
THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER
HERITAGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING MINUTES

FULTON HOUSE
WEDNESDAY JUNE 30, 2021

Committee Members: P. Grossman; M. Geller; D. Parr; L Anderson; J. Mawson; B.
Clark; and Councillor S. Thompson attended the meeting via electronic communication
facilities. Absent; H. Nesbitt; J. McDougall; P. Hundal

Staff: M. McGuire, Senior Manager of Current Planning & Urban Design; E. Syvokas,
Community Planner; C. Mayne, Recording Clerk attended the meeting via electronic
communication facilities.

1. CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order at 4:31 p.m.

WHEREAS the Order of the Provincial Health Officer on Gatherings and Events
(“order”) prohibits members of the public from attending committee meetings in-
person until the order is rescinded or replaced;

WHEREAS the District of West Vancouver is required to prohibit in-person
attendance at committee meetings pursuant to the order; and

WHEREAS the District of West Vancouver has enabled public participation at
committee meetings via electronic means to ensure openness, transparency,
accessibility and accountability, including via the use of live streaming (video and
audio) for public viewing, and electronic communication facilities (video-conferencing
software) for public participation;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the June 30, 2021 Heritage Advisory
Committee meeting be held without in-person public attendance.

CARRIED

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the June 30, 2021 Heritage Advisory Committee meeting agenda be approved
as circulated.

CARRIED
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3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the May 30, 2021 Committee meeting minutes be amended with the following:

THAT Laura Anderson be noted as absent due to technical issues.
CARRIED

REPORTS/ITEMS

4. Navvy Jack House

Mark Chan, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer introduced the team working on the
Navvy Jack House project; Donald Luxton (Donald Luxton & Associates), Marianne
Amodio (MA & HG Architects), Darren Chung, District of West Vancouver Land &
Corporate Initiatives Lead.

Mark reviewed the three scenarios that were discussed at the last meeting. As
directed by Council the District is proceeding with feasibility analysis (considering
factors such as size, siting, access, integration with John Lawson Park and the Spirit
Trail, cost, funding sources, rent revenue and commercial interest) based on a full
time commercial use (food and beverage establishment) for the House, for two
scenarios:

1. a smaller ground floor footprint based generally on the original form (approx. 800
to 1,000 sq. ft.) also described as “Cottage Coffee": and

2. a larger ground floor footprint based on the original form plus an approximate
1,400 sq. ft. addition also described as “Bistro";

and a third scenario suggested by the citizen group of a coffee shop and gift shop
area (approx. 800 sq. ft.) that could also be used for multi-use purposes (including:
heritage exhibit space, local art/craft sales, education, concerts, etc.), with a 1,000
sq. ft. annex building to the south connected by  a breezeway of approx. 400 sq. ft
also described as “Mixed Use”.

The site was surveyed east of the existing creek flume which was needed for
determining feasibility and potential building siting and form. The site is constrained
by the well used Spirit Trail to the north, waterfront to the south, the creek flume to
the west and John Lawson Park to the east.

Potential capital funding could come from different scenarios: Cottage Coffee
through District funds and private fundraising, or the Bistro through a potential long
term lease in exchange for the operator providing for all capital costs, and the
District offering reduced rent to allow the operator to recoup its investment. Have
had good interest from potential restaurant operators that staff have spoken to. In
the Bistro scenario, the goal would be for the operator to take on all capital
obligations for the project including adding a patio. Staff will be conducting feasibility
analysis on all 3 scenarios and reporting back to Council on July 26.
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staff have reached out to the local First Nations. Staff have not heard back from the

Squamish Nation, but did hear back from Tsieil-Waututh Nation and have a meeting
scheduled with them in August.

Staff are also working closely with the West Vancouver Streamkeepers Society on
the project. The Navvy Jack House will need to be moved and staff are working with
the Streamkeepers to determine how it will work with the creek restoration project
that they are doing. Staff are making good progress and the Streamkeepers are
supportive. One of the Streamkeepers’ main concerns is timing as the House has to
be moved as it is currently sited where the creek restoration will take place. The
Streamkeepers are speaking to consultants to cover the cost of the creek restoration
project.

The architect is helping with feasibility and form (test fits). That work is underway, to
look at where the cottage and coffee scenario could be; this is very preliminary work
and, for clarity, is not to design the House.

