
 

 

 

 

 Corporate NO:  L006 

 Report COUNCIL DATE:  May 29, 2006 

 
 

REGULAR COUNCIL – LAND USE 

TO: Mayor & Council DATE: May 25, 2006 

FROM: Acting General Manager, Planning and Development FILE: 7904-0432-00 

SUBJECT: Proposed RF-O Development at 12626 - 15 Avenue -  
Application No. 7904-0432-00 

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

It is recommended that Council: 
 
1. Receive this report as information; 
 
2. Consider granting third reading to Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000, 

Amendment By-law, 2005, No. 15854; 
 
3. Authorize the Clerk to proceed with public notification for the revised 

Development Variance Permit No. 7904-0432-00 (Appendix "C"); and 
 
4. Require, in addition to the conditions prescribed in Planning Report 

No. 7904-0432-00, the applicant to register a Restrictive Covenant on the title to 
the property that requires that any application for any future proposed 
development (including a pool) on the lot, will be subject to a geotechnical study 
and related report that takes into account, among other things, the Guidelines for 
Legislated Landslide Assessments for Proposed Residential Developments in BC, 
to demonstrate that the site may be used safely for the proposed development. 

 
INTENT 
 

The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the results of additional community 
consultation undertaken by the applicant and City staff, regarding the property at 
12626 - 15 Avenue (Application No. 7904-0432-00), which has occurred since the Public 
Hearing of January 30, 2006, and to recommend a course of action for Council’s 
consideration. 

 
BACKGROUND 
 

On December 14, 2004, the owner of the property at 12626 - 15 Avenue submitted a 
development application for rezoning from "Single Family Residential Zone (RF)" to 
"Single Family Residential Oceanfront Zone (RF-O)" to permit the development of a 
single family dwelling (File No. 7904-0432-00) (Appendix "A").  As part of this 
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proposal, a Development Variance Permit was also proposed to: 
 
• reduce the north front yard setback of the RF-O Zone from 10 metres to 4.8 metres;  
• reduce the south rear yard setback of the RF-O Zone from 10 metres to 4.8 metres; 

and 
• reduce the minimum lot depth of the RF-O Zone from 45 metres to 30 metres.   

 
The Public Hearing for the Rezoning By-law was held on January 30, 2006.  During the 
Public Hearing the following occurred: 
 
• Council received written submissions from a total of 75 persons that noted their views 

on the proposed development, including 62 persons in opposition and 13 persons in 
support; and 
 

• Council heard from 13 people who expressed opposition to the proposed development 
and two people who expressed support for the proposed development. 

 
Subsequent to the Public Hearing, Council resolved that: 

 
"Application No. 7904-0432-00 be referred back to staff to address 
concerns raised at the public hearing". 

 
Council did not give third reading to Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000, 
Amendment By-law, 2005, No. 15854 and deferred consideration of approval of 
Development Variance Permit No. 7904-0432-00, pending resolution of concerns raised 
at the Public Hearing. 

 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

The Planning and Development Department hosted two meetings between the applicant 
and the concerned neighbours to the east to attempt to find solutions.  In addition, staff 
have met individually with the same neighbours and also with the applicant.  The 
following is a summary of the concerns and the means by which they are being 
addressed: 

 
1. House design and view protection for adjacent neighbours 
 

In response to concerns regarding view corridor protection raised by the 
neighbours to the immediate east, the applicant has modified the design of the 
house.  The applicant has offered to reduce the width of the second floor by 
1.2-metres (3.9 feet) on both the north and south sides and slope the roof lines 
inward to widen the view corridor.  The applicant has also proposed to lower the 
entire roof to 0.60 metres (1.96 feet) below the height allowed under the existing 
Restrictive Covenant registered on title, limiting the building ridge height to 
55.93 metres (180 feet) above sea level (Appendix "B").  Furthermore, the 
applicant has offered to restrict the height of new landscaping in both the north 
and south view corridors by way of a Restrictive Covenant.   
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The neighbours accepted these changes and also proposed a 7.5 metre (25 foot) 
south rear yard setback and also a 2.1 metre (6.9 foot) north front yard setback.  
The applicant has indicated that he is able to adjust the house design on the lot to 
meet this request (Appendix "B"). 
 
