¢ S
" . Clerk to execute.on behalf of the Corporation those covenants
- that involve limitations on.the occupancy of single-family =
v“f‘add»twd-family:dwelliﬁgs,gpurguantftoﬁsectionHQRAﬂofitheﬁ
s Land Registry Act.!'o oo o0 i i e

- Planning Department - i
o July 13, 1977

- Our File #02,240

_Section 104/105 .

MUNICIPAL MANAGER

DIRECTOR OF PLANNING

A REVIEW OF RESIDENTIAL OCCUPANCY STANDARDS

BACKGROUND

A number of matters concerning residential oceupancy standards in the
municipality have been the subject of n consgiderable amount of discussion
in the Council and between a number of munigipal departments. The
Building Department hasg contributed significantly to this report, and
comments have also heen made by thq Treasury, Legal and Iingineering
Dopartments, '

Undor the existing Zonlng By-law vegulations, the term "in-law suito

is deflned as meaning one or more habitable rooms constituting n solf-

contained unit, and used for living and sleeping purposes hy the parents
or grandparents of the ocoupants of the dwelling,
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A notice of motion was considered at the November 3, 1975, Council
meeting to amend this. deﬁmtlon to permit sons and daughters, as well -

as parents or grandparents, of the occupants of the dwelling to be accom-
modated in an in-law suite. A resolution was adopted that the subject
matter be referred to the Planning Department for conSIderatxon and
report to the Council.

L More recentlv, the Councﬂ on October 25, 1976, as‘:ed the followmg_« L
. motion with respect to the fourplexing problem: "That the Planning R
o Department bring in a report endeavouring to alleviate the problems of
. -.basement suites being placed in duplexes thereby creatlng 1llega1 four-:
plexes " It was also suggested that some way be found to advise people

- ‘as'to the purchasmg of illegal sultes, which as shown in the- followmg 7
.. extract from.a February 1977 report are estlmated to total 3, 920 in o

- number

. COUNCIL MEETING July 18/77

_ 'MANAGER'S REPORT NO.

~ "An estxmate of the number of 1llega1 smtes in R4 and R5 sttmcts,
s and other areas of Burna};y : :

The followmg breakdown is estnmated for: smgle and two farmly ’
dwellmg umts thhm the vanous resxdentxal zomng desxgnatxons L e

: %of Umts e No of. Umts

' ;'{1 180 I‘f:ﬂff,jj i
| 7 082

- Totél e

',The Bu11d1ng Department estxmates that roughly 15 percent of the e
- dwelling units in R4 and R5 Districts contain illegal suites, to
provide a possible total for these zones of approximately 2, 920.
Of this number, it is estimated that approximately 635 units have -
been constructed in the four year period from 1973.to 1976, In
the R1, R2, and R3 Districts, it is considered that about 10 per-
cent of the dwelling units contained illegal suites (i.e. approx. -
1,000). This would provide an overall total of 3,920 illegal suites
in the municipality. The approximate nature of these estimates
should be emphasized, since no formal survey has been made. "

While there are a number of factors which have contributed to the illegal
suite problem, the Building Department reports that the most significant

is considered to be one of economics, For example, semi- detached, two
family dwellings aro often overbuilt with full area, above-ground basements
not used in conjunction with the main floor dwelling unit, The unused bagse-
ment is enpable of belng roughed in and finished to duplicate the layout of
the main floor dwelling unit. Single fomily dwellings are similarly over-
built, but the conversion of hasements In this case is not as prevalent as

it is in the ense of two family dwellings,
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This overbuilding has, in many instances, required the purchaser to supple~
ment his income in order to meet the resulting high payment obligations by
renting out excess building space not required for the principal dwelling
unit. The situation has been seized upon by the speculative builders to
the point that now the majority of single family dwellings and most two
family, semi-detached dwellings are prepared with extra space capable of

. - providing rental income. This condition is growing very rapidly throughout

“ - the entire Lower Mainland Area. -

COUNCIL MEETING July 18/77 |
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) It is’ consxdered that part of this 111ega1 suite problem can be attnbuted to th'
current Zomng By-law definition of "family' which include: ''an individual
or two or more persons . related by blood, marriage or adoption, or.a group

.of not more than five unrelated non-transient persons, living together asa

‘smgle non-profit group ina housekeepmg unit and including. servants

. employed upon the premises." In addltxon, ‘the by-law permits a max1m1m

‘" of two boarders or lodgers to be accommodated within each unit and, under
e ,certa.m condltlons, the prov151on of an m-law smte for the parents or grand— S

R parents of the occuplers of a dwelhng. ‘ :

. _f"’I‘he v1ew has been expressed that these standards (part1cularly the mclusmn g
. offive unrelated persons) have resulted in an unacceptable number of L
o ,,occupants ina bmldmg and glven rlse to numerous complamts from ad_]acent