11 draft Guiding Principles sfor the project were developed. Staff described the draft
principles as follows:

1. Recognize that this feasibility work is in service of the Preservation,
Rehabilitation and Restoration of the Existing House to The Parks Canada
Standards & Guidelines for the Conservation of Historic Places in Canada and in

accordance with the Statement of Significance, Heritage Conservation
Assessment and Preliminary Heritage Investigation as produced by the Donald
Luxton & Associates, and The Navvy Jack House Citizen Group Case for
Conservation, Report and Research.

Ensure that the multiplicity of stories inherent in the history of the Heritage
Building are recognized, with special attention paid to the connection to
Indigenous peoples.

Integrate the House to create a sense of place, and a connection to the
community that supports and improves the overall park experience.

Ensure continuity with work already completed by Heritage Consultant, Navvy
Jack House Citizen Group, and District of West Vancouver.

Draw upon the historical siting of the Heritage Building in its new placement.

Situate the Heritage Building and any addition so as to optimize integration with
the surrounding park space, existing trees and landscape.

Situate the Heritage Building and any addition so as to preserve the existing park
space, existing trees and landscape so far as practicable.

Situate the Heritage Building and any addition so as to maintain all required
clearances, setbacks and flood control levels.

Situate any addition to the Heritage Building in  a manner that is sympathetic to
the Heritage Building itself.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.
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10. Situate the Heritage Building and any addition in a manner that ensures physical
accessibility for all.

11. Seek to retain as much original material as practicable, noting both current BC
Building Code requirements, and the relaxation provisions in the Code provided
in the Alternate Compliance Methods for Heritage Buildings.

The committee went on to provide comments and question the presenter and staff,
with the presenter and staffs comments in italics.

Very comprehensive, don’t want to edit or change, you have captured the spirit. I
think those members who are not here would agree.

Regarding Guiding Principle # 2, would also like to include attention paid to the
building and the people who were here and the foundations of original West
Vancouver, not just John Thomas but also John Lawson and his family and the
people who came after him. Under Guiding Principles #6 and #7, integrate the
project the Streamkeeepers are doing. One thing that might be missing is building on
the work that the Navvy Jack Citizen group have done: the vision is that the building
and this location is a destination in West Vancouver, a meeting space; would like to
see that piece brought forward in the Guiding Principles.

As far as historical siting, we think of the current siting as historical and the Citizen
Group research showed that there was an orchard and a relationship to the water.
Physical accessibility to all is important, assuming that is the ground floor, difficult for
the second floor, but a small space on the second level could be of use. Retaining
as much as is feasible is supported. Should celebrate the uniqueness of the existing
structure to provide an understanding of how different that is to current construction
technology/techniques. Important to find ways to showcase that this is unique as a
building.

Is there additional information available regarding the work on the feasibility
analysis?

The next piece of work is to conduct fit/massing scenarios. Staff are in discussion
with relevant staff departments to provide the scope to the architect The test
scenarios will be included in the July 26 Council report (reports are typically posted
10 days prior to the meeting; around July 15).

Has the flood construction level been determined yet in terms of the main floor?

The FCL has been determined. Approx. 5.2 m. Generally speaking that would mean
the main level of the house would be raised the equivalent of a ladder height with
about 7 rungs to get to the door from the current Argyle Avenue. The elevation of the
house currently is approximately 5 ft. It would be raised by approximately 1 m to get
to the FCL.
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Issues of accessibility are important for the Guiding Principles and how that will be
accommodated wth the requirement to raise the building needs to be studied.

This building has a substantial basement in it, if it is going to be raised several feet,
there will be a substantial height of hard pan at the bottom to the main floor. In your
analysis of this, recognizing people can’t have living space below FCL, can we use
this space for storage or any other functions?

At this stage we are test fitting the building massing/configuration to get the analysis
to a stage where we can say to Council, this is feasible. The questions about
programming would be evaluated after the test fit analysis has been completed.
Generally speaking it is expected that there would be an opportunity for using that
below grade level for storage. However, it cannot be habitable space.

From a historical point of view the House did not originally have a basement. The
landscape design will be critical In those considerations. Design guidance for an
addition is covered in Guiding Principle #1. Work with the concept of compatible,
distinguishable and eccentric. This will guide us on heritage appearance.

It was moved and seconded:

THAT the Heritage Advisory Committee supports the guiding principles supporting
the work that staff, architect and heritage consultant are doing.

