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COUNCIL CORRESPONDENCE UPDATE TO APRIL 10, 2024 (8:30 a.m.) 

 

Correspondence 

(1) 2 submissions, April 2, 2024, regarding Inquiry Regarding Caufeild Area 

(2) April 3, 2024, regarding “Fwd: Second barge issue on Eagle Island” 

(3) April 3, 2024, regarding Boulevard Bylaw Infraction 

(4) 36 submissions, April 3-8, 2024 and undated, regarding Proposed Official 
Community Plan Amendment, Rezoning, and Development Permit for Lots C 
and D Daffodil Drive (Referred to the April 8, 2024 public hearing) 

(5) 8 submissions, April 4-9, 2024, regarding Proposed Council Code of Conduct 
Bylaw No. 5289, 2024 

(6) April 5, 2024, regarding “RE:    Proposed High-Density, Multi-Unit 
Development at Woodgreen Drive and Woodcrest Road” 

(7) E-Comm 9-1-1, April 5, 2024, regarding “RE: E-Comm Board of Directors 
Nomination | 2024-2025 Term – Correction” 

(8) April 6, 2024, regarding “Caulfield Elementary School Zone signage- 4600 
Block Keith Road” 

(9) April 9, 2024, regarding “FW: Lighthouse Park Parking” 

Correspondence from Other Governments and Government Agencies 

No items. 

Responses to Correspondence 

(10) Senior Manager of Parks, April 9, 2024, response regarding “Where do 
seniors walk now?” 
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With regards, 

Sophia Kim

Legislative Services  l  District of West Vancouver

t: 604-925-7018  l  westvancouver.ca  

From: 
Sent: Tuesday, April 2, 2024 1:01 PM 
To: correspondence <correspondence@westvancouver.ca> 
Subject: Question regarding Caulfield area 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address 
 Do not click links or open attachments unless you validate the sender and know 

the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is suspicious, please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

To whom it may concern, 

Our family may decide to purchase a house in Caulfield area and have noticed there is a covenant 
related to the Caulfield area. Would you please reply my questions below; 

1) Would you pleas advise is there any specific covenant in the Caulfield area regarding the number of
household living in one house?
Please see the covenant attached the highlighted area and advise can 2
households live in one house?

2) How long this covenant is in effect and is there any expiry date related to the covenant? Seems
covenants are expired after 40 years of registration?

3) Last question, is building coach house allowed in lower Caulfield area?

Thanking you in advance for your reply, 
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   regarding the number of barges allowed for each household. 

4.Availability of docking space for FIRST RESPONDERS.

5. The inequality of the ‘FIRST COME FIRST SERVED’ mentality of the current
owners of the second barge, who obviously have no  regard for other
Eagle Islanders and their needs.

I sincerely hope that the DWV Mayor and Council appreciates the level of concern residents continue to experience. 

Sincerely, 
s. 22(1)
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April 3, 2024 

 Bylaw Enforcement Officer, District of West Vancouver 

Mayor and Council, District of West Vancouver 

To whom it may concern, 

Thank you for your letter dated March 24, 2024 (letter attached) putting us on notice we are in 
contravention of West Vancouver Boulevard Bylaw No. 4886, 2016.  Your letter has explicitly 
outlined Section 5.2, Section 6.4.3 and Section 7.5.2 so that we may fully understand the bylaw and 
the referenced contravention. I am pleased to report that the offending rocks have been removed. 
Fortunately, it took less than a minute to remedy the situation.   

BUT…. Now that our property and presumably other  properties are on your radar, it 
is time to address the real situation and the real problems. The fact that property owners feel 
compelled to place barriers on the boulevard adjacent to their property is simply a result of the 
ongoing contravention of existing parking regulations and the lack of enforcement resources from 
the Municipality of West Vancouver. It seems you are a complaint driven Bylaw Enforcement Officer 
so please accept this letter as a formal complaint of ongoing parking bylaw offences in our block of 

. I hope that this complaint will trigger the enforcement action that is needed in 
our area. 

Our section of boulevard has a NO STOPPING sign that applies to most of our block of  
Presumably the complainant in this case is someone who wishes to park on our boulevard in 
contravention of the existing regulation. Otherwise, why would they complain?  After 5:00 on school 
days and on weekends, the streets and boulevards are clear of cars and there is lots of available 
parking and it is only during school hours that there is significant pressure on our roads and 
boulevards. I hope that you can see the irony of a person complaining about one by-law 
contravention so they may violate an existing parking bylaw. 

As background to the problem I will explain how the real world works in our residential 
neighbourhood. First, you must recognize that  school is located in the 
neighbourhood and is a serious disruptor that brings an excessive amount of traffic twice a day on 
school days. Most of this traffic passes through for pickups and drop offs but there is a certain 
percentage that would like to park on the residential boulevards wherever possible. This issue has 
been somewhat curtailed by the parking restrictions effective in our neighbourhood along 

. I have examined the signs and would like to point out that the 
signs on  do not have the resident exempt provision that all other signs do.  I 
HEREBY REQUEST THAT THE RESIDENT EXEMPT SIGN BE ADDED TO OUR BOULEVARD. 

