
TOWN OF SIDNEY 
 

ADVISORY PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES 
 

August 5, 2014 
 
 
PRESENT: 
 
Chairperson: Dennis Carlsen 
  
Members: Debbie Gray, Jason Rodd, Peter Yearwood, Tara Cumming, Terry Johnston and 

Thomas Teuwen 
  
Council Liaison: Councillor Steve Price 
  
Staff: Marlaina Elliott, Director of Development Services 
 Alison Verhagen, Manager of Planning 
 Corey Newcomb, Municipal Planner 
 Melanie Bogusz, Administrative Assistant 
  
Absent: Art Finlayson, Greg Flanagan, Kelly Bull-Tomer, Talinna Kuchma 
 
1. ADOPTION OF AGENDA: 

Moved by Debbie Gray, seconded by Terry Johnston, that the Agenda be adopted as 
circulated. 

MOTION CARRIED: 
 
 
2. ADOPTION OF MINUTES: 

Moved by Debbie Gray, seconded by Jason Rodd, that the Minutes of May 20, 2014 be 
adopted as circulated. 

MOTION CARRIED: 
 
 
3. REZONING AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. RZ100077, DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE 

PERMIT APPLICATION NO. DV100159 & DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION NO. 
DP100583: 
9818 Third Street 
 
PROPOSAL: 

 The proposal is for a 5-storey development consisting of one ground floor live/work unit, 24 
apartment dwelling units, and surface parking. 

 A Zoning Amendment is proposed for the sole purpose of amending the text of the 
Comprehensive Development 40 (CD40) zone to change amenities required in exchange for 
bonus residential density on the subject property. The developer has offered a Community 
Amenity Contribution for the 18 bonus density units of undergrounding 
hydro/telecommunication lines along Third Street from Beacon Avenue to the north corner of 
the property as well as giving a statutory right-of-way over a portion of the property to provide 
for future public access. 

 The applicant is requesting variances to relax requirements pertaining to building height and 
number of storeys for the proposed development. 
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Alison Verhagen gave a brief overview on the proposed development.   

Presenter: Mike Cronquist (Applicant) 
 Charles Kierulf, de Hoog and Kierulf Architects (Architect) 

  
The presenters began with a PowerPoint presentation which described the existing site, including 
a vacant retail building that has been closed for a number of years and an overview of the project.  
A Rezoning and Development Permit was approved in 2012 for this site but that project was not 
constructed due to the lack of feasibility, in their opinion.  It was felt that the two story 
underground parking structure was cost prohibitive.  They have now acquired the site with a plan 
to redesign the building.  They identified some of the other projects that they have completed, 
specifically, the Pier Hotel and the Seaport West residential/commercial development.  They feel 
they have a strong understanding of the local market and believe that this project will add life and 
vitality to that section of the downtown area.  For their bonus density amenities they are 
proposing to move the overhead utilities underground on Third Street from Beacon Avenue to the 
north property line of their development and to provide a 3 metre (9.8 feet) Statutory Right of Way 
(SRoW) that is proposed for the west side of the property, which would allow for a future mid-
block pedestrian connection. 
 
The Architect then provided a more in depth review of the building.   He advised that the colours 
that were presented in the report have since been reworked and provided a sample colour board 
with the proposed materials for the Committee.  They decided to use brick instead of stone and 
plan to have the brick on the east elevation that would wrap around the sides of the building.  He 
went into detail to explain the other proposed finishings and their locations on the building.  He 
noted that they have tried to keep the front façade of the building both vibrant and interesting.  
They feel they have accomplished this with the live/work unit at the front of the building.  It was 
noted that a setback variance is being requested to accommodate a low retaining wall to provide 
for some separation/privacy for that unit.  There will also be a small waiting area within the multi-
family residential entrance which can be used by residents or guests that are waiting for a taxi or 
pick up.  He reviewed the second floor layouts and noted that all the floors have similar layouts, 
with the potential for higher ceilings on the fifth floor.  He also advised that that there are either 
individual storage lockers on each floor or in the units directly.  He also commented that the 
majority of the units are all primarily east and west facing and only the second bedroom window 
in the two bedroom units would face north and south.   

 There was an inquiry as to what material was proposed for the garage door, to which the 
architect responded that it would be an aluminum frame with translucent glass.  

 There was a question on the need for a secondary fire escape from the parking garage and a 
concern whether the current exit would be locked.  The architect advised that it does meet the 
Building Code as long as the doors can be unlocked from the inside with a quick release. 

 A question was asked regarding the height of the parking garage and it was advised that it is 
proposed as 3.65 metres (12 feet). 

