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COUNCIL CORRESPONDENCE UPDATE TO AUGUST 2, 2019 (8:30 a.m.) 

Referred for Action 
(1) July 26, 2019, regarding Untidy Premises Complaint (Referred to Director of

Corporate Services for consideration and response)
(2) July 28, 2019, regarding “The heritage mid century modern Turquoise

birdcage building 22nd and Bellevue” (Referred to Director of Planning &
Development Services for consideration and response)

Referred for Action from Other Governments and Government Agencies 
No items. 
Received for Information 
(3) Committee and Board Meeting Minutes – Arts & Culture Advisory Committee

meeting June 5, 2019
(4) June 23, 2019, regarding “Infill Housing Proposals, the O.C.P., and property

development speculators”
(5) July 12, 2019, regarding “Municipal Single-use Item Reduction Strategy –

July 22nd Agenda - Item #10”
(6) 2 submissions, July 12 and 24, 2019, regarding Councillor’s Motion regarding

Declaration of Climate Emergency
(7) July 20, 2019, regarding “Natural Capital and the municipal government -

impermissible actions”
(8) 4 submissions, July 26 and 31, 2019, regarding Proposed Development

Permit 16-059 (1552 Esquimalt Avenue)
(9) 9 submissions, July 27- August 1, 2019, regarding Preliminary Development

Proposal for 707 and 723 Main Street (Park Royal)
(10) July 28, 2019, regarding “Ambleside park and parks in west van” (Parking

Complaint)
(11) July 29, 2019, regarding “Expanding SkyTrain = Expanding financial fiasco.

Please deliver to mayor and Council”
(12) July 29, 2019, regarding “Fireworks” (West Vancouver Canada Day Fireworks

Show)
(13) July 30, 2019, regarding “Some (all?) members might be interested in taking

part in this informative program on 5G!” (Wireless Technologies)
(14) August 2, 2019, regarding “Re.: those threats you’ve received”
Received for Information from Other Governments and Government Agencies
(15) Union of British Columbia Municipalities, July 24, 2019, regarding “Provincial

Response to 2018 Resolutions”
(16) Parole Board of Canada, August 1, 2019, regarding “Implementation of Bill

C-93 – Cannabis Record Suspensions / Mise en oeuvre du projet de loi
C-93 – Suspension du casier liée au cannabis”
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Responses to Correspondence 
(17) Director of Financial Services, July 26, 2019, response regarding 

“Fwd: Interview with Isabel Gordon, director of financial services, District of 
West Vancouver – MNAI | Municipal Natural Assets Initiative” (Attachments 
available for viewing in Legislative Services or on the District of West Vancouver 
website) 

(18) Director of Legislative Services, July 29, response regarding “Surveillance 
cameras on municipal property & at roadway intersections” 

(19) Director of Corporate Services, August 1, 2019, response regarding “Interim 
Tree Bylaw” (Proposed Interim Tree Bylaw No. 4892, 2016, Amendment Bylaw 
No. 5023, 2019) 

https://www.westvancouver.ca/sites/default/files/dwv/council-agendas/2019/jul/15/19jul15%20-%206.pdf
https://www.westvancouver.ca/sites/default/files/dwv/council-agendas/2019/jul/15/19jul15%20-%206.pdf


LO- Ut
From:
Sent: July-26-19 11:06 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Fwd: Good Neighbour Bylaw -

Attachments: 20190620_154550.jpg; 2Ol9062O_l54742jpg

Dear Mayor and Council,

I am forwarding this series of emails to you because I have not received any information to the effect that the
property owner has been asked to rectify his non-compliance with the Good Neighbour bylaw. It is insulting to
local residents that the property owner has not had any outside maintenance done this year. I would be grateful
if you could take appropriate action to expedite the owner’s compliance.

West Vancouver BC

Forwarded Conversation
Subject: Good Neighbour Bylaw -

“tot

Date: Mon. Jun 24. 2019 at X:27 ANT
To: <bylawdept@westvancouver.ca>

The attached photos show the unkempt nature of the lot at , which is non-conforming with the
Good Neighbour Bylaw. A similar situation occurred last year, requiring intervention by Bylaws. Senior Bylaw
Officer Paul Reese dealt with the matter.

From: Bylaw Dept <BylawDept@westvancouver.ca>
Date: N Ion. Jun 24. 2019 at 1 1:02 AM
To:

Thank you for your email. A call for service has been created to address your concerns and an
Officer will contact you to provide you with an update.
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Regards,

fen Brini

Bylaw and Licensing Clerk I District of West Vancouver

t: 604-925-7152 d: 604-925-7085 I westvancouver.ca

OG®

Erni u:
D: Thu. Jul I S. () l’) t 4:35 PM
To: B\ta [)cpt <BylawDept@westvancouver.ca

Hello,

Just over three weeks have passed since I received your email hut no clean-up work has been done. Please
inform the property owner that I will contact the Mayor next week if no work is done by mid-week and that I
will contact the media if there is no work done by the middle of the following week.

From: B law 1)ept <BylawDept@westvancouver.ca
DLII: Fri. Jul l, O1-) aE 2:25 P.\I
To:

Good afternoon

Thank you for your email. I apologize for the delay in getting back to you. Please note the Bylaw & Licensing Services
Department is experiencing staffing shortages and and are addressing complaints on a priority basis. Please be assured
that a call for service has been created to address your concerns and an Officer will be providing you with an update
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From: Eva-Marie Irebell
Sent: July-28-19 9:14 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: The heritage mid century modern Turquoise birdcage building 22nd and Bellevue

Dear Mayor and Council -

Please provide us with information about possible demolition plans of the above mentioned building
The Strata Council of Surfside Towers at 2187 Bellevue is concerned as there have been rumours circulating.
Have tenants there been given notice?

The Bellevue corridor is already plagued with enormous construction.
The Hollyburn construction on 2lstst, and the almost completed construction on 23rd
have been very difficult to tolerate already. The duplex on the s/w corner of Bellevue is also sold and no doubt
there will be construction, as it is a tear down.
The increase in traffic, the giant trucks on Bellevue trying to turn, the trades parking every which way - it’s
been challenging to say the least

Please enlighten the owners here as to the actual plans on your drawing board, as we are all individually
involved in the neighbourhood and how it is and how it has been changing.

Surely you can appreciate the mid century modern architecture here, and how important it is to our West
Vancouver.

Best Regards and
very much looking forwards to a reply from you

Eva-Marie Trebell

Eva-Marie Trebell
Strata President
Surfside Towers
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THE CORPORATION OF THE DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER
ARTS & CULTURE ADVISORY COMMITTEE (ACAC) MEETING MINUTES

MAIN FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM - NORTH, MUNICIPAL HALL
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 5, 2019

-Committee Members: A. Frost (Meeting Chair); P. Macleod; G. Nicholls; S. Swan; D.
Tiffany; and Councillor M. Wong. Absent: P. Bowles; A. Cao; S. Tsangarakis (Habib);
and T. Wardell.

Staff: D. Niedermayer, Senior Manager, Cultural Services; C. Rosta, Events & Festival
Manager; and L. de Jesus, Recording Clerk.

1. CALLTOORDER

The meeting was called to order at 1:06 p.m.

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the June 5, 2019, Arts & Culture Advisory Committee meeting agenda be
approved as circulated. CARRIED

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the May 14, 2019, Arts & Culture Advisory Committee meeting minutes be
adopted as circulated. CARRIED

REPORTS/ITEMS

4. Arts Facilities Advisory Committee - Update

D. Tiffany reported that the consultant, Cornerstone Planning Group (Cornerstone),
provided the Arts Facilities Advisory Committee (AFAC) with an updated report that
included feedback from the AFAC Stakeholder Workshop.

The final Arts Facilities Plan Report will be posted on the District website next
Thursday, June 13 and presented to Council on June 24.

G. Nicholls reported that the AFAC co-chair asked him to attend the June 24 Council
meeting given his long-term involvement in the process as the co-chair of the Arts &
Culture Strategy Steering Committee and now the ACAC.

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT having received regular updates on the work of the Arts Facilities Advisory
Committee and members’ attendance at their meetings, the Arts & Culture Advisory
Committee endorses the process and approach taken by the Arts Facilities Advisory
Committee and Council in its work to date.

CARRI ED

JUNE 5, 2019 ARTS & CULTURE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES M-J
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5. Meeting with Community Grants Committee — Agenda Discussion

Copies of the Community Grants Program Policy Framework (2017), 2019 grant
allocation recommendations and draft recommendations from the Arts & Culture
Facilities Plan for non-facility requirements were distributed to prepare committee
members for the meeting on June 21.

The meeting is an opportunity for the two committees to get to know each other’s
mandate and priorities.

Topics of discussion arose:

• What does the CGC look for when making decisions on the grant applications?

• What is the policy for amateur versus professional organizations?

• What are the reasons for individuals being ineligible to apply? How might this
change? Why is there an exception for the youth grants?

• How is the total amount of grant funding available to the CGC allocated between
arts, culture and heritage and community services and community development?
How is this process developed?

• What would be the process for increasing the budget for arts, culture and heritage
grants funding?

• Is there a possibility of having a grant for organizations renting underused spaces
(e.g. City of Vancouver for The Annex)?

• Is there an opportunity to create an endowment fund for long-term funds?
Action: Staff to send a rough draft of the discussion topics to the committee to

prepare for the June 21 CGC meeting along with a list of the relevant
strategies in the Arts & Culture Strategy related to community grants and
funding for arts and culture.

Staff will send a copy of the community grants accountability form to the
committee for reference.

Staff to connect the co-chairs of the ACAC and CGC to meet before the
June 21 CGC meeting.

6. Meeting Schedule with Key Stakeholder Groups - Update

Meeting dates with Ambleside-Dundarave Business Improvement Association, West
Vancouver Foundation and West Vancouver Community Arts Council to be
confirmed.

Action: Staff will canvass meeting dates with the Public Art Advisory Committee,
British Pacific Properties and Squamish Nation.

JUNE 5, 2019 ARTS & CULTURE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES M-2
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7. District Policies: Cultural Policy for West Vancouver — Discussion

A number of District policies are being updated. The current Cultural Policy for West
Vancouver No. 0078 is outdated and was distributed to the committee for review
with the request to make a recommendation on its relevance considering the District
has a new Arts & Culture Strategy.

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the Arts & Culture Advisory Committee recommend the current Cultural Policy
for West Vancouver No. 0078 be rescinded as it has been replaced by the Arts &
Culture Strategy 2018-2023.

CARRIED

Members discussed their interest in other District policies and procedures that have
a relation to and impact on arts, culture and heritage. These include policies such as
the process for allocating Community Amenity Contributions (CAC5), how the CACs
are allocated and what priorities the allocations are based on.

Other policies might include the public art and municipal art collection policy and
procedures; special events policy; access and inclusion; blueprint for social
responsibility; Permissive Tax Exemption, etc.

Action: Staff to add to future meeting agendas.

8. Other Business

No other business discussed.

PUBLIC QUESTIONS

9. PUBLIC QUESTIONS

There were no questions.

10. ADJOURNMENT

It was Moved and Seconded:

THAT the June 5, 2019, Arts & Culture Advisory Committee meeting (open session)
be adjourned.

CARRI ED

The meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m.

Certified Correct:

Co-Chair rk

JUNE 5, 2019 ARTS & CULTURE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES M-3
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From:
Sent: June-23-19 10:06 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: mull Housing Proposals, the O.C.P., and property development speculators
Attachments: BRO_6040-6070+ Marine+ Dr_E.pdf

Your Worship,
You campaigned last autumn on your election platforform which you summed up as ‘read the O.C.P.”, f

memory serves me correctly. The O.C.P. is long on urban planning initiatives, in-fill housing, and “the missing
middle”.