CARRIED

Is there anything that HAC can do from now until Council to support the project?

The resolution that HAC passed at the April 28, 2021 meeting was in support of the
direction that staff are taking and supporting the Bistro use of the site. This is clear
and the resolution HAC passed today supporting the guiding principles is clear. Two
main ways this committee can support the project; one is the motions and the other
way is to write or speak to Council directly. This is a tremendous opportunity, an
opportunity to restore this building and create a gathering space. Council needs to
hear that. That is the best way to make sure your views are heard.

Are there any presentations to other committees?

Staff have met with the WV Historical Society and the Citizen Group. No other
committees are anticipated at this point in the process. The Design Review
Committee (DRC) and others will be engaged later on after the July 26 Council
Meeting.

The language in the April 28 meeting minutes was that “the HAC generally supports
a full time food and beverage operation as an appropriate use for the site along with
approximately 1400 sq. ft. to the rear as it represents the most viable long term
option for restoration of the Navvy Jack House”. The intent was not to suggest that
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we wouldn’t support another option. The HAC supports any proposal that would
support retention of the existing House.

5. 2069 Queens Avenue

Staff gave a brief review of the property. The subject property is located at 2069
Queens Avenue and is approximately 1,931.5 sq. m. (20,791 sq. ft.) in area. The lot
has considerable slope from the mid to eastern portion of the site. McDonald Creek
travels in a north-south direction through the western side of the site. The site was
created by the subdivision of 2055 Queens Avenue (the “Toby House”) into two lots
through a Heritage Revitalization Agreement (HRA) and the site was legally
protected through a heritage designation bylaw. Subsequently a Heritage Alteration
Permit was issued to consider an addition to the Toby House, construction of the
infill dwelling (the “Hill House”) and tree removal at 2055 Queens Avenue. The
proposal is to revise the originally approved design of the Hill House. Accordingly, an
amendment to the previously approved HAP must be issued prior to building permit
issuance.

The applicant and owner, Trevor Cragg was in attendance, and presented the
project. The intent of revising the design was to come up with a more cost effective
approach. A main objective for the Toby House was privacy. The top floor of the
proposal has a privacy wall and no windows face to the eastern part of property. The
proposal is much smaller than the original design. Minimal excavation is proposed
as we didn’t want to cut too far into the hill. The proposed materials were selected to
be sympathetic to the Toby House; proposing stucco siding in faux concrete finish in
a grey color, clear cedar soffits, glazing and black vinyl windows with metal
surround. The primary colors will be grey, brown and black and to blend and fit in.
Landscaping is proposed including concrete pavers on the patio in the riparian area.
Sartori Environmental Inc. has reviewed the proposal and has prepared an
environmental development permit report. Donald Luxton & Associates, heritage
consultants, were hired to review the proposal. They are familiar with the site as they

prepared the conservation plan for the Toby House. The heritage consultant has
provided a memo in support for the project. The proposed design has a similar
footprint but smaller than the original design.

Committee members then provided the following comments on the proposal with the
applicant’s response in italics:

It is difficult to assess the compatibility of the two designs without a bird’s eye view to
show the relationship between the two buildings. It would have been helpful to see
the two structures together in one plan.

How much land is between the two houses? How much concrete will there be?

The proposal is 2,051 sq. ft. of site coverage, as compared to 2,228 sq. ft. under the
approved design. Therefore, the proposal is occupying less site area. Approx.
800 sq. ft., maybe less, will be concrete hardscaping.

It appears that some site work has already taken place?

M-6HERITAGE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTESJUNE 30, 2021
4265081V1



The previous owner did some site clearing.

Regarding the proposed landscaping, how are you doing your driveway? Is there
any proposed tree planting?
Planting is proposed along the sides of the driveway and walkways, east wall and
around the house. The existing cedar hedge is staying. The driveway is proposed to
be concrete.

From a streetscape perspective it is advised to soften the look of the driveway and
garage door, propose horizontal siding and add native planting. The design is
modern but a contemporary modern, rather than a west coast modern in that it is
very vertical. The design needs to blend in with the Toby House, to be subservient to
it. Try and find ways to incorporate landscaping between the house and the street,
propose a softer color colour palette and add horizontal layering.

Will this now go to Council or is the application approved by staff?
Approval of an amendment to an HAP is delegated to the Director of Planning. Staff
can take the committee’s comments back and work wth the applicant to address the
comments.

