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COUNCIL CORRESPONDENCE UPDATE TO JANUARY 25, 2023 (8:30 a.m.) 

Correspondence 
(1) 19 submissions, January 18-24, 2023, regarding Proposed Zoning

Amendment, Official Community Plan Amendment, and Development Permit
for 671, 685, and 693 Clyde Avenue and 694 Duchess Avenue

(2) Ambleside Dundarave Business Improvement Association, January 19, 2023,
regarding “ADBIA January 2023 Newsletter”

(3) January 20, 2023, regarding “DWV 2023 Budget”
(4) January 24, 2023, regarding “How high can it go?”
(5) Urban Tree Alliance, undated, regarding Protection and Conservation of the

Urban Forest (Received at the January 23, 2023 Council meeting)
(6) Committee and Board Meeting Minutes – Lower Caulfeild Advisory Committee

meeting October 19, 2021; Design Review Committee meeting April 21, 2022;
Arts Facilities Advisory Committee Capital Funding Subcommittee meeting
November 10, 2022; Board of Variance hearing November 16, 2022; and
Public Art Advisory Committee meeting December 21, 2022

Correspondence from Other Governments and Government Agencies 
(7) P. Weiler, M.P. (West Vancouver-Sunshine Coast-Sea to Sky Country),

January 18, 2023, regarding “Valentines for Vets 2023” 
Responses to Correspondence 
(8) Financial Services, January 23, 2023, response regarding “DWV 2023 Budget”





















West Vancouver Council
Municipal Hall
750 17th Street,
West Vancouver BC 
V7V 3T3

January 19, 2023

Your Worship, Councillors:

My name is Robert Samways, and I am a resident and member of the strata council for 533 Waters Edge 
Crescent in West Vancouver, BC. 

I am writing this letter on behalf of the strata council above for your consideration regarding concerns with 
the proposed development at 671-685-693 Clyde Avenue, West Vancouver, BC.

The current proposal does not show improvements to the south side of Clyde Avenue and Taylor Way 
pedestrian walkways. The developer owns the parkade structure these walkways surround, and these
walkways need to be improved to accommodate the increase in pedestrian traffic. A parkade entrance 
and exit cross the walkway, which is in poor condition and has insufficient lighting on each side.

We request this improvement be added to the above proposal to meet the increased pedestrian traffic 
introduced by this residence safely.

Thank you for your consideration.

Robert Samways

On behalf of Strata Counsel
533 Waters Edge Crescent 
West Vancouver





Thank you 

West Vancouver, BC 
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From:
Sent: Sunday, January 22, 2023 1:59 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Proposed rezoning of 671,685,693 Clyde Avenue &694 Duchess Avenue. 

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 Sager and Council:

We wish to express our strong opposition to the proposed 201 unit development on the above noted property.

The size ( height and footprint) as well as the number of suites will negatively impact on this small residential area. In
fact, it will basically double the number of residents in the area especially when The Executive on the Park (88 suites) is
built on the corner of Marine Drive at Taylor Way. A building of 50 60 units ( preferably seniors oriented) would be far
more acceptable.

The number of vehicles associated with these two developments will increase accordingly.

While Park Royal Shopping Centre Holdings Ltd. is including only 50 parking stalls in there proposed development, it
would be very naive in deed to suggest that only 50 out of the 201 occupants will have a vehicle. In other words, the
building will have stalls for 50 vehicles, others will have to park on the street or rent a stall in the parkade across the
street.

As the Mayor and Council Members are no doubt aware, the traffic on Marine Drive and Taylor Way is often grid locked
throughout the day and totally backed up during rush hour. This situation makes it very difficult to exit Clyde Avenue
onto Taylor Way ( and using the parkade and overpass to bypass the grid lock is a poor alternative).

This situation will be greatly exacerbated with the addition of the building of the Executive on the Park and the proposed
development by Park Royal Shopping Centre Holdings Ltd.

Further, the traffic issue will be affected by the hundreds of tenants and their vehicles who are moving in to the two
towers recently completed at Park Royal South (The Gateway Residences).

We would urge the Mayor and Council to defer approval of the proposed development until such time as the roadway
infrastructure is upgraded and improved to accommodate the traffic.

We trust that you will give this your most serious consideration.

Regards

s. 22(1)
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3. Parking allocation where will they end up parking their cars, these 150+ residents with no parking
provision in this development? If you think that not providing parking spaces for people will stop them
from having a car, I don't think so! They will still have cars, and they will need to park them
somewhere. Not on Clyde, and not on 6th, they're both already chock full of cars. And not on Waters
Edge Crescent either, that's a private road. So probably in the parking garage that is part of the
overpass connecting Clyde to Park Royal North would be their only option if this is an option, and not
restricted.

4. Accessing Taylor Way would become a nightmare it already is! I can't even think how many cars
from this proposed new development would need to join Taylor Way every day! All those who weren't
taking public transport, or walking.

And joining them will also be the residents from this new apartment building mentioned above, with
its 79 apartments. So maybe 50 to 100 cars wanting to get onto Taylor Way to get to work?

So Clyde will soon become another major traffic problem to be solved, adding to the ones we already
have. (We've been fortunate so far in that most of the residents in this small area are retired and the
problem hasn't arisen.)

(I can envision this morphing into the construction of a roundabout from Clyde onto Taylor Way in the
not too distant future.)

I know you have to provide for more low cost housing in West Vancouver, but I do feel that this proposal is not
the right solution. Having all these hundreds of new residents crowded into one small and inappropriate area
located so near to a notoriously crowded junction that leads onto one of only two exits from the North Shore
into Vancouver, is not a good idea. And micro units are not a good fit for what we need desperately in West
Vancouver, which is low cost housing for families.

So I hope you will agree that this is not the best solution, and say no to this project it's just not the right
solution, is it?

Sincerely,
s. 22(1)





4. In order for Council to fulfill its key mandate of acting in the best interests of the overall District in terms of its
current and future needs, it is important that its new members receive substantive feedback from the wider
community that will hopefully focus on solutions to problems that have been created due to significant change
during the past several years that has dramatically impaired the character of West Vancouver.
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But that is not the only reason I am opposed. Unlike every supporter of this project, be they communicated by written
submissions to Correspondence or respondents to Larco’s request for comments or a Director of a WV non profit group
(who shall remain nameless) and who all simply regurgitated the nonsense that Larco is feeding them, I tend to be of the
ilk who are inclined (or at least attempt) to exercise critical thinking and justification of my opinions.

Of the 33 submissions published in the Jan 18th. 2023, Correspondence package. 5 were in favour of the development
citing affordability (having swallowed Larco’s ‘affordable’ bait hook, line, and sinker) and the oppositions had 12
mentions of the non affordability, 16 mentions of the traffic issues, and 15 mentions of the spot zoning. I am opposed
for the same reasons mentioned.

1. Affordable it is not!

Larco likes to tout how their market rental units will be affordable and attainable. Affordability is being used by it as a
marketing method to push the project and appeal for higher density. Even in Senior Community Planner, Erik Wilhelm’s,
report dated Nov 2nd, 2022, he mentions ‘affordable’ 8 times without offering any definition of what ‘affordable’
actually means. Most alarmingly, Larco published this in their recent FAQ and even more alarmingly it was blindly
repeated by the aforementioned Director of that WV non profit group’s website.

Larco FAQ:

Non Profit’s website:





Mr Amantea was unable to answer this question from Council in the Nov 21st, 2022, meeting so I will answer it for
him. The cheapest 1 bedroom at Larco’s Gateway Residences East building is on the third floor and went for $2,520 per
month (plus $150 $200 parking, storage, utilities, etc). As you go up each floor, the same unit rents for $30
more. Recently, they had a 1 bedroom available on the 15th floor and, you guessed it, it rents for $2,880! The West
building is not on the market yet but, in an off the record conversation with the leasing agent, I asked how much the
only studio in the complex will rent for and was told, estimated around $2,500!