Our boulevard is particularly problematic in that it is a preferred pick up spot in the afternoon. Our 
boulevard is a preferred pick up spot because it allows the driver to avoid the congestion of cars 
following the recommended pickup route which is to enter the area from  and 
proceed in an orderly fashion to the designated school pickup zone. Some drivers prefer to avoid 
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the congestion and long lineup so they enter the area from 
. They then park on our boulevards and wait in our block of  for their 

pickup. This pattern usually involves an illegal U-turn at the corner of 
to facilitate a quick exit southbound out of the neighbourhood. Essentially our 

street becomes a parking lot for those not prepared to follow the school’s pickup protocol. Again, 
the irony is that the only people that would complain about barriers on our boulevard are those that 
do not want to follow the rules that are already in place. 

I would also like to recommend a No Idling sign which is in effect at other West Van schools. These 
signs should be installed in our neighbourhood to mitigate the pollution caused by all these cars 
idling while they wait for the students. It is surprising these signs do not already exist in the 

Another point I would like to make is the fact that part of the boulevard adjacent to our property 
(from ) has no parking restrictions whatsover and is essentially a 
parking lot for students. This section of boulevard should be treated exactly the same as all the 
other boulevard property in the neighbourhood. No Stopping/No Parking, Resident Exempt.  I 
HEREBY REQUEST THAT THE BOULEVARD ON  HAVE 
CONSITENT PARKING RESTRICTIONS APPLIED.  

In summary, some additional signage, expanded restrictions and some daily enforcement should 
remedy the situation (at least temporarily) and eliminate the need for residents to implement their 
own solutions.  

While I am on the topic of traffic patterns and problems I would like to point out a serious issue 
related to the stop sign at  Casual observation will confirm that the majority of drivers 
roll through this stop sign and as a result of the forward motion take an extra wide turn southbound 
on . On occasion we have had to stop travel northbound  to allow for 
the southbound car(s) to finish the turn and get back onto the proper side of the road. This matter 
should be referred to the Police Department for their observation and enforcement action. 

And finally, a restricted left turn sign at the stop sign is needed to stop drivers from turning 
left and circling counterclockwise along  to 
avoid the traffic congestion at . This turning restriction should be in effect during 
the morning and afternoon times in order to keep school traffic to the designated traffic routes and 
out of the closed  area.  

While the majority of drivers follow the recommended traffic patterns there are outliers who like to 
“skip the line” by travelling in the opposite direction, waiting in unauthorized areas and using the 
residential streets as thoroughfares.  And then complain when residents try to protect their 
neighbourhood.  

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 
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Subject: FW: Concerns about Rezoning Proposal for Aquila Development 

From: s 22(1) 

Sent: Wednesday, April 3, 2024 7:41 AM 
To: Mark Sager <mark@westvancouver.ca> s 22(1)

Cc: Christine Cassidy <ccassidy@westvancouver.ca>; Nora Gambioli <ngambioli@westvancouver.ca>; Peter Lambur 
<plambur@westvancouver.ca>; Scott Snider <ssnider@westvancouver.ca>; Sharon Thompson 
<sthompson@westvancouver.ca>; Linda Watt <lwatt@westvancouver.ca> 
Subject: Concerns about Rezoning Proposal for Aquila Development 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address Do not click links or open 
attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e-mail is suspicious, please report it to IT 
by marking it as SPAM. 

To: Mayor Mark Sager and Councilors: 

Christine Cassidy 
Peter Lambur 
Sharon Thompson 
Scott Snyder 

Linda Watt 
Nora Gambioli 

I am writing as a resident of for the past ffti"' vears to express my concerns about the
rezoning of the 4.5-acre land owned by Sterling Development. 

My opposition stems from several key concerns that have not been adequately addressed since it was initially 
submitted for development. Primarily, the proposed plan presented by the developer deviates significantly from 

what is permitted according to the OCP. We purchased our home based on review of OCPfffff '3nd, served
as a guiding document for any future development in our community pertaining to land use, and sustainability 
goals. 

Deviating from the OCP not only undermines community values but also risks adverse environmental impacts. 
The proposed rezoning with a larger footprint than permitted will result in removal of more mature trees 
exacerbating issues such as erosion, hillside degradation, creek overflow, and water runoff down Daffodil 

Drive, which experienced many times during heavy rainfalls whereas, easements had to be 
repaired restricting water flow, soil erosion problems yet needs to be addressed. 