The appended promotional brochure from the commercial real estate brokerage firm Colliers appears to be the
third of three (so far) redevelopment proposals proposing multi-family family residential development in
single-family residential zones since the O.C.P. was adopted last year. Each of proposed redevelopments is
located within the area of the established neighbourhoods. Each proposed development is out of sync with the
character of the local neighbourhood character. Each proposed development appears to have garnered, or
purports to have garnered, some measure of support or encouragement from members of the municipal
planning department, judging from the nature of the proponents’ remarks in print or the spoken word. This is
no less than what one would expect given the policy document, the O.C.P., adopted last year.

What is interesting and informative about the speculative proposal put forward by the Colliers realtors are (1)
the intimation that the planning department would view with favour proposals for three storey multifamily
residential development in a single-family residential zone that restricts single family residences to two-storeys
and basement; (2) the price being asked for the four-property land assembly, $10,880,000, which works out to a
little more than $2,500,000 per lot, on average, relative to the current tax assessment value per lot that ranges
from $1,300,000 to $1,400,000 (rounded) for an implied gain of $1,000,000 per lot; and, (3) the statistics for
four recent multifamily residential developments in West Vancouver comprising the number of housing units
“released” (i.e., put up for sale), the number of units sold, and the average listing price per square foot of
building floor area, by project.

While these recent developments, of a speculative nature, are a direct result of the recently adopted urban
planning policy promulgated through the O.C.P., the indirect result, as we know from earlier redevelopment
proposals in WV, will be a reassessment of property values by BC Assessment for those single-family
residential zoned properties in the vicinity of the proposed development. In the case of the speculative land
assembly project listed by Colliers, the tax assessment “uplift” can be readily be estimated. In percentage terms-
--the reassessment will raise those neighbouring properties’ tax assessment by as much as 66% above current
tax assessment values. The impact on year over year property taxes is in direct proportion to the assessment
value lift, i.e., up to 66%. And, the effect of this rise in property tax liability will continue well into the future
with the concommitant negative impact to those householders’ disposable income relative to what that income
would have been in the absence of the speculative multifamily redevelopment for those householders who do
not stand to benefit from financially. This amounts to a local government imposed externality upon those non
participating households, an externality that they not be compensated for bearing.

As you go forward with your policy of opening up WV to speculative property development of the so-called
“missing middle” housing, as more and more speculative property redevelopment and densification proposals
located in the established neighbourhoods come forward for approval by staff and council, you should reflect
on the effect those developments will have, the externalities that they will impose on the neighbourhoods,
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largely uncompensated externalities at that, and the disruption to the established neighbourhood character that
wit! ensue from those redevelopment activities.

If the impact of speculative single-family redevelopment was deemed highly disruptive, and it was, as you
know, then consider what how much more disruptive the proposed 3-storey multifamily residential
development projects are likely going to be in the established neighbourhoods. It bears considerably more
thought than appears to have been given to it thus far,

Sincerely,

, West Vancouver, BC,

Sent from my Sprint tablet
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6040-6070 MARINE DRIVE, WEST VANCOUVER, BC

KEY HIGHLIGHTS CONTACT US:

o 39,600 SF regular shaped parcel overlooking the prestigious
Gleneagles Golf Course

o Development potential up to a maximum of three stories

o 400 ft of frontage along West Vancouver’s Marine Drive

o Unmatched lifestyle amenities at your doorstep including Gleneagles
Golf Course, Sea View Trail, Gleneagles Community Centre, Eagle
Harbour Yacht Club, Ocean Access, and many more...

Listing Price:

$10,880,000

___

MATT FAWSITT
604 692 1493

matt. Iawsitt3cotliers.com

BRIAN MACKENZIE
604 691 6618

b mac ke nzi e(8 n a i commercial. ca

Coffiers
INTERNATIONAL



-
-
:

-
j
;

-
I

ft

U
)

HUHzLU-JU
)

LUU
)

z-J

ft

3



I

_

i ),:t

OGRAPHCS

5 rni walk •f 5rnr dbtq 5 mm drive to

Please contact us for a full Confidential Information Package:

MATT FAWSITT
604 692 1493
matt. fawsittcoIliers.com

BRIAN MACKENZIE
604 691 6618
b mac ke nz i eø na co mme rca I ca

Colliers
INTER 10 NA C
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From:
Sent: July-12-19 11:38 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Municipal Single-use Item Reduction Strategy - July 22nd Agenda - Item #10

Your Worship,

Ms. Emily Willobee, policy and programs planner with the department of engineering
services, has produced a comprehensive and soundly-reasoned report for Council’s
consideration. Her report is strongly recommended for your careful consideration and
support on this important topic.

Since rely,

West Vancouver, BC
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From:
Sent: July-12-19 10:30 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: “Climate Change Emergency” declaration by council

Your Worship,
The recent declaration by council that West Vancouver is in the grip of a

“climate change emergency” brought to mind a stanza from a poem composed in 1785
by Robert Burns. It goes like this,

Still thou art blest, compar’d wi’ me
The present only toucheth thee:
But, Och! I backward cast my e’e.
On prospects drear!
An’ forward, tho’ I canna see,
I guess an’ fear!

This aptly sums up the apparent state of mind of our municipal councillors--they guess
and fear.

We wait for the other shoe to drop. A ‘climate change emergency’ trumps an ‘affordable
housing crisis’ any day of the week you choose to name, almost surely. Why expend
$23 to $27 millions of public monies on one or two arts facilities when council has
declared a ‘climate change emergency’? To paraphrase councillor Gambiolli -- “it’s all
hands on deck to man the pumps and trim the main sail!”

Clearly we need to get our priorities sorted out in the right order, tout suite!

I’m sure that you concur that the arts facilities recently proposed must now be
abandoned in favour of applying those resources to address the ‘climate change
emergency’ council has declared. That must be a priority, without question or debate,
now. The ‘affordable housing crisis’ must of necessity take a back seat to the ‘climate
change emergency’--a policy of policy triage is urgently needed.

We look forward with rapt anticipation to your forthcoming announcement of the change
in direction.

Sincerely,

West Vancouver, BC.
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From:
Sent: July-24-19 8:37 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: “Climate Change Emergency” declaration by DWV - evident lack of evidence - Ross

McKitrick
Attachments: Ross McKitrick Reality check — there is no ‘climate emergency’ in Vancouver

Vancouver Sun.pdf

Your Worship,

Two developments have taken place this week: (1) revelation that LARCO cites the
District Council’s declaration of a “climate change emergency” as justification for
approval of LARCO’s bid to add an additional five storeys to its Taylor Way and Marine
Drive residential towers development over the objections of the Director of Planning;
and, (2) Ross ,McKitrick, economist, notes in a Vancouver Sun article that the climate of
the Greater Vancouver regional district has not exhibited characteristics that would
support a valid theory of climate change underway since weather data recording
commenced in the 19th Century, CE.

LARCO is a property developer and owner of “Park Royal” shopping malls (north and
south of Marine Drive between Taylor Way and Pound Road in West Vancouver). It is in
the process of constructing two residential towers on the site of the former White Spot
restaurant at Park Royal. LARCO has proposed increasing the size of the project by
adding five additional stories to each of the two residential towers. The Director of
Planning is opposed to LARCO’s request.

LARCO cites the District of West Vancouver Council’s recent declaration of a “climate
change emergency” as justification for receiving Council’s approval of a modification of
the project development permit, noting that the additional residential units, if approved,
will not result in any increase in the number of resident parking stalls provided by the
project.

LARCO is a sophisticated private investor investing in the development for its own
benefit. Excavation of the site for foundation footings is all but complete for depth and
area. Any change, such as the addition of additional resident parking stalls would
require rework of the foundation design, and the depth of the excavation. It follows
that at this late stage in construction of the building footings and foundations, adding
resident parking would render the proposed additional five storey height increase
economically unprofitable. Hence, the ‘no additional resident parking’ pledge put
forward by LARCO in its recent presentation to Council.

LARCO owns and operates “Park Royal” shopping malls at Taylor Way and Marine
Drive. A shopping mall has to have a few “key success factors” in its favour to be
economically feasible for its investors to remain committed to it. One key success factor
is access to major transportation infrastructure, such as freeways or highways. Park
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Royal is served by a provincial highway (Highway 99) and Marine Drive. Another key
sucess factor is sufficient land area to accommodate copious parking infrastructure for
private automobiles driven to the shopping mall by “shoppers”.

Park Royal has copious private vehicle parking infrastructure in the form of multi-level
parking garages located both north and south of Marine Drive and on the east side of
Taylor Way (Highway 99), as well as ample surface parking areas at grade level (though
these areas will diminish over time to be replaced by multi-level parking garages for
private automobile parking). Given the configuration of Park Royal today, it would not
be inaccurate to describe Park Royal as a “car park with a shopping mall feature
appended to it”.

LARCO depends on the private automobile for its success and profitability to a much
greater extent than, say, for example, Ambleside-Dundarave commercial areas, though
both depend on the private automobile almost exclusively for viability, as opposed to
“on-line” e-commerce. It is, therefore, rather odd to see the representative of LARCO
cite Council’s resolution declaring a “climate change emergency” in support for a LARCO
project that will increase private automobile traffic, notwithstanding the assertion that
no additional resident parking will be provided on the site of the project.

LARCO depends on private automobile traffic for its on-going success. Residential
towers invariably increase parking demand in the locale where the towers are situated,
irrespective of whether the residential tower provides adequate numbers of parking
spaces or not--it is simply human nature to want to move around the urban region in
the most time-efficient and comfortable manner available. Ergo, increasing the number
of apartments in a residential tower development will increase the number of private
automobiles driven to and from that tower when completed.

It follows, then, that despite LARCO’s claims, that permitting the addition of an
additional five residential storeys to each of the two residential towers in the
development will not further attainment of the ends declared in the recitals section of
the recently passed resolution declaring that West Vancouver is facing a “climate change
emergency”. But LARCO’s use of the resolution for its own private ends is quite
understandable, laudable even, from a cynical businessman’s point of view--one uses
whatever tool is at hand at the moment in order to gain a leg up and advance one’s
private agenda, almost surely. Council needn’t fall for it, however.

Dr. Ross McKitrick, professor of economics at Guelph University, writes that Vancouver
is not in the throes of a “climate change emergency”, and he provides some data in
support of that assertion in a Vancouver Sun article updated on 23 July
2019. See: https://vancouversun.com/opinion/op-ed/ross-mckitrick-reality-check-there-is-no
climate-emergency-in-vancouver
and the appended PDF file of the article (for those without an Internet access
connection). The article speaks for itself. Whether Dr. McKitrick is correct in his
assessment is for history to judge. So far, his criticism of “climate change” claims have
proven more often right than wrong. If one were making decisions on the basis of
actual observed data, rather than conclusory assertions, there is little chance that
Vancouver councils would have made any such declaration of a “climate change



emergency”. Such, however, is not the nature of mankind as revealed in past
enthusiasms and manias that have peppered the history books since history first began
to be recorded.

Whatever the true state of the environment is at this time and whatever it will become
in future years, we are left with the Council resolution until a new resolution supercedes
it. And, as we have seen recently, private business interests will make use of such
resolutions to advance their private interests and will cite those resolutions in justifying
whatever action that increases their own private net benefits (e.g., profits) irrespective
of the contradictions that are evident between the resolution and their own revealed
self-interests.

Who, then, is to stand for the social interest? That is the question that interests us
today and for the future. Is it to be Council? Or, is it to be an increasingly active and
organized citizen body in opposition to both Council and the private entrepreneurial
interest?

Clearly, Your Worship, we live in interesting times ... largely of our own making,
whether by commission or omission.

Ask yourself, if you will, “Cui bono?” Who benefits?

Sincerely,

West Vancouver, BC
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7/24/2019 Ross McKitrick: Reality check — there is no ‘climate emergency’ in Vancouver I Vancouver Sun

Ross McKitrick: Reality check —

there is no ‘climate emergency’ in
Vancouver
OPINION: Clearly, there’s no climate emergency in Metro Vancouver. Amid the ordinary variability
of nature, today’s weather is about the same as it’s been for as far back as the records go.

