REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
ON A DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT APPLICATION

MONDAY, OCTOBER 18, 2021 AT 6:00 PM
Meeting held in Council Chamber, City Hall

Development Variance Permit for 220 Carnarvon Street
Eleven (11) Zoning Bylaw variances are being considered for changes to a two-storey
rear addition on the protected heritage building at 220 Carnarvon Street (Holy Trinity
Romanian Orthodox Church). The rear addition is currently under construction as it
was authorized by a 2018 rezoning of the property to “High Rise Public and Institutional
District” (P-3 zone). These new requested variances are related to the side and rear yard
setbacks, maximum site coverage, projection distances (stairs and balconies), vehicle
access location, and number of parking and loading spaces. The changes would allow a
larger rear balcony, wider stairs on the east side of the building, and a reconfiguration
of the parking lot.

HOW CAN I BE HEARD?

This Development Variance Permit application will be considered for issuance on October 18, 2021. On
July 12, 2021, Council approved a resolution requiring written feedback only on Development Variance
Permit applications. Send your comments by email, mail, or dropping off at the mailbox on the north
side of City Hall by October 18, 2021 to:
clerks@newwestcity.ca

QUESTIONS?

Legislative Services Department,
511 Royal Avenue, New Westminster, BC V3L 1H9

604-527-4523
Written comments received by 5pm, three business days before the meeting will be included in the agenda package. Later
comments received until the close of the hearing will be distributed on table at the meeting. All comments are published.

File No. DVP00695

HOW DO I GET MORE
INFORMATION?

From September 29 to October 18,
2021 (except for September 30 and
October 11), read the related material at
Legislative Services, City Hall 8:30 am to
4:30 pm Monday to Friday and online at:

www.newwestcity.ca/publicnotices

WATCH THE MEETING:
www.newwestcity.ca/council

Jacque Killawee, City Clerk

511 Royal Avenue, New Westminster, BC V3L 1H9

REQUEST FOR PUBLIC COMMENT ON A DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT

<<Name 2>>
<<Name 1>>
<<Address1>>
<<Address2>>

Please note that the City of New Westminster deems any response to this notification to be public information. If
you have a financial interest in property affected by this Development Variance Permit and have contracted to sell or
lease all or part of your property to any person, firm or corporation, we strongly urge you to deliver this notification,
as soon as possible, to the prospective buyer or tenant.

REPORT
Development Services
To:

Mayor Cote and Members of Council

Date:

September 27, 2021

From:

Emilie K Adin
Director of Development Services

File:

DVP00695

Item #:

2021-357

Subject:

Development Variance Permit: 220 Carnarvon Street – Permit to Vary
Siting, Site Coverage, and Parking/Loading Requirements

RECOMMENDATION
THAT Council issue notice that it will consider issuance of Development Variance
Permit (DVP00695) to vary the setback, site coverage and parking/loading requirements
for 220 Carnarvon Street.
PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to request that Council issue notice that it will consider
Development Variance Permit (DVP00695) to vary the siting and parking provisions of
the Public and Institutional Districts (High Rise) (P-3) in the Zoning Bylaw for 220
Carnarvon Street.
BACKGROUND
Policy and Regulation Context
The applicant’s proposal is consistent with the Official Community Plan land use
designation for the site: Residential – Mid Rise Apartment. The current zoning is Public
and Institutional Districts (High Rise) (P-3). A summary of related City policies and
regulations is included in Attachment 1.
Site Description and Context
The subject site (220 Carnarvon Street) has an existing two storey church. It is a
steeply sloping site, with an approximate grade of 18%. The property is listed on the
Heritage Register and protected through a Heritage Designation Bylaw. The site is
bound by Carnarvon Street to the north, Merivale Street to the west and Clarkson Street
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to the south. The existing building on the property was constructed in 1924 and a rear
addition was constructed in 1934. To the rear of the building is the SkyTrain guideway.
On the other sides, the building is surrounded by low rise multiple unit residential
buildings and a single detached house with multiple units. The site is two blocks south
of the Agnes Street greenway and two blocks north of the bike route on Columbia
Street. A Site Context Map is below, in Figure 1.

