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COUNCIL CORRESPONDENCE UPDATE TO APRIL 2, 2025 (8:30 a.m.) 

Correspondence 

(1) A. Schreiber Dines, March 25, 2025, regarding “Fwd: Preserving Gleneagles
Adventure Park – A Vital Cultural & Educational Asset”

(2) 11 submissions, March 26-31, 2025 and undated, regarding Proposed Official
Community Plan Bylaw No. 4985, 2018, Amendment Bylaw No. 5375, 2025
(NE1 Wildfire Hazard Development Permit Area Designation) (Referred to the
March 31, 2025 Public Hearing)

(3) 7 submissions, March 26 - April 1, 2025, regarding Proposed Gleneagles
Pickleball Courts

(4) March 26, 2025, regarding ““West Vancouver gets federal boost to plant
500 trees”, North Shore News”

(5) March 27, 2025, regarding “Taxis entering Lions Gate Bridge.”

(6) March 30, 2025, regarding “Re: Save the 26th St. Train Bridge”

(7) 2 submissions, March 31, 2025, regarding Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year
Financial Plan Bylaw No. 5381, 2025 and Proposed 2024 Phase 1 Capital
Funding Report

(8) April 1, 2025, regarding “Proposal for 15th and Fulton redevelopment”

Correspondence from Other Governments and Government Agencies 

No items. 
Responses to Correspondence 

(9) Engineering & Transportation Services, March 31, 2025, response regarding
“Taxis entering Lions Gate Bridge.”



From: Ariel Schreiber Dines s 22(1) 

Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2025 3:10 PM 
To: correspondence 
Subject: Fwd: Preserving Gleneagles Adventure Park -A Vital Cultural & Educational Asset 

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

---------- Forwarded message--------­
From: Ariel Schreiber Dines 

Date: Tue, Mar 25, 2025 at 12:42 PM 
s 22(1)

Subject: Preserving Gleneagles Adventure Park - A Vital Cultural & Educational Asset 
To: <jharas@westyancouver ca>

Preserving Gleneagles Adventure Park-A Vital Cultural & Educational Asset 

Dear Mr. Haras, 

I hope you're doing well. My name is Ariel Schreiber Dines, and I am reaching out as President of 

Connecting Environmental Professionals, Founder of Ari Skate School, and Coordinator of Growing Skate 

Hub-a social-purpose initiative that was invited by the Pope to participate in the Economy of Francesco 

in Assisi, Italy, in 2020 due to its positive community impact. 

Recently, members of my team and volunteers from our organizations have raised concerns regarding 

the proposed redevelopment of Glen eagles Adventure Park (Horseshoe Bay Skatepark) into pickleball 

courts. While we recognize the growing demand for pickleball facilities, we strongly believe that this does 

not need to come at the expense of one of Vancouver's best-designed and most inclusive skateparks. 

There is ample opportunity to create space for both activities without demolishing a park that serves as a 

cultural, educational, and athletic landmark. 

Gleneagles Skatepark: A Unique and Inclusive Space 

The Bay Bowl at Glen eagles is one of the best-designed skateparks in Canada, welcoming skaters and 

riders of all levels-from beginners to Olympic hopefuls. Unlike other parks, its well-thought-out design 

allows seamless transitions between different difficulty levels, making it an accessible and safe space 

for learning and progression. 

For 20 years, this park has been a training ground for future athletes, a community hub for youth, and a 

cultural landmark that has contributed to the development of skateboarding as both a sport and a 

countercultural movement in Vancouver and beyond. With skateboarding's inclusion in the Olympics, 

facilities like Glen eagles play a critical role in fostering talent and keeping Canada competitive on the 

world stage. 

Skateboarding as an Educational & Developmental Tool 
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From: 
s 22(1) 

Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 8:35 AM 

correspondence To: 

Cc: Mark Sager, Mayor; Linda Watt; Peter Lambur; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Scott Snider; Sharon 

Thompson 

Subject: Proposed Wildfire Amendment 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address_. Do not click links or
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you 1eve 1s e-ma1 1s suspicious, please report
it to IT by marking it as SPAM.

Dear Mayor and Council, 

1. As you know:

a. we live in a rainforest, ocean climate with a few months of dry heat, but where there is rain-soaked

ground. Experts agree that we are at low risk of wildfire.

b. We are also located at the foot of a mountain slope down which rainwater runs.

c. There is a small section of WV that interfaces with the forest that could have possible wildfire

which has been addressed through firesmart protocols to prevent e.g. embers passing quickly in

the trees.
2. Trees and shrubs and grasses absorb rain working to support our storm water management

3. WV's Urban Forest Management Plan has warned the District that Ambleside-Dundarave is at a

dangerously low tree canopy of 19%.

4. It is settled science that a tree 'ed community is a healthy community, both physically and mentally.

5. Developers routinely demand that trees be cut down to increase their property values and profits, for

views, etc. It is understandably an unpleasant task for bylaw to enforce our District policies and require

replanting of illegally cut trees.

6. Deforestation is a typical cause of landslides.

7. Last year on the north shore three lives were lost (Lions Bay and Port Coquitlam) and millions of dollars in

property losses due to an atmospheric river, landslides, flooding. It is being investigated whether the lives

lost were due to development upstream in Lions Bay.

8. A low tree canopy like Ambleside-Dundarave of only 19% from development and illegal tree cutting for e.g.

views and gardening preferences, or just personnel preferences that they don't like trees or nature.

9. Soil erosion is caused by heavy rain and no trees, shrubs and grasses to absorb it. It just washes away.
10. Staff have advised that we have a serious problem of soil erosion making it very difficult or impossible in

some places to be able to grow trees.

11. We need to assume that when our working, mature trees are cut down they are irreplaceable.

12. Also irreplaceable is wildlife that is going extinct from habitat loss.

13. Based on what we have experienced, experts predict we will experience more atmospheric rivers

14. The Fire smart protocols (like Housing and Drug Decrim that costs thousands on thousands of lives per

year) well intended though it is assumed to be, is not a plan that reflects the thoughtful consideration of

the actual environmental challenges of each community but rather is being rolled out to a one size fits all,

this time forcing environmental protocols.

15. There is a saying that governments do not give back power they have taken.

16. This amendment is to give a provincial program that right to deploy their firesmart protocols across the

entire DWV whether they are in a forest interface area or not.

17. WV needs a WV Flood Smart program (they do exist) and a Heat Dome Smart program that addresses our

particular climate challenges, enforce the Firesmart in the Forest Interface areas and use an applicable

selection of fire smart protocols for the non-forest interface areas

18. This is not about 45 new homes.
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19. Tree disputes will erupt across the District with people who don’t like trees and nature or want to improve
their view,  claiming the trees that are within 10m of their home on the neighbouring property and on the
District Bouleeard have to be cut down because the provincial Firesmart person told them they were a
hazard.

Sincerely, 
s. 22(1)



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

s 22(1) 

Wednesday, March 26, 2025 6:02 PM 
correspondence 
Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson; 
Linda Watt 
Proposed NE1 Wildfire Hazard Development Permit Area Desiqnation 
DWV-#5604221-v1-WHDP_23-016_4412_Woodpark_Road (4).pdf 

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

Hi Mayor and Council Members. 

I would like to express my concern with the proposal to expand the wildfire hazard development permit area across all of West 
Vancouver. 

I have s 22(1) within the existing area so I have a bit of experience with this type of development permit. 

I would like to bring up the effect this proposal would have on the overall neighbourhood character. 

I would like to make it clear that the proposal would nearly eliminate any type of natural wood being used on the exterior of 
any building; this would include roofs, facias, soffits, decking, doors and siding. This would be in severe conflict with the 
"West Coast" aesthetic that West Vancouver is so well known for. 

I am also not sure if the thought of heritage has been brought up but these policies would again put the nature of heritage 
protection at risk. I don't think anyone wants to see synthetic siding materials being used on historical buildings. 

Another point to consider is that fencing within 1.5m of any structure must be made of ignition resistant materials. This would 
mean that almost all fences within dunderave or ambleside would be required to be either hardy board, plastic or aluminium. 
This would be a far cry from the standard cedar fence that has been around west vancouver since its inception. 

I would also like to point out that most of the synthetic products would need to be imported from out of the country, ie china 
or the united states. Natural wood is Canadian. 

s 22(1) Landscaping is the next point of consideration; in a wildfire hazard zone I was required to remove and 
prune trees from both the neighbours property and from the district park ( I am not sure how this would be applied on a mass 
scale without encroaching on private property rights). It's also worth pointing out that the project I am referring to is right next 
to cypress park and is considered extremely low risk by the 2020 Wildfire Threat Assessment Guide and Worksheets. 

These regulations also limit what type of planting/ hedging can be used, no conifer species or long grasses with a mature 
height greater than 30cm are allowed to be installed. 

Gone are the Cedar, Cypress and Yew hedging that has been so widely used across West Vancouver. 

I have attached the 65 page Wildfire Hazard Report from s 22(1) that has this applied. 

I urge council to review this documentation and the lasting impacts this decision would have on the overall community. 

Thank you 

s 22(1) 
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  Page: 3 
  DP No. 23-016 
 
 

 THE DEVELOPMENT MUST ATTAIN REQUIREMENTS OF THE BC BUILDING 
CODE AND ANY VARIANCES TO THE ZONING BYLAW ARE THE 
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE OWNER. IF UNIDENTIFIED ZONING VARIANCES 
ARE DISCOVERED THEY MUST BE RECTIFED AT THE BUILDING PERMIT 
STAGE.  

 
Schedules: 

A - Wildfire Hazard DP Area Assessment Report prepared by Diamond Head 
Consulting Ltd. date stamped February 23, 2023 
B - Architectural Drawings prepared by February 23, 2023 
C - Landscape Plan prepared by March 22, 2023 
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Summary of Report 
 The nearest intact forest edge is continuous with the forests of Cypress Falls Park. This 

forest was assessed to have a low fire behavior risk rating applying methods from the 
2020 Wildfire Threat Assessment Guide and Worksheets1. 

 Future structural hazard of the proposed development using the FireSmart 
Homeowners Manual2 found the new development would likely have a low overall 
wildfire risk rating if the recommendations for building and landscaping are followed.  

 Landscaping requirements from within this report must be followed. Ensure that no 
conifer species or long grasses with a mature height greater than 30cm are installed in 
new landscaping. This includes hedges of cedar, cypress, or yew species. Fencing within 
1.5 m of any structures must be made of ignition resistant materials.  

 Ensure the exterior building materials including roofs and decks are ignition resistant or 
non-combustible and meet the requirements from within this report. “Ignition-
resistant” and “non-combustible” have the same meaning as in the most recent edition 
of the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 1144 standard. 

 

 
1 Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural Development BC, BC Wildfire Service. 
2020, June 4. 2020 Wildfire Threat Assessment Guide and Worksheets (version 4). Available at: 
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/public-safety-and-emergency-services/wildfire-
status/prevention/fire-fuel-management/fuels-management/2020-wildfire-threat-assesment-guide-
final.pdf 

2 Partners in Protection Association. 2019. FireSmart Begins at Home Manual.  Available at: 
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/public-safety-and-emergency-services/wildfire-
status/prevention/prevention-home-community/bcws_homeowner_firesmart_manual.pdf 
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1.0 Introduction 
Diamond Head Consulting Ltd. (DHC) was retained to prepare an assessment of wildfire 
interface risks and mitigation measures for the proposed development at 4412 Woodpark Road 
in West Vancouver, BC. This project includes one residential lot within the District of West 
(DWV) Vancouver Wildfire Hazard Development Permit Area.  The overall objective of this 
report is to assess the potential wildfire threat and provide recommendations and tools to 
reduce this threat to the development site. This assessment report is meant to be submitted as 
a part of the Wildfire Development Permit application. It must be prepared and signed by a 
qualified professional. Specific goals for this assessment are: 

 To assess and describe fuels by strata (surface, ladder, and crown), type (FBP), 
composition, quantity, and distribution. 

 To provide a risk assessment for the proposed development based on adjacent fuels, 
building design and materials, landscaping, setbacks, and site-specific concerns. 

 To discuss all factors that contribute to wildfire hazard. 
 To provide photographs, mapping, and plans as needed to show vegetation, proposed 

site changes, and current site conditions. 
 

1.1 Site Planning Documents Reviewed 

Diamond Head Consulting was provided with the following documentation from the client that 
provides the basis for all comments and recommendations: 

 Topographic Plan of Lot 24, District Lot 887, Group 1, New Westminster District Plan 
10004. August 18, 2022. Chapman Land Surveying. 

 Architectural Drawings [Site Plan & Elevations]. November 30, 2022. FX40 Building 
Design. 

Any changes to these site plans should be provided to Diamond Head Consulting so that this 
wildfire report can be updated accordingly. 
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2.0 Methodology 
This project falls within the DWV Wildfire Hazard Development Permit Wildfire Interface Area. 
Native forests are present on site and extend into the property. These natural forest areas have 
been assessed for wildfire threat and the forest fuels have been classified. The site has been 
classified according to the Canadian Fire Behaviour Prediction System to the fuel type that best 
represents the fire behavior potential of the forest types. Generic descriptions of the CFBPS fuel 
types found in coastal British Columbia are provided in Appendix 3. 