’;’property owners. S s - : ,

There is an obv10us and close relahonshxp between 1n-law su1tes the matter i
“of. fourplexmg and what is considered to constitute a "family", " ‘These matters, Lo
- 'as well as the problems mvolved in the collectmcr of water charges and. the
V.,fquestmn of the form of legal achon to be taken with- respect to the removal
I :';'of illegal smtes are 1ncluded in the report which follows :

= ‘.REGULATIONS IN OTHER MUNICIPA LITIES

e The Planning Department has contacted the nelghbounng mumcipahtxe
the Lower Mainland Area seeking information on existing regulatlons, :
problems which have been encountered, as well as views and comments on

matters relating to residential occupnncy; It would appear that illegal -
suites are, to varying degrees, a problem in all ot these municipalities. .

In New Westminster most convertible unit areas have already been turned
into suites. - Some of these are legal conversions of single family dwellings,
which like Burnaby, are permitted in'certain zones subject to the meeting
of specified by-law standards, There is, on the other hand, a known illegal
suite problem. It was further mentioned, in this regard, that the lack of
sufficient staff made policing and by-law enforcement difficult,

North Vancouver City Counell has stated that it is opposed to additional
suites of any’kind in single family or two family dwellings and have instructed
" that they be entirely prohibited, While it is acknowledged that an illegal

suite problem doos exist, the existing municipal staff is insufficient to

actively pursue this matter, However, tf complaints are received, or

if the inspectors come across an {llegnl sulte in the courde of Inspections,

the owners of the dwelling arve notified that the suite must he removed, A
gimilar sitvation applies to North Vancouver District judging by the commentg
rocelved from that municipnality.

To denl with the prohlem of llegn! oceupaney and, speelfteally whoro {llegal
gultes exiat, Rlchmond Counell got up a standing Housing Committeo two
years ago with directions to thig commilloo Lo study the situntion and make
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recommendations to Council., The Housing Committee-has recommended a
policy of enforcement against illegal occupancy arid a housing inspector
has recently been hired to gather evidence of these contraventions of the
by-law.

July 18/77

Richmond has also adopted a policy for a tightening up of administrative
procedures and unit designs. This has been reflected in a recent amend-
ment to the zoning by-law definition of ""two family dwelling" in an attempt .
to curb the illegal convérsion of duplex units into fourplex units by imposing
more stringent design controls. These regulations place restrictions on
the bulk of a bu11d1ng and on the number and location of kitchen fac111t1es

" MANAGER'S REPORT NO.
 COUNC!'L MEETING

Delta has been experiencing an 1ncreasmg number of complamts about the -
- illegal occupancy of smgle family and two family dwellings in recent months
“As a result -a special committee of Council has been estabhshed to look 1nto o
: the matter and in partmular to deal W1th the questxon of 111egal su1tes :

. The Surrey Counml, in August 1975, adopted a’ program mmed at the phasmg [
- out of 111ega1 suites. Sultes in existence prior to that date are deﬁned as temp- )
S orary dwelhng umts whlch must be l1cenced and removed by Aug‘ust 1 1980

S Vancouver has had what 1s termed as a "legal smte" problem smce World S
- Warll when many. people 1nsta11ed add1t10nal quarters: followmg a relaxatlon R

2 of the" ex1st1ng regulations. Wlth regard to 1n—1aw sultes, these : are per—,”

s'mltted under conchtmns of ”hardshlp" W1th the approval of Councll

/Mummpahtles whmh currently have spemﬁc m—law smte regulatlons mclude :
~oin add1t10n to Burnaby, Port’ Moody, West Vancouver .and Rxchmond 3’“De1ta,
- which formerly pernutted 1n—law smtes, has recently passed an. amendment
: *Vmaldng them 1llega1 This: achon was taken as a result of enforcement prob—" :
o lems and concern about the growmg number of 111ega1 sultes 1n the mummpality

B Port Moody and West Vancouver provision has been made for the accom- ke
" modation of sons and daughters and their spouses and dependent chlldren,
~as well as the parents or grandparents, of the occupiers of the property.
- In both municipalities in-law suites are permitted only in single family dwel-
lings. In addition, a permit is required from the municipal Building Depart-

ment, which must be renewed annually and provision is made for the removal
of the suite once it has been vacated by the persons whose names appear on the
initial application, West Vancouver requires a $25. 00 fee for an initial
application and a $10, 00 fee for annual renewals thereafler, .