The project was originally forwarded to Council with a Development Variance 
Permit (DVP) application to vary the front and rear yard setbacks from 10 metres 
(32.8 feet) to 4.8 metres (15.7 feet) on the front and rear yards, respectively.  In 
order to implement the DVP with the agreed upon modifications, a revised DVP 
(Appendix "C") will have to go through the public notification process before 
final approval. 

 
2. Slope stability and geotechnical concerns 
 

At the Public Hearing, concerns were raised by the neighbours regarding the 
proposed decorative pool and the reliability of geotechnical studies submitted by 
the applicant.  Suggestions were made that an independent geotechnical study be 
conducted and a global stability analysis be considered.  During discussion with 
the neighbours subsequent to the Public Hearing, the applicant decided to remove 
the proposed decorative pool from the application.  The neighbours expressed a 
desire that any future pool proposal for the subject site should include notification 
to surrounding neighbours.  However, staff indicated that there is no established 
notification process as part of building permit application. 
 
The Association of Professional Engineers and Geoscientists of B.C. (APEGBC), 
in conjunction with the B.C. Ministries of Forests, Transportation and Community 
Services and the BC Provincial Emergency Program’s Natural Hazards Mitigation 
Fund, have recently announced development of guidelines that will offer a 
standardized approach to engineers and geoscientists in assessing suitability for 
development along sloping sites.  These Guidelines for Legislated Landslide 
Assessments for Proposed Residential Developments in BC are anticipated to be 
published in mid 2006 and a draft copy was made available in March 2006.  As 
the City’s policies on slope development are expected to follow the procedures 
and standards recommended in these Guidelines, it is recommended that the 
applicant be required to ensure that the geotechnical studies provided be 
consistent with these new guidelines. 

 
Furthermore, the applicant will be required to register a Restrictive Covenant that 
ensures that any future proposed construction (including a pool) will be subject to 
the geotechnical requirements and procedures as recommended by these 
Guidelines.  This Restrictive Covenant should address any geotechnical concerns 
the neighbours may have about any future construction. 

 
3. Debris clearing and fire safety 
 

Several trees were topped on the adjacent Burlington Northern Santa Fe Railway 
(BNSFR) lands to the immediate west of the subject site in May 2005.  The 
applicant has a legal agreement with BNSFR to remove the debris created by the 
tree topping and proposes to remove the debris at the same time that they 
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demolish the existing house on the site.  Surrey Fire Services is aware of this 
arrangement and supports the removal of the debris in this manner.  Confirmation 
of the BNSFR agreement as well as appropriate security will be obtained before 
final adoption of the rezoning by-law. 

 
 
CONCLUSION 
 

Based on the above discussion, it is recommended that Council consider granting third 
reading to Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000, Amendment By-law, 2005, No. 
15854 and that the Clerk to proceed with Public Notification for the revised Development 
Variance Permit No. 7904-0432-00. 

 
 
 
 
    How Yin Leung 
    Acting General Manager 
    Planning and Development  
 
KB/kms/saw 
Attachments: 
Appendix "A" - Planning Report presented to Council on October 3, 2005  
Appendix "B" - House Design Modifications 
Appendix "C" - Revised Development Variance Permit No. 7904-0432-00 
 
v:\planning\06data\april-june\05251457.kb.doc 
RB 5/29/06 10:21 AM 

 
 
 



 

 

Appendix "A" 
City of Surrey 
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT REPORT 
File:  7904-0432-00  

Rezoning
Development Variance Permit

 
 
Proposal: Rezone from RF to RF-O to permit the development of a 

single family dwelling.  DVP to relax the minimum lot depth 
and reduce the front and rear yards.   