Detailed fuel hazard assessments were completed within 100m of the lot using the provincial 
assessment system, 2020 Wildfire Threat Assessment Guide and Worksheets3. The location of 
assessment plots is shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5. Data collected at each fuel plot included:  

• Soil and humus characteristics 
• Slope, aspect, and terrain classification 
• Forest stand composition by layer (species, density, age, diameter, height, etc.) 
• Vertical and horizontal stand structure 
• Quantity and distribution of ladder fuels 
• Composition and coverage of understory brush, herbs, and grasses  
• Quantity and distribution of ground fuels by size class. 

 
A Wildfire Hazard Assessment has been completed using: 

1. Current forest fuel threat in and adjacent to the proposed development using the 2020 
Wildfire Threat Assessment Guide and Worksheets. 

2. Future structural hazard of the proposed development using the FireSmart 
Homeowners Manual4.  

 
3 Ministry of Forests, Lands, Natural Resource Operations, and Rural Development BC, BC Wildfire Service. 
2020, June 4. 2020 Wildfire Threat Assessment Guide and Worksheets (version 4). Available at: 
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/public-safety-and-emergency-services/wildfire-
status/prevention/fire-fuel-management/fuels-management/2020-wildfire-threat-assesment-guide-
final.pdf 

4 Partners in Protection Association. 2019. FireSmart Begins at Home Manual.  Available at: 
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/public-safety-and-emergency-services/wildfire-
status/prevention/prevention-home-community/bcws_homeowner_firesmart_manual.pdf 
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3.0 Project Overview  
The site consists of a 2987 m2 lot at 4412 Woodpark Road in West Vancouver. The lot is 
currently occupied by a single detached house with one outbuilding. The house is surrounded by 
maintained lawns and small landscaping shrubs and plants. The property slopes gently to the 
east and is surrounded by fences on the north, south, and west sides of the property. There are 
47 trees and one hedge with diameters greater than 10 cm located on the property. Diamond 
Head Consulting has produced a separate arborist report discussing tree management for bylaw 
sized trees on the property. 

The proposed development includes replacing the existing buildings with a new single-family 
home under the current zoning. New landscaping will be focused on the area adjacent to the 
new home, with most of the current landscaping and trees removed across the property. 

 

 

Photo 1. View of the house currently on site, looking north. 
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Figure 3. Site Plan for the development.
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4.0 Fuel Descriptions and Wildfire Threat Assessment 
4.1 Summary of Fuel Types   

Forested areas nearby the proposed development site were classified into the fuel types 
mapped in Figure 4. The fuels have been divided into classifications based on the sixteen 
national benchmark fuel types that are used by the Canadian Fire Behaviour Prediction System. 
Forest areas within 100 metres of the project site include mature coastal forests composed of 
Douglas-fir and western redcedar and young stands of Douglas-fir and red alder. They are 
classified as C5 (coniferous) and M2 (mixed) fuel types. C5 fuel type is assigned to coniferous 
forests in Cypress Falls Park, and in a small, forested area south of the property. These are areas 
characterized by mixed age forests with large trees and moderate crown fuel volumes. M2 fuel 
type is assigned to thin forested area on the north side of the baseball diamond at Cypress Falls 
Park. See Appendix 2 for commentary on the fuel type applications in the project vicinity.  

 

Figure 4. Location of fuel types relative to the project site. 
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4.2 Summary of Wildfire Threat from surrounding forest 

Each forest stand was also assessed for wildfire threat using the Wildfire Urban Interface 
worksheet. Figure 5 outlines the wildfire threat in relation to the FireSmart zones (10m, 30m, 
and 100m from the structure). The Wildfire Urban Interface (WUI) ratings and plot 
characteristics are summarized in Appendix 1. This assessment accounts for the fire behavior 
potential in these stands but does not represent the likelihood of ignition of the future building. 

The subject site was assessed to have an overall Low risk from wildfire, associated with the C5 
and M2 stands located in Cypress Falls Park. Forest composition within Cypress Falls Park is 
dominated by the native conifers Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) and western redcedar 
(Thuja plicata), with minor patches of young red alder (Alnus rubra) in recently disturbed areas. 
The assessed forest is characterized by a codominant canopy of mature Douglas-fir and western 
redcedar which forms most of the fuel load in this stand. A younger, suppressed layer of 
western redcedar is also present. Overall, forest health in the park is fair, with few dying and 
standing dead stems scattered throughout. Surface fuel loading is average for stands of this 
type. Despite the mixed-age nature of this stand, low overall density reduces the horizontal and 
vertical continuity of fuel layers. Ladder fuels are generally separated from the overstorey 
canopy by a fuel strata gap of 6-9 meters. Crown fire is unlikely under most fire weather 
conditions. However, surface fire may occur and pose a threat of ignition to nearby homes. To 
cause a crown fire in the stand north of the building lot extreme fire weather conditions, such as 
sustained winds following a period of drought, are required. 

The forested area south of the proposed building is similar in that it is dominated by a single-
aged stand of mature Douglas-firs, but also contains considerable ladder and ground fuels which 
elevate its wildfire threat rating. A portion of this stand includes several younger Douglas-firs 
that have been topped for Hydro clearance in the ROW. This dense patch of topped trees 
connects to the subject property by a thick layer of salal and Scotch broom (Cystius scoparius) in 
the ROW. As a result, there is little strata gap and high continuity between ladder and crown 
fuels in this stand, which results in a moderate fuel threat rating slightly higher than the stand to 
the north. However, despite the slightly higher wildfire threat, extreme weather would still be 
required to cause crown fire in this stand. 

The property is bordered by a mixed stand to the northwest. Tree composition in this area is 
dominated by a mix of young red alder (Alnus rubra) and Douglas-fir. This forested stand 
occupies a man-made berm which separates the baseball field from the Cypress Falls Park 
parking lot. This M2 stand to the north of the proposed building lot has approximately 50% 
deciduous composition, reducing its wildfire threat in comparison to the C5 stands.  Ladder fuels 
are mixed but sparse, and ground fuels are composed of low coverage, native deciduous shrubs 
and grass. Ember spotting from nearby forests and igniting on-site vegetation or building 
surfaces poses the greatest ignition risk. Creating a FireSmart landscape and building is the best 
defense against the wildfire risk to this property. 
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Figure 5. Wildfire threat near the subject site. 

 

4.3 On-site vegetation 

On-site landscaping consists primarily of coniferous trees and shrubs set amid lawns. 54 trees 
were inventoried as part of the accompanying Arborist Report. Twelve of these are protected 
trees under the District’s tree bylaw. The property also has a large cedar hedge on its southern 
boundary, which is not protected under any bylaw. Much of the on-site vegetation is not 
suitable under the DP guidelines. Section 5.1 considers existing vegetation in the context of 
wildfire hazard mitigation. 
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5.0 Wildfire Threat Mitigation Recommendations 
The following are recommendations to mitigate risk to the development. Community and design 
recommendations focus on siting of structures, construction materials, access, water sources 
and utilities. These are factors that provide long term mitigation against wildfire events. 
Vegetation fuels on and adjacent to the development will change over time and require 
maintenance. Recommendations are made for on-site landscaping as well as treatments and 
required maintenance for forest areas adjacent to the property.  

It is the responsibility of the owner and their project team to understand and comply with the 
following requirements. 

Wildfires threaten structures primarily through radiant heat and ember ignition. Radiant heat 
threatens structures when a wildfire establishes in adjacent vegetation and the heat is sufficient 
to ignite the construction materials. This requires proximity between the wildfire and the 
structure. Ember ignition occurs when a wildfire spreads embers or firebrands throughout an 
area, which can then ignite structures. Embers can spread several kilometers, and therefore can 
threaten structures that do not directly interface with forests and natural vegetation. 

 

Figure 6. Ignition pathways in the interface. Radiant heat threatens structures within 10m of the forest 
edge while embers spread to structures within the interior of the development.  
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The fire resistance of homes in the interface can be improved by achieving FireSmart standards 
for building materials, ignition sources and combustible fuels within each of the three FireSmart 
Priority Zones. If a wildfire does threaten the area, suppression capability is improved with good 
access to the interface area, a defensible space to defend from and a good water supply.  
FireSmart divide the area around the home into three “priority zones”, which radiate out from 
the structure and reflect the different ignition pathways.  

The Non-Combustible Zone is the area immediately adjacent to a structure, out to 1.5 m. A non-
combustible surface should extend around the entire structure and any attachments, such as 
decks. Creating a non-combustible surface can be as easy as clearing vegetation and 
combustible material down to mineral soil. 

Zone 1 is the area within 1.5 and 10 m of the home or building. In this area life and property are 
at higher risk from radiant heat. It has been shown through analysis of recent large-scale 
wildfires that the most important factors in protecting structures are the exterior construction 
materials and immediate landscaping next to homes5. FireSmart guidance emphasizes the use of 
non-combustible or fire-resistant building materials for decks and outbuildings along with 
landscaping plans that reduce the potential for direct exposure of the home to radiant heat or 
flame in this area. Cleaning up debris, garbage, or storage from around the home is also of 
primary importance in this area. 

Zone 2 includes the area from 10 m to 30 m from a structure. Wildfire in forests within this zone 
can subject the building to radiant heat and may produce an ember shower onto the building. 
Forest fuels are generally treated aggressively in this area to prevent a crown fire from being 
established and reduce the intensity of radiant heat and ember production. Treatments may 
include removal of ground fuel, thinning of trees, and lift pruning of retained trees.  

Zone 3 includes the area from 30 m out to 100 m. People and structures are at risk from ember 
transport associated with a wildfire in this area. FireSmart guidance in this area can recommend 
forest stand thinning, fuel management, and the designation of access and egress. The goal in 
this area is to prevent a crown fire, but the distance from the home means fuel management is 
generally not as aggressive as treatments in Zone 2.  

 
5 Westhaver, A. 2017. Why some homes survived: Learning from the Fort McMurray wildland/urban 
interface fire disaster. Institute for Catastrophic Loss Reduction (ICLR) research paper series – number 56. 
(March 2017).  
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Figure 7. FireSmart Management Zones 

 

5.1 Buildings setback from hazardous fuels and nearby vegetation  

FireSmart recommends that a 10m fuel free zone be established and maintained between 
structures and hazardous fuels. Many properties within the Wildfire Hazard DPA are unable to 
build homes so that all FireSmart Zone 1 is located within the property limit because of zoning 
regulations. While vegetation on neighbouring properties can pose a fire hazard, removing, 
pruning, or otherwise modifying vegetation outside the subject site for the purposes of reducing 
wildfire risk is not always possible. In the event permission cannot be obtained for modification 
of off-site vegetation, all FireSmart recommendations and guidelines in this report must be 
followed. On-site FireSmart construction, landscaping, and maintenance will reduce the wildfire 
risk and meet the Wildfire DPA objectives as much as practically possible. 

Many on site, District, and privately-owned off-site trees pose a wildfire risk to the proposed 
development. Most on site trees will be removed to accommodate the proposed development. 
However, several trees along the east property line are recommended for retention by the 
Arborist Report and have conflicts FireSmart Zone 1 recommendations. Therefore, on site 
coniferous trees within Zone 1 should be removed. Unless otherwise specified in the Arborist 
Report, coniferous trees in Zone 2 may be retained but should be pruned to maintain 10 m 
separation between foliage and the new development. Similarly, off-site trees marked for 
retention per the Arborist Report should be pruned to the property line where they overlap with 
FireSmart Zone 1. In addition, surface debris (twigs, branches, and tree needles on the ground) 
must be removed in Zone 1, both on-site and within Cypress Falls Park. Permission is required 
for this activity within DWV Parks-owned land. 
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Figure 8. Location of trees referred to in this report. 
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Photo 2. Cedar hedging on the southern boundary of the property. 

 

Photo 3. Forests in Cypress Falls Park, seen from the property.   
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Photo 4. View of District trees north of the propety. 

 

Photo 5. View of trees 1893, Os1, and Os2. 
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Roofing specifications   

Roofing must be non-combustible. These have a Class A flame spread rating defined as “Class A 
roof coverings are not readily flammable, are effective against severe fire exposures, and do not 
carry or communicate (i.e., spread) fire”. CAN/ULC S107  "Standard Test Methods for Fire Tests 
of Roof Coverings” is the testing procedure used to determine a product's or roof assembly's 
classification. Any products that are certificated as Class A with an "Assembly" requirement 
must have a project engineer or architect provide signed proof that the product has been 
installed as per the specifications of the manufacturer. Because roofing occupies a large portion 
of the home’s exterior surface area and is oriented to down-falling embers, roofs are the most 
vulnerable part of the home’s assembly. Proposed asphalt roofing for the home is anticipated to 
meet this requirement. 

Siding specifications 

Exterior siding must be fire resistant (stucco, brick, fibre cement boards/panels and poured 
concrete). Untreated wood products do not meet this standard. Flame resistant coatings that 
require ongoing maintenance or reapplication are not acceptable. Exterior wall assemblies that 
have exterior wood that is untreated and rely on the interior wall for fire resistance are not 
acceptable. Wood products that have permanent treatments or are naturally fire resistant can 
be accepted if product specifications and certified testing is provided. The District may require 
that the final structure be inspected to confirm structures have been built to these standards 
and to obtain a permit for occupancy and bonding.  

Proposed siding materials have not been defined at this time. 

It is critical that the structure be designed and built to these standards. The District may 
require that the final structure be inspected to confirm it is compliant and to obtain a permit 
for occupancy and bonding.  

