
 

 

 

 

 

List of Public Responses 
 

For the REGULAR MEETING of Council to be held on October 30th, 2017 at 7:00 
pm in the Council Chambers of City Hall, 424 - 3rd Avenue West, Prince Rupert, 
B.C. 
 
In regard to the following Regular Agenda Item: 
 
6.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

b) Report from the City Planner – Re: Application for Development 
Variance Permit – 160 Van Arsdol Street. 

Recommendations: 
THAT the Development Variance Permit Application No. DP-17-09 for 160 
Van Arsdol St. proceeds to Final Consideration. 

 
Since the making and distribution of Council’s Regular Agenda the following list of 
responses to the above-noted Agenda Item have been received: 
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1 Brian C. Roberts, email 1 
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13 Shane & Jody Deinstadt, form letter 18 

14 David O. Hull, form letter 19 

15 PSS and W. A., form letter 20 

16 William Spat, form letter 21 

17 Stephanie Lysyk, form letter 22 

18 Ken & Edie Rothenberger, email 23 
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150 Vanarsdol St., 
Prince Rupert, B.C. V8J 1E3 

The Mayor and Council, 
City Planner, 
City of Prince Rupert. 

Subject: Development Variance Permit Application No. DP-17-09 

Kegular 
~( 

First, let me confirm the obvious from my address above in that we would be directly affected by council 
passing the referenced application. We live right next door to the subject property. We would 
appreciate it if you would take the time to read and consider our comments below. 

!) This is a long established neighbourhood, generally with fairly large properties and homes (and 
subsequently higher taxes) and if the variance was granted and a second building constructed on the 
site it would definitely take away from the present flavour of the area. 

2) The site, even in its current footprint, has very limited and awkward parking. I realize that a second 
building would require parking in accordance with the current bylaws but that would not alleviate the 
parking difficulty for the existing building. 

3) If a developer or someone wishing to speculate on future need for residential properties comes 
forward, there are several lots at the end of Graham Ave., very near the property in question that are 
available and which would not require any change to zoning or impact the neighbourhood. 

4) In the City of Prince Rupert "Quality of Life" official Community Plan, the term "quality" or the phrase 
"quality of life" is mentioned many, many times and I believe it applies to the case now in question. The 
quality of life, at least for those in the immediate area would be affected. In section 4.1 (5) there is 
specific mention of "larger lots, view properties, and adequate sunlight" as being desirable and if the 
variance is passed all three of these criteria will have been ignored. 

5) Traffic flow and congestion. As you are aware, all traffic from south of 17th St. must travel further 
along Graham Ave. and Vanarsdol St. before turning down Atlin Ave. towards the downtown. All these 
streets are one way, relatively narrow roads with many vehicles parked along one side or the other and 
additional building will only exacerbate this situation. 

6) As you are also no doubt aware, a development of two duplex units almost directly across the road 
from the subject property is already affecting the area and will definitely have an impact in the near 
future. 

From a very different perspective, the subject property is one of perhaps two or three other buildings in 
town (ie; Pilsbury House/Court House) that has legitimate heritage value and the site and lot 
development is all part of the value and should be retained if at all possible. It should also be noted that 
we do not live in Vancouver, Toronto, or other metropolitan cities where smaller lots, lane houses, and 
building "up" is desirable. We are a long way from that requirement. 
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Finally, I understand the applicant has purchased several other properties in town, all in speculation of 
future industrial development and a chance for a quick profit. Since purchasing the site in question they 
have lived in it for a total of about six weeks and not at all for the past three months. I do not believe 
they intend to spend any more time than necessary looking after their investments in Prince Rupert. 
Already the home is showing serious signs of a lack of maintenance. 

If you have not been out to this part of town recently, please take the time to come and take a look and 
I am sure you will agree with my concerns about the proposed change. For all the above reasons and 
comments, we strongly oppose passing this variance application. 

Regards, 

Brian and Joanne Roberts. 
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Rose Balderson 

I 

Subject: FW: Proposed Subdivision at 160 Van Arsdol St. 