Recommendation: Approval to Proceed 

Location: 12626 - 15 Avenue Zoning: RF 
OCP Designation: Urban 
LAP Designation: Urban 

Residential 
Owners: Paul and Gay Hough 
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PROJECT TIMELINE 
 
Completed Application Submission Date: May 5, 2005 
Planning Report Date: October 3, 2005 
 
 
PROPOSAL  
 
The applicant is proposing: 
 

• a rezoning from RF to RF-O; 
 

• a Development Variance Permit to vary the RF-O Zone to relax the following by-law 
regulations: 
• relax the minimum lot depth requirement from 45 metres (150 ft.) to 30 metres (98 ft.);  
• reduce the minimum required front yard from 10 metres (33 ft.) to 4.8 metres (16 ft.); and 
• reduce the minimum required rear yard from 10 metres (33 ft.) to 4.8 metres (16 ft.) 

 
in order to permit the development of a single family dwelling. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
The Planning & Development Department recommends that: 
 
1. a By-law be introduced to rezone the property from "Single Family Residential Zone (RF)" 

(By-law No. 12000) to "Single Family Residential Oceanfront Zone (RF-O)" (By-law No. 
12000) and a date be set for Public Hearing. 

 
2. Council approve Development Variance Permit No. 7904-0432-00 (Appendix V), varying the 

following, to proceed to Public Notification: 
 
(a) to reduce the minimum front yard setback of the RF-O Zone from 10 metres (33 ft.) to 

4.8 metres (16 ft.); 
 
(b) to reduce the minimum rear side yard setback of the RF-O Zone from 10 metres to 

4.8 metres (16 ft.); and 
 
(c) to reduce the minimum lot depth requirement of the RF-O Zone from 45 metres (150 ft.) 

to 30 metres (98 ft.);  
 
provided that the east side yard setback is a minimum of 10 metres (33 ft.).   

 
3. Council instruct staff to resolve the following issues prior to final adoption: 
 

(a) ensure that all engineering requirements and issues including restrictive covenants, and 
rights-of-way where necessary, are addressed to the satisfaction of the General Manager, 
Engineering; 
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(b) submission of an acceptable tree survey and a statement regarding tree preservation;  
 
(c) registration of a Restrictive Covenant to ensure the proposed dwelling complies with the 

approved building plans; and 
 
(d) registration of a Restrictive Covenant for the Geotechnical Report.  
 

 
REFERRALS 
 
Engineering: The Engineering Department has no objection to the project subject 

to the completion of Engineering servicing requirements as 
identified in the attached (Appendix IV). 
 

 
 
SITE CHARACTERISTICS 
 
• Existing Land Use A single family dwelling to be demolished. 
• East: Single family residential, zoned RF, designated Urban in the 

OCP. 
• South: Single family residential, zoned RF, designated Urban in the 

OCP. 
• West: Burlington Northern Railway right-of-way, zoned RF, 

designated Urban in the OCP. 
• North: Across 15 Avenue, single family residential, zoned RF, 

designated Urban in the OCP. 
 
 
PLAN AND POLICY COMPLIANCE 
 
OCP Designation: Complies. 

 
LAP Designation: Complies. 

 
 
 
DEVELOPMENT CONSIDERATIONS 
 

• The subject lot is located at 12626 – 13 Avenue, along the ocean bluff in South Surrey.  It is 
designated Urban in the OCP.   

 
• The applicant is proposing a rezoning from Single Family Residential Zone (RF) to Single 

Family Residential Oceanfront Zone (RF-O) to permit the construction of a larger home (546 
sq.m./5,875 sq.ft.). 
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• The applicant is applying for a variance to reduce the front and rear yard setbacks to provide an 
appropriate building envelope.  A variance is also requested to reduce the lot depth requirement 
of the RF-O zone. 

 
• The proposed development complies with the criterion of the RF-O Zone as: 

 
o The property is located such that no residential lots exist between the subject site and the 

ocean water front (including the Burlington Northern Railway property); 
 

o The subject site satisfies the minimum lot area criterion of the RF-O zone; and 
 

o The proposed floor area is within the maximum floor area ratio (FAR) of 0.32 and the 
permitted lot coverage of 25%. 

 

Building Design 
 

• As a condition of rezoning approval, the building plans are required to be registered on title. 
 
• The existing single family dwelling on the lot will be demolished.   

 
• The applicant proposes a two-storey dwelling finished with stone on the main level.  Stone 

veneer finishing is proposed for the first floor and cedar shingle siding is planned for the second 
floor.  Slate is proposed for the roof.  The applicant is proposing to build a pool at the rear of the 
house.  No basement suites are permitted (Appendix III).   

