THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF BURNABY
PUBLIC HEARING MINUTES

Descember 12, 19567

A Public Hearing was held in the Council Chambers,
Municipal Hall, 4545 East Grendview-Douglas Highway,
Burnaby 2, B. C., on Tuesday, December 12, 1967 at
7+30 p.m., to receive representations in cornection
with the following proposed amendments to the "Burnaby
Zoning By-Law 1965",

PRESENT: Reeve A, H. Emnott, in the Chair

Councillors Bleiy, Cofsbie, Herd
Hicks, Lorimer and McLean.

HIS WORSHIP, REEVE EMMOTT, first explained the procedure
which Council was required to follow respecting rezonings,
and also its policy insofar as advising the owners of the
property abutting the subject of each individual applicazion.
He also explained the purpose of a Public Hearing and
suggested the desired method for the public to express

its views in regard to the proposed rezoning.

"A. PROPOSED REZONINGS

(1) FROM NEICHBQURHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (¢l) TO
RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT FOUR (R4)

Reference RZ #93/67

Parcel "A", Block 80, Explanatory Plan 16233,
D.L. 132, Plan 1493

(6678 Kitchener Street - Located on the South

side of Kitchener Street from a point approximately
150 feet West of Sperling Avenue Westward a
distance of 60 feet) *

No one appeared in connection with this rezoning proposal.
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(1) (b) FROL NEIGHROURHOOD COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (cl)
TO RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT FIVE (R5)

Refersnce RZ #87/67

Parcel "A", Sketch 12037, R.S.D. 1/17, S.D. "B",
Block 1, D.L. 175N, Plan 11511

(Located on the North-Rast corner of Joffre
Avenue and Southwood Sireet)

Mr. L. H. Pus, Chairman of the Planning Committee
for the Polish Veterans' Associaltion in B. C..
submitted a letter wherein was expressed
opposition to the proposed rezoning. The letter
also indicated the desire of the Polish Vetersans
to have the subject property rezoned for single
family use and having it subdivided into three
separate lots. It was explained that the moneys
realized from the sale of the three lots as
envisaged, would enable the Veterans to locate
elsevhere but should the property be rezoned to
the Residential District Five (R5) category as
brought forward by Council, the proceeds arising
from the sale of two duplex us: lots would not
be sufficient for the Veterans to relocate.

Mr. L. H. Pus, 4045 lloscrop Street also spoke

and expressed oOpposition to tne proposed rezoning.
In additvion to reiterating the points made in the
letter from the Veterans' Association, he also
indicated that an offer of %$25,500.00 had been
made for the three lots envisaged should they be
approved. He advised that if only two lots were
created for duplex use and were sold for that
purpose the Veterans would realize as much as
#7,50C.00 less than if three lots had been sold,

Mr. Armstrong the Administrative Planner, in
replying to a question advised that at no time

had it beer indicated to the Polish Veterans!
Association that three lots could be created

from their hcoldings at Joffre Avenue e2nd Southwood
Street. He explained that the size of the

property was such that the area of the three lots*
visualized by the Veterans' Association, would be
approximately 15% less than that required by the
Zoning By-Law. .

(2) FROM RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT FIVE (R5) TO PARKING
DiSTRICT (P8]

(a) Reference RZ #94/67

Portions of the Remainder of Parcel 1, Reference
Plan 12170 and of Remainder of Parcel "B" (522202),
Block 29, D.L. 98, Plan 573
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Viatling Street and Rumble Street)
Mr. Fred Moore of the Standard 0il Company, the

indicated full acceptance of the prerequisites
specified,

Mr. lfoore replied in the affirmative.

property, wished to know if the change proposed

garbage collection service which was presently
ovn and adjoining commercial outlets.
insufliciert space available, therefore, the
8till not he available. It was indicated thai

| any usa of the access facilities created by the

Company.

(b) Reference R7 #97/67

ILots 6 & 7, Block 3, D.L. 1198%, Plan 2855

(4462/72 Buchanan Street - Located on the South
side of Buchanan Street, from a point 132 feet

132 feot)

A letter from Balley & Williams Construction

rezoning.

