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COUNCIL CORRESPONDENCE UPDATE TO JUNE 24, 2026 (8:30 a.m.) 

Correspondence 
(1) 48 submissions, June 11-23, 2026 and undated, regarding Proposed: Official

Community Plan Bylaw No. 4985, 2018, Amendment Bylaw No. 5460, 2026;
Zoning Bylaw No. 4662, 2010, Amendment Bylaw No. 5461, 2026; Phased
Development Agreement Authorization Bylaw No. 5462, 2026; and
Development Permit 21-051 (Inglewood Care Centre) (Referred to the
June 23, 2026 Public Hearing)

(2) 8 submissions, June 13-20, 2026, regarding Batch Ambleside
(3) 8 submissions, June 18-22, 2026, regarding Proposed Heritage Alteration

Permit 24-090 (4798 The Highway) (Referred to the June 22, 2026 regular Council
meeting)

(4) 3 submissions, June 22-24, 2026, regarding Proposed: Official Community
Plan Bylaw No. 4985, 2018, Amendment Bylaw No. 5465; Zoning Bylaw
No. 4662, 2010, Amendment Bylaw No. 5466, 2026; and Development Permit
26-012 (1552 Esquimalt Avenue) (Referred to the June 29, 2026 Public Hearing)

(5) 3 submissions, June 19-23, 2026, regarding North Shore Wastewater
Treatment Plant Program

(6) June 21, 2026, regarding “Bylaw enforcement on Spirit Trail?”
(7) D. Marley, June 21, 2026, regarding “Council Remuneration and Expenses

Policy - Item 11 on Monday's Council Agenda”
(8) June 22, 2026, regarding “Canyoning in Cypress Creek”
(9) June 23, 2026, regarding “FORMAL STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE AND

CLARIFICATION”
(10) June 24, 2026, regarding Sirens Installed by Lawson Creek
(11) Memorial Library Board Meeting Minutes – April 15 and May 20, 2026
Correspondence from Other Governments and Government Agencies
No items.
Responses to Correspondence
No items.



June 11, 2026 

Mayor and Council, DWV 

750 17th Street, West Vancouver BC V7V 3T3 

Re: Support for Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

My husband was born and raised on the North Shore and we have lived in West 
Van years. Due to 

enough to live without care. I, 

- years and now he resides at Inglewood lodge.
, have been his care aide 

The long waits to qualify for a bed on the North Shore and near my home were of 
huge significance to me because of my own health issues and the threat of my

ffit? being placed in the first available space which could have been far from 

my home. A multilevel care facility in West Van where couples can reside together 
even if they have vastly different care needs from independent to long term care 

such as is in our case. 

Care needs on the North Shore are increasing while the care beds are not. I support the 
proposed redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre. 

Inglewood remains the only p1,1blicly funded long-term care community in West Vancouver. 

Inglewood Care Centre represents an important opportunity to help address this need. It 
will replace aging infrastructure with a modern, purpose-built community that better 
reflects today's standards of care. In addition to renewing existing long-term care 
capacity, the project will help restore some of the care capacity lost in West Vancouver 
while providing a range of housing and supportive living options designed to meet the 

diverse needs of seniors as they age. 
I encourage Council to support this proposal and help ensure that seniors in West 

Vancouver have access to the care and housing they need, close to family, friends, and the 

community they know and love. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 
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Date: June 13, 2026 

Mayor and Council 

District of West Vancouver 

750 17th Street 

West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 

Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

My connection to the North Shore, and the Inglewood community: 

I am-ave owned and lived in West Vancouver since the 1970's, raised a child who
has gone to schools: . My child isEIIIIJyrs. old,
and works for !. s 22(1) 

This project Is important to me personally because: 

For the last years I have lived in a studio apt. in Ambleside and the rent Is most of my 
pension/ [ without extra care/meals/soda/] I also know that it will not be long that I too
will require some type of care. 
This is extremely needed and there is not any place for us to go if we want to stay in
the community we ha11e contributed to and we l011e.

This re-development is extremely important for people that are in my situation I

I .... .. . . . . .  ...... . .  ... . , .. 

. [ Comment [01): 
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June 4, 2026 

Via Email 

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

 

Dear Mayor Sager and Council, 

Re: Development Proposal for Inglewood Care Centre 

My name is . I am a West Vancouver resident, a senior, and a  
professional who has spent more than a decade working  
across Canada. 

I am not affiliated with Baptist Housing on this project. I am writing because I am deeply 
concerned about what is happening in our community and what will happen if we do 
not act. 

You have already taken an important step by advancing this proposal to Public Hearing. 
Thank you. 

Now I ask you to finish the job. 

Because this is not simply a development decision.  This is a critical infrastructure 
decision. 

A demographic wave we cannot stop: 

In 2021, West Vancouver had approximately 6,785 residents aged 75+. 

• By 2026: ~7,700  
• By 2031: ~8,950  
• Within a decade: 10,000+  

[Source: Stats Can] 

That is nearly a 50% increase in the population most likely to need care. 

This is not gradual. 

This is a demographic wave and we are already in it. 

And yet, we are structurally unprepared. 

s. 22(1) s. 22(1)
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Today, across the entire District of West Vancouver, we have: 

• Approximately 1,489 total seniors housing and care units - including market 
and non-market housing  

• Of those, only 422 are actual care resources:  
o 135 assisted living  
o 57 memory care  
o 230 long-term care  

[Sources: Amica, Vancouver Coastal Health, District of West Vancouver] 

So, let’s be clear about what this means - even at the broadest level: 

We have housing for only one in seven seniors. 

10000
1489 ≈ 6.7 

And when we focus on actual care: 

That drops to just one care space for every twenty-four seniors. 

10000
422 ≈ 23.7 

Let that sink in. 

One in seven can find a place to live. 
Only one in twenty-four can access the care they will eventually need. 

That is not a gap. 

That is a system failure in plain sight. 

And if you think people will simply be cared for at home - they won’t: 

Home care is already under pressure across British Columbia. 

We are facing: 

• workforce shortages  
• limited care hours  
• growing waitlists  
• and increasing reliance on exhausted family caregivers  

 
[Sources: Office of BC Seniors Advocate, BC Care Providers Association, Canadian 
Occupational Projection System] 

And here is the reality: 
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Home care does not replace long-term care - it depends on it. 

Without sufficient care beds in our community: 

• seniors remain at home longer than is safe  
• families burn out  
• emergency calls increase  
• hospital admissions rise  
• and West Vancouver seniors will have to find care elsewhere 

So, the idea that people can simply “age in place” at scale is not a plan.  It is a hope and 
a dangerous one. 

But this is not just about capacity, it is about quality of care 

Long-term care is not simply a place to live.  It is a care environment designed to 
support people safely and consistently. 

In a long-term care residence: 

• staff are on-site, coordinated, and available 24/7  
• care is consistent and team-based  
• residents benefit from continuity, monitoring, and immediate response  

By contrast, aging at home often means: 

• fragmented care  
• multiple, changing caregivers  
• gaps between visits  
• and increasing isolation  

So, this is not just about where care happens. 

It is about how care is delivered and whether it is safe, stable, and dignified. 
 

The system is already showing signs of failure: 

Across British Columbia, delayed access to long-term care contributes to hospital 
capacity pressures as seniors who no longer require acute care remain in hospital 
awaiting more appropriate placements. This phenomenon, often referred to as 
Alternate Level of Care occupancy, is well documented across Canada's health-care 
system. The situation is also described as blocked beds, and when that happens: 

• surgeries are delayed  
• emergency care backs up  
• the entire system strains – for all ages 
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This is already happening, and the pressure is only increasing. 

According to British Columbia’s Office of the Seniors Advocate, there is currently a 
2,000-bed shortfall, and that gap is projected to widen by over 700%, reaching a 
projected demand of 16,000 long-term care beds by 2035/36. Some industry 
professionals warn that this crisis will mount even faster - within 5-10 years. 

That means competition for: 

• funding  
• staffing  
• and delivery capacity  

If we delay projects like Baptist Housing’s application to redevelop the Inglewood Care 
Centre then understand that: 

We are not getting a better version later. 
We risk losing this opportunity entirely. 
 
Moreover, recent suspension of funding for long term care projects by the 
Provincial Government must serve as a clarion call for Council to expedite the 
entitlement process for this project. 

 

Traffic cannot outweigh care: 

I have heard the concerns about traffic and parking. 

I drive Taylor Way daily. 

From both lived experience and professional data: 

• staff shifts avoid peak hours  
• most staff use transit [Approx. 80% of staff use transit per Amica Senior Lifestyles] 
• residents rarely drive [Approx. 11% of Independent Living Residents on the Lower Mainland 

drive per Amica Senior Lifestyles] 

Even the District’s own analysis shows minimal impact: 

• 1-2 additional vehicles per minute at peak 
• and no material impact on intersection performance 

So, let’s be clear: 

This is not a traffic problem. 
This is a care crisis. 
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What this project delivers 

• 364 long-term care beds  
• 161 seniors rental homes  
• 200 independent living units  
• a full continuum of care  

This is exactly what this community needs. 

 

The decision before you: 

The alternative is not neutral. It is: 

• longer waitlists  
• more blocked hospital beds  
• more families in crisis  
• and seniors going without care  

The alarms have been sounding for years. 

Council, this is your moment to secure a profound legacy. 

You have the data. 
You have the need. 
You have the opportunity. 

Please approve this project. Expedite it. Get it built. 

Because delay is not harmless. 

It has a human cost. 

Respectfully, 
 

West Vancouver, BC 
 

s. 22(1)
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June 8, 2026 

 
Mayor and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre at 725 Inglewood Avenue and 721, 725, 733, and 
735 Burley Drive 
 
BC Housing, through BC Builds, is pleased to express its support for the proposed redevelopment at 725 
Inglewood Avenue and 721, 725, 733, and 735 Burley Drive in West Vancouver. 
 
The proposed redevelopment represents an important opportunity to respond to the growing demand for 
seniors’ care, housing, support services and middle-income rental and below market rental in West Vancouver 
and across British Columbia.  
 
BC Housing and Baptist Housing have entered a Letter of Intent reflecting our shared commitment to advancing 
this project. Through BC Builds, BC Housing is working collaboratively with Baptist Housing to support the 
delivery of the proposed 161-unit purpose-built rental housing component within one of the phases of the 
overall development proposal and to advance the project through the BC Builds mandate.  This mandate will not 
be achievable without a successful municipal approval for the proposed redevelopment that would facilitate BC 
Builds approval processes for financing and funding. 
 
The seniors rental housing component aligns with the objectives of the BC Builds Rental Supply Program, which is 
designed to increase housing options for middle-income households. The project is anticipated and targeted to 
provide approximately 80% of units at market rents and 20% of the units at 20% below market rates. 
 
BC Housing intends to seek approval through its applicable approval processes to assist with the project's 
financing and an equity contribution, currently estimated at up to $34.8 million, alongside Baptist Housing's 
committed minimum equity contribution of up to $24.4 million which is contingent on a redevelopment proposal 
that is feasible and supported by the municipality. The BC Builds program provides for an allocation of a 
provincial capital grant of up to $225,000 per residential unit.  
 
The project is currently progressing through the municipal rezoning process, which represents a critical milestone 
in enabling the project to advance to the next stage of provincial review and funding consideration as well as 
preliminary approval processes that are subject to approval by BC Builds approving authorities. As BC Builds 
overall $950 Million grant funding is currently funded by the Province, for a 5-year period from 2024 to 2029, 
formal applications for funding under the BC Builds program must be approved and committed within the 
current funding window and made within 18 months of groundbreaking, which is currently estimated to be 
summer 2030.  Otherwise, funding would need to be redeployed to other priority projects and there is no 
guarantee that additional equity funding will be received from the Province after the 5-year period should there 
be a delay. 
 
 

 





Date: June 10, 2026 

 
 
 
 
Mayor and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
My connection to the North Shore, and the Inglewood community: 

 
I have  at Inglewood. 

 
 

 
 

 
This project is important to me personally because: 

 
I fully support the updating of this very important Care Facility. This project will provide  

Facilities and therefore by extension care for more seniors. It will be built to the latest 
building codes including seismic and fire preventive technologies. 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
I support the proposed redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre. West Vancouver has 
experienced a significant loss of long-term care capacity over the last five years with the closure 
of West Vancouver Care Centre and Capilano Care Centre. At the same time, the number of 
older adults in our community continues to grow.  
 
Today, Inglewood remains the only publicly funded long-term care community in West 
Vancouver and is reaching the end of its expected lifespan. This reality creates urgent and 
growing pressure on seniors, families, and the healthcare system as demand for long-term care 
continues to increase while local care capacity remains limited. 

s. 22(1)



 
The redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre represents an important opportunity to help 
address this need. It will replace aging infrastructure with a modern, purpose-built community 
that better reflects today's standards of care. In addition to renewing existing long-term care 
capacity, the project will help restore some of the care capacity lost in West Vancouver while 
providing a range of housing and supportive living options designed to meet the diverse needs 
of seniors as they age. 
 
As West Vancouver plans for the future, it is essential that adequate housing and care options 
exist to support an aging population. Projects such as the redevelopment of Inglewood Care 
Centre are an important part of ensuring our community can meet these needs in the years 
ahead. 
 
I encourage Council to support this proposal and help ensure that seniors in West Vancouver 
have access to the care and housing they need, close to family, friends, and the community they 
know and love. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

Name:  

 

Community of Residence:  

 
Or/ Organization: 

 

 
Signature: 
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June 16, 2026 
 
 
 
Mayor and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
 
 
 Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 
 
 
 
 Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
 
I am writing to express my strong support for the proposed redevelopment of Inglewood Care 
Centre.  
 
As a longtime resident of West Vancouver and  
firsthand knowledge of the important role this facility plays in caring for seniors and 
vulnerable members of our community. 
 
I see everyday the need for modern, high quality and affordable long term care spaces. 
 
At the same time, two long term care facilities have closed in resent years in West Vancouver 
(West Vancouver Care Centre and Capilano Care Centre) resulting in Inglewood Care Centre to 
becoming the only remaining publicly funded long term care centre in our community. 
 
The redevelopment is a necessary investment in the future of West Vancouver community. 
It will provide a more dignified accommodations which will meet the modern standards of 
care.  
 
The project is also personally important to me. As my father ages and  

 he will be in need of long-term care accommodation in the future.  
 
He is an example of the many future seniors who could remain in the community they know 
and love in close proximity to their families. 
 

s. 22(1)
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I respectfully encourage Council to support this important project for the benefit of current 
and future residents, families and healthcare workers.  
 
Inglewood employees who reside in West Vancouver, proudly work at the Inglewood because 
it allows  own community while remaining close to and families. 
 
Thank you for your service to our wonderful community, which we are very privileged to be 
able to live and work in. None of us knows what the future may bring. Our circumstances can 
change in an instant and one of us or our loved ones may one day need a room and care at 
Inglewood Care Centre. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

  

Resident of West Vancouver  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

s. 22(1)
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June 17, 2026 

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

Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I grew up in West Vancouver and have returned to live here for-years. I rarely weigh in on municipal 
issues formally. However, I'm inclined to write in support of the redevelopment at the Inglewood Care Centre. 

I strongly believe that the proposed redevelopment is critically needed here. With the closure of West 
Vancouver Care Centre and Capilano Care Centre, there is already a lack of long-term care spaces in this 
community. Adding to the crisis, the population here will keep on aging and thus creating a greater demand. 
Moreover, Inglewood Care Centre - the only publicly funded long-term care community in West Vancouver - is 
reaching the end of its expected lifespan. So the council cannot not waste this opportunity to bring on a much­
needed improvement that addresses an urgent crisis with dedicated senior care service. 

Furthermore, there are few new affordable options for seniors looking for independent living with support 
services in West Vancouver. Combined with the high proportion of older adults living in this community. Those 
folks might not have the option to stay in this community. So, the Council's decision might, in effect, forcing 
seniors to leave the district. 

Understandably, there are concerns about redevelopment. As someone who are regularly frustrated by traffic 
around Taylor Way and accessing either bridge crossings, I can appreciate the concern about how this 
development would impact traffic. Yet, this cannot be framed as a binary, redevelopment vs. traffic decision. 
Both issues need to be addressed. But this community cannot sacrifice an important solution for the sake of 
another critical priority. 

The crisis of the moment and the opportunity to build something better demand us to support the 
redevelopment proposed for Inglewood Care Centre. This might not be an easy choice. But it's a necessary 
one. This project wili heip ·ensu're that seniors in West Vancouver have access to the needed care and· housing 
in the community they know and love. So I encourage Council to support this proposal and not be distracted 
by further distractions or digressions. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 
s 22(1) 

s 22(1) enmore Neighbourhood, West Vancouver 
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Date: June 18,2026 
 
 
Mayor and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
My connection to the North Shore, and the Inglewood community: 

 
Have been a resident of West Vancouver since , after retiring and moving west 
from . Currently living  in Ambleside.  

 
This project is important to me personally because: 

I recognize the need to have more LTC beds in our community- to replace those lost from the 
closure of other facilities and to accommodate the growing number of seniors in our 
community. Not all seniors are going to need LTC beds, but we need to have facilities in our 
community for those who do.  
My experience with LTC is with  who within a year of becoming a 
widow, required a move from her own home into a LTC home with supports necessary for a 

.  
While I am fortunate to have children living in the Sea-to-Sky area who could help me if 
needed, I know that not all seniors are so fortunate.  
At a time, when the provincial government, has paused funding on more LTC beds, I think we 
need to proceed with this project which has funding and before building costs increase even 
more.  
We also need more housing options in West Vancouver and this project will provide those as 
well as the necessary LTC beds.  
 

As West Vancouver plans for the future, it is essential that adequate housing and care options 
exist to support an aging population. Projects such as the redevelopment of Inglewood Care 
Centre are an important part of ensuring our community can meet these needs in the years 
ahead. 
 