When International Plaza recently advertised $1,830 $1,925 for its up to 400 sq ft studios, be there no doubt that these
Clyde studios will be +$2K per month (plus parking, storage, utilities, etc) for sure. Meaning, to meet the government’s
affordability calculation of 30% of gross earnings, you need a household income of at least $80,000 per year. So the
target market will hardly be for what Larco touts as retail workers, service workers, ECE workers, etc (and didn’t we hear
Larco tout that line when Gateway was before Council!) unless prospective renters get busy and couple up so they have
two steady incomes.

International Plaza advert Dec 2022:



So let’s just drop the affordability/attainability factor from any of the decision making, especially bonus density decision
making, because these studio units will be neither.

Also, since when is market rental housing a community benefit if the vacancy rate does not support it! So let’s drop the
low vacancy rate argument as well. This was another myth that Larco perpetuated when the Gateway proposal went to
council. If the Gateway Residence East building is still only 50% leased and the West building will not be released to the
market until the East building is nearly full, I just don’t buy this low vacancy rate claim.

Also, let’s drop that often heard ’75% of WV workers cannot afford to live here’ claim. First of all, are these workers
complaining that they would rather live in a WV apartment instead (in which case, why aren’t the Gateway units being
snapped up)? Secondly, nobody has the god given right to live where they work and it’s been that way for as long as I’ve
been around. It’s called a commute so get used to it and it’s a challenge that exists all over the lower mainland, not just
here in WV. If you don’t like your commute then change your job, there are plenty out there nearer to where you
live. Ask yourself, why the policeman who commutes from Maple Ridge to WV for his work just doesn’t apply for a job
with the Surrey Police Force/RCMP. Maybe because WV is a low crime community so the police officer is sure to be
home safe and sound each night. Why does the municipal manager commute from Coquitlam instead of applying for
work at the Coquitlam or at least a closer district hall. Maybe because rumour has it that WV pays better for less work
and includes a stipend to cover their fuel costs (which by the way, they continued to be paid in spite of working from
home these last 3 years).

So perhaps the draw is that WV is a great and safe place to work and pays better? So perhaps those commuters work
here by choice and live elsewhere in a house or condo by choice because they don’t want to live or raise their families in
a rental apartment which is impossible to do anyway in a shoe boxed sized studio unit. We shouldn’t be forcing the
workforce into something they don’t even want and the high vacancy rate at Gateway should be telling us that these
workers prefer to stay living where they are. A better option would be to coax employees out of their cars (and ditch
the fuel stipend) by way of the new Translink Transit Friendly Employer Certification program and in doing so stay living
where you want and can afford and make a positive impact on the climate. I encourage Council to have District staff
look into this program.

https://secure
web.cisco.com/1b6ts36yq1dSltaBY6PMnFwg2ggd7ad3i3i2xI7EHbhilO5AxHCIpmEu4z91sKpq1zLAhhLyzzZLWtGu auTR5FJ
2WVV14pQD5Qmdw2ClJCg
8sHvR69y0gLMvRIIiEPuty torXKDqm6OgfPC14ewwdd9WAgDwujTcW 2mN7qUqEn3f1FBev1gMHyHrErga3VllTuA6fdu2Z
3k7SHN SzSadzbDCm1JpjhbPHMnfEfrqHwuKN 0QwwdM
W2mk1FJSrKNB1wBsSdeX4yjPileC5qP2TIJmjloQcLXOqaVtRxXnfNpEKhZlz64yPMNSjYtplVdq0BDkO7q2Yt0c Bwew/https%
3A%2F%2Fwww.translink.ca%2Ftransitfriendly%3Futm source%3Ddirect%26utm medium%3Dshorturl%26utm campai
gn%3Dtransitfriendly

2. Adds to traffic congestion, if you can even get safely in/out of Clyde Avenue!

The traffic congestion at the Taylor Way/Marine Drive intersection is notorious so no need to preach to the choir. When
it is bad, it is equally bad whether heading south on Taylor Way or East on Marine Drive which then impacts Clyde Ave
bound drivers just as much as the bridge bound and NV bound traffic. It it weren’t for Park Royal’s internal road
network and its overpass at Taylor Way, it would be IMPOSSIBLE to avoid that traffic standstill and reach Clyde
Ave. Park Royal’s internal road network is also an absolute necessity for shoppers to avoid the congested intersection
to get to/from the shopping centre and the Upper Levels.

The Clyde Ave intersection with Taylor Way is an accident waiting to happen. Left turning from Clyde Ave onto Taylor
Way is restricted during peak hours but that doesn’t stop some drivers. But even when it’s legal, these drivers must
contend with the northbound cars that whizz around that corner at Marine Drive as they merge into the northbound
traffic and at the same time the southbound drivers are racing down Taylor Way to make the light or make a left turn
onto Clyde Ave. They inch out and in doing so impede the sight line of a driver wishing to turn right from Clyde Ave onto



Taylor Way. So it takes ages before the traffic is clear for the left turner and the right turner must wait until the left
turner has cleared their sight line!

I give no weight to Larco’s traffic study which, to no one’s surprise, concluded there will be minimal impacts on traffic to
surrounding road network. Evan a minimal impact could be the straw that breaks the camel’s back. Hence, before any
more development is allowed here, the experts need to determine the maximum capacity of the Clyde Ave/Taylor Way
intersection in conjunction with the Taylor Way/Marine Drive intersection and then how close this development brings
us to the breaking point.

At 40 parking stalls + 10 visitor stalls, this low ratio of parking stalls to 201 units will not reduce traffic as claimed. The
young professionals that can afford to rent these studios are also going to want and be able to afford to have
cars. There’s the Park Royal parkade right across the street which sits mostly empty so will offer plenty of free parking
for the studio dwellers. Should Park Royal seek to redevelop the parkade into housing, as already rumoured, then
residents will just park over at Park Royal. For the rest, it just means an increase in the number of taxi’s and Uber’s
coming and going.

By the way, for pedestrians needing to avail themselves of the so called ‘close proximity to public transport’, the walk
from Clyde Ave to the bus stops mid way at Park Royal is neither a close nor easy nor joyful walk. Those with breathing
issues should not even attempt it.

Taylor Way may be the BC’s Ministry of Transportation’s responsibility but it is the driving public’s problem and, as such,
Larco together with the District of WV need to be doing their part to push for a solution and doing it now before any
new development is approved for this area. I am not talking third crossing here but rather building some kind of bypass
so that local traffic and WV traffic to/from NV can move freely without being impeded by the traffic volume and backups
to the bridges. Sure any road construction here will cause a lot of disruption over a long period of time but better now
before any further development is allowed in this area. Until this traffic issue is satisfactorily addressed, for sure Larco
must be made to remain responsible for the maintenance and upkeep of its Taylor Way overpass and Taylor Way on/off
ramps.

3. Not before the Taylor Way Local Area Plan

Only the three Clyde Avenue sites fall under the Clyde Avenue Area East of Taylor Way development permit area
(DPA). The Duchess site (which Larco cleverly purchased in an attempt to obtain an increased FAR for the Clyde sites)
does not fall under the DPA and should not despite Larco’s request. More importantly, both the 694 Duchess site and
the three Clyde Avenue sites fall under the Taylor Way Local Area Plan (TWLAP) and hence this development should not
proceed to public consultation PRIOR to the adoption of the TWLAP.

Reported in the NS News Oct 6th, 2021, "In 2017, WV council has had a policy to not consider rezoning properties that
have not gone through a local area planning process unless the project provides some public benefit as determined by
council.” I assume that policy is still in place and as such there is nothing in this project that offers a community benefit
to warrant a re zoning and/or increase in FAR and/or approval before the TWLAP.

In conclusion, please do not waste any more time and money moving this to a public meeting but rather delay any
decision until after the TWLAP is completed. If you deem it viable, please also look into my suggestion of the District of
WV purchasing the land from Larco at FMW.

Well if you’ve got this far in my letter, then congratulations! Thank you for your time and attention.