In Richmond, the in-law suite regulations provide for the accommodation of
parents, grandparents or the spouse of the nominal head of the dwelling unit,
as well as for a son or daughter who is physlcally handicapped or mentally
digabled, . The in-law suite occupancy is limited to a maximum of three per-
song. However, the deflnition of who could he accommodated was not broad-
ened to include other related persons because of the fear of aggravating
further an already difficult Illogal suite problom,

With regard to the question of what epngtitutes a "family', most munieipalities
contacted limit tho number of unvelated persong who can make up a "family"
to three, The permitiing of up to two hoarders or lodgers per dwelling unit

ig also quite common., In North Vancouver City the two hoarders or lodgevs
are permitted only In a single famlly dwalling.
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, MANAGER'S REPORT NO.
ILLEGAL SUITES AND WATER SERVICE CHARGES COUNCIL MEETING  July

In the matter of water rates, Burnaby Waterworks Regulation By-law 1953,
By-law No. 3325, defines a "duplex house or "double house' as any building

used or designed to be used by two families. This is quite an old by-~law and it . -
“is suggested that this definition, together with others dealing with residential
accommodation, be amended to conform with those in the Zoning By—law.' L

A smgle famlly -residence’is assessed $42.00 annually for water and $50 00 for
sewers. - Each unit formlng a two family dwelhng is assessed $31.50 for water
and $37 50 for sewers. Advice to Treasury. respectmg the construction of a
» “two family dwelling or the construction of an in-law suite is in the form of the
' building permit 1ssued Homes ‘with in-law’ sultes are treated as two fam1ly :
dwelhngs for water and sewer rating purposes. as is the case in the’ nearby -
commumtxes perxmttmg in-law smtes, namely Vancouver, Port Moody,
‘ Rxchmond and West Vancouver :

The recent actlon of the Treasury Department in convertmg apartment bulldmgs G
o to) flat water and sewer rates showed that there were 20 duplexes being metered. . .~ =
S Each contains ‘three to- four umts They are m the process of bemg converted

'to ﬂat rates. ‘*&17_; SR I ~

: ’?'Z'In the matter of assessing and collectmg water rates on bmldmgs that do no :

‘, :\conform to building and zoning regulations, it should be noted:that this would
" not preclude a’ munmpahty from collectmg 1ts revenues. This has’'been checke’d I
il,,;with the Legal Department . , T L T M

Y ‘In the: matter of enforcement 1deally there should be a street by street’ 1nspec-,. Sk
. tion'of existmg single family and duplex res1dences by the Bulldmg Department
S “to determine whether or.not. there are non-conforming su.ites in use, Orders
o ;should be issued to upgrade the. suites where the zoning will permit, and in-
“all others the use should be ordered to be discontinued. From this will flow
‘ building perrnlt data from which Treasury may enforce collection of the requlred ,
~ ‘water and sewer charges. This would, of course, require additional staff, -
' However, the extra revenue collected should be more than enough to pay for
the cost of the inspections. The cost of hiring an additional Building Inspector
would, for example, range from $12, 000, 00 to $14, 000, 00 annually, :

‘IMPLICATIONS oF INCREASED RES’IDENTIAL USAGE

The intent of the resolution to broaden the present vegulations to permit sons
or daughters, as well as parents or grandparents, to occupy an in-law suite
is presumably to increase the range of accommodation available to younger
people in the community.

While the increasing of in-law suite usage would provide nssistance for some
people, there are other aspects Involved which could croate a considerable
number of problems, Such a relaxation of current standards could, if taken
advantage of on a fairly widesproad bhsis, result In increased densities and
an overloading of community facilities, as well ag eroding the intent of the
Zoning By-~law to provide for and maintain single family residentlal districts
in the munleipality. A reduction of prosent standards would also result in

a goneral feeling of overcrowding, bring more tra ffle into residentinl arong
and ereate a nead for the provigion of additional off~streel parking spaces,
Those adverse fnetors would very likely apply to a much greater dogree if
the regulations wore changed to permit the occupints of an in-law sulte to he
young ndults rathor than parents or grandparoents,
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A further consideration is that the purchase of a home is a family's major
lifetime investment in many cases and any Zoning By--law amendments which
might adversely effect the livability and peaceful enjoyment of their propertles
are likely to be met with a considerable amount of opposition.