I encourage Council to support this proposal and help ensure that seniors in West Vancouver 
have access to the care and housing they need, close to family, friends, and the community they 
know and love. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 

s. 
22(1)
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Sincerely, 
 
 

Name:  
 

Community of Residence: West Vancouver 
 
Email or Tel:                 

 
 

 
Signature: 
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Mahssa Beattie

From: Roy Reichgeld <rreichgeld@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2026 12:07 PM
To: Peter Lambur; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Linda Watt; Scott Snider; Mark Sager, 

Mayor; correspondence; Sharon Thompson
Cc: Roy Reichgeld
Subject: Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment, June 23 Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address rreichgeld@gmail.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. 

June 18, 2026 

Attention: Mayor and Council 

Re: Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment, June 23 Public Hearing 

I am writing requesting that the Mayor and Council reject the application for redevelopment of this property as 
submitted. 

I am for the additional Long Term Care beds as there is a need for them. 

I am against the large towers along Taylor Way. Taylor Way is already a traffic problem without adding that many 
residences.  

I’m also concerned that they have requested the Development Permit be open for a period of 10 years. This leaves us 
not knowing what we will end up with on the site. 

Please reject this application as submitted. 

Regards 

Roy Reichgeld 

1058 Keith Road 

Please do not redact 
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Mayor and Council 

District of West Vancouver 

750 17th Street 

West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 

Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

My connec(on to the North Shore, and the Inglewood community: 

We previously owned property in the Glenmore area and spent much Hme there. We think that 

there is a great need for these types of accommodaHon and that West Vancouver could set an 

example for other municipaliHes in providing for their aging populaHon.  

This project is important to me personally because: 

If this project comes to fruiHon, we would seriously consider buying a unit in the complex for 

ourselves.   

I support the proposed redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre. West Vancouver has 

experienced a significant loss of long-term care capacity over the last five years with the closure 

of West Vancouver Care Centre and Capilano Care Centre. At the same Hme, the number of 

older adults in our community conHnues to grow.  

Today, Inglewood remains the only publicly funded long-term care community in West 

Vancouver and is reaching the end of its expected lifespan. This reality creates urgent and 

growing pressure on seniors, families, and the healthcare system as demand for long-term care 

conHnues to increase while local care capacity remains limited. 

The redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre represents an important opportunity to help 

address this need. It will replace aging infrastructure with a modern, purpose-built community 

that beQer reflects today's standards of care. In addiHon to renewing exisHng long-term care 

capacity, the project will help restore some of the care capacity lost in West Vancouver while 

providing a range of housing and supporHve living opHons designed to meet the diverse needs 

of seniors as they age. 

Date: 14 June 2026





Mahssa Bea t e

From:
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2026 4:50 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Proposed rezoning of 725 Inglewood Avenue and 721, 725, 733, and 735 Burley Drive.

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

To: Mayor and Council of West Vancouver, 

We believe it is essenƟal for the rezoning to be approved by the West Vancouver Mayor and Council so that the 
proposed expansion of Inglewood Care Home can take place. 

In West Vancouver the wait Ɵme, now for a place in an affordable Care Home, is unacceptable. And as our populaƟon 
conƟnues to age, and the need for affordable insƟtuƟonal care increases, we think it is alarming that our West Vancouver 
Council, would block the ability for a new, expanded and updated Inglewood Care Home to be built. 

Please approve the proposed rezoning now! 

Your sincerely, 

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

(1)(10)



Mahssa Beattie

From: M Slater <melroy1058@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2026 10:17 PM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; 

Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt
Subject: Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment Proposal.
Attachments: Inglewood Priority Questions.docx; Inglewood Development Proposal Questions.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address melroy1058@gmail.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. 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing regarding the Inglewood Care Centre redevelopment proposal. 

There are many unanswered questions about this project, a significant number are 
fundamental to understanding its scope, impacts, and justification. I have attached a 
concise set of priority questions for ease of review, along with a comprehensive list that 
provides context and detail.   

These are not minor or technical points. They go directly to the heart of whether this 
proposal is appropriate, proportionate, and ready to proceed.   

It is difficult to see how this proposal can be considered sufficiently complete, or 
sufficiently understood, to justify advancing when key information cannot, or has not, been 
provided. Given that Council is ultimately responsible for determining whether this 
proceeds, it is reasonable to expect that residents’ substantive questions be 
addressed prior to the public hearing.  If that standard cannot be met, it calls into question 
whether the proposal is ready to move forward at all. 

Clarity on how any remaining gaps in information will be treated in the decision-making 
process is also necessary, including how unresolved issues will factor into Council’s 
consideration of the proposal.  

The proposal is being advanced in a form that does not allow for meaningful adjustment to 
its key elements. As a result, Council and residents are placed in an “all-or-nothing” 
position: accept the project in full, or reject it entirely, without the ability to resolve 
legitimate concerns in a constructive way.  Residents should not be forced to choose 
between “accept the entire project” and “lose the long-term care beds.” 

To be clear, the real question is not whether long-term care is needed. The need is 
urgent and widely recognized, and I strongly support the expansion of publicly funded 
Long-Term Care (LTC).  The real question is whether this particular proposal — with its 
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scale, density, traffic impacts, infrastructure demands, financial concessions, and the 
extent of ancillary housing — is the best way to deliver those beds. 
  
The urgency of the need for long-term care (or the appeal of Provincial funding) 
should not be used as a reason to limit scrutiny of the broader proposal. Because 
long-term care is so important, it is essential that it be delivered in the best possible way. 
Supporting long-term care and asking critical questions about this proposal are not 
contradictory positions. 
  
The principal public benefit is the replacement and expansion of LTC beds. But is 
approving 725 units to obtain a net increase of 134 long-term care beds a sound and 
proportionate decision?  
  
It is entirely reasonable to support the care beds while also asking whether there is a 
better, less impactful, and more financially transparent way to achieve them.  Indeed, 
several alternative approaches merit further consideration, including: 
  

 Approving the publicly funded LTC component independently of the additional 
residential development; 

 Reducing the scale of the non-care residential portions while still delivering the LTC 
beds; 

 Requiring full transparency on the purpose, affordability, and necessity of the 
additional residential units; 

 Exploring phased delivery of the LTC facility to accelerate care beds while allowing 
further review of remaining components; and  

 Directly assessing whether alternative configurations or 
additional public funding could deliver the same care outcomes 
with fewer impacts on traffic, infrastructure, and neighbourhood 
character. 

  

The need for long-term care is not in dispute. What remains in dispute is whether a 725-
bed-and-unit development is the only — or best — way to deliver 364 publicly funded 
long-term care beds. Before Council approves a project of this magnitude, residents 
deserve a clear understanding of why the additional residential components are 
necessary, what affordability commitments they provide, and whether less intensive 
alternatives have been adequately explored. 

Given the scale and long-term impact of this proposal, proceeding without resolving these 
issues risks undermining public confidence in the outcome. 

  

Accordingly, I respectfully ask Council to: 

 



·       Clarify how the project’s public benefits are being weighed against its impacts, 
trade-offs, and costs, 

·       Ensure that residents’ substantive questions are addressed prior to the Public 
Hearing, 

·       Consider the extent of any unresolved issues or unanswered questions in 
determining whether the proposal is ready to proceed; and 

·       Evaluate whether separating or deferring the non-Long-Term Care components 
would allow for a more thorough and constructive review. 

  

Thank you for your time and careful consideration of this matter. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
  
Melinda Slater 
1058 Keith Road 
West Vancouver 
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Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment Proposal 
Priority Questions 

 
1. Is the scale of the project truly necessary? 

Is the scale justified by care needs or financing? 

1. Could the long-term care (LTC) beds be delivered with a smaller project or less market 
housing? 

2. What is the primary driver of the scale—care need or financial requirements? 
3. Were lower-height or lower-density alternatives evaluated, and if so, why rejected? 

2. Is the financial case transparent and credible? 
Is the project economically justified? 

1. Has a financial feasibility analysis been provided and will it be made public? 
2. Has a comparison been done of LTC-only vs. partial vs. full project—why were alternatives 

rejected? 
3. What is the total project cost and how is it financed? 

3. Are the seniors’ housing units needed? 
Does the project include unnecessary components? 

1. What evidence supports the need for 161 seniors rental units? 
2. Were vacancy rates, waitlists, and comparable projects analyzed? 
3. Are these units driven by demand or by financial viability? 

4. What is the total public subsidy—and is it fair? 

1. What is the total value of all subsidies (DCC and CAC waivers, tax exemptions, etc.)? 
2. Who benefits vs. who pays (including non-local residents)? 
3. Why is this project receiving exemptions when others do not? 

5. Is provincial funding conditional on approving the full project? 

1. Will LTC funding be lost if only the care component is approved? 
2. Is there documented proof of this condition? 
3. Has full funding for all phases been secured? 

6. What happens if later phases fail? 

1. Is the project financially structured in phases, and do later phases fund earlier ones? 
2. What happens if Phase 2 is delayed or never built? 
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3. What safeguards prevent land resale after rezoning? 

7. Will the continuum of care actually work?  
Does the “campus of care” concept work in practice, or is it theoretical? 

1. Are there guaranteed transitions between independent living, assisted living, and LTC? 
2. Will on-site residents get priority access to LTC beds? 
3. What happens if no bed is available? 

8. What are the long-term financial and infrastructure impacts? 
Will this project create long-term fiscal strain? 

1. Will DCC waivers reduce infrastructure funding or delay projects? 
2. Can water/sewer systems handle this and future growth? 
3. Will tax revenues offset the subsidies over time? 

9. Why is Council being asked to decide without information? 
Decisions should not be made with incomplete or withheld information. 

1. Why is parking not finalized before approval? 
2. Why hasn’t the Transportation Impact Assessment been released? 
3. Why were public concerns and assumptions not included in reports? 

 

 



Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment Proposal 

1. Project Need and Justification 

1. What level of development is required to achieve the stated care objectives? 
a. Could the principal public benefit (long-term care beds) be delivered through a 
smaller-scale project? 
b. Could the care objectives be achieved with a reduced amount of market housing? 

2. Which components of the proposal are essential to achieving the stated care objectives, and 
which are primarily intended to support the project’s financial model? 

3. What is the primary driver of the proposed scale—identified care needs or financial 
requirements? 

4. Which components of the proposal are essential to achieving the stated care objectives, and 
which are primarily intended to support the project’s financial model? 

a. Is the inclusion of 161 seniors’ rental units supported by demonstrated housing need, 
or are these units primarily required to make the project financially viable?   

5. Has Council been provided with a financial feasibility analysis demonstrating why the 
proposed density, height, and market-housing components are necessary to deliver the 
long-term care expansion? 
a. If so, will this analysis be made publicly available? 

6. Can Baptist Housing provide a financial feasibility comparison between: 
 a LTC-only redevelopment; 
 a LTC + reduced housing redevelopment; and 
 the proposed full project? 
 If those alternatives were evaluated, why were they rejected? 

7. Were lower-height or lower-density alternatives evaluated? 
a. What specific options were considered, and why were they rejected? 

8. What evidence supports the need for 161 additional seniors rental units? 
a. Why was this number selected instead of alternatives (e.g., 50, 75, or 100 units)? 

9. Has demand for the 161 seniors rental units been validated using empirical data from 
comparable developments? 
a. Were occupancy rates, vacancy levels, and wait-list data analyzed for North Shore providers 
(e.g., Kiwanis Housing, Capilano Lions Housing, other non-profits)? 
b. Will this data be made publicly available? 

10. What is the anticipated geographic distribution of residents? 
a. How many are expected to come from West Vancouver versus elsewhere on the North 
Shore or in Metro Vancouver? 

11. Why is a 10-year Phased Development Agreement (PDA) needed for the later phases, and 
what assurances exist that the later phases will proceed as proposed? 

12. If Phase 1 is completed, does the PDA permit Phase 2 to be delayed for many years while 
retaining the approved zoning and density?   

13. Were alternative community-serving uses for the site evaluated by the District? 
a. For example, urgent care or other health services versus seniors rental housing? 
b. How do these alternatives compare in meeting identified community needs? 



14. What plans are in place for the redevelopment or reuse of the former Capilano Care Centre 
site and the former West Vancouver Care Centre on 27th Street? 
a. To what extent are these sites being considered to accommodate new or expanded seniors’ 
care or housing? 

15. Has the District looked at how Creekstone Care in North Van was built and financed and how 
it compares to Baptist’s proposal? 

2. Financing and Public Subsidies 

1. What is the total estimated cost of the redevelopment, and how will it be financed? 
2. What is the estimated construction for the proposed 200 rental housing units considering 

recent increases in construction costs? 
3. What safeguards or commitments are in place to ensure that the Phase 2 property will not be 

sold after rezoning, given the potential increase in land value?  
4. What funding commitments have been secured to date, and from whom (e.g., Baptist 

Housing, Vancouver Coastal Health, Province of BC, BC Housing, debt financing sources)? 
5. Is the $4 million in waived Community Amenity Contributions (CAC) for Phase 1 or for the 

entire project? 
6. What is the estimated dollar value of the Metro Vancouver and TransLink Developmnet Cost 

Charge (DCC) waivers being sought? 
7. What is the total value of all DCC waivers and exemptions being requested from Metro 

Vancouver, TransLink, and the District of West Vancouver combined? 
8. If those waivers are granted, who ultimately bears the cost of the infrastructure that those 

DCCs would otherwise fund? 
9. Will Phase 2 (Assisted Living and Seniors Rental Housing) be given permissive tax exemptions 

similar to the long-term care component? 
10. What is the dollar value of the total public subsidy being provided to the project through fee 

waivers, tax exemptions, grants, and publicly funded infrastructure? 
11. Is the project financially structured in phases? 

a. Will later phases be required to fund earlier phases?  
b. What are the risks if future phases are delayed or not completed? 

12. What will Baptist do with the property if the project is rejected? 
13. How does the public funding and subsidy package proposed for Inglewood compare with 

the public funding model used for Creekstone and other recently approved long-term care 
facilities? 
 

3. Provincial Funding  

1. Is there evidence that Provincial funding is contingent on approval of the entire development 
(including the seniors’ rental and independent living components) and will this be made 
public?   



2. Has funding been secured for both Phase 1 and Phase 2, or only for the LTC component? 
(Has Phase 1 been fully funded independently?) 

3. If the LTC component alone were approved, would Provincial funding for the 364 LTC beds be 
withdrawn? If so, please provide the documentation supporting that position. 

4. Has Vancouver Coastal Health and the Ministry of Health formally committed to funding and 
operating all 364 proposed LTC beds, and will that commitment be made public? 

5. Has Council been provided with a finalized capital funding agreement, provincial 
commitment letter, published dollar amount of provincial funding, or a detailed breakdown 
of who pays for what portion of the care facility? 

4. Community Impact of Public Subsidies 

4.1 Who Benefits vs. Who Pays 

1. Who are the primary beneficiaries of the public subsidies (e.g., residents, operator, private 
partners), and how is this benefit quantified? 

2. To what extent do West Vancouver taxpayers subsidize residents who may come from 
outside the municipality? 

3. How does the level of subsidy compare to comparable projects elsewhere in Metro 
Vancouver? 

4.2 Impact on Local Services and Infrastructure 

1. What is the financial impact on District services and infrastructure budgets resulting from 
foregone Development Cost Charge (DCC) revenues? 

2. Will the loss of DCC revenue delay or reduce planned infrastructure investments (e.g., 
transportation, utilities, parks)? 

3. Are there any service-level impacts (e.g., capacity, maintenance timelines) associated with 
these foregone revenues? 

4.3 Equity and Fairness 

1. How does this subsidy align with the District’s equity objectives, particularly given varying 
income levels among residents? 

2. Why is this project being granted exemptions when other developments are required to pay 
full DCCs and taxes? 

3. What criteria were used to determine that this project merits public subsidy over other 
potential community priorities? 

4.4 Opportunity Cost 

1. What alternative uses of these funds or forgone revenues were considered, and what are the 
trade-offs? 



2. Could the same level of public investment deliver greater community benefit if allocated 
differently (e.g., affordable housing, infrastructure, community amenities)? 

4.5 Housing Affordability Outcomes 

1. How do the subsidies translate into measurable affordability outcomes for residents (e.g., 
reduced rents, increased accessibility)? 

2. Is there any requirement or mechanism to ensure that public subsidies result in long-term 
affordability commitments? 

4.6 Accountability and Conditions 

1. What conditions or performance requirements are attached to the subsidies (e.g., 
affordability levels, service provision)? 

2. Are there clawback provisions if the project does not deliver the anticipated public benefits? 
3. How will the District monitor and report on whether the subsidized benefits are actually 

achieved over time? 

4.7 Long-Term Financial Implications 

1. What are the long-term fiscal impacts (positive or negative) of the subsidies on the District’s 
finances? 

2. Will the project generate sufficient future tax revenues or economic benefits to offset the 
initial subsidies? 

5. Utility Servicing 

1. Will the utility modelling analysis be made public? 
2. What assumptions regarding occupancy, water demand, and future growth were used in the 

model? 
3. Did the analysis account for future growth anticipated under Provincial housing directives, 

the Taylor Way corridor, and Park Royal redevelopment? 
4. Did the analysis include climate-change and drought scenarios? 
5. Can the District's water system accommodate this project and anticipated future growth 

without requiring significant future infrastructure upgrades? 
6. What off-site sewer upgrades are required, what is their cost, and who will pay for them? 
7. Are any future water-system upgrades expected as a result of cumulative growth in the area, 

even if none are required for this project alone? 

6. Staffing and Operations 

1. Have Vancouver Coastal Health or the Ministry of Health confirmed that sufficient nurses, 
care aides, and support staff will be available to operate all 364 long-term care beds? 



2. Has a staffing needs assessment been completed? 
a. Will it be made publicly available? 
b. Does it identify any risks related to staffing availability? 

7. Continuum of Care 

1. Does the proposal provide a complete and integrated continuum of care, or are there 
identifiable gaps between independent living, assisted living, and long-term care? 

2. Will residents of the Independent Living and Seniors Rental Housing components receive 
priority or preferential access to publicly funded LTC beds, or will they join the standard 
Vancouver Coastal Health wait list? 