5.3 Zone 1 – FireSmart landscaping and maintenance 

Landscaping and maintenance for the site should follow FireSmart principles as laid out in the 
most recent edition of the FireSmart BC Homeowner’s Manual. FireSmart describes zones 1, 2, 
and 3, of increasing distance from the structure where different treatments and maintenance 
regimes are recommended to reduce wildfire behavior. Most of the lot will be within 10 metres 
of the proposed home. Planning and maintenance of this area should follow the requirements of 
priority zone 1 (<10m from structures) outlined in the FireSmart program. The goal in this zone 
is to remove hazardous fuels and convert vegetation to fire-resistant species to produce an 
environment that does not support combustion. Recommendations for landscape and 
maintenance are summarized in Table 3. It is recommended that new coniferous trees and 
shrubs, including hedging, be excluded from the landscape plan. 
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The FireSmart Hazard Assessment for this property is moderate, assuming the 
recommendations in this report are followed.  This rating reflects the building materials and 
landscaping prescribed by this report and proposed in the reviewed issue of the site plans. This 
assessment also assumes recommendations for vegetation management, both on the site and 
on the adjacent DWV property, are followed as recommended in this report. Risk associated 
with ember transport from landscape forests can be managed through FireSmart construction 
and landscape maintenance. 
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7.0 Final Remarks 
The District of West Vancouver requires that the proposed development is consistent with the 
Wildfire Development Permit Guidelines. Planners, engineers, and landscape architects should 
refer to this report and the FireSmart manual during the design phase of this development. All 
construction operations should be conducted according to the Wildfire Act and the regulations. 
Following these regulations will help reduce liability and protect the development.  

The District may require that an inspection be done following construction to ensure that the 
structure and landscaping meet these requirements.  

If the recommendations made within this report and the requirements outlined by the District 
of West Vancouver are complied with, wildfire risk to life and property will be substantially 
mitigated and the development will meet FireSmart standards to a reasonable extent within the 
limitations of zoning and ownership. 

If there are any questions or concerns as to the contents of this report, please contact us at any 
time. 

Sincerely, 

   
Signed: February 15, 2023 

Conor Corbett MSFM 
Registered Professional Forester 
ISA Certified Arborist (PN-8429A)  
ISA Tree Risk Assessment Qualified (TRAQ) 
BC Wildlife and Danger Tree Assessor (P2722) 

s. 22(1)
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Appendix 1 Wildland Urban Interface Plots 

 

  

Location 528 Date 08-Dec
Assessor X2

Component/subcomponent
Depth of organic layer

Surface fuel composition
Dead and down material 
continuity (<7cm)
Ladder fuel composition
Ladder fuel horizontal 
continuity
Stems/ha (understory)

Overstory composition/CBH

Crown closure
Fuel strata gap
Stems/ha (overstory)

Dead and dying (% of dominant 
and co-dominant stems)
Comments:

Mature douglas fir canopy, ladder fuel layer sparse if not absent, understory sparse if 
not absent, ground fuels dominated by dead needles and occasional dead branches. 

Standing dead/partial 
down <20% 2

TOTAL 38
RATING LOW

20-40% or deciduous 
(any closure) 1

6-9 1
<400 0

Conifer with high CBH 
(>10 m) 3

Surface and ladder fuel (.1-3m in height)
Dead fines (leaves, 

needles, fine brances) 8

10-25% coverage 8
Other conifer 8

Sparse <10% coverage 2
<500 2

Stand structure and compostion (dominant and co-dominant)

2-<5 3

Wildfire Threat Assessment Worksheet - Fuel Setting Scoring

Crown species composition (species %) Fd6Cw4

PULLDOWNS SCORE

Threat Rating (Max 
Score 110) 

Eco - province Low Moderate High Extreme 
Coast and 
Mountains, 
Georgia 
Depression 

0 - 41 42 -57 58 - 69 70-100 
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Location 529 Date 08-Dec
Assessor X2

Component/subcomponent
Depth of organic layer

Surface fuel composition
Dead and down material 
continuity (<7cm)
Ladder fuel composition
Ladder fuel horizontal 
continuity
Stems/ha (understory)

Overstory composition/CBH

Crown closure
Fuel strata gap
Stems/ha (overstory)

Dead and dying (% of dominant 
and co-dominant stems)
Comments:

Young alder stand on artificial berm with fi l led souls. Ground cover composed of 
sparse shrubs and grass. Tree branches are dominant ladder fuels

Standing dead/partial 
down <20% 2

TOTAL 34
RATING LOW

20-40% or deciduous 
(any closure) 1

<3 5
<400 0

Mixwood 50% 2

Surface and ladder fuel (.1-3m in height)
Moss, herbs and 

deciduous shrubs 4

Scattered <10% coverage 4
Mixedwood 5

Scattered 10-39% 
coverage 8

<500 2
Stand structure and compostion (dominant and co-dominant)

1-<2 1

Wildfire Threat Assessment Worksheet - Fuel Setting Scoring

Crown species composition (species %) Dr6Fd3Cw1

PULLDOWNS SCORE

Threat Rating (Max 
Score 110) 

Eco - province Low Moderate High Extreme 
Coast and 
Mountains, 
Georgia 
Depression 

0 - 41 42 -57 58 - 69 70-100 
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Location 530 Date 08-Dec
Assessor X2

Component/subcomponent
Depth of organic layer

Surface fuel composition
Dead and down material 
continuity (<7cm)
Ladder fuel composition
Ladder fuel horizontal 
continuity
Stems/ha (understory)

Overstory composition/CBH

Crown closure
Fuel strata gap
Stems/ha (overstory)

Dead and dying (% of dominant 
and co-dominant stems)
Comments:

Modified Fd stand with significant areas of topped trees near adjacent properties. 
Dense scotch broom under power lines. Ground fuels in stand mix between moss and 
dead needles

Standing dead/partial 
down <20% 2

TOTAL 47
RATING MODERATE

20-40% or deciduous 
(any closure) 1

3-6 3
401-600 2

Conifer with moderate 
CBH (5-9 m) 4

Surface and ladder fuel (.1-3m in height)
Dead fines (leaves, 

needles, fine brances) 8

Scattered <10% coverage 4
Other conifer 8

Patchy 40-60% coverage 10
<500 2

Stand structure and compostion (dominant and co-dominant)

2-<5 3

Wildfire Threat Assessment Worksheet - Fuel Setting Scoring

Crown species composition (species %) Fd9Cw1

PULLDOWNS SCORE

Threat Rating (Max 
Score 110) 

Eco - province Low Moderate High Extreme 
Coast and 
Mountains, 
Georgia 
Depression 

0 - 41 42 -57 58 - 69 70-100 
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Appendix 3 Generic Description of Coastal Fuel Types 
 
The current Canadian Forest Fire Behavior Prediction (FBP) System does not include coastal 
forests in their fuel type descriptions. These fuel types reflect stand conditions that were 
modeled to predict fire behavior potential. On the coast the fuel type that most closely 
represents forest stand structure and conditions has been used. The following fuel types are the 
most common interpretations used on the coast.   

C5 – Uniform Second Growth Conifer Stand – Moderate Risk 

This fuel type is characterized by mature second growth stands dominated by Western Red 
Cedar (Thuja plicata) and Western Hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla). There can be a small 
component of dominant Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) in the overstory. This fuel type is 
moderately dense (500-1000 stems per ha) and has a high crown base height of 10 to 15m. The 
understory is of moderate density, usually consisting of Western Redcedar and Western 
Hemlock regeneration. The ground fuel component consists of moderately dense fine fuel layer 
(>7cm) and a low percent cover of large woody debris (>7cm). It takes a large amount of energy 
to create a crown fire. 

 

 

C3 – Multistoried Second Growth Conifer Stand – High Risk  

This fuel type is characterized by a uniform mature second growth conifer dominated stand. This 
stand consists of mature Western Red Cedar (Thuja plicata) and Western Hemlock (Tsuga 
heterophylla). There is also a minor component of dominant Douglas-fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii) 
in the stand. Compared to a C5 stand, a C3 stand is more densely stocked (1000-2000 stems per 
ha) and there is a lower crown base height (usually 4-8 m). The understory is more densely 
stocked with Western Redcedar and Western Hemlock. The ground fuel component consists of 
moderately dense fine fuel layer (>7cm) and a low percent cover of large woody debris (>7cm). 
A crown fire in a C3 stand takes less energy to create than a C5 stand. 
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M2 - Mature Stands Consisting of a mix of Conifer and Deciduous Trees – Low to Moderate 
Risk 

This fuel type consists of a mixed conifer and deciduous tree type. This stand is not uniform in 
structure and is composed of a wide variety of species. These may include and not limited to: 

 Western Red Cedar (Thuja plicata), Western Hemlock (Tsuga heterophylla), Douglas-fir 
(Pseudotsuga menziesii), Red Alder (Alnus rubra), Bigleaf Maple (Acer macrophyllum), and Paper 
Birch (Betula papyrifera). 

These stands usually consist of less than 70% conifer trees, reducing the wildfire risk. There is 
usually a low crown height (5m) and a high percentage of ladder fuels. There is a high percent 
cover of suppressed trees, but they are usually composed of deciduous species.   

 

D1 - Deciduous Dominated Stands – Low Risk 

This fuel type is dominated by deciduous trees consisting mostly of Red Alder (Alnus rubra), 
Bigleaf Maple (Acer macrophyllum), and Paper Birch (Betula papyrifera). D1 stand structure is 
not uniform with a wide variety of tree ages. There is a well-developed shrub layer, but is mostly 
composed of low-flammable species. Crown fires are not expected because of the deciduous 
fuel type. D1 stands on the coast can be used as fuel buffers as they present a low wildfire risk. 
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C4 - Uniform Densely Stocked Conifer Stand 

This fuel type is rare within the lower mainland as it is mostly defined by densely stocked 
Lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta). This fuel type can be found more towards Squamish and 
Pemberton. Some small densely stocked Western Red Cedar (Thuja plicata), Western Hemlock 
(Tsuga heterophylla), and Sitka Spruce (Picea sitchensis) can be found in the Lower Mainland, 
but these stands are often isolated and small. Stands are densely stocked, (approximately 
10,000-30,000 stems/ha) with a large quantity of fine and large woody debris. These stands are 
characterized as having vertical and horizontal fuel continuity. The shrub community in this 
stand is of very low density. 
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status/prevention/fire-fuel-management/fuels-management/2020-wildfire-threat-assesment-guide-
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from Wildland Fire.   
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Land Developments in Suburban and Rural Areas. 
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Partners in Protection and Province of British Columbia. 2018. FireSmart Homeowner’s Manual: FireSmart 
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services/wildfire-status/prevention/prevention-home-
community/bcws_homeowner_firesmart_manual.pdf   
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Limitations 
1. Except as expressly set out in this report and in these Assumptions and Limiting 

Conditions, Diamond Head Consulting Ltd. (“Diamond Head”) makes no guarantee, 
representation or warranty (express or implied) with regard to: this report; the 
findings, conclusions and recommendations contained herein; or the work referred to 
herein. 

2. This report has been prepared, and the work undertaken in connection herewith has 
been conducted, by Diamond Head for the “Client” as stated in the report above. It is 
intended for the sole and exclusive use by the Client for the purpose(s) set out in this 
report. Any use of, reliance on or decisions made based on this report by any person 
other than the Client, or by the Client for any purpose other than the purpose(s) set 
out in this report, is the sole responsibility of, and at the sole risk of, such other person 
or the Client, as the case may be. Diamond Head accepts no liability or responsibility 
whatsoever for any losses, expenses, damages, fines, penalties or other harm 
(including without limitation financial or consequential effects on transactions or 
property values, and economic loss) that may be suffered or incurred by any person as 
a result of the use of or reliance on this report or the work referred to herein. The 
copying, distribution or publication of this report (except for the internal use of the 
Client) without the express written permission of Diamond Head (which consent may 
be withheld in Diamond Head’s sole discretion) is prohibited. Diamond Head retains 
ownership of this report and all documents related thereto both generally and as 
instruments of professional service. 

3. The findings, conclusions and recommendations made in this report reflect Diamond 
Head’s best professional judgment in light of the information available at the time of 
preparation. This report has been prepared in a manner consistent with the level of 
care and skill normally exercised by arborists and foresters currently practicing under 
similar conditions in a similar geographic area and for specific application to the trees 
subject to this report as at the date of this report. Except as expressly stated in this 
report, the findings, conclusions and recommendations set out in this report are valid 
for the day on which the assessment leading to such findings, conclusions and 
recommendations was conducted. If generally accepted assessment techniques or 
prevailing professional standards and best practices change at a future date, 
modifications to the findings, conclusions, and recommendations in this report may be 
necessary. Diamond Head expressly excludes any duty to provide any such modification 
if generally accepted assessment techniques and prevailing professional standards and 
best practices change.  

4. Conditions affecting the trees subject to this report (the “Conditions”, including 
without limitation structural defects, scars, decay, fungal fruiting bodies, evidence of 
insect attack, discoloured foliage, condition of root structures, the degree and direction 
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of lean, the general condition of the tree(s) and the surrounding site, and the proximity 
of property and people) other than those expressly addressed in this report may exist. 
Unless otherwise stated: information contained in this report covers only those 
Conditions and trees at the time of inspection; and the inspection is limited to visual 
examination of such Conditions and trees without dissection, excavation, probing or 
coring. While every effort has been made to ensure that the trees recommended for 
retention are both healthy and safe, no guarantees, representations or warranties are 
made (express or implied) that those trees will remain standing or will not fail. The 
Client acknowledges that it is both professionally and practically impossible to predict 
with absolute certainty the behaviour of any single tree, or groups of trees, in all given 
circumstances. Inevitably, a standing tree will always pose some risk. Most trees have 
the potential for failure and this risk can only be eliminated if the risk is removed. If 
Conditions change or if additional information becomes available at a future date, 
modifications to the findings, conclusions, and recommendations in this report may be 
necessary. Diamond Head expressly excludes any duty to provide any such modification 
of Conditions change or additional information becomes available. 