Sincerely,

West Vancouver

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)







Dear Mayor Sager and Councillors
District of West Vancouver:

Proposed Development of 201 Rental Units in 6 floors
Location: Taylor Way & Clyde Ave
Affordable if Tenant's gross income is more than $84,000
Your file: 05.1010.20/21 185.2022

My name nd I am a resident of West Vancouver.

This is my vote:

1. I OPPOSE the proposed 201 unit development at Taylor Way and Clyde

I OPPOSE the proposed 201 unit development at Taylor Way and Clyde *

Thank you.

s. 22(1)
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, January 24, 2023 10:41 AM
To: correspondence
Subject: Meanwhile across a bridge…

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 Council,

While you were putting the final nails in the coffin for families in regards to affordability in West Van… approving to
Public Hearing (is it the 90 % supported as per Larco or the 90 % opposed as per Civix?) … homeless shelter (yes, in
Burnaby) sized units for a developer with horrible results of delivering occupancy with their last project.

…This was happening. A real affordable housing project was delivered with Bc housing hub program monies…

s. 22(1)
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Now that’s delivering on the gameplan!

What’s yours besides MOAR and total disregard for financial impacts on demographics?

Ah but 9.5 million dollars projects aren’t enough! Make them bigger and cost MOAR!

Maple Ridge BC
A place with many new neighbourhood parks that families like mine use daily.

Sent from my iPhone

s. 22(1)



Neetu Shokar

From: Ambleside Dundarave Business Improvement Association <info@adbia.ca>
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2023 4:52 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: ADBIA January 2023 Newsletter

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address 
Agyu1W4IzQE+kNGCgEi80hg==_1134400222787_LFUnbISlEeyuafoWPk3cFQ==@in.constantcontact.com. 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.

Unsubscribe 
It appears that you have subscribed to commercial messages from this sender. To stop receiving such messages from 
this sender, please unsubscribe

January 2023 Newsletter

Holiday Giveaway

Our Holiday Giveaway was a 
great success – for the 
businesses and for a few lucky 
shoppers. We received 517 
receipts for a total of $51,485 
spent at local businesses in 
Ambleside and Dundarave 
during the month of December. 

We are fortunate to have so many small business owners who love what they 
do, and they each play an important role in supporting our community. By 
supporting a small business, you are also supporting the community and 
helping to stimulate the local economy. 

Congratulations to our grand prize winners - Kyla C., Laura N., Donna S., 
Colleen S., Eileen H. - each winning $1000 of gift certificates from our local 
businesses. And we also handed out 10 consolation prizes of a $100 gift 



certificates to Salima F., Linda G., Angela G., Connie W., Rana A., Bob T., Erica S., 
Anne W., Maureen J., and Carolyn M.  
 
On behalf of the businesses in Ambleside and Dundarave, thank you to all that 
supported local this holiday season. 

 

 

 

  

ADBIA News 
 

BIA Bucks are back for the third 
year!  
 
After the success of our BIA Bucks 
initiative the past two years, we are 
pleased to announce they have 
returned! The $20 of BIA Bucks will 
arrive in the mail near the end of February and will be valid until April 16th. 
They can be used at participating shops, restaurants or businesses in 
Ambleside, Hollyburn and Dundarave. A full list of participating businesses will 
be posted on our website once the program has launched or look for a window 
decal on participating businesses. Watch for updates on our social media 
platforms.  
 
Please note that Canada Post can only deliver BIA Bucks to residents that 
choose to receive unsolicited mail. If you currently do not receive "junk mail" 
but want to ensure you receive our BIA Bucks, please contact Canada Post to 
restart delivery of unaddressed advertisement mail. Call Customer Service at 1-
800-267-1177 to initiate the request.  
 
BIA Bucks are an economic booster for our local businesses. We encourage 
you to Shop Local, support your favourite shops and services and discover new 
ones!  
 
Dundarave Hoedown 
 
Summer may seem like a long ways away but it will be here before you know it 
and so will the Dundarave Hoedown! Back for the 2nd year (the second time 
around!), the Hoedown is scheduled for Friday August 25th from 4pm - 9pm. 
Save the date and stay tuned for more details! 

 

 

 

 

Christmas Kick Off in Ambleside and Dundarave 



Thanks to all those that came out to enjoy our fabulous 
carollers, kids face painting, and community comraderie to 
kick off the holiday season. The Grinch's appearance was a 
highlight for the kids and the talented carollers got 
everyone in the Christmas spirit! 

Special thanks to the businesses that welcomed guests 
with refreshments and goodies, stayed open late and 
offered sales and specials! 

ADBIA Businesses 

We are eagerly anticipating the opening of Fred's Restaurant. The
"little brother" to Crema, Fred's will be right next door but there will 
be nothing little about this fabulous new restaurant and the 
delicious menu items they will be offering. Keep an eye on our 
social media platforms for the grand opening date! 

La Ponta Patisserie is set to open at 230 15th Street. Inspired by
French and Japanese pastries, they currently sell online and hope 
to attend the Ambleside Farmers Market until their first brick and 
mortar shop is ready to open. In the meantime, visit their website 
for more information. 

We also have a couple of new businesses opening in Grosvenor
over the next few months. We have all been patiently awaiting the 
opening of Thierry Chocolates but we will also be welcoming 
Niche Eyewear Boutique and Dunn's Tailors to Ambleside as well. 
Dates to be determined but we will update in future newsletters 
and on our social media platforms. 

Please note that Jak's Liquor Store is under new ownership and is
no longer a part of the Jak's family. If you have a gift certificate for 
Jak's, it will no longer be valid at the Dundarave location but they 
do have several other locations in the Lower Mainland where it can 
be redeemed. 

Member Profiles 



Jody's Maison 

Be sure to stop by Jody’s Maison 
and pick up your Lunar New Year 
cookies to celebrate the Year of 
the Rabbit.  

Quantities are limited so stock up 
early or call to reserve your new 
year treats! 

On January 22nd only, receive a 
free cookie if you show proof you 
were born in the year of the 
rabbit (those born in 2011, 1999, 
1987, 1975, 1963, 1951, 1939, 1927.) 

Jody's Maison is truly a unique 
lifestyle shop. Tucked away in 
the heart of Ambleside, Jody's 
offers a wide variety of food 
items, home goods, beauty 
products, clothes, and flowers. 

Stop in or shop online! 

The Bakehouse in 
Dundarave 

On Saturday, February 4th from 
4pm to 5pm or Sunday, 
February 5th from 10am to 11am 
join the Kid's Cookie Decorating 
Workshop! 

This family fun cookie adventure 
includes eight (8) sugar or 
shortbread cookies decorated by 
your kid(s), a voucher for a 
complimentary rainbow grilled 
cheese sandwich, and a goodie 
bag to take home. 

Fee is $50 and must be pre-
booked as space is limited. 
Instruction and demonstration 
provided. Children under the age 
of 6 must be accompanied by a 
parent or guardian. 

Call (604) 925 3031 or stop by 
The Bakehouse to reserve your 
spot! 



Once again, Mangia e Bevi is back 
raising funds for cancer research and 
care at BC Children's Hospital and 
Lions Gate Hospital. 

Taking place the whole month of 
January, they are offering a pre-set 
menu for $60 with a portion of sales 
going to each hospital. 

Make your reservation online or call 
604-922-8333.

Menu for January 17th - 31st 

First Course – Choice of: 
Fried Risotto Balls Filled
With Prawn And 
Mozzarella, Served On 
Prawn Bisque 
Stracciatella Soup (Egg
Drop Soup) With Pork 
Meatballs 
Panzanella Salad With Our
Focaccia Bread, Tomato, 
Cucumber, Red Onion 
And Red Wine Vinaigrette 

Main Course – Choice of: 
Wild Sockeye Salmon
with Limoncello-Caper 
Butter Sauce 
Braised Lamb Shank With
Risotto 
Mushroom And White
Truffle Oil Risotto 
Tagliolini With
Mushrooms, White Truffle 
Oil And Porcini-Cream 
Sauce 

Dessert – Choice of: 
Pannetone Bread Pudding
A Selection Of Gelato And
Sorbetto 

Community Information 

EV Charging Stations 
We have received some inquiries from the community regarding EV Charging 
Stations. There are several locations throughout West Vancouver, including 
Ambleside Grosvenor, Fresh Street Market, and West Vancouver Community 
Centre. Please visit the map on Plug in BC for a full list of charging stations in 
our community. 