ROSS MCKITRICK (HTTPS://VANCOUVERSUN.COM/AUTHOR/ROSS-MCKITRICK) Updated: July 23, 2019

Climate change: 5 ways to make a difference I Vancouver Sun

0

ReCently, city councils in North Vancouver and West
Vancouver declare&(hps://nationalpost.com/pmn/news-

pmn/canada-news-pmn/north-west-vancouver- councils -

latest-in-b-c-to-declare-climate-emergencies)a “climate
emergency.” In doing so — unanimously, no less — they

1/5



7/24/20 19 Ross McKitrick: Reality check — there is no ‘climate emergency’ in Vancouver I Vancouver Sun

are the latest cities to jump on one of the most bizarre
bandwagons of modern times.

The whole movement is an abuse of language and common sense. An
emergency is something you call 911 about. And you call when it’s happening,

not when you get a vague inkling that it might happen a decade from now.

Those who defend these gestures insist that a climate emergency is, in fact,
happening all around us, and to prove it they rattle off unsubstantiated slogans

about the weather getting worse and more extreme. But is this really happening

in Vancouver? Let’s find out.

Temperature records for Vancouver begin in 1896. Looking at the 100 years

from 1918 to 2018, February and September average daytime highs rose
slightly, at about 1.5 degrees per century, while the other 10 months did not
exhibit a statistically significant trend. Looking at the interval from 1938
forward, no month exhibits a significant upward trend in average daytime highs,
in fact four months went down slightly. Looking at 1958 to the present, four
months warmed slightly, but the annual average daytime high did not exhibit a
significant trend.

Once we get past the 1940s, a lot more measures are available. The website

weatherstats.ca disseminates everything available in the modern records from
Environment and Climate Change Canada. Go to their website, and when you
have called up the Vancouver page, click on the Charts” button.

Since 1942, Vancouver has rarely had days with average temperatures over 30
degrees Celsius. The decade with the most was the 1960s, with seven. In the

2000s there were six. The present decade so far has only had one. The most in
a single year was 2009 with four — 1960 and 1942 are tied for second with

three.

The record for the highest humidex level (reaching 38 degrees C) is a tie
between 2009, 1998 and 1961. So far this decade the average has bounced
around within the historical range but hasn’t trended up.

In sum, no sign of a heat wave emergency.

Total annual precipitation records for Vancouver begin in 1937. The wettest year
was 1997 — more than 20 years ago. Second place is 1983, even further back.

On average, the last two decades have been a bit wetter, but less variable, than
the 1980s and 1990s. Looking at the annual number of very wet days, where

more than an inch of rain falls in 24 hours, the record was set in 1996 with 13
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downpour days. Tied for second place (with 11 days) are 2017, 1984, 1983 and
1980.

So I’m not seeing a precipitation emergency. It’s true that precipitation tends to
fall more now as rain than snow. The 1950s through the 1970s were snowier. But
it’s still variable. Years with less than five centimetres of snow include 2015,
1999, 1951 and 1937.

Wind speed records begin in 1953. The highest gusts (89 km/h) were recorded
in 1960 and 1961. Second place is 82 km/h in both 2001 and 2003. Other than
those two years, maximum gusts have stayed within their historical range of
between 60 and 80 km/h so far this century. The hourly mean wind speed has
been very steady since the 1990s at between 12 and 14 km/h. So, no windstorm
emergency.

Clearly, there’s no climate emergency in Metro Vancouver. Amid the ordinary
variability of nature, today’s weather is about the same as it’s been for as far
back as the records go. If you think Vancouver is an exception in this regard, go
to weatherstats.ca and find a location with a supposed crisis. Lotsa luck.

Activists are convincing city councillors and parliamentarians around the world
to, at best, waste time on meaningless symbolic declarations and, at worst, lay
the groundwork for even more extreme and ill-advised climate policy
misadventures. That’s the real emergency.

Ross McKitrick is an economics professor at the University of Guelph and senior
fellow of the Fraser Institute.

Letters to the editor should be sent to sunletters@vancouversun.com. The
editorial pages editor is Gordon Clark, who can be reached
at gcIarkpostmedia.corn (mallto.gclark@postmedia.com).

CLICK HERE (maiIto:vanwebpostmedia.com) to report a typo.

Is there more to this story? We’d like to hear from you about this or any other
stories you think we should know about. Email vantippostmedia.corn
•(maHto:vantippostmedia.com)_.
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From:
Sent: July-20-19 2:45 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Natural Capital and the municipal government - impermissible actions
Attachments: West Van puts a price on its natural assets — North Shore News.pdf

Your Worship,

Council considered a report prepared by the consultant Solstice Sustainability
Works (per Ms. Susan Todd) of the natural environmental resources located within the
municipal boundaries. Ms. Todd estimated that the present value of the “services”
provided by the natural resources, expressed using the Canadian dollar as numeraire, is
in the order of $1 to $3 billion. Ms. Todd assumed that the present value of the natural
environment’s “services” is best represented as a financial perpetuity, i.e., $1 received
annually in perpetuum discounted at a specified rate of interest that she selected as
being representative of society’s cost of funds or rate of impatience. The details,
however, are immaterial for the purposes of the present correspondence.

I wish to draw your attention to a few interesting facts which apparently were not
brought to your attention during this week’s council session debate on this important
topic. I attach a copy of the North Shore News article reporting the substance of the
debate and the resolution and remarks by key members of council and staff during and
following approval of the resolution.

1) Ms. Isabel Gordon’s remarks viz, financial statements and municipal assets and
inclusion of the “value” of natural calDital in the District’s financial statements. Ms.
Gordon is quoted as stating,

“The district will include natural assets in its financial statements, which could be
complicated by the sticky issue of ownership as well as the interconnectedness of
ecosystems beyond municipal boundaries, noted West Vancouver’s director of
financial services Isabel Gordon” North Shore News, West Van puts a price on its
natural assets,
July 19, 2019, 02:00 PM, on-line version, by Sheppard, J.

I respectfully draw your attention, Your Worship, to the Public Standards Accounting
Board standard PS 1201.068 and PS 1201.069 which state:

Section PS 1201.068 “Financial statements should disclose that all
intangibles, and items inherited by right of the Crown, such as Crown lands,
forests, water, and mineral resources, are not recognized in government
financial statements. [April 2005]”

Section PS 1201.069

s. 22(1)

(7)



“FINANCIAL STATEMENT CONCEPTS, paragraphs PS 1000.57-SB, specify that
all intangibles, items inherited by right of the Crown, and art and historic
treasures are not recognized as assets in government financial statements.”

Based on PS 120 1.068 -.069, incorporating the value of natural environment assets
in the District’s financial report as ‘non-financial assets’, or ‘tangible capital assets’ is
impermissible. Ms. Gordon will not be able to include those natural resources in the
audited financial statements of the municipality. Despite the best of intentions, Ms.
Gordon is professionally bound to follow the standards promulgated by the Public Sector
Accounting Board by provincial statute and regulation at this time.

2) Ownership of natural resources such as forests, water, mineral resources, &c. Ms.
Gordon raised the issue of ownership of natural features and natural resources in her
remarks during the debate, stating that “... the sticky issue of ownership ...“

complicates matters (see quoted passage from the North Shore News above). Indeed,
it is well-known that The Corporation of the District of West Vancouver does not have
title to a large portion of the municipality’s land area.

It is not difficult to show that The Corporation of the District of West Vancouver does not
own most of the creek beds, does not own any water bodies or the water in creeks,
does not own any part of the foreshore, and has limited ownership of forest lands within
the municipal boundaries. According to a recent council report on the municipal
Economic Development Plan (July 8, 2019, regular council meeting), the municipal land
area is dedicated to the following uses (occupancies):

- S9% is protected from urban development (reserved for limited use,
recreation purposes, provincial parks, or regional watershed);
- 8% is undeveloped (majority privately-owned);
- 33% is developed (majority privately-owned) of which 83% is residential,
l6% is recreational, and, l% is commercial.

When the current undeveloped privately-owned lands lying below the 1200-foot
elevation above mean sea level are fully developed, the land use pattern for the District
of West Vancouver will be as follows,

- 34% in residential occupancies
- 6.6% in recreational occupancies
- O.4l% in commercial/business/utility occupancies
- 59% protected (i.e., limited use, provincial park, regional watershed, etc.)

In terms of land area, when fully developed, of the 21,562.42 acres of land lying within
the municipal boundaries,

- 7,331 acres will be occupied by residences,
- 1,423 acres will be used for recreation,
- 88.4 acres will be used by commercial/business/utility firms,
- 12,722 acres will be protected (i.e., limited use, provincial park, regional
watershed, etc.)

The author of the council report update on the Economic Development Plan did not
identify or specify how much of the land mass of the District is owned by the



District. Nevertheless, it is likely a small fraction of the total land area below the 1200-
foot elevation above mean sea level.

3) Ownershii of water resources. Water in lakes, rivers, creeks, and streams is a
provincial resource. The municipal government does not own or control those water
resources, except to the extent that it holds a water licence issued by the provincial
government. In consequence, lacking legal title, it is not feasible for the District of West
Vancouver to claim the water resources, or the resource’s “services”, lying within the
municipal boundaries as an asset of the municipality.

4) Creek beds on rrivate property. Ownership of creeks, streams, pools, ponds, and
lakes is vested in the property owner. Except where, as recently, the provincial crown
has taken possession of creeks, streams, pools, ponds, and lakes through exception via
the subdivision title grant (Land Titles), private property owners hold indefeasible title to
the creeks, streams, water courses, pools, ponds and lakes that lie within their private
land holdings. The District of West Vancouver can only exercise a modicum of control
over those water courses through provincial regulation relating to federal jurisdiction
covering fisheries and fish-bearing water courses.

5) Forests and shrubs and herbs on private proierty. Forests, shrubs, and herbs and
forbs on private property are the property of the owner of the property who holds the
land in fee simple title. The municipal government cannot claim ownership of those
natural resources or the “services” (if any) that those resources provide. At most, the
municipal government exerts control over “trees”, in accordance with provincial
legislation and provincial regulations relating to municipal powers (cf., Community
Charter, section 8 and section 9). Lacking ownership, title, to those natural resources
lying on private land held in fee simple title, the municipal government cannot claim
those resources or the “services” as assets of the municipal government. Nor could it
be feasible for the municipal government to report those privately owned resources as
“assets” of the Corporation of the District of West Vancouver in any audited financial
statement or report, even if PS 120 1.068 and PS 1201.069 did not apply.

6) Regulation of the environment. On the 16th of July, 2019, during the regular council
meeting, council debated agenda item 12.3. Resolution for 2019 UBCM Conference —

Regulating Single-Use Items (On-Table) (File: 0055-20-UBCM1). That resolution, in the
“whereas” recitals section noted,

the ability of municipalities to regulate to protect the environment
is specifically circumscribed by s. 9 of the Community Charter, S. B. C.
2003, c. 26,
which states that a municipality may not adopt a bylaw for the protection of
the natural environment unless the bylaw is established in accordance with a
regulation
made by the Province, is established in accordance with an agreement by
the Province, or is approved by the Minister responsible (and there are no
applicable
regulations, agreements or approvals);” [Emphasis added.]



Based on this item of information included in the resolution noted, it is apparent that
the municipal government would be required to seek leave from the minister responsible
for municipalities should the District consider seeking a general power to regulate use of
natural resources, lying within the municipal boundaries, on lands which the District
does not have title to. Whether this is necessary or desirable remains an open question
at this time. For a large majority of owners of property in West Vancouver, significant
alteration of the natural environment on their privately owned lands is not an
overarching ambition or concern, according to the Interim Tree Bylaw Working Group’s
recent report. Nor are the bylaws covering tree cutting and regulation of activities in
creek ravines or in creek beds either particularly concerning or onerous except where
the natural environment resources pose hazards to life and/or property. The
municipality can get along reasonably well continuing the status quo ex ante, insofar as
the established neighbourhoods are concerned.