The Building Department, which is responsible for administer'mg the in-law
suite regulations, has indicated that ever increasing difficulties are being
encountered with the enforcement of the Zoning By-law in the area of illegal
suites and that while in-law suites are not necessarily illegal su1tes, the vas
' ‘majority of offenders turn to the term "in-law suite' as their first excuse
when apprehended. There is also an apparent trend towards the prebuilding
of accommodation on the speculation that it will obtain "in~law" approval ‘
The broadenmg of the present in-law suite regulations to allow occupancy by
- a wider range of persons will add considerably to the problems of by-law *
enforcement and almost-certainly result in mcreasmg numbers of 111ega1
'smtes in the mumc1pal1tv

| MANAGER'S REPORT NO.
- COUNCIL MEETING July 18/77

- It is well known that growing numbers of duplexes are being constructed in -
j the mumclpahty which provide for the possibility 'of future fourplexmg witha = -
‘minimum’ of alteratxon ~In fact, the Bulldmg Department reports that the = S
e fmaJonty of newly constructed semi-detached, two family dwelhngs are four- i
. plexed, largely due to the inability of the Corporation to refuse the issuance .
. of finishing permits for the excess space represented by the above- ~ground full '
T basements. "The development of: fourplexes on lots intended for two famxly
S use mcreases densities. to proportlons more charactenstlc of garden (RMI) :
. apartment areas. This has, 'of course, a considerable impact on two famxly
~residential dlstncts, parhcularly when it is considered that the maJonty
of the e:ustmg housmg in these areas 1s composed of smgle famlly dwellmgs :

RESIDENTIAL OCCU’PANCY CONTROL CONSIDERATIONS

B MIt ls mterestmg to note that in most of the ne1ghbour1ng mumc1pa11t1es contacted
policing and by-law enforcement have been mentioned as serious problems. ;
This is not to infer, however, that more stringent measures would not improve
oursituation in Burnaby, - These could take the form of strengthening existing
_ in-law suite regulations, the provision of a more restrictive definition of "family"
and, possibly, by controlling occupancy through the introduction of more effec~
tive dwelling unit regulations, as in the case of Richmond,

In the matter of Zoning By-law enforcement, the amendment of Section 7.7
(penalties) is suggested in order to bring the terminology into conformity
with current practice. In this respect, the replacement of "Magistrate"
by "Provincial Court Judge' is proposed.

With regard to the matter of density, it should be noted that the existing
regulations in Burnaby permit an in-law suite to be provided in both units

of a two family dwelling, One of the concerns oxpressed by the Building
Dopartment is that in-law suites provide a sought after "oponing" for circum-
venting the Zoning By-law regulations (i, e, the fourplexing of duplex units).

On these grounds, the confining of inzlaw suites to single family dwellings
is suggested, This is the caso in most other Lower Malnland munieipalities
which, hy regulation or policy, allow for in-law suite development (1. o.
Coquitlam, Richmond, Port Moody and West Vancouver),




A Review of Residential Occupancy Standards Cont'd. - Page 7

A requirement that would specify that the owner of the dwelling prov1dmg

. the in-law suite accommodation also be the occupant of the dwelling is con-
sidered desirable. Such a measure should serve to strengthen the regulations
and dlscourage illicit suite development in rental units.

There are a number of existing in-law suite regulatlons which should continue
- to form a part of any amended controls. These include the requirement for
“the taking out of a special in-law suite permlt from the Building Department,
its annual renewal together with a declaration confirming the contmumg need
for the accommodation, and the entering into a covenant with the Corporation
ensuring the removal of the suite when it is no longer required. - Other controls
~ which might be considered, include an in-law suite permit fee and the postmg
~of a bond by the apphcant to ensure the ﬁature removal of the accommodatlon.

, Wxth respect to the definition of "famlly” it-is considered that the placmg of
.. limits on the number of related persons permitted to occupy a dwelhng unit
: could well be regarded as discriminatory. On the other hand, it is felt that ..
- serious consideration should be glven to.a mgmﬁcant reductmn in the numbers
: of unrelated persons who, under the. current negulatlons, may be: accommodated
in a dwellmg unit. . This number is presently five which, together w1th two
: boarders or lodgers, could result in seven ‘adults w1th1n a single dwellmg unit.
‘ & If all of these people had automomles, this could create an undesn-able trafﬁc
and parking problem s1tuatlon 1n a resxdenttal area

: In an attempt to estabhsh a greater degree of control of bmlchng penmts for
ey ﬁmshmg lower ﬂoor (generally basement) accommodatlon in single and'two’
L famxly dwellmgs, the Bulldlng Department made" a recommendatlon to regxster

i restnctlve covenants under Section 24A of the: Land Reglstry Act m a 1eport

S to’ Councﬂ on July 21, 1975. It was felt that this would be’ the most sultable

: method of prov1d1ng a potennal purchaser with the lawful use of a. property m o

‘ advance of a transaction being made. However, this partlcular report was -
tabled by the Council pending final cons1derat10n of the proposed Zomng By—law
amendments that would reduce the lot area requirements for conversions in
R4 and R5 Districts. These amendments have now been finalized and included
in the Zoning By-Law. ‘ ' : R

- As further measures aimed at controlling the construction of basement rooms,
the Building Departinent has recently restricted the issuing of finishing permits
to owner occupiers only, as well as increasing suite inspection and enforce- -

~ ment of the existing Building and Zoning By-law regulations. . It should be noted,
however, that enforcement is brought to a standstill when Provincial Court
action ig necessary, due to pregent Court procedures.