Dine Out Vancouver 
Dine Out Vancouver runs from January 20th to February 5th and we have five 
of our local restaurants participating - Ancora, Beach House, Casa Mia, Earls 



and Feast. Visit Dine Out's website for a menu offerings from any of these 
restaurants. 

Ambleside Dundarave Business Improvement Association
200 - 1497 Marine Drive, West Vancouver, BC, V7T 1B8 

www.shopthevillages.ca 
604-210-3500

Ambleside Dundarave Business Improvement Association | 200 - 1497 Marine Drive, West Vancouver, 
British Columbia V7T 1B8 Canada 
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considering that in his 50 year old building on the same site, a studio is renting for over $2,000 a 
month. 
 
Thank you 
 

West Vancouver BC 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER 
LOWER CAULFEILD ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES 

VIA ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION FACILITIES  
TUESDAY, OCTOBER 19, 2021 

Committee Members: B. Helliwell (Chair), R. Amenyobe, P. Hundal, J. Mahoney, 
S. Nicholls; and Councillor Lambur attended the meeting via electronic communication
facilities.

Staff: Erik Wilhelm, Senior Community Planner (Staff Liaison) and Naomi Allard, 
Administrative Assistant (Acting Committee Clerk) attended the meeting via electronic 
communication facilities. 

1. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 4:05 p.m.

It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT
1. all remaining Lower Caulfeild Advisory Committee meetings for 2021 be held via

electronic communication facilities only;
2. the Municipal Hall Atrium be designated as the place where the public may

attend to hear, or watch and hear, the Lower Caulfeild Advisory Committee
meeting proceedings; and

3. a staff member be in attendance at the Municipal Hall Atrium for each of the
scheduled meetings.

CARRIED 

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the October 19, 2021 Lower Caulfeild Advisory Committee meeting agenda
be approved as circulated.

CARRIED 

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the April 22, 2021 Lower Caulfeild Advisory Committee meeting minutes be
adopted as circulated.

CARRIED 
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REPORTS / ITEMS 
4. 4699 Piccadilly South – Proposed Cedar Tree Removal (File No. 21-134)

E. Wilhelm (Senior Community Planner) outlined the proposed application:

Application is for a Heritage Alteration Permit.
Subject tree located on Eastern edge of Lower Caulfeild Heritage
Conservation Area.
Any larger scale developments that would require a Heritage Alteration Permit
are required to be reviewed by District Staff as well as the Lower Caulfeild
Advisory Committee.
The unconventionally shaped lot is sandwiched between Marine Drive and
Piccadilly South.
According to District records the original single-family dwelling was
constructed in 1924. The single-family dwelling is situated on the western
portion of the lot with a centrally located garage built in approximately 1963.
A Heritage Alteration Permit was approved by the District in February of 1999
to allow for a significant renovation of the single-family dwelling.
Significant number of large trees on property; extensive landscaping to the
south of the single-family dwelling.
Applicant proposes the removal of one large Cedar Tree that is located in the
front yard.
District arborist reports have confirmed the tree roots to be growing into the
sidewalk and under the garage causing impediment to the walkway and
damage to private property.
The subject Cedar Tree is 80 cm in diameter (measured at breast height);
Heritage Alteration Permit process requires a preliminary review of the
proposal along with a public consultation meeting; for this specific application
the preliminary public consultation meeting was waived by the Director of
Planning therefore, the applicant must provide a formal application for a
Heritage Alteration Permit which would then be reviewed by the Lower
Caulfeild Advisory Committee and District Staff.
Staff Supports removal of the Cedar Tree primarily because the site has a
substantial amount of coniferous trees on the north side of the site as well as
landscaping to the south of the site, the trees roots are impeding the walkway
and the trees removal is compliant with the Heritage Advisory Guidelines.

Applicant Presentation: T. and A. Joyce outline their situation: 
We forwarded a letter of rational to Committee Members outlining our
reasoning for wanting to remove this tree.
We moved here in 2007 and felt privileged to be part of the Caulfeild
Community.
It has become hard to walk between this tree and our garage due to the size
the tree has grown to.
Two of our adult children have Muscular Dystrophy and we have a grandchild
on way so we need entrance way with a ramp to accommodate wheel chairs
and a stroller.
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It is imperative that a ramp is accessed through the rear of the property (main
access to house) as there are a number of steps at the front entrance and a
steep bank that would make the construction of a ramp challenging.
Due to the above, we are asking permission to remove the subject tree.
The Arborist has recommended the trees removal due to it outgrowing it’s
space and the features surrounding it.
Property also contains 15 large cedars and we have planted 7 new trees over
the last ten years, adding more trees to property than proposing taking down.

Comments/Questions from the Committee: 
Everything seems clear to me therefore I do not have any questions.
I visited the site today and I have no issues with the removal of this tree.
Is there an alternative for a ramp-way access to the house? In our opinion no
as the garage faces the door and the entrance has 15 large steps; only option
is the lot line on Marine Drive which has a steep embankment.  I do not see
any other ramp access to property.
Are you planning on planting more tree in addition to the ones you have
planted? Certainly not in the same location; property is well treed in back;
front has pond and extensive gardening already planted so I don’t think we
can plant another tree on the west side; In southwest corner of lot is a
massive beach tree that creates a huge canopy over western portion of lot so
I don’t think there is room along here; Maple have been planted to provide
some privacy.
I support removal based on Arborist reports provided.
I have concerns as we are here to protect the character of the area; I have
lived on the North Shore my whole life and the tree streetscapes are an
important aspect of this area.  The Cedar Trees really portray the character of
the Caulfeild Neighbourhood. When I look at the top of Dogwood Lane today,
it appears the character has changed due to the loss of trees in the front
yards. Building within the trees could provide an alternative to their removal.
This issue is happening one tree at a time therefore, I am opposed to the
removal of this tree as already too much damage (tree removal) has been
done in this area.
Could the sidewalk be expanded to go around the roots of the tree? Yes, it
could be expanded into the driveway but it would impose on the garden and
the driveway/boulevard. We would have to re-landscape full front yard
driveway area. Suggest a Landscape Architect look at this area and what can
be done as an alternative to removing the tree.
There is also a large transformer in the area and due to hazards of tree falling
on the pole, this poses a hazard to hydro.
In response to neighbourhood character and loss of trees, previous proposals
were passed by Committees which resulted in loss of trees in area.  We
understand protection of trees however, this one tree is creating a problem.
We are looking at reusing wood so that it is used and not disposed of.
How did previous tree removal in area receive approval from The District? I
was not with the District at the time, but they would have been looked at by
the Committee and approved by Director of Planning at the time. Due to
ambiguity in Heritage Advisory, the tree Bylaw can be applicable and holds
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER
DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES
VIA ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION FACILITIES  

THURSDAY, APRIL 21, 2022 

Committee Members: D. Harrison (Chair), R. Amenyogbe, E. Fiss, A. Hatch, S. Khosravi 
Kermani, J. Mahoney, H. Nesbitt, and Councillors B. Soprovich and M. Wong attended 
the meeting via electronic communication facilities. Absent: R. Ellaway and L. Xu. 

Staff: L. Berg, Senior Community Planner (Staff Liaison); M. Roberts, Assistant Planner; 
E. Wilhelm, Senior Community Planner; and N. Allard, Administrative Assistant
(Committee Clerk) attended the meeting via electronic communication facilities.

1. CALL TO ORDER
The meeting was called to order at 4:35 p.m.

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the April 21, 2022 Design Review Committee meeting agenda be approved as
circulated.

CARRIED 

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES
It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the March 9, 2022 Design Review Committee meeting minutes be adopted as
circulated.