From: Dentons [mailto:snow@citytel.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, October 25, 2017 12:33 PM 
To: Zeno Krekic <Zeno.Krekic@princerupert.ca> 
Cc: Lee Brain <Lee.Brain@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: Proposed Subdivision at 160 Van Arsdol St. 

October 25, 2017 

Mr. Zeno Krekic, City Planner 
City of Prince Rupert 

Dear Mr. Krekic 

Re: Proposed Subdivision of 160 Van Arsdol St. 

VIAE-MAIL 

Regular 
::It;) 

As long-time residents at 2134 Graham Avenue, we are opposed to the proposed subdivision of 160 Van Arsdol 
St. There are many reasons for our opposition to this proposed subdivision, as per the following: 

1. Large Lot Development, Good View and Sunlight Exposure 
Many years ago we chose to build our home and to live in this section of town due to the generally large 
lot development and good view and sunlight exposure offered. These matters are of utmost importance to 
our quality of life. Any subdivision in this area is therefore a threat to us. We suspect the same applies to 
many, if not most, long-time residents of this area. 

2. Quality of Life Community Plan 
The importance of having a large lot development with a good view and sunlight exposure is recognized 
to be an important consideration to the quality of life offered in Prince Rupert, as per the recognition of 
such a development in our Quality of Life Community Plan. 

3. Variance 
The proposed subdivision on Van Arsdol St. would result in the existing home having 20% greater living 
area than allowed under existing By-Laws. This is a large and unacceptable variance and should not be 
approved. 

4. Precedence 
If such a variance was to be approved, it then opens the door to similar variances being approved in this 
area, which would be equivalent to changing the By Law on this important constraint. This alone makes 
it unacceptable to approve such a variance. 

5. Adjacent home owners 
Those home owners immediately adjacent to the proposed subdivision would be dramatically and 
negatively affected by such a subdivision. To approve such a subdivision would therefore be unjust, 
particularly that it does not meet existing By-Laws. 

For the above reasons, we strongly oppose the proposed subdivision at 160 Van Arsdol St. 

1 
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We kindly request that this message be forwarded to Mayor Lee Brain and Council. 

We would appreciate acknowledgement of receipt of this important message. 

Respectively, 

Penny and Brian Denton 
2134 Graham A venue 
Prince Rupert, BC 

2 
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Rose Balderson 

Subject: FW: Notification inquiry - 160 Van Arsdol 

From: Frank Johansen [maifto:fiohansen@citywest.ca] 
Sent: Sunday, October 29, 2017 8:23PM 

Regular 
_:fftf 

To: Caroline von Schilling <Ca,-oifine.VonSchilling@princerupert.ca>; Zeno Krekic <Zeno.Krekic@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: Re: Notification inquiry- 160 Van Arsdol 

Please be advised that Frank G. Johansen and Pimsuda Johansen, owners of civic address 2204 Atlin Avenue, 
are opposed to the granting of the proposed development variance permit DP-17-09 at the subject address. 

regards, 
Frank Johansen 

On Oct 19, 2017, at 11:52 AM, Caroline von Schilling 
<Carol:ine.VonSchilling@princerupert.ca> wrote: 

Thank you for your inquiry regarding the proposed development variance permit at 160 Van Arsdol St. 

From the link below, scroll to Item 6c, which, when you click on the page number, will take you to the 

full application. 

http://www .princerupert..ca!sites/ default/files/Age ndas/2017/2017 -10-16%20Regula r%20Agenda .pdf 

Feel free to contact the City Planner Zeno Krekic, 250-627-0969 for further questions or information. 

If you would like to return a comment for the public record, feel free to use this email string to do so. Or 
if you would like to speak at the Council meeting, contact Corporate Admin istrator, Rory Mandryk, 250-
627-0963. 