It is only in the area of the Upper Lands undergoing development of undisturbed natural
forests, creeks, streams, and water courses, that one finds vast disturbance of the
natural environment by property owners. Clearly, this is an area that, given Ms. Todd’s
report and council’s resolution, needs the full attention of the municipal government,
council and staff. The means whereby this can be achieved is through the development
permit process, the subdivision process via Land Titles giving effect to transfer of
ownership of water courses, creeks, streams, and water bodies to the provincial crown
in the course of subdivision boundary drawing, and the transfer of title to land for parks
in lieu of development cost charge levies for parkland, etc., to the
municipality. Nevertheless, such transfers of land and natural resources would not
result in the addition of those natural resources as non-financial assets or tangible
assets to the District’s financial “ledgers” or accounts or financial reports, necessarily.

7) Waterfront foreshore. The foreshore abutting the municipality is a provincial crown
asset. The District holds a “foreshore lease” which allows the municipal government to
control activities along the foreshore, but does not give the municipality title to the
foreshore. The foreshore is that part of the provincial seabed that lies between the
lowest low water mark and the highest high water mark. It is a publicly-owned asset
that permits the public to access the sea all along the waterfront of West Vancouver,
except where a privately held foreshore lease has been granted by the provincial
authorities. The foreshore is not an asset of the municipality, and as such the
“services”, if any, provided by the foreshore environmental resources cannot be claimed
as a non-financial asset on the District’s audited financial statments or financial reports,
notwithstanding PS 1201.068 and PS 1201.069.

The Solstice Sustainability Works’ report by Ms. Todd is interesting and innovative, and
though it is deserving of a more thorough and in-depth critique in due course, it has
clearly stimulated a certain amount of emotion and enthusiasm judging from the report
in the on-line version of the North Shore News of July 19th (byline: J.
Sheppard). However, that being said, before the staff embark on an exercise of
deteriming what if any part of the report to incorporate in the upcoming 2020-2024 five
year financial plan and 2020 expenditure budget, it behooves us to ask whether there is
any reason why we would change our current financial reporting or our current
operational and capital budgeting processes, practices and procedures on the basis of



this one consultant’s report and one council debate. Your Worship, you must ask
yourself, “What has changed between July 15th and July 17th to occasion a change in
municipal policy?”

I think that you will find that including a “value” for the natural environment in the
District’s financial reporting and accounting system, if it were technically feasible or
logically supportable to do so, would not change the current practices or procedures of
the municipal government or the actions, beliefs, norms and mores of the municipality’s
residents and property owners to any discernable extent except as to new property
development undertakings. It needs to be noted that the natural environment itself is
indifferent to a “dollar value” placed on that resource’s “services”. The best that can be
hoped for is that the planning department, and council itself, take into account the
environment and weigh it somewhat higher on the scales used in trade analysis between
a property developer’s private ambition and the general welfare of the community taken
in the largest sense of that term. Thus, for example, development of the Upper Lands by
its property owners would be subjected to a more critical review of the developers’ plans
in a trade between zoning density and preservation of the natural environment. As this
is something that the principal property owner himself admits that he ought to have
given greater thought to in earlier subdivision development in the Upper Lands, there is
an opening for council and staff to exert more influence over the development process
itself. Because the developer himself is part of the general community at large, and
benefits thereby accordingly, there should be little conflict between council’s goals and
the developers’ goals.

Sincerely,

West Vancouver, BC

s. 22(1)
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West Van puts a price on its natural assets
JySijpbt / North Shore News
JULY 19, 2019 02:00 PM

After decades of being Unpaid and underappreciated, West Vancouver’s forests, foreshore and creeks are getting the
recognition that comes with being attached to dollar signs.

West Vancouver became one of the first municipalities in Canada to move toward compiling an inventory of natural assets at a
Tuesday evening meeting this week.

The districts grasslands, forests, foreshore and waterways should be valued at between $1.14 and $3.2 billion, according to a
preliminary inventory presented to council by Susan Todd of Solstice Sustainability Works, who compiled a preliminary
inventory for the municipality.

In addition to recreation, West Vancouver’s natural assets provide water filtration, carbon sequestration, stormwater
management and erosion control. There are also avoided costs, according to Todd, who explained that a reduction in air
pollution facilitated by forests likely results in lower health-care expenditures.

Many of the benefits of nature, particularly in terms of personal health, have yet to be quantified, agreed Mayor Mary-Ann
Booth.

“The community is coming around to some principles that have been acknowledged by First Nations for many years ... around
respecting the land [andj what the land provides,” she said.

Tuesday’s motion marks a change in mindset, according to Coun. Craig Cameron.

Rather than an “airy fairy idealistic notion,” Tuesday’s motion zeroes in on the ‘actual economic value” of nature, according to
Cameron.

“Money is a proxy for value,” he told the gallery.

While developments were once erected within a whisper of creeks, there is now an objective to limit development in areas
with rich natural capital, Cameron added.

The district will include natural assets in its financial statements, which could be complicated by the sticky issue of ownership
as well as the interconnectedness of ecosystems beyond municipal boundaries, noted West Vancouver’s director of financial
services Isabel Gordon.

However, putting nature in the asset ledger will mean district staff will now be tasked with drawing up maintenance plans for
creeks, forests, grasslands and foreshore.

Two outdoor wanderers explore the rugged coastline off
Whytecliff Park in West Vancouver. citing the role forests,
creeks, and foreshore play in keeping the community healthy,
the municipality is set to start countrtig nature in its asset
ledger, photo cindy Goodman, North Shore News

https I/view nuuews.cumlnews/west-van.puts-a.pnce.un.ils-natural.eusets.1 23889783 1/2
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While it’s possible there will be an impact on the district’s asset levy, Gordon told council that natural assets generally don’t
depreciate and carry no replacement costs, setting them apart from other municipal assets.

Couns. Sharon Thompson and Bill Soprovich welcomed the motion, with Thompson calling it “essential” in dealing with climate
change.

West Vancouver Streamkeepers presidentJohn Barker was similarly effusive, calling the motion “a major step” towards
protecting and, where necessary, enhancing the natural habitat.

Barker discussed the resilience of the creeks and the importance of”just letting nature get on with things.”

Council approved the plan 6-0.

© 2019 North Shore News
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From:
Sent: July-26-19 9:04 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Affordable housing

Good morning

First let me say that I applaud any new rental stock being built in West Vancouver - we need
it. However the main
criteria BEFORE anything else has to be that it is affordable!!

It is pointless to build anything that the average person cannot afford to rent. How much do they
think the average person makes a month? There is a proposed In-fil development at 1552 Esquimalt
Ave. I have made enquiries and have been told that they will be rented at current market rates.
So thats 17 stories and 10 townhouses that the very people that you are trying to provide with a rental
home here, will not be able to afford.

Below is a prime example - Albeit this is in the District of North Vancouver - the same principals
apply. They keep building and building but the only people that can
afford them is either wealthy seniors that are downsizing or people from overseas who want their
children to go to school here.

Studios start at $1,635.00
1 Bedrooms starts at $2,155.00
2 Bedrooms start at S2,68o.oo
3 Bedrooms start at $3,750.00

https : //vancouver.craigslist.org/rn’n/apa/d/north-vancouver-$-brand-new-one
bedroom/6g3622o217.html

Thank you

West Vancouver BC
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From:
Sent: July-26-19 12:45 PM
To: MayorandCouncil; dwatson@brookpooni.com
Subject: View loss from regarding infill at 1552 Esquimalt Ave

Good afternoon Mayor and Council,

I did a quick study of what we will lose from should 1552 infill go ahead. See below
for before and after. This is so this effects every suite on . Had the pleasure of
chatting to several reps at the even on July 23. They all stated no no no, no one will lose a view. One said; ‘It is
like holding up a pencil, you can see around it”. Really. Well this is one big pencil see 4 photos below.

Interesting also during the Design paneL review, no questions were taken from the public? It was on the agenda’?
Ran out of time hmmmm. And public presentation on July 23 on a Tuesday after noon? Likely the fewest
people in town than any other week of year? Absolutely no WVD staff present? Something stinks in Denmark.
Thank you,

West Vancouver, BC
Canada

Current view

After the ‘infill’
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And after the infill, Right? That is one big pencil! Please consider the fact the we have
Not designed to be built up against. Loss of value for sure as all

we will see now are Again if we wanted to live in the West End or Yaletown we would.

PS: Again, two 17 story towers, the proposed yet it is +1-30 feet taller with elevator shaft (?), new
suites are to be 9 foot ceilings, so really a 20 story tower at 8’ ceiling?

View currently s. 22(1)
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From:
Sent: July-26-19 1:49 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Proposed Rezoning of 1552 Esquimalt Ave.
Attachments: ProposesRezoningl552Esquimalt2ndpublicinformationmeeting.pdf

I attach a copy of the notice of a 2nd Hosted Information Meeting re: Rezoning of 1552 Esquimalt Ave. hosted by the
developers on July 23 2019. The first Public Consultation Meeting was on May 7th, 2019, and I wrote the Mayor and
Council on April 26th advising my opposition to this project. The revised Meeting had minor changes including 242
parking stalls (up from 208) for the new building of 131 homes and their current rental building on 15th street of 185
rental units — a total of 316 units), and some other changes to the grounds and parking exits. They had a model of the
proposed new tower at the second meeting, and it appears larger than 17 stories. I believe that there are a number of
additional rental properties being built in our area, including additional rentals at Bellevue and 21st Park Royal Towers,
and the development at Capilano and Marine Drive as well as at Gordon and 22. I also notice their rental building at
15th has a sign saying apartments to rent as well as a number of other locations in West Vancouver. Members of my
building were told by the developers that the approval was in the bag and there was nothing we could do. I repeat my
concern for street parking in the area, as well as the density in this block. I and most of the people in my building are
completely against this project.

West Vancouver

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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PLEASE JOIN US
Applicant Hosted Public Information Meeting

Proposed Rezoning of 1552 Esquimalt Avenue

Location: iiors’4k:tivity Centre - Activity Room
69321Street, West Vancouver

Date: Tuesday, July 23, 2019

Time: 4:00 PM _7:0O PM* (drop-in only)

Online: Display materials and comment forms will be
available for two weeks after the meeting at
vvwwbrookpooni.com/resources

*The format of the meeting will be a drop-in open house. Members of the public are invited to attend, viewdisplay material, ask questions, and share feedback. There will be no format presentation. This event is beinghosted by Watt Financial, and is not a District of West Vancouver function.
-

-\
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The Proposal Anticipated Process
Wall Financial Corporation has submitted a rezoning and development
permit application for an infill renfal development at 1 552 Esquimalt
Avenue. The application proposes a new, 121-unit, 17-storey, residential
rental tower and 10 rental townhomes. The existing 185-unit rental
building on the property will be retained as part of the proposal. Since the
proposal was last shared with the community in May 2019, the proposal
has been updated, including 41 additional parking stalls.

Tenure: Rental

Height: 17 storeys

Housing Mix: 131 homes, inclusive of 10 townhomes
42% family-oriented homes (2 or 3-bedrooms)

Parking: 242 stalls (including 183 existing stalls and 59
proposed new stalls)

The proposal is intended to address Policies 2.1.16 and 2.1.17 of the District
of West Vancouver Official Community Plan, which support the creation of
new rental housing supply and the retention of existing rental stock.

Meeting Details
Wall Financial Corporation will be hosting a Public Information
Meeting on Tuesday, July 23, 2019 between 4-7pm in the Activity
Room at the Seniors’ Activity Centre. The purpose of this event is to
share updates to the proposal in response to public feedback.

The format of the meeting will be a drop-in open house. Members of the public
are invited to attend, view display material, ask questions, and share feedback.
There will be no formal presentation. This event is being hosted by Wall
Financial, and is not a District of West Vancouver function.