CARRIED 

4. INTRODUCTION
a. Introductory presentation by staff.
b. Applicant presentation.
c. Clarification questions to applicant by the Design Review Committee.
d. Roundtable discussion and comments.
e. Recommendations and vote.
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APPLICATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION 
5. Applications Referred to the Design Review Committee for Consideration:

5.1 Address: 1445 Queens Avenue 
Background: M. Roberts, Assistant Planner, introduced the proposal and spoke 
relative to site context: 

The site is located in a neighbourhood consisting of single family dwellings; 
Trans Canada Highway to the north and is developed with a single family 
dwelling. 
Site area approximately 31,700 square feet. 
Proposal is to rezone and subdivide the property into two lots and construct a 
duplex on each lot. 
An Official Community Plan (OCP) amendment is required to place the site 
within the Duplex Development Permit Area (DPA); requires approval from 
Council to proceed. 
Proposed duplexes are two storeys plus basement suites with Floor Area Ratios 
of 0.33; front and rear yard setbacks will exceed the zoning requirements of the 
RD1 zone. 
A shared driveway is proposed to access garages from the rear laneway of the 
property. 
Building materials for Lot A Duplex (western lot) include: stucco, hardy-panel, 
wood, glass handrail and smooth finished concrete materials proposed; white, 
black and copper trim color pallet has been proposed. 
Building materials for Lot B (eastern lot) include: stucco, ledge-stone, stone 
veneer and architectural concrete materials proposed; white, grey and tan trim 
colour pallet proposed. 

Project Presentation: B. Curtis (Architect) provided a presentation including: 

Challenges on site include being within a residential neighbourhood of mainly 
single family dwellings and is a large lot backing onto the highway which affects 
livability due to noise. 
Presently two driveway crossings to site; proposal is for one crossing off of 
Queens Avenue to access both buildings (4 units); traffic and parking is 
proposed for the north side of the lot. 
Parking proposed to be from the rear of the lot on the north side to act as a 
screen; facilitates private living space at the south side of lot which has greatest 
amount of exposure to sunlight. 
Front yard setbacks provide livability by allowing for landscaping and usable 
outdoor amenity spaces. 
Reduced the scale of the proposed buildings by designing in context with the 
buildings on Queens Avenue. 
Each unit has a unique character that has been incorporated into the design to 
create an individual sense of place. 

Project Presentation: D. Rose (Landscape Architect) provided a presentation 
including:  
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Objectives of planting design are to simplify the streetscape and give the 
appearance of larger single family dwellings. 
Frontage is terraced and generously planted with open spaces off main entry; a 
main pathway branches off to each unit entry. 
Driveway well screened from patio spaces off adjoining units. 
Design includes front and back access, as well as side yard access. 
Mindful of retaining tree-belt between on-ramp to highway and the back parking 
area; intention to fill in any gaps in the existing planting with native planting to 
provide screening retention. 
Private yard space in form of courtyard in rear of each unit that will allow for 
both sun and shade. 

 Committee Questions: 
The Committee went on to question the presenters, with the applicants and staff 
responses in italics. 

What other measures have you used to mitigate the noise of highway to the 
units? We are reliant on visual screen of trees along the highway; plan to 
densify planting to provide a better screen from any noise. 
Will it be possible to increase the width of the wall on the north side of the 
property to reduce noise? Yes, this is possible. 
What is the slope of the access driveway between the buildings? It is quite 
modest and in accordance with the bylaw; minimal excavation will be required. 
There will be a ten percent grade in the driveway which has been included in 
the information package. 
Parking is not required for the basement suite units? Correct. 
How does the front yard setback relate to the setbacks of the neighbouring 
sites? The building on Lot B sits 8 feet back beyond the building on Lot A; this 
proposal sits farther back from neighbouring site dwellings.  
Do you have a plan which compares neighbouring site context to this proposal? 
Yes, these plans are displayed on the sections (displayed plans). No 
streetscape plan. 
Is a registered architect required for this rezoning project? A registered 
architect maybe required at the time of building permit submission however, not 
for the development permit for rezoning or OCP amendments.  
What is the rationale behind this proposal for two duplexes? The OCP allows 
for consideration of smaller infill developments on single family lots; it is a large 
lot near bus route; this proposal will be a Council decision whereby input will be 
requested from the neighbourhood. 
What kind of devices will you use to reduce the sound within the units’ 
bedrooms given they are north facing towards the highway? There will be 
higher levels of glazing in windows; may look at a thicker wall to shield from the 
noise; looking at other options for screening and mitigating noise.  
What is the established character of the neighbourhood and streetscape? 
Zoned RS3 Single Family; character is not determined but is single family. 
What is the permeable material used on the driveway? Aqua-pave material. 
What are sustainability requirements? Meeting minimum standards; possibility 
of increasing sustainability objectives. 
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What does District want in terms of unique front entrances; do you want a 
unique identity for each home? To make entranceways obvious for each 
building; efficiency in locating addresses and wayfinding.
Are we able to give feedback on architectural context within the style and 
character context? Yes, this can be provided in the future if helpful. The District 
cannot regulate the character of single family development as per the Local 
Government Act; context in this proposal would be how the proposal relates 
and fits within surrounding building envelopes; geared towards massing and 
scale rather than a specific character. 
How are you using lighting to support the identification of the entrances? 
Established in landscaping and within the buildings. 
Pedestrian access along Queens Avenue is almost rural; how are you planning 
on making transition in streetscape along the pedestrian walkways? Unsure of 
District’s stance on culverts and pavement; there is a question of how the 
transition will work; possibility of developing a sidewalk along the boulevard. 
Duplex to the west has a substantial wall in the middle whereas one to the east 
does not and appears more like a single family dwelling; what is rationale for 
the wall? Trying to provide a unique identity to the buildings; the aim is to 
provide a sense of single family residential character. 
Are you concerned about run off from the highway onto this site? No, the 
highway has its own drainage system. 

Committee Comments: 
The Committee went on to provide comments on the presentation, including: 

This design does not reflect the guidelines outlined in the OCP in terms of 
character; these guidelines should be revised if they are not required; the 
planter in middle of the two buildings make the transition challenging and 
drainage difficult; suggest articulating buildings with a feature. 
I am supportive of the two duplexes on a large lot with shared driveway; I feel 
more information of streetscape and adjacent neighbourhood character are 
required; entire site plans of adjacent sites should be provided; show 
streetscape landscaping. 
A streetscape study would benefit this package; make building appear less 
bulky; east and west elevations do not allow for a lot of windows and glazing; 
building appears plain; suggest revising design. 
Suggest having smaller application such as this reviewed without consultation 
of DRC; objectives appear fine in terms of scale and density; shared driveway 
appears well laid out; design is a bit generic as is neighbourhood context; 
guidelines do not align with the character context design outlined in the OCP so 
meets context but does not meet design guidelines outline by the District. Wall 
appears quite abrupt at the front. 
In terms of massing this building does not appear in line with guidelines; looks 
bulky and could have more articulation; a more detailed planting plan of rear 
yard is important. Suggest having an arborist report to determine health of 
trees. Front yard appears low in terms of the scale of the building; suggest 
more planting.
Better resolution of streetscape is imperative to this proposal; goal is to create 
an inviting approach at the street. 
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Having reviewed the application and heard the presentation provided by the 
Applicant: 
It was Moved and Seconded: 
THAT the Design Review Committee require resubmission of the 1445 Queens 
Avenue application subject to further review of the following items: 

More streetscape information is required for the north and south sides of 
Queens Avenue to evaluate the neighbourhood character. 
Massing needs to be revised to appear less bulky; introduce more variations in 
facades including the east and west façade. 
Provide more information on the landscape interface with the street, including an 
inviting entrance arrival sequence. 
Provide more information on landscape strategy for the rear yard and consider 
more substantial species, including trees, in the front yards. 
Confirm if any tree removal is required on the north property and if so, provide a 
strategy for replacement. 
Articulate the building entrances to include landscape features or building 
elements. 