Figure 1 - Site Context Map
Previous Applications - Rezoning and Heritage Designation
In 2018, 220 Carnarvon Street was rezoned from Multiple Dwelling Districts (High Rise)
(RM-6A) to Public and Institutional Districts (High rise) (P-3) in order to allow a two
storey, 262.4 square metre (2,824 square foot) addition at the rear of the church and to
regularize the non-conforming church use. The purpose of the approved addition,
which is now under construction, is to create space for a community room as well as a
residential unit for a caretaker.
In order to provide stronger heritage protection than that provided by inclusion on the
Heritage Register, a Designation bylaw was processed concurrently with the rezoning.
Zoning Amendment Bylaw No. 7959, 2017 and Heritage Designation Bylaw No. 7958,
2017 were adopted May 28, 2018. Subsequently, Heritage Alteration Permit No. 132
was issued on April 30, 2019 and Building Permit BP012071 was issued on Aug 17,
2020, to authorize the construction of the addition, which is now in progress.
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DISCUSSION
Proposed Development
The applicant is proposing a number of changes to the design of the rear addition. The
following list summarizes the scope of work proposed, some of which would require
variances while others would not:
1. Addition of stairs (west side). The addition currently has an exit to Merivale Street
with a ramp. The applicants propose to add stairs to make entering and exiting
the building easier for people.
2. Addition of Balcony. The addition of a 1.83 metre (6.0 feet) deep balcony at the
rear of the building, adjacent to the new community space. This balcony would
extend over access to the parking area.
3. Rear stair configuration. Extend stairs to connect the balcony from the
caretaker’s suite to the rooftop deck.
4. Widen exterior stairs (east stairs). Widening the exterior stairs will make it easier
to accommodate religious processions.
5. Extend stairs (east stairs) from balcony of caretaker’s suite to rooftop deck. This
would allow easier access for maintenance and cleaning.
These changes are discussed in further detail in the applicant’s Project Summary Letter
(Attachment 2) and are shown in the project drawings (Attachment 3).
The proposed balcony and the revised exterior stairs (see no. 2 and 4, above) would
project into the rear and side yards more than permitted in the Zoning Bylaw and require
a variance. Additionally, through the review process for these changes, staff identified
that the addition, currently under construction, exceeds the minimum requirements for
site coverage and does not meet the minimum required rear and side setbacks. It also
did not comply with some of the parking requirements. As the applicants wish to pursue
a variance for the balcony and exterior stairs, the Development Variance Permit would
also regularize the non-conforming aspects of the addition that could not be resolved
through the proposed design changes.
Requested Variances
The applicant is requesting the following variances:
1. Reduce the minimum required rear yard from 7.62 metres (25 feet) to 4.57
metres (15.0 feet).
2. Reduce the minimum required side yard (west side) from 7.62 metres (25 feet) to
0.71 metres (2.33 feet).
3. Reduce the minimum required side yard (east side) from 5.24 metres (17.2 feet)
to 3.15 metres (10.33 feet).
4. Increase the maximum permitted site coverage from 40% to 58%.
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5. Increase the maximum permitted projection into the side yard for stairs above
grade from 1.22 metres (4 feet) to 1.45 metres (4.75 feet).
6. Increase the maximum permitted projection of a balcony into the rear yard from
1.22 metres (4 feet) to 1.83 metres (6 feet).
7. Reduce the minimum required setback for an above-grade parking structure from
1.5 metres (4.92 feet) to 0.71 metres (2.33 feet).
8. Increase the maximum permitted proportion of compact parking spaces from
30% to 50%.
9. Allow primary vehicle access from the lane
10. Reduce the minimum required number of accessible parking spaces from one to
zero.
11. Reduce the minimum required number of loading spaces from one to zero.
A project statistics table has been included as part of Attachment 4, which outlines the
requested variances in bold as well as new variances resulting from the proposed
revisions to the addition in bold italics.
ANALYSIS
The variances outlined above have been examined in light of the City’s Policy Approach
to Considering Requests for Variances. This analysis is included as part of Attachment
5 to this report. Of the eleven proposed variances, five are related to parking and six
are related to the building siting. Furthermore, eight of the variances are to regularize an
existing site condition and three are new variance requests.
The siting variances (numbers 1 – 6 above) are generally supported on the basis of
community benefit. The site is constrained by its small size and by enabling the
addition, the variance helps ensure the long term use of the protected heritage building.
While some of the variance requests are for large increases or reductions, the impact of
these variances is anticipated to be minimal because of the location of the site in
relation to neighbouring properties. For three of the siting variances (the increased site
coverage, the decreased west side yard setback, and the decreased parking structure
setback), they are being supported given the existing site constraints.
The parking has been revised, since the approved 2018 plans, to increase conformity
with the Zoning Bylaw requirements. The applicants have added curb stops, modified
the spacing, and added bicycle parking to the site. The parking variances (numbers 8 11) are supported on the basis of hardship and are of generally minor impact to
adjacent sites.
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REVIEW PROCESS
The following table outlines the proposed development review process and target dates:
Complete application submission
Report to Council requesting consideration of issuance of notice
for Development Variance Permit (WE ARE HERE)
Response to public notice provided and Council consideration of
issuance of Development Variance Permit