3. What formal agreements exist with Vancouver Coastal Health regarding transitions between 
housing and care levels within the proposed Campus of Care? 

4. If no LTC bed is available on-site when a resident requires care, what happens to that 
resident? 

5. Can the applicant provide verifiable evidence from comparable campuses demonstrating that 
residents successfully transition through the continuum of care as described? 
a. What proportion of residents follow this pathway in practice? 

6. What percentage of future LTC residents are anticipated to originate from the on-site 
housing components versus external referrals? 

7. What happens if a resident can no longer afford the Independent Living or Seniors Rental 
Housing component? 
a. Does the model provide any mechanism to maintain continuity of residence? 

8. Traffic and Parking 

1. Why is Council being asked to approve the project before parking allocations among 
residents, staff, and visitors have been finalized? 

2. Will the full Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) and supporting parking analysis be 
made publicly available? 
a. Will these materials be released prior to any approval decision? 

3. What assumptions underpin the transportation and parking analysis? 
a. Vehicle ownership rates 
b. Visitor parking demand 
c. Staff parking demand 
d. Service and delivery traffic 

4. Does the TIA account for cumulative growth in the surrounding area? 
a. Taylor Way corridor 
b. Park Royal redevelopment 
c. Provincial housing initiatives 

5. What contingency measures are in place if actual parking demand exceeds projections? 
a. Where would overflow parking be accommodated? 



9. Construction Impacts 

1. How many years is each phase of construction expected to last?  
2. When is Phase 2 expected to be completed? 
3. What impacts are anticipated for neighbouring residents during construction? 

a. Noise, dust, vibration 
b. Traffic disruption and access 
c. Impacts to adjacent long-term care residents 

4. Will a Construction Management Plan be prepared and made publicly available prior to 
approval? 

10. Planning and Neighbourhood Character 

1. Why was the Inglewood site not included in the Taylor Way Local Area Plan process? 
2. How does this proposal align with the long-term planning vision for the Taylor Way corridor 

and surrounding neighbourhoods? 
3. What precedent could approval of this project establish for future building height and 

density in the area? 
4. What are the anticipated built-form impacts? 

a. Shadowing 
b. Privacy and overlook 
c. Transition to adjacent residential areas 
d. Overall neighbourhood character 

11. Public Engagement and Transparency 

1. What changes were made to the proposal in response to feedback from the December 9, 
2025 Public Information Meeting? 
a. Please identify specific revisions tied to key concerns (e.g., traffic, parking, project scale, 
pedestrian safety, construction impacts, process transparency) 

2. What was the rationale for not conducting District-led public engagement and instead 
relying on applicant-led engagement and who made that decision? 

3. How has the District assessed the completeness and objectivity of applicant-led 
engagement? 

4. What methods were used to inform residents who did not attend the December 9, 2025 
meeting of subsequent revisions to the proposal, and how was the effectiveness of those 
methods evaluated?  

5. Why were responses to public concerns not included in the Council report? 
6. Why were detailed parking demand assumptions not included in the Council report? 
7. Why was the Transportation Impact Assessment not included in the publicly available 

materials? 



8. Will the District release the full consultation record? 
a. Including feedback submissions, questions raised, applicant responses, and any “What We 
Heard” summary 

12. Seniors Advocate 

1. Was the BC Office of the Seniors Advocate consulted during the development or review of 
this proposal? 
a. If so, what recommendations, concerns, or feedback were provided? 

2. If the Office of the Seniors Advocate has not reviewed this proposal, does the District intend 
to seek their assessment? 
a. Including potential impacts of prolonged adjacent construction on long-term care 
residents. 
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June 13,2026 
 
 
 
Mayor and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
My connecƟon to the North Shore, and the Inglewood community: 
 

As a North Shore resident and full Ɵme  
for  years, I have had witness firsthand the care, dedicaƟon, compassion and 
professionalism  resident in care.  

Inglewood plays a vital role in providing a person-centered care to  and individuals 
who requires complex support in a respecƞul and dignified environment. Through 
collaboraƟon of the mulƟdisciplinary team  achieve the 
best care possible and enhances their community life.  

Beyond supporƟng seniors in their daily rouƟnes,  commiƩed to advocaƟng for their 
independence and preserving their dignity. 
 
This project is important to me personally because: 
I support this redevelopment of Inglewood Care Center so that  
community I deeply care about. 

 Many of these seniors have spent their enƟre life here. This is their home- where they built 
relaƟonship, raised family and connected to the people, culture and surrounding that defines 
their idenƟty. They deserve to age in a place that is familiar, supporƟve and safe. 

I urge decision makers to approve this redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre to act now to 
ensure that those who have contributed so much to the North Shore can conƟnue to live with 
care, respect and dignity they deserve right here at home 
 
I support the proposed redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre. West Vancouver has 
experienced a significant loss of long-term care capacity over the last five years with the closure 
of West Vancouver Care Centre and Capilano Care Centre. At the same Ɵme, the number of 
older adults in our community conƟnues to grow.  
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Today, Inglewood remains the only publicly funded long-term care community in West 
Vancouver and is reaching the end of its expected lifespan. This reality creates urgent and 
growing pressure on seniors, families, and the healthcare system as demand for long-term care 
conƟnues to increase while local care capacity remains limited. 
 
The redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre represents an important opportunity to help 
address this need. It will replace aging infrastructure with a modern, purpose-built community 
that beƩer reflects today's standards of care. In addiƟon to renewing exisƟng long-term care 
capacity, the project will help restore some of the care capacity lost in West Vancouver while 
providing a range of housing and supporƟve living opƟons designed to meet the diverse needs 
of seniors as they age. 
 
As West Vancouver plans for the future, it is essenƟal that adequate housing and care opƟons 
exist to support an aging populaƟon. Projects such as the redevelopment of Inglewood Care 
Centre are an important part of ensuring our community can meet these needs in the years 
ahead. 
 
I encourage Council to support this proposal and help ensure that seniors in West Vancouver 
have access to the care and housing they need, close to family, friends, and the community they 
know and love. 
 
Thank you for your consideraƟon. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
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June 16, 2026 
 
 
 
Mayor and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
 
 
 Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 
 
 
 
 Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
 
I am wriƟng to express my strong support for the proposed redevelopment of Inglewood Care 
Centre.  
 
As a longƟme resident of West Vancouver and , I have 
firsthand knowledge of the important role this facility plays in caring for seniors and 
vulnerable members of our community. 
 
I see everyday the need for modern, high quality and affordable long term care spaces. 
 
At the same Ɵme, two long term care faciliƟes have closed in resent years in West Vancouver 
(West Vancouver Care Centre and Capilano Care Centre) resulƟng in Inglewood Care Centre to 
becoming the only remaining publicly funded long term care centre in our community. 
 
The redevelopment is a necessary investment in the future of West Vancouver community. 
It will provide a more dignified accommodaƟons which will meet the modern standards of 
care.  
 
The project is also personally important to me. As my father ages  

 he will be in need of long-term care accommodaƟon in the future.  
 
He is an example of the many future seniors who could remain in the community they know 
and love in close proximity to their families. 
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I respecƞully encourage Council to support this important project for the benefit of current 
and future residents, families and healthcare workers.  
 
Inglewood employees who reside in West Vancouver, proudly work at the Inglewood because 
it allows  community while remaining close to  families. 
 
Thank you for your service to our wonderful community, which we are very privileged to be 
able to live and work in. None of us knows what the future may bring. Our circumstances can 
change in an instant and one of us or our loved ones may one day need a room and care at 
Inglewood Care Centre. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Resident of West Vancouver  
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June 18, 2026 

Mayor Mark Sager and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
 
Re: Support for the Baptist Housing Inglewood Redevelopment 
 
Dear Mayor Sager and Members of Council, 
 
I am -year-old senior, resident of West Vancouver for the past 40 years, and a 20+ 
year volunteer supporter of great word done by the  and the 

. I strongly support the proposed redevelopment of 
Baptist Housing’s Inglewood campus. This project is an important investment in our 
community’s future. It will help seniors continue to age in West Vancouver, close to 
family, friends, and the community connections they have built over their recent lifetime. 
 
I know firsthand how important it is for seniors to stay close to their loved ones. After my 
parents died in , I had to bring and place  in a long-term 
care home in  because of  caused 
by a severe . She is now 

. I travel from West Vancouver to visit her every 2-3 weeks to support and care 
for her needs. Although I am grateful that she is receiving the care she needs in a 
private facility, I wish she could be closer to me so I would not need to drive 2 hours or 
more every time I visit her. Her income is less than  per month, with me covering 
rest of the  cost. I can’t afford to place her in one of 2 WV Amica care centers.  
Families facing  and other age-related conditions should not have to leave 
their communities because appropriate, reasonably priced care is unavailable locally. 
 
Through my volunteer and fundraising work with the  I have 
met many West Vancouver families living with the realities of . I have seen the 
emotional and practical challenges they face. These families need access to care and 
support, and they also want their loved ones to remain in the community they know and 
love. The Inglewood redevelopment will help make that possible. It is a thoughtful, 
community-focused project that will benefit both current and future generations.  
 
I urge Council to support the Inglewood redevelopment and help ensure that West 
Vancouver remains a community where seniors are welcome regardless of their care 
needs. Thank you in advance for your unanimous consent to this redevelopment 
proposal. 
 
Sincerely, 

 West Vancouver, BC  
 

“Leadership is about making others better as a result of your presence and 

making sure that impact lasts in your absence.” --Sheryl Sandberg    

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1) s. 22(1)

s. 22(1) s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1) s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s.22(1)



Mahssa Beattie

From: Barbara Chaworth-Musters <barbara@chaworth-musters.ca>
Sent: Saturday, June 20, 2026 3:21 PM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Linda Watt; Sharon Thompson; Nora Gambioli; 

Peter Lambur; Scott Snider
Subject: Baptist Housing for Inglewood Campus of Care

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

Dear Mayor Sager, Councillors Cassidy, Gambioi, Lambur, Snider, Thompson, and Watt 

Five years ago, when Baptist first introduced their planned Inglewood project, in my correspondence to 
Mayor and Council, I voiced concern for the residents of Inglewood Care Centre living on a construction 
site. 

Now, in 2026, I continue my quest as a voice for the residents of Inglewood during the construction of 
new facilities.  Not only should the residents be considered, but also the staff.  Baptist Housing have 
advised that residents of the Inglewoood Care Centre will remain on the construction site.  Before 
approval of this project can be given, the following   questions need answering: 

How will residents be protected from construction noise, vibration, dust, and disruption? 
- How will quality of life be maintained for residents, particularly those living with frailty, mobility
limitations, or dementia?
- What mitigation measures will be in place and how will they be monitored?
- Have alternative phasing or temporary relocation options been considered?
- How will residents and families be consulted throughout the redevelopment process?

Please refer to the following as suggested by Mei Lan Fang, Assistant Professor, Simon Fraser University - 
Urban Studies and Department of Gerontology, Director of the Science and Technology for Aging 
Research Institute    Email of 17 June, 2026 regarding Baptist/Inglewood project: 
: 

1. BC Seniors Advocate – Growing Demand for Long-Term Care Beds in B.C.
This report highlights the urgent need for additional long-term care capacity in the province. While it
supports the need for redevelopment, it also reinforces the importance of ensuring that vulnerable
seniors receive appropriate care and quality of life throughout these transitions.

BLOCKEDseniorsadvocatebc[.]ca/osa-reports/from-shortfall-to-crisis-growing-demand-for-long-term-
care-beds-in-b-c/BLOCKED 

2. BC Seniors Advocate – Monitoring Seniors Services
This report provides data on growing waitlists and pressures on the long-term care system, helping to
explain why redevelopment is being pursued.

BLOCKEDseniorsadvocatebc[.]ca/monitoring-seniors-services/BLOCKED 
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3. Health Canada – Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts of Noise 
Health Canada recognizes that prolonged noise exposure can affect health and well-being and provides 
guidance on assessing impacts from major infrastructure and construction projects. Of particular 
relevance are concerns related to sleep disruption, communication difficulties, stress, and quality of life. 
 
https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/publications/healthy-living/guidance-evaluating-
human-health-impacts-noise.html 
 
4. National Collaborating Centre for Environmental Health – Environmental Noise 
This summary reviews evidence linking environmental noise to health and well-being and provides links 
to Canadian guidance documents. 
 
BLOCKEDncceh[.]ca/resources/subject-guides/environmental-noiseBLOCKED 
 
5. National Collaborating Centre for Environmental Health – Listening to Canadians About Environmental 
Noise 
This report discusses the health burden associated with noise exposure and residents' experiences of 
noise annoyance, which is increasingly recognized as a public health concern. 
 
BLOCKEDncceh[.]ca/resources/evidence-briefs/listening-canadians-about-environmental-
noiseBLOCKED 
 
Ms. Fang wrote regarding the Inglewood/Baptist project:  “there is a strong evidence-based case for 
examining how redevelopment is implemented and whether adequate protections are in place for 
current residents during what may be a lengthy construction process.” 
 
 
During the construction of Grosvenor, businesses and residents living more than a block away, 
monitored noise levels finding the construction noise  beyond what is acceptable by DWV bylaws.  The 
infractions were reported to DWV Bylaw Dept, yet nothing was done.   
 
It is alarming to me that Baptist Housing, with their stated expertise on the care of seniors in the last 
phase of their lives, are not aware of the information in the above reports and have considered this 
information in the Inglewood redevelopment plan.  The words of Marc Kinna and Lorry Wasylik must be 
applied in practice to the seniors of Inglewood Care Centre.   
 
Marc Kinna stated at the DWV meeting on May 27th:  “the environment hat our elders deserve…we 
support in the last 12-18 months of their lives.  These are precious moments in which the environment 
must be most supportive and most conducive to what we expect for our closest loved ones.    Our team 
share a care giving spirit that is a shared and deeply personal commitment to how senior’s live with 
dignity, purpose and belonging…we care about the lives of elders and the desire to serve them. 
 
2024-2025 Baptist Housing Annual Report: 
 
"This work is deeply rewarding, but it is important to acknowledge that we do it not for those who have 
loved us, and not because we owe a personal debt. We do it for strangers. We do it for people we are 
meeting for the first time as they move in. We do it because of the caregiver’s heart and because we are 



inspired by the values of Jesus. We do it because our elders, each and every one of them, are worth it. 
God loves them, and so we love them and serve them every day." 
 
Marc Kinna                 Lorry Wasylik 
President and CEO       Board Chair 
 
Mayor and Council must consider the factual information in the above listed reports, require that the 
posed questions  are answered,  and ensure that residents of Inglewood are treated from an ethical, 
moral, and caring position.   
 
With regards and hope for the future, 
 
Barbara Chaworth-Musters 
408 Inglewood Avenue 
West Vancouver, B.C.  V7% 1X1 
 
Please do not redact. 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Mahssa Beattie

From: M Slater <melroy1058@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, June 20, 2026 10:43 PM
To: Scott Snider; correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Sharon Thompson; 

Linda Watt
Subject: Re: Baptist Housing redevelopment proposal for Inglewood Care Centre.
Attachments: Inglewood Development Proposal Questions.docx; Inglewood Priority Questions.docx

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address melroy1058@gmail.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. 

Hi Scott, 

Thank you for meeting with members of ADRA and the British Properties Area Homeowners 
Association to discuss the proposed Inglewood “Campus of Care” redevelopment. While I 
appreciated the opportunity to participate in that broader discussion, it did not directly address the 
specific questions I raised in my prior correspondence to you, despite your response suggesting that 
it did. Given the importance of these issues, I have copied Mayor and Council and submitted this to 
Council Correspondence for the public record. 

As my questions remain unanswered, I am at a loss as to how our discussion could be considered 
responsive to the concerns I raised; if anything, it reinforced them. In its current form, I do not believe 
this application can be credibly approved, and I urge you to withhold support unless these issues are 
clearly resolved. 

I support the need for long-term care in West Vancouver. However, that does not justify approving a 
proposal of this magnitude without clear answers to fundamental questions. Residents should not be 
asked to accept 725 units to achieve a net increase of 134 long-term care beds, particularly 
without an explanation of why a smaller or phased approach is not viable. If long-term care is the 
priority, Council should be pressing whether the Phase 1 care component can proceed 
independently of the larger residential development. 

If this proposal is being advanced due to potential loss of provincial funding, Council should clearly 
state what funding is at risk and whether it depends on approving the full package.  

A previous proposal for this site was found unsuitable, demonstrating that urgency does not make 
every proposal acceptable. 

Residents were told there would be four weeks between Council’s referral to Public Hearing and the 
hearing itself to ask questions and receive answers, and that this timeline was sufficient. That has not 
been my experience. My substantive questions remain unanswered. Yesterday you indicated that not 
all questions may be answered before the hearing closed, with some potentially being answered by 
Baptist Housing “before or at” the hearing.  

Proceeding to Public Hearing while key questions remain unanswered leaves the public without the 
information required to provide informed comment. Allowing answers to emerge at the hearing—or 
leaving the hearing open—is not a substitute for providing that information in advance. If information 

(1)(16)



only emerges during the hearing, residents may not have the opportunity to review it, ask follow-up 
questions, or respond before it closes.  
  
A number of outstanding questions are for District staff and Council. Issues around process, public 
benefit, infrastructure, alternatives, and financial transparency go directly to the basis on which 
Council is being asked to approve this rezoning and must be addressed by the District.  
  
You noted that the District does not conduct engagement on privately owned properties, but this is 
not a typical private development. It involves rezoning, a publicly funded LTC component, and 
potential public concessions. It carries clear public implications and warrants a higher standard of 
engagement and transparency. 
  
Relying on proponent-led community consultation is problematic, mainly because it is not impartial. 
Concerns with this inherently flawed approach have been raised with both this Council and previous 
Councils. In the interest of brevity, I will not repeat them here, but the shortcomings require urgent 
attention. 
  
I will be out of town immediately following the June 23 Public Hearing. While the process is not 
organized around individual schedules, Council emphasized that residents would have sufficient time 
to ask questions and receive answers before the hearing. If key information emerges only during or 
after the hearing, that assurance has not been met. 
  