CARRIED 

5.2   Address: 671, 685, 693 Clyde Avenue and 694 Duchess Avenue 
Background: E. Wilhelm, Senior Community Planner, introduced the proposal and 
spoke relative to site context: 

Initial review for this application was February 10, 2022; Applicant has taken into 
consideration the items Committee determined needed to be addressed at initial 
meeting. 

Project Introduction:  R. Amantea (Applicant) spoke to the proposal including: 

Revisions address the following OCP requirements: 
o Affordable units with high level of attainability;
o Amenity space for residents; gathering spaces to create a sense of

community;
o Incentives for employees working in West Vancouver to buy.

Project Presentation:  M. Ehman (Architect) and R. Komnatsky (Architect) 
provided a presentation including:  

Resubmission proposal looked at Development Permit Guidelines, existing 
neighbourhood context and design principals in the OCP.  
Changes made to the proposal include: 

o Top, middle and base articulation has been used with neutral pallet;
glazing incorporated to allow for more light into units; strong overhangs
and floating roof;

o Use of wood and brick as prominent materials to tie into the
neighbourhood context such as Park Royal, Gateway Residences, and
Amica; cementitious wood panels will be used in some areas.
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o Simplified colour pallet consisting of muted greys contrasting with wood to
soften appearance and break down the scale of the building;

o Incorporation of landscape features;
o Focus on West Coast contemporary style through local, natural materials

to create a building that complements the landscape; strong horizontal
expression.

o Balconies have been redesigned to allow for more privacy through
glazing; unified balconies which appear less busy; provide the appearance
of stepping to minimize overall scale of building;

o Addressed appearance of entrance by increasing height of the
entranceway; clerestory glazing incorporated above doors and in amenity
areas; brick walls extend to landscaping to draw residents in; wood beams
and trim to add warmth;

o Pedestrian pathway has been designed to incorporate lighting; pathway
painted so as to be visible.

o Conducted shadow studies; determined shadowing is not a concern
throughout all seasons for neighbouring buildings as a result of this
proposal;

o Amenity spaces redesigned to include access to daylight and increased
space.

Project Presentation: M. Vaughan (Landscape Architect) provided a presentation 
including:  

Worked with applicant to determine what people want in terms of amenity spaces 
and as a result chose to create open flexible outdoor landscaped area as 
indicated in courtyard. 
Improved quality of finishes and materials used to include broom finished 
concrete and basalt tile or granite. 
Outdoor amenity spaces will include a dining area and break-out social area. 
Roof top amenity area redesigned to incorporate more turf which can be used as 
a multipurpose space; planters moved to sides to better allow for larger gathering 
space. 
North lot green space proposed as a landscaped pathway; row of trees added to 
create privacy. 
Materials used incorporated into landscape design include turf, hydro-pressed 
slabs and wood benches. 

 Committee Questions: 
The Committee went on to question the presenters, with the applicants and staff 
responses in italics. 

What is the goal of the landscaping area beneath the parkade ramp? Low lying 
perennial planting; goal is safety and gravel is the best solution as it creates a 
visual open space and allows light to reflect throughout. 
You are proposing a fitness trail. Can you clarify that it is pending approval by the 
District? Correct, it is our suggestion bur requires approval. 
The light grey cementitious cladding appears lighter than on the drawings; can 
you clarify the color? The actual color is darker than is shown on the rendering. 
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In the social room amenity space have you considered having a coffee bar here? 
No, but perhaps will consider.
What is the connection for a resident to get from this site to Park Royal; are you 
improving the sidewalk? Yes, we are improving the sidewalk to make it more 
pedestrian friendly. 
Did you have a conversation with the Ministry of Transportation and 
Infrastructure as to whether they will change the ramp layout in the future, such 
as by having the ramp extending onto Keith Road to the North? Ramp serves as 
necessary infrastructure; cannot speak to the future. Do not see ramp getting 
higher or affecting building in the future. I do not know the distance of the 
building face to the ramp. Staff awaiting discussion with Ministry that is required 
before going to Council. 

Committee Comments: 
The Committee went on to provide comments on the presentation, including: 

It appears a lot of thought given to outdoor spaces; encourage design of the 
ramp space to have a purpose. 
Project improvements well received; not super fond of box hedges in the front of 
the building, prefer native species. 
Reduction of glass in stairwells could be increased to balance look of facades; a 
few large blank patches on elevations; perhaps add more windows; disconnect of 
windows not aligning; suggest more harmony between upper and lower massing; 
real wood suggested. 
In terms of material, need to have differentiation; use of glazing is nice for the 
west however for east, perhaps increase the transparency of glazing to make 
building more welcoming; suggest having a more visible, deeper overhang; roof 
top amenity could have more pergolas or covered seating space to 
accommodate local weather; amenity spaces need more natural light. 
Supportive of this project; agree that more glazing in the stairwell could be 
incorporated; thin privacy screens on east appear more successful than those on 
the south. 
The light below ramp is important and encourage this area to be looked at in 
more depth; suggest adding more glazing to courtyard area; incorporate glass 
covered area on rooftop to allow for protection of elements. 
In support of project; increase covered entrance overhang. 

Having reviewed the application and heard the presentation provided by the 
Applicant: 
It was Moved and Seconded: 
THAT the Design Review Committee support the 671, 685, 693 Clyde Avenue and 
694 Duchess Avenue application subject to further review of the following items 
with staff: 

Increase the amount of glass in the stair towers. 
Provide more covered areas, such as trellising, gazebos, etc., on the roof top 
deck for protection form the elements. 
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 Consider how space under parkade ramp can make a contribution to the public 
realm. 

 Consider differentiating material used on the same plane with another method, 
such as by introducing a cornice. 

 Consider extending the overhang at the front entrance to provide more 
protection. 

 Explore reducing the height of frit glass at the centre of the building. 
CARRIED 

5.3   Address: 2452 to 2496 Marine Drive 
Background: L. Berg, Senior Community Planner, introduced the proposal and 
spoke relative to site context: 

 Resubmission for the development for the south quarter block of Dundarave; 
proposal for the consolidation of six separate lots. 

 Application is for a Development Permit, being developed under existing C2 
(Commercial 2) zoning in conjunction with Dundarave Development Permit Area 
guidelines which enable the District to consider a building height up to three 
storeys along Marine Drive. 

 To clarify, the applicant does not propose to change the land use. The 
application is for the form and character of the proposed building. The zoning 
permits the proposed land use. 

 Proposal is for 55 residential units; approximately 22,100 square feet of retail 
and office space that is ground oriented towards Marine Drive and the lane; all 
parking is underground and accessed from rear; 90 bike storage spaces; and 
approximately 98,700 gross-square feet of residential area. 

 
Project Presentation:  D. Thom (Architect) provided a presentation including: 

 DRC workshop discussion that occurred at last meeting was beneficial towards 
the new proposal design. 

 Public Art Advisory Committee (PAAC) and the Accessibility Committee on 
Disability Issues (ACDI) have considered the proposal. 