August 6, 2021
September 27,
2021
October 18, 2021

Consultation
As per the Council resolution on July 12, the development review process for
Development Variance Permits no longer requires an Opportunity to be Heard.
However, notices would be sent to surrounding residents by the Legislative Services
Department to provide an opportunity for written feedback.
INTERDEPARTMENTAL LIAISON
This report was written with input from the Engineering Department.
OPTIONS
The following options are presented for Council consideration:
1. That Council issue notice that it will consider issuance of Development Variance
Permit (DVP00695) to vary the setback, site coverage and parking/loading
requirements for 220 Carnarvon Street.
3. That Council provide staff with other direction.
Staff recommends Option 1.
ATTACHMENTS
Attachment 1: City Policy and Regulations
Attachment 2: Project Summary Letter
Attachment 3: Project Drawings
Attachment 4: Site Statistics
Attachment 5: Analysis of Proposed Variances
This report was prepared by:
Samantha Bohmert, Planning Assistant
This report was reviewed by:
Rupinder Basi, Acting Manager of Planning
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This report was approved by:
Emilie K. Adin, Director of Development Services
Lisa Spitale, Chief Administrative Officer
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CITY POLICY AND REGULATIONS
OCP Designation
Residential – Mid Rise Apartment. This designation is targeted for residential and is
intended for mid-rise apartments. It also may include low rise apartments, townhouses,
stacked townhouses, row houses, or community amenities such as churches, child
care, libraries or community space. Small-scale corner store type retail, restaurant, and
service uses are permitted.
Zoning
Public and Institutional Districts (High Rise) (P-3). The intent of this district is to allow
institutional uses of a high density scale (floor space ratio of 1.6 plus bonuses).
Heritage Designation
A Heritage Designation Bylaw is a form of land use regulation that places long-term
legal protection on the land title of a property. Any changes to a protected heritage
property must first receive approval from City Council (or its delegate) through a
Heritage Alteration Permit (HAP). Future development is no longer entitled, but could be
permitted by Council with an HAP.
Heritage Register
The Heritage Register is an official list of properties with heritage value which have
been identified by the City. Applications for changes to our demolition of properties
listed on the Heritage Register are generally reviewed by staff and may be referred to
the Community Heritage Commission.
Policy Approach to Considering Requests for Variances
This policy was endorsed by Council on January 28, 2008. The evaluation criteria are
considered in the Attachment 5 of this report.
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To: Corporation of the City of New Westminster

Date: September 14, 2021

Samantha Bohmert – City Planner
From: Cristina Balutescu - Secretary Holy Trinity Romanian Orthodox Parish
Dear Ms. Samantha
This letter is providing a description to the variance to the buiding permit for which our Church
was accepted to build the three-level addition at the rear of the property located on 220
Carnarvon Street, New Westminster, BC.
As per our understanding, due to the variance from the provisions of the Zoning Law a
development variance permit is required. This variance is triggered by the extension of the
stairs on the west elevation and the new proposed balcony along rear of the building which
does not meet the setback requirements in the Zoning. Other associated variances are also
captured in this letter.
The changes and the associated reasoning are shown below for the:
Extension of stairs on west elevation to run length of the building (shown in the attached
drawing A5.0. West Elevation)
-allows better and more direct accessibility to building for people coming from the parkade
or Clarkson St. as opposed of using only the handicap access ramp on Western side of the
building or the stairs on the Eastern side.
-facilitates a safer and more efficient exit from the building as the stairs will create a
secondary path of exit in case of an emergency instead of relying only on the narrow
handicap access ramp alone.
-stairs are a safer alternative especially for elderly parishioners due to gentler rise and
installation of guardrails; also due to the highly slope street, the stairs are a safer alternative
for entry and exit especially in wet and icy conditions.

Page:

1 of 3

Page 151 of 399

Addition of balcony and modification of the associated windows on the first floor (shown in
the attached drawing A5.0. South Elevation)
-provides more air flow and space for the community room and allows for larger windows
to be installed without ruining the original aspect of the building - these large windows will
be obstructed from view by the proposed balcony. This change is mainly related to the
Covid/or others future potential restrictions (“in all likelihood, Covid will never be over; it
will continue and morph into a seasonal illness” – J. Bloom-virologist”) that ideally should be
added at this time as any change later will be more costly.
-the proposed balcony will not protrude past the existing balconies on Clarkson Street; only
the support columns would be passing the setback limit.
Accesible parking space
-being the only flat area side of the property, the front of the church street side is
considered the main loading area. You cannot properly load on a 5% slope so there is no
other proper space for loading at this particular location. Therefore, the access of the
people with physical disabilities to the church will be thru the ramp located in the front of
the church main door. Pushing a wheelchair against the slope could be very difficult and
should not be considered especially when there is a straightforward route in the front of the
bulding.
Reduction of loading space and current loading arrangement
-the loading is being done mainly in the front of the building due to the proximity to the
main entrance door. Due to the specific of the church, we do not have deliveries other than
the mail because the site is not attended every day of the week. Be aware, the bus stop
located nowadays in front of the church (due to some pilot project initiated by the city) is
tremendously impeding the loading (e.g. the casket bearers meet the bus passengers).
Increased stair width on east side
-the one-foot increase of the stairs will make a substantial impact during the religious
ceremonies when the church has to be surrounded by the parishioners. When the stairs are
climbed up by the elder people, they can be helped in a better way by other people if the
stairs are wider.
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Extension of stairs up from the balcony of the caretaker’s suite to the roof top
-Addition of stairs on third floor would provide safer roof access to the new addition,
necessary for maintenance and cleaning, especially for the existing large windows of the
church.
We look forward for a favorable acceptance of these variances by the Council so the
construction project can resume in early October.
With consideration,