Another significant concern is the fact that 24 out of 36 units will have Daffodil Drive as their main access point. 
This concentration of traffic poses significant safety risks for current and future residents, especially children, in 
the neighborhood. Furthermore, lack of infrastructure due to increased population especially, availability of 
childcare, public transportation to/from schools and their safety in our community needs to be addressed 

before any variance is considered. 

I urge Mayor and Council to reconsider this current proposal in favor of one that is more clearly addresses of 
the neighborhood's expressed concerns and ramification for our environment. 

Sincerely, 

Virus-free.BLOCKEDavast[.]comBLOCKED 
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Soph a Kim

From:
Sent: Wednesday, April 3, 2024 2:02 PM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson; Linda 

Watt
Subject: Daffodil Drive Development Proposal

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organizaƟon from email address  Do not click links or 
open aƩachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is suspicious, 
please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

West Vancouver BC   

To: The Mayor, Council and staff of The District of West Vancouver.  

We are residents at  West Vancouver BC. We bought the house and have lived in the house 

My wife and I are strongly opposed to this development proposal.  This does not meet with the OCP official community 
plan. This is a spot rezoning.  

This is not a transit oriented neighbourhood as the ability to get around for the simple basics requires steep hills and long 
distances trying to pretend otherwise as the developer has done in the past is just ridiculous.  

This proposal does not meet the character of the neighbourhood,  our house will be greatly affected by this development 
as it’s .  

We have many other concerns with this proposal from the scope of it to the environmental impact to the overshadowing 
of other residents.  

We understand that the developer can develop the land for which 10 houses have been approved which was within the 
current regulaƟon not requiring a rezoning. This does not improve upon that in any way for the community.  

We are not opposed to development that is planned but puƫng a square peg in a round hole because the land is 
available does not make sense to us. If the district wishes to increase the populaƟon base around business districts it 
would be easy to do that with a plan.  

Let me ask council if this is approved do they approve further developments of the sort by landowners puƫng together 
parcels of land. If this is the precedent where does it end. I believe this proposal only serves to enrich the developer and 
doesn’t do any good for the community at large.  

Please deny this proposal. 

Regards, 
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March 27, 2024 
 
To: Mayor and Council, District of West Vancouver 
 
 

RE: Eagle Harbour (Aquila Development Proposal) 
 

I am writing to you to express my concerns and opposition to the Aquila duplex proposal for 
Daffodil Drive. 
 
I know the Eagle Harbour area very well. I have lived in the area from  

 had 
children attend  schools.  I walk in the area daily, but of course 
drive to services as none are in close proximity and this community cannot thus be labelled as 
walkable in regard to services.    children had the benefit of school buses but now the 
vast majority of families drive their children to nearby schools.  Certainly, with the traffic on side 
roads and Marine Drive, it is simply not safe for children to walk to school in the Eagle Harbour 
area.  
 
I have watched larger properties be subdivided and more single-family homes join the 
landscape of the area over my years here. 
 
I have attended a meeting presented by the developer at Gleneagles Community Centre and 
have tried to faithfully review the various documents provided originally and then again more 
recently. 
 
Given the marketing antics of the developer, any trust in their messaging and the project has 
been lost.   For example, at the Gleneagles meeting I met and spoke to individuals who did not 
live in the area and yet who voiced their support for the project.  Their ignorance of the 
community’s concerns was startling as was their sense that their opinion represented the local 
community.  I see that some of these same individuals have written in from homes quite distant 
from the Eagle Harbour neighbourhood.   I would hope that their voices will be dismissed by 
Council.  
 
Further, it is now also clear that the development bias held by the Mayor and certain members 
of Council is preventing them from addressing the evidence and clearly understanding the 
legitimate concerns voiced by those individuals who know the area the best – the long term 
residents of Eagle Harbour.  I would hope personal biases will be set aside and that the Mayor 
and all councillors will not approve the proposal.  
 
The property should remain zoned as single-family residences.  No changes in zoning should be 
supported and the duplex proposal should be voted down.  Access from those single-family 
homes should not be via Daffodil Drive to Marine Drive.  The Daffodil/Marine Drive corner has 
significant safety flaws in its present form.  These are fixed, cannot be improved, and definitely 
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There should be a District expiration on a subdivision/building permits. 

At a time when all levels of Government seem focussed on revenue it’s interesting to note that the existing 10 
lot subdivision is not assessed that way by BC Assessment. 

Best regards,  s. 22(1)
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Soph a Kim

From:
Sent: Sunday, April 7, 2024 3:54 PM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson; Linda 

Watt
Subject: Daffodil Drive Development

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organizaƟon from email address  Do not click 
links or open aƩachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is 
suspicious, please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I wish to state my full support  for the proposed  development on Daffodil drive. 

Our community needs more homes and my preference is to add “gentle” density to already established communiƟes 
rather than further encroach into the forest and mountain side. 