DWV Staff review and
feedback

DW’J Staff Report

‘I,

•1-

•• t

If you have any questions or comments, please contact:
Dan Watson, Brook Pooni Associates

Rezoning and Development Permit
application submitted to District of

West Vancouver

Initial Public Information Meeting
May 7,2019

•1
Committee review:

• Support from Design Review
Committee (June 20, 2019)

• Meeting with North Shore
Advisory Committee on
Disability Issues (July 4, 2019)

• Meeting with Community
Housing Action Committee
(July 18, 2019)

-‘-

Location Map
First Reading by DWV Council and

referral to Public Hearing*

Public

1
C,,.,.,3 ..,,4 TL-.,-l k.
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DWV Council
1

Fourth Reading and Final
Adoption of the proposed bylaw
by Council and approval of the

Development Permit

dwatson@brookpooni.com I 604-731-9053
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From: Gary Andrishak
Sent: July-31-19 8:13 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: 1552 Esquimalt
Attachments: 1552 Esquimalt Mayour & Council.docx

Mayor Booth and Council, I attach a letter written in my capacity as President of the Westshore Place Strata Council,
650 16th Street, West Vancouver. I ask that you, collectively, read it with an open mind in the knowledge that the
negative impacts of the Wall Development, as presently proposed, far outweigh any perceived positive benefits. Thank
you.

Gary Andrishak
President
Westshore Strata Council

s. 22(1)
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July 31, 2019

Mayor Booth & Member of Council
District of West Vancouver
Municipal Hall
750 17th Street
West Vancouver, BC
V7V 313

Sent Via Email: MayorandCouncil@westvancouver.ca

Re: 1552 Esquimalt

Dear Mayor Booth & Members of Council:

This is my second letter written to you in my capacity of President of the Westshore Place
Strata Council and my responsibility, as such, to protect the interests of its residents. Our
apartment building, located at 650 16th Street, is likely the most negatively impacted by the
proposed Wall development at 1552 Esquimalt.

While I couldn’t attend last week’s public open house due to an out-of-town business trip, prior
to the event I met in person with Bruno Wall. My candid conversation with him led me to the
conclusion that he is playing his traditional role in the development sequence whereby he “asks
for the moon” with regard to his building plans, in the knowledge that he will be “negotiated
back to earth,” through the subsequent approval process. I trust that is, indeed, the case!

Next, I held a telephone conversation with the DWV planning department, stressing that my
observations are in part a commentary on the stated strategic goals of the new West
Vancouver Council’s priorities for 2019-2020, namely 1.4 Increase the number of purpose built
rental units and expand the range of rental, combined with 1.7 Respect and protect
neighbourhood character.

Regarding the first goal, I have no objection with rental housing on the 1552 Esquimalt site
provided that, with respect to the second goal, it does not completely destroy the character of
our neighborhood. I am of the expressed opinion that this is not the case. My objections are as
follow:

Density & Massing: When the existing apartment building on the 1552 Esquimalt site was
constructed in the early 1970s, the develop maximized the allowable density of 1.75 FAR,
placing the structure along 15th Street, with the remainder of the site to the west (between
Duchess and Esquimalt), essentially becoming the “rear yard.” It is this “rear yard” that Wall
now proposes to infill. Think of the analogy of laneway housing, a topic of lively conversation
within West Vancouver over the past few years. The notion of a laneway house is that a small,
sensitive, one-and-a-half storey “cottage” would be built off the lane, “quietly” placed to



provide unobtrusive housing that, with respect to points 1.4 and 1.7 above, both “expands the
range of rental options”, while respecting and protecting “neighbourhood character.”
Conversely, the Wall proposal, using this example, would be the equivalent of building a “rear
yard McMansion”, a second two-storey house of, say, 3,500 SF in the lane behind the original
house. As they say, “there goes the neighbourhood.”

Parking: While Bruno Wall informed me that the parking ratio of the new development in
combination with the prior apartment has risen from 0.66 to 0.71 stalls per residential unit,
that doesn’t suggest for a moment that the problem is solved! Our apartment complex of 64
units adheres to the DWV code requirement of “one parking stall per residential unit”, but our
parking structure is always “full-to-overflowing”. I read with interest a statement in last week’s
North Shore News by Park Royal VP Rick Amantea, that adding 95 units to their tower at Marine
Drive and Taylor Way would not add to traffic because “they’re not providing any additional
parking stalls in the development.” This is patently false! The burden of not providing sufficient
parking will force it to spill out onto the street. This will be the equivalent case for 1552
Esquimalt, where a lack of on-site parking will simply flow it onto the surrounding street grid, a
network that is already well over subscribed.

Conclusion: As I mentioned in my previous letter, and my subsequent conversations both to
Bruno Wall and the DWV Planning Department, my opposition is not about “nimbyism”. For the
most part, our residents understand and respect Wall’s wish to add infill development on the
1552 Esquimalt site, but with a caveat. That development should be sensitively scaled —

preferably low to mid-rise development — as a courtesy to its surroundings. Further, it goes
without saying that it should be architecturally and environmentally exceptional in response to
the urban and environmental challenges of the 2;st Century. At present, 1552 Esquimalt falls
short on all accounts!

In closing, I trust that the Mayor and Council will do their duty moving forward to ensure that
negotiations with the developer and surrounding neighbours will lead to a revised proposal that
is “right sized” and a credit to, not a blight, on our neighbourhood and the larger community.

Thank you.

Gary Andrishak
President
Westshore Place Strata Council
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From:
Sent: July-27-19 10:33 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: 752 Marine - Park Royal Towers project

Dear Mayor Booth and Council,

The developer’s application to add 5 floors to the subject towers does not sit well with us.

Accepting their proposal would bring Council’s approval process into serious question and foster a sense of distrust on
future projects.

We strongly urge you and council to reject this application.

West Vancouver, BC
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From:
Sent: July-29-19 10:00 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: 752 Marine - Park Royal Towers project

I generally support moving ahead with appropriate development in West Vancouver, and was
and am in favour of the previously approved plan for the new Park Royal towers site. I am
definitely not, however, in favour of Larco’s request to add 5 stories to each of the towers. This
view is also the consensus of many of my fellow residents in the Park Royal area

The proposal from Rick Amantea of Larco is ‘astonishing”, to say the least for a number of
reasons, including:

It is being made with excavation compLeted and after project start. it is not compliant
with the recent 2017 Marine Drive Local Area Plan, and the project was approved under
that plan only in June 2018.
The proposal to simply add bicycle storage space while increasing the project by 92
additional apartments is nonsensical and ignores that most occupants of the $3000-
S4000/month units will have or need cars and need to park them somewhere.

District staff is correct in being against the proposal. The design factors of the massing of the
additional floors make the project too large for the site, and views will definitely be obstructed
for the residents of the Sentinel Hill and Evelyn areas. Higher traffic impacts are another
obvious concern.

But more important in this case is the process issue. To even suggest that a developer, like
Larco, could come back late in a cycle and so soon after approval to get an exception approved
by Council is very troublesome.

The term “bait and switch” comes to mind. This would break trust in the community planning
processes if approved. The offering of additional cultural amenities can’t come close to
justifying such a troubling exception to the critical planning and approval processes.

This proposal from Larco should be rejected. As our representatives to the Council, please do so
on our behalf..

Thank you.

West Vancouver, BC
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From:
Sent: July-29-19 5:42 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: West Van open to taller Park Royal towers

From:
To: “mbooth” <mbooth @ westvancouver.ca>
Sent: Monday, July 29, 2019 4:21:44 PM
Subject: West Van open to taller Park Royal towers

Dear West Vancouver Council representatives

I am a resident of West Vancouver living close to the Park Royal site

This revision coming so soon, makes a mockery ot the 2018 approval pursuant to the then existing OCP. If approved,
this causes one to lose confidence in the approval process that it can be so easily changed.
Also the I can not believe these additional apartments will be aftordable for local workers as well as the additional traffic
will be even a bigger nightmare.

I strongly oppose this revision.

Sincerely

West Vancouvr
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From:

Sent: July-30-19 8:45 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Cc:

Subject:

I am writing to object to the additional floors being added to the Park Royal Towers. It seems very odd to me that a
permit would have been granted and work is underway and now this seems like a good idea.

I have seen this happen in Mexico but not West Vancouver.

West Vancouver, BC
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From:
Sent: July-30-19 10:45 AM
To: MayorandCouncil; Mary-Ann Booth
Subject: NO to Non-Approved Floors at Park Royal Towers

Good morning,

I am very disappointed to read that counciL is reviewing and could approve an additional 5 floors to the Park
Royal towers. This is going to be disruptive enough to the existing residents around Park Royat and West
Vancouver, without this proposed increase. Developers should nOt be aLlowed to sneak in proposals after-
the-fact, having been approved. Parking and trying to get onto the bridge for work is already a daily
nightmare.

https: / /www. nsnews.com/reat-estate/west-van-open-to-talter-park-royal-towers-i .23894167

I voted for you, Ms. Booth, and am hoping that you are listening to my one small voice!

Thank you,

W€sv VAI’iLOUV€R.
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From:
Sent: July-30-19 11:14 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Proposed Height Variance

I would like to voice my absolute displeasure with the proposal to Increase the height of the two high rises on the old
White Spot site. Traffic is already at a standstill at the Taylor Way / Marine Drive intersection. West Vancouver is rapidly
loosing is original attraction. I have lived in West Vancouver years, but if high rises like this are permitted to
continue, I will be looking for another home.
Regards

West Vancouver, BC,

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent: July-30-19 3:24 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Park Royal Gateway Project

We attended the recent council meeting when the developer of the above project proposed five more floors for each of
the two towers being constructed.

The Gateway project was narrowly approved in Match last year; work is in progress; staff has advised against the
extensions. Still, the developer seems very optimistic that his proposal will be approved. Unfortunately, the reaction of
council other than Mr. Soprovich would prove him right. The latter hit the nail on the head when he warned that
approval of the application would stoke mistrust and cynicism in the municipality and the planning process.

We urge you not to approve this proposal.

West Vancouver
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From:
Sent: July-31-19 4:55 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: FW: 707 & 723 Marine Drive lowers

Dear Mayor Booth and Council,

As a Strata Council for condominiums at 870 & 876 Keith Road, we strongly object to the proposal to add 5 stories to
each of the two previously approved towers at 707 & 723 Marine Drive.

(1) The new proposal is inconsistent with the Marine Drive Local Area Plan (LAP), approved in July 2017 after
extensive consultation and feed back from the community.

(2) The additional density is significantly outside the density policy of the LAP. Our residents live with the traffic
consequences of density along the Taylor Way/Marine Drive corridor every day. Adding further density to an
area that is already overburdened is unacceptable.

(3) The original proposal, approved in JUne 2018, was the first developed under the LAP. If this major change to the
original proposal is approved, Council will face a serious credibility problem on future LAP projects.

(4) Parking is becoming increasingly difficult in areas near the proposed towers. The proposal to add 95 units
without parking further exasperates the situation.

(5) The whole of the Evelyn Development was designed and planned as low-rise buildings. The construction of
these new towers, both in their current approved form and more importantly in this proposed addition of 5
more floors, will adversely impact the views of not just the Evelyn residents but some of the lower homes on
Sentinel Hill.

Thank you for the opportunity to express our comments.

Cliffside 4/5 Strata Council
870 & 876 Keith Road
West Vancouver, BC
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From:
Sent: August-01-19 3:00 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Cc: Mary-Ann Booth; Bill Soprovich; Peter Lambur; Sharon Thompson; Marcus Wong; Nora

Gambioli; Craig Cameron
Subject: Council meeting July 22, 2019: Preliminary Development Proposal for 707 and 723 Main

Street

Dear Mayor and Councillors,

I am writing to you to give you my brief comments on the above proposal, having just viewed the
video of the July 22, 2019 Council meeting. I would not have been aware of this agenda item were
it not for email alert; this alone speaks volumes about the District’s failure to
communicate with its residents on significant issues.