Cristina Balutescu
Parish Secretary
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SITE STATISTICS
The project statistics are listed in the table below. The requested variances are shown
in bold. New variances resulting from the proposed revisions to the addition are shown
in bold italics.
Characteristic

Previously Approved
Existing
2018

630.16 Front Yard

- 0.36
metres
(- 1.17 feet)
16.25
metres
(53.33 feet)
0.71
metres
(2.33 feet)

630.17 Rear Yard
– 18
630.19 Side Yard
(West)
Side Yard
(East)

Proposed

Variance Percent
Change

n/a

n/a

n/a

7.62 metres
(25 feet)

n/a

40%

7.62 metres
(25 feet)

n/a

5.24 metres
(17.2 feet)

n/a

54.86 metres
(180 feet)
40%

n/a

3.05
metres
(10 feet)
6.91
metres
(22.67
feet)
2.09
metres
(6.89
feet)
n/a

n/a

n/a

18%

45%

1.14

1.6

n/a

n/a

n/a

1.22
metres
(4 feet)

1.22 metres
(4 feet)
projection or
half the
required side
yard, which
is less
1.22 metres
(4 feet)

1.45
metres
(4.75 feet)

0.23
metres
(0.75
feet)

19%

1.83
metres
(6 feet)
0.71
metres
(2.33 feet)

0.61
metres
(2 feet)
0.79
metres
(2.59
feet)

50%

n/a
4.57
metres
(15.0 feet)
0.71
metres
(2.33 feet)

3.15
3.15
metres
metres
(10.33 feet) (10.33
feet)
12.5 metres n/a
(41 feet)
36.9%
58%

630.20 Building
Height
630.21 Site
Coverage
630.22 Floor Space 0.74
Ratio
n/a
190.38 Side yard
(b)
projection
for stairs
above
grade
190.39 Rear yard
(d)
balcony
projection
140.43 Parking
structure
setback
above
grade
140.14 Parking

Maximum
Permitted/
Minimum
Required
7.62 metres
(25 feet)

91%

40%

n/a

n/a

n/a

0.71
metres
(2.33 feet)

1.5 metres
(4.92 feet)

4

3

n/a

n/a

n/a

0

30%

50%

20%

66%

No formal
parking
140.32 Proportion n/a
of compact
spaces

53%
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140.36 Parking
space
clearance
from walls
140.55 Parking
access
from lane
150.7
145.4
160.3

n/a

0 metre

0.3 metres (1
foot)

0.3 metres
(1 foot)

n/a

n/a

Access
from lane
and
Merivale
Street
0

Access
from lane

Access from
lane not
permitted for
institutional

Permit
access
from lane

Yes

n/a

0

6

6

n/a

n/a

0

1

0

1

100%

0

1

0

1

100%

Short-term
bicycle
parking
Accessible 0
parking
Loading
0
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ATTACHMENT 5: ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED VARIANCES
The following questions are used to evaluate requests for variances, as per the City’s Policy Approach to Considering Requests for Variances.
1.
What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
2.
Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the owners?
3.
Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation, trees) of the site and not the
personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
4.
If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
5.
Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed variances?
6.
Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
Eleven variances have been requested as part of this application. For convenience, the table below summarizes the evaluation of each of the proposed variances against the questions noted above. For more information,
refer to the full analyses in the following pages.
Variance
No. 1
Rear Yard
Setback

Question 1
Common intents of setbacks include
creating open space, providing
access around buildings, and
managing the privacy and shadow
impact of buildings.

No. 2
Side Yard
(West)

No. 3
Side Yard
(East)
No. 4
Site Coverage
No. 5
Side yard
projection for
stairs above
grade
No. 6
Rear yard
balcony
projection
No. 7
Parking
structure
setback above
grade
No. 8
Proportion of

No

n/a

See No. 1

Question 2
Yes. It would
enable the
adaptive use of a
formally
protected
heritage building.
See No. 1

Question 3

Question 4

No

n/a

Question 5
Two tools could grant this
variance: a Development
Variance Permit (granted
by Council) or a variance
granted by the Board of
Variance.
See No. 1

Question 6
Yes. The effect of the variance
on adjacent sites would be
considered minor.

See No. 1

See No. 1

No

n/a

See No. 1

No. The design does not provide
enough room to accommodate
the proposed external stairs and
ramps, which require an
encroachment agreement on
City property to be built.
See No. 1

Site coverage regulations work with
setback and density regulations to
limit building massing and ensure
there is open space on site.
Balance creating flexible regulations
for the design of the building and to
accommodate projections (like
porches and stairs) with ensuring the
function of setbacks are maintained.
(See No. 1 for intent of siting
regulations).
See above.

See No. 1

No

n/a

See No. 1

See No. 2

No

No

n/a

See No. 1

See No. 1

No

No

n/a

See No. 1

See No. 1

Provide adequate space next to
parking structures for landscaping
and screening.

See No. 1

No

n/a

See No. 1

See No. 2

Provide some flexibility when
designing parking areas, while

No.

Yes. The previously approved parking
structure has limited ability to meet the

Yes. The compact spaces provide
flexibility to meet the design

Yes. The Board of
Variance cannot approve

See No. 1
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compact
parking
spaces

ensuring the majority of spaces can fit
a wider range of vehicles.