Let us know if you have any questions, 

Caroline 

<image002.png> Caroline von Schilling 

Community Planner 
Development Services Dept. 
CITY OF PRINCE RUPERT 
Tel : (250) 627 0916 I Fax: (250) 627 0979 

<image004.jpg><image006.jpg> <image008.jpg> <imageOlO.jpg> www .princerupert.ca 

This message and a11y attadhments may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the 
intended recipient. p1ease 11otify the sender immediately by telephone and destroy any copies . Any 
dissemination or use of lt:'his irnformation by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorized and 
may be mega!. Thank you. 

1 
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This message and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended 
recipient, please notify the sender immediately by telephone and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this 
information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorized and may be illegal. Thank you. 

2 
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Rose Balderson 

Subject: FW: proposed variance permit application no. DP-17-09 

From: Lorna [mailto:skeenad@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, October 29, 2017 4:32 PM 
To: Zeno Krekic <Zeno.Krekic@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: Re: proposed variance permit application no. DP-17-09 

Prince Rupert Mayor and Council; 

Regular 

As a taxpayer and member of this community for over 50 years , I was taken aback by the notice of the 
proposed development variance permit application for the subdivision of a property at 160 Vanardol St. This 
being done without proper notification to the neighboring properties that will be affected by this decision. 
Please note that I am strictly opposed to the subdivision of this property. 

Sincerely, 
Lorna Kristmanson 
200 Vanarsdol St. 
250-624-2449 
Sent from my iPad 

1 
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Rose Balderson 

Subject: FW: 160 Van Arsdol Street 

From: Jacqui [mailto:jhodam@citywest.ca] 
Sent: Sunday, October 29, 2017 2:53 PM 
To: Zeno Krekic <Zeno.Krekic@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: 160 Van Arsdol Street 

Dear Zeno, 

Regular 

I am writing to you to the permit application for the variance to 160 Van Arsdol street. My husband and I live at 2192 
Atlin Avenue and we would like to say that we oppose the development. 

Jacqui & Terry Hodam 

Sent from my iJacqui 

1 
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Rose Balderson 

Regular 
-:It~ 

Subject: FW: Opposition to Proposed Development Variance Permit for 160 VanArsdol Street 

From: Zeno Krekic 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 1:15PM 
To: 'Signi Solmundson' <signi.solmundson@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Opposition to Proposed Development Variance Permit for 160 VanArsdol Street 

I am in receipt of your comments and will forward to the Council. 

From: Signi Solmundson [mailto:signi.solmundson@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 12:09 PM 
To: Zeno Krekic <Zeno.Krekic@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: Opposition to Proposed Development Variance Permit for 160 VanArsdol Street 

Hi Zeno: 

I am unable to attend Council meeting tonight but I spoke with Judy Warren over the weekend. She told me 
about the project and what she learned from meeting with you last week. She said sending an email to you to 
oppose the proposed variance permit was sufficient. 

I live at 106 VanArsdol Street. 

Thank you, 
Signi Solmundson 

1 
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Rose Balderson 

Subject: FW: Application No DP-17-09 

From: Zeno Krekic 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 10:36 AM 
To: 'lan Walker' <ianwalker320@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Application No DP-17-09 

I am in receipt of your comments and win furwvarrcll 1tm ttme romwmoll. 

From: lan Walker [mailto:ianwalker320@gmail..com] 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 10:10 AM 
To: Zeno Krekic <Zeno.Krekic@princerupert.c.a> 
Subject: Application No DP-17-09 

Regular 
-:11-:'t 

My wife an I live at 2194 Atlin Avenue and we are not in favour of Application DP-17-09. 

Yours Sincerely 
Ian and Wilma Waker 

1 
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Rose Balderson 

Subject: FW: 160 Van Arsdol 

From: Ennis Greene [mailto:enniscanada@yahoo.coml 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 9:30AM 
To: City Hall <cityhall@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: 160 Van Arsdol 

Attention Zeno Krakic 

Subject: 160 Van Arsdol 

Regular 

I am joining the chorus of neighbours who are opposed to building a second house on the 
Graham A venue side of "the Castle". This is an iconic structure that probably should have had a 
protective designation. There is no shortage ofhouses available on Graham and 160 Van Arsdol 
appears to be vacant most of the time. It begs the question about speculation and not born of a 
desire to work in the community and live in the neighbourhood. There is obviously going to be 
some of that happening in this boom and bust period but allowing a variance and change of 
bylaw with this structure with so much heritage and history attached to it seems very 
shortsighted. 