It is also concerning that Council has not, as a group, had a full discussion of this proposal prior to 
sending it to Public Hearing. This reinforces the impression that a significant project is advancing 
without the level of scrutiny the public expects. 
  
More broadly, West Vancouver has known for years about the precarious state of long-term care. Yet 
the District appears to have relied largely on proponent-led proposals rather than establishing a public 
strategy. Council should be able answer a simple question: what steps were taken to secure 
replacement LTC capacity, explore alternative sites or operators, or pursue solutions not tied 
to large-scale residential development? 
  
At this stage, the question is whether Council is prepared to approve a major rezoning knowing that 
key questions remain unanswered and knowing that the public may be asked to comment without a 
meaningful opportunity to assess the proposal. Approving the application under those circumstances 
would be a conscious decision to proceed on an incomplete record. 
  
For that reason, I urge you not to approve this unless the outstanding questions—particularly around 
phasing, financial transparency, public concessions, completion risk, and the necessity of the 
non-care residential components—are clearly resolved before the Public Hearing concludes. 
  
A related question: to what extent are the density, height, and non-care residential components 
driven by land costs, financing, and project economics, rather than the cost of delivering 
long-term care itself?   
  
I would appreciate a clear response as to: 

 whether all substantive questions will be answered before or, at the latest, before the 
conclusion of the Public Hearing; 

 which questions will be addressed by District staff and Council, and which by Baptist Housing;  
 when those answers will be provided; and 
 what opportunity residents will have to review and respond to any new information provided 

after the Public Hearing begins. 



  
For clarity, I have attached my previously submitted comprehensive list of questions, along with a 
shorter summary of priority items, all of which remain outstanding. 

  
The easier course may be to approve this application and suggest there is no alternative. But the 
easier course is not necessarily the right one. Council should insist on clear answers, refuse to 
proceed on an incomplete record, and ensure the best possible outcome—not only for seniors who 
need care, but for the community that will live with the consequences of this decision for decades. 
  
If Council chooses to approve this proposal, it will do so with full knowledge that key questions remain 
unresolved and that the public was asked to participate without sufficient information. 
                                                                                                                              
Sincerely, 

 
Melinda Slater 

1058 Keith Road 
West Vancouver 
 
Attachments (2) 

  
Please do not redact 

 

 
 
 
 

On Jun 20, 2026, at 4:47 PM, Scott Snider <ssnider@westvancouver.ca> wrote: 
 
Good afternoon Melinda, 
 
Thank you for your time on Friday. I trust that our discussion will suffice as my response to 
your concerns below.      
 
thank you again for your engagement. 
 
Regards, 
 
Councillor Scott Snider 
District of West Vancouver 
604-612-2228 
From: M Slater <melroy1058@gmail.com> 
Date: Monday, June 15, 2026 at 10:37 PM 
To: Scott Snider <ssnider@westvancouver.ca> 
Subject: Baptist Housing redevelopment proposal for Inglewood Care Centre. 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address melroy1058@gmail.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. 



  

Hi Scott, 

I am writing to follow up on the Inglewood Care Centre development proposal. As outlined 
in my previous correspondence, I believe it was advanced to a Public Hearing 
prematurely.  While I understand that the Public Hearing is now scheduled and may not be 
able to be revisited procedurally, I want to clearly set out the concerns with the current 
process and timeline. 

I missed the December information meeting and was unaware until recently that a revised 
proposal was moving forward. At the May 27 Council meeting, it was stated that residents 
had four weeks to review the proposal and ask questions before the public hearing. For a 
project of this scale and complexity, this timeframe is not sufficient. 

In my own experience, it has taken several weeks of sustained effort to work through the 
approximately 200-page report, understand the evolution of the proposal, consult with 
neighbours and residents’ groups, and prepare informed questions. Most residents cannot 
reasonably be expected to commit this level of time, yet meaningful participation depends 
on it. 

As a result, there is now insufficient time for questions to be properly addressed in 
advance of the Public Hearing—particularly where responses may lead to further, 
necessary discussion. 

Advancing this proposal under these conditions effectively forces Council into “all-or-
nothing” decision.  At the Public Hearing, Council is effectively limited to an “approve or 
reject” decision, without the ability to direct substantive changes to key elements such as 
height or density. This restricts Council’s ability to respond constructively to legitimate 
concerns. 

The recent Horseshoe Bay hotel proposal illustrates the consequences of this approach, 
where earlier opportunity for refinement could have avoided the current “all-or-nothing” 
outcome and produced a result that satisfied everyone. 

This process is unnecessarily adversarial and risks dividing residents, despite broad 
support for the publicly funded Long-Term Care bed component. A reasonable approach 
would be to proceed with the LTC while deferring the remainder of the proposal until 
outstanding questions and community concerns have been properly addressed.   

Given the scale of this project and the significant impact it will have on our community, 
proceeding under these conditions undermines both the quality of review and public 
confidence in the process. 

Council needs to acknowledge these shortcomings as it considers this proposal and 
ensure that the impediments of the current process are fully taken into account in its 
decision-making. 



I urge Council to revisit how projects are advanced, so that sufficient time for engagement 
and refinement is provided before reaching a Public Hearing stage.  

Council’s ability—or inability—to address the attached questions in advance of the Public 
Hearing will provide a clear indication of level of familiarity with the proposal and whether it 
is sufficiently understood to proceed. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. I would appreciate a response prior to the June 
23 Public Hearing. 

Sincerely, 

 

Melinda Slater 
1058 Keith Road 
West Vancouver 
(604) 926-1999 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 



Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment Proposal 

1. Project Need and Justification 

1. What level of development is required to achieve the stated care objectives? 
a. Could the principal public benefit (long-term care beds) be delivered through a 
smaller-scale project? 
b. Could the care objectives be achieved with a reduced amount of market housing? 

2. Which components of the proposal are essential to achieving the stated care objectives, and 
which are primarily intended to support the project’s financial model? 

3. What is the primary driver of the proposed scale—identified care needs or financial 
requirements? 

4. Which components of the proposal are essential to achieving the stated care objectives, and 
which are primarily intended to support the project’s financial model? 

a. Is the inclusion of 161 seniors’ rental units supported by demonstrated housing need, 
or are these units primarily required to make the project financially viable?   

5. Has Council been provided with a financial feasibility analysis demonstrating why the 
proposed density, height, and market-housing components are necessary to deliver the 
long-term care expansion? 
a. If so, will this analysis be made publicly available? 

6. Can Baptist Housing provide a financial feasibility comparison between: 
 a LTC-only redevelopment; 
 a LTC + reduced housing redevelopment; and 
 the proposed full project? 
 If those alternatives were evaluated, why were they rejected? 

7. Were lower-height or lower-density alternatives evaluated? 
a. What specific options were considered, and why were they rejected? 

8. What evidence supports the need for 161 additional seniors rental units? 
a. Why was this number selected instead of alternatives (e.g., 50, 75, or 100 units)? 

9. Has demand for the 161 seniors rental units been validated using empirical data from 
comparable developments? 
a. Were occupancy rates, vacancy levels, and wait-list data analyzed for North Shore providers 
(e.g., Kiwanis Housing, Capilano Lions Housing, other non-profits)? 
b. Will this data be made publicly available? 

10. What is the anticipated geographic distribution of residents? 
a. How many are expected to come from West Vancouver versus elsewhere on the North 
Shore or in Metro Vancouver? 

11. Why is a 10-year Phased Development Agreement (PDA) needed for the later phases, and 
what assurances exist that the later phases will proceed as proposed? 

12. If Phase 1 is completed, does the PDA permit Phase 2 to be delayed for many years while 
retaining the approved zoning and density?   

13. Were alternative community-serving uses for the site evaluated by the District? 
a. For example, urgent care or other health services versus seniors rental housing? 
b. How do these alternatives compare in meeting identified community needs? 



14. What plans are in place for the redevelopment or reuse of the former Capilano Care Centre 
site and the former West Vancouver Care Centre on 27th Street? 
a. To what extent are these sites being considered to accommodate new or expanded seniors’ 
care or housing? 

15. Has the District looked at how Creekstone Care in North Van was built and financed and how 
it compares to Baptist’s proposal? 

2. Financing and Public Subsidies 

1. What is the total estimated cost of the redevelopment, and how will it be financed? 
2. What is the estimated construction for the proposed 200 rental housing units considering 

recent increases in construction costs? 
3. What safeguards or commitments are in place to ensure that the Phase 2 property will not be 

sold after rezoning, given the potential increase in land value?  
4. What funding commitments have been secured to date, and from whom (e.g., Baptist 

Housing, Vancouver Coastal Health, Province of BC, BC Housing, debt financing sources)? 
5. Is the $4 million in waived Community Amenity Contributions (CAC) for Phase 1 or for the 

entire project? 
6. What is the estimated dollar value of the Metro Vancouver and TransLink Developmnet Cost 

Charge (DCC) waivers being sought? 
7. What is the total value of all DCC waivers and exemptions being requested from Metro 

Vancouver, TransLink, and the District of West Vancouver combined? 
8. If those waivers are granted, who ultimately bears the cost of the infrastructure that those 

DCCs would otherwise fund? 
9. Will Phase 2 (Assisted Living and Seniors Rental Housing) be given permissive tax exemptions 

similar to the long-term care component? 
10. What is the dollar value of the total public subsidy being provided to the project through fee 

waivers, tax exemptions, grants, and publicly funded infrastructure? 
11. Is the project financially structured in phases? 

a. Will later phases be required to fund earlier phases?  
b. What are the risks if future phases are delayed or not completed? 

12. What will Baptist do with the property if the project is rejected? 
13. How does the public funding and subsidy package proposed for Inglewood compare with 

the public funding model used for Creekstone and other recently approved long-term care 
facilities? 
 

3. Provincial Funding  

1. Is there evidence that Provincial funding is contingent on approval of the entire development 
(including the seniors’ rental and independent living components) and will this be made 
public?   



2. Has funding been secured for both Phase 1 and Phase 2, or only for the LTC component? 
(Has Phase 1 been fully funded independently?) 

3. If the LTC component alone were approved, would Provincial funding for the 364 LTC beds be 
withdrawn? If so, please provide the documentation supporting that position. 

4. Has Vancouver Coastal Health and the Ministry of Health formally committed to funding and 
operating all 364 proposed LTC beds, and will that commitment be made public? 

5. Has Council been provided with a finalized capital funding agreement, provincial 
commitment letter, published dollar amount of provincial funding, or a detailed breakdown 
of who pays for what portion of the care facility? 

4. Community Impact of Public Subsidies 

4.1 Who Benefits vs. Who Pays 

1. Who are the primary beneficiaries of the public subsidies (e.g., residents, operator, private 
partners), and how is this benefit quantified? 

2. To what extent do West Vancouver taxpayers subsidize residents who may come from 
outside the municipality? 

3. How does the level of subsidy compare to comparable projects elsewhere in Metro 
Vancouver? 

4.2 Impact on Local Services and Infrastructure 

1. What is the financial impact on District services and infrastructure budgets resulting from 
foregone Development Cost Charge (DCC) revenues? 

2. Will the loss of DCC revenue delay or reduce planned infrastructure investments (e.g., 
transportation, utilities, parks)? 

3. Are there any service-level impacts (e.g., capacity, maintenance timelines) associated with 
these foregone revenues? 

4.3 Equity and Fairness 

1. How does this subsidy align with the District’s equity objectives, particularly given varying 
income levels among residents? 

2. Why is this project being granted exemptions when other developments are required to pay 
full DCCs and taxes? 

3. What criteria were used to determine that this project merits public subsidy over other 
potential community priorities? 

4.4 Opportunity Cost 

1. What alternative uses of these funds or forgone revenues were considered, and what are the 
trade-offs? 



2. Could the same level of public investment deliver greater community benefit if allocated 
differently (e.g., affordable housing, infrastructure, community amenities)? 

4.5 Housing Affordability Outcomes 

1. How do the subsidies translate into measurable affordability outcomes for residents (e.g., 
reduced rents, increased accessibility)? 

2. Is there any requirement or mechanism to ensure that public subsidies result in long-term 
affordability commitments? 

4.6 Accountability and Conditions 

1. What conditions or performance requirements are attached to the subsidies (e.g., 
affordability levels, service provision)? 

2. Are there clawback provisions if the project does not deliver the anticipated public benefits? 
3. How will the District monitor and report on whether the subsidized benefits are actually 

achieved over time? 

4.7 Long-Term Financial Implications 

1. What are the long-term fiscal impacts (positive or negative) of the subsidies on the District’s 
finances? 

2. Will the project generate sufficient future tax revenues or economic benefits to offset the 
initial subsidies? 

5. Utility Servicing 

1. Will the utility modelling analysis be made public? 
2. What assumptions regarding occupancy, water demand, and future growth were used in the 

model? 
3. Did the analysis account for future growth anticipated under Provincial housing directives, 

the Taylor Way corridor, and Park Royal redevelopment? 
4. Did the analysis include climate-change and drought scenarios? 
5. Can the District's water system accommodate this project and anticipated future growth 

without requiring significant future infrastructure upgrades? 
6. What off-site sewer upgrades are required, what is their cost, and who will pay for them? 
7. Are any future water-system upgrades expected as a result of cumulative growth in the area, 

even if none are required for this project alone? 

6. Staffing and Operations 

1. Have Vancouver Coastal Health or the Ministry of Health confirmed that sufficient nurses, 
care aides, and support staff will be available to operate all 364 long-term care beds? 



2. Has a staffing needs assessment been completed? 
a. Will it be made publicly available? 
b. Does it identify any risks related to staffing availability? 

7. Continuum of Care 

1. Does the proposal provide a complete and integrated continuum of care, or are there 
identifiable gaps between independent living, assisted living, and long-term care? 

2. Will residents of the Independent Living and Seniors Rental Housing components receive 
priority or preferential access to publicly funded LTC beds, or will they join the standard 
Vancouver Coastal Health wait list? 

3. What formal agreements exist with Vancouver Coastal Health regarding transitions between 
housing and care levels within the proposed Campus of Care? 

4. If no LTC bed is available on-site when a resident requires care, what happens to that 
resident? 

5. Can the applicant provide verifiable evidence from comparable campuses demonstrating that 
residents successfully transition through the continuum of care as described? 
a. What proportion of residents follow this pathway in practice? 

6. What percentage of future LTC residents are anticipated to originate from the on-site 
housing components versus external referrals? 

7. What happens if a resident can no longer afford the Independent Living or Seniors Rental 
Housing component? 
a. Does the model provide any mechanism to maintain continuity of residence? 

8. Traffic and Parking 

1. Why is Council being asked to approve the project before parking allocations among 
residents, staff, and visitors have been finalized? 

2. Will the full Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) and supporting parking analysis be 
made publicly available? 
a. Will these materials be released prior to any approval decision? 

3. What assumptions underpin the transportation and parking analysis? 
a. Vehicle ownership rates 
b. Visitor parking demand 
c. Staff parking demand 
d. Service and delivery traffic 

4. Does the TIA account for cumulative growth in the surrounding area? 
a. Taylor Way corridor 
b. Park Royal redevelopment 
c. Provincial housing initiatives 

5. What contingency measures are in place if actual parking demand exceeds projections? 
a. Where would overflow parking be accommodated? 



9. Construction Impacts 

1. How many years is each phase of construction expected to last?  
2. When is Phase 2 expected to be completed? 
3. What impacts are anticipated for neighbouring residents during construction? 

a. Noise, dust, vibration 
b. Traffic disruption and access 
c. Impacts to adjacent long-term care residents 

4. Will a Construction Management Plan be prepared and made publicly available prior to 
approval? 

10. Planning and Neighbourhood Character 

1. Why was the Inglewood site not included in the Taylor Way Local Area Plan process? 
2. How does this proposal align with the long-term planning vision for the Taylor Way corridor 

and surrounding neighbourhoods? 
3. What precedent could approval of this project establish for future building height and 

density in the area? 
4. What are the anticipated built-form impacts? 

a. Shadowing 
b. Privacy and overlook 
c. Transition to adjacent residential areas 
d. Overall neighbourhood character 

11. Public Engagement and Transparency 

1. What changes were made to the proposal in response to feedback from the December 9, 
2025 Public Information Meeting? 
a. Please identify specific revisions tied to key concerns (e.g., traffic, parking, project scale, 
pedestrian safety, construction impacts, process transparency) 

2. What was the rationale for not conducting District-led public engagement and instead 
relying on applicant-led engagement and who made that decision? 

3. How has the District assessed the completeness and objectivity of applicant-led 
engagement? 

4. What methods were used to inform residents who did not attend the December 9, 2025 
meeting of subsequent revisions to the proposal, and how was the effectiveness of those 
methods evaluated?  

5. Why were responses to public concerns not included in the Council report? 
6. Why were detailed parking demand assumptions not included in the Council report? 
7. Why was the Transportation Impact Assessment not included in the publicly available 

materials? 



8. Will the District release the full consultation record? 
a. Including feedback submissions, questions raised, applicant responses, and any “What We 
Heard” summary 

12. Seniors Advocate 

1. Was the BC Office of the Seniors Advocate consulted during the development or review of 
this proposal? 
a. If so, what recommendations, concerns, or feedback were provided? 

2. If the Office of the Seniors Advocate has not reviewed this proposal, does the District intend 
to seek their assessment? 
a. Including potential impacts of prolonged adjacent construction on long-term care 
residents. 
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Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment Proposal 
Priority Questions 

 
1. Is the scale of the project truly necessary? 

Is the scale justified by care needs or financing? 

1. Could the long-term care (LTC) beds be delivered with a smaller project or less market 
housing? 

2. What is the primary driver of the scale—care need or financial requirements? 
3. Were lower-height or lower-density alternatives evaluated, and if so, why rejected? 

2. Is the financial case transparent and credible? 
Is the project economically justified? 

1. Has a financial feasibility analysis been provided and will it be made public? 
2. Has a comparison been done of LTC-only vs. partial vs. full project—why were alternatives 

rejected? 
3. What is the total project cost and how is it financed? 

