
 

 

 

 

Planning Application Information Sheet 

 
Application Type: Development Variance Permit 
File Number: 3090-20/20220042 
Electoral Area: L 
Date of Referral: July 18, 2022 
Date of Application: May 24, 2022 
 
Property Owner’s Name(s): PAULA-RAE BARCLAY 

 

  
 

SECTION 1: Property Summary 

Legal Description(s): Lot 9, District Lot 1460, Lillooet District, Plan 15392 
 
Property Size(s): 0.097 ha (0.24 ac.) 
 
Area of Application: 0.097 ha (0.24 ac.) 
 
Location: 8476 Gerald Cres. 
 
Current Designation: Min. Lot Size Permitted: 
Lakefront Residential 0.8 ha (1.98 ac.) 

 
 

Current Zoning: Min. Lot Size Permitted: 
Residential 1 (R 1) 4,000 sq. m (43,057 sq. ft.) 

 
 

Variance Requested: The applicants have requested a variance to 5.12.2 (b) (i) of the South 
Cariboo Area Zoning Bylaw No. 3501, 1999 as follows: 
 
 To reduce the Front Yard Setback from 7.6 m (24.93 ft.) to 3.78 m (12.4 ft.) to legalize 

the existing unlawful storage shed location. 
 
Proposal: To legalize the location of an existing unlawful storage shed.  
 
 

Existing Buildings: Residential dwelling - 80.27 sq. m (864 sq. ft.) 
Storage Shed - 23.13 sq. m (249 sq. ft.) 
Wood Shed (to be relocated) - 6.69 sq. m (72 sq. ft.) 



 
Proposed Buildings: None 
 
Services Available: Hydro and Sewage Disposal System 
 
Within the confines of the Agricultural Land Reserve: No 
 
Required to comply with the Shoreland Management Policy:  N/A 
Name of Lake/Contributing River: Lac des Roches 
Lake Classification: High 
 
Within Development Permit Area: Yes 
Development Permit Area Name:  
Aquatic Habitat Development Permit Area 
Commercial and Industrial Land Development Permit Area 
 
Adjoining Properties: (Source: B.C.A.A.) 
 

 Land Use: Lot Sizes: 

(a) North 000 - Single Family Dwelling 
 

0.16 ha (0.39 ac.) 
 

(b) South Lac des Roches N/A 
 

(c) East 020 - Residential Outbuilding Only 0.09 ha (0.22 ac.) 
 

(d) West 000 - Single Family Dwelling 0.113 ha (0.28 ac.) 
 

 

 

PLANNING COMMENTS 

Background: 
 
The applicant has requested that the minimum required front yard setback be reduced from 7.6 
m (24.93 ft.) to 3.78 m (12.4 ft.) to legalize the location of an existing unlawful storage shed on 
the subject property. The requested variance is a relaxation of Section 5.12.2 (b) (i) of the South 
Cariboo Area Zoning Bylaw No. 3501, 1999.  
 
The subject property is 0.097 ha (0.24 ac.) in size and is zoned Residential 1 (R 1) in the South 
Cariboo Area Zoning Bylaw No. 3501, 1999. It is also designated Lakefront Residential in the 
Interlakes Area Official Community Plan Bylaw No. 3906, 2004. Currently, the property has an 



existing 80.27 sq. m (864 sq. ft.) dwelling, 23.13 sq. m (249 sq. ft.) storage shed, and a 6.69 sq. m 
(72 sq. ft.) wood shed that is intended to be relocated.  
 
Location and Surroundings:  
 
The subject property is located at 8476 Gerald Crescent adjacent to Lac Des Roches, along Little 
Fort Highway 24 as shown in Appendix A. Partially covered in trees and grass, the property is 
gently sloped towards Lac Des Roches. The property is also within the Aquatic Habitat 
Development Permit Area that extends 15 m (49.2 ft.) from the lake’s natural boundary. It is 
mostly surrounded by similar sized properties along Lac Des Roches with some larger parcels in 
the vicinity across Highway 24.   
 