5. Nothing in this report is intended to constitute or provide a legal opinion, and Diamond 
Head expressly disclaims any responsibility for matters legal in nature (including, 
without limitation, matters relating to title and ownership of real or personal property 
and matters relating to cultural and heritage values). Diamond Head makes no 
guarantee, representation or warranty (express or implied) as to the requirements of 
or compliance with applicable laws, rules, regulations, or policies established by 
federal, provincial, local government or First Nations bodies (collectively, “Government 
Bodies”) or as to the availability of licenses, permits or authorizations of any 
Government Body. Revisions to any regulatory standards (including bylaws, policies, 
guidelines an any similar directions of a Government Bodies in effect from time to 
time) referred to in this report may be expected over time. As a result, modifications to 
the findings, conclusions and recommendations in this report may be necessary. 
Diamond Head expressly excludes any duty to provide any such modification if any 
such regulatory standard is revised.  

6. Diamond Head shall not be required to give testimony or to attend court by reason of 
this report unless subsequent contractual arrangements are made, including payment 
of an additional fee for such services as described in the fee schedule and contract of 
engagement.  

7. In preparing this report, Diamond Head has relied in good faith on information 
provided by certain persons, Government Bodies, government registries and agents 
and representatives of each of the foregoing, and Diamond Head assumes that such 
information is true, correct and accurate in all material respects. Diamond Head 
accepts no responsibility for any deficiency, misinterpretations or fraudulent acts of or 
information provided by such persons, bodies, registries, agents and representatives. 
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8. Sketches, diagrams, graphs, and photographs in this report, being intended as visual 
aids, are not necessarily to scale and should not be construed as engineering or 
architectural reports or surveys.  

9. Loss or alteration of any part of this report invalidates the entire report. 
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I’ve observed the significant impacts of the current Development Permit Area in my neighborhood, where 
lots are cleared of all trees. Given the District’s historically weak track record of protecting mature trees 
during developments, new measures to regulate tree and vegetation impacts under the DPA seem 
unconvincing. 

Following broad FireSmart principles risks drying out our forests and properties, making them more 
vulnerable to climate change. Instead, let’s support the natural resilience of our coastal ecosystem. 

Why are alternative wildfire mitigation strategies, like early detection systems, being delayed? It is my 
understanding that many of these companies/systems have achieved federal government approval and 
are praised elsewhere in Canada and the US where they have been deployed.   

I do support changes to the District’s building bylaws to make houses more fire resistant. Perhaps the BC 
Building Code will soon be updated with new fire-resistant building material regulations as has been 
rumoured.  I think as well that encouraging responsible landscaping and decking in the immediate zone 
1.5 m around a property may also make sense particularly for those truly close to the 100m wildfire 
interface. 

As the Program Lead of FireSmart BC said in a CBC interview (in the wake of the 2023 Okanagan Fires), by 
having a fire-resistant roof in good condition and keeping the 1.5 m immediate zone around the house 
clear of debris and flammable material, your house has a 90% chance of survival from wildfire. Keeping 
your lawn cut and cleaning your eaves provides additional protection. If we added in a few other smart 
wildfire resiliency measures -- like early detection systems and improved firefighting equipment (e.g. a 
water truck or two) -- we should be close to optimum without removing mature trees, particularly the 
larger ones that provide greater amounts of shade when the sun is high. Rapid detection and rapid 
response are where the focus should be. 

Let’s prioritize smart wildfire resiliency measures without compromising the vital role of our mature 
trees. These trees ensure our forests and properties remain cooler and moister, offering a better defense 
against wildfire threats than the proposed permit expansion. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 

West Vancouver, BC 

s. 22(1)
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Sunday, March 30, 2025 12:12 PM 
correspondence 
I'd like to share a link with you 

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

T-Net News:

SenseNet%20and%20iez%21 %20Telecom%20Partner%20to%20Provide%20Al%2Dbased%20Early%20

Wildfire%20Detection%20Solution%20to%20Prevent%20Wildfires%20in%20Brazil

BLOC KEDbctechnology[. ]com/news[. ]cfm?i d=4881 0BLOCKED

Thank you. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

s 22(1) 

Monday, March 31, 2025 10:48 AM 
correspondence; Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Sharon Thompson; Scott 
Snider; Linda Watt; Peter Lambur 
Concerns Regarding the DWV Wildfire Hazard DPA and its Impact on Mature Tree Preservation 
3295 Westmount Rd - cedar hedge.JPG; 449 Hillcrest St - cedar hedge-3.JPG; 449 Hillcrest St - cedar 
hedge-2.JPG; 3165 Mathers - cedar hedge.JPG; 449 Hillcrest St - cedar hedge-1.JPG; 3312 
Westmount Rd - cedar hedge.JPG; 3312 Westmount Rd - Cedar hedges.JPG; 3295 Westmount Rd -
cedar hedge-3.JPG; 3295 Westmount Rd - cedar hedge-2.JPG; 3640 Mathers - cedar hedge.JPG; 3640 
Mathers - cedars - portuguese laurels.JPG; 3640 Mathers - cedars.JPG; 3640 Mathers juniper or yew 
& cedar.JPG; 3640 Mathers - cedars and juniper or yew.JPG 

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

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I write to express my concerns regarding the District's Wildfire Hazard Development Permit Area (DPA) 

and the proposal to expand it. I believe that the current designation is too expansive and contributes to 

the removal of too many healthy mature trees on development properties -- a long-standing issue in the 

District. While I support regulations that require fire-resistant building materials, I question what is truly 

being accomplished by this Development Permit. Is it making us safer, or is it an overreach, leading to 

the removal of an important community asset -- mature trees? As an example, I want to show how the 

Wildfire Hazard Permit process is operating in my neighbourhood. 

Many properties in my area are included in the Wildfire Hazard DPA. There is a nearby "natural area" park 

that probably represents the "forest interface," which the surrounding properties are to be buffered 

from. Yet, numerous homes are located well beyond the prescribed 100-meter zone referred to in the 

District's Official Community Plan -- they are often at double or triple that distance. When I asked about 

this discrepancy at a 2022 Virtual FireSmart Workshop, hosted by West Vancouver Fire and Rescue, I 

was told that there was "a formula" for including properties in the Wildfire Hazard DP Area, but no one 

could explain what it was or how it was arrived at. 

A couple of years ago, I spoke with the District Arborist about a development two doors up the street. I 

saw ribbons on the trees indicating which ones would be removed -- essentially, all trees on the lot. I 

asked him about this scheduled clearing and he referred me to the developer's Wildfire Hazard DP 

Assessment Report. When I noted that obtaining the report would require a Freedom of Information 

request, he commented that it might be best if I did not see the report because its contents would be 

"too depressing." He said that he was attempting to save one dogwood tree on the property. 

Once tree cutting commenced, a summary of the consultant's Wildfire Hazard Report was posted on­

site. It stated that every tree on the property would need to be removed. The summary even 

recommended the removal of trees on a neighboring property, within 1 O meters of the development, 

citing "wildfire risk to the home." 
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I have observed similar practices on other recently developed Wildfire Hazard-designated lots in my 
area. Mature trees are cleared—often extending to the boulevard and even adjacent properties. The 
replacement plantings include predominantly long rows of pyramid cedars and the ubiquitous, invasive, 
Portuguese laurel, the latter fast becoming the most popular replant in the District.  

I have attached photos of recently completed (or nearly completed) new builds  
 to illustrate what an “approved” Wildfire Hazard DP landscape looks like. All these 

properties feature pyramid cedar hedges and most have Portuguese laurels. 

According to the information on the District’s Wildfire Hazard Permit webpage (in the FAQs), using 
species such as cedar, pine, and yew are classified as “non-compliant” for hedge landscaping within the 
DP Area. However, they are prominently featured on these properties. Instead, acceptable alternatives 
are broadleaf evergreen or deciduous plants. Moreover, Portuguese laurels—as well as English laurel 
and English holly—are identified as invasive and not recommended. (I note that on the North Shore 
Emergency Management website, invasive species are listed as a contributing factor to wildfire risk as 
they degrade the health of our forests.) 

At the February 24, 2025 council meeting, staff indicated that properties with a Wildfire Hazard 
development permit “are not allowed to do cedar hedges and that sort of thing.”  This message was 
reiterated later by other staff, including the Director of Planning and Development Services. Are 
developers allowed to pick and choose which parts of the Wildfire Hazard DP policy to follow, removing 
all of the mature trees but ignoring the recommendations for landscaping?  What is the safety objective 
here? 

Also during the February 24 council meeting, the District’s Senior Manager of Climate Action and 
Environment said that “kinks” in the Wildfire Hazard DPA have been resolved and, “given that we work 
with only a few wildlife professionals in the District, we work quite closely to kind of work out exactly 
what the District is expecting for these assessments and to issue development permits. We, for this 
particular development permit area, we put much of the onus on the applicant and its team. We don’t 
have wildfire professionals on staff, so it’s up to their qualified professional to do the sign-off; to do the 
recommendation; to monitor and accept any changes; to do the final inspection. So, it’s actually less 
staff time for this one compared to our Watercourse DPA or Foreshore DPA, where staff are more heavily 
involved.”  

The accompanying Council Report (dated Feb. 5), mentions that staff have invested considerable time 
working with wildfire professionals, architects, and contractors to clarify the DPA guidelines. However, 
despite these efforts, the process still appears flawed, and without robust District oversight, these 
issues may persist. (I note that the FireSmart Coordinator’s role seems largely ceremonial, which further 
raises concerns.) 

These observations lead me to ask several important questions: 

What tangible outcomes are we achieving with the current Wildfire Hazard DPA? 

Is the broad scope of the DPA appropriate for our coastal forest microclimate, or should it be limited to 
properties truly within the 100-meter buffer of a Wildland Interface Area? 
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With the current model relying heavily on developer-hired consultants, what guarantees exist that an 
expanded DPA would not further deplete our mature tree resources or conflict with other Development 
Permits (EDPs) in environmentally sensitive areas? 

I also worry that expanding the DPA could overwhelm available qualified wildfire risk professionals. 
When development ramps up in the District (noting that 2024 was an unusually low year for building 
permits, especially new construction), there is a risk that less experienced trainees might conduct 
crucial wildfire hazard assessments, just as has been observed in reports for developments near our 
creeks. 

The current reliance on external consultants—a model examined critically in the Ombudsperson for 
British Columbia’s report, “Striking a Balance: The Challenges of Using a Professional Reliance Model in 
Environmental Protection” (originally released in 2014, but frequently updated)—has significant 
oversight gaps. This model can lead to administrative and environmental shortcomings due to the 
disconnect between policy commitments and actual outcomes. 

Ultimately, I ask: What real guarantees do we have that an expanded Wildfire Hazard DPA will not allow 
developers to remove even more mature trees, thereby reducing our District’s mature tree assets even 
further? How will the administration of competing DPAs balance the need to protect both our forests and 
critical environmental areas, such as riparian zones? (I note that many of the developers I have spoken 
with complain about the mature trees that line and protect our creeks, referring to them as fire corridors.) 

Perhaps we can start by making sure that the area contained in the Wildfire Hazard DP Area is not an 
overreach, that it is truly representative of the 100m buffer between undisturbed forest and developed 
land and that it is supported by robust District oversight to ensure that the Development Permit's 
objectives are being met, prior to the issuance of an occupancy permit.  

Thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration. 

Kind regards, 

West Vancouver, BC 
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Subject: Expanded Wildfire Hazard Development Permit Area 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing regarding the proposed expansion of the Wildfire Hazard Development Permit Area 
(DPA) (see staff's report to Council on February 24, 2025) to include all new homes being built 
within the District. It is important to pause this decision for 1he following reasons: 

1. To fully understand the science/evidence/literature which is guiding this drastic decision.

2. To understand how this will negatively impact the tree canopy (shading, flood mitigation, air
cooling and purification, and carbon sequestration to name just a few).

3. To explore new technology (e.g. Sensenet and other remote sensing systems using remote
Al technology) and other options to prevent tree removal.

In 2019, the estimated value of West Vancouver's Urban Forest was between $653 million-$1.8 
billion for all of the (sometimes irreplaceable) services that nature provides to West Vancouver. 
It would be shortsighted to remove them without substantial evidence being established first. 

Specifically, I ask that the amended Wildfire Hazard DPA be paused until: 

- The science and evidence for the expansion of the DPA is openly demonstrated and
communicated to the public

- The bylaw is tailored specifically to West Vancouver's unique conditions and does not rely
heavily on overly broad, province-wide principles (FireSmart)

- The unintended consequences of depleting our tree canopy is acknowledged {how will we
meet our 52% canopy target)

- New technological (ear1y fire detection - sensors, cameras, and Al) and best practices are
considered

- Concerns about how this DPA might conflict with other environmental DPAs (e.g. Riparian,
Foreshore, etc.) are fully explained.

Thank you very much for your attention. 