The proposed plans do not show the relationship of the proposed Hill House with the
Toby House, therefore it is difficult to see how it sits. Also agree that it is a very
vertical house, rather than west coast style which emphasizes horizontal lines. The
entry is quite hard and severe. When you look at the site, it is very natural and that
reference needs to be brought into the new development.

Committee members have identified potential conflicts with this house and heritage
house. A suggestion was made to leave it to staff to review and address the
comments that have been raised by the committee. Staff could bring it back if staff
feel that the concerns have not been adequately addressed.

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the Heritage Advisory Committee Meeting request that staff work with the
applicant to resolve the issues and only return to the panel if staff see it necessary.

CARRIED
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6. HERITAGE PROJECT UPDATES

1) Staff were approached by a resident if there are any heritage homes that can be
moved to a property she owns. Staff have contacted the owners at 466 Hillcrest, a
heritage support building that Is slated for demolition, to see if this is something
they would be interested in. Staff requested any suggestions the committee might
have for helping connect people looking for heritage homes to relocate with those
that have a heritage home that is going to be demolished.

Comments from the committee members:
●  Could add information on the website.

● Work with Nickel Brothers, one of the house movers, sometimes they relocate
houses to their properties.

2) Staff have been working on preparing zoning bylaw amendments to implement the
Neighbourhood Character recommendations related to single-family lots. One of
the recommended bylaw amendments is that the permitted FAR for single-family
homes is reduced from 0.35 to 0.30 FAR but that a bonus of 800 sq. ft. or 0.1 FAR
(whichever is less) can then be applied to a coach house. This has crossover with
heritage retention objectives, as it is recommended that the bonus be outright on
homes built prior to 1976 provided that the home is retained to incentivize retention
of older homes versus demolition to maximize floor area. The bonus area is on top
of the 0.30 FAR for newer homes, but on top of the max 0.35 permitted under
current regulations for older homes recognizing that older homes typically didn’t
maximize basement exemptions and are much smaller in appearance than newer
homes.

7. WORKPLAN UPDATE

Staff have updated the workplan with comments received to date. Staff propose to
revisit with a more comprehensive report back once we confirm funding and
resourcing implications. That way the committee can more accurately assess
staffing requirements, timing, etc. to help with prioritization of workplan items.

1)

In the meantime staff is drafting a letter to the real estate community and will work
with J. Mawson on editing the letter.

Staff have reached out to the North Shore Preservation Society and the West
Coast Modern League and a member of each organization is interested in coming
to a HAC meeting, staff will schedule. Staff have also reached out to the District
and City of North Vancouver to set up a tri-municipal meeting in the fall. Staff also
started doing a scan of the District’s website and other municipalities’ websites to
see what could be added/improved.

2)
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One member commented that in terms of outreach the WV Historical Society
initiated the idea of undiscovered landmarks and would be one of several

community groups that would be good to reach out to.

3) The Terms of Reference changes that the Committee approved is required to be
considered/approved by Council in an open Council meeting. Staff are looking into
whether the changes can go along with the report that is going to be considered for
all the committees’ workplans.

4) One member commented that the list of District heritage assets should be
expanded to include landscape resources and landmarks and augmented to add
relevant documentation for each resource to serve as more than just a list of
resources but also a document library.

ACTION: Add as agenda item for next meeting for further discussion.

8. UPCOMING MEETING SCHEDULE

Mayor Booth had a conflict attending this meeting and was hoping to attend the
July meeting.

1)

There are some meeting scheduling conflicts for the next two meetings.2)

It was Moved and Seconded that:

THAT the July 28, 2021 Heritage Advisory Committee meeting be moved to July
29, 2021 and that the August meeting be cancelled.

In person meetings will begin again in September.3)

P. Grossman thanked M. McGuire on behalf of the committee for all of her hard

work and support on the committee, as this is her last meeting.
4)

9. PUBLIC QUESTIONS

C. Reynolds, regarding the Queens Avenue proposal, will count on staff to do good
work. Suggested reaching out to all of the community heritage groups.

10. NEXT MEETING

Thursday, July 29, 2021

11. ADJOURNMENT

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the June 30, 2021 Heritage Advisory Committee meeting be adjourned.

CARRIED
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The meeting adjourned at 6;19 p.m.

Certified Correct;

Chair Committee Clerk
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