3. Are the seniors’ housing units needed? 
Does the project include unnecessary components? 

1. What evidence supports the need for 161 seniors rental units? 
2. Were vacancy rates, waitlists, and comparable projects analyzed? 
3. Are these units driven by demand or by financial viability? 

4. What is the total public subsidy—and is it fair? 

1. What is the total value of all subsidies (DCC and CAC waivers, tax exemptions, etc.)? 
2. Who benefits vs. who pays (including non-local residents)? 
3. Why is this project receiving exemptions when others do not? 

5. Is provincial funding conditional on approving the full project? 

1. Will LTC funding be lost if only the care component is approved? 
2. Is there documented proof of this condition? 
3. Has full funding for all phases been secured? 

6. What happens if later phases fail? 

1. Is the project financially structured in phases, and do later phases fund earlier ones? 
2. What happens if Phase 2 is delayed or never built? 
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3. What safeguards prevent land resale after rezoning? 

7. Will the continuum of care actually work?  
Does the “campus of care” concept work in practice, or is it theoretical? 

1. Are there guaranteed transitions between independent living, assisted living, and LTC? 
2. Will on-site residents get priority access to LTC beds? 
3. What happens if no bed is available? 

8. What are the long-term financial and infrastructure impacts? 
Will this project create long-term fiscal strain? 

1. Will DCC waivers reduce infrastructure funding or delay projects? 
2. Can water/sewer systems handle this and future growth? 
3. Will tax revenues offset the subsidies over time? 

9. Why is Council being asked to decide without information? 
Decisions should not be made with incomplete or withheld information. 

1. Why is parking not finalized before approval? 
2. Why hasn’t the Transportation Impact Assessment been released? 
3. Why were public concerns and assumptions not included in reports? 

 

 



Mahssa Bea t e

From: Barbara Chaworth-Musters 
Sent: Sunday, June 21, 2026 1:01 PM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager, Mayor; Linda Watt; Sharon Thompson; Scott Snider; Peter Lambur; Nora 

Gambioli; Christine Cassidy
Subject: Baptist Housing for Inglewood Campus of Care
Attachments: Inglewood Campus of CareBaptist Housing.docx

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

Dear Mayor Sager and Councillors Cassidy, Gambioli, Lambur, Snider, thompson, and WaƩ, 

I am very confused by the messages received from Correspondence regarding my email of June 20/BapƟst Housing - 
Inglewood Campus of Care.  Because of the confusion regarding the links in my email, and a response showing the links 
are blocked, I am sending you the contents of my email as a Word docx.  

Thank you. 

Barbara Chaworth-Musters 

West Vancouver, B.C.  

Please do not redact my name. 

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)
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20 June, 2026 
 
Dear Mayor Sager, Councillors Cassidy, Gambioi, Lambur, Snider, Thompson, and 
Watt 
 
Five years ago, when Baptist first introduced their planned Inglewood project, in my 
correspondence to Mayor and Council, I voiced concern for the residents of 
Inglewood Care Centre living on a construction site. 
 
Now, in 2026, I continue my quest as a voice for the residents of Inglewood during 
the construction of new facilities.  Not only should the residents be considered, but 
also the staff.  Baptist Housing have advised that residents of the Inglewoood Care 
Centre will remain on the construction site.  Before approval of this project can be 
given, the following   questions need answering: 
 
How will residents be protected from construction noise, vibration, dust, and 
disruption? 
- How will quality of life be maintained for residents, particularly those living with 
frailty, mobility limitations, or dementia? 
- What mitigation measures will be in place and how will they be monitored? 
- Have alternative phasing or temporary relocation options been considered? 
- How will residents and families be consulted throughout the redevelopment 
process? 
 
Please refer to the following as suggested by Mei Lan Fang, Assistant Professor, Simon 
Fraser University - Urban Studies and Department of Gerontology, Director of the 
Science and Technology for Aging Research Institute    Email of 17 June, 2026 
regarding Baptist/Inglewood project: 
: 
 
1. BC Seniors Advocate – Growing Demand for Long-Term Care Beds in B.C. 
This report highlights the urgent need for additional long-term care capacity in the 
province. While it supports the need for redevelopment, it also reinforces the 
importance of ensuring that vulnerable seniors receive appropriate care and quality 
of life throughout these transitions. 
 
https://www.seniorsadvocatebc.ca/osa-reports/from-shortfall-to-crisis-growing-
demand-for-long-term-care-beds-in-b-c/ 
 
2. BC Seniors Advocate – Monitoring Seniors Services 
This report provides data on growing waitlists and pressures on the long-term care 
system, helping to explain why redevelopment is being pursued. 



 
https://www.seniorsadvocatebc.ca/monitoring-seniors-services/ 
 
3. Health Canada – Guidance for Evaluating Human Health Impacts of Noise 
Health Canada recognizes that prolonged noise exposure can affect health and well-
being and provides guidance on assessing impacts from major infrastructure and 
construction projects. Of particular relevance are concerns related to sleep 
disruption, communication difficulties, stress, and quality of life. 
 
https://www.canada.ca/en/health-canada/services/publications/healthy-
living/guidance-evaluating-human-health-impacts-noise.html 
 
4. National Collaborating Centre for Environmental Health – Environmental Noise 
This summary reviews evidence linking environmental noise to health and well-being 
and provides links to Canadian guidance documents. 
 
https://ncceh.ca/resources/subject-guides/environmental-noise 
 
5. National Collaborating Centre for Environmental Health – Listening to Canadians 
About Environmental Noise 
This report discusses the health burden associated with noise exposure and 
residents' experiences of noise annoyance, which is increasingly recognized as a 
public health concern. 
 
https://ncceh.ca/resources/evidence-briefs/listening-canadians-about-
environmental-noise 
 
Ms. Fang wrote regarding the Inglewood/Baptist project:  “there is a strong evidence-
based case for examining how redevelopment is implemented and whether adequate 
protections are in place for current residents during what may be a lengthy 
construction process.” 
 
 
During the construction of Grosvenor, businesses and residents living more than a 
block away, monitored noise levels finding the construction noise  beyond what is 
acceptable by DWV bylaws.  The infractions were reported to DWV Bylaw Dept, yet 
nothing was done.   
 
It is alarming to me that Baptist Housing, with their stated expertise on the care of 
seniors in the last phase of their lives, are not aware of the information in the above 
reports and have considered this information in the Inglewood redevelopment plan.  



The words of Marc Kinna and Lorry Wasylik must be applied in practice to the seniors 
of Inglewood Care Centre.   
 
Marc Kinna stated at the DWV meeting on May 27th:  “the environment hat our elders 
deserve…we support in the last 12-18 months of their lives.  These are precious 
moments in which the environment must be most supportive and most conducive to 
what we expect for our closest loved ones.    Our team share a care giving spirit that 
is a shared and deeply personal commitment to how senior’s live with dignity, 
purpose and belonging…we care about the lives of elders and the desire to serve 
them. 
 
2024-2025 Baptist Housing Annual Report: 
 
"This work is deeply rewarding, but it is important to acknowledge that we do it not 
for those who have loved us, and not because we owe a personal debt. We do it for 
strangers. We do it for people we are meeting for the first time as they move in. We 
do it because of the caregiver’s heart and because we are inspired by the values of 
Jesus. We do it because our elders, each and every one of them, are worth it. God loves 
them, and so we love them and serve them every day." 
 
Marc Kinna                 Lorry Wasylik 
President and CEO       Board Chair 
 
Mayor and Council must consider the factual information in the above listed reports, 
require that the posed questions  are answered,  and ensure that residents of 
Inglewood are treated from an ethical, moral, and caring position.   
 
With regards and hope for the future, 
 
Barbara Chaworth-Musters 

 
West Vancouver, B.C.   
 
Please do not redact. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 
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Sunday, June 21, 2026 2:00 PM 
correspondence 
Inglewood Care Centre 

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. 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Being a long time resident of West Vancouver the ability to age in place and 
in our community means more than staying in a house, it means staying in 
the community they have been rooted in. With the updated and increased 
services, the new Inglewood campus would support that dignity by offering 
fundamental required care as needs change over time. The addition of 161 
new seniors' rental housing units further strengthens the proposal, creating 
more options for older adults at different stages of life, as will the additional 
200 independent living apartments. 

With our population aging, the need for publicly funded continuing care beds 
has become more urgent. This project would increase long-term care 
capacity from 230 to 364 beds, allowing more seniors to receive the support 
they need close to home, family, friends, and familiar surroundings. As you 
are aware, there has been no increase in the availability of continuing care 
beds in our community for over 50 years. We also lost the care home that 
was in Dundarave on 27th that was there for decades and the one on Clyde 
by Capilano River. 

West Vancouver is at a defining moment in how we care for our seniors. 
The proposed renewal of the Inglewood Care Center by Baptists Housing is 
not simply the replacement of an aging facility; it is an essential investment 
for the future of our community, for each one of us. 

This is a good use of the land, and forward-looking project. It responds to a 
real and growing need while adding much-needed seniors' housing. 

My family supports the Inglewood renewal so West Vancouver can better 
care for its seniors today and for generations to come. 

Sincerely, 
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West Vancouver BC  
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Many of our seniors are on fixed incomes, and are at a higher probability of living with a disability now or in future. 
 
The above mentioned CMHC statistics clearly reinforce the argument that West Vancouver needs more purpose built rental 
units, and is also in dire need of more affordable units. 
 
The Inglewood Renewal provides a perfect opportunity to help mitigate some key housing issues in our community. 
It is a practical and compassionate project that will demonstrate West Vancouver’s leadership on housing and 
comprehensive care for seniors. 
 
The Ambleside Tenants Association urges you to support the Inglewood Care Centre Renewal Project. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rick Wagner 
Chair, Ambleside Tenants Association 
 
 
 
Ambleside Tenants Association ... 
Tenants are a vital segment of our Ambleside Community. 
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that period.  Yet to allow residents to continue to occupy a substandard facility made 
arguably unliveable by construction impacts is untenable.  
I urge you to attend the Public Hearing and make your views - on behalf of the current and 
future residents of Inglewood Care Centre - known.  Thank you for your advocacy on their 
behalf. 
And for the record, the views and comments offered above are expressly my own and are 
not representative of those of Mayor and Council.  
 
Peter Lambur  
 

 
From: Barbara Chaworth-Musters  
Sent: June 21, 2026 1:00 PM 
To: correspondence <correspondence@westvancouver.ca> 
Cc: Mark Sager, Mayor <mark@westvancouver.ca>; Linda Watt <lwatt@westvancouver.ca>; Sharon 
Thompson <sthompson@westvancouver.ca>; Scott Snider <ssnider@westvancouver.ca>; Peter Lambur 
<plambur@westvancouver.ca>; Nora Gambioli <ngambioli@westvancouver.ca>; Christine Cassidy 
<ccassidy@westvancouver.ca> 
Subject: Baptist Housing for Inglewood Campus of Care 
  
CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email 
address . Do not click links or open attachments unless you validate 
the sender and know the content is safe. If you believe this e-mail is suspicious, please report it to 
IT by marking it as SPAM. 
 
  
 
Dear Mayor Sager and Councillors Cassidy, Gambioli, Lambur, Snider, thompson, and Watt, 
 
I am very confused by the messages received from Correspondence regarding my email of June 
20/Baptist Housing - Inglewood Campus of Care.  Because of the confusion regarding the links in 
my email, and a response showing the links are blocked, I am sending you the contents of my email 
as a Word docx.  
 
Thank you. 
 
Barbara Chaworth-Musters 

 
West Vancouver, B.C.  
 
Please do not redact my name. 
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Suite 201 – 935 Marine Drive, North Vancouver, BC, V7P 1S3 • www.nscr.ca 
 

Mayor and Council / Planning & Development Services 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 

VIA EMAIL 

Subject: Letter of Support for Baptist Housing Society – Inglewood Renewal Project 

Mayor and Council, 

The North Shore Community Housing Action Committee (CHAC) supports Baptist Housing 
Society’s application to redevelop the Inglewood Care Centre into a phased seniors’ campus of 
care in West Vancouver. This proposal aligns with CHAC’s focus on inclusive, affordable, 
community-based housing by expanding the range of seniors’ housing and care options and 
enabling older residents to remain in their community as their needs change.  

Council’s approval is urgent. West Vancouver’s 75-plus population is rising quickly and is 
projected to exceed 10,000 within the next decade, yet the community currently has only 
about 1,489 seniors housing and care units in total and about 422 actual care spaces, including 
230 long-term care beds. The gap between need and capacity is already significant, and delay 
will only widen it.  

This project is a practical response to that challenge. It would deliver 364 long-term care beds, 
161 seniors’ rental homes, 200 independent living units, and a full continuum of care on one 
site. That means more local seniors can age in place safely, families can stay connected, and 
pressure on home care and hospitals can be reduced.  

Broader system conditions make timely approval even more important. Home care in British 
Columbia is already strained by workforce shortages, limited hours, waitlists, and growing 
reliance on family caregivers, while delayed access to long-term care contributes to hospital 
congestion and blocked beds. Provincial data point to a current long-term care shortfall of 
about 2,000 beds, with demand projected to reach 16,000 beds by 2035/36.  

Concerns about provincial fiscal uncertainty should not distract from the merits of the 
application. The information before Council indicates that the project is supported by a multi-
partner funding structure that includes Baptist Housing’s own equity as well as support from 
Vancouver Coastal Health, BC Housing, and anticipated federal funding. Council approval is 
therefore essential: without rezoning, none of these funding arrangements can move forward.  

 



 
 

Suite 201 – 935 Marine Drive, North Vancouver, BC, V7P 1S3 • www.nscr.ca 
 

The proposal also advances important public-interest objectives beyond bed numbers alone. It 
replaces an aging care residence with modern facilities designed to current long-term care 
standards, including smaller household groupings and updated infection-control measures, 
while also adding affordable options for seniors and team members. This is a solutions-oriented 
project that responds to demographic reality with needed housing, care, and community 
infrastructure. 

For these reasons, CHAC respectfully urges Council to approve the Inglewood redevelopment 
application and help secure urgently needed seniors’ housing and care capacity for West 
Vancouver.  

Sincerely, 

Nicholas Smith 
Interim Chair  
Community Housing Action Committee 

s. 22(1)
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up a hill in inclement weather to work long shifts. The space would be better used for a sidewalk 
and a wider road.  

 Size of the project. This is a residential neighbourhood. The current care home fits well into the 
neighbourhood's character. Adding additional LTC beds in lower-rise buildings would be a better fit 
for this location; however, an additional 495-650+ residents, a good number with cars, is not 
suitable for the site. 

 Construction. This is a long-term project and would be disruptive to the neighbourhood for years.  
 Benefit. The benefit is that our seniors will be housed, but there is no benefit for local residents 

except increased noise, travel time and traffic. There are no communal amenities available for 
residents (or neighbours) such as a gym, sauna, groceries, drug store, or diagnostic services.  

 
Questions: 

 Will the developer consider adding amenities for residents, such as a grocery store, a drug store, 
banking and laboratory services? 

 Who is the planned demographic for the bike lane and parking spots? 
 For the IL and rental housing, what is the expected number of residents? 
 Will there be dedicated physicians and nurse practitioners for the residents?  

 
Again, I do understand the need for senior care (and I’m almost a senior myself); 
however, I think the Inglewood location is best suited for LOWER-rise towers focusing on 
LTC and perhaps Assisted Living, but not for IL and seniors’ housing, as the location is 
not convenient for active seniors. And again, the fact that local residents were not 
consulted or informed before the project reached this stage is poorly handled.  
 
Sincerely, 
 

s. 22(1)
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Mahssa Beattie

From: M Slater <melroy1058@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 22, 2026 4:37 PM
To: correspondence
Cc: Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; 

Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt
Subject: Inglewood Redevelopment – Additional Comments on LTC Resident Well-Being
Attachments: Inglewood LTC Construction Impact.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address melroy1058@gmail.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. 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Further to my previous submission regarding the Inglewood redevelopment proposal, I am writing to provide 
additional comments focused specifically on the well-being of long-term care residents during construction. 

This perspective raises a fundamental question: how vulnerable residents can be expected to live safely and 
comfortably within a multi-year construction environment, and whether more humane alternatives have been fully 
considered. 

I have attached a short supplemental document outlining these concerns in more detail. In particular, I respectfully 
ask that Council: 

 Require a clear, publicly available plan demonstrating how resident safety, comfort, and quality of life will be
protected throughout all phases of construction, prior to any project approval; and

 Confirm whether viable alternatives — including temporary relocation of residents — have been fully
evaluated and made public before a decision is made.

Given what is at stake for current and future residents, I believe these considerations are essential to an informed 
and responsible decision. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Melinda Slater 
1058 Keith Road 
West Vancouver 

Attachment: Inglewood LTC Construction Impact – Supplemental Submission.pdf 

Please do not redact 
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Inglewood Redevelopment Construction Impact & Resident Well-Being  

Supplemental Submission 

June 22, 2026 

Further to my previous submission, I would like to add additional comments and questions 
specifically regarding the well-being of long-term care residents during construction. 

Another issue that deserves far more serious consideration is the impact of this proposal on the 
people it is supposed to serve — long-term care residents themselves. 

There has been concern raised about requiring residents to live in an active construction 
environment during their final years. That concern should not be minimized or treated lightly. 

I have heard — indirectly — that this has been addressed with the suggestion that seniors may 
“enjoy the activity” of a construction site. With respect, that is not a serious response. 

I am a senior. I lived through two years of demolition and construction next to my home — and 
that was for a single-family house. It was disruptive, stressful, and negatively impacted my 
quality of life and my ability to enjoy my home and garden. I can say with certainty: living in a 
construction zone is not something anyone would choose — and certainly not in the later 
stages of life. 

This raises a very basic and unavoidable question: How, in practical terms, is it acceptable to 
expect vulnerable long-term care residents to live safely and comfortably in the middle of 
a major, multi-year construction project? 

Baptist Housing’s website states: “We believe our Christian heritage and faith helps us 
compassionately meet the needs of those living in our communities.” 