 
• The applicant has proposed a house height of 6.16 metres (20 feet) to the mid-point of the 

highest gable.  This is below the maximum house height of 9 metres (30 feet) allowed in the RF-
O zone.  The ridge of the roof is proposed to be 55.83 metres (180 feet) above sea level.  The 
property has an existing Restrictive Covenant on it, limiting the building ridge height to 55.93 
metres (180 feet) above sea level.  

 

Geotechnical Report and Tree Preservation 
 

• A geotechnical report to evaluate slope stability was prepared by Levelton Consultants Ltd.  The 
geo-technical assessment of the site specifies that the footings of the proposed house and pool 
must be constructed behind the 2 Horizontal to 1 Vertical line extending from the base of the 
slope to the underside of the footings.  The geotechnical report recommends that a qualified geo-
technical engineer conduct a review of the excavation prior to the placement of the concrete 
footings (Appendix VI).  Those requirements and geotechnical report will be registered on title 

 
• Building Division has reviewed the geotechnical report and has found it satisfactory.  At building 

permit stage, the Building Division will require Letters of Assurance from a geotechnical 
engineer. 

 
• The Arborist Report indicates that there are five mature (By-law protected) trees on the subject 

site.  The applicant is proposing to remove one tree as it is in poor condition and falls within the 
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proposed building footprint.  All other trees on the site are to be retained.  The applicant is 
proposing to plant two additional replacement trees on the site (Appendix VII).   

 
• The City Landscape Architect has reviewed the Arborist Report and has found it acceptable. 

 
• "Tree-topping" that occurred on a portion of the Burlington Northern Railway property adjacent 

to the subject site is being addressed separately by Council.  More details are provided in the 
"Pre-notification" section of this report. 

 

View Impact Analysis 
 

• The immediate neighbours to the east expressed concerns that their ocean view would be 
impacted by the proposed house on the subject site.  To address these concerns a view analysis 
was produced by the design consultant (Appendix VIII).   

 
• The view analysis shows what could be built on the property under the current RF zoning.  A 

house could be built 1.2 metres (4 feet) from the eastern property line and the eastern elevation 
could be 19.7 metres (65 feet) in length (the lot is 30.2 metres/99 feet wide at this property line).  
This would significantly impact the view corridors of the neighbours to the east as Appendix 
VIII demonstrates. 

 
• The applicant is proposing to locate his house much farther from the east property line than the 

1.2 metres (4 feet) that he could under the RF Zone.  The side-entry garage is proposed to be 10 
metres (33 feet) from the east property line and the house building itself is proposed to be 
approximately 19 metres (62 feet) from the east property line.  By locating the proposed house in 
this location, the view corridors are enhanced.  In addition, the property has an existing 
Restrictive Covenant on it, limiting the building ridge height to 55.93 metres (180 feet) above 
sea level.  This limits the house height to 6.16 metres (20 feet), although the RF-O zone allows a 
house height of 9 metres (30 feet).   

 
• Additional measures were considered to ensure that new landscaping next to the house would be 

limited to a reduced height in order to further protect views.  However, these measures have not 
been required by the adjacent neighbours (see below). 

 
 
PRE-NOTIFICATION 
 
Pre-notification letters were sent on January 11, 2005 and staff received the following comments: 
 

• One telephone call and one letter from the immediate neighbour to the south were received in 
support of the application.   

 
• One resident to the immediate north wrote a letter and phoned with concerns about slope 

stability.   
 

(Staff met with this resident and assured the resident that a geo-technical study would be 
done for the site and that it would be reviewed by the City.)   
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• Two neighbours to the immediate east expressed concerns over potential loss of view and the 
proposed development variances. 
 

(Staff met with these neighbours on three (3) separate occasions and with the 
applicant/his agents on four (4) separate occasions to discuss the proposal and various 
ways to minimize the impact on the neighbours’ ocean view.  The garage location was 
adjusted and the house was centred on the lot to open up a view corridor on the south 
side of the subject lot.  A view analysis prepared by the design consultant contrasted the 
proposed house with what could be built under the existing RF Zone (Appendix VIII).  
The proposed house allows for more view corridor than what could be built under the RF 
Zone.  The applicant offered to register a Restrictive Covenant to restrict the height of 
new landscaping in the view corridors to 2.7 metres (9 feet) but the neighbours felt this 
was unnecessary and would not improve their view.  Therefore, no Restrictive Covenant 
for new landscaping height will be prepared.   
 