Yours Sincerely 
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Soph a Kim

From:
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2024 9:00 AM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager; Christine Cassidy; Linda Watt; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Sharon Thompson; Jim 

Bailey; Kevin Spooner
Subject: Opposition to the Proposed 36 Unit Daffodil Drive Development (Aquila)
Attachments: Daffodil Development oppostion April 2024.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organizaƟon from email address  Do not click links 
or open aƩachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is suspicious, 
please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council members  

Please see aƩached our leƩer voicing conƟnued opposiƟon to the proposed development on Daffodil Dr. Eagle Harbour. 

Thank you 

s. 22(1)
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To:     West Vancouver Mayor and Councilors 

Cc:       WVD Planning (Julie Berg and Jim Bailey) 

RE:  Strongly Oppose the Proposed 36 Unit Daffodil Drive Development (Aquila) 

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council 

We are a residents of Eagle Harbour and live at:  West Vancouver 

We are writing to advise the Mayor and Council members and WV Planning that we 
OPPOSE the current Daffodil Drive development proposal (Aquila) of 36 units and ask 
that this property be kept zoned for 10 single family homes as previously approved.  
The preponderance of Eagle Harbour residents feel it should stay that way.   

Please be a voice for the residents of The Eagle Harbour Community and do not allow 
the rezoning of the Daffodil property by Sterling for the 36 home (Aquila) development 

Thank-you. 

Sincerely 

s. 22(1)
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Soph a Kim

From:
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2024 10:44 AM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager; Christine Cassidy; Linda Watt; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Jim Bailey; Sharon 

Thompson; Kevin Spooner
Subject: Opposition to the Proposed 36 Unit Daffodil Drive Development (Aquila)

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organizaƟon from email address  Do not click links or 
open aƩachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is suspicious, 
please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Dear Mr. Mayor and Council members,  

Please see aƩached our leƩer voicing conƟnued opposiƟon to the proposed development on Daffodil Dr. Eagle Harbour. 

Thank you, 

s. 22(1)
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Please show us that the OCP is a carefully thought out plan that is now to be respected, and not just a 
flimsy piece of paper to be redlined at the behest of a profit-driven developer who thinks it appropriate to 
bark at a deeply concerned community that ‘the trees are coming down either way.’   

Regarding the meeting tonight, can you please ensure that the developer does not take up half the 
limited seating with his own supporters.  It is not their battle to fight. And that all speakers be asked to 
declare if they have any relationship to the developer.  You did this for the Rogers Cell Towers 
proposal public hearing - and it was an important and fair requirement.  

Many thanks for your continued stewardship of our communities and environment, 

West Vancouver BC 
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At the last Council meeting,  Councillor Gambioli commented that with the new rental unit and coach 
house approval bylaws, the 10 home plan is actually 30 units and so only 6 units less than the updated 
development request.   I wanted to remark on this. It is not the same.  The 10 house plan still has a lower 
construction footprint than the updated proposal and less impact on the overall topography.   It will be 
up to the individual house owners if they want rental suites and coach houses – and if they do, this will 
add to our rental market which all agree is needed.   

Please show us that the OCP is a carefully thought out plan that is now to be respected, and not just a 
flimsy piece of paper to be redlined at the behest of a profit-driven developer who thinks it appropriate to 
bark at a deeply concerned community that ‘the trees are coming down either way.’   

Regarding the meeting tonight, can you please ensure that the developer does not take up half the 
limited seating with his own supporters.  It is not their battle to fight. And that all speakers be asked to 
declare if they have any relationship to the developer.  You did this for the Rogers Cell Towers 
proposal public hearing - and it was an important and fair requirement.  

Many thanks for your continued stewardship of our communities and environment, 

West Vancouver BC 
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>>
>> Sent from my iPad

s. 22(1)



Neetu Shoka

From:
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2024 8:19 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Daffodil rezoning

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organizaƟon from email address  Do not 
click links or open aƩachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is 
suspicious, please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Dear honourable council members, 

In consideraƟon of the housing development proposed for Eagle Harbour, my neighbourhood I have a few notes. 

1. Storm water runoff concerns. The addiƟon of asphalt and the removal of trees and natural habitat in our
neighbourhood puts the community at risk of erosion.  Built area does not include asphalt in the proposal.
2. 83 parking spaces replacing forest that works as carbon capture, and ecosystem support is something that threatens
the peace and natural beauty of our neighbourhood.  The thick forest creates the site/neighbourhood privacy as well as
sound absorpƟon.
3. Increasing density could be beƩer uƟlized in areas closer to ameniƟes and transportaƟon hubs. Eg. Ambleside, Upper
Caulfield.
4. I had warned the District of West Vancouver of the effect of the removal of 400 cubic meters of rock from  a
development site at  in 2023/ 2024. I submiƩed this rock was crucial for water absorpƟon and
stability.  In fact the digging created a large water disrupƟon issue and required the installaƟon of significant sump
pumps for the home as I had predicted.  We believe that the recent presence of water flowing  to the 
front of  property, in a Ɵmeline that coincides with the problem at the property, is caused by the 
development site.  I don’t see enough in the present proposal to assure me that similar disrupƟon will not occur.  Has 
this proposal also proceeded with blinkers in terms of the historic water run‐off and flooding issues in West Vancouver, 
parƟcularly in areas below sharp ledges and steep grade.   
5. I would like to have seen more stats on the effect on riparian zones, and wetlands.  Nelson creek nor Wood Creek have
been menƟoned?  Eagle Creek is only menƟoned as an aside it seems in the council meeƟng today.