(¢) Reference RZ #107/67

Lot "A", S.D. 16 and 20, Block 4, D. L. 96N,
Plan 21800

Avenue Vestward a distahce of 270 feet)

E ' AMD Lot "A"WZ, S.D. 5, Blocks 5/9, D.IL. 96N,

w point approximately 470 feet West of Sperling
Avenue Westward a distrance of 75 feet)

(7587 Royal Oak Avenus - Located on the ''est side
ol Royal Oak Avenue approximately midway between

applicants, spoke 1In support ol the rezoning and .

On being asked if the developers had made provision
for a walltway between Royal Oak and Irmin Street

Mr, D, Pelech, 5512 Buckingham Avenue, indicated
that he operated o drugstore adjoining the subject
would enable his business to enjoy the municipal
denied him, cnd also wvhether the cccess facilities
created by the rszoning would be available to his

In reply the Administrative Planner advised that

no prorisicn had been made for a lane as there was
garbage collection service of the municipality would

rezoning, wo>uld need to be a subject of a private
arrangement between the user and the Standard 0il

West of Willingdon Avenue Westward a distance of

Corpnny Ltd., the owner-applicants, indicated that
they wers in accord with the two prerequisites to

(Located on the North side of Balmoral Street from
a point approximately 540 feet VYlest of Sperling

Plan 6860
ig (Located on the North side of Arcola Street from a
)




No one dppeared in connection with this rezoning
proposal.

(3) FROM RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT FOUR (R4) TO MULTIPLE
PAIIILY RWSIDENTIAL DISTRICT THREE (RM

(a) Reference RZ #95/67

Lot 9 except South 15 feet and except North 20
feet, Block "P", D.L. 127%3/4, Plan 1254

(5470 Hastings Street - Located on the South side
of Hastings Street from a point 167 feet West of
Howard Avenue Yestward na distance of 83 feet)

Mr. L. Passaglia, 5421 Francos Street, was advised
that the rezoning proposals did rot apply to his
property and that hc should contact the Planning
Department rcspecting details of development
propesals for the subject property.

(b) Refercnce RZ #105/67

Lots 10 and 11, cxcept South 15 fect and except
Nerth 20 fest, Block "P", D.L. 127w3/4, Plan 1254

{£488-5492 Hastings Strect - Located at the
Reuth-tlost corner of Hastings Strest and Howard
Avenue)

No one¢ appeared in conncction with this zoning
proposal.

(4) FROM SPECIAL INDUSTRIAL DISTRICT (M4) TO SERVIGE
COMMERCIAL DISTRICT FOUR (C4)

(a) Reference RZ #96/67
Block 25, D.L. 94, Plan 720

(5527 Lane Street - Located on the North side of
Lane Strecet from a point 264 feot West of
Macpherson Avenue Westward a distance of 132 fest)

No onc appeared in connection with this zoning
proposal.

(b) Reference RZ #103/67 .
Lot 24, D.L. 94, Plan 720

RROR

(5549 Lane Street - Located on the North side
of Lane Strecet from a point 132 feet West of
Macp?erson Avenue Westward a distance of 132
feet

No one appcared in connection with this rezoning.
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(5) FROM RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT FIVE (R5) TO MULTIPLE ;
FAUILY RESIDBNTIAL DISTRICT (RH3)

qg (2) Refercnce RZ #98/67
B (1)

. Lot 11, s.D. 17, Blocks 1/3, D.L. 95N, Plan 1414
(11) Lots 10 & 11, s.D. 18, Blocks 1/3, D.L. 95N,

| Plan 1880

(1ii) Lot 12, Block 18, D.L. 95, Plan 1880

(iv) Lots "B"7% and Ej, R.S.D. "B", s.D. 19/20,
Blocks 1/3, D.L. 95¥, Plan 10285

(v) Lot "¢", Block 19, D.L. 95, Plan 10285

(vi) Lots 5 & 6 of Lot "8", S.D., 19 & 20, Blocks 1/3,

D.L. 95N, Plan 1264

(6946 -~ 7058 Balmoral Strecet - Located on the
South side of Balmoral Street from a point 132
feet Bast of Griffiths Avenue Eastward a distance
of 495 feet)

Mr. J. Kowarsky, 6555 MacKay Avenue, an abutting
owner, expressed opposition to the rezoning as
he considered he would suffer a loss of privacy.