Ennis Greene 
2134 Atlin Avenue 

Sent from my iPad 

Sent from my iPad 

1 
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Rose Balderson 

Subject: FW: Variance permit application for 106 Van Arsdol 

From: carolekristmanson@gmail.com [mailto:carolekristmanson@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 10:04 AM 
Subject: Fwd: Variance permit application for 106 Van Arsdol 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

Subject: Fwd: Variance permit application for 106 Van Arsdol 

Sent from my iPad 

Subject: Fwd: Variance permit application for 106 Van Arsdol 

Sent from my iPad 

Subject: Variance permit application for 106 Van Arsdol 

Over the years various variance requests have caused much 
dissension between neighbours and/or building developers or 
contractors in the Atlin and Graham Ave area. 

Council had suggested a condo development on Westview Park 
land, homeowners have looked to extend their deck size, others 
have applied to build above the height code or build another home 
on their property. To this day there are hard feelings amongst the 
neighbours. 

Regular 
it=-/D 

It's not easy for many of us, or maybe even most of us, to openly 
disagree with our fellow citizens and friends. For certain I fall 
within that group and am not even comfortable as I write this, but I 
realize that we are losing the conformity of housing in our area and 
that something has to be said. 

In my opinion there should be no such a thing as a variance permit. 

1 
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Problem solved. Buy or build a house or property knowing what 
the building codes are and expect to have to abide by them. No 
loopholes. Period. Tough love of sorts. Consistency. No more 
upsetting and time consuming disputes. No more loss of 
conformity in neighbourhoods. 

Back to 1 06 V anArsdol. This home, which has been vacant, for the 
most part, for several months, is one of very few grand old homes 
in our city. Its generous lot size adds to its charm. Throughout the 
years this home has been dubbed "the castle" because of this 
charm. Allowing a house to be built in front and on the same 
property will totally distract from this beautiful old home. Also, 
the new house will definitely be out of sync with the houses on 
either side of it. 

While on the topic of the conformity of houses in an area, I'd like 
to bring up the current way our building height code is upheld. We 
allow a developer to backfill one side of the building so that the 
other side can be built higher and still conform to code because the 
average of the two heights is taken. Ridiculous. Seems like a 
loophole to me. Just ask neighbours who have had their views and 
light obscured by some such building. The duplexes on the comer 
ofVanArsdol and Atlin come readily to mind. Too high and too 
large of a footprint to be conforming. 

With the city's "Quality of Life Plan" citizens in Prince Rupert 
shouldn't have to fight to keep the integrity of their 
neighbourhoods. That's council's task. Make bylaws and stick by 
them. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Carole Kristmanson 

2 
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October 27,2017 

To the Council of the City of Prince Rupert and Zeno Krekic 

Re: Variance Permit DP-17-09 
Lot B District Lot 1992 Range 5 Coast District Plan 8909 

This letter is to advise that we are STRONGLY opposed to the proposed variance of Section 5.2.2 of the Zoning 
Bylaw number 3286, 2009. · 

We have several concerns with respect to this proposal. 

• How and what will this 'new' property will be used for? The existing dwelling on the property is being 
operated like a hotel with a transient population. If we had wanted to reside near hotels and hostel I ike 
establishments we would have chosen to live in a different part of Prince Rupert where these businesses 
are present and known to the area We would venture to say that the current owners of this property 
have not informed the city of how the existing dwelling is being used and that they are not paying the 
city of Prince Rupert the appropriate taxes and fees for utilities like other businesses of this nature in this 
city do. 

• Where will the dwelling be set on the property? 'How close to the street the dwelling will be? We have 
concerns with the aesthetics of this proposed structure and don't feel it will fit into the neighbourhood. 