I am sympatheƟc of high density soluƟons.  I have an   I have serious concerns of the planned 
proposal due to impact on riparian zones, storm water run‐off, and the removal of rock and removal of this water 
retenƟon material, as also other impacts on traffic and removal of natural areas. 

Thank you for your consideraƟon. 

Sent from my iPad 
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Soph a Kim

From:
Sent: Sunday, April 7, 2024 3:42 PM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager; Christine Cassidy; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt; Nora 

Gambioli
Subject: Code of Conduct

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organizaƟon from email address  Do not click 
links or open aƩachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is 
suspicious, please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I wish to state my approval for the adopƟon of code of conduct  as per resoluƟon.  
All posiƟons of authority need to be accountable to those who put them in said authority. 

How can our District jusƟfy not having one when all other governing bodies have one? 
And how did this lack of oversight come into being?   

Yours Sincerely, 
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Soph a Kim

From:
Sent: Monday, April 8, 2024 8:48 AM
To: Christine Cassidy; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt; Mark Sager; 

correspondence
Subject: Code of Conduct for the Mayor and Council

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address   Do 
not click links or open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail 
is suspicious, please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

 As a member of the WV community, I do not support the Code of Conduct for Mayor Council that you will be voting on 
at tonight’s Council meeting.  No member of our community should be put under this type of scrutiny.  A staff member 
should not be given the control this Code of Conduct passes to the individual.  We have elections for a reason, and our 
vote should determine the suitability/unsuitability of an elected official. 

The only change that is needed is that Mayor and Council should also be answerable for the following Code of Conduct 
posted at Municipal Hall, which in the past, I believe they have not (and possibly under current legislation).  I have had 
personal experiences that this code excluded Mayor and Council members by our former mayor, Mary Ann Booth and 
past Council videos will also show this.  Does current practice continue to exclude Mayor and Council from the posted 
Code of Conduct?   I believe our current Mayor and Council members have shown leadership for this Code of Conduct. 

With hope for the future, 

 West Vancouver, BC  
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West Vancouver, BC 

 
 
 

Sent from my iPhone 

 
 
 
‐‐  

 
West Vancouver, BC  
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Soph a Kim

From:
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2024 1:56 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Code of Conduct. 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organizaƟon from email address 
 Do not click links or open aƩachments unless you validate the sender and know 

the content is safe. If you believe this e‐mail is suspicious, please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

West Vancouver 

Dear Mayor and Council.  

I strongly urge you to vote in favour of adopƟng the proposed Code of Conduct for West Vancouver. 

The urgency for you to adopt this document is not a reacƟonary comment on behaviour or views‐ rather, this document 
provides assurance and confidence to the public that our elected officials value the interest of upholding discerning 
standards of integrity, trustworthiness, and respecƞul discourse.  

By adopƟng safeguards aka Code of Conduct, you serve not only yourselves by protecƟon and defence, but also the 
public. Established boundaries will help maintain healthy, construcƟve discourse and relaƟonships.  

By voƟng it down, you will be reinforcing a negaƟve sƟgma that West Vancouver status quo has always endured. 
AdopƟon of this Code will prove to our residents and beyond that West Van is not just about egos‐ that is a community 
of caring, open‐minded innovators that can admit to mistakes and do their best to treat each other with respect.  

s. 22(1)
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that it remains single-family residential. And we work very hard to maintain our homes and to continue 
to rightfully reside in such a beautiful neighborhood of single-family residences.  
Cypress Bowl development is already going to meet the need for new housing in West Vancouver 
now and far into the near future. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

West Vancouver, BC 

s. 22(1)
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Members’ Agreement (Fifth Restatement) 
Amended by Members Resolution on June 22, 2023 and by Ministerial Approval given October 5, 2023 

 

Agency established for the purposes of holding a Class A Share in place of that Special 
User becomes a Member.  

4. BOARD OF DIRECTORS  

4.1 BOARD OF DIRECTORS  

The Company shall have a Board comprised of not less than three nor more than twenty-five 
directors, with the actual number of directors as determined by the Class A Members as 
provided below.  