 There was discussion on mobility scooters, specifically, storage locations.  The applicant 
advised that mobility scooters aren’t permitted in some stratas on the individual floors as they 
can cause damage to walls.  It was noted that there will be an electrical outlet in front of each 
parking space, so there would be potential for the scooter to be stored there depending on the 
length of the resident’s car.  It was asked if the storage locker could be outfitted with an 
electrical outlet to store the scooter there.  It was stated that they could consider providing an 
electrical outlet in the storage locker and that it may be required by code.  The applicant also 
advised that it would be the strata’s decision to determine whether scooters will be allowed 
onto individual floors. 

 There was also a question with respect to bicycle storage.  The applicant advised that in 
another building that they have had good success with an individual bike rack/lock that would 
be at the front of each parking spot. 



Advisory Planning Commission Meeting  |  August 5, 2014  |  Page 3 

 One member inquired if they had considered including some smaller units as the micro and 
small units on a project that is currently under construction sold quite quickly.  The applicant 
noted that they had considered the smaller units but that it wasn’t their target market and if 
they wanted to add more units they wouldn’t be able to keep the units primarily facing east 
and west. 

 A member asked when a second elevator would be required.  The architect advised that they 
believe one elevator is sufficient and that there are other projects with -/+ 40 units with just 1 
elevator. 

 There was a comment from a member that they don’t agree with staff’s interpretation the fifth 
floor complies with the policy in the OCP.  They agree that it is articulated, but do not believe 
that it is stepped back sufficiently. 

 There was also a comment about the street frontage on Third Street, just north of the parking 
entrance and if there was anything that could be done to make it more interesting.  There is a 
hydro box there that needs free and clear access and limits the available materials that could 
be used.  It was agreed that it was a difficult location but that they would keep it in mind. 

 A question was asked as to whether geothermal, solar-ready or other energy conservation 
considerations has been made.  The applicant advised that no decisions have been finalized 
but that they are considering an air to water heat pump as one option.  He noted that they are 
open to anything that makes economic sense. 

 One member commented that they liked the idea of widening the sidewalk.   

 A question was asked on how the SRoW area would be finished.  Staff advised that it would 
likely be gravel at this time.  The member then inquired as to whose responsibility it would be 
to finish it in the future.  Staff advised that it would be spoken to in the SRoW document.   

 
Moved by Terry Johnston, seconded by Thomas Teuwen, that the Advisory Planning 
Commission recommends to Council that Development Permit Application No. DP100583 
and Development Variance Permit Application No. DV100159 (to permit the construction of 
a 5-storey development consisting of one ground floor live/work unit and 24 multi-family 
dwelling units, and to relax the minimum permitted front lot line setback, maximum 
building height and maximum number of storeys) be given preliminary approval, subject 
to the following conditions: 

1. That Zoning Amendment Application No. RZ100077 be approved; 

2. That prior to the issuance of Building Permit, the property owner pay to the Town a 
deposit in the amount of 115% of the estimated cost to complete the hard and soft 
landscaping for the development; 

3. That the property owner undertake all offsite works and services to the satisfaction of 
the Director of Engineering & Works; 

4. That the property owner work with the Parks Department regarding the number, type, 
size and location of new boulevard trees to be planted; and 

5. That all property owners within 76m (250ft) of the subject property be notified 
regarding the proposed variances, and any written correspondence received be 
forwarded to Council for consideration. 

MOTION CARRIED: 
  
 

Tara Cumming excused herself from the meeting as a member due to a conflict. 
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4. OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. OP100024, REZONING 
AMENDMENT APPLICATION NO. RZ100076, DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 
APPLICATION NO. DV100161 & DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION NO. DP100582: 
9565 Canora Road and 2029 Brethourpark Way 
 
PROPOSAL: 

 The applicant is proposing to amend the Official Community Plan designation of the subject 
properties from Neighbourhood Residential (RES-1) to Intensive Single Family Residential 
(RES-2) and to amend the Zoning designation of the properties from Single- and Two-Family 
Residential (R2) to Single-Family High Density Residential (R1.2) in order to construct 5 
‘small lot’ single-family dwellings. Four of the proposed lots would be 255 square meters in 
area and one would be 331 square meters. The five single-family dwellings would each be 
two storeys in height. Vehicle access for four of the dwellings would be from Brethourpark 
Way, and the other dwelling would have vehicle access from Canora Road. 

 The approval of a Development Permit (Major) and a Development Variance (to relax 
maximum building height requirements) would also be required to allow small lot development 
to occur on these properties. If these applications are approved by Council, the applicant 
would then have to apply for a Subdivision to divide the properties into five lots. 

 
Alison Verhagen gave a brief overview on the proposed development.   