• Where will their parking be? This road is narrow and parking is limited as it is. This area of Graham 
A venue is already congested with traffic and this proposal will worsen the situation. 

• Will it be a multiple family unit? Will it be built so that it can be rented out as rooms or suites? 

• There are already issues with the quality of the water and the state of the infrastructure in this area. How 
wiU these concerns be addressed? 

This proposal goes against rules that are in place- it is contrary to existing bylaws and is a complete disregard 
for how and where you are spending your time and energies. 

There are too many unanswered questions. Our answer is NO and we would ask that you, our council members, 
consider the concerns of the. long time local residents and tax payers that this proposal will affect. The City of 
Prince Rupert needs to stop wasting our money on unreasonable requests of this nature. 

\ 

Qc'~ c2t?j , olo C] 
Date 

• 

.. 
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October 27, 2017 

. 
To the Council of the City of Prince Rupert and Zeoo Krekic 

Re: VariancePermitDP-17-09 
Lot B District Lot 1992 Range 5 Coast District Plan 8909 

This letter is to advise that we are STRONGLY opposed to the proposed variance of Section 5.2.2 of the Zoning 
'Bylaw number 3286, 2009. 

We have several concerns with respect to this proposal. 

• How and what will this 'new' property will be used for? The existing dwelling on the property is being 
operated like a hotel with a transient population. If we had wanted to reside near hotels and hostel like 
establishments we wo.uJd have chosen-to live in a different part ofPrinte Rupert where these businesses 
are present and known to the area. We would venture to say that the current owners ofthis property 
have not informed the city of how the existing dwelling is being used and that they are not paying the 
city of Prince Rupert the appropriate taxes and fees for utilities like other businesses of this nature in this 
city do. 

• Where will the dwelling be set on the property? How close to the street the dwelling will be? We have 
concerns with the aesthetics of this proposed structure and don't feel it wilJ fit into the neighbourhood. 

• Where will their parking be? This road is narrow and parking is limited.as it is. This area of Graham 
A venue is already congested with traffic and this proposal will worsen the situation. 

• Will it be a multiple family unit? WUJ it be built so that it can be rented out as rooms or suites? 

• There are already issues with the qua~ ity of the water and the state of the .infrastructure in this area. How 
will these concerns be addressed? 

This proposal goes against rules that: are in place - 1t is contrary to existing bylaws and is a complete disregard 
for how and where you are spending your time and energies. 

There are too many unanswered questions. Our answer is NO and we would ask that you, our council members, 
consider the concerns of the long time local residents and tax payers that this proposal will affect. The City of 
Prince Rupert needs to stop wasting our money on unreasonable requests of this nature. 

Respectfully submitted 

d~&£4-
Date 

qate 

• 
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October 27, 20 17 

To the Council of the City of Prince Rupert and Zeno Krekic 

Re: Variance Permit DP-17-09 
Lot B District Lot 1992 Range 5 Coast District Plan 8909 

This letter is to advise that we are STRONGLY opposed to the proposed variance of Section 5.2.2 of the Zoning 
Bylaw number 3286, 2009. 

We have several concerns with respect to this proposal. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

How and what will this 'new' property wiU be used for? The existing dwelling on the property is being 
operated like a hotel with a transient population. If we bad wanted to reside near hotels and hostel like 
establishments we would· have chosen to live in a different part of Prince Rupert where these businesses 
are present an~ known to the area. We would venture to say that the current owners oft!lls property 
have not informed the city of how the existing dwelling is being used and that they are not paying the 
city of Prince Rupert the appropriate taxes and fees for utilities like other businesses of this nature in this 
city do. 

Where will the dwelling be set on the property? How close to the street the dwelling will be? We have 
concerns with the aesthetics of this proposed structure and don't feel it will fit into the neighbourhQod. 

Where wi ll their parking be? This road is narrow and parking is limited as it js. This area of Graham 
A venue is already congested with traffic and this proposal will w.orsen the situation. 

Will it be a multiple family_ unit? Will it be built so that it can be rented out as rooms or suites? 