4.2 DESIGNATION AND ELECTION OF DIRECTORS  

4.2.1 The Members shall be entitled to designate directors as hereinafter provided:  

4.2.1.1 one individual designated by the BCEHS;  

4.2.1.2 one individual designated by Vancouver;  

4.2.1.3 one individual designated by the Vancouver Police Board;  

4.2.1.4 one individual designated by the following group: 

(a)  each Police Board which directly holds a Class A Share or Class 
B Share, other than Vancouver Police Board and Delta Police Board; 
and 

(b) each Police Board which has a Class A Share or Class B Share 
in respect of Police Services held by its respective municipality, other 
than Vancouver Police Board and Delta Police Board;  

4.2.1.5 such number of individuals as are set forth below, to be designated 
by the following designated group of Class A Members or Class B 
Members (each group being called a "Designated Group of 
Members"), if one or more of the Municipalities within a Designated 
Group of Members is a Class A Member or a Class B Member, as 
hereinafter set forth: 

No. of Individuals 
which may be 
Designated 

Designated Group of Members 

1 West Vancouver, North Vancouver City, 
North Vancouver District and Lions Bay 

1 or 2 2 individuals if Burnaby, together with any 
one or more of New Westminster, 
Coquitlam, Port Moody, Port Coquitlam, 
Anmore and Belcarra are a Member; 
provided however that if Burnaby is not a 
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Members’ Agreement (Fifth Restatement) 
Amended by Members Resolution on June 22, 2023 and by Ministerial Approval given October 5, 2023 

Member, any one or more of New 
Westminster, Coquitlam, Port Moody, Port 
Coquitlam, Anmore and Belcarra which is a 
Member can designate 1 individual to be a 
director 

1 Richmond 

2 Surrey, White Rock, Langley City and 
Langley District 

1 Delta and the Delta Police Board 

1 Maple Ridge, Pitt Meadows and Mission 

1 Abbotsford, Chilliwack and Fraser Valley 
Regional District 

1 Squamish, Lillooet and Sechelt; 

and 

4.2.1.6 One individual designated by all other Members holding Class A 
Shares and Metro Vancouver, other than as set forth in Sections 
4.2.1.1 to 4.2.1.5, inclusive.  

4.2.2 The RCMP, and in replacement therefor upon the Government Agency referred 
to in Section 3.7.1 becoming a Class A Member, that Government Agency, 
shall be entitled to designate one individual to act as director. 

4.2.3 If provided in a Special User Agreement entered into pursuant to Section 3.7.2 
or if otherwise authorized by the Board under Section 4.11.3, each Special 
User, and in replacement therefor upon the Government Agency for that 
Special User referred to in Section 3.7.2 becoming a Class A Member, that 
Government Agency, shall be entitled to designate one individual to act as 
director. 

4.2.4 The group comprised of: the Capital Regional District and those Vancouver 
Island police agencies, including any RCMP detachment, to which the 
Company provides police dispatching services shall be entitled to designate 
one individual to act as director. 

4.2.5 The Provincial government, acting through the Ministry of Public Safety and 
Solicitor General, whether it holds a Class A Share or not, shall be entitled to 
designate two individuals to act as directors. 

4.2.6 Subject as hereinafter provided, the directors designated pursuant to Sections 
4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.3 and 4.2.4 shall designate five additional persons, 
independent from the Members, to be directors the Company (the 
"Independent Directors"), who have an interest or expertise in the Purpose or 
the Company Services to be provided by the Company.  
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Members’ Agreement (Fifth Restatement) 
Amended by Members Resolution on June 22, 2023 and by Ministerial Approval given October 5, 2023 

 

4.2.7 The Members agree to vote their Class A Shares for the election as directors 
of the persons designated pursuant to Sections 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.3, 4.2.4, 4.2.5 
and 4.2.6. 

4.2.8 For the purposes of Section 4.2.1.5, upon anyone or more Municipalities within 
a Designated Group of Members becoming a Class A Member or a Class B 
Member, such Municipality or Municipalities will be entitled to designate the 
individual to be a director for the purposes of Section 4.2.1.5. As additional 
Municipalities within that Designated Group of Members become Class A 
Members or Class B Members, as the case may be, such additional 
Municipalities shall be deemed to have agreed to the individual as designated 
and elected a director for that Designated Group of Members and no changes 
will be required to be made with respect to any such individual, unless such 
individual shall cease to be a director in any other manner such as resignation, 
until the next following annual general meeting or annual consent resolution.  
Prior to any annual general meeting or annual consent resolution of the Class 
A Members, a Designated Group of Members shall agree on the individual to 
be designated by them for the purpose of Section 4.2.1.5 within a time period 
sufficient for that individual's name to be placed before the Class A Members, 
as determined by the Board. 