 Displayed renderings of new proposal outlining updates to landscaping and 
building design, including: 

o At entry to Dundarave Village: incorporated a mural at the plaza at corner 
of Marine Drive and 25th Street; design anchors to the beachfront theme. 

o Landscaping design includes retention of existing trees; permeable 
paving system with flagstone pavers so water can get to tree roots while 
providing access for the public; 

o Steep grade at 25th Street has been made more accessible by 
decreasing the grade of the path up to the plaza;  

o Opening up of amenity spaces which spill out onto the plaza and addition 
of round window add character and draw people in; 

o Creation of nodes on sidewalk draws people into lane via a curved 
pathway;  

o Dundarave Lane: designed to appear as a ‘living lane’; access to retail 
space from apartment units and vice versa; all retail spaces have signage 
and corridor access; styles and form allow buildings to be distinguished. 
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o Rolled curb makes appearance of pedestrian-friendly street; power lines
undergrounded.

o Ramp system wraps around centre entrance to create a gathering space;
o Mid-block connection: parking accessibility is important for residents and

public; want to ensure signage is in place for public parking; glass door
loading bay is to left of parking entrance; provides light and transparency
for visibility and safety; walkway runs parallel to building and provides
rear and laneway access; total of 16-foot wide gap between buildings.

o Creation of an ‘animated’ lane; blank wall proposed to have a mural;
o Building setback further than other buildings on Marine Drive to allow for

outdoor retail vendors, larger walkway to provide opportunity for animated
street life in mid-block area.

o Hanging baskets down street incorporated to provide continuity and
variety.

o West on Marine Drive: canopies extending off store fronts to provide
variety and unique character.

o Varied height and form of building to differentiate buildings.
o Second floor pulled back to provide another layer of differentiation as

move down street.
o PAAC and public were in strong support of keeping mural; will undertake

consultation to ensure it is culturally appropriate given historic message
of mural; will consult with First Nations.

o Ground cover will be a variety of seasonal plants; significant sized tree
will be planted on corner and on top of tower.

o Transformer boxes will be integrated into design as the art pieces on
them were commissioned pieces.

o Roof will provide private patios with stair access; green roof tops to soften
appearance.

 Committee Questions: 
The Committee went on to question the presenters, with the applicants and staff 
responses in italics. 

Does every retail space have direct access to the lane? No, all the units from 
the entry courtyard east have access to the spaces; the other units (up to 4) do 
not due to the elevation change and the need for a space for two transformers. 
What is the ceiling heights in the retail spaces? Lower retail spaces are 11.6 
feet, and Marine Drive Retail spaces are 14.6 feet. 
Has an outdoor amenity space been chosen? Main outdoor amenity space is 
the plaza on Marine Drive and 25th; each courtyard will have an amenity space; 
lane will become an outdoor amenity space. No private amenity space due to 
the height of space which is not suitable when egress factored in. 
Why did you chose to mix character types? This was intentional so as to blend 
into the context of the variety within the present Dundarave character; felt it was 
important to not have a dominant aesthetic.  
Is the mural interchangeable? The reason for having the mural stay is for 
historic retention; was put forward to the public and response was unanimous in 
that they wanted mural to remain. This is still being considered however and 
further discussion will take place. 
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Did you consider an increase of height of the upper floors on the corner plaza to 
create a focal point? We opted for a more subtle look to this frontage so chose 
not to increase the height of upper floors. 

Committee Comments: 
The Committee went on to provide comments on the presentation, including: 

I like the overall design; wood side guardrails detract from design; suggest 
making guardrails thicker; it is possible to retain murals so this is an option; 
encourage consultation with First Nations; encourage having a private amenity 
space for residents. 
Great progress made in the design and appreciate the two varied styles of 
buildings; I am not concerned about the private amenity spaces; PAAC will 
assist in determining outcome of mural and art. 
Don’t think two different characters of buildings is beneficial to the project; 
recommend choosing one of the two styles; need more articulated entries for 
retail and apartment units; keep in mind weather protection maintenance is 
needed; suggest Japanese Maple, Arbutus or another type of tree atop the 
tower and at plaza. 
There are repeated motives within the variety; encourage highlighting of the 
various motifs to tie project together and keep integrity; modest sized units I 
believe will be well used by residents. 
This is an improved proposal from previous application; encourage entry to be 
emphasized. 
Great to see fine-tuning of proposal; appreciate accessibility of site. 
Like the public realm and lane/mid-block integration of public friendly space. 

Having reviewed the application and heard the presentation provided by the 
Applicant: 
It was Moved and Seconded: 
THAT the Design Review Committee support the 2452 to 2496 Marine Drive 
application subject to further review of the following items with staff: 

Encourage inclusive consultation with all stakeholders on the public art located 
on 25th Street. 
Work to improve the definition around the residential and retail entrances coming 
off the lane. 
Fine-tune the repeating motifs of the architectural expression along the entire 
length of the building. 
Consider a different type of tree species on top of the tower. 
Implement continuous weather protection along Marine Drive. 
Explore different expression of wood picket guardrails. 

CARRIED 
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PUBLIC QUESTIONS 
6. PUBLIC QUESTIONS

There were no questions.

NEXT MEETING 
7. NEXT MEETING

Staff confirmed that the next Design Review Committee meeting is scheduled for
May 19, 2022 at 4:30 p.m.
It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT 
1. all remaining committee meetings, including subcommittee meetings, for 2022

be held via electronic communication facilities only;
2. the Raven Room in the Municipal Hall be designated as the place where the

public may attend to hear, or watch and hear, the committee and subcommittee
meeting proceedings; and

3. a staff member be in attendance at the Raven Room in the Municipal Hall for
each of the scheduled meetings.

CARRIED 

8. ADJOURNMENT
It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the April 21, 2022 Design Review Committee meeting be adjourned.

CARRIED 

The meeting adjourned at 8:33 p.m. 

Certified Correct: 

___________ ___________ 
Chair Staff Liaison 

s. 22(1) s. 22(1)
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER
BOARD OF VARIANCE HEARING MINUTES

VIA ELECTRONIC COMMUNICATION FACILITIES
WEDNESDAY, NOVEMBER 16, 2022

BOARD MEMBERS:  Chair L. Radage and Members D. Simmons and R. Yaworsky
attended the hearing via electronic communication facilities. Absent: Members S. Abri
and J. Elwick.

STAFF: P. Cuk, Board Secretary; T. Yee, Building Inspector; and V. Rae, Legislative 
Services Clerk, attended the hearing via electronic communication facilities.

1. Call to Order

The hearing was called to order at 5 p.m.

2. Introduction

Staff introduced the Board Members and described the hearing procedure.

3. Confirmation of the Agenda

It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the November 16, 2022 Board of Variance hearing agenda be approved
as circulated.

CARRIED

4. Adoption of the October 19, 2022 Minutes

Chair Radage referred to the minutes of the Board of Variance hearing held on
October 19, 2022.

It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the October 19, 2022 Board of Variance hearing minutes be adopted as
circulated.

CARRIED

5. Time Limit of Board of Variance Orders

Chair Radage read out the following statement regarding Time Limit of Order
Approving a Variance and noted that the time limit applied to each application
approved by the Board:
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“Pursuant to section 542 of the Local Government Act, if a Board of Variance 
orders that a minor variance be permitted from the requirements of the bylaw, 
and the Order sets a time limit within which the construction of the building or 
structure must be completed, and the construction is not completed within that 
time, the permission of the Board terminates and the bylaw applies. Orders of 
this Board of Variance that permit a variance specify that: if construction is not 
substantially started within 6 months of the issuance of the Building Permit, the 
permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT in 
the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a 
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts), 
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the 
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the 
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention, 
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be 
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner.”

6. Application 22-023 (2710 Mathers Avenue)

Staff confirmed the following requested variances regarding a proposed single 
family dwelling:
a) 0.41 m to Front Yard Setback to Mathers Avenue
b) 0.40 m to Front Yard Setback to 27th Street
c) 0.37 m to Highest Building Face Envelope
d) 0.61 m to Building Height
e) 5.8 % to Highest Building Face Exemption.

Staff informed of written submissions received for this application prior to the 
Board of Variance hearing.

Written submissions received:

Staff provided permit history of the subject property.

N. Miri (M+Design, representing the owner of 2710 Mathers Avenue) and 
D. Nenciu and D. Nenciu (2710 Mathers Avenue) described the variance 
application for a proposed single family dwelling and responded to Board 
members’ questions.

Chair Radage queried whether anyone else had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application. Staff informed that no one else had signed up 
to address the Board regarding the subject application.

SUBMISSION AUTHOR SUBMISSION DATED #

Redacted November 9, 2022 1

Redacted November 15, 2022 2

Redacted November 15, 2022 3
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Members of the Board considered:

All of the submissions;

Whether the application was for a minor variance that did not
- result in inappropriate development of the site
- adversely affect the natural environment
- substantially affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent land
- vary permitted uses and densities under the applicable bylaw; or
- defeat the intent of the bylaw; and

Whether compliance with the bylaw would cause the applicant undue
hardship.