Thig matter of the prosecution of illegal suite offenders and the subsequent
removal of these sultes, has been the subject of a considerable amount of
recent staff discussion. One of the major problems has been the length of
time Involved betwoen the Initial laying of a chargo and having 1t brought
before the Court (1, e. often 6 to 10 months 9). Such charges obviously have

a very low priority in the Courts, This has also been the experienco in
othor municipalities, .,

July 18/77

Another approach which hag been digcuased Ta the making of an application

In Supreme Court for an injunction to restrain an olfendeyr from maintatning
an fllegal suite. Although the time factor is not much better than with the ‘
prosocution mothod in Provineinl Court, the result, il successful, g auperior
in that unanthorized oceupancy can be ordoved temning itnd,

MANAGER'S REPORT NO.
COUNCIL MEETING
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In addition to the stepping up of Building Department operating procedures
and improving the form of legal action to be taken with respect to the removal
of illegal suites, the establishment of tighter dwelling unit controls should
further discourage the illegal conversion of single family and two famlly
dwelling units. This could best be accomplished by examining the current
Zoning By—law deﬁmhon of "dwelling unit", which is as follows:

"Dwelhng Unit means one or more habitable rooms constltutmg
a self-contained unit with a separate entrance, and used or
1ntended to be used together for living and: sleepmg purposes for

“not more than one family and containing a separate and properly :

‘ ventllated kitchen with a sink and cooking facilities and a bath-
room thh a water closet, wash basin and a bath or. shower. "

July 18/77

The features whlch charactemze a dwelling unit 1nclude self—-contamment -
‘a separate entrance and its use for living and sleeping purposes forone - {'
: family. Among the fac1ht1es prov1ded are a kitchen, cookmg facxhtles, i
‘a sink and a bathroom. A kitchen and cooking facﬂmes are the items w}n’,
. most effectwely dlfferentlate a: dwelling unit from other forms of accom—y‘!
- modatlon, i.e. a dorxmtory unit, a sleeping unit, ete. It is: con51dered :
1mportant however, that a dwelling unit be spec1ﬁca11y limited to one set of :
L cookmg fa0111t1es to be used on common by the occupymg famlly and that the -
i relationshlp between the terms "dwelhng unit" and "faxmly" be strengthened -
S in the Zomng By-law. Such’ measures -would be des1gned to prevent addltlonal
dwellmg umts from bemg estabhshed m smgle fam11y and two famxly dwelhngs

MANAGER'S REPORTNO.
COUNCIL MEETING

B Smce thlS may well have the effect of prohlbltmg 1n—1aw sulte development
“unless otherw1se speclﬁed the accessory use status of this: type of accom- .
modatmn should be. reﬂected m the deﬁmhons of "smgle famlly dwelhng" '
d ”1n—1aw sulte”, as well as 1n the govermng reg‘ulatlons. :

jheS PROPOSED ZONING BY—LAW AMENDMENT§

: The followmg amendments are proposed to the retrulatmns govermng resn—
dentlal occupancy 1n the Burnaby Zomng By-law. :

1‘, In-Law Suites:

1) The deletion of the existing definition of "in-law suite”
in Section 3 and its replacement by:

"In-Law Suite means one or more habitable rooms used
for living and sleeping purposes by the parents or grand-
parents of the owner-occupier of the dwelling, "

(2)  The deletion of Clause (8) under the definition of "Accessory
. Use" in Section 3 and its replacement hy:

"An necessory uge in an Rl, R2, R4, R4 or RS Diatriet may
include an in-law suite, subjcct to the following conditions;

(r)  Such an accessory use shall be permitted only within
a single family dwelling whioh is occeupled by the owner,

Not more than ong in-law sulte shall he pormittod in
uny stugle family dwelling,




A Review of Residential Occupancy Standards Cent’d. - Page 9

28
51.

The keeping of boarders or lodgers shall not be peh— :
mitted in a dwelling unit in which an in-law suite has

been provided.

The apphcant for an in-law suite shall obtain a Building
- Permit from the Building Department to construct such -
faccommodatlon, which shall meet the reqmrements of -
of the Burnaby Building . By—law, the F1re Marshall' :
kAct and the Health Act S , S

The apphcant shall obtam an. m—law smte hcence from

; ka the Buxldmg Department and sign a declaratxon that’ the :
. fm-law suite will be occupied only by his or her parents i :

or grandparents. The fee payable in respect of such
phcence shall be $95 00 v , i

, ITE:M |

_ MANAGER'S REPORT NO.