These neighbours continue to express their concerns and do not support this application.)  

 
• Staff received 2 letters, 7 phone calls and 18 e-mails regarding the tree-topping that occurred on 

a portion of the Burlington Northern Railway (BNR) property that borders the subject site in 
early May 2005.  Residents indicated concern with this incident and have requested that the City 
enforce the provisions of its Tree By-law. 

 
(Residents were informed that the City Landscape Architect was investigating the 
incident.  Building Division prepared a Corporate Report (R181) for Council’s 
consideration at the July 18, 2005 Council meeting.  
 
A, in-camera "show cause" hearing was commenced on September 19, 2005 where the 
owner of Dave Matheson Professional Tree Service was given the opportunity to provide 
information to Council as to why Council should not revoke or suspend the business 
license of that firm in relation to that firm’s part in the unauthorized cutting of trees on 
Burlington Northern Railway’s (BNR) property adjacent to the subject site.   The "show 
cause" hearing was not concluded that day due to time constraints and will be continued 
in the next month. 
 
The applicant has reached an agreement with BNR to remove the tree topping debris 
from the BNR lands at the same time the existing house is demolished.) 

 
 
BY-LAW VARIANCES AND JUSTIFICATION 
 
(a) Requested Variance: 
 

• To reduce the front yard setback from 10 metres (33 feet) to 4.8 metres (16 feet) to allow for a 
deeper building envelope. 

 
Applicant’s Reasons: 

 
• The applicant requires the proposed front yard setback reduction in order to provide an 

adequate building envelope. 
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Staff Comments: 

 
• The subject lot fronts on 15 Avenue because a portion of the lot along 126A Street was 

subdivided in 1995 by a different owner.  This makes the lot very shallow for such a large lot 
and also means that the building envelope is quite shallow at 10 metres (33 feet) deep (see 
Appendix IX for comparison of building envelopes). 
 

• It is reasonable to allow a sufficient building envelope on this lot because it is a large lot 
(2,132 sq.m. or 23,000 sq.ft.) and the RF-O zone was developed to accommodate larger 
houses on large ocean bluff lots.   
 

• There is minimal impact on the neighbouring lot to the north because 15 Avenue acts as a 
buffer. 

 
(b)  Requested Variance: 
 

• To reduce the rear yard setback from 10 metres (33 feet) to 4.8 metres (16 feet) to allow for a 
deeper building envelope. 

 
Applicant’s Reasons: 

 
• The applicant requires the proposed rear yard setback reduction in order to provide an 

adequate building envelope. 
 

Staff Comments: 
 

• The subject lot fronts on 15 Avenue because a portion of the lot along 126A Street was 
subdivided in 1995 by a different owner.  This makes the lot very shallow for such a large lot 
and also means that the building envelope is quite small at 10 metres wide (33 feet). 
 

• It is reasonable to allow a sufficient building envelope on this lot because it is a large lot 
(2,132 sq.m. (23,000 sq.ft.) and the RF-O zone was developed to accommodate larger houses 
on large bluff lots. 
 

• The proposed house will face the east, thus, in practical terms, the rear yard is like a side 
yard.  The RF-O zone calls for a 1.8 metre (6 feet) side yard setback and the proposed 
setback satisfies this requirement. 
 

• There is minimal impact on the neighbouring lot to the south because the dwelling on that lot 
is oriented east-west with its front facing east.  The interface is between two side yards and 
the 1.8 metre (6 feet) proposed setback meets the RF-O requirements.  The neighbour to the 
south has written a letter of support for the applicant’s proposal. 
 

(c) Requested Variance: 
 

• To relax the minimum lot depth requirement of the RF-O zone from 45 metres (150 feet) to 
30 metres (98 feet). 
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Applicant’s Reasons: 
 

• This variance is needed to allow the existing lot to conform to the RF-O zone regulations.   
 

Staff Comments: 
 

• The lot is much wider (75.3 metres or 250 feet) than it is deep (30.23 metres or 100 feet) 
because of its orientation to 15 Avenue.  It is a large lot, measuring 2,132 sq.m. (23,000 
sq.ft.) in area. 
 