CRD Regulations and Policies: 
 
3501 South Cariboo Area Zoning Bylaw, 1999 
 
5.12    RESIDENTIAL 1 (R 1) ZONE 
 
5.12.2 ZONE PROVISIONS 
 

 (b) REQUIRED YARDS (minimum):  
       

       i) Front Yard – Setback = 7.6 metres (24.93 feet) 
 
Rationale for Recommendations: 
 
Planning staff note that despite the property being located within a building inspection area, the 
shed was built without a building permit which has resulted in this setback non-conformance.  
 
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure (MOTI) requires a minimum setback of 4.5 m 
(14.76 ft.) from a public road. The setback area is for maintenance and future improvements. As 
such, the Ministry has responded to this application and is not supportive of the requested 
setback of 3.78 m (12.4 ft.). The Ministry is only prepared to support a minimum of 4.5 m (14.76 
ft.) setback from Gerald Road. 
 
The Electoral Area ‘L’ Advisory Planning Commission (APC) has also responded to this application. 
The APC has noted that the terrain from the shed slopes down to the road, and therefore, has no 
concerns with the variance request. However, the APC is aware of the MOTI minimum setback of 
4.5 m (14.76 ft.) and mentioned that if required, the shed is likely movable. 
 
The Ministry of Land, Water and Resource Stewardship has no comments on this application. The 
Interior Health Authority has completed their initial review and have identified no health impacts 
associated with the proposal. As such, their interests are unaffected by the proposal. 
 



Staff has received two letters from the neighbourhood stating their support of the proposal and 
one letter of strong opposition from the adjacent property owner.   
 
The CRD Chief Building Official has recommended to increase the proposed front yard setback 
from 3.78 m (12.4 ft.) to 4.5 m (14.76 ft.) due to MOTI setback requirements. The applicant must 
ensure all property pins are located and exposed for building inspector. Further, building location 
survey may be required at the time of first onsite inspection. 
 
Taking all the comments into consideration, planning staff recommends approval of increased 
setback. As indicated by the APC in their referral comments, the storage shed is placed on a 
temporary foundation which will allow the shed to be moved to comply with the MOTI minimum 
setback requirement of 4.5 m (14.76 ft.). This will also provide adequate building separation 
between the existing dwelling and the storage shed. 
  
Recommendation:  
 
That the application for a Development Variance Permit pertaining to Lot 9, District Lot 1460, 
Lillooet District, Plan 15392 to reduce the minimum required front yard setback from 7.6 m (24.93 
ft.) to 4.5 m (14.76 ft.) be approved. 
 
Further that the applicant be notified the setback approval is for less than what was requested.  
 
 

REFERRAL COMMENTS 

Health Authority: July 19, 2022 
Typically we provide comments regarding potential health impacts of a proposal.  More 
information about our program can be found at Healthy Built Environment.  
  
An initial review has been completed and no health impacts associated with this proposal have 
been identified. As such, our interests are unaffected by this proposal.  
 
Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure: July 20, 2022 
EDAS #  2022-03911  
 
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure has a minimum setback from a public road of 
4.5 metres.    The setback area is for maintenance and future improvements.  The Ministry is only 
prepared to support a minimum 4.5 metre setback from Gerald Crescent. 
 
Advisory Planning Commission: August 1, 2022 
See attached. 
 



Ministry of Environment and Climate Change Strategy: Terrestrial, Aquatic Habitat and Wildlife: 
July 27, 2022 
No concerns. 
 
CRD Chief Building Official: July 20, 2022 
Proposed front yard set back increased from 3.78m to 4.5m due to MOTI setback requirements.  
Ensure all property pins are located and exposed for building inspector.  Building locate survey 
may be required at time of first onsite inspection. 
 
Adjacent Property Owners: 
See attached. 