No. 9
Parking
access from
lane
No. 10
Accessible
parking

Parking accessed directly off the lane
meets minimum drive aisle
requirements.

No

No

Create equitable environments and
reduce barriers that may prevent
people with mobility impairments from
accessing a building.

No

No. 11
Loading

Buildings to accommodate their
loading needs on-site.

No

Yes. The building, as permitted, cannot
accommodate the minimum overhead
clearance required for an accessible
parking space. The steep slope would
also make it hard for people to move
from the parking area to the building
entrances.
Yes. The building cannot accommodate
the minimum overhead clearance
required for a loading space. The steep
slope would also make it hard for
people to move items from the parking
area to the building entrances.

design requirements. The parking
layout has been revised to include more
compact spaces, but to meet more of
the design requirements

requirements, while the parking area can parking variances.
still accommodate larger vehicles. Also,
the second compact space is not
required to meet the minimum
requirements for parking.
n/a
See No. 8

See No. 1.

Somewhat. Rather than accommodating See No. 8
a space that is not accessible in function,
it would rely on an existing solution.

See No. 1

No

See No. 1

See No. 8

Page 164 of 399

iii

Variance 1: Rear Yard
The requested variance is to reduce the minimum required rear yard from 7.62 metres (25
feet) to 4.57 metres (15 feet). This would be a reduction of 3.05 metres (10 feet) or 40%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of building setbacks range, depending on the setback and site. Common
intents of setbacks include creating open space, providing access around buildings, and
managing the privacy and shadow impact of buildings.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
Granting this variance would create a minor community benefit by enabling the adaptive
use of a heritage building, as a Heritage Designation bylaw protects 220 Carnarvon Street.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Two tools could be used to grant this variance. The first is a Development Variance
Permit, granted by Council. The second is a variance granted by the Board of Variance,
which requires the applicant to demonstrate hardship. Given that there are some
variances that cannot be approved by Board of Variance, it is more appropriate to have all
variances included as part of a Development Variance Permit for consideration by Council.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The proposed variance is a 40% reduction to the minimum required setback. However, the
impact of the variance, regarding open space, shadowing, privacy, and view obstruction, is
relatively minor. (See questions 7 to 9).
7. Does the reduced rear yard setback still leave adequate usable open space for the site?
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The reduced rear setback leaves little usable open space for the site. However, most of
the activities for the church are indoors, so having less open space is considered
acceptable.
8. Does the reduced rear yard setback create any shadowing, privacy or view obstruction
concerns for the neighbouring properties?
To the west of the building is Merivale Street, to the south of the building is Clarkston
Street and the SkyTrain guideway, and to the east of the building is a low-rise apartment
building at 218 Carnarvon Street. The apartment building has a smaller rear yard (3.86
metres or 12.67 feet) and 1.83 metre (6 foot) balconies. The proposed balcony at 220
Carnarvon Street would be set further back from and at a lower elevation than the
neighbouring balconies. Any shadowing, privacy, or view obstruction concerns would be
minimal.
9. Does the decreased setback create privacy issues for the adjacent properties in terms of
windows, decks or balconies?
No. (See question 8.)
Conclusion: The variance would help facilitate a minor community benefit and would be
relatively minor. Staff recommends supporting the variance.
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Variance 2: Side Yard (West)
The requested variance is to reduce the side yard (west) from 7.62 metres (25 feet) to 0.71
metres (2.33 feet). This would be a reduction of 6.91 metres (22.67 feet) or 91%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of building setbacks range, depending on the setback and site. Common
intents of setbacks include creating open space, providing access around buildings, and
managing the privacy and shadow impact of buildings.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
Granting this variance would create a minor community benefit by enabling the adaptive
use of a heritage building, as a Heritage Designation bylaw protects 220 Carnarvon Street.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Two tools could grant this variance. The first is a Development Variance Permit, granted
by Council. The second is a variance granted by the Board of Variance, which requires the
applicant to demonstrate hardship. Given that there are some variances that cannot be
approved by Board of Variance, it is more appropriate to have all variances included as
part of a Development Variance Permit for consideration by Council.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The combined required side setbacks are 42’ and the site width is 53’. Adhering to the
setbacks would limit an addition to 11’ in width, which is about a fifth of the lot depth.
Given the narrow width of the lot in comparison with the setbacks, some reduction in
setback would be considered supportable. However, the proposed variance is a 91%
reduction, which is very significant. The impact of the reduced variance is it does not
leave enough room for stairs and ramps connecting the building exit on the addition to
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grade and an encroachment agreement is required in order to provide suitable egress
from the building. The proposed variance is not considered relatively minor.
7. Does the decreased setback still provide adequate space between the building and the
adjacent building (or a building that could be built under the existing zoning) in terms of
livability and open space proportionate to the size of the building?
n/a – This side yard is adjacent to a street.
8. Does the decreased setback still provide for appropriate massing along the street?
The existing church has two setbacks on the west side. A portion of the church is setback
2’4” and the main portion is setback further. The addition is consistent with the narrower
setback. As this is the only building on this section of the block, the addition creates a
consistent street wall. The reduced setback is partially balanced by the height of the
addition, which is lower than the existing building. However, the proposed design does not
provide enough room to accommodate external stairs and ramps. The proposed stair and
ramp require an encroachment agreement on City property in order to be built.
9. Does the decreased setback create privacy issues for the adjacent property in terms of