• The lot conforms to all the criteria prescribed by the RF-O zone regulations except for lot 
depth and this is due to the lot orientation with respect to 15 Avenue.   

 
• It is noted that a condition of these three (3) variances is that the east side yard setback must be a 

minimum of 10 metres (33 feet). 
 
INFORMATION ATTACHED TO THIS REPORT 
 
The following information is attached to this Report: 
 
Appendix I. Lot Owners, Action Summary and Project Data Sheets 
Appendix II. Contour Map 
Appendix III. Site Plan, Typical Floor Plans and Elevations 
Appendix IV. Engineering Summary 
Appendix V. Development Variance Permit No. 7904-0432-00 
Appendix VI. Geotechnical Report Siting Recommendations 
Appendix VII. Summary of Tree Survey and Tree Preservation 
Appendix VIII. View Analysis 
Appendix IX. Building Envelope Comparison 
 
INFORMATION AVAILABLE ON FILE 
 
• Detailed Engineering Comments dated February 18, 2005. 
 
• Tree Survey and Tree Preservation and Planting Plan prepared by C. Kavolinas & Associates and 

dated January 26, 2005. 
 
• Geotechnical Study prepared by Levelton Engineering Solutions and dated May 15, 2005. 
 
• Soil Contamination Review Questionnaire prepared by Paul Hough and dated December 20, 2004. 
 
 
 
 Murray Dinwoodie 
 General Manager 
 Planning and Development  
KB/kms 
v:\planning\06data\april-june\05251457.kb.doc 
RB 5/29/06 10:21 AM 



 

 

APPENDIX I 
 

Information for City Clerk 
 
Legal Description and Owners of all lots that form part of the application: 
 
1.  (a) Agent: Name: Clarence Arychuk, Hunter Laird Engineering Ltd. 

Address: #300 - 65 Richmond Street 
 New Westminster, B.C.   V3L 5P5 
Tel: 604-525-4651 

 
 
 
2.  Properties involved in the Application 
 

(a) Civic Address: 12626 - 15 Avenue 
 

(b) Civic Address: 12626 - 15 Avenue 
 Owners: Paul and Gay Hough 
 PID: 010-823-247 
 Lot 1 Except Part in Plan LMP24467 Block 20 Section 7 Township 1 New 

Westminster District Plan 2834  
 

 
3. Summary of Actions for City Clerk's Office  
 

(a) Introduce a By-law to rezone the property.  
 
(b) Proceed with Public Notification for Development Variance Permit No. 7904-

0432-00. 
 
 
 



 

 

SUBDIVISION DATA SHEET 
 Proposed Zoning: RF-O 

 

Requires Project Data Proposed 
GROSS SITE AREA  
 Acres .52 acres 
 Hectares .213 ha 
  
NUMBER OF LOTS  
 Existing 1 
 Proposed 1 
  
SIZE OF LOTS  
 Range of lot widths (metres) 69.86 North Property Line 
 Range of lot areas (square metres) 2,123 m² 
  
DENSITY  
 Lots/Hectare & Lots/Acre (Gross) 4.69 uph  1.92 upa 
 Lots/Hectare & Lots/Acre (Net) 4.69 uph  1.92 upa 
  
SITE COVERAGE (in % of gross site area)  
 Maximum Coverage of Principal & 

Accessory Building 
 

25% 
 Estimated Road, Lane & Driveway Coverage 3% 
 Total Site Coverage 28% 
  
PARKLAND  
 Area (square metres)  
 % of Gross Site  
  
 Required 
PARKLAND  
 5% money in lieu NO 
  
TREE SURVEY/ASSESSMENT YES 
  
MODEL BUILDING SCHEME NO 
  
HERITAGE SITE Retention NO 
  
BOUNDARY HEALTH Approval NO 
  
DEV. VARIANCE PERMIT required  
 Road Length/Standards NO 
 Works and Services NO 
 Building Retention NO 
 Others  YES 



 

 

DEVELOPMENT DATA SHEET 
 

 Proposed/Existing Zoning:  RF-O 
 

Required Development Data Minimum Required / 
Maximum Allowed 

Proposed 

LOT AREA*  (in square metres)   
 Gross Total   
  Road Widening area   
  Undevelopable area   
 Net Total   
   