If that principle is to have real meaning, it must be reflected not only in words, but in decisions 
— especially in situations like this, where residents’ comfort, dignity, and well-being are directly 
at stake. 

It is difficult to reconcile that stated commitment to compassionate care with a plan that would 
require frail seniors to spend their final years surrounded by noise, disruption, and construction 
activity. 

I also understand that a key driver of this proposal is a requirement to keep existing beds 
operating throughout construction. That goal is understandable — but it cannot simply be 
asserted without a credible, humane, and workable plan for how it will actually be achieved. 



 

Page 2 of 3  

Right now, that question remains unanswered. This highlights a broader problem. Too often, 
decisions like this are made at a bureaucratic level — without fully considering the real-world 
consequences for residents, families, neighbourhoods and the surrounding community. 

Surely there are alternatives that deserve to be explored. 

For example, could Vancouver Coastal Health partner with Baptist Housing to rebuild another 
facility — such as Capilano Care Centre — and temporarily relocate residents so that Inglewood 
can be rebuilt properly? 

That approach could allow this site to be redeveloped in a way that truly centres the care 
environment: a purpose-built facility set within its full site, properly planned, surrounded by 
gardens and green space — rather than being constrained into a portion of the property simply 
to accommodate ongoing operations during construction. 

In other words, instead of forcing care to adapt to construction, we could design construction 
around care. 

That is a fundamentally different — and far more compassionate — approach. Because what is 
at stake here is not just efficiency, or project logistics, or even timelines. It is the lived experience 
of people in long-term care in what may be the final years of their lives. 

If we are being asked to support this project on the basis that it serves seniors, then we should 
be insisting that it does so in a way that genuinely prioritizes their well-being, dignity, and 
quality of life. 

At the very least, that means asking: Have reasonable, humane alternatives been seriously 
explored — or are we simply accepting the constraints of this proposal as fixed? 

 

Requests for Council Consideration 

Given the seriousness of these concerns, I respectfully ask that Council: 

1. Require a clear, detailed, and publicly available plan outlining how resident safety, 
comfort, noise mitigation, air quality, and overall quality of life will be protected 
throughout all phases of construction — prior to any project approval. 

2. Confirm whether viable alternatives have been fully evaluated, including the 
potential for temporary relocation of residents during construction, and ensure that this 
analysis is made public before a decision is made. 



 

Page 3 of 3  

If we truly care about long-term care residents, then we should not settle for a solution that asks 
them to live through a construction site when there may be better, more humane options 
available. 

 
 
Melinda Slater 
1058 Keith Road 
West Vancouver 
 
Please do not redact 
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This redevelopment will have a profound effect on properties along Inglewood Avenue,  
. Yet the homes that will bear the most direct impacts of this rezoning 

are currently outside the Taylor Way / Park Royal Local Area Plan boundary and are therefore excluded 
from the broader discussion regarding future land use, neighbourhood transition, density, and 
redevelopment opportunities. 

If Council believes that this location is appropriate for development of this scale and density, then the 
residential properties that will be directly affected should also be included in the planning process. It is 
difficult to understand how a major rezoning proposal can proceed while the surrounding properties 
most impacted by the project remain outside the planning framework and outside the conversation 
regarding the future of the area. 

I respectfully request that Council carefully consider whether it is appropriate to approve a rezoning of 
this magnitude before the planning boundary is expanded to include the surrounding affected residential 
properties, allowing a more comprehensive and equitable evaluation of future land use in the 
neighbourhood. 

Thank you for your consideration. I respectfully request that this correspondence be included in the 
public record for the June 23, 2026 Public Hearing. 

Sincerely, 

 

Owner and Resident 
 

West Vancouver, BC 

s. 22(1)
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“Today, across the entire District of West Vancouver, we have: 
• Approximately 1,489 total seniors housing and care units - including market 
and non-market housing 
• Of those, only 422 are actual care resources: 
o 135 assisted living 
o 57 memory care 
o 230 long-term care 
[Sources: Amica, Vancouver Coastal Health, District of West Vancouver]” 
 
The Baptist Housing Development Proposal addresses this crisis with a net increase of 
134 funded long term care beds in Phase 1 of the project. In Phase 2, the Seniors Rental 
units and the Independent Living units do not provide additional care. There is no assisted 
living, no memory care, and no long term care planned. In addition, Phase 2 housing(161 
SR, 200 IL) is rented at market value except for 32 subsidized rental units.  
 
In much of the public input, there is the perception that seniors housing, and therefore, 
this development, will be affordable. In addition to paying market value rent, the housing 
options in Phase 2 increase in expense with a move from rental housing to independent 
living. If more care becomes necessary, residents may bring in private care providers. 
(Having experienced this situation with  at Amica West Vancouver, this is 
another exceedingly high cost.) 
   
In letter C-14 p275, a supporter of the project writes: “We have seen the gradual 
disappearance of financially accessible senior care homes in West Vancouver, and we are 
therefore grateful that there is a viable plan to provide a modern and beautiful facility for 
so many residents…”   
And in letter C-13 p272: 
“Our resources are limited and the situation within West Vancouver is bleak… (we) 
believe that the development of additional affordable beds within our home community is 
imperative. As I am sure Council is aware, not every West Vancouver resident is wealthy, 
but that should not preclude our right to remain in the community we grew up in…” 
 
There seems to be a disconnect between the way the proposal is framed and what the 
proposal delivers. It skilfully highlights what we want to hear when we think of seniors 
housing, and underplays the scale of the project that is neither about specialized care nor 
about affordability.  I strongly support housing for West Vancouver seniors that is driven 
by priority-based needs, and is evident in Phase 1 of the proposed development. I do not 
support the size and purpose of the second phase of the proposal in that the two large-
scale rental options fail to deliver the comprehensive “Continuum of Care” that senior 
residents so urgently require now and in the future. 
 
Thank you for considering my submission in your deliberations.  

s. 22(1)



 
Sincerely, 

West Vancouver 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Date: June 13, 2026 

 

 
 
 
Mayor and Council 
District of West Vancouver 
750 17th Street 
West Vancouver, BC V7V 3T3 
 
Re: Support for the Redevelopment of Inglewood Care Centre 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
My connection to the North Shore, and the Inglewood community: 

I’m a senior who has lived in West Vancouver ten years. I’m single and need to find a care 
home for myself. 

 

 

 
 
This project is important to me personally because: 

I attended an early presentation on the Inglewood Care Center. I’ve been interested in the 
Care Center as a resource I may need in the future. 

 

 

 

 
 
 





 
Signature: 
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Mahssa Bea t e

From:
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 10:33 AM
To: correspondence
Subject: Inglewood Care Centre redevelopment
Attachments: inglewood care centre.pages

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. 

Sent from my iPad 
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West.vancouver BC 

Subject: Inglewood Care Centre Redevelopment – June 23 Public Hearing

Dear Mayor and Members of Council,

I am very much in support of the expansion of publicly funded long-term care (LTC) and recognize 
the importance of delivering the proposed 364 LTC beds at the Inglewood Care Centre site for our 
community. However, I urge Council to reject this application as currently proposed.

This project represents a significant increase in scale, density, and height that does not align with the 
surrounding neighbourhood. Further, key information—particularly regarding traffic impacts, parking, 
financial assumptions, and overall project viability—has not been clearly disclosed.

As a member of this community,  I do not support a major, long-term redevelopment without 
sufficient transparency or meaningful public engagement. Important questions remain unanswered, 
including how much of the proposed density is actually required to deliver the LTC component and 
why approval is being sought for a multi-phase project spanning many years.

Approving a proposal of this magnitude without complete information would be premature and could 
set an unintended precedent for future development in the area.

A more appropriate path forward would be to advance the urgently needed publicly funded 
LTC beds, while requiring a revised proposal that is appropriately scaled, transparent, and 
developed with meaningful community input.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask that Council reject the current proposal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

West Vancouver, BC 
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not apply tonight. The Local Area Plan exists precisely to determine the appropriate scale, height, 
and density for this corridor. Approving this application before that plan is complete does not 
just affect 725 Inglewood Avenue — it sets a precedent for every subsequent application along 
the Taylor Way corridor, and it undermines the planning framework this community depends on.  
  
We ask Council to defer adoption of Bylaws No. 5460 and 5461 until the Taylor Way Local Area 
Plan is complete. 
  
3. TRAFFIC AND NOISE IMPACTS ARE CATASTROPHIC — AND THERE IS NO CREDIBLE 
MITIGATION PLAN 
  
A facility of 725 beds and units will generate hundreds of daily vehicle movements — staff shift 
changes, resident services, medical deliveries, and visitor traffic — concentrated at the 
Inglewood Avenue and Taylor Way intersection, one of the most heavily congested points in West 
Vancouver. 
  
We have not been provided with an independent traffic impact assessment. We have not been 
given enforceable, written commitments on construction noise management across what will be 
a multi-year, two-phase build. The assurances we have received are general and unverifiable.  
  
We are not opposed to senior care. We are opposed to a project of this scale, in this location, 
under this process — a process that asks Council to change its own rules, override its own 2021 
precedent, and approve a development that the community has clearly and repeatedly said it 
does not accept in this form. 
  
We urge Council to defer this application until the Taylor Way Local Area Plan is complete, and to 
hold this project to the same standard it applied to every other development in this planning 
boundary. 
  
Sincerely, 

 West Vancouver 
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The Taylor Way Local Area Plan is still not finished. 
  
Tonight's application is for 725 units — fourteen times the scale of the proposal Council turned 
away in 2021. We ask Council to explain, on the record, why the standard applied in 2021 does 
not apply tonight. The Local Area Plan exists precisely to determine the appropriate scale, height, 
and density for this corridor. Approving this application before that plan is complete does not 
just affect 725 Inglewood Avenue — it sets a precedent for every subsequent application along 
the Taylor Way corridor, and it undermines the planning framework this community depends on.  
  
We ask Council to defer adoption of Bylaws No. 5460 and 5461 until the Taylor Way Local Area 
Plan is complete. 
  
3. TRAFFIC AND NOISE IMPACTS ARE CATASTROPHIC — AND THERE IS NO CREDIBLE 
MITIGATION PLAN 
  
A facility of 725 beds and units will generate hundreds of daily vehicle movements — staff shift 
changes, resident services, medical deliveries, and visitor traffic — concentrated at the 
Inglewood Avenue and Taylor Way intersection, one of the most heavily congested points in West 
Vancouver. 
  
We have not been provided with an independent traffic impact assessment. We have not been 
given enforceable, written commitments on construction noise management across what will be 
a multi-year, two-phase build. The assurances we have received are general and unverifiable.  
  
We are not opposed to senior care. We are opposed to a project of this scale, in this location, 
under this process — a process that asks Council to change its own rules, override its own 2021 
precedent, and approve a development that the community has clearly and repeatedly said it 
does not accept in this form. 
  
We urge Council to defer this application until the Taylor Way Local Area Plan is complete, and to 
hold this project to the same standard it applied to every other development in this planning 
boundary. 
  
Sincerely, 

West Vancouver 
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Sincerely, 

 West Vancouver 
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Mahssa Beattie

From: Sidhu, Jatinder <Jatinder.Sidhu@leg.bc.ca>
Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 11:20 AM
To: Mark Sager, Mayor; Linda Watt; Peter Lambur; Sharon Thompson; Scott Snider; Christine 

Cassidy; Nora Gambioli
Cc: correspondence
Subject: Letter from MLA re Inglewood
Attachments: DWV BH Inglewood letter.pdf

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

Dear Mayor & Council, 

Please find attached a letter from Jeremy Valeriote MLA on the proposed Inglewood redevelopment. 

Best, 

J 

-  
Jatinder Sidhu (he, him) 
Constituency Lead, 
Jeremy Valeriote MLA - West Vancouver-Sea To Sky, 
Office: 778 655 5768 
Mobile: 672 922 0974 
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West Vancouver–Sea to Sky Constituency Office 
Box #106, Squamish Adventure Centre, 
38551 Loggers Lane, Squamish, B.C., V8B 0H2 
📞 778-655-5768 or 1-888-424-1658 (Toll-Free) 
Jeremy.Valeriote.MLA@leg.bc.ca 

Legislative Office 

Parliament Buildings 
Victoria, B.C., V8V 1X4 
📞 250-387-8347 
greencaucus@leg.bc.ca 
 

West Vancouver–Sea to Sky Constituency Office 
Box #106, Squamish Adventure Centre, 
38551 Loggers Lane, Squamish, B.C., V8B 0H2 
📞 778-655-5768 or 1-888-424-1658 (Toll-Free) 
Jeremy.Valeriote.MLA@leg.bc.ca 

Legislative Office 

Parliament Buildings 
Victoria, B.C., V8V 1X4 
📞 250-387-8347 
greencaucus@leg.bc.ca 
 

 
 
 
 

Tuesday, June 23, 2026 
 
Mayor & Council 
District of West Vancouver 
 
Via email: correspondence@westvancouver.ca 
 
Dear Mayor Sager and members of West Vancouver council, 

Re: Baptist Housing/ Inglewood Care Centre 

As the elected provincial representative for the riding of West Vancouver–Sea to Sky I am 
writing to support Baptist Housing’s proposed Inglewood Care Centre redevelopment project. 
 
The provincial funding context for new Long Term Care (LTC) facilities is bleak. The BC 
government’s decision in February to delay the construction of seven planned care home takes us 
‘From Shortfall to Crisis’, in the words of the BC Seniors’ Advocate. 
 
Meanwhile Baptist Housing is providing all the capital investment for the LTC facility, with BC 
Housing contributing to the rental homes in the redevelopment. This secured funding gives West 
Vancouver an opportunity to renew an end-of-life facility, and add capacity for a total of 364 
LTC beds by 2030. This is a rare opportunity that should not be missed. 
 
On the broader issue of Highway 99 traffic impact on West Vancouver, it is important to point 
out that pressure added by growth outside the North Shore can be partly mitigated by solutions 
like the long-promised public Sea to Sky regional public transit, which would decrease traffic to 
and from Vancouver to Squamish, Whistler and Mount Currie. Other contributions include better 
transit across the North Shore and beyond, such as Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).  
 
With the closure of two LTC facilities in recent years, West Vancouver already faces a 
significant shortfall in available LTC beds. Add to that a growing population of seniors for 
whom home support care will no longer meet their needs, and the demand for publicly-funded 
LTC beds will inevitably grow. 
 
Thank you for your consideration of this looming seniors’ housing crisis as you contemplate this 
decision and trust you will make the right decision. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jeremy Valeriote, MLA 
West Vancouver – Sea to Sky. 
 

mailto:correspondence@westvancouver.ca
https://www.seniorsadvocatebc.ca/app/uploads/sites/4/2025/07/From-Shortfall-to-Crisis-Report.pdf
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not apply tonight. The Local Area Plan exists precisely to determine the appropriate scale, height, 
and density for this corridor. Approving this application before that plan is complete does not 
just affect 725 Inglewood Avenue — it sets a precedent for every subsequent application along 
the Taylor Way corridor, and it undermines the planning framework this community depends on.  
  
We ask Council to defer adoption of Bylaws No. 5460 and 5461 until the Taylor Way Local Area 
Plan is complete. 
  
3. TRAFFIC AND NOISE IMPACTS ARE CATASTROPHIC — AND THERE IS NO CREDIBLE 
MITIGATION PLAN 
  
A facility of 725 beds and units will generate hundreds of daily vehicle movements — staff shift 
changes, resident services, medical deliveries, and visitor traffic — concentrated at the 
Inglewood Avenue and Taylor Way intersection, one of the most heavily congested points in West 
Vancouver. 
  
We have not been provided with an independent traffic impact assessment. We have not been 
given enforceable, written commitments on construction noise management across what will be 
a multi-year, two-phase build. The assurances we have received are general and unverifiable.  
  
We are not opposed to senior care. We are opposed to a project of this scale, in this location, 
under this process — a process that asks Council to change its own rules, override its own 2021 
precedent, and approve a development that the community has clearly and repeatedly said it 
does not accept in this form. 
  
We urge Council to defer this application until the Taylor Way Local Area Plan is complete, and to 
hold this project to the same standard it applied to every other development in this planning 
boundary. 
  
Sincerely 

 s. 22(1)
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Sent: 

To: 

s 22(1) 

Tuesday, June 23, 2026 2:37 PM 
correspondence 

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

Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt 

Subject: Final Version- all prior drafts void: Inglewood Care Centre - Formal Written Submission 

Bylaw No. 5460 & 5461 

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. 

Dear Mayor Sager and Members of Council, 

s 22(1) I am a property owner proposed Inglewood Care 

Centre redevelopment at 725 Inglewood Avenue. I submit this written statement for the record of the 

Public Hearing of June 23, 2026. 

1. PROCESS FAIRNESS: THE TAYLOR WAY LAP MUST COME FIRST

In 2021, this Council refused to advance 52 townhouses at 695 Burley Drive -same street, same Taylor 

Way Local Area Plan boundary-because the LAP was not yet complete. That plan is still not complete. 

Tonight's application is for 725 beds and units: fourteen times that scale. 

Tonight's OCP amendment is not required by provincial legislation. The District fulfilled its provincial 

obligations under Bill 44 when it adopted OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 5406 on December 1, 2025. 

Tonight's Bylaw No. 5460 is a separate, site-specific amendment for a single project-not a provincial 

requirement. There is no legal obligation to proceed before the LAP exists. 

Consistency matters. Residents of this corridor trusted the commitment this Council made in 2021. That 

commitment has not been explained away or withdrawn. It should be honoured. 

Our ask: defer adoption of Bylaws No. 5460 and 5461 until the Taylor Way Local Area Plan is complete. 

And given the genuine urgency of seniors care on the North Shore -which we fully acknowledge -we 

urge Council to direct staff to accelerate completion of the Taylor Way LAP as an urgent priority. The 

faster the LAP is finished, the faster this project can proceed on a proper foundation. Completing the LAP 

is not an obstacle to seniors housing. It is the path to approving it fairly. 