Presenter: Tara Cumming, Cumming Design 
  

The presenter provided a PowerPoint presentation with an overview of the proposal as it was 
presented to Council in July.  She advised that the developer believes that area could be 
improved and cited the homes of the nearby development at Canora Mews as comparable to 
their project.  As the proposal was originally presented they have 4 driveways proposed off of 
Brethourpark Way and one off of Canora Road.  She noted that they have worked with staff to try 
to design the lots to save some existing trees on the site as well as retain a hydro pole.  She 
noted that they had a public open house last week and received a number of comments.  Many 
people felt the area could be freshened up but concerns regarding vehicle traffic and the number 
of driveways on Brethourpark Way were received.  She has since had discussions with staff to 
consider other options, such as a shared laneway down the rear of the properties for the vehicles, 
which would be accessed by a reciprocal access agreement.  This would eliminate the driveways 
in front on Brethourpark Way and the garages facing the street. This would allow the houses to 
be pulled closer to the front property line with more opportunity for white picket fences and larger 
porches in the front.  She noted that as they are just undertaking a redesign, they were open to 
feedback and comments. 

 A member commented that they felt the initial design almost had a “company housing” feel 
and felt it was a bit unimaginative, almost as though it was a garage with a house attached.  It 
was felt that having larger front porch would be positive and would lend to a more community 
feel. 

 There were mixed comments about the proposed “bump outs” and other traffic calming 
measures suggested for Brethourpark Way and its intersection with Canora Road.  One 
member, as a cyclist, does not like the bump outs as it was felt that it pushes them into traffic.   

 It was also noted to consider looking at redesigning the roof lines to better accommodate 
solar panels in the future. 

 There was a question on parking and whether the Town limits the number of vehicles 
permitted on a property.  Staff advised that there is a limit of 1 unlicensed vehicle that is 
visible per property, but there is no maximum other than that. 

 There was a question about sharing the panhandle access with the property to the south.  
The designer advised that it was not the developer’s preference, but that this redesign will 
likely raise the question of shared use with the property owner. 
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 There was a lot of discussion on making room for vehicles and how it is hard to design a 
small house with a car in it.  The designer noted that initially it was the developers desire to fit 
the project into an existing zone, but after the feedback from the community that this redesign 
may push them to think outside the box.  Staff advised that there is the new Urban Single and 
Two-Family Zone (R5) that might be an option, which still would fit in with the proposed 
Intensive Single-Family Residential (RES-2) OCP designation. 

 A member commented that they feel that it is acceptable density for the area and that this 
project has the opportunity to create a template and new model neighbourhood that would fit 
well within Sidney.  That was seconded by another member. 

 There was some discussion on the proposed frontage improvements along Canora Road and 
Brethourpark Way as well as the possibility to reduce the width of the intersection at 
Brethourpark Way to reduce traffic speeds and improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists.  
The committee was interested to see what is being proposed by the Town. 

 A member noted that they’ve seen with other small houses constructed on slabs as opposed 
to crawlspaces that there is a lack of storage, which requires the garage to be used as 
storage, which in turns pushes the cars out onto the street.  It was encouraged that smart 
design be used to accommodate storage.  The same member also encouraged the need to 
ensure that there is backyard privacy. 

 A member asked if there were any plans to add a crosswalk.  Staff advised that there are 
plans to connect the new Flight Path that the Victoria Airport Authority has constructed with 
the pedestrian overpass at Weiler Avenue, which will include crosswalks and the use of 
sharrows along Weiler Avenue.   

 
Moved by Thomas Teuwen, seconded by Debbie Gray, that the Advisory Planning 
Commission recommends to Council that: 

1. The applicant for Official Community Plan Amendment Application No. OP100024, 
Zoning Amendment Application No. RZ100076, Development Permit Application No. 
DP100582 and Development Variance Application No. DV100161 (to allow a five lot 
small lot single family residential development) redesign the development to address 
concerns related to vehicle access to the site and on-street parking, and present 
revised plans, to the Advisory Planning Commission; and 

2. A schematic of the Brethourpark Way road design and boulevard area be presented 
with the revised plans. 

MOTION CARRIED: 
 

Tara Cumming returned to the meeting as a member. 
 
5. ITEMS DISPOSITION BY COUNCIL: 

Councillor Price gave an update on Council’s decisions with regard to recent Development Permit 
Applications. 

 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
Moved by Tara Cumming, seconded by Terry Johnston, that the meeting be adjourned. 
 

MOTION CARRIED: 
Meeting adjourned at 4:45 p.m. 
 
 
 

__________________________ 
CHAIRPERSON 