 

ATTACHMENTS 

Appendix A:  General Map 
Appendix B: Specific Map 
Appendix C:  Orthographic Map 
Other:   Applicant’s Supporting Documentation 
  Advisory Planning Commission Comments 
  Adjacent Property Owner Comments 
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39 East 60th Ave. ' <>

Vancouver, BC -

V5X1Z5 "

August 8,2022

Attention: Shivani Sajwan, Planning Officer It

Cariboo Regional District

Suite D, 180 N Third Avenue

Williams Lake, BC

V2G 2A4

Re: Application for a Development Variance Permit - Lot 9, District Lot 1460, Lillooet District,

Plan 15392

Dear Ms. Sajwan,

My name is Nada Vedral and I am writing to express my objections and strong

opposition to the Application for a Development Variance Permit listed above.

I received two notices in the mail from the Cariboo Regional District regarding this

Application because I am the legal owner of two lakefront properties on Lac Des Roches, Lot 7

and Lot 8 (8472 and 8474 Gerald Crescent respectively, hereafter referred to as Lot 7 and Lot

8). Please consider this letter as two votes against the granting of the Variance.

I have included Appendix A: General Map provided in the information package sent to

me and highlighted my properties on it. Lot 7 is vacant, while Lot 8 has a cabin and is directly

adjacent to Lot 9 on the west side. As the closest neighbor, I have been most affected by the

two new outbuildings on Lot 9. As identified on Appendix B: Specific Map, both were built very

close to the shared property line and are visible from my property. I have also added the

approximate size and location of my cabin on Lot 8 to show the size of my front yard.

Since the smaller "Wood Shed" is to be relocated to another part of the Applicant's

property, I will discuss only the larger "Storage Shed" here. However, I would like to state for the

record that while the wood shed did not require a permit, it was built within the required setback

area from the interior property line (4 ft. 9 in.), and therefore its location was illegal.

I have owned my two properties for many years. I do not have any sheds or

outbuildings. The front yards are flat, empty and easily accessible from the road, as I always

heard from friends and neighbors on Gerald Crescent that it was illegal to build anything there

due to the local bylaws, and I have respected the rules. The lakefront lots on this subdivision

are quite small, averaging 0.25 acres or less. Other than a house, there is not much room for

large buildings.



Prior to the Applicant purchasing Lot 9 in 2018, the only structures on it were a house

built in 1995 and a little open shed for storing firewood and a few tools on the west side of the
house.

So, my daughter and I were realty shocked and very unhappy when we arrived at our

cabin and saw two new, huge cedar buildings with metal roofs right next door near the property

line. The storage shed is very big and very noticeable from our front yard.

My main objections to the storage shed are: it is illegal and is a major violation of your

bylaws.

First, it was built without a permit. According to the bylaws, any building over 215 sq. ft.

requires a permit. The shed is substantially larger, at 249 sq. ft. In the Application for the
Development Variance Permit (hereafter "the Application"), the Applicant states that "I was

provided information about the build of our storage shed which was suggested that I did not

require a building permit if under 250 sq. ft." This claim, if true, means the shed was

deliberately built one foot smaller at 249 sq. ft. in order to evade the permit process.

Second, the shed was placed well within the setback area in the front yard. The required

setback from the front property line is 24.93 ft., whereas this shed is setback only 12.4 ft. This is

not a mistake of just a few inches, but over 12 feet! No buildings are allowed in the setback

areas. On lakefront property, there are front setbacks, interior property line setbacks and lake

setbacks to be considered before adding a building. Clearly, the Applicant either had no idea

that setbacks existed, or chose to ignore them.

If a permit had been applied for as it should have been, the setback issue could have

been addressed before construction began, and both the size and location of the storage shed

would have been rejected.

Furthermore, the Applicant has not shown that the existing regulations present any real

difficulty in using the property or that there are any special features on the property that would

preclude them from complying with the bylaws.

As a homeowner, it is the Applicant's responsibility to look into the zoning and building

codes prior to building. Where an owner has failed to seek building permits and then incorrectly

constructed buildings in the setback, it is a self-created problem. Therefore, no variance should

be granted. Ignorance of the law is no excuse.

Setbacks are building restrictions imposed on property owners, usually for reasons such

as safety, privacy and environmental protection. They exist in most municipalities across North

America and have many benefits both aesthetically and functionally. There should be no

permanent structures in setbacks that discourage movement and access.