2. INDEPENDENT STUDIES: THREE QUESTIONS FOR THE RECORD

Before any adoption proceeds, we ask staff to confirm on the record: 
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Has an independent shadow study been completed for residential properties at 720–770 Inglewood 
Avenue — the homes that will permanently face eight and nine-storey buildings across Burley Drive? Not 
a developer analysis. An independent study. 
 
Has an independent traffic assessment been conducted for the Inglewood Avenue and Taylor Way 
intersection under full facility operation — 725 residents, staff, deliveries, and visitors combined? Not a 
developer submission. An independent assessment. 
 
Is there a binding, enforceable construction noise mitigation plan in writing — covering the full duration 
of a multi-year, two-phase build? 
 
If these exist, make them public before adoption. If they do not, require them before third reading. 
Residents who will live permanently beside this development deserve the same information Council has. 
 
 
 
3. ON THE MERITS: 364 CARE BEDS YES — 361 ADDITIONAL UNITS, THE URGENCY IS 
UNDEMONSTRATED 
 
Nearly one in three West Vancouver residents is over 65. Two care facilities have closed in five years. The 
need for 364 publicly funded long-term care beds is real, urgent, and documented. We support them. 
 
The remaining 361 units — 161 rental apartments and 200 independent living homes — may well be 
needed. But has Council seen evidence they are so urgently needed they cannot wait for the LAP? That 
they must be approved tonight, at nine storeys, before the corridor is planned? 
 
The urgency of 364 care beds does not automatically apply to 361 additional units. These are two 
separate questions. Only one has been clearly answered. 
 
 
 
IN SUMMARY 
 
We are not opposed to this project. We are not opposed to seniors housing. We are asking for two things: 
 
One — defer adoption until the Taylor Way LAP is complete, consistent with the 2021 standard, and 
accelerate that LAP as an urgent priority so this project can proceed properly and quickly. 
 
Two — require and publicly release independent shadow, traffic, and noise studies before any 
adoption. 
 
 
Fair process does not delay good projects. It protects them. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 s. 22(1)
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However, the bus stop is currently located on Taylor Way on the north side of the intersection with Burley Drive. It 
should be shifted to the south side of the intersection, in front of the Inglewood Campus of Care site. This will 
provide easier access, especially for those with mobility issues, who won’t need to walk a longer distance to cross 
Burley Drive and access the bus stop. It will also improve safety for those waiting for the bus, with better lighting 
from the nearby Campus of Care along with much greater visibility than the current bus stop location. 

 Traffic Flow and Site Access Adjustments: To mitigate the existing traffic friction near the site and prevent the 
surrounding local streets, the following adjustments should be conditioned: 

o Lengthen and Widen the Southbound Right-Turn Lane on Taylor Way: The current southbound right-
turn lane on Taylor Way is too narrow and very short. Traffic frequently backs up southbound on Taylor 
Way because turning vehicles cannot access the lane when the through-lanes are queued. Lengthening 
and widening this turn lane will pull turning vehicles out of the main queue, reducing overall backups and 
letting local traffic flow more efficiently. In addition, it is unlikely that the Ministry of Transportation and 
Transit will allow trees in the road right of way as shown in the drawings, so this space will be better 
served as a longer right turn lane. 

o Explore Direct Access to Taylor Way via North Laneway: When traffic backs up on Burley Drive, 
exiting the site to reach Taylor Way could be challenging for residents, visitors and staff. I request that the 
District evaluate the potential for allowing direct access to Taylor Way from the laneway situated at the 
north end of the site, providing a vital secondary pressure valve for site egress. 

The Inglewood Campus of Care is an excellent project that matches West Vancouver's demographic needs. By right-
sizing the parking and securing these critical transportation upgrades, the District can deliver a project that is fiscally 
optimized, highly accessible, and safe for the surrounding neighborhood. 

 
Thank you for your time and consideration of these improvements. 

 
Sincerely, 

 
 
--  

        

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)



(1)(45)



            2. Executive on the Park immediately east of Taylor Way:  





3. Century on St Andrews Ave between 15th and 16th Streets East in North Vancouver:



 
Sincerely,    
--  

 
West Vancouver, British Columbia, 
Canada,  
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RECEIVED AT THE JUNE 23, 2026 PUBLIC HEARING

Both the presentations by West Vancouver 

planning and by Mr. Kinna's presentation 

expressed that during the construction of the new 

care centre, the residents would remain in place, 

apparently as a condition of the support of 

Vancouver Coastal Health. Referring again toMr. 

Kinna's statistics, one can understand the need to 

keep these beds available. But at what cost to the 

residents of Inglewood Care? 

This evening I speak as an advocate for the 

residents of Inglewood during the construction of 

new facilities. Not only should the residents be 

considered, but also the staff. The residents 

remaining at Inglewood will live only metres away 

from the rebuild. We all the know the constant, 

unacceptable noise level that comes with building 

what is intended. Before approval of this project 

can be given, the following questions need 

answering: 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Thursday, June 18, 2026 8:05 AM 

correspondence 

Batch opening 

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. 

Dear West Vancouver council - staff; 

I am a long-time West Vancouver resident/tax payer and am in full support of the wonderful 
Batch establishment opening as soon as possible. 

We walk in the area often and I miss seeing that happy and vibrant little place with 
its community feel. I think it adds so much to the area and hopefully it will be able 
to be open very soon. 

Yours truly, 

West Vancouver 
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Mahssa Bea t e

From:
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2026 12:13 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Batch

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

Dear Mayor and council, 

Please remove all barriers in the way of this fabulous pop-up meeƟng place re-opening this summer.  There are precious 
few such locaƟons in West Vancouver, which has a waterfront crying out for social venues, allowing us to enjoy the 
incredible beauty while sharing a drink with friends.  Last summer was special with this place available for us, please do 
not prevent Batch from making our summer in WV so special. 

s. 22(1)
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Mahssa Bea t e

From:
Sent: Saturday, June 20, 2026 3:31 PM
To: correspondence
Subject: Batch 

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

Hello,  
We are looking forward to seeing Batch open this summer in Ambleside. 
Thank you,  

West Vancouver Resident s 
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June 18, 2026 
 

Erik Wilhelm 

Senior Community Planner 

District of West Vancouver 

Via Email: ewilhelm@westvancouver.ca 

 

RE: 4798 The Highway 

 

I am writing on behalf of North Shore Heritage to express our support for the above-referenced application. 

Over the past several months, the applicant, Frank Saniuk, has undertaken extensive consultation with both 
North Shore Heritage and the neighbouring residents. In response to feedback he received during this 
consultation, he has made substantial revisions to the design, size, and footprint of the proposed house, 
as well as to the landscape plan. 

The revised design now reflects a more traditional West Coast Modern approach, incorporating additional 
clerestory windows and a simplified exterior material palette. The overall building footprint and massing 
have also been reduced. In addition, Mr. Saniuk engaged Paul Sangha, a respected landscape designer 
known for his West Coast Modern work, to develop a planting plan that provides effective screening for the 
most immediate neighbours. 

These changes were driven largely by input received during two key engagements: 

1. The neighbourhood consultation held on May 9, 2026, and 

2. A subsequent on-site meeting with neighbours where Mr. Saniuk staked the proposed footprint and 
used a balloon to illustrate the building height. 

Based on the revisions made to date, we believe the proposed house and landscape design are now suited 
to the character of the neighbourhood. North Shore Heritage supports the application and recommends 
that the project be approved. 

  
Sincerely, 

Jennifer Clay 
President 
 
Cc : Frank Saniuk 
Cc : Mayor and Council 
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From: Frank s 22(1) 

Sent: Friday, June 19, 2026 7:33 AM 

To: correspondence 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

Fw: Heritage Alteration Permit 24-090 for 4798 The Highway 

4798 The Highway - NSH Letter of support.pdf 

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. 

Frank Saniuk 

----- Forwarded Message ----­
From: Jennifer Clay s 22(1) 

To: ewilhelm@westvancouver.ca <ewilhelm@westvancouver.ca> 
Cc: mmcguire@westvancouver.ca <mmcguire@westvancouver.ca>; 

sthompson@westvancouver.ca <sthompson@westvancouver.ca>; 
lwatt@westvancouver.ca <lwatt@westvancouver.ca>; ssnider@westvancouver.ca <ssnider@westvancouver.ca>; 
plambur@westvancouver.ca <plambur@westvancouver.ca>; ccassidy@westvancouver.ca 
<ccassidy@westvancouver.ca>; ngambioli@westvancouver.ca <ngambioli@westvancouver.ca>; 
mark@westvancouver.ca <mark@westvancouver.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, June 18, 2026 at 10:10:07 p.m. PDT 
Subject: Heritage Alteration Permit 24-090 for 4798 The Highway 

Attached please find a letter of suppo1i from North Shore Heritage for this project. 
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June 18, 2026 
 

Erik Wilhelm 

Senior Community Planner 

District of West Vancouver 

Via Email: ewilhelm@westvancouver.ca 

 

RE: 4798 The Highway 

 

I am writing on behalf of North Shore Heritage to express our support for the above-referenced application. 

Over the past several months, the applicant, Frank Saniuk, has undertaken extensive consultation with both 
North Shore Heritage and the neighbouring residents. In response to feedback he received during this 
consultation, he has made substantial revisions to the design, size, and footprint of the proposed house, 
as well as to the landscape plan. 

The revised design now reflects a more traditional West Coast Modern approach, incorporating additional 
clerestory windows and a simplified exterior material palette. The overall building footprint and massing 
have also been reduced. In addition, Mr. Saniuk engaged Paul Sangha, a respected landscape designer 
known for his West Coast Modern work, to develop a planting plan that provides effective screening for the 
most immediate neighbours. 

These changes were driven largely by input received during two key engagements: 

1. The neighbourhood consultation held on May 9, 2026, and 

2. A subsequent on-site meeting with neighbours where Mr. Saniuk staked the proposed footprint and 
used a balloon to illustrate the building height. 

Based on the revisions made to date, we believe the proposed house and landscape design are now suited 
to the character of the neighbourhood. North Shore Heritage supports the application and recommends 
that the project be approved. 

  
Sincerely, 

Jennifer Clay 
President 
 
Cc : Frank Saniuk 
Cc : Mayor and Council 
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Mahssa Bea t e

From:
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2026 10:04 AM
To: correspondence
Subject: 4798 Highway New Revised Plans

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

To Council, 

Having reviewed the new smaller footprint, design and landscape details in the plans for 4798 Highway we are in favour 
it.  

We have previously lived close to the Lower Caulfeild area for many years and are familiar with this unique 
neighborhood.  

The new revised plans show that a great deal of effort has been made by the applicants to fit in with this community and 
to abide by the requirements of the District.  

We sincerely hope approval of this project goes ahead. 

Regards, 

Sent from my iPhone 

s. 22(1)
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June 18, 2026 
 

Erik Wilhelm 

Senior Community Planner 

District of West Vancouver 

Via Email: ewilhelm@westvancouver.ca 

 

RE: 4798 The Highway 

 

I am writing on behalf of North Shore Heritage to express our support for the above-referenced application. 

Over the past several months, the applicant, Frank Saniuk, has undertaken extensive consultation with both 
North Shore Heritage and the neighbouring residents. In response to feedback he received during this 
consultation, he has made substantial revisions to the design, size, and footprint of the proposed house, 
as well as to the landscape plan. 

The revised design now reflects a more traditional West Coast Modern approach, incorporating additional 
clerestory windows and a simplified exterior material palette. The overall building footprint and massing 
have also been reduced. In addition, Mr. Saniuk engaged Paul Sangha, a respected landscape designer 
known for his West Coast Modern work, to develop a planting plan that provides effective screening for the 
most immediate neighbours. 

These changes were driven largely by input received during two key engagements: 

1. The neighbourhood consultation held on May 9, 2026, and 

2. A subsequent on-site meeting with neighbours where Mr. Saniuk staked the proposed footprint and 
used a balloon to illustrate the building height. 

Based on the revisions made to date, we believe the proposed house and landscape design are now suited 
to the character of the neighbourhood. North Shore Heritage supports the application and recommends 
that the project be approved. 

  
Sincerely, 

Jennifer Clay 
President 
 
Cc : Frank Saniuk 
Cc : Mayor and Council 
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For this reason, NO variances whatsoever should be allowed on this project, unless it can be 
conclusively demonstrated that they would reduce the overall impact upon our historical — and 
unique-- neighborhood. 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attachments: 

s 22(1) 

Monday, June 22, 2026 4:18 PM 
Erik Wilhelm; correspondence 

s 22(1) Jim Bailey; Sharon Thompson; Christine Cassidy; ; Mark Sager, Mayor; 
Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; Linda Watt 
Proposed Heritage Alteration Permit 24-090 for 4798 The Highway 
Letter to West Vancouver Council 2026062,., ftfffl!P.pdf 

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. 

Dear Eric 

Attached please find my response to the proposed devel opment at 4798 The Highway, for consideration at today's Council 
meeting. 

B t 
s· 22(1) 
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West Vancouver, BC 
 
 
June 22, 2026 
 
Subject: Submission to Council – Heritage Alteration Permit for 4798 The Highway  
Focus: Non-compliance with Lower Caulfeild Heritage Conservation Area Guidelines 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 

 4798 The Highway and once again wish to express my 
concerns regarding the proposed design under the Heritage Alteration Permit. 
While the application may satisfy underlying RS-3 zoning metrics (height, setbacks, and floor 
area), it does not comply with the intent of the Lower Caulfeild Heritage Conservation Area 
(HCA) guidelines, which are the governing framework for design approval. 
 
1. Excessive Perceived Mass Contrary to Neighbourhood Character 
The guidelines emphasize buildings with broken-up massing that are sensitively sited within 
the natural landscape.  
The proposed design presents as a large, continuous building volume with limited 
segmentation, resulting in a scale that exceeds the established neighbourhood character. 
This is not a question of floor area, but of how mass is expressed and perceived. 
 
2. Lack of Mass Articulation and Upper Storey Step-back 
The HCA guidelines require new development to fit within the landscape through additive 
forms and articulated volumes.  
The proposal instead: 

• Aligns the upper storey directly over the lower walls 
• Lacks meaningful step-backs 
• Presents continuous, unmodulated wall planes 

This materially increases the apparent bulk, particularly from adjacent properties. 

s. 22(1)
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3. Dominant Neighbour-Facing Elevation at Minimal Setback 
At approximately 2.1 m side setback, the proposal introduces a tall, unarticulated vertical 
wall plane. 
The governing objectives for the HCA explicitly require: 

• Buildings to be sensitively sited 
• Development to fit with natural site attributes and surrounding context 
• Preservation of neighbour compatibility and spatial openness  

In its current form, the building creates a visual enclosure effect inconsistent with these 
principles. 
 
4. Inconsistent Roof Form and Dominant Flat Roof Visibility 
Lower Caulfeild character is defined by low-profile, horizontally expressed, and articulated 
roofscapes integrated into the natural setting.  
The proposal introduces a broad, flat roof form that is: 

• Visibly exposed when approaching along The Highway, 
• Readable as a large, continuous dark roof plane, and 
• Likely to appear as a dominant “tar roof” condition within the streetscape 

This is particularly problematic in a neighbourhood defined by varied, articulated rooflines 
and buildings that recede into the landscape. 
The result is not only architectural inconsistency, but a highly visible departure from the 
expected character when experienced from the public realm. 
 
5. Insufficient Response to Natural Topography 
The guidelines emphasize buildings that retain natural site attributes and are carefully 
integrated with terrain.  
The proposed design appears to: 

• Normalize grade rather than step with it 
• Create larger exposed vertical wall areas 

This causes the building to read as imposed on the site rather than integrated within it, 
contrary to the foundational intent of the HCA. 
 



6. Conflict with the Official Community Plan and Heritage Framework 
The Lower Caulfeild HCA is not discretionary guidance—it is embedded within the Official 
Community Plan (OCP), which serves as the District’s primary policy framework guiding 
land-use decisions and Council approvals.  
The OCP explicitly requires that new development: 

• Maintain the area’s distinctive character, and 
• Be designed to fit with and retain natural site attributes 

More broadly, Heritage Conservation Areas are recognized in British Columbia as formal 
planning tools under the Local Government Act, intended to identify, protect, and manage 
heritage character at the community level through enforceable guidelines and permits.  
At the provincial level, the Heritage Conservation Act defines “alteration” to include any 
change that detracts from heritage value, and frames conservation as actions taken to 
protect, preserve, and enhance that value.  
In this context, the current proposal represents: 

• A clear deviation from the stated conservation objectives, and 
• A design that risks detracting from the recognized heritage character of the area 

 
7. Precedent Risk and Integrity of the HCA 
Approval of a proposal that does not conform to the established guidelines is not isolated—it 
has broader implications. 
Heritage Conservation Areas function effectively only when applied consistently and credibly. 
As recognized in provincial guidance, they are tools intended to protect heritage value 
through structured and repeatable decision-making.  
Approving a design that materially departs from: 

• Modest scale 
• Articulated massing 
• Landscape integration 
• Established roof character 

creates a precedent that weakens the enforceability of the HCA and undermines its purpose. 
In practical terms, it signals that compliance with heritage guidelines is optional rather than 
required. 
This is problematic from both a policy and governance perspective, particularly in a 
designated Heritage Conservation Area where these guidelines are the primary mechanism for 
maintaining neighbourhood character. 
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Re: Proposed Rezoning of 1552 Esguimalt Ave. West Vancouver. 

Proposed Official Community Bylaw No. 4985, 2018, Amendment Bylaw No. 5465, 
2026 
Proposed Zoning Bylaw No. 4662, 2010, Amendment Bylaw No. 5466, 2026 
Proposed development Permit 26-012 

June 23, 2026 

Mayor and Council, 
District of West Vancouver; 

I am writing to formally express my objections to the proposed rezoning and 
redevelopment of 1552 Esquimalt Avenue. 

existing parking difficulties. 

My concerns are:

subject property and I expect to 
ilding massing, and the prolonged 

tion and e noise I will create, as well as already 

Neighbourhood Density and Infrastructure Capacity: 
Ambleside is an already a heavily utilised neighbourhood with increasing pressure on 
local infrastructure, traffic circulation, public services and residential amenities to 
absorb additional demands. I believe this would have a negative effect on the quality of 
life for the existing residents. 