There are already issues with the quality of the water and the state of the infrastructure in this area. How 
wi ll these concerns be addressed? 

This proposal goes agai nst rules that are in place - it is contrary to existing bylaws and is a complete disregard 
for bow and where you are spending your time and energies. 

There are too many unanswered questions. Our answer is NO and we would ask that you, our council members; 
consider the concerns of the long time local residents and tax payers that this proposal will affect. The City of 
Prince Rupert needs to stop wasting our money on unre1t5onable re9uests of this nature. 

Respectfully submitted 

c?r 2V~I·7 
Date 
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October 27,2017 

• 
To the Council of the City of Prince Rupert and Zeno Krekic 

Re: Variance Permit DP-17-09 
Lot B District Lot 1992 Range 5 Coast District P lan 8909 

This letter is to advise that we are STRONGLY opposed to the proposed variance of Section 5.2.2 of the Zoning 
Bylaw number 3286, 2009. 

We have several concerns with respect to this proposal. 

• How and what wiiJ this 'new' property wiiJ be. used for? The existing dwelling on the property is being 
operated like a hotel with a transient population. If we had wanted to reside near hotels and hostel like 
establishments we would have chosen to 1ive in a different part of Prince Rupert where these businesses 
are present and known to the area. We would venture to say that the current owners of this property 
have not informed the city of how the existing dwelling is being used and that they are not paying the 
city of Prince Rupert the appropriate taxes and fees for utilities like other businesses of this nature in this 
city do. 

• Where will the dwelling be set on the property? How close to the street the dwelling will be? We have 
concerns with the aesthetics of this proposed structure and don't feel it will fit into the neighbourhood. 

• Where will their parking be? This road is narrow and parking is limited as it is. This area of Graham 
Avenue is already congeste.d with traffic and this proposal wi ll worsen the situation. 

• Will it be a muJtiple family unlt? Wi]J it be built so that it can be rented out as rooms or suites? 

• There are already issues with the quality of the water and the state of the infrastructure in this area. How 
will these concerns be addressed? 

This proposal goes against ruJes that are in place- it is contrary to existing bylaws and is a complete disregard 
for how and where you are spending your time and energies. 

There are too many unanswered questions. Our answer is NO and we would ask that you, our council memb.ers, 
consider the concerns of the long time local residents and tax payers that this proposal will affect. The City of 
Prince Rupert needs to stop wasting our money on unreasonable requests of this nature. 

Respectfully submitted 

2.DI ::J..-
' Date 

Date 

.. 
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October 27, 2017 

To tbe Council oftbe City of Prince Rupert a_nd Zeno Krekic 

• 
Re: Variance Permit DP-17-09 

Lot B District Lot 1992 Range 5 Coast District Plan 8909 

This Jetter is to advise that we are STRONGLY opposed to the proposed variance of Section 5.2.2 offbe Zoning 
Bylaw number 3286, 2009. 

We have several concerns with respect to this proposal. 

• How and what will this 'new' property will be used for? The existing dwelling on the property is being 
operated like a bote] with a transient population. If we had wanted to reside near hotels and hostel like 
establishments we would have chosen to live in a different part of Prince Rupert where these businesses 
are present and known to the area. We would ventw·e to say that the current owners of this property 
have not informed the city of how the existing dwelling is being used and that they are not paying the 
city ofPrince Rupert the appropriate taxes and fees for utilities like other businesses of this nature in this 
city do. 

• Where will the dweJllng be set on the property? How close to the street the dwelling will be? We have 
concerns with the aesthetics of this proposed structure and don' t feel it will fit into the neighbourhood. 

• Where will their parking be? This road is narrow and parki~g is limited as it is. This area of Graham 
Avenue is already congeste9 with traffic and this proposal wiU worsen the situation. 

• • Will it be a multiple family unit? Will it be built so that it can be rented out as rooms or suites? 

• There are already issues with the quality of tbe water and the state of the infrastructure in this area. How 
will these concerns be addressed? 