Lr. A. Dressel, 6916 Balmoral Street, cueried the
extent of the rezoning proposal and was advised
that his property was not included in the
application,

Mr. A. W. Chapman, 6983 Arcola Strset, an abutting
owner, expressed opposition To The rezoning
proposal as he feared that his property would be
locked in and, in consequence, that its value
would be adversely affected. :

. His Worship, Reeve Emmott, assured Mr. Chapman

| that Council would not permit such a situation

: and that the Planning Department carefully

watched the position in this respect. The Reeve

I replying to a further question from lr. Chapman,

[ advised that he would not be required to pay for

I the paving of the lane at the rear of his property,
which was a prerequisite of the rezoning proposal

and a cost to the developer.

! Mr. W. A. Anderson, representing his father of
' 63965 Arcola Street, an abutting owner, also
expressed opposition to the rezoning proposals
" for the same reasons given by Mr. Chapman.

(b) Reference RZ #99/67

Lots 10 N¥ and S%, Block 37, D.L's 151/3, Plan 2069

(6361 Cassie Avenue and 6354 Willingdon Avenue -
Located between Cassie Avenue and Willingdon

i . Avenue approximately 528 feet North of Maywood
\. Street)
095




(c)
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Mr. K. Paley, 6369 Cassiec Avenue, an abutting
owner; submitted that whilst he was not
entirely against the rezoning proposals he
wished to poae throo guestions in conniction
with th~ application:

(1) If r~zoning is granted, how closc
would apertm:nts come to my property,
in vicw of the old rcgulation of
anciznt lights?

(2) viould parking in the baasmonts of thoese
buildings bec included in the rcnt to
cncourags tanants to uss sams and zliminate
parking on ths strcet?

(3) If not will I be given the right to havo
a private parking sign in front of our
own rosidenco?

The Administrative Planncr adviascd that he was
not awar: of the regulation rcferrcd to in

Mr. Paley's first quastion but would check out
its cxistence.

With rczpset to the question of parking in the
bascments of apartment buildings, it was adviscd
that it was boyond thc power of Council to
afZfcev the changes suggestcd. There was also
cxplained th2 rogulation applicable to cars
parked in front of privatec residences.

Mr. Palcy also oxprosscd conecrn respecting the
usc¢ to which somz homos wore put to oncc the
propcerty had bocn purchasod for apartment
development and made particular rcofercnce to
th2 housc locat:d at €361 Cassioc Avenuc and
which adjoincd his proporty.

Ko submitted that on purchasing property for
apartment usc, tho developor should be regquired
to immcdiately demolish any buildings thercon,
thorcby obviating any situation cuch as that
rcferred to. The Administrative Planncr pointed
out that a prcrequisite to rczoning was a
submission of an undcrtaking that all oxisting
improvements will be rcmoved within six months
of rczoning. Ho also adviscd that the dovelopers
had indicated that the property in qucation
would be dcmolished during January of 1968.

Mr. Paley also proscnted a writton submission in
conncetion with his appcarance.

Refercnce RZ #4104/67

(i) Lot 8, Block 2, D.L. 95, Plan 1796
(ii) Lot 9, R.S.D. 2, S.D. 11 and 13, Blocks 1
& 3%, D.L. 95N, Plan 1796

(7277 - 7291 Arcola Strcct - Located at the
North-Wcst corncr of Arcola Strcct and Viallker
Avenue) .

[y}
o
o
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No onc appcercd in conncction with this rczoning

proposal.
“ (d) Rofcrence RZ #82/67

(i) Lots SW} and EX, Block 37, D.L's 151/3,
Plan 2069
(ii) Lot 6E3, Block 37, D.L!s 151/3, Plan 2069
(1ii) Lot 6N} of Wk, Block 37, D.L's 151/3,
Plan 2069
(iv) Lot 6S)} of W, Block 37, D.L's 151/3,
Plan 2059

(6276-6294 Willingdon Avenue and 6275-6291 Cassic
Avenue - Located between Willingdon Avenuc and
Cassio Avenuc from a point 233 fcot South of

Bere 5ford Strcet Southward a distance of 132

feet

No onc appcarcd in conncction with this proposal.