One of the main purposes of a front yard setback is to ensure ease of access to the

house and property by the District, utilities and other services. For example, during hazardous

accidents, like fire breakouts, setbacks provide space for emergency vehicles and rescue

operations to access the area all around the house. In this case, the large size and location of

the storage shed has basically blocked off access to the west side/front of the house from the

roadway and the front yard.

In the Application, the Applicant states that, "the storage shed was built in the current

location to leave enough room for the parking of 2-4 vehicles as there is no street parking

available in front of our residence." So, if the storage shed was allowed to stay in this location,

and the front yard was crowded with 2-4 parked cars while everyone was out fishing, whose

property would a fire truck have to enter and use if a fire broke out on Lot 9? That's right -

mine!!! The neighbors on Lot 10 have a very steep, narrow driveway and mature trees along

the property line, whereas I have one big driveway and a flat, empty, LEGAL front yard. Just for

this reason alone, the Application should be rejected. It is the responsibility of the homeowner

to ensure safe and adequate space for access to their property in the event of an emergency.

There are several other reasons for my opposition to the Development Variance Permit

for the storage shed. One is that it has substantially affected the use and enjoyment of both my

properties, especially Lot 8 where I have my cabin. I have included 3 pictures of the shed taken

at ground level, which unfortunately were not included in the package sent to the surrounding

homeowners, as well as a sketch of Lot 8 and 9 as seen from Gerald Crescent. Please see

Appendix C: Photos and Sketch.

Until the early 1990's, the front yards of Lot 8 and 9 were basically level with each other.

When one of the previous owners decided to make room for a house, the entire hillside from the

road to about 50 ft. inside the property was bulldozed out to make it level with the road, leaving

a dirt wall or cliff on the west side. Since then, my front yard on Lot 8 is much higher than the

front yard of Lot 9. The storage shed was built in front of this dirt wall and oriented with the long

side parallel to the shared property line, in the middle of the area between the house and front

property line.

Due to the difference in height of the two lots in that area, the roof of the shed is at eye

level when we are in our front yard. The metal roof is very big, and is a very bright, rather vulgar

shade of blue that does not match the natural surroundings at all. And, as you can see from the

pictures, it was slanted towards my property so that only we can see it. This is the view we

have now. Because of the brightness and large span, the roof has become the main focal point

of my entire front yard, impossible to ignore and highly visible from every vantage point, even

from the front yard of Lot 7. When the sun shines on it, it glares like a mirror, and when it rains

or hails, it makes a lot of noise. It has completely ruined the privacy and enjoyment of the front

yards for us. We are not interested in looking at it. It should not be there.



Also, there used to be an unimpeded view of the road (Gerald Crescent) and the other

houses in the neighborhood when I looked from my front yard towards the northeast direction,

but that has been completely blocked off by the storage shed.

Last, because the shed is located so close to the west side of the property, I am

concerned about increased snow accumulating behind it and then more falling off the large roof

during the winter. There was nothing there before, so the rain and snow could run off more

easily. Technically, a small section of the dirt wall is the Applicant's property, but none of the

previous or current owners has ever taken action to stabilize it or install a retaining wall to

ensure it does not collapse. It is possible that without proper drainage, erosion could take

place, and my property could give way. In that case, the owner of Lot 9 would be responsible

for any damages.

In conclusion, I would like to see the bylaws enforced in order to maintain the character

and integrity of the neighborhood.

Granting this Variance would totally defeat the intent of your bylaws and would be unfair

to the rest of the neighbors who do follow the rules. It would set a dangerous precedent

because if one person gets an exemption, then everyone will want one. I would certainly want

variances for my two properties so I can build what I like in the front yard too!

Therefore, for the reasons outlined above, this Application for a Development Variance

Permit should be denied, overruled and rejected, and the building must be moved.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

7 .^-/^ •. . .,^ . -..

Nada Vedral

.-:, ^,< „..../../

Andrea Vedral (daughter)
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