4.3 VACANCIES ON BOARD  

Any vacancies on the Board created by an individual designated under Section 4.2.1, 4.2.2, 4.2.3, 
4.2.4 or 4.2.5 shall be filled by an individual designated by the Member or Members who 
designated the individual who is no longer a director, the Special User who designated the 
individual who is no longer a director, or the Provincial government, as the case may be, and any 
vacancies in any Independent Directors shall be filled by the remaining directors in accordance 
with Section 4.2.6.  

4.4 NO RESTRICTIONS ON AFFILIATION TO MEMBERS  

Directors designated pursuant to Section 4.2.1 may be appointed or elected officials from a 
Member or may be persons from the general public with no affiliation to a Member.  

4.5 REMUNERATION FOR DIRECTORS  

Directors shall be entitled to fees for acting as a director of the Company, as determined in 
an Authorized Operating Budget.  All directors may be paid reasonable expenses  incurred 
when acting as directors. 

4.6 QUORUM AT DIRECTORS MEETINGS  

The quorum for all meetings of the Board shall consist of a majority of the directors.  Meetings of 
the Board shall be held in accordance with the Articles of the Company and this Agreement. 

4.7 EXECUTIVE MEMBER OF THE BOARD  



Board of Directors:  Common Questions & Background 

Q. How should the nominating resolution of our council/board read?

A. Exact wording is at the discretion of your organization; however council/board motions should include

the name of the nominee, specification of the E‐Comm of Directors (the “Board”) term (e.g. 2024-2025)

and reference to election at the Annual General Meeting of E‐Comm shareholders (the “Members”).

For example “THAT (enter municipality/board/organization) nominate (name) to serve as the nominee

of (municipality/board/organization) to the Board for the 2024‐2025 term, such Board to be elected by

the Members at the June 20, 2024 Annual General Meeting.”

Q. What is the role of the Board ?

A. The Board is responsible for stewardship of the entire E-Comm organization – it provides strategic

oversight of the business and affairs of the company. The Directors are also the most senior

representatives of the organization to the public and our stakeholders.  To conduct its work efficiently,

the Board has three standing committees: Finance, Governance and Public Affairs, and People and

Culture (the “Committees”).

Q. Who elects the Board?

A. The Members elect the Board at the Annual General Meeting (the “AGM”) of the Company. A members’

agreement among the Members (the “Members’ Agreement”) sets out who may select nominees to the

Board.  Nominating entities are expected to select their nominee and advise the Corporate Secretary of

the name of their nominee by May 1, 2024 – the candidate is then put forward for election by the

Members‐at‐large at the AGM in June 2024.

Q. What time commitment is required of Directors?

A: The Board typically holds five regular meetings each year, during business days, typically for four hours.

The meeting schedule is published well in advance.  The Committees also meet five times each year,

during the business day, for approximately two hours each meeting.

Two additional sessions occur annually: a Board orientation session for new Directors (typically half-day)

and a strategic planning session (typically 1-2 full-days).

As a best governance practice, the Board does expect a high attendance rate from its Directors.

Q. Why is the Directors term only one year? Can we nominate someone for more than one term?

A. E‐Comm’s Articles specify a term of one year. Nominating entities may advise the Corporate Secretary in

writing if they wish their nominee’s name to stand for election for a specific number of terms (e.g. four).

However, the Corporate Secretary must confirm in writing each year that the standing nomination

remains intact, however there will be no further action for the nominating entity unless they wish to

make a change from their previous direction.
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In the case of nominating entities that are part of a grouping, the Corporate Secretary must receive 

written confirmation from each nominating entity of the standing nomination, including specification of 

number of terms. The direction must be consistent among all members of the grouping; otherwise all 

members of the grouping must be contacted each year asking for confirmation of the nomination. 

 

Q. If my organization/municipality is part of a grouping, do we have to agree on the nominee? 

A. The Members’ Agreement specifies that each designated group of members shall agree on their 

individual nominee. Consultation on a mutually‐agreeable nominee should be undertaken prior to 

advising the Corporate Secretary of the name of the nominee. 

 

Q. What is the difference between nominating a Board Director and sending someone to the AGM? 

A. The individual board nominees, once elected at the AGM, will serve on the Board throughout the 

coming year, attending various board and committee meetings, and participating in the supervision of 

the organization’s affairs.  Your organization’s representative at the AGM is simply the person who 

attends the AGM that day on behalf of your organization, and votes your share on any resolutions or 

votes which occur at the AGM that day. That person’s role and duties cease after the AGM has 

adjourned. 

 

Q. Why do you contact us in March when the Board is not appointed by Members until June? 

A. We provide sufficient notice of the process to allow for conferring with other Members of Member 

groupings, council and or other motions that may be required. 

 

Q. What do Directors receive for remuneration? 

A. Meeting rates are $397 per meeting (for Directors who are not full-time employees of a Member, the 

Provincial Government or special user), twice that amount for meetings longer than four hours in 

duration. Board meetings are generally less than four hours. 