, (6) FROM RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT THREE (R3) TO INSTITUTIONAL
! DISTRICT (P1)

Reforonce RZ #102/67

Lot "B", 3.D. 12, Block 18, D.L. 99, Plan 10373

(7325 Welson Avenue -~ Located on the Weost side of
Nelson Avenuc, from a point 180 fect North of
Watling Strcet Northward a distance of 58 fcct)

! Mrs. A. May, 7330 Jubilce Avcnuc, an abutting owncr, "
wished To lmow If thcrc werc roproscnivatives of the

Gracc Luthcran Church present in order that they

might cxplain the purposc of the application.

Mr. Richard C. Halc, Architcct, and the Revercnd
T. Bender of thac Grace Luthcoran Church, indicatced.
their presence, and the former cxplaincd that it
was intended to consolidate the lot with adjoining
Church property. ,

o e ey

, The fdministrative Planner advised that the property
had been inadvertently omittved from the list of

) church propertics rozoned carlier this ycar,

: initiated by the Planning Departirent in order that

i their usc would be conforming.

Mr. B. J. Doyle, 7310 Jubilcc Avenuc, on cnquiring
as to what the subjcct proverty was To be uscd

for, was adviscd that it was intonded to extond

the Church building in a Southerly dircction and
that a portion of the lot would also bc utilized -
as a playground for children attending the day carc
school oporated by the Church. It was further
adviscd that developricnt plans for the Church
property were available for inspcction by all
intercsted peesons.
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FROM INSTITUTIONAL DISTRICT (PL) TO RESIDENTIAL
DISTRICT TWO (aZ2)

Reforence RZ #106/67

Lots 71, 72 and 73, D.L. 34, Plan 31689

(4930~4942 Barker Crescent - Located on tho Eastoriy
side of Barker Crasccnt midway botween Gilpin
Cresceont and Price Crescant)

No one appoarcd in conncetion with this rczoning
proposal,

PROPOSED TEXT AMENDITENTS

(1) SUPPLIMENTARY REGUL.TIONS (SECTION G)

Existing Lots: (Scction 6.11(i)

"The lot arca and lot width rcquircmonts of
this By-Law shall not apply to any lot in an
"A", "Rn’ Ilclll, chil’ llc3|l’ ”C4"; an or "P5"
District which has an arca or width lecss than
that rcquired by this By-Law, if such a 1ol
was dcscribed on the officiol rccords on filo
in the Land Registry Officc on or teforz tno
cffective dato of this By-Law."

No onc appcarcd in conncction with this proposed
amcndmont.

(2) RESIDENTIAL DISTRICT SIX (R6) (ROW HOUSIIG)

Lot arca and width (Scction 106.3)

"Bach lot shall have an arca of not less than
2,400 squarc feot and a width of not lcss than

24 feet, oxcept the lot for the cnd unit which
shall have en arca of not lcss than 3,600 -

squarc fcet and a width of not less than 36 fect."

No onc appearcd in conncction with this proposod
amondment.

(3) HEAVY INDUSTRIAL DISTRIGCT (M3) (SECTION 403)

Sercening requiroments for auto vrcckinz and
junk yards (Scction 405.1(35])

"Auto wrecking and junk yards, provided that
such uscs arc located 100 fecet or morc from
the zoning boundary of an A2, R or RHM District
and arc complotoly cncloscd by a solid vicw-
obscuring 8-foot fence or wgll, and for that
portion of such yard which fronts upon or
adjoins a public stroet, the scrcon feneing
shall consist of ono of the following:
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(i) A masonry wall,

(ii) Aluminum pancls attoeched to and sct
botwoen mctal posts cmboddod in concrcto
footings, or

(iii) Fibrec glass pancls firmly bolted to the
outer side of chain link fonecing with
pancls sct betweon motal posts ombedded
in concrectec footings.

No material shall be piled to a groater hcight

than that- of tho surrounding fonco or wall."
No one appoarcd in connoction with this proposcd
amendment.

Tho Hearing adjourncd at 8:30 p.m.

Confirmed: Cortificd corrcct:

EEV P TLTERK
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