windows, decks or balconies?
n/a – The side yard is adjacent to a street.
10. Does the decreased setback create view obstruction issues?
The decreased setback is consistent with parts of the existing building and is not expected
to further impede views from other buildings. Today, a 3 x 3 metre (9.84 x 9.84 foot)
corner truncation would typically be taken at the corner of the street and the lane. A wall
projects less than 0.30 metres into the area that would typically be included in a view
corner truncation.
Conclusion: The variance would not be likely to create view obstruction or privacy issues. The
variance is not considered relatively minor and cannot accommodate egress cannot
accommodate egress from the building without encroachment onto City property. For this
reason, staff would typically not support the variance. However, as this is an existing
condition, staff recommends supporting the variance.
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Variance 3: Side Yard (East)
The requested variance is to reduce the minimum side yard from 5.24 metres (17.2 feet) to
3.15 metres (10.33 feet). This would be a reduction of 2.09 metres (6.89 feet) or 40%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of building setbacks range, depending on the setback and site. Common
intents of setbacks include creating open space, providing access around buildings, and
managing the privacy and shadow impact of buildings.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
Granting this variance would create a minor community benefit by enabling the adaptive
use of a heritage building, as a Heritage Designation bylaw protects 220 Carnarvon Street.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Two tools could grant this variance. The first is a Development Variance Permit, granted
by Council. The second is a variance granted by the Board of Variance, which requires the
applicant to demonstrate hardship. Given that there are some variances that cannot be
approved by Board of Variance, it is more appropriate to have all variances included as
part of a Development Variance Permit for consideration by Council.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The combined required side setbacks are 42’ and the site width is 53’. Adhering to the
setbacks would limit an addition to 11’ in width, which is about a fifth of the lot depth.
Given the narrow width of the lot in comparison with the setbacks, some reduction in
setback would be considered supportable. The proposed reduction is 40%. The impact of
the variance is considered relatively minor. (See questions 7-9, below.)
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7. Does the decreased setback still provide adequate space between the building and the
adjacent building (or a building that could be built under the existing zoning) in terms of
livability and open space proportionate to the size of the building?
The neighbouring property, 218 Carnarvon Street, is four storeys tall at the rear of the site
and has a west side yard of 3.96 metres (13 feet). The rear addition at 220 Carnarvon
Street is three storeys tall (with a rooftop balcony) and has a proposed east side yard of
3.15 metres (10.33 feet). The decreased setback would provide adequate space, in
proportion to the building size.
8. Does the decreased setback still provide for appropriate massing along the street?
Yes. The addition would not be visible from the front of the building because it is lower in
height than the existing building and is consistent with the existing minimum setback of the
building.
9. Does the decreased setback create privacy issues for the adjacent property in terms of
windows, decks or balconies?
The building addition at 220 Carnarvon Street would have two windows and one door on
the east side. There would be no decks or balconies. The elevation of the windows at 220
Carnarvon Street would be below the elevation of most of the windows at the neighbouring
property, 218 Carnarvon Street, minimizing any privacy impacts.
10. Does the decreased setback create view obstruction issues?
The setback is not in an area where a corner truncation would be required. There are
windows on the west side of the adjacent building at 218 Carnarvon Street. They directly
face the building at 220 Carnarvon Street and have oblique views north and south. The
decreased setback may have a minor impact on these oblique views, but would not create
obstruction.
Conclusion: The variance would facilitate a minor community benefit and the variance is
considered relatively minor. Staff recommends supporting the variance.
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Variance 4: Site Coverage
The requested variance is to increase maximum site coverage from 40% to 58%. This would
be an absolute increase of 18% or a proportional increase of 45%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
Site coverage regulations work with setback and density regulations to limit building
massing and ensure there is open space on site.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
Granting this variance would create a minor community benefit by enabling the adaptive
use of a heritage building, as a Heritage Designation bylaw protects 220 Carnarvon Street.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Two tools could grant this variance. The first is a Development Variance Permit, granted
by Council. The second is a variance granted by the Board of Variance, which requires the
applicant to demonstrate hardship. Given that there are some variances that cannot be
approved by Board of Variance, it is more appropriate to have all variances included as
part of a Development Variance Permit for consideration by Council.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The proposed variance is a 40% increase from the space. Low-rise buildings on the
adjacent blocks have site coverages ranging from 30 percent to 73 percent, with an
average of approximately 46%. A site coverage of 58% would not be the highest of
nearby buildings, but is near the upper limit. Given the relative site coverages, percent
increase, and encroachment issues created by the size and siting of the addition (see
Variance 2), the variance is not considered minor.
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Conclusion: The variance would facilitate a minor community benefit and the variance is not
considered minor. While staff would support a variance to site coverage to enable a building
addition, a smaller variance that is more consistent with the neighbourhood and does not
create encroachment issues would be supported. However, as this is an existing condition,
staff recommends supporting the variance.
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Variance 5: Projection into Side Yard for Stairs above Grade
The requested variance is to increase the projection of stairs above grade into the side yard
from 1.22 metres (4 feet) to 1.45 metres (4.75 feet). This would be an increase of 0.23 metres