West Vancouver, BC 
s 22(1) 
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From: 
s 22(1) 

Sent: Monday, March 31, 2025 5:24 PM 
correspondenceTo: 

Cc: msager@westvancouver; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Linda Watt; Sharon Thompson; Scott 
Snider; Peter Lambur

Subject: Re. Public Hearing. Balancing Wildfire Risk and Natural Assets: Concerns and Questions on
Expanding the DPA

Attachments: CBC-Firesmart-Oct_2023.png

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

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I have several additional concerns and questions regarding the proposed expansion of the Wildfire 

Hazard Development Permit Area (DPA) that I did not address in my previous email. I outline these issues 

below: 

1. Reliance on FireSmart Guidelines and Ember Spotting Concerns I remain worried about our

District's reliance on FireSmart principles designed for drier, windier interior (pine) forests, which

may not be well-suited for the cooler, moister conditions of our coastal forest microclimate. In

particular, the claim that launched embers could reach properties 2 km away-and therefore that

all District properties must be included in the DPA-requires stronger, locally relevant evidence.

The wind patterns, weather, and forest composition in West Vancouver differ significantly from

those in Los Angeles, Fort MacMurray, Kelowna, and Maui. We need a higher standard of proof,

based on local data, to determine the real ember and spotting threat here before considering any

expansion.

2. Review and Update of the Community Wildfire Protection/Resiliency Plan Staff have

confirmed that the District's Community Wildfire Protection Plan (CWPP)-soon to be known as

the Community Wildfire Resiliency Plan (CWRP)-is currently undergoing review and updates.

According to West Vancouver's Strategic Plan for 2024-2025 (item 1.4.3), a five-year review is

scheduled, although recent updates may indicate a change in timeline. Shouldn't the updated

CWRP be the basis for any decision to expand the Wildfire Hazard DPA? A revised plan would

provide a clearer, scientific assessment of actual risk levels. The British Columbia Community

Wildfire Resiliency Plan Instruction Guide (updated June 2024) recommends at least an annual

review of the CWRP action plan, coupled with a comprehensive review every five years. Is West

Vancouver adhering to this guidance? An annual review could help address urgent changes while

ensuring that more in-depth updates follow in a timely manner.

3. Implications of Future Development The District's website currently indicates that the Wildfire

Hazard Permit applies to new single-/multi-family dwellings, duplexes, detached secondary

suites (with habitable space), and subdivided lands within the DPA. Although only 45 new build

permits were issued in 2024-a historical low compared to a pre-pandemic average of about 134

new builds per year-this trend may reverse if provincial pressures encourage higher-density
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development. An expanded DPA could impact many more properties, potentially leading to the 
removal of additional trees and loss of their beneficial services. 

4. Local Wildfire Risk and Alternative Mitigation Strategies  According to the Provincial Strategic 
Threat Analysis Mapping and the Province’s Spotting Impact Map, West Vancouver’s wildfire 
threat is low to low moderate—especially when compared with areas such as Kelowna or the 
Okanagan. This raises questions about whether an expanded DPA is justified. Alternative fire risk 
mitigation approaches, such as early detection sensors and systems, might help protect our 
community without sacrificing our trees.  

5. Evidence suggests that having a non-combustible roof in good condition and maintaining an 
immediate zone free of flammable debris can provide up to 90% protection during a wildfire, as 
noted by FireSmart BC Lead Rachel Woodhurst. In light of this, perhaps these elements should be 
incorporated into the District’s Building and Zoning Bylaws instead of expanding the DPA. 

6. Safeguarding Environmentally Sensitive Areas  What guarantees do we have that an expanded 
Wildfire Hazard DPA will not negatively impact environmentally sensitive areas, such as 
properties with creeks or riparian trees? How can we ensure that competing DPAs are 
administered in a balanced manner? The present system, which relies heavily on developer-hired 
consultants, has not been effective in preserving mature trees on properties already within the 
existing DPA. It is unclear that an expanded area would change this outcome—instead, it may 
simply increase the loss of trees and the associated ecosystem services. 

Given these unresolved issues, I urge that any decision to expand the Wildfire Hazard DPA be postponed 
until the CWPP/CWRP review and update is complete. At that point, a detailed, evidence-based 
explanation of the ember threat in West Vancouver and the justification for any expanded measures 
should be provided. Without these safeguards, we risk further undermining our District's natural assets 
rather than achieving a balanced approach to wildfire mitigation. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Kind regards, 

 

  

West Vancouver, BC 
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Received at the 2025 03 31 Public Hearing 

Good evening Mayor and Council. 

My name is 

member of the 

s 22(1) , a resident of West Vancouver and a 
s 22(1) 

We have serious concerns regarding the necessity to expand 

the DPA Wild- Fire Hazard Zone and employ the Fire Smart 

Policy in order to address wild- fire risk in West Vancouver. 

There is no doubt that there will be unintended consequences 

which will negatively effect our tree canopy . 

. It is understandable that many residents are fearful of wild­

fires with the recent LA fires uppermost in their minds. 

It is equally understandable that they want to know how the 

municipality is taking measures to protect their homes. 

But it is equally important to hear the evidence that supposedly 

places West Vancouver in a high risk wild-fire zone. Presently 

this information has not been forthcoming. 

The Province of BC "Wildland Urban Interface Risk Map" states 

that West Vancouver is situated in Map Grid 92G which has the 

lowest Risk Class 5. (Class 1 being the highest) Port Angeles in 

Washinton State is a reliable comparison with West Vancouver 

and is rated by the USDA as low fire state potential. 

Obviously, any risk, should be taken seriously. But the measures 

taken should be in proportion to the risk and not impact our 

tree canopy. 
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3/31125, 4:35 PM Gmail -preparedness re. Wildfire Prevention By-Law 

Received at the 2025 03 31 Public Hearing 
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preparedness re. Wildfire Prevention By-Law 
s 22(1) 

Mon, Mar 31, 2025 at 4:33 PM 

To be read aloud at the March 31, 2025 Pubic Meeting re. By-Law 5375 2025 -Amendment to the Wildfire Hazard 
Development Permit Area Designation. 

With delight I read in this past week the intention for another reservoir to be established 
to function at Cypress Village in the Upper Lands. 

And so an increase of one reservoir to the long-time existing one, that one which 
appears officially named is what I interpret from what I have read on-line. 

It was seven or eight years ago that I first offered what seemed to me as common­

sense~ to have actually a line of reservoirs put in place, between the upper interface of 

housing and retail development at Cypress Village and the existing beautiful forest that 
would remain beyond that development. 

I suggested these tower like structures could be view spots along with the existing 
reservoir, with drinks potentially being served atop even. This idea was put forward 
partially in jest, as I didn't know the engineering practacalities of such structures. 

And so, I continue to urge the so-called 'powers that be' of District staff directed by 

Mayor and 

Council , British Pacific Properties, the various other companies of development 

interest and 

the Fire Marshall, to consider still yet the efficacy and efficiency of having further 

reserve of the 

fire-suppressant substance known as water, held in tanks, or reservoirs, to ease the 
use of the 

Capilano Reservoir in the midst of a long dry period when a fire might arise. 

In addition, I suggest it is prudent to require every household to have at least one hose 

clearly accessible on the exterior of the structure and a tank of water that is fed 

throughout the wet season when West Vancouver experiences the extreme of heavy 

rainfall, equally a dramatic circumstance if not more so than the dry season of summer. 

Rather than this gift being exited as efficiently as possible into storm drains and on to 

the sea, does it not make sense to prepare for the dry season by capturing this free 
commodity and having it available as an immediate fire-suppressant? 

Here, the household hose would be active and ready for use at all times. 

I would see this encouragement coming from the District, as a sponsored program to 

home-owners, as an enhancement to the community, to think logically and in a positive, 

responsible and engaged, solution-finding manner. 

Secondly I remain curious to protectionism relegated to 20cm DBH and more. If we are 
to have an on-going, vibrant community of urban forest, all generations must not only be 
represented but thriving and accounted for. 

bttps:llmail.google.corr/mail/u/O/?ik::o4ld8204fl2&view=pl&search=all&permmsgid=msg-a:r-5183696954368179058&dsqt=l&simpl=msg-a:r-5183696954368179058 1/2 
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Received at the 2025 03 31 Public Hearing 

Wildfire DPA Presentation. 

Good evening, Mayor and Council 
r1� J\hf't, ih V I am /nost concerned that expanding the Wildfire Hazard Development 

s 22(1) 

Permit Area is a drastic measure to take without sufficient evidence to 
support it. I am in support of the members of the UTA who have also 
outlined their concerns. 

Addressing West Vancouver's wild-fire risk is an important and 
necessary action. Measures to address this risk, however, need to be 
commensurate with the risk and ensure that the actions taken do not 
exacerbate other critical factors. The proposed expansion of the DPA 
will increase the risk of flooding by·the removal of trees. 

The recommendations of the Urban Forest Management Plan must not 
be disregarded. These recommendations include maintaining our 
existing tree canopy and protecting existing mature trees , in order to 
mitigate the real risk of flooding. 

Having experienced extreme rainfall and flooding in October last year, 
and numerous occasions of heavy rainfall during the past winter, we 
know that flooding is an ongoing risk. The removal of mature trees will 
only exacerbate this problem. 

We all know that mature trees intercept rainfall, slow it's flow, increase 
water storage, and stabilize the soil. Urban

1 

�;,
es are effective in

stormwater treatment, filtering our rainfalY, vvhat we don't see when 
water is cascading down the streets and overwhelming our storm water 
infrastructure, are the contaminants, heavy metals from brake pads, oils 
and household debris which ultimately drain into our creeks, polluting 
them and causing harm to the wildlife. 

New plantings, however valuable in areas where there is a deficit, 
cannot replace the eco-services of mature trees. It can take up to 20 

(2)(j)





Received at the 2025 03 31 Public Hearing 

Mayor and councillors, s 22(1) West 

Vancouver. -others have pointed out substantively and 

scientifically the benefit of our large, mature trees 

which will be lost if this expanded Wildfire Hazard DPA 

is approved. 

We know that dealing with climate change through 

landscape management is a gross diversion from the 

real solution � suffice it to say that burning fossil fuels 

is the main culprit. But this a topic for another 

discussion. 

Mayor and councillors should not approve this 

expanded wildfire strategy. There are.other ways to 

keep us safe. The District is located in the Coastal 

Western Hemlock Zone -and in March, West 

Vancouver received 208 millimeters of rain, Kelowna, 

61 millimeters. I realize I am referring to weather and 

not climate but this is relevant to the issue we are 

discussing. In LA County, between May and 

December, 2024, in 8 months, they received below 

average precipitation on record at (0.31 inches -4.6 

inches) accompanied by low humidity and the hottest 

temperatures on record in this time frame. 

(2)(k)













Ma owe Suddaby

From:
Sent: Wednesday, March 26, 2025 1:01 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Gleneagles Pickleball courts project 

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

Hi my name is  I live at , West Vancouver I’m in support  of the Gleneagles Pickleball courts 
project.  
Thank you for your support 

s. 22(1)
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From: 
Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Saturday, March 29, 2025 11 :41 AM 
correspondence 
pickleball 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email addressllllllllllllliW. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If y�picious, please report 
it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

I AGREE WITH BUILDING NEW OUTDOOR PICKLEBALL COURTS AT GLENEAGLES 

SITE. 

s 22(1) WEST VANCOUVER B.C' fffffl 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Saturday, March 29, 2025 3:50 PM 
correspondence 
Pickleball 

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

I support building new pickleball courts at Gleneagles. 

West Vancouver 
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Neetu Shoka

From:
Sent: Sunday, March 30, 2025 4:19 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Pickleball courts at Gleneagles

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

To Mayor and Council: 
I support building new pickleball courts at Gleneagles. 

 West Vancouver, BC 
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Neetu Shoka

From:
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2025 10:28 AM
To: correspondence
Subject: I support Gleneagles pickleball courts

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

I support building new pickleball courts at Glen Eagles. 

West Vancouver 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Tuesday, April 1, 2025 12:46 PM 
correspondence 
Support for Pickleball Courts and Pump Track at Gleneagles 

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

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing in support of the proposal Parks presented at the March 10, 2025, Council meeting: the 
construction of four pickleball courts to replace the unused bike terrain park and a paved pump track 
to replace the rarely used skateboard bowl at Gleneagles. 

I walk by this area twice a day with my dog and have never seen anyone using the bike terrain park 
and seldomly seen any skateboarders using the bowl. The bike terrain park has not been maintained 
and is overgrown with weeds and eroded soil. The skateboard bowl has steep walls that are primarily 
suited to advanced riders. 

I believe the recent social media campaign to save the skateboard bowl has misinformed the public. 
Unfortunately, it has swayed public opinion to believe the skateboard bowl has a great benefit to the 
district. In a Facebook post, an individual claims it's a "destination" bowl. Then why is it so 
underutilized? 

There are dedicated pickleball courts in the east and middle part of the district but not in the west. 
The sport of pickleball is growing exponentially. The western communities need pickleball courts as 
well. A paved pump track can be used by anyone on wheels (e.g., rollerblades, bikes, skateboards, 
scooters) and of any skill level. This area could become a multigenerational recreation hub. Parents 
or grandparents could play pickleball while their children or grandchildren use the pump track. 
Imagine having a "teen" night here where both sports could be enjoyed and where music could be 
loud and not offend neighbours. The location has the added benefit of being close to the Gleneagles 
Community Centre that offers washrooms, a cafe, parking, and bus access. 

Parks presented a very innovative and forward-thinking plan that could revitalize this area. It would be 
very sad if Parks' plan for pickleball courts and a pump track is not approved; truly a missed 
opportunity to serve the recreation needs of the western communities. 

s 22(1) 

West Vancouver BC 
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In order to correct misinformation that is circulating, West Van Players did not propose that 
the skateboard bowl be removed and replaced with a pump track.   