This proposal goes against rules that are in place- it is contrary to existing bylaws and is a complete disregard 
for how and where you are spending your time and energies. · 

There are too many unanswered questions. Our answer is NO and we would· ask that you, our council members, 
consider the concerns of the long time local residents and tax payers that this proposal will affect. The City of . 
Prince Rupert needs to stop wasting our money on unreasonable requests of this nature. 

Ocfub&~CJ.~tl 
Date 



2115 Graham Avenue 
Regular 

Prince Rupert, BC V8J 1C9 

30 October 2017 

Attention: City Planner 

City of Prince Rupert 

424 -3rd Avenue West 

Prince Rupert, BC 

V8J 1l7 

Dear City Planner 

CONCERNING PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMIT DP-17-09 

The proposed development variance permit DP-17-09 is ill-advised. 

Increasing the maximum floor area ratio in suburban areas draws development dollars and planning 

resources away from the central core of Prince Rupert where those development dollars are far more 

desperately needed. 

Zoning laws are resource-saving heuristics established to preserve neighbourhood character. The 

property at 160 Van Arsdol Street is an archetypal Rupert character property. This variance request of 

does nothing to enrich the character of our neighbourhood, and yet squanders community resources 

that are better spent elsewhere. 

Furthermore, it appears the variance notice is inconstant: The Developer's appl ication calls for 1.3m 

maximum floor area ratio, while the notice uses the figure of 1.2m. 

Since!t!JAI 
~~:· 

c Mayor & Council 



Development Services, c/o City Planner 

City Hall, 424 3rd Avenue West 

Prince Rupert, B.C. V8J 1L7 

October 29, 2017 

Re: Proposed development of variance permit DP-17-09 

Dear City Planner and Council, 

Regular 
Stephanie Lysyk 

2115 Graham Avenue 

Prince Rupert, B.C. V8J 1C9 

My neighbours are concerned about this application. They tell me that the house at 160 Van Arsdol 

Street is a heritage home, and one of the oldest in the City. The neighbourhood calls it 'the Castle.' 

They are loathe to see it squished into its lot by another house. They also ask what the point of a zoning 

law is if all you need to do is apply for a variance which the City will rubberstamp. 

I tend to agree with my neighbours on both points, but especially the latter. Residents like to think that 

their city planners put some thought into the zones established in their bylaws. It would be useful to 
hear why the maximum floor area for this zone was established at 1.0m, and what the rationale is for 

varying it here. Perhaps the zoning bylaw should be amended to allow everyone in the R2 zone to have 

a maximum floor area ration of 1.2m (as it says in the City's Notice of Proposed Development Variance 

Permit DP-17-09) or 1.3m (as it says in the developer's application attached as appendix 1 to the same 

permit application). 

Could you please also explain the process by which the City granted a Preliminary Letter of Approval and 

to whom the Public Notifications were hand delivered? 

Thank you for considering my letter. 

Best regards, 

Stephanie Lysyk 



Rose Balderson 

Subject: FW: 160 Van Arsdol Varience Permit 

From: Zeno Krekic 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 4:33PM 
To: Rose Balderson <Rose.Ba lderson@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: FW: 160 Van Arsdol Varience Permit 

And one more ... l just saw this one .. ,. 

From: Ken Rothenberger [mailto:kerothen@citywest.ca) 
Sent: Monday, October 30, 2017 4:29PM 
To: Zeno Krekic <Zeno.Krekic@princerupert.ca> 
Subject: FW: 160 Van Arsdol Varience Permit 

From: Ken Rothenberger [mailto:kerothen@citywest.ca] 
Sent: Saturday, October 28, 2017 3:29PM 
To: zeno.krekic@princerupert.ca 
Subject: 160 Van Arsdol Varience Permit 

Zeno 
My name is Ken Rothenberger and my address is 2180 Atlin Ave. 
We are opposed to any change to increase the maximum floor area ratio from 1.0 m to 1.2m in this variance permit . 
Ken Rothenberger 
Edie Rothenberger 

1 