(0.75 feet) or 19%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of the bylaw is to balance creating flexible regulations for the design of the
building and to accommodate projections (e.g., porches and stairs) with ensuring the
function of setbacks are maintained. (See Variances 1-3 regarding siting regulations).
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
No.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No. The building, as currently approved, complies with the bylaw.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Two tools could grant this variance. The first is a Development Variance Permit, granted
by Council. The second is a variance granted by the Board of Variance, which requires the
applicant to demonstrate hardship. Given that there are some variances that cannot be
approved by Board of Variance, it is more appropriate to have all variances included as
part of a Development Variance Permit for consideration by Council.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The proposed variance is considered relatively minor. First, it is a small absolute and
proportional increase. Second, it does not impact how this area of the side yard is used.
Conclusion: The proposed variance would be relatively minor. Staff recommends supporting
the variance.
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Variance 6: Projections into Rear Yard for Balcony
The requested variance is to increase the projection of the balcony into the rear yard from 1.22
metres (4 feet) to 1.83 metres (6 feet). This would be an increase of 0.61 metres (2 feet), or
50%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of the bylaw is to balance creating flexible regulations for the design of the
building and to accommodate projections (e.g., porches and stairs) with ensuring the
function of setbacks are maintained. (See Variances 1-3 regarding siting regulations).
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
No.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Two tools could grant this variance. The first is a Development Variance Permit, granted
by Council. The second is a variance granted by the Board of Variance, which requires the
applicant to demonstrate hardship. Given that there are some variances that cannot be
approved by Board of Variance, it is more appropriate to have all variances included as
part of a DVP for consideration by Council.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The variance would be an increase of 0.61 metres (2 feet), or 50% of the maximum
allowed projection. However, the increased projection would be unlikely create any
shadowing, privacy, or view obstruction concerns for the neighbouring properties, so the
impact the variance would be relatively minor.
Conclusion: The variance would be relatively minor. Staff recommends supporting the
variance.
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Variance 7: Setback for Parking Structures extending above Finished Grade
When a parking structure is located below the average grade of a site (calculated by averaging
the grade measured at each corner), but above the finished grade, a 1.5 metre (4.92 foot)
setback is required. The requested variance is to reduce the setback to 0.71 metres (2.33
feet), which is the same as the side yard setback of the building. This would be a reduction of
0.79 metres (2.59 feet) or 53%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of the bylaw is to provide adequate space next to parking structures for
landscaping and screening.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
Granting this variance would create a minor community benefit by enabling the adaptive
use of a heritage building, as a Heritage Designation bylaw protects 220 Carnarvon Street.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Two tools could grant this variance. The first is a Development Variance Permit, granted
by Council. The second is a variance granted by the Board of Variance, which requires the
applicant to demonstrate hardship. Given that there are some variances that cannot be
approved by Board of Variance, it is more appropriate to have all variances included as
part of a Development Variance Permit for consideration by Council.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The proposed setback for the parking structure, which is at the base of the addition, is
consistent with the building setback. With respect to setbacks, this variance is not
considered minor (see Variance 2 for details). However, the applicants propose
decorative cladding for the base of the building, where the parking structure is. The
applicants also intent to extend stairs along the façade of the building and parking
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structure, which adds an element of visual interest and meets some of the intent of
providing space for screening.
Conclusion: The variance would facilitate a minor community benefit and would not be
considered minor. However, as this is an existing condition, staff recommends this variance.
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Variance 8: Proportion of Compact Parking Spaces
The applicants propose to increase the proportion of compact parking spaces from one car
(30% or less) to two cars (50%). This would be an increase of one car, an absolute increase
of 20%, and a relative increase of 66%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of the bylaw is to provide some flexibility when designing parking areas, while
ensuring the majority of spaces can fit a wider range of vehicles.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
No.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
Yes. The size of the site and the design of the previously approved parking structure limit
the ability to accommodate all required parking spaces and design requirements. For
example, the bylaw requires 0.3 metres (1 foot) of additional space when a parking space
is adjacent to a wall or structure. To increase compliance with the Zoning Bylaw, the
applicants have revised the layout of the parking to accommodate this requirement, which
results in a higher portion of compact parking spaces, but spaces that meet functional
design requirements.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
Yes. The number of compact parking spaces provides more flexibility to meet the required
number of spaces and design requirements, while still providing spaces that can
accommodate larger vehicles. Additionally, the bylaw requires three spaces and the
applicant is providing four, with the additional compact space being provided above the
minimum requirements.
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Yes. The Board of Variance does not have the authority to issue variances regarding
parking and access requirements.
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6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
Yes, an increase of compact cars by one car is relatively minor, especially given that
fourth space is in addition to the number of bylaw-required spaces.
Conclusion: The variance would have some hardship and be relatively minor. Staff
recommends supporting the variance.