We thank you for your continued support of what is an exponentially growing sport that 
engages all ages (particularly seniors).  Playing pickleball promotes better health, improved 
socialization, and builds a feeling of community.  

Respectfully submitted, 

West Van Players Executive: 

Ed Pielak 

West Vancouver, B.C. 
Kay Keshavjee of West Vancouver 
Karen Pielak of West Vancouver 
Brian Crowe of West Vancouver 
Diane Cardwell of West Vancouver 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Wednesday, March 26, 2025 4:26 PM 

correspondence 

Mark Sager, Mayor; Linda Watt; Peter Lambur; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Scott Snider; Sharon 

Thompson 

"West Vancouver gets federal boost to plant 500 trees", North Shore News 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address_. Do not click links or
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you 1eve 1s e-ma1 1s suspicious, please report
it to IT by marking it as SPAM.

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Wow! Thank you! Thank you! 

As will be many people, I am overwhelmed by this good news and the framing of it in the article by Mayor Sager as 

the Mayor and Council's direction to protect and grow our trees, and therefore protect our community and wildlife 

habitat. Thank you to the Staff who would have put the funding request materials together. 

Sincerely, 

"Thanking the federal government for its support, Mayor Mark Sager said urban forests are 

essential to his community's character, health and well-being. 

"Healthy trees and resilient forests have helped our community mitigate and adapt to climate 

change, with benefits of this work including rainwater management, slope stabilization, shading 

and cooling of our creeks and streets, storing carbon to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and 

providing habitat for wildlife," he said. "By planting healthy trees that are resilient to the changing 

climate, we will continue to enhance our urban forest to deliver benefits across this beautiful 
community." (North Shore News, March 26, 2025) 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 
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Thursday, March 27, 2025 9:47 PM 
correspondence 
Taxis entering Lions Gate Bridge. 

s 22(1)CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address . Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e-mail is suspicious, 
please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

I was born in West Vancouver- and finally I'm sending a text regarding an issue I have been thinking about 
for years. I feel to benefit the residence of West Van the bus/motorcycle lane should also allowed for taxis. It makes total 
sense. The only person benefiting from not allowing the taxis to use is the taxi driver. Please advise if this text is going no 
where who I should send msg to. 

Thankyou 

s 22(1) 

WV. 

Sent from my iPhone 

(5)



From: 
Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Sunday, March 30, 2025 6:22 PM 
Mark Sager, Mayor; correspondence 
Re: Save the 26th St. Train Bridge 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email addressllllllllllllltl. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If y�picious, please report 
it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Hi Mark, 

Thanks for getting back to me. How did the council review go in February? 

Regards, 

s 22(1) 

West Vancouver 

Itta 

On Jan 8, 2025, at 2:42 PM, Mark Sager, Mayor <mark@westvancouver.ca> wrote: 

HelloClfffl 

Thank you for your email. I am working with District staff to find out what we can do to save this 

c rossing, I expect  this to go before Council in February. I do agree it is a needed crossing in the 

neighbourhood. 

All the best, 

Mark 

Mark Sager 
Mayor I District of West Vancouver 
t: 604-925-7000 I westvancouver.ca 

This email and any files transmitted with it are consi<lered confidential and are inten<led solely for the use of the indivi<lual or entity to whom they are intende<l. If you are not 

the inten<led recipient or the person responsible for <lelivering the email to the inten<led recipient, be a<lvised that you have received this email in error and that any use, 
<lissemination, forwar<ling, printing, or copying of this email is strictly prohibrted. If you have receiVed this email in error, please notify the sen<ler immediately an<l <lelete an 
copies of this email an<l attaehment(s). Thank you. 

From: mark@marksager.com <mark@marksager.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 7, 2025 10:13 AM 
To: Mark Sager, Mayor <mark@westvancouver.ca> 
Subject: FW: Save the 26th St. Train Bridge 

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

(6)



 
  
  
  
From:   
Sent: January 6, 2025 7:15 PM 
To: correspondence@westvancouver.ca; mark@marksager.com 
Subject: Save the 26th St. Train Bridge 
  
Hi Mark and the WV Council, 
  
Please save our beloved bridge. It provides safe and direct access to the 26th street beach path for a huge 
number of households via the 26th street crosswalk across Marine Drive and the path leading from there 
vertically to a number of upper streets. 
Please find my signed copy of the petition attached. 
  
Thank you for your consideration. 
  

s. 22(1)

s.22(1)



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

s 22(1) 

Monday, March 31, 2025 11 :25 AM
Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson;
Linda Watt' corres ondence

Scott Findlay 
Item 3 on March 31 Council Agenda - Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 5381,
2025 and Proposed 2025 Phase 1 Capital Funding Report
Questions and Comments on Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan and Capital Funding
Report 2025 03 31.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address_. Do not dick links or
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you Ieve Is e-maI Is suspicious, please report
it to IT by marking it as SPAM.

Mayor Sager and Members of Council:

Item 3 on the March 31 Council Agenda is the Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 5381, 2025 and
Proposed 2025 Phase 1 Capital Funding Report and includes the recommendation that the proposed "Five-Year Financial
Plan Bylaw No. 5381, 2025" be read a first, second, and third time.

The proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan raises many significant questions that Staff should be requested to
answer before Council adopts this Bylaw.

Some of the more significant questions are:

1. Why does the Plan project an 8.1% property tax increase for 2026?

2. What are the key assumptions -- increases in the assessable tax base due to new development, staff wage and salary
increases, inflation, staffing changes, etc. - underlying the projections?

3. What is the breakdown of the 2025 Consolidated Budget between General Fund, Utility Funds and other
funds? Without this, it is impossible for Council or the public to understand the Budget or relate it to the General
Fund Budget that Council adopted on March 3.

There are many more questions concerning the proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan that is before Council this
evening. The questions and comments that I would suggest that Staff be requested to respond to as part of Council's
due diligence and exercise of its fiscal responsibility are appended below. I have also included them in a separate
document attached to this email.

There appears to be no need for this Bylaw to be voted on by Council at this time as the deadline for adoption is May
15. I would suggest that Council table this Report from Staff and not vote on it at this evening's Council meeting.

Respectfully submitted,
s 22(1) 

West Vancouver

(7)(a)



Questions and Comments on Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 5381, 2025 and Proposed 2025 
Phase 1 Capital Funding Report 

1. Disclosure of General Fund Operating Budget.  As presented, the Five-Year Financial Plan and the Council Report
provide no breakdown between the General Fund, Utility Funds, etc. Consequently, it is impossible to understand
the 2025 Budget in relation to the previously published budget documents.  Why has there been no disclosure of the
final 2025 General Fund Operating Budget, reflecting Council’s March 3, 2025 decision on the 3% 2025 property tax
increase?  Council should be provided with a breakdown of the 2025 Budget into its component parts – General
Fund, Utility Funds, etc. – before it approves the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.

2. Full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan.  It appears that the full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan is not published
until June.  This is too late for any informed decision-making.  Why is the full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan not
published before or coincident with Council being asked to approve the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan
Bylaw?  (As the legal requirement is that the Five-Year Financial Plan be adopted before May 15, there appears to be
no practical reason for the full Five-Year Financial Plan not to be available before Council approves the Five-Year
Financial Plan Bylaw.)

3. 2025 General Taxation Revenues.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan shows 2025 budgeted General Taxation
Revenues of $98,297,480 excluding the 2025 Operating Levy increase.  The Council Report for the March 3, 2025
Council meeting adjusted this upwards by $62,000.  The 2% increase in the Operating Levy for 2025 is projected to
yield $1,906,500.  This should add up to 2025 budgeted General Taxation Revenues of $100,265,980, yet the draft
2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw shows General Taxation Revenues of $99,763,000 for 2025.  Why is there a
discrepancy in the 2025 budgeted General Taxation Revenues of $502,980?

4. 2026 Projected Property Tax Increase.  The 2026 General Taxation figure of $107,883,000 is 8.1% higher than
2025.  This appears to imply that the Finance Dept. is anticipating that the 2026 property tax increase will be
8.1%.  This appears to include a catch-up for the 2025 reduction of 2.7% funded by reserve reductions and use of the
2024 surplus.  Projecting an 8.1% property tax increase for 2026 is not appropriate.  This should be corrected before
Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.

5. Disclosure of Projected Property Tax Increases.  There is no direct disclosure of the projected rates of property tax
increase.  It appears that the projections anticipate the following property tax increases:

2026 2027 2028 2029
Operating Levy 6.1% 3.3% 3.2% 3.1% 
Asset Levy 2.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Environmental Levy 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 

Total 8.1% 5.3% 5.2% 5.1%

Is Council satisfied that these “planned” rates of property tax increase are appropriate? 

6. Budget Stabilization Transfer.  2025 Revenue includes a “Budget Stabilization Transfer” of $1,953,000, which is
equal to the amount of the elimination of the Innovation Fund and reduction in the Wage Contingency
Reserve.  Why is this treated as additional revenue, rather than as a reduction in expenses (i.e. as a reduction in
Transfers to Reserves)?  Does this imply that the Innovation Fund of $953,000 will be restored and the Wage
Contingency Reserve increased to $3,000,000 in 2026?  If so, that is not appropriate and should be revised before
Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.

7. Key assumptions.  There is no disclosure of any of the key assumptions used in the projections – increases in the
assessable tax base due to new development, staff wage and salary increases, inflation, staffing changes, etc.  There
should be full disclosure of the key assumptions underlying the 2025-2029 projections before Council adopts the
2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.



8. Public Safety Costs.  The “Public Safety” costs are projected to increase by 5.2% per year – about 2.4% per year
more than other department costs.  Why is this?  If this is due to an assumption that Police and Fire pay increases
will be 2.4% per year higher than other staff, this does not seem to be realistic.

9. General Fund Capital Work in Progress.  What is the explanation of the 2025 “General Fund Capital Work in
Progress” of $41,304,000 (offset by Prior Year Committed Funds)?  How does this relate to “Previously Approved
Projects” in Appendix E of the Report, totaling $23,537,007?

10. General Fund Provision for Reserve Expenditures.  What is the explanation of “General Fund Provision for Reserve
Expenditures” of between $74.348,000 and $78,561,000 per year?  These appear to be offset by “Provisional
Reserve Transfers” of between $79,482,000 and $85,984,000 per year, for which there is no explanation either.

11. Other Transfers to Reserves.  What are the “Other Transfers to Reserves” of $7,427,000 for 2025, increasing to
$10,201,000 in 2029?

12. Fees and Charges.  There is no breakdown of “Fees and Charges” ($76,305,000 increasing to $93,506,000) or “Other
Revenue” ($20,488,000 increasing to $21,907,000).  Does “Fees and Charges” include the additional NSWWTP Levy?

13. Additional NSWWTP Levy and Permissive Tax Exemption.  Are properties that have been granted a permissive tax
exemption also exempt from the additional NSWWTP Levy?  Does the $283,000 estimate of the total permissive tax
exemption on page 8 of the draft Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw include the additional NSWWTP Levy?

14. Deferred Capital Maintenance.  Page 12 of the Council Report refers to the deferral of maintenance projects due to
limitation of funding sources.  What necessary capital maintenance projects, if any, have been deferred to future
years due to lack of funds?  The Report also refers to the “deferred maintenance challenge”.  What is the deferred
maintenance challenge and what are the options for addressing it?

15. Timing of Adoption of Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.  Why does Council not deal with the Five-Year Financial Plan
Bylaw at the same meeting as the Annual Tax Rates Bylaw?   Subsection 165(1) of the Community Charter simply
requires that the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw be adopted before the Annual Tax Rates Bylaw.  This allows the two
Bylaws to be adopted at the same meeting.

16. Public Consultation.  Section 166 of the Community Charter requires that Council undertake a process of public
consultation regarding the proposed Five-Year Financial Plan before it is adopted.  Is this being done?  (The January
consultations were only on the 2025 Budget, not on the Five-Year Financial Plan and, consequently, do not comply
with Section 166 of the Community Charter.)

17. Categorization of Capital Expenditures.  Why are capital expenditures categorized by “Asset Preservation”, “Health
& Safety”, “Innovation”, “Regular Asset Maintenance” and “Strategic Investment”, rather than by
department?  Categorizing by department presumably would align with accountability.  Also, why are capital
expenditures in Appendix C of the Report not categorized consistently with the 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan,
which categorized capital expenditures as “Equipment”, “Facilities”, “Grounds and Parks”, “Information
Technology”, “Transportation Infrastructure” and “Vehicle Fleet”?

18. Increase in Capital Expenditures.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan showed $19,569,459 of expenditures for the
2025 General Fund Capital Program.  The current Council Report shows 2025 General Fund capital expenditures of
$21,592,209.  What is the explanation for the increase of $2,022,750?



Questions and Comments on Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw 
No. 5381, 2025 and Proposed 2025 Phase 1 Capital Funding Report 

1. Disclosure of General Fund Operating Budget.  As presented, the Five-Year Financial Plan
and the Council Report provide no breakdown between the General Fund, Utility Funds, etc.
Consequently, it is impossible to understand the 2025 Budget in relation to the previously
published budget documents.  Why has there been no disclosure of the final 2025 General
Fund Operating Budget, reflecting Councilôs March 3, 2025 decision on the 3% 2025 property
tax increase?  Council should be provided with a breakdown of the 2025 Budget into its
component parts ï General Fund, Utility Funds, etc. ï before it approves the Five-Year
Financial Plan Bylaw.