To say that I am flabbergasted by the fact that this agenda item came to Council for discussion
and that Council decided to proceed to further review is an understatement. My astonishment is
that the previocts development proposal was amended and only recently approved after lengthy
public consultation. As Councillor Soprovich expressed so well, this sets a very dangerous
precedent when a developer is able to return within a very short period of time, citing what to my
mind are specious arguments about how circumstances have changed so soon and so
unexpectedly.

Madam Mayor, I think that you expressed the current feelings among residents regarding the
Council (but not in this case, the District staff) when you commented (6:32:45 on the digital clock)
that Council needs to he aware of the “risks to Council’s credibility”. Many residents feel that
developers have enjoyed too much free rein in the District. In my opinion Council needs to show
fortitude in dealing with developers.

And if I may make one other suggestion: the Council and District need to vastly improve
communications with residents.

Yours, flabbergasted and very disappointed,

West Vancouver, BC
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From: MayorandCouncil
Subject: FW: Ambleside park and parks in west van

From:
Sent: July-28-19 1:22 PM
To: MayorandCouncil <MayorandCouncil@westvancouver.ca>
Subject: Ambleside park and parks in west van

Dear Council and Mayor,

Thank you for making sure every resident of West Vancouver has privilege of paying property taxes and business taxes
in West Vancouver, and at the same time enjoys no ability to ever find Parking spot and enjoy Ambleside weekend or
weekday on the beach.

You all should put as much effort to maintain this great tradition, as you put in to make sure we will be stuck in traffic on
the 31 st because BP needed new water run off system.

Probably idea of residential parking areas is to complicated for you, while you busy to collect from BP.

Will make sure next next election we remember

ws,-t
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From:
Sent: July-29-19 8:47 AM
To: mayor@dnv.org; MayorHarvie@delta.ca; mayorscouncil metro vancouver;

mayor.mclaughlin@lionsbay.ca; mayor@surrey.ca; mayor@burnaby.ca;
mayorandcouncillors@richmond.ca; info@cnv.org; mooreg@portcoquitlam.ca;
westb@portcoquitlam.ca; village.hall@anmore.com; belcarra@belcarra.ca;
bim@bimbc.ca; CityofLangley; reception@lionsbay.ca; info@tol.ca;
enquiries@mapleridge.ca; clerks@ newwestcity.ca; lbuchanan@cnv.org;
nfo@pittmeadows.ca; dwalker@whiterockcity.ca; MayorandCouncil;

CLRbligh@vancouver.ca; CLRswanson@vancouver.ca;
CLRfry@vancouver.ca

Cc: Andrew Weaver, MLA; premier@gov.bc.ca; david.ebymla@leg.bc.ca;
andrew.wilkinson.MLA@leg.bc.ca; Minister.Transportation@gov.bc.ca;
Jordan.Sturdy.MLA@Ieg.bc.ca; bowinn.ma.mla@Ieg.bc.ca

Subject: Expanding Skylrain = Expanding financial fiasco. Please deliver to mayor and Council

The combined naivete of regional mayors about regional transportation and the abandonment of their fiduciary
duty protecting the taxpayer from ill advised “prestige projects” such as the Broadway subway and the Expo
Line extension in Surrey, is just simply breathtaking!

Both the ill conceived Broadway subway and the now equally perverse decision to proceed extending the Expo
Line, will suck precious transit monies into two hugely expensive and politically prestigious transit projects, yet
not improve regional transit at all. Both projects will not take a car off the road.

It is simply unbelievable that regional mayors couLd be so collectively ill informed.

Let us not forget the 2015 TransLink plebiscite, which saw 62% of voters reject more funding to TransLink and
now in 2019, after large tax increases in many areas in the region, I would think it foolhardy that politicians
would come cap in hand for more taxes to pay for their favourite gadgets and gizmos.

Metro mayors have learned nothing and forgotten nothing.

Why is Vancouver continuing to build with light-metro and especially with a proprietary light metro, as used on
the Expo and Millennium Lines?

Why is TransLink deliberately misinforming the public about light rail, even though it is the most popular rail
mode for public transport around the world, used in one form or another in almost 600 cities around the world?

What is SkyTrain and why has it created such a fascination with local politicians?

The following may prove enlightening.

SkyTrain is the name of our regional light-metro system which consists of two very different railways, the
Canada Line which is a conventional railway and the proprietary and now called Movia Automatic Light Metro
system used on the the Expo and Millennium lines.

The MALM system uses Linear Induction Motors which makes it a proprietary transit system as it is not
compatible in operation with any other transit system, save its own family of seven systems.
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Automatic train control, is not proprietary but is a signalling issue and driverless trains have been around since
1927 (London’s Post Office Railway). What is now called MALM is not even the first automatic metro as
London’s Victoria Line is considered the first automatic metro in the world, opening in the late 1960’s.

Chronology of the Movia Automatic Light Metro:

1. First called Intermediate Capacity Transit System (TCTS), the automatic proprietary light metro was
developed by the Ontario Crown Corporation, the The Urban Transportation Development Corporation
(UTDC) in the late 1970’s, using cast off technology from previously failed proprietary transit systems.
The LIM’s came from the Krauss Maffei Transurban MAGLEV. Two systems were built; Detroit as a
single track demonstration line and Toronto system, forced upon the TTC by the provincial government.
The 1983 IBI and ART Studies commissioned by the Toronto Transit Commission found that ICTS
could cost anywhere up to ten (10) times more to build than light rail for about the same capacity. The
market for ICTS collapsed overnight!

2. The UTDC promptly changed the name from ICTS to Advanced Light Rail Transit (ALRT) and sold
one system to Vancouver. The name change did not fool anyone, except for the then Social Credit Party
and later the NDP. The name was altered slightly to Advanced Light Rapid Transit, which again fooled
no one, except in Metro Vancouver an it still seems to fool present politicians.

3. Lack of sales forced the province of Ontario to sell the UTDC to Lavalin, which promptly changed the
name to Advanced Light Metro (ALM) and just as promptly went bankrupt trying to sell ALM to
Bangkok, Thailand. As per the agreement, the patents and assembly plants were returned to the Ontario
government (except for the patents filed by Lavalin which were then absorbed by SNC when it
became SNC Lavalin), which sold the lot to Bombardier Inc. at a fire sale price.

4. Bombardier completely rebuilt ALM, using one of their universal Innovia body-shells and renamed the
proprietary light metro Advanced Rapid Transit (ART) and sold only four systems. The four, Kuala
Lumpor (which has embroiled Bombardier and SNC Lavalin in massive corruption scandal); the new
York Port Authority, financed by the Canadian (Liberal) government; Youngin Korea (which is suing
Bombardier Inc. because it can only operate one car trains) and Beijing (where the Chinese built one to
steal technical patents).

5. Lack of sales caused Bombardier to fold ART into their line of Innovia proprietary transit systems.
6. After a decade of no sales, the ART Innovia light metro was folded into the Movia metro range of

product in 2018 and was renamed Movia Automatic Light Metro (MALM) with LIM’s a customer
added option.

It is quite doubtful that MALM will be on the market after Bombardier completes its TransLink order for
MALM cars, as Vancouver is now the only customer. By the time there is funding to extend the Expo line to



Langley, there will be no vehicles available as Bombardier Inc. will have long abandoned the ill performing
light metro and consign it to the scrap heap.

The one question no one answers is:

‘Why, after being on the market for over 40 years, only seven systems have been built and not one was ever
allowed to compete against directly against light rail?

About six years ago, the city of Ottawa sent a delegation to Vancouver to study the SkyTrain light metro
system, particularity the then called Innovia metro because the federal government wanted to build with the
Innovia light metro in the capital city. What the delegation found that the Innovia light metro not only cost
more to build than LRT, it cost more to operate and maintain; lacked capacity and lacked flexibility in
operation.

Ottawa is now soon to open its new light rail line, the Confederation Line.
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Please note: One modern LRT vehicle has the capacity of at least 3 MK. MALM cars.

The Expo line desperately needs a $2 billion to $3 billion rehab before it can increase capacity beyond its
Transport Canada Operating Certificate of 15,000 pphpd. There is no funding for this and stations are being
renewed and enlarged piecemeal as funding is sourced in bits and pieces. A lot of track work (all switches have
to be replaced) must be replaced: power distribution and signalling renewal have to be renewed before any
capacity increase can take place.

With LRT in Surrey, this rehab could have been delayed but if the Expo Line is extended into Fleetwood, it is
needed, but is not funded. This funding will take precedent over extending the Line to Langley, no matter what
the Mayor’s Council on Transit or the Surrey and Langley mayors diktats!

Both the Broadway subway and the Expo line MALM extension will probably bankrupt TransLink, unless
onerous new taxes are forced upon regional taxpayers. There will be no extra federal funding as other, more
worthy transit projects in the country desperately need funding, including VIA’s high speed rail link connecting
Toronto, Ottawa and Montreal.



We are traveling down a path that has been traveled before in Belgium with the Charleroi light metro, where
extensions were built to the existing pre-metro system (LRT in Belgium) but the operating authority lacked the
funding to operate the extensions and the lines remain derelict to this day. This could happen today as
TransLink is relying on nonexistent funding from senior governments to complete and operate the two dubious,
yet “politcal show-case” rail projects.

The mayor’s council on Transit has now opened a financial Pandora’s Box by continuing to plan and build build
about 15 kilometres a dated and poorly designed proprietary light metro, costing about $5 billion, using a
proprietary light-metro system that no one else wants; with non existent funding for future extensions, to
operate a train that soon may no longer be produced.

Well done!

Addendum:

BC

In 2008, noted American transportation expert, Gerald Fox, easily shredded the Evergreen Line’s business case
in a simple letter.
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I have been told by real transportation experts that no honest business case can be made for extending the Expo
Line and or the Broadway subway. If TransLink produces one, it will be fraught with ‘inaccurate and
manipulated assumptions’ to make the case for extending the light-metro network.

In the real world, Vancouver’s two system light metro network, known as Skylrain is seen as an aberration; in
the past forty years no one has copied Vancouver’s transit planning and no one has copied Vancouver’s
exclusive use of light-metro.

From Gerald Fox...

February 6, 2008

Greetings:

The Evergreen Line Report made me curious as to how TransLink could justify continuing to expand
Skylrain, when the rest of the world is building LRT. So I went back and read the alleged Business Case (BC)
report in a little more detail. I found several instances where the analysis had made assumptions that were
inaccurate, or had been manipulated to make the case for SkyTrain. If the underlying assumptions are
inaccurate, the conclusions may be so too. SpecificalLy:

Capacity. A combination of train size and headway. For instance, TriMets new Type 4 Low floor LRVs,
arriving later this year, have a rated capacity of 232 per car, or 464 for a 2- car train. (Of course one must also
be sure to use the same standee density when comparing car capacity. I don’t know if that was done here). In
Portland we operate a frequency of 3 minutes downtown in the peak hour, giving a one way peak hour
capacity of 9,280. By next year we will have two routes through downtown, which will eventually load both
ways, giving a theoretical peak hour rail capacity of 37,000 into or out of downtown. Of course we also run a
lot of buses.

The new Seattle LRT system which opens next year, is designed for 4-car trains, and thus have a peak hour
capacity of 18,560. (hut doesn’t need this yet, and so shares the tunnel with buses). The Business Case analysis
assumes a capacity of 4,080 for LRT, on the Evergreen Line which it states is not enough, and compares it to
SkyTrain capacity of 10400.!