25 ,In no- event shall an m—law suxte prowde accommodatlon, S

‘for more than two persons. &

& A hcence for an m—-law sulte shall be‘ ewedannually
e and be accompamed by a fee of $10 00

(h) Applxcatmns for renewal of an'm—la,

0 , 1nclude ‘a declaratlon conﬁrmmgnthat the ‘pro ::sions of ,,
't}ns sechon’co tmue to apply 4

G eovenant with’ the’ Corporatxon,?

" of the in-law suite once the provisions’ of this section’ ,; S

. are no longer apphcable, ‘and the reversion of the lot ,

-~ to its ongmal residential use, subject to the provisionsf

~of this By-law for the zoning district m whlch such ’
bmldmg and lot are located. B

2, Definition of "Family"-

The deletion of the exisﬁng definition of "I‘amily” in Section 3 and its
replacement by

""Family means one or more persons related by blood, marriage or
adoption, or a group of not more than three unrelated non~transient
persons, living together as a single non-profit group in a dwelling
unit and using common cooking facilities, but excluding boarders,
lodgers, foster children or servants, "

3. Definition of "Dwelling Unit':

The deletion of the existing definition of "Dwelling Unit" in Section 3
and its replacement hy:

"Dwelling Unit means one or more habitable rooms constituting one self-
contained unit with a separate ontvance, and used or Intendad to hoe
used for Hving and sleoping purposes for not more than one family
and containing only one kitchen equipped with a sink, one sot of cook-
Ing facilitlos, and a hathvoom with n wauter closet, wash bagin and a
hath or shower, and nol more than one electrical sorvice, '

»;A:(:’(‘)U‘r_ic_ll MEETING jy1y 1g/77
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ITEM ‘ 28
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4, Deﬁnition of "Dwelling, Single Family': COUNC!L MEETlNG July 13/77

The. delehon of the existing definition of "Dwelhng, Single I‘anuly” . = -
in Section 8 and 1ts replacement by: SRR

S Dwellmg, Single Fannly means any bulldmg consxstmg of one dwellmg C
. unit which is occupied or intended to be occupied as the permanent o
- home or residence by one famxly only, Such a dwelling may mclude o
an 1n—-law su1te, subyect to the Accessory Use provxswns of Sectmn 3.0
of this By-law Mot e pov il

Deﬁmnon of "Dwelhng, Two I‘amﬂy" ‘

The deletlon of the e)nstmg deﬁmtmn of "Dwelhng, Two Famxlyu m '
Section 3 and 1ts replacement by - , i

: " Dwelhng, Two Famlly means any bmldmg d1v1ded 1nto two dwellmg f

units, each of wlnch is: occupled or intended to be occup1ed as the
ermanent home or resulence by one famlly only B

- Defimtlon of "Dwellmg, Mu1t1p1e Famlly”

"I'he deletlon of the msting deﬁni onk "Dwelhng Multlpl Fam1ly, in
ction 3 an' its rep e

" Dwelhng, Multlple. amlly means any bulldmg cons1'st1ng of thre or
'more dwelhng umts, each of whmh is occupled or mtended to: be
occupled as. the permanent home or resxdence of one famlly only"

: 4.}'7,4 ' Penalties"

The deletion of the terms '"Police Magistrate" "Justme of the Peace" v
~""Magistrate' and ""Magistrates' in Section 7.7 (Penaltles) and their o
replacement by: "Provincial Court Judge'!.

i \PROPOSED WATER WORKS BY—LAW AMENDMENTS

g The deletion from the Water Works By-law (By-law 3325) of the definitions
for "Apartment House", "Multiple Dwelling'!, "Boarding House", "Duplex
House or Double House'", and "Lodging House', and their replacement by

- the following:

(1) "Apartment Building means any building divided into not less than
throe dwelling units each of which ig ooccupied, or intended to be
occupled, as the permanent home or residence of one family as
distinet from a hotel, motel, auto court ox motor-hotel, "

"Boarding, Lodging or Roominfr Houge menns a dwelling in which
more than two aleeping units nro rented, with or without moenls
boing provided, to more than two and not oxceoding fifteen porsons,
other than momhers of the family of the lessoe, tonant or owner,
and excludes the propmntlon of mealsg within the rented units, "
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"Dwelling, Two Family means any building divided into two dwelling
units, each of which is occupied or intended to be occupied as the
permanent home or residence by one family only, !