LOT COVERAGE (in % of net lot area)   
 Buildings & Structures   
 Paved & Hard Surfaced Areas   
 Total Site Coverage   
   
SETBACKS ( in metres)   
 Front 10 m 4.8 m 
 Rear 10 m 4.8 m 
 Side #1 (East) 1.8 m 10 m 
 Side #2 (West) 1.8 m 31 m 
   
BUILDING HEIGHT (in metres/storeys)   
 Principal   
 Accessory   
   
NUMBER OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS   
 Bachelor   
 One Bed   
 Two Bedroom   
 Three Bedroom +   
 Total   
   
FLOOR AREA:  Residential   
   
FLOOR AREA: Commercial   
 Retail   
 Office   
  Total   
   
FLOOR AREA:  Industrial   
   
FLOOR AREA:  Institutional   
   
TOTAL BUILDING FLOOR AREA   
* If the development site consists of more than one lot, lot dimensions pertain to the entire site. 



 

 

APPENDIX II 
 

CONTOUR MAP FOR SUBJECT SITE 
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Appendix "C" 
CITY OF SURREY 

 
(the "City") 

 

DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT 
 
 

    NO. 7904-0432-00 
 

 
Issued To:  PAUL AND GAY HOUGH 
 

(the "Owner") 
 
Address of Owner: 1401 Kerfoot Road 

White Rock, B.C. 
V4B 3L5 

 
 
1. This development variance permit is issued subject to compliance by the Owner with all 

statutes, by-laws, orders, regulations or agreements, except as specifically varied by this 
development variance permit. 

 
 
2. This development variance permit applies to that real property including land with or 

without improvements located within the City of Surrey, with the legal description and 
civic address as follows: 

 
Parcel Identifier:  010-823-247 

Lot 1 Except Part in Plan LMP 24467 Block 20 Section 7 Township 1 New Westminster 
District Plan 2834 

 
12626 - 15 Avenue 

 
(the "Land") 

 
 
3. Surrey Zoning By-law, 1993, No. 12000, as amended is varied as follows: 
 

(a) In Section F of Part 15B Single Family Residential Oceanfront Zone (RF-O) the 
minimum front yard setback is reduced from 10 metres (33 ft.) to 2.1 metres 
(6.9 ft.); 

 
(b) In Section F of Part 15B Single Family Residential Oceanfront Zone (RF-O) the 

minimum rear yard setback is reduced from 10 metres (33 ft.) to 7.5 metres 
(24.6 ft.); and 

 
(c) In Section K of Part 15 B Single Family Residential Oceanfront Zone (RF-O) the 

minimum lot depth requirement is relaxed from 45 metres (150 ft.) to 30 metres 
(98 ft.). 



- 2 - 
 
 

 

 
 

4. These variances are granted on the following conditions: 
 
 (a) that the east side yard setback must be a minimum of 10 metres (33 ft.); 
 
 (b) the roof height not exceed 55.33 metres (181.5 ft.) above sea level; and 
 
 (c) the setback for the second floor is 3.3 metres (10.8 ft.) from the north property 

line and 8.7 metres (28.5 ft.) from the south property line. 
 
 
5. This development variance permit applies to only the that portion of the buildings and 

structures on the Land shown on Schedule A which is attached hereto and forms part of 
this development variance permit.  This development variance permit does not apply to 
additions to, or replacement of, any of the existing buildings shown on attached Schedule 
A, which is attached hereto and forms part of this development variance permit. 

 
 
6. The Land shall be developed strictly in accordance with the terms and conditions and 

provisions of this development variance permit.   
 
 
7. This development variance permit shall lapse if the Owner does not substantially start 

any construction with respect to which this development variance permit is issued, within 
two (2) years after the date this development variance permit is issued. 

 
 

8. The terms of this development variance permit or any amendment to it, are binding on all 
persons who acquire an interest in the Land.  

 
 
9. This development variance permit is not a building permit. 
 
 
 
AUTHORIZING RESOLUTION PASSED BY THE COUNCIL, THE       DAY OF           , 20  . 
ISSUED THIS      DAY OF            , 20  . 
 
 
 
 
  ___________________________________  
  Mayor - Dianne L. Watts 
 
 
  __________________________________  
  City Clerk - Margaret Jones 
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