Speed. The analysis states the maximum LRT speed is 60 kph. (which would be correct for the street sections)
But most LRVs are actually designed for 90 kph. On the Evergreen Line, LRT could operate at up to 90 where
conditions permit, such as in the tunnels, and on protected ROW. Most LRT systems pre-empt most
intersections, and so experience little delay at grade crossings. (Our policy is that the trains stop only at
stations, and seldom experience traffic delays. It seems to work fine, and has little effect on traffic.) There is
another element of speed, which is station access time. At-grade stations have less access time. This was
overlooked in the analysis.

Also, on the NW alignment, the SkyTrain proposal uses a different, faster, less-costly alignment to LRT
proposal. And has $ rather than 12 stations. If LRT was compared on the alignment now proposed for
SkyTrain, it would go faster, and cost less than the Business Case report states!

Cost. Here again, there seems to be some hidden biases. As mentioned above, on the NW Corridor, LRT is
costed on a different alignment, with more stations. The cost difference between LRT and Skylrain presented
in the Business Case report is therefore misleading. If they were compared on identical alignments, with the
same number of stations, and designed to optimize each mode, the cost advantage of LRT would be far
greater. I also suspect that the basic LRT design has been rendered more costly by requirements for tunnels
and general design that would not be found on more cost-sensitive LRT projects.



Then there are the car costs. Last time I looked, the cost per unit of capacity was far higher for SkyTrain.
Also,it takes about 2 SkyTrain cars to match the capacity of one LRV. And the grade-separated SkyTrain
stations are far most costly and complex than LRT stations. Comparing $ Skylrain stations with 12 LRT
stations also helps blur the distinction.

Ridership. Is a function of many factors. The BLisiness Case report would have you believe that type of rail
mode alone, makes a difference (It does in the bus vs rail comparison, according to the latest US federal
guidelines). But, on the Evergreen Line, I doubt it. What makes a difference is speed, frequency (but not so
much when headways get to 5 minutes), station spacing and amenity etc. Since the speed, frequency and
capacity assumptions used in the Business Case are clearly inaccurate, the ridership estimates cannot be
correct either. There would be some advantage if Skyirain could avoid a transfer. If the connecting system has
capacity for the extra trains. But the case is way overstated.

And nowhere is it addressed whether the Evergreen Line, at the extremity of the system, has the demand for so
much capacity and, if it does, what that would mean on the rest of the system if feeds into?

Innuendos about safety, and traffic impacts, seem to be a big issue for SkyTrain proponents, but are solved by
the numerous systems that operate new LRT systems (i.e., they can’t be as bad as the Skyirain folk would like
you to believe).

I’ve no desire to get drawn into the Vancouver transit wars, and, anyway, most of the rest of the world has
moved on. To be fair, there are clear advantages in keeping with one kind of rail technology, and in through-
routing service at Lougheed. But, eventually, Vancouver will need to adopt lower-cost LRT in its lesser
corridors, or else limit the extent of its rail system. And that seems to make some TransLink people very
nervous.

It is interesting how TransLink has used this cunning method of manipulating analysis to justify
SkyTrain in corridor after corridor, and has thus succeeded in keeping its proprietary rail system
expanding. In the US, all new transit projects that seek federal support are now subjected to scrutiny by
a panel of transit peers, selected and monitored by the federal government, to ensure that projects are
analyzed honestly, and the taxpayer interests are protected. No SkyTrain project has ever passed this
scrutiny in the US.
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From:
Sent: July-29-19 1:55 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Fireworks

Dear Mayor and Council. I am writing to ask you to keep the excellent

fireworks show on July 1st off Dundarave pier. This year’s show was the

best I’ve ever seen, and is very popular in the community. We had 58

people on our small deck watching them, and everyone raved about

what a great show it was this year. Saturday’s show by India was boring

in contrast!

I live at West Van.
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From:
Sent: July-30-19 4:45 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Some (all?) members might be interested in taking part in this informative program on

5G!

https://the5gsummit.com/?utm source=ActiveCampaign&utm medium=email&utm content=Make+a+diffe
rence+when+you+share%21&utm campaign=5G 19

Offered by

AJ 651
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From:
Sent: Friday, August 2, 2019 8:26 AM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Re.: those threats youve received

Dear Mayor and Council,

I’m just sending this to express my sympathy towards you for being subjected to public threats against your
lives. Between that. and the other harassment that’s been going on for the past several months... it’s just very

disappointing to see this. You all deserve so much better than that kind of treatment.

Also, thanks for your continued work on trying to run this community as well as you can. I appreciate the effort
that you’ve put into improving the community further even under all this pressure, and I sincerely hope this
incident isn’t repeated.

Regards,

West Vancouver
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July 24, 2019

ooc- oL)M-oq

Mayor and Council
District of West Vancouver
750 17th Street
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3

Dear Mayor and Council:

Re: Provincial Response to 2018 Resolutions

UBCM has received the Province’s response to your Council resolution(s) from 2018.
Please find the enclosed resolution(s) and their provincial response(s).

All responses from the Province have been posted to the UBCM web site under
Resolutions & Policy.

Please feel free to contact Jamee Justason, Resolutions and Policy Analyst, if you have
any questions about this process.

Tel: 604.270.8226 ext. 100 Email: jjustason@ubcm.ca

Very Best Wishes,

Aijun Singh
UBCM President

Enclosure

60-10551 Shellbridge Way, Richmond, BC V6X 2W9 525 Government Street, Victoria, BC V8V 0A8
t. 604.270.8226 I f. 604.270.9116 I ubcm.ca t. 250.356.5133 I f. 250.356.5119 I ubcm.ca
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2018 B174 New Municipal Tax Classes West Vancouver

Whereas many municipalities in BC are facing a very significant and well-documented housing affordability
issue with property prices significantly higher than local residents’ ability to pay and in many cases the highest
average housing prices in the country;

And whereas currently, municipalities have only nine tax classes that can be used to set property taxes to
achieve municipal goals:

Class 1 — Residential;
Class 2 — Utilities;
Class 3 — Supportive Housing;
Class 4 — Major Industry;
Class 5 — Light Industry;
Class 6 — Business Other;
Class 7 — Managed Forest Land;
Class 8 — Recreational Property; Non-Profit Organization; and
Class 9—Farm;

And whereas there have been minor amendments, the basic structure of this property tax class system has
not be substantially amended since the 1980’s;

And whereas with the creation of new tax classes each municipality could set different tax rates for each class
based on their individual needs and circumstances. As an example, different residential classes could be
created to address vacant houses, non-residents ownership, etc:

Thcrcforc bc it rc3olvcd that the provincial governmcnt amcnd thc Community Charter to allow municipalitie3
to crcatc additional tax claa3c3 30 thn, can caoh 000omnhi9h thcir own community goal3.

Therefore be it resolved that UBCM ask the provincial government to explore the merits of
establishing new property tax sub-classes, or amending the existing residential tax class, as a tool to
address housing affordability.

Convention Decision: Referred to UBCM Executive

Executive Decision: Referred to Presidents Committee

Committee Decision: Endorse as amended & convey to Province
Provincial Resronse

Ministry of Municipal Affairs

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing is actively engaged in supporting government’s top priority of
making housing more affordable for all British Columbians. The idea of creating new property tax
sub-classes or amending the existing residential tax class to address housing affordability has merit as it
would provide local governments more flexibility in setting tax rates for different types of properties. However,
there are a number of reasons why this Ministry and the Ministry of Finance have not in the past supported
this approach. To provide some context, British Columbia already has more property classes than most
jurisdictions across Canada, and any changes would further complicate the assessment process. And,
unless the Province prescribes the tax rates or a methodology to determine the tax rate ratios, there is no
guarantee that the sub-classes or additional classes would be used as the Province in tended, particularly
when the real estate market shifts or when there is a shift in priorities. It is also important to note that this
approach would result in a redistribution of the tax burden within and between classes.

In summary, the Province is not at this time considering new property sub-classes or amending the existing
residential tax class, but is exploring other levers to address the issue of housing affordability.



Hello West Vancouver,

My apologies, I sent a letter to you dated July 24 and I included an incorrect
enclosure.

This same letter, also dated July 24, now has the correct enclosure that provides the
Provincial Response to your resolution from 2018.

Please discard the earlier letter and enclosure and use this in your Council
correspondence.

Thank you,

Jamee Justason
UBCM Resolutions and Policy Analyst

s. 22(1)
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From: Penny Walter on behalf of Info
Sent: August-01-19 2:34 PM
To: MayorandCouncil
Subject: FW: Implementation of Bill C-93 — Cannabis Record Suspensions / Mise en oeuvre du

projet de loi C-93 — Suspension du casier liée au cannabis
Attachments: C-93 Stakeholder Letter Signed ENG.pdf; C-93 Stakeholder Letter Signed FR.pdf

From: GEN-PBC/CLCC-Cannabis Suspension [mailto:cannabis-suspension@pbc-clcc.gccaJ
Sent: August-01-19 2:32 PM
To: GEN-PBC/CLCC-Cannabis Suspension <cannabis-suspension@pbc-clcc.gc.ca>
Subject: Implementation of Bill C-93 — Cannabis Record Suspensions / Mise en oeuvre du projet de loi C-93 — Suspension
du casier liée au cannabis

Hell o/Bo njo u r,

Please find attached important correspondence concerning Bill C-93 from the Parole Board of Canada (PBC)./Vous
trouverez ci-joint de Ia correspondance importante au sujet du projet de loi C-93 de Ia Commission des libérations
conditionnelles du Canada fCLCC).

Official Application Guides and forms, as well as other information, can be accessed directly from the PBC’s website./ll
est possible d’accéder directement au guide et aux formulaires de demande officiels, ainsi qu’à bien d’autres
renseignements, a partir du site Web de Ia CLCC:

English/anglais: Canada.ca/cannabis-record-suspension

French/francais : Canada.ca/cannabis-suspension-du-casier

Thank you/Bien a vous,

Lisa

Lisa Noseworthy

A/Director, Clemency and Record Suspension Division
Parole Board of Canada / Government of Canada
Iisa.noseworthy@pbc-clcc.gc.ca / Tel: 613-954-5913 / TTY: 61 3-941 -4981
470 Laurier Avenue West, 5th Floor #53gB, Ottawa, Ontario K1 A OR1

Directrice par interim, Division de Ia clémence et de suspension du casier
Commission des libérations conditionnelles du Canada / Gouvernement du Canada
Iisa.noseworthy@ pbc-clcc.gc.ca / Tél : 613-954-5913 / ATS : 613-947-4987
410 avenue laurier Ouest, 5e étage #547, Ottawa, Ontario Ki A OR1
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I,I Parole Board Commission des libérations
of Canada conditionnelles du Canada

INFORMATION REGARDING AN ACT TO PROVIDE NO-COST, EXPEDITED RECORD
SUSPENSIONS FOR SIMPLE POSSESSION OF CANNABIS

Bill C-93, An Act to provide no-cost, expedited record suspensions for simple possession of
cannabis, is now in force.

A record suspension atlows people convicted of a criminal offence, who have completed
their sentence and demonstrated that they are law-abiding citizens, to have their criminal
record kept separate and apart from other criminal records. This helps them access
employment and educational opportunities and to reintegrate into society.

With the coming into force of Bill C-93, the Parole Board of Canada (PBC) has established a
streamlined application process for people with criminal records for simple possession of
cannabis only, with no application fee or wait time.

As part of the application process, applicants must obtain, for each eligible conviction,
official documentation from the courts and/or police services to demonstrate that they
meet the criteria for a record suspension under this streamlined process. Court records
will not be required in cases where the criminal record check or the local police records
check confirms that the applicant was convicted for simple possession of cannabis only,
the only sentence imposed was a fine and/or victim surcharge and there are no other
convictions on record.

Individuals with unpaid fines and victim surcharges for cannabis are eligible to apply for a
record suspension, however any outstanding amounts related to restitution or
compensation orders must be paid as a condition of eligibility.