"Dwelhng, Multxple I‘amlly means any bulldmg con51st1ng of three
or more: dwellmg umts, each of which is occupied or intended to be.
occupled as the permanent home or re51dence by one famlly only, "

~ MANAGER'S REPORT N0,
- COUNCIL MEETING gy, 15/77

RECOMMENDATIONS S

It is recommended

’THAT the Councll 1ece1ve the report of the Planmng Department
and request the preparatxon of a’ by-law by the Mumc1pa1 Sohmtor
to perm1t the mtroducnon of the proposed text: amendments, as .
i outhned in Sectlon "En, 1nto the Burnaby Zoning By—law, and’ that
: ‘these amendments be advanced to a Pubhc Hearmg on August 16 :

THATAItem 9, MumcxpalrManager s Report No:: 49 Councll :
«Meetmg uly 21, 11975, wh:ch recommended the grantmg of: the 4
ecessary authonty to register restnct1ve covenants for the ST
control’ of oceupancy of single family and two family dwelhngs S Sl
Lo under Sectlon 24A of the Land Registry Act be brought forward ST
e for consxderation. : 3 S S

. THAT the Council prov1de the Mumcipal Manager w1th blanket 3
approval to authorize injunction applications being- sought to restrain .
offenders from maintaining illegal suites when c1 rcumstances are
approved by the Municxpal Solicitor v

THAT the Couneil approve the adchtlon of a staif member to the
‘ Buildmg Department in order to enforce the Aoning and Building By~
law regulations and provide for the collection of water and sewer

service rates,
Féoe, ﬂ/\\/

Parr,
RBC/hf DIRECTOR OI PLANNING,

c.c - Chief Building Inspector
Municipal Clerk
Municipal Enginecr
Munieipal Solicitor
Munieipnl Treasurer
Agsistant Directoy - Long Range Planning and Resenrch

LY




'J;u_[»RECOMMENDATIONs-
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- IF\T‘Q\
i LUVIH\\L FOR 'THE CONTROL Of QCUCUPANCY tJANAGERf;REP037 49
SINGLE-FAMILY AND TWO-FAMILY DWELLINCS COUNCH. MEETING July TS
- ) u

The following report from the Chief Building Imspector contains a request for 236
blanket authority to execute a form of convenant which would have the effect of
controlling the type of occupancy that is permitted in alﬂ”le‘famllj and two- family
dﬂplllnos

0a July 7, 1975, Council gave blanklet authority to the Mayor and Clerk to execute

- restrictive covenants pertaining to the limitation of building elevations. Because -
 »covenants involving occupancy are similar in that both types are ‘somewhat numerous
~it'is recommended that covenan ts for the control of occupancy also be executed wlth- -
out the need for prior approval from Council. It is understood that if granted, e
Councilwill be requested to. extend such approval on a year to- year baSLS._,-J

;»THAT authorlzatlon be glven to execute the covenant relatlng to the

~ dwelling at. 5351 and 5353 Dominion Street .4s more bpec1f1ca11y outllned
i the Chief Building Inspector's report; and
‘5THAT Council pass the followxng resolution whlch would become effectlve
'{1mmed1ately upon its. passage- : S > i

July 18/77 -

k_"The Mun1c1pa1 Counc11 does hereby authorlze the Mayor and Clerk
.’ to execute on behalf of ‘the Corporatlon ‘those covenants ‘that

" involve, limitations- on the .occupaacy of 81ngle~fam11y and two-
B fam;&y dwelllngs, pursuant to sectlon 24A -of. the Land Reglstry
>'Act ERE S : : ;

m-
'MANAGER'S REPORT NO.

COUNCIL MEETING

Shelley,;;;;“ S
MUNICIPAL HANAGER; t~ Lo

jsubjﬁég o Single vamily and Tvo-Family Dwelling‘fM
ot control Tof] Occupancy : e

#”xhis Department continues to experience difficul:y in \ ‘
- the control of building permits applied. for by builders, -
‘ developers or other .,persons for finishing of ‘lower ... ..

< floor ‘accommodation’ generally in basements of: single-

"family or two-family dwellings. In-an effort to ‘
establish a means of control of authorized occupancy of
such buildings as ownership transfers either before
“completion of construction or immediately after com-

. pletion of constructiom, we asked the Municipal Solicitor
to prepare-a form of covenant which could be capable of
registration undexr Secctbn 24A of the Land Registry Ac:
with the Land Regilstrar., .