Having read the application dated October 17, 2022, including the applicant’s 
letter, plans and all other related documents, and having read the statutory 
Notice of Hearing for the subject application, and having inspected and/or viewed 
images of the subject site, and having heard the submissions of N. Miri,
D. Nenciu, and D. Nenciu:

It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would be caused to the Applicant by 
compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 22-023 regarding a 
proposed single family dwelling at 2710 Mathers Avenue with variances of:

0.41 m to Front Yard Setback to Mathers Avenue
0.40 m to Front Yard Setback to 27th Street
0.37 m to Highest Building Face Envelope
5.8 % to Highest Building Face Exemption

BE ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated March 28, July 27 and
October 14, 2022 submitted with the application; AND THE BOARD FURTHER
ORDERS THAT if construction is not substantially started within six months of
the issuance of the Building Permit, the permission terminates and the Zoning
Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT in the event the Owner is delayed or
interrupted or prevented from obtaining a Permit by reason of any Act of God,
labour unrest (including strike and lockouts), weather conditions or any similar
cause reasonably beyond the control of the owner, the time for obtaining a
Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the duration of the contingency
that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention, provided that commercial or
financial consideration of the Owner shall not be viewed as a cause beyond the
control of the Owner.

CARRIED

It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would not be caused to the Applicant 
by compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 22-023
regarding a proposed single family dwelling at 2710 Mathers Avenue with a
variance of:

0.61 m to Building Height
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BE NOT ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated March 28, July 27, and
October 14, 2022 submitted with the application.

CARRIED

7. Application 22-024 (1095 Lawson Avenue)

Staff confirmed the following requested variance regarding a proposed single
family dwelling with secondary suite:
a) 3.8 % (26.51 m²) to Floor Area Ratio.

Staff informed of written submissions received for this application prior to the 
Board of Variance hearing.

Written submissions received:

Staff provided permit history of the subject property.

B. Fichtner (1095 Lawson Avenue) described the variance application for a
proposed single family dwelling with secondary suite and responded to a Board
member’s questions.

Chair Radage queried whether anyone else had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application. Staff informed that no one else had signed up 
to address the Board regarding the subject application.

Members of the Board considered:

All of the submissions;

Whether the application was for a minor variance that did not
- result in inappropriate development of the site
- adversely affect the natural environment
- substantially affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent land
- vary permitted uses and densities under the applicable bylaw; or
- defeat the intent of the bylaw; and

Whether compliance with the bylaw would cause the applicant undue
hardship.

Having read the application dated October 18, 2022, including the applicant’s 
letter, plans and all other related documents, and having read the statutory 
Notice of Hearing for the subject application, and having inspected and/or viewed 
images of the subject site, and having heard the submission of B. Fichtner: 

SUBMISSION AUTHOR SUBMISSION DATED #

Redacted November 15, 2022 1
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It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would be caused to the Applicant by 
compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 22-024 regarding a 
proposed single family dwelling with secondary suite at 1095 Lawson Avenue
with a variance of:

3.8 % (26.51 m²) to Floor Area Ratio
BE ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated September 12, 2022 submitted with
the application; AND THE BOARD FURTHER ORDERS THAT if construction is
not substantially started within six months of the issuance of the Building Permit,
the permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT
in the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts),
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention,
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner.

CARRIED

8. Application 22-025 (5770 Eagle Harbour Road)

Staff confirmed the following requested variance regarding a proposed single
family dwelling:
a) 94.19 m² to Floor Area Ratio.

Staff informed of written submissions received for this application prior to the 
Board of Variance hearing.

Written submissions received:

Staff provided permit history of the subject property.

C. Burgers and N. Awadi (Burgers Architecture, representing the owner of
5770 Eagle Harbour Road) described the variance application for a proposed
single family dwelling.

Chair Radage queried whether anyone else had signed up to address the Board 
regarding the subject application. Staff informed that there were two more 
members of the applicant’s team available to answer any questions of the Board.

Members of the Board considered:

All of the submissions;

Whether the application was for a minor variance that did not

SUBMISSION AUTHOR SUBMISSION DATED #

Burgers Architecture Inc. November 15, 2022 1
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- result in inappropriate development of the site
- adversely affect the natural environment
- substantially affect the use and enjoyment of adjacent land
- vary permitted uses and densities under the applicable bylaw; or
- defeat the intent of the bylaw; and

Whether compliance with the bylaw would cause the applicant undue
hardship.

Having read the application dated October 18, 2022, including the applicant’s 
letter, plans and all other related documents, and having read the statutory 
Notice of Hearing for the subject application, and having inspected and/or viewed 
images of the subject site, and having heard the submissions of C. Burgers and 
N. Awadi:

It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT the Board finds that undue hardship would be caused to the Applicant by 
compliance with the Zoning Bylaw and orders that Application 22-025 regarding a 
proposed single family dwelling at 5770 Eagle Harbour Road with a variance of:

94.19 m² to Floor Area Ratio
BE ALLOWED pursuant to the plans dated April 7, 2022 submitted with the
application; AND THE BOARD FURTHER ORDERS THAT if construction is not
substantially started within six months of the issuance of the Building Permit, the
permission terminates and the Zoning Bylaw applies; AND FURTHER THAT in
the event the Owner is delayed or interrupted or prevented from obtaining a
Permit by reason of any Act of God, labour unrest (including strike and lockouts),
weather conditions or any similar cause reasonably beyond the control of the
owner, the time for obtaining a Permit shall be extended for a period equal to the
duration of the contingency that occasioned the delay, interruption or prevention,
provided that commercial or financial consideration of the Owner shall not be
viewed as a cause beyond the control of the Owner.

CARRIED
Member Radage voted in the negative

9. Receipt of Written and Oral Submissions

It was Moved and Seconded:
THAT all written and oral submissions regarding the following Board of Variance 
Applications:

Application 22-023 (2710 Mathers Avenue);
Application 22-024 (1095 Lawson Avenue);
Application 22-025 (5770 Eagle Harbour Road);

up to and including November 16, 2022, be received. 
CARRIED
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Neetu Shokar

From: Weiler, Patrick - M.P. <Patrick.Weiler@parl.gc.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, January 18, 2023 12:06 PM
To: Weiler, Patrick - M.P.
Subject: Valentines for Vets 2023

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address Patrick.Weiler@parl.gc.ca. 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.

Good afternoon,

I'm reaching out to share a wonderful program that Veterans Affairs Canada runs each year called Valentines for Vets, an
initiative to show former members of our military how thankful we are for their service. For more than 25 years,
Canadians have participated in this wonderful tradition that always brings a smile to the folks who receive a valentine.

It’s simple—encourage Canadians to create Valentines for Vets with a video, pictures, or by hand. You can also post on
Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram, tagging Veterans Affairs by using #CanadaRemembers.

Cards should be mailed to:

Valentines for Vets
Veterans Affairs Canada
Commemoration, Distribution Unit
125 Maple Hills Avenue
Charlottetown, PE C1C 0B6

I encourage you to share this initiative with your students and anyone you think may be interested in participating. For
more information, please visit this webpage.

Thank you in advance for supporting this wonderful tradition.

Sincerely,
Kevin Hemmat

Kevin Hemmat
Office of Patrick Weiler
Director of Communications
West Vancouver Sunshine Coast Sea to Sky Country
Office: 604 913 2660
Cell: 604 353 2550
Kevin.Hemmat.842@parl.gc.ca

 Before printing this e-mail, think about the Environment 
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From: Budget
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 5:29 PM
To:
Cc: correspondence
Subject: RE: DWV 2023 Budget - parking suggestion
Attachments: 2023 Budget - council correspondence (question from ).pdf

Dear ,

Thank you for your interest in the 2023 budget. We will take your suggestions into consideration.

Sincerely,

Financial Services
District of West Vancouver

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)
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