2. Full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan.  It appears that the full 2025-2029 Five-Year
Financial Plan is not published until June.  This is too late for any informed decision-making.
Why is the full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan not published before or coincident with
Council being asked to approve the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw?  (As the legal
requirement is that the Five-Year Financial Plan be adopted before May 15, there appears to
be no practical reason for the full Five-Year Financial Plan not to be available before Council
approves the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.)

3. 2025 General Taxation Revenues.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan shows 2025
budgeted General Taxation Revenues of $98,297,480 excluding the 2025 Operating Levy
increase.  The Council Report for the March 3, 2025 Council meeting adjusted this upwards
by $62,000.  The 2% increase in the Operating Levy for 2025 is projected to yield $1,906,500.
This should add up to 2025 budgeted General Taxation Revenues of $100,265,980, yet the
draft 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw shows General Taxation Revenues of
$99,763,000 for 2025.  Why is there a discrepancy in the 2025 budgeted General Taxation
Revenues of $502,980?

4. 2026 Projected Property Tax Increase.  The 2026 General Taxation figure of $107,883,000
is 8.1% higher than 2025.  This appears to imply that the Finance Dept. is anticipating that the
2026 property tax increase will be 8.1%.  This appears to include a catch-up for the 2025
reduction of 2.7% funded by reserve reductions and use of the 2024 surplus.  Projecting an
8.1% property tax increase for 2026 is not appropriate.  This should be corrected before
Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.

5. Disclosure of Projected Property Tax Increases.  There is no direct disclosure of the
projected rates of property tax increase.  It appears that the projections anticipate the following
property tax increases:

2026 2027 2028 2029 
Operating Levy 6.1% 3.3% 3.2% 3.1% 
Asset Levy 2.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Environmental Levy 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Total 8.1% 5.3% 5.2% 5.1% 

Is Council satisfied that these ñplannedò rates of property tax increase are appropriate? 

6. Budget Stabilization Transfer.  2025 Revenue includes a ñBudget Stabilization Transferò of
$1,953,000, which is equal to the amount of the elimination of the Innovation Fund and



reduction in the Wage Contingency Reserve.  Why is this treated as additional revenue, rather 
than as a reduction in expenses (i.e. as a reduction in Transfers to Reserves)?  Does this 
imply that the Innovation Fund of $953,000 will be restored and the Wage Contingency 
Reserve increased to $3,000,000 in 2026?  If so, that is not appropriate and should be revised 
before Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw. 

7. Key assumptions.  There is no disclosure of any of the key assumptions used in the
projections ï increases in the assessable tax base due to new development, staff wage and
salary increases, inflation, staffing changes, etc.  There should be full disclosure of the key
assumptions underlying the 2025-2029 projections before Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-
Year Financial Plan Bylaw.

8. Public Safety Costs.  The ñPublic Safetyò costs are projected to increase by 5.2% per year
ï about 2.4% per year more than other department costs.  Why is this?  If this is due to an
assumption that Police and Fire pay increases will be 2.4% per year higher than other staff,
this does not seem to be realistic.

9. General Fund Capital Work in Progress.  What is the explanation of the 2025 ñGeneral
Fund Capital Work in Progressò of $41,304,000 (offset by Prior Year Committed Funds)?  How
does this relate to ñPreviously Approved Projectsò in Appendix E of the Report, totaling
$23,537,007?

10. General Fund Provision for Reserve Expenditures.  What is the explanation of ñGeneral
Fund Provision for Reserve Expendituresò of between $74.348,000 and $78,561,000 per
year?  These appear to be offset by ñProvisional Reserve Transfersò of between $79,482,000
and $85,984,000 per year, for which there is no explanation either.

11. Other Transfers to Reserves.  What are the ñOther Transfers to Reservesò of $7,427,000 for
2025, increasing to $10,201,000 in 2029?

12. Fees and Charges.  There is no breakdown of ñFees and Chargesò ($76,305,000 increasing
to $93,506,000) or ñOther Revenueò ($20,488,000 increasing to $21,907,000).  Does ñFees
and Chargesò include the additional NSWWTP Levy?

13. Additional NSWWTP Levy and Permissive Tax Exemption.  Are properties that have been
granted a permissive tax exemption also exempt from the additional NSWWTP Levy?  Does
the $283,000 estimate of the total permissive tax exemption on page 8 of the draft Five-Year
Financial Plan Bylaw include the additional NSWWTP Levy?

14. Deferred Capital Maintenance.  Page 12 of the Council Report refers to the deferral of
maintenance projects due to limitation of funding sources.  What necessary capital
maintenance projects, if any, have been deferred to future years due to lack of funds?  The
Report also refers to the ñdeferred maintenance challengeò.  What is the deferred maintenance
challenge and what are the options for addressing it?

15. Timing of Adoption of Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.  Why does Council not deal with
the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw at the same meeting as the Annual Tax Rates Bylaw?
Subsection 165(1) of the Community Charter simply requires that the Five-Year Financial Plan
Bylaw be adopted before the Annual Tax Rates Bylaw.  This allows the two Bylaws to be
adopted at the same meeting.



16. Public Consultation.  Section 166 of the Community Charter requires that Council undertake
a process of public consultation regarding the proposed Five-Year Financial Plan before it is
adopted.  Is this being done?  (The January consultations were only on the 2025 Budget, not
on the Five-Year Financial Plan and, consequently, do not comply with Section 166 of the
Community Charter.)

17. Categorization of Capital Expenditures.  Why are capital expenditures categorized by
ñAsset Preservationò, ñHealth & Safetyò, ñInnovationò, ñRegular Asset Maintenanceò and
ñStrategic Investmentò, rather than by department?  Categorizing by department presumably
would align with accountability.  Also, why are capital expenditures in Appendix C of the Report
not categorized consistently with the 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan, which categorized
capital expenditures as ñEquipmentò, ñFacilitiesò, ñGrounds and Parksò, ñInformation
Technologyò, ñTransportation Infrastructureò and ñVehicle Fleetò?

18. Increase in Capital Expenditures.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan showed
$19,569,459 of expenditures for the 2025 General Fund Capital Program.  The current Council
Report shows 2025 General Fund capital expenditures of $21,592,209.  What is the
explanation for the increase of $2,022,750?
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Monday, March 31, 2025 5:18 PM 
Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson;
Linda Watt correspondence
liiiiiiiii Scott Findlay
�3 on March 31 Council Agenda - Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No.
5381, 2025 and Proposed 2025 Phase 1 Capital Funding Report•
Questions and Comments on Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan and Capital Funding
Report 2025 03 31.pdf

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

Mayor Sager and Members of Council 

Apologies for this late email regarding tonight's Council Agenda. 

In email to you shown below he raises some very important questions and concerns regarding 
the 2025- 2029 Five Year Financial plan By law being presented to Council for approval tonight. These 
should be adequately addressed prior to any approval. 

I want to add my voice, to the request b Ctfiffl, to simply accept tonight the 2025-2029 Five Year 
Financial plan for information and delay its approval to a later date. This will allow time for the questions 
and concerns raised to be answered and addressed 

There seems no urgency or requirement to approve this tonight. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Graham Mcisaac 
s 22(1) 

West Vancouver, 

s 22(1) 

Please do not redact my name. 

On Mar 31, 2025, at 11 :24, 

Mayor Sager and Members of Council:

s 22(1) wrote: 

(7)(b)



Item 3 on the March 31 Council Agenda is the Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 
5381, 2025 and Proposed 2025 Phase 1 Capital Funding Report and includes the recommendation that 
the proposed “Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 5381, 2025” be read a first, second, and third time. 
  
The proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan raises many significant questions that Staff should be 
requested to answer before Council adopts this Bylaw. 
  
Some of the more significant questions are: 
  

1. Why does the Plan project an 8.1% property tax increase for 2026? 
  

2. What are the key assumptions -- increases in the assessable tax base due to new 
development, staff wage and salary increases, inflation, staffing changes, etc. – 
underlying the projections? 

  
3. What is the breakdown of the 2025 Consolidated Budget between General Fund, Utility 

Funds and other funds?  Without this, it is impossible for Council or the public to 
understand the Budget or relate it to the General Fund Budget that Council adopted on 
March 3. 

  
There are many more questions concerning the proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan that is 
before Council this evening.  The questions and comments that I would suggest that Staff be requested 
to respond to as part of Council’s due diligence and exercise of its fiscal responsibility are appended 
below.  I have also included them in a separate document attached to this email. 
  
There appears to be no need for this Bylaw to be voted on by Council at this time as the deadline for 
adoption is May 15.  I would suggest that Council table this Report from Staff and not vote on it at this 
evening’s Council meeting. 
  
Respectfully submitted, 

West Vancouver 
  

 
  
Questions and Comments on Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw No. 5381, 2025 and 
Proposed 2025 Phase 1 Capital Funding Report 
  
Disclosure of General Fund Operating Budget.  As presented, the Five-Year Financial Plan and the 

Council Report provide no breakdown between the General Fund, Utility Funds, etc. Consequently, 
it is impossible to understand the 2025 Budget in relation to the previously published budget 
documents.  Why has there been no disclosure of the final 2025 General Fund Operating Budget, 
reflecting Council’s March 3, 2025 decision on the 3% 2025 property tax increase?  Council should 
be provided with a breakdown of the 2025 Budget into its component parts – General Fund, Utility 
Funds, etc. – before it approves the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw. 

  
Full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan.  It appears that the full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan is 

not published until June.  This is too late for any informed decision-making.  Why is the full 2025-
2029 Five-Year Financial Plan not published before or coincident with Council being asked to 
approve the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw?  (As the legal requirement is that the Five-
Year Financial Plan be adopted before May 15, there appears to be no practical reason for the full 

s. 22(1)



Five-Year Financial Plan not to be available before Council approves the Five-Year Financial Plan 
Bylaw.) 

  
2025 General Taxation Revenues.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan shows 2025 budgeted General 

Taxation Revenues of $98,297,480 excluding the 2025 Operating Levy increase.  The Council Report 
for the March 3, 2025 Council meeting adjusted this upwards by $62,000.  The 2% increase in the 
Operating Levy for 2025 is projected to yield $1,906,500.  This should add up to 2025 budgeted 
General Taxation Revenues of $100,265,980, yet the draft 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw 
shows General Taxation Revenues of $99,763,000 for 2025.  Why is there a discrepancy in the 2025 
budgeted General Taxation Revenues of $502,980? 

  
2026 Projected Property Tax Increase.  The 2026 General Taxation figure of $107,883,000 is 8.1% higher 

than 2025.  This appears to imply that the Finance Dept. is anticipating that the 2026 property tax 
increase will be 8.1%.  This appears to include a catch-up for the 2025 reduction of 2.7% funded by 
reserve reductions and use of the 2024 surplus.  Projecting an 8.1% property tax increase for 2026 is 
not appropriate.  This should be corrected before Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial 
Plan Bylaw. 

  
Disclosure of Projected Property Tax Increases.  There is no direct disclosure of the projected rates of 

property tax increase.  It appears that the projections anticipate the following property tax 
increases: 

  
  2026 2027 2028 2029 
Operating Levy 6.1% 3.3% 3.2% 3.1% 
Asset Levy 2.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Environmental Levy 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Total 8.1% 5.3% 5.2% 5.1% 

  
Is Council satisfied that these “planned” rates of property tax increase are appropriate? 

  
Budget Stabilization Transfer.  2025 Revenue includes a “Budget Stabilization Transfer” of $1,953,000, 

which is equal to the amount of the elimination of the Innovation Fund and reduction in the Wage 
Contingency Reserve.  Why is this treated as additional revenue, rather than as a reduction in 
expenses (i.e. as a reduction in Transfers to Reserves)?  Does this imply that the Innovation Fund of 
$953,000 will be restored and the Wage Contingency Reserve increased to $3,000,000 in 2026?  If 
so, that is not appropriate and should be revised before Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year 
Financial Plan Bylaw. 

  
Key assumptions.  There is no disclosure of any of the key assumptions used in the projections – 

increases in the assessable tax base due to new development, staff wage and salary increases, 
inflation, staffing changes, etc.  There should be full disclosure of the key assumptions underlying 
the 2025-2029 projections before Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw. 

  
Public Safety Costs.  The “Public Safety” costs are projected to increase by 5.2% per year – about 2.4% 

per year more than other department costs.  Why is this?  If this is due to an assumption that Police 
and Fire pay increases will be 2.4% per year higher than other staff, this does not seem to be 
realistic. 

  
General Fund Capital Work in Progress.  What is the explanation of the 2025 “General Fund Capital 

Work in Progress” of $41,304,000 (offset by Prior Year Committed Funds)?  How does this relate to 
“Previously Approved Projects” in Appendix E of the Report, totaling $23,537,007? 

  



General Fund Provision for Reserve Expenditures.  What is the explanation of “General Fund Provision 
for Reserve Expenditures” of between $74.348,000 and $78,561,000 per year?  These appear to be 
offset by “Provisional Reserve Transfers” of between $79,482,000 and $85,984,000 per year, for 
which there is no explanation either. 

  
Other Transfers to Reserves.  What are the “Other Transfers to Reserves” of $7,427,000 for 2025, 

increasing to $10,201,000 in 2029? 
  
Fees and Charges.  There is no breakdown of “Fees and Charges” ($76,305,000 increasing to 

$93,506,000) or “Other Revenue” ($20,488,000 increasing to $21,907,000).  Does “Fees and 
Charges” include the additional NSWWTP Levy? 