 

Q. Who do I contact with questions? 

A. Li-Jeen Broshko, KC, Corporate Secretary, 604-375-0333 
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About the Annual General Meeting 

 

Q. What is an AGM? 

A. A general meeting of all the Members is required to occur at least once annually under the Business 

Corporations Act (BC), which regulates E‐Comm’s corporate governance. 

 

Q. What happens at an AGM? 

A. The compulsory items on the agenda are the election of directors, the appointment (or reappointment) 

of the auditors, and the presentation of previous year’s financial statements. Usually, a number of 

additional items are also placed on the agenda, such as a general report from the directors, or 

presentations on new initiatives. Special business items could also be dealt with (such as changing the 

Corporate Articles), but Members would receive notice of any special business with the notice of 

meeting. 

 

Q. Who should attend AGM? 

A. A representative of the Member should attend the AGM to vote on the matters listed above including 

electing the Board. 

 

Q. What are Members entitled to vote on? 

A. Holders of Class A shares have one vote per share on all matters requiring a vote at the AGM, including 

any items of special business. Class B shares are generally non‐voting, except for matters which involve 

certain fundamental changes – these are listed and specified in the Articles. 

 

Q. What is the voting process at the AGM? 

A. Votes are conducted by a simple show of hands (voting cards) unless a Member demands at the meeting 

that a formal ballot or “poll” vote occur on a particular resolution. 

 

Q. What if no one can attend, can we proxy our vote? 

A. Yes. A Member can appoint a proxyholder (in writing) to attend and vote on the Member’s behalf at the 

AGM. The proxyholder need not be a Member themselves. 

 

Proxies must be in writing, must specify the name of the Member, the identity of the proxyholder, and 

reference the AGM in question. They must be signed by an authorized signatory of the Member. Proxies 

must be pre‐registered with E‐Comm at least 3 business days prior to the AGM. 

 

Q. How will my shares be voted if I return a proxy? 

A. Proxies usually grant the proxyholder the ability to vote on all matters at the meeting, in their discretion. 

If a Member wishes, it can restrict that discretionary power by stating in the proxy form that its shares 
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must be voted in a certain manner on specified resolutions or votes which it anticipates will be before 

the meeting. Such language, if included, needs to be clear and unambiguous. 

 

Q. Can a proxy be revoked? 

A. Once granted, proxies can also be revoked, but written revocation signed by the Member must be given 

to E‐Comm at least one business day prior to the AGM. 

 

Q. Who chairs the AGM? 

A. E‐Comm’s Articles specify that the chair of the Board will also chair the AGM. 

 

Q. How important is it that we send someone? 

A. As a Member we strongly urge in‐person attendance to ensure shares are represented. 

 

Q. What if I have a question about the AGM? 

A. Contact Li-Jeen Broshko, KC, Corporate Secretary, 604-375-0333 
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View from 4620 Keith Road, no indication of a school on the block 

Video of view from 4655 Keith Road up to the signage which is placed right at the school field and is obscured by foliage. 

Thank you for attention to this matter, 

 
 

West Vancouver 
 

Sent from my iPad 
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Soph a Kim

From: Jill Lawlor
Sent: Tuesday, April 9, 2024 11:06 PM
To:
Cc: correspondence
Subject: Where do seniors walk now?

Thank you for your correspondence regarding the recent change to the Animal Control and License Bylaw No. 4545, 
2008 that was recently amended to permit dogs in more areas, including on the Centennial Seawalk. Your email has 
been referred to staff for a response. 

We appreciate you taking the Ɵme to share your feedback and concerns. Staff are carefully monitoring this change and 
have introduced measures including restricƟng leashes to no greater than 2 metres in length and restricƟng the 
maximum number of dogs to two per person along the Seawalk.  

There is new signage in the area to help educate visitors. And Bylaw staff have increased their presence in the area as 
well. As the weather improves, our Parks Rangers will also be monitoring the area to help educate and inform people 
using the Seawalk. 

Please be assured that we value all resident input as we strive to create environments that are safe, enjoyable, and 
accessible for all members of our community. 

If you wish to discuss this maƩer further, please feel free to reach out to me directly at 604‐921‐3467. 

Sincerely, 

Jill 

Jill Lawlor (she, her, hers)
Senior Manager of Parks |  District of West Vancouver 
t: 604-921-3467  | c: 604-418-3657|  westvancouver.ca 

We acknowledge that we are on the tradiƟonal, ancestral and unceded territory of the Sḵwx ̱wú7mesh Úxwumixw (Squamish NaƟon), səlilwətaɬ (Tsleil‐Waututh 
NaƟon), and xʷməθkʷəy̓əm (Musqueam NaƟon). We recognize and respect them as naƟons in this territory, as well as their historic connecƟon to the lands and 
waters around us since Ɵme immemorial.

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

(10)