To ensure broad awareness around this streamlined process among all Canadians who
may be eligible, I would like to request that you share information about it within your
organization and through your networks. Information on the cannabis record suspension
process, including the official Application Guide, forms, frequently asked questions and
additional information, is available at Canada.ca/cannabis-record-suspension. Questions
can also be sent to the PBC by email at: cannabis-suspension@pbc-clcc.gc.ca or by calling
1-800-874-2652 (toll free) 8:00 A.M. — 6 p.m. (EDT) Monday—Friday.

Please note that while there is no application fee, applicants should be aware that there
may be costs involved in collecting the documentation that they need to support their
application, such as court documents, police record checks and fingerprints.

Canad



-2-

As with regular record suspensions, once ordered, the PBC will notify the RCMP, who will
set aside the person’s criminal record from the Canadian Police Information Centre (CPIC)
database.

Federal departments or agencies with records of the conviction(s) will be directed to do
the same. Relevant courts and municipal, provincial and territorial police forces will also
be notified of the record suspension.

Simple possession generally refers to a criminal charge of a controlled substance, in this
case cannabis, for personal use, with no intent to traffic. While a person with convictions
other than simple possession of cannabis on their criminal record is not eligible for the
streamlined cannabis record suspension process, PBC’s general record suspension
program may be a viable option for them. Information on it can be found on our website
at Canada.ca/record-suspensions.

Thank you in advance for your collaboration in helping PBC promote this important
initiative to eligible Canadians.

Lisa Noseworthy
A/Director, Clemency and Record Suspension Division

Canad
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From: MayorandCouncil
Subject: FW: Measuring and Managing Natural Assets in the District of West Vancouver
Attachments: DWV-#3909989-vl-COU NCIL_REPORT_2019_07_15

/ _NATU RAL_CAPITAL_IN_TH E_DISTRICT_OF_WEST_VANCOUVER.DOCX; DWV-#3915 138-
vl-APPEN DIX_B_-_TECH NICAL_APPEN DIX.PD F; DWV-#392443 1-vi-
APPEN DIX_A-_NATURAL_CAPIIAL_ASSETS_REPORT_FINAL_JULY_17_2019.PDF

From: Isabel V. Gordon
Sent: July 26, 2019 3:36 PM
To:
Subject: Measuring and Managing Natural Assets in the District of West Vancouver

Dear ,

West Vancouver is one of the first municipalities to create an inventory of natural assets, along with measurements of
natural asset values. I have attached the report to Council presented on July 15, 2019, which goes into some detail as to
how the inventory was created, and how the values were determined.

In terms of managing the natural assets, they can now be added to the District’s Asset Management Ledger, and
included in the development of asset management programs, upon which the Asset Levy is based. By integrating the
natural and constructed assets together in this way, the eco-system services provided by the natural assets can be
managed in a coordinated way which will preserve and enhance the natural assets. This work is just beginning, and will
develop greatly in future years.

The District welcomes the input of all residents in natural asset management, as this is not something that municipal
staff can do solely on their own. It requires the support of everyone in the community to preserve and enhance these
assets.

We hope to be holding some open houses in the Fall to provide more information to the public, and provide a forum for
discussion and ideas. I will certainly let you know as soon as we have some dates established for these.

If, after you have had a chance to look at the reports, there are any more questions I can answer, please let me know.

Thanks,

Isabel

Isabel Gordon,
Director Financial Services
604-921-2902

s. 22(1)
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COUNCIL AGENDA

Date: Item:

DISTRICT OF WEST VANCOUVER
750 17TH STREET. WEST VANCOUVER BC V7V 3T3

COUNCIL REPORT

Date: June 10, 2019
From: Isabel Gordon, Director, Financial Services
Subject: Natural Capital in the District of West Vancouver
File: 0842-09

RECOMMENDATION

THAT as described in the report dated June 10, 2019 regarding natural capital in
West Vancouver:

1. the inventory of West Vancouver’s Natural Capital Assets, attached as
Appendix A, be received for information; and

2. consideration of the value of natural capital and ecosystem services in the
District of West Vancouver be incorporated into the District’s financial
planning, asset management, financial reporting, and capital budgeting
processes and decisions.

1.0 Purpose

The District of West Vancouver has completed an inventory of natural
capital assets in the District. The report titled West Vancouver’s Natural
Capital Assets, attached as Appendix A, provides that inventory, along
with some of the implications and next steps implied by the creation of the
inventory.

2.0 Bylaw

As natural capitat and ecosystem services are a new area for
municipalities, the District has no bylaws or policies which are directly
related. The District does have many bylaws which contain provisions
related to the preservation of features in the natural environment,
including:

Creeks Bylaw No. 3013, 1982

____________________

Interim Tree Bylaw No. 4892, 2016 I ATTACHMENTS
AVAILABLE FOR VIEWINGParks Regulation Bylaw No. 4867, 2015 I IN LEGISLATIVE SERVICES DEPARTMENT

Watercourse Protection Bylaw No. 4364, 20051 .

____

westvancouver

Director CAO

3909989v1



s. 22(1)

July-21-19 3:35 PM
MayorandCouncil
Fwd: Interview with Isabel Gordon, director of financial services, District of West
Vancouver — MNAI I Municipal Natural Assets Initiative

>>>>>>> Dear Mayor Booth and Members of Council,

>>>>>>> How are we measuring and managing our natural assets?

>>>>>>> Tha

>>>>>>> https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A_mnai.ca_an-
>>>‘>>> 2Dinterview-2Dwith-2Disabel-2Dgordon_&d=DwIFaQ.&c=QlrNq2uxSoatTtq
>>>>>>> tSRQ93vMicdstcRxucNPlRltyC8&r=L72v9CM-f_XqpOL7k1FxFOpCa5HIDDbVC
>>>>>>> KY-vXPrfsE&mamODRGZQ4jT_Llvbs798lD2Qzm2YhcsWgEiigBZn nU&s=acelx
>>>>>>> OCH3m)tOfwFZjCTggJMID9UaWTDaAT85U5K-RQ&e=
>>>>>>>

>>>>>>>

>>>>>>> Sent from my iPhone

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

>>>>>>>

>>>>>>

>>>>>>

S. 22(1)
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From: Mark Panneton
Sent: July-29-19 3:53 PM
To:
Cc: MayorandCouncil
Subject: Correspondence regarding Surveillance Cameras

Good afternoon ,

Your correspondence regarding “surveillance cameras on municipal property & at roadway intersections” has been
referred to me for an inter-divisional response.

In response to your email, I have been provided with the following information from my counterparts in the Engineering
and Transportation Services division, the Parks, Culture, and Community Services division, and the West Vancouver
Police Department (WVPD).

The Engineering & Transportation Services division has informed that they do not operate surveillance cameras. Video
detection cameras are installed at newer signalized intersections; these replace the older detection loops that were
located in the pavement. With regard to the operation of this technology, these cameras:

• detect movements of shapes to distinguish between a vehicle, a cyclist, or a pedestrian;
• operate on a closed loop (i.e. are not connected to the Internet); and
• do not store footage.

The Parks, Culture & Community Services division has informed that they do not operate surveillance cameras in the
community; the use of surveillance cameras is restricted to the interior of certain District facilities. These surveillance
cameras operate on a closed loop.

The WVPD has informed that they operate surveillance cameras at the entry points to the West Vancouver Police
Department building, and that this system operates on a closed loop. With regard to surveillance cameras in the
community, the WVPD may, with judicial authorization, deploy covert surveillance tools as authorized by law. When
covert surveillance cameras are utilized, deployment methodology and data obtained is managed within applicable legal
requirements.

Sincerely,

- Mark

Mark Panneton
Director, Legislative Services/Corporate Officer I District of West Vancouver
t: 604-925-7045 I westvancouver.ca

OG®
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July-10-19 3:53 PM
MayorandCouncil
Surveillance cameras on municipal property & at roadway intersections

Your Worship,
One needs only to drive up or down 15th Street to see surveillance cameras

monitoring vehicle and pedestrian traffic on the roadway and sidewalks. No doubt there
are additional surveillance cameras monitoring the public at various points throughout
the municipality.

It has become common-place for municipal and regional authorities to install
surveillance systems to monitor public spaces and roadways. The ostensible purpose is
to ensure public safety. However, as we know from experience, the systems can be re
purposed, either intentionally or surreptiously.

It would be useful, in the interests of the public, to have Council and administration
explain what the surveillance camera systems are being used for, the data that is being
collected by those systems, and the security level applied to protect those systems from
the unauthorised activities of hackers and others (esp. foreign governments) that might
seek to gain control of the surveillance systems and the data that the surveillance
systems collect.

Recent articles in the public press indicate that surveillance systems are vulnerable to
unauthorized access by hackers and foreign interests. The U.S. Congress recently
adopted legislation requiring the U.S. Administration to remove camera surveillance
systems made by two firms located in the People’s Republic of China f”PRC”, a.k.a.,
“Mainland China”) from the premises of U.S. agencies and departments. The firms
named are Zhejiang Dahua Technology Co., Ltd. (“Dahua Technology”), and Hangzhou
Hikvision Digital Technology Co., Ltd. (“Hikvision”), both of Hangzhou, PRC.

Hikvision is controlled by the government of Mainland China (41.6% of issued shares,
cf., https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hikvision). Dah ua Technology has incorporated one or more
“back doors” in its control software that allows a hacker, or, more likely, a foreign
agency to gain access to the surveillance system, data, user names, and user
data/passwords (cf., https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Dahua Technology). If the District is
currently using products from either or both of these companies, it would be prudent to
replace those products with reliable and proven alternative products from other certified
sources, preferrably not produced or supplied by Mainland China companies or
subsidiaries of Mainland China companies.

The issue of public surveillance continues to be a sensitive subject bearing on privacy
rights and the role of government in public order and governance. It is appropriate that
Council and the municipal administration, not excepting the West Vancouver Police
Board and police administration, give public assurances concerning the uses to which
surveillance systems installed on municipal infrastructure (e.g., lamp standards at

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:



roadway intersections) are being put, the data that is collected, and how that data is
being employed and controlled. A Council Report on the subject should be requested by
you and/or your councillors, to be brought to a Regular Council Meeting not later than
the end of the current year.

Sincerely.
s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)
West Vancouver, BC
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From: Mark Chan
Sent: August-01-19 3:29 PM
To:
Cc: MayorandCouncil
Subject: 2195 Gordon Avenue demolition

Dear

Thank you for your email to Mayor and Council dated July 25 which has been referred to me for response. As you
mentioned in your email, the District is currently proceeding with demolition of the two vacant buildings at the District-
owned property at 2195 Gordon Avenue as recommended by the Fire Chief for safety reasons.

The work being undertaken now is to demolish the buildings for safety reasons. Some trees may need to be removed
now to allow the demolition to occur. Our intent is to retain trees where practicable, and not to remove any additional
trees at this time.

If Council approves a rezoning of the site, and the project moves towards disposition and development, as part of the
development process, Staff including a qualified arborist will identify which trees should be considered for retention
taking into account the District’s tree bylaw and other District policy and practice.

Yours sincerely,

Mark Chan
Deputy Chief Administrative Officer / Director of Corporate Services I District of West Vancouver
t: 604-925-7098 I c: 778-881-1673 I westvancouverca

I
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s. 22(1)
1b’.o-tO- 52

JuIy25-19 11:33 AM
M ayorandCou nciI
Interim Tree Bylaw

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

It was interesting to watch a video of the interaction between council members pertaining to the
interim tree bylaw at the regular council meeting on July 16th, at which time there was a lack of
consensus as to the size of trees that need to be protected in the District of West Vancouver. In view
of Council’s previously stated intention to encourage the preservation of as many trees as humanly
possible in West Vancouver, my words, not yours, I wish to ask what is Council’s intention with regard
to the prolific assortment of trees and shrubs on or surrounding the property at 2195 Gordon
Avenue.

Since the two vacant buildings on the property are currently under orders for demolition, I will
appreciate an answer to my question before an indiscriminate chainsaw is applied to the area.

Yours truly,

s. 22(1)
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Sent:
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