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Variance 9: Access from Lane
On sites occupied by commercial uses and industrial uses, parking is permitted directly off a
lane and the lane may be considered as all or part of the required maneuvering aisle for the
parking spaces, provided that no part of the lane shall be used as part of any parking space.
The requested variance would allow access off a lane for an institutional use.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of the bylaw is to ensure that parking accessed directly off the lane meets
minimum drive aisle requirements. In the future, an amendment to the Zoning Bylaw will
be proposed to allow lane access for all land uses.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
No.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
No. However, given the small site size and number of required parking spaces, allowing
access directly off the lane enables a simpler, and likely more space efficient, parking
layout.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
n/a
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Yes. The Board of Variance does not have the authority to issue variances regarding
parking and access requirements.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The site previously had informal parking accessed off the lane. As the variance would
maintain the status quo, its effect would be relatively minor.
Conclusion: The variance would be relatively minor. Staff recommends supporting this
variance.
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Variance 10: Accessible Parking
The requested variance is to reduce the accessible parking requirements from one to zero,
which would be a reduction of 100%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of this bylaw is to create equitable environments and reduce barriers that may
prevent people with mobility impairments from accessing a building.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
No.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
Yes. The building, as permitted, cannot accommodate the minimum overhead clearance
required for an accessible parking space. The required clearance is 2.3 metres and 2.00
metres is provided. The site grade would also create difficulties for people to move up the
slope from the parking area to the building entrances.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
The proposal somewhat meets the intent of the bylaw because rather than
accommodating a space which is not accessible in function, it is relying on an existing
solution which enables people with mobility impairments to access the church.
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Yes. The Board of Variance does not have the authority to issue variances regarding
parking and access requirements.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The applicants are proposing to accommodate no accessible space on site. Access for
people with mobility impairments is currently accommodated informally from on-street
parking along Carnarvon Street. A bus stop was installed in front of the site in December
2020, to accommodate re-routing of a bus route for the Agnes Street Greenway
project. To address the concerns of the applicants regarding conflicts between the bus
stop and accessible access for the church, staff are actively working with the CMBC to
evaluate alternative designs and locations for the bus stop. Temporary closures of the bus
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stop are also available by request to CMBC for specific events. Once the bus stop location
is resolved, staff anticipate that unreserved restricted parking will be returned to the street
in front of the property. Reservation of the on-street space may be made for specific
events through application for a Street Occupancy Permit. As the variance would maintain
the status quo, its effect would be relatively minor.
7. As the variance would maintain the status quo, its effect would be relatively minor.
Conclusion: The variance would have some hardship and be relatively minor. Staff
recommends supporting the variance.
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Variance 11: Loading
The requested variance is to reduce the number required of loading spaces from one to zero,
which would be a reduction of 100%.
1. What is the intent of the bylaw that the applicant is seeking to have varied?
The intent of the bylaw is for buildings to accommodate their loading needs on-site.
2. Is there a community benefit to the granting of the variances beyond that received by the
owners?
No.
3. Is there a hardship involved in adhering to the pertinent bylaw? A hardship must relate to
the location, size, geometry or natural attributes (e.g. slope, floodplain, rock formation,
trees) of the site and not the personal or business circumstances of the applicant.
Yes. The building, as permitted, cannot accommodate the minimum overhead clearance
required for a loading space. The required clearance is 4.0 metres and 2.00 metres is
provided. Even if the overhead clearance requirements could be met, providing a loading
space would likely impact the ability to provide the required number of parking spaces on
site. The site grade would also create difficulties for people to move items up the slope
from the parking area to the building entrances.
4. If the answer to Question 2 is “No” but the answer to Question 3 is “Yes”, can it still be
demonstrated that the proposal meets the intent of the bylaw?
No. The proposal does not meet the intent of the bylaw because it is not providing on-site
loading spaces.
5. Is this the most appropriate mechanism for achieving the end result of the proposed
variances?
Yes. The Board of Variance does not have the authority to issue variances regarding
parking and access requirements.
6. Are the proposed variances relatively minor?
The applicants are proposing to accommodate no loading space on site. The loading is
currently accommodated informally from on-street parking along Carnarvon Street. A bus
stop was installed in front of the site in December 2020, to accommodate re-routing of a
bus route for the Agnes Street Greenway project. To address the concerns of the
applicants regarding conflicts between the bus stop and loading functions for the church,
staff are actively working with the CMBC to evaluate alternative designs and locations for
the bus stop. Temporary closures of the bus stop are also available by request to CMBC
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for specific events. Once the bus stop location is resolved, staff anticipate that unreserved
restricted parking will be returned to the street in front of the property. Reservation of the
on-street space may be made for specific events through application for a Street
Occupancy Permit. As the variance would maintain the status quo, its effect would be
relatively minor.
Conclusion: The variance would have some hardship and be relatively minor. Staff
recommends supporting the variance.
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