  
Additional NSWWTP Levy and Permissive Tax Exemption.  Are properties that have been granted a 

permissive tax exemption also exempt from the additional NSWWTP Levy?  Does the $283,000 
estimate of the total permissive tax exemption on page 8 of the draft Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw 
include the additional NSWWTP Levy? 

  
Deferred Capital Maintenance.  Page 12 of the Council Report refers to the deferral of maintenance 

projects due to limitation of funding sources.  What necessary capital maintenance projects, if any, 
have been deferred to future years due to lack of funds?  The Report also refers to the “deferred 
maintenance challenge”.  What is the deferred maintenance challenge and what are the options for 
addressing it? 

  
Timing of Adoption of Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.  Why does Council not deal with the Five-Year 

Financial Plan Bylaw at the same meeting as the Annual Tax Rates Bylaw?   Subsection 165(1) of the 
Community Charter simply requires that the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw be adopted before the 
Annual Tax Rates Bylaw.  This allows the two Bylaws to be adopted at the same meeting. 

  
Public Consultation.  Section 166 of the Community Charter requires that Council undertake a process 

of public consultation regarding the proposed Five-Year Financial Plan before it is adopted.  Is this 
being done?  (The January consultations were only on the 2025 Budget, not on the Five-Year 
Financial Plan and, consequently, do not comply with Section 166 of the Community Charter.) 

  
Categorization of Capital Expenditures.  Why are capital expenditures categorized by “Asset 

Preservation”, “Health & Safety”, “Innovation”, “Regular Asset Maintenance” and “Strategic 
Investment”, rather than by department?  Categorizing by department presumably would align with 
accountability.  Also, why are capital expenditures in Appendix C of the Report not categorized 
consistently with the 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan, which categorized capital expenditures as 
“Equipment”, “Facilities”, “Grounds and Parks”, “Information Technology”, “Transportation 
Infrastructure” and “Vehicle Fleet”? 

  
Increase in Capital Expenditures.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan showed $19,569,459 of 

expenditures for the 2025 General Fund Capital Program.  The current Council Report shows 2025 
General Fund capital expenditures of $21,592,209.  What is the explanation for the increase of 
$2,022,750? 

  
  



Questions and Comments on Proposed 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw 
No. 5381, 2025 and Proposed 2025 Phase 1 Capital Funding Report 

1. Disclosure of General Fund Operating Budget.  As presented, the Five-Year Financial Plan 
and the Council Report provide no breakdown between the General Fund, Utility Funds, etc. 
Consequently, it is impossible to understand the 2025 Budget in relation to the previously 
published budget documents.  Why has there been no disclosure of the final 2025 General 
Fund Operating Budget, reflecting Council’s March 3, 2025 decision on the 3% 2025 property 
tax increase?  Council should be provided with a breakdown of the 2025 Budget into its 
component parts – General Fund, Utility Funds, etc. – before it approves the Five-Year 
Financial Plan Bylaw. 

 
2. Full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan.  It appears that the full 2025-2029 Five-Year 

Financial Plan is not published until June.  This is too late for any informed decision-making.  
Why is the full 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan not published before or coincident with 
Council being asked to approve the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw?  (As the legal 
requirement is that the Five-Year Financial Plan be adopted before May 15, there appears to 
be no practical reason for the full Five-Year Financial Plan not to be available before Council 
approves the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.) 

 
3. 2025 General Taxation Revenues.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan shows 2025 

budgeted General Taxation Revenues of $98,297,480 excluding the 2025 Operating Levy 
increase.  The Council Report for the March 3, 2025 Council meeting adjusted this upwards 
by $62,000.  The 2% increase in the Operating Levy for 2025 is projected to yield $1,906,500.  
This should add up to 2025 budgeted General Taxation Revenues of $100,265,980, yet the 
draft 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw shows General Taxation Revenues of 
$99,763,000 for 2025.  Why is there a discrepancy in the 2025 budgeted General Taxation 
Revenues of $502,980? 

 
4. 2026 Projected Property Tax Increase.  The 2026 General Taxation figure of $107,883,000 

is 8.1% higher than 2025.  This appears to imply that the Finance Dept. is anticipating that the 
2026 property tax increase will be 8.1%.  This appears to include a catch-up for the 2025 
reduction of 2.7% funded by reserve reductions and use of the 2024 surplus.  Projecting an 
8.1% property tax increase for 2026 is not appropriate.  This should be corrected before 
Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw. 

 
5. Disclosure of Projected Property Tax Increases.  There is no direct disclosure of the 

projected rates of property tax increase.  It appears that the projections anticipate the following 
property tax increases: 

 
 2026 2027 2028 2029 
Operating Levy 6.1% 3.3% 3.2% 3.1% 
Asset Levy 2.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Environmental Levy 0.0% 1.0% 1.0% 1.0% 
Total 8.1% 5.3% 5.2% 5.1% 

 
Is Council satisfied that these “planned” rates of property tax increase are appropriate? 
 

6. Budget Stabilization Transfer.  2025 Revenue includes a “Budget Stabilization Transfer” of 
$1,953,000, which is equal to the amount of the elimination of the Innovation Fund and 



reduction in the Wage Contingency Reserve.  Why is this treated as additional revenue, rather 
than as a reduction in expenses (i.e. as a reduction in Transfers to Reserves)?  Does this 
imply that the Innovation Fund of $953,000 will be restored and the Wage Contingency 
Reserve increased to $3,000,000 in 2026?  If so, that is not appropriate and should be revised 
before Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw. 
 

7. Key assumptions.  There is no disclosure of any of the key assumptions used in the 
projections – increases in the assessable tax base due to new development, staff wage and 
salary increases, inflation, staffing changes, etc.  There should be full disclosure of the key 
assumptions underlying the 2025-2029 projections before Council adopts the 2025-2029 Five-
Year Financial Plan Bylaw. 

 
8. Public Safety Costs.  The “Public Safety” costs are projected to increase by 5.2% per year 

– about 2.4% per year more than other department costs.  Why is this?  If this is due to an 
assumption that Police and Fire pay increases will be 2.4% per year higher than other staff, 
this does not seem to be realistic. 

 
9. General Fund Capital Work in Progress.  What is the explanation of the 2025 “General 

Fund Capital Work in Progress” of $41,304,000 (offset by Prior Year Committed Funds)?  How 
does this relate to “Previously Approved Projects” in Appendix E of the Report, totaling 
$23,537,007? 

 
10. General Fund Provision for Reserve Expenditures.  What is the explanation of “General 

Fund Provision for Reserve Expenditures” of between $74.348,000 and $78,561,000 per 
year?  These appear to be offset by “Provisional Reserve Transfers” of between $79,482,000 
and $85,984,000 per year, for which there is no explanation either. 

 
11. Other Transfers to Reserves.  What are the “Other Transfers to Reserves” of $7,427,000 for 

2025, increasing to $10,201,000 in 2029? 
 

12. Fees and Charges.  There is no breakdown of “Fees and Charges” ($76,305,000 increasing 
to $93,506,000) or “Other Revenue” ($20,488,000 increasing to $21,907,000).  Does “Fees 
and Charges” include the additional NSWWTP Levy? 

 
13. Additional NSWWTP Levy and Permissive Tax Exemption.  Are properties that have been 

granted a permissive tax exemption also exempt from the additional NSWWTP Levy?  Does 
the $283,000 estimate of the total permissive tax exemption on page 8 of the draft Five-Year 
Financial Plan Bylaw include the additional NSWWTP Levy? 

 
14. Deferred Capital Maintenance.  Page 12 of the Council Report refers to the deferral of 

maintenance projects due to limitation of funding sources.  What necessary capital 
maintenance projects, if any, have been deferred to future years due to lack of funds?  The 
Report also refers to the “deferred maintenance challenge”.  What is the deferred maintenance 
challenge and what are the options for addressing it? 

 
15. Timing of Adoption of Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw.  Why does Council not deal with 

the Five-Year Financial Plan Bylaw at the same meeting as the Annual Tax Rates Bylaw?   
Subsection 165(1) of the Community Charter simply requires that the Five-Year Financial Plan 
Bylaw be adopted before the Annual Tax Rates Bylaw.  This allows the two Bylaws to be 
adopted at the same meeting. 

 



16. Public Consultation.  Section 166 of the Community Charter requires that Council undertake 
a process of public consultation regarding the proposed Five-Year Financial Plan before it is 
adopted.  Is this being done?  (The January consultations were only on the 2025 Budget, not 
on the Five-Year Financial Plan and, consequently, do not comply with Section 166 of the 
Community Charter.) 

 
17. Categorization of Capital Expenditures.  Why are capital expenditures categorized by 

“Asset Preservation”, “Health & Safety”, “Innovation”, “Regular Asset Maintenance” and 
“Strategic Investment”, rather than by department?  Categorizing by department presumably 
would align with accountability.  Also, why are capital expenditures in Appendix C of the Report 
not categorized consistently with the 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan, which categorized 
capital expenditures as “Equipment”, “Facilities”, “Grounds and Parks”, “Information 
Technology”, “Transportation Infrastructure” and “Vehicle Fleet”? 

 
18. Increase in Capital Expenditures.  The 2025 Preliminary Financial Plan showed 

$19,569,459 of expenditures for the 2025 General Fund Capital Program.  The current Council 
Report shows 2025 General Fund capital expenditures of $21,592,209.  What is the 
explanation for the increase of $2,022,750? 

 



From: 
Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Tuesday, April 1, 2025 9:14 AM 
correspondence 
Proposal for 15th and Fulton redevelopment 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email addressllllllllllllliW. Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If y�spicious, please report 
it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

Councilors and Mayor Sager, 

I live lllllllllllllml and I am very concerned about the plans to develop Fulton Ave. I have been 
atten�mprovement Plan sessions, have signed up for in person attendance the day of 
release and never been able to get a spot but have certainly participated on the Zoom Calls that were held and 
when new plans are released I write to Riley McLeod with my comments which have mostly been incorporated, 
and have been doing so since 2020. 

I support a redevelopment overall for Ambleside but feel it should be restricted only as far as Esquimalt where 
there are already apartment buildings and condo towers. Fulton Avenue is completely residential other than 
City Hall, and I have expressed my concern repeatedly in writing, verbally and in person, that the plans should 
not include Fulton. I have been 

... 
zzled and an ered that it only involves one side of Fulton, leaving 

homeowners on the north side, , in an economic position ............. to have 
depressed lines of sight, from a res, en Ia ome looking into up to 8 storie�mes, 
depressed economic value�, and depressed conditions overall. My comments in writing over 12 
months ago stated I don't b�ial streets should ever be rezoned if it only includes one side of the 
street and not the other because too many homeowners whose major financial investment - their homes - are 
impacted negatively. 

When I read in the North Shore news the update that the 15th and Fulton redevelopment includes high density 
affordable or below market housing, - having just reviewed the new revision to the Local Area Improvement 
Plan in January where Fulton had been removed - it was a complete surprise. I wrote to Riley McLeod 
immediately. Having City Hall, Fire and Police on 15th that creates a municipal hub completely makes sense, 
and I would argue that in future you will need more premises for services, not less, and that land should be 
earmarked for such use. Consolidating services to one central area makes it easy for the district and its 
residents. However, putting up to 8 or more stories of housing in that location (which is also a very busy 
intersection) is harming all the Fulton homeowners near to it. My understanding was the apartment and rental 
homes that had been approved were infil lots for new towers to increase density. 

Please reconsider what you are doing to the existing residents all along Fulton from 13th all the way to 18th in 
your determinations. I strongly object to this proposal and feel there are many other uses for that property 
other than low income and market residential accommodation towers. I look forward to a vibrant community 
where the business services are spread through the 13 to 22nd Marine Drive area and fully support your efforts 
but including Fulton in the plan, which is residential all the way from Sentinel Hill until it ends is a hardship for 
all Fulton residents and will create economic hardship. This district has 65% seniors in it, and seniors do not 
have any possibility to recover from unforeseen economic pressure. I urge you to strongly consider 
alternatives for this location. 

Thank you for your time and for serving the District. 

Yours sincerely, 

est Vancouver, BC CANADA fffffl
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Neetu Shoka

From: Engineering Department
Sent: Monday, March 31, 2025 10:38 AM
To:
Cc: correspondence
Subject: Lions Gate Bridge - Taxi Inquiry

Hello 

Thank you for your inquiry. The Lions Gate Bridge is under the jurisdiction of the Ministry of 
Transportation and Transit. You may send your inquiry to Michael Braun, Operations Manager of 
Sunshine Coast (West Vancouver, North Vancouver, to Pemberton) Area at 
Michael.braun@gov.bc.ca. 

Alternatively, their regional office can be reached at: 604-527-2221 

Regards, 

Engineering & Transportation Services | District of West Vancouver 
engineeringdept@westvancouver.ca | 604-925-7020 

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Thursday, March 27, 2025 9:47 PM 
correspondence 
Taxis entering Lions Gate Bridge. 

s 22(1)CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address . Do not click links or 
open attachments unless you validate the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e-mail is suspicious, 
please report it to IT by marking it as SPAM. 

I was born in West Vancouver- and finally I'm sending a text regarding an issue I have been thinking about 
for years. I feel to benefit the residence of West Van the bus/motorcycle lane should also allowed for taxis. It makes total 
sense. The only person benefiting from not allowing the taxis to use is the taxi driver. Please advise if this text is going no 
where who I should send msg to. 

Thankyou 

s 22(1) 

WV. 

Sent from my iPhone 

(5)\\\\
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