A covenant in regpect of property at 5351 and 5353
Dominion Street, for a dwelling being constructed thereon
by Pacific Ironwork Ltd.,, has been prepared and an
original and three coples are attached hereto,

Could you pleanse obtain blanket approval of Muniecipal
- Gounell to authorize execution of the partlcular
covenant respecting 5351 and 5353 Dominion Street, as
waell as any other covenant ofslike nature which from
time to time wmay be required to aaslat in enforecement

of regulationa of Burvnaby Zonlng By-Low, Jepal descrlp-
tlion of property at 53331 and 5353 Dowminlon Stvensc L4

Lot 33, Bloek 20 of the Novth Part of Distriet Lot 74,
Group 1, Plan 2603, N.W.D,

Yours truly,

i‘ ,/p../ ' l ‘\ ‘/\w‘

MJJtlm o M.J, JO\un;U
e CHTRRE BOTLD NG THSPRCTOR,
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’ At
THHIS INDENTURE made and entered into thlb 6 '

NO. 49

day of JU:\ o

- -

: ITEM - . 28"
BETWEEN: ; v , ‘ ’ MANAGER'S RE’PORT NO. ’ 51
A . : COUNCIL MEETING - - July 18/77

T

 REPOTT

PACIFIC IRONWORK LTD,,
- L10 North Slocan Street, Vancouver, ,
; Brltlsb Columb1a,,.- AR

g

.

| _CobNEIL MEETING  July 21/75

ITEM.

o (herelnafter called the "Grantor")

‘ov THE FIRST PART TTf;,*

‘f[THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF BUR\ABY, e
4949 -Canada Way, in the Municipality of .
?gBurnaby, P;ov1nce of Brltlsh Columbla,JJj*

”‘(here1nafter called the "Grantee")

WHEREAS. application has been made to the Buildin

'rfa0111t1eb to;create self—conta1ned sultes in the basement ,ff

-

AND WHEREAS the use of such bdsement as sultes 1s not

";ipermltted under the Burnaby Zonxng Bwaaw. -

‘ AND WHERBAS as a condltion of the grantlng of a building
" permxt the Buildlng Inspector of the Grantee has required that.
H'the‘owner of Lot 35 of Block 20 of the North Part of District Lot
- 74, Group i,‘Plan 2603, N.W.D,, covenant with the Grantee that |
vthe.said 5uilding shall not be used for the purposé of housing

any'more,than two families, and the Grantor has agreedktO‘this

.condition. .

NOW THEREFORXE TIHIS AGREEMENT WITNESSETH that in
conslderation of the proamlgses and in consilderation of the sum of
One ($1.00) Dollar now pald by the Grantee to the Grantor, the

roecalipt whefaof 1s horeby ncknowledgoad, the Grantor does hereby

R37

D




" COUNCIUMEETING July

MANAGEBSREPORTNO ey
COUNCIL MEETING 5,1y 18/77

covenant and agree with the Grantee, pursuant to‘section 24A‘Of‘
‘the Land Reglstry Act, that the Grantor ‘shall not use the saxd
5,:basement as self—contalned au1tes and 1n any event not to use
‘;the sald 1ands for any purpose other than to house a max1mumcaf%

‘ftwo famllles. N

That the expre551ons Grantee and Grantor hereln

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Grantor{hase_w
eal. and{the Grantee has hereunto Caused lts ?\ﬂ_

;afflxed; attested by the hands of 1ts properigv_t«,i

~‘ author1zed 1n that behalf as of the day and year flrst above

i

fwr;tten,i;‘eef,eek

'THE CORPORATE SEAL OF PACIFIC
" YRONWORK LTD, WAS HEREUNTO
 AFFIKED IN THE PRESENCE OF:

ot
) w""l e et dtaed LU

//:H:h'/»v("

THR CORPORATE STAL OF TIUL
CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF
DURNARBY WAS HERLUYTO AFFIRED
IN THE PRESENCE QF:!

MAYOR

CLIRK
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ITEM 9
MANAGER'S REPORT NO. 49

Form Q. (Section 59) | COUNCILMEETING July 21/75~

LAND REGISTRY ACT

ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF COFFICER OF CORPORATION

I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the ~ day of

"in the Prov:.nce of Br::.tlsh Columb:.a i‘—/w :‘), Av- /om ?;

Toig

MANAGER'SREPORTNO.
" COUNCILMEETING 5,1, 1g/77

Ewhose-xden’b—i’ty*haS" bee’n*’proverd by*the-—ev-ldence —on—oath—sof NG
T - who 1s) personally known to ‘me, appeared

bef.o:e“ x.-g:_and acknowledged to me that he/st:e is the ; / ..r;/,/vg

tne‘_ sa1d 1nstrument and that such corporatmn is legally Ventitled
”1to'hold and dispose of 1and in the Province of British Columbia
ST N TESTIMONY waERECF T ‘bave heréunto sot my Hand an.d- L
 '   {1..4:»1 of office at ppu»....,/ ( &, | ‘in the
L ',Provxnce of Br;txsh Columbia, this //‘ day of J,,,,,_ |
~in the year of our Loxd One Thousdnd Nine Hundred and Seventy-}?ive.

, A
/ P it
/
A Comm 168 s Loner Yox taking M:t’ idavits
Lor British Columbin., . Al Do
dA-Notary-Publd ondneandst-orrthe-Provincs
Of«BibbdshwColunbdng

' o
D T V" "