Parking and Traffic Impacts: 
Parking in ·this area is already challenging, particularly evenings, weekends and tourist 
season. This proposal will inevitably make this problem even greater. 
Residents should not have to bear the burden of increased congestion and reduced 
street parking. 

Construction Impacts: 
The project would likely result in an extended construction period, potentially lasting 
years. Residents, :, would have to endure sustained noise, vibration, dust, 
construction activity, restricted access and daily disruptions for a substantial period of 
time. 
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Skyline Impacts and Neighbourhood Character: 
The proposed building heigh and massing raise are serious concerns regarding the 
altercation of the skyline and character in this area. The established sight-lines, 
neighbourhood character and streetscape that already exist would be harshly altered 
and impacted. 

I respectfully ask that council reject this rezoning proposal and that they reconsider the 
realities and the scale of disruption this project will have not only on the residents but 
on this beautiful and established character surrounding. 
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Mahssa Beattie

From: ADRA westvan <adrawestvan@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, June 19, 2026 3:58 PM
To: correspondence; Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Linda Watt; Sharon Thompson; 

Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider
Subject: Metro Vancouver's NSWWTP project - Demand for public inquiry - Section 765 Local 

Government Act

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address adrawestvan@gmail.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. 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

On behalf of the ADRA Directors, I am writing further to our email of July 18, 2025 at which time we requested your support for 
an independent inquiry under section 764 of the Local Government Act into the estimated $3.86 billion cost overrun of the 
North Shore Waste Water Treatment Plant.  

 Now that an out-of-court settlement of civil action between Metro Vancouver and Acciona  has been reached, it is time to 
pass a motion at the next regular Council meeting calling upon our province's Inspector of Municipalities to initiate an inquiry, 
pursuant to section 765 of the Local Government Act into Metro's apparent gross mismanagement of its North Shore 
Wastewater Treatment Plant project.  

ADRA, a member of the North Shore Neighbourhoods Alliance(NSNA), is in full support of the contents of the NSNA June 1, 
2026 email sent to each of the three North Shore municipalities. This is a major taxpayer accountability issue for North Shore 
residents who will be shouldering the costs for an estimated 30 years!  We also understand that the costs will be increasing 
with decommissioning and remediation of the existing facility yet to come.  No doubt legal costs will be included. 

West Vancouver residents deserve more than a Metro Vancouver-managed review.  In fact, all North Shore taxpayers deserve 
an independent, open public inquiry through the Inspector of Municipalities as requested under Section 765 of the Local 
Government Act. 

In closing, ADRA urges Mayor and Council, representing the interests and financial concerns of West Vancouver taxpayers, to 
pass a motion at the next regular Council meeting, calling upon our province's Inspector of Municipalities to initiate an inquiry, 
pursuant to section 765 of the Local Government Act, into Metro's apparent gross mismanagement of its North Shore 
Wastewater Treat Plant project since its inception. 

Yours sincerely, 

Heather Mersey, President 
Ambleside & Dundarave Residents Association 
P.O. Box 91641 
West Vancouver, B.C.  V7V 3P3 

Please do not Redact 

--  
Visit our website: ADRAwestvan.ca 
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From: s 22(1) 

Sent: Sunday, June 21, 2026 6:14 PM 
To: 

Cc: 

Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; 
Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt; correspondence 
jerry.dobrovolny@metrovancouver.org 

Subject: Metro Vancouver North Shore Wastewater Treatment Plant Program Update 

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. 

Mayor and Council: I understand that representatives of Metro Vancouver will be attending the June 22 Council 
meeting to provide an update on the North Shore Wastewater Treatment Plan project. 

Could you please request that Metro Vancouver provides answers to the following questions either at or immediately 

following the Council meeting? 

1. Of the $3.86 billion estimated cost of the NSWWTP project how much is allocated to the North Shore in total, and,

specifically, to the District of West Vancouver, the City of North Vancouver, the District of North Vancouver, the
Squamish First Nation and Tsleil-Waututh First Nation?

Please provide the breakdown of each of these amounts between the "base" cost ($1.06 billion in total) and "cost

overrun" ($2.8 billion in total) components.

Is the portion of the $3.86 billion estimated cost allocated to the North Shore equal to $3.86 billion x 37.3% = $1.44
billion and the portion allocated to the DWV equal to $1.44 billion x 30% = $432 million, as implied by Note 12(d) to
the DWV's 2025 audited financial statements?

2. Is the cost allocation to the North Shore equal to 37.3% of the total cost (as stated in Note 12(d) to the DWV's 2025

audited financial statements) or is there a higher cost allocation percentage (e.g. 46%) applicable to the "base" cost

of $1.06 billion?

3. Why is 30% of the North Shore cost allocated to the DWV (as stated in Note 12(d) to the DWV's 2025 audited
financial statements) when West Vancouver represents only 22.6% of the North Shore population (47,929 out of

212,398)?

Based on the 22.6% population percentage, the portion of the NSWWTP cost allocated to the DWV would be $1.44

billion x 22.6% = $325 million, rather than $432 million - a material difference of $107 million.

4. What is the annual schedule of estimated NSWWTP amortization payments for the DWV for (a) the "base" cost, and
(b) the "cost overrun", for the 5-year phase-in period beginning in 2025 and the balance of the 30-year amortization

period? Please show the breakdown between principal and interest payments.

5. What is the interest rate charged in determining the DWV's annual amortization payments?

How is this interest rate determined? Is it the same rate for both the "base" cost and the "cost overrun"?

Is this a fixed rate for the 30-year amortization period, or is it a variable rate?

If a variable rate, how will it be redetermined and how frequently?

(5)(b)



6. Why has the $3.86 billion cost esƟmate remained unchanged since April 22, 2024 when Metro Vancouver first
disclosed this figure?

When were the three cost esƟmates referenced on page 20 of the MV presentaƟon prepared?  Have these been
updated?  If so, what is the most reasonable current esƟmate of the cost of the NSWWTP project?

7. With respect to the $235 million seƩlement with Acciona, what does the word “provided” mean?

Specifically, what are the components of the $235 million and what form does each component take?

8. How does the $325 million seƩlement affect the $3.86 billion esƟmate of the cost of the NSWWTP project and the
porƟon of that cost allocated to the DWV?

Thank you. 

West Vancouver 
s. 22(1)



From: s 22(1) 

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 2:41 PM 

To: 

Cc: 

Mar k Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; Scott Snider; 

Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt; correspondence 

jerry.dobrovolny@metrovancouver.org 

Subject: RE: Metro Vancouver North Shore Wastewater Treatment Plant Program Update 

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. 

Mayor and Council: Please see below the responses that I received today from Metro Vancouver concerning the 

questions I asked in my June 21 email. 

I very much appreciate the promptness of Metro Vancouver's responses. 

ftlfff 

From: NSWWTP <NSWWTP@metrovancouver.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, June 23, 2026 1:54 PM 

To: s 22(1)

Subject: RE: Metro Vancouver North Shore Wastewater Treatment Plant Program Update 

Good afternoor PfT 

Thank you for providing your questions. Please find Metro Vancouver's responses below in red. 

Best regards, 

Kris Etches 

Program Manager, Community Engagement, LWS 

External Relations 

a metrovancouver 
...... $E1MC£$ ANO SOlU1IONS FOltAUVA8l£ ltEG10N 

From: s 22(1)

Date: June 21, 2026 at 6:14:11 PM PDT 

To: Mark Sager <Mark@westvancouver.ca>, Christine Cassidy <ccassidy@westvancouver.ca>, Nora 

Gambioli <ngambioli@westvancouver.ca>, Peter Lambur <plambur@westvancouver.ca>, 

ssnider@westvancouver.ca, Sharon Thompson <sthompson@westvancouver.ca>, Linda Watt 

<lwatt@westvancouver.ca>, corresponctence@westvancouver.ca 

Cc: Jerry Dobrovolny <Jerry.Dobrovolny@metrovancouver.org> 

Subject: Metro Vancouver North Shore Wastewater Treatment Plant Program Update 
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Mayor and Council:  I understand that representatives of Metro Vancouver will be attending the June 22 
Council meeting to provide an update on the North Shore Wastewater Treatment Plan project.  

Could you please request that Metro Vancouver provides answers to the following questions either at or 
immediately following the Council meeting? 

1. Of the $3.86 billion estimated cost of the NSWWTP project how much is allocated to the North Shore in total, and,
specifically, to the District of West Vancouver, the City of North Vancouver, the District of North Vancouver, the
Squamish First Nation and Tsleil-Waututh First Nation?

Please provide the breakdown of each of these amounts between the “base” cost ($1.06 billion in
total) and “cost overrun” ($2.8 billion in total) components.

Is the portion of the $3.86 billion estimated cost allocated to the North Shore equal to $3.86 billion x
37.3% = $1.44 billion and the portion allocated to the DWV equal to $1.44 billion x 30% = $432
million, as implied by Note 12(d) to the DWV’s 2025 audited financial statements?

Metro Vancouver’s capital costs are not allocated directly to member jurisdictions (i.e.,
the District of West Vancouver, the City of North Vancouver, the District of North
Vancouver). Metro Vancouver borrows after the project spend occurs and allocates
debt costs based on the GVS&DD Cost Apportionment Bylaw, which defines how the
annual liquid waste services levy is shared amongst sewerage areas.

As per the bylaw’s original cost allocation formula, the North Shore is paying 46% ($48
million) of the initial $1.058 billion program cost, while the other sewerage areas in the
region pay 54% ($58 million). For the remaining $2.8 billion portion of the overall cost,
the three other sewerage areas are each taking on an additional $10 per household
above the original cost allocation formula. This results in a 37% ($78 million) and 63%
($1.3 billion) split between the North Shore and the other sewerage areas for the
increased costs.

Metro Vancouver does not allocate costs to First Nations, including Squamish Nation
or Tsleil-Waututh Nation, as they are not GVS&DD members.

2. Is the cost allocation to the North Shore equal to 37.3% of the total cost (as stated in Note 12(d) to the DWV’s 2025
audited financial statements) or is there a higher cost allocation percentage (e.g. 46%) applicable to the “base” cost
of $1.06 billion?

This question has been answered by response #1.

3. Why is 30% of the North Shore cost allocated to the DWV (as stated in Note 12(d) to the DWV’s 2025 audited
financial statements) when West Vancouver represents only 22.6% of the North Shore population (47,929 out of
212,398)?

Based on the 22.6% population percentage, the portion of the NSWWTP cost allocated to the DWV
would be $1.44 billion x 22.6% = $325 million, rather than $432 million – a material difference of $107
million.

The allocation above is based on a historical division of costs. The
allocation is now transitioning from a fixed percentage model to a flow-



based model as part of the adoption of wet weather pricing. The 
transition to wet weather-based apportionment is being phased in over 
10 years and we are currently three years into that transition. 

4. What is the annual schedule of estimated NSWWTP amortization payments for the DWV for (a) the “base” cost, and
(b) the “cost overrun”, for the 5-year phase-in period beginning in 2025 and the balance of the 30-year amortization
period?  Please show the breakdown between principal and interest payments.

Our debt projections are based on sewerage area.  The following are the debt 
projections for the North Shore Sewerage Area (NSSA). 

5. What is the interest rate charged in determining the DWV’s annual amortization payments?

How is this interest rate determined?  Is it the same rate for both the “base” cost and the “cost
overrun”?

Is this a fixed rate for the 30-year amortization period, or is it a variable rate?

If a variable rate, how will it be redetermined and how frequently?

Rates are set by the Municipal Finance Authority at the time of borrowing.  Metro Vancouver does not
borrow in advance of spending. Municipal Finance Authority bond rates are generally fixed for 10 years 
and then refinanced for the next term.    

6. Why has the $3.86 billion cost estimate remained unchanged since April 22, 2024 when Metro Vancouver first
disclosed this figure?

When were the three cost estimates referenced on page 20 of the MV presentation prepared?  Have
these been updated?  If so, what is the most reasonable current estimate of the cost of the NSWWTP
project?

The three separate cost estimates that informed the updated program
cost were completed in 2023 and are based on completion of the new



treatment plant in 2030. The updated program cost was developed using 
our best-practice cost estimating framework, which considers cost 
escalations and risk reserves. These risk reserve and escalation amounts 
are appropriate for the program, and there are no issues that suggest 
there is a risk to the current cost estimate or schedule.   
 

7. With respect to the $235 million settlement with Acciona, what does the word “provided” mean? 
  

Specifically, what are the components of the $235 million and what form does each component take?
  
We cannot comment on this due to privilege.   
 

8. How does the $325 million settlement affect the $3.86 billion estimate of the cost of the NSWWTP project and the 
portion of that cost allocated to the DWV? 

Funds from the settlement with Acciona will be allocated to the North 
Shore Wastewater Treatment Plant Program. Further allocation of the funds 
to sewerage areas will be a GVS&DD Board decision.  

 

  
Thank you. 
  

 
West Vancouver 
 

s. 22(1)



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Sunday, June 21, 2026 12:55 PM 

correspondence 

Bylaw enforcement on Spirit Trail? 

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. 

Hello: 

Perhaps council could consider having a bylaw officer or police officer on the "shared" Spirit Trail 

between Ambleside Park and the CN rail tracks on weekends. Cyclists travel at high rates of speed 

ignoring signs and endangering pedestrians walking on the trail with children and pets. They seem to 

think rules are for others. 

They also roll through all the stop signs along Bellevue again endangering pedestrians in the 

crosswalks. Cyclists seem to think because they are not burning fossils fuels they can ignore the rules of 

the road! 

Thanks for considering, 

Get Outlook for iOS 

(6)



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

David Marley <domarley52@qmail.com> 
Sunday, June 21, 2026 11 :24 PM 
correspondence; Mark Sager, Mayor; Christine Cassidy; Nora Gambioli; Peter Lambur; 
Scott Snider; Sharon Thompson; Linda Watt 
News NS; jseyd; Richter Brent 

Council Remuneration and Expenses Policy - Item 11 on Monday's Council Agenda 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization from email address domarley52@gmail.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. 

What is this about? It's coming out of the blue. It appears you're trying to line your pockets while residents and 

businesses are struggling with ever-increasing costs. It's grotesque! This item needs to be removed from Monday's 

Council meeting agenda. 

I hereby request that neither my name nor contact information be redacted. 

David Marley 
s 22(1) 

West Vancouver, BC 

Agenda: 
revised.pdf 
Item 11: 

https://westvancouver.ca/sites/default/files/media/documents/26jun22-agenda-web­

https ://westva ncouver.ca/media/11714 
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From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

s 22(1) 

Monday, June 22, 2026 11 :33 AM 

correspondence 

Canyoning in Cypress Creek 

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.

Attention: Mayor and Council 

I am writing to show my support for Westcoast Canyoning operating in the Cypress Creek. I have been fortunate to have 

participated in five guided tours with Westcoast Canyoning over the last six years. Two of these trips happened in the 

Cypress Creek area, two at Britannia Creek and one just west of Squamish. FX Gagnon has been the lead guide in all of 

my trips and I have extreme confidence in his abilities as a guide, as well as his leadership skills in terms of finding and 

training other guides. 

Canyoning is a unique and exhilarating adventure, one that combines breath taking scenery, controlled adrenaline rush, 

and confidence building, lasting experiences. FX has always been very respectful of the creeks, taking time to explain the 

vegetation, geology and honour the First Nation's ancestral claim on this land. He has educated us on the reasons and 

ways to respect and preserve the lands we are recreating in, while also encouraging us to enjoy the amazing terrain. 

One of my initial concerns was the risk of such an undertaking. This was quickly abated as FX took time to explain and to 

train us on how to be safe, how to repel down te water falls, and how to walk on the wet rocks along the canyon floor. I 

participated with five different groups, including my family, and can honestly state that in every case we all felt 

confident in his leadership and that of his team. Also, after each successive trip that confidence continued to grow. 

I would encourage Council to approve this impact free, clean and healthy activity to operate in Cypress Creek. The 

experience for those who choose to participate is amazing and forever memorable. 

Sincerely, 

s 22(1) 

West Vancouver BC 

(8)



From: 

Sent: 

To: 

s 22(1) 

Tuesday, June 23, 2026 9:37 PM 

correspondence 

Subject: FORMAL STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE AND CLARIFICATION 

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. 

TO ALL GOVERNMENT OF CANADA 

TO ALL RELIGIOUS LEADERS 

TO ALL WORLD LEADERS 

TO ALL CANADIAN CITIZEN 

TO ALL MILITARY CANADA 

TO ALL POLICE CANADA 

FROM: 

FORMAL STATEMENT OF GRIEVANCE AND CLARIFICATION 

THIS STATEMENT SERVES AS A FORMAL RECORD REGARDING ONGOING HARASSMENT AND THE 
SPREAD OF DEFAMATORY INFORMATION. SINCE-I HAVE BEEN THE VICTIM OF SUSTAINED ABUSE 
BY THE NAME , WHO RESIDES IN , CANADA. I AM 
FORMALLY REQUESTING THAT THE RELEVANT AUTHORITIES INVESTIGATE THESE ACTIONS AS HUMAN 
RIGHTS VIOLATIONS AND PURSUE THE NECESSARY LEGAL RECOURSE. SHOULD BE 
ARRESTED AND CHARGED FOR CRIMINAL ACTIVITIES, SHOULD BE ARRESTED AND 
CHARGED FOR FRAUDS, SCANDALS, AND FORGERIES OF DOCUMENTS. ALSO, THE FEDERAL 
GOVERNMENT OF CANADA SHOULD STRIP HIM OFF HIS CANADIAN CITIZENSHIP AND DEPORT HIM TO 
fff181 IMMEDIATELY BECAUSE IS HURTING CANADIAN BORN CITIZENS AND HE 
SHOULD BE PUNISHED AND DEPORTED IMMEDIATELY. 

(9)



FURTHERMORE, I WISH TO CLARIFY MY POSITION REGARDING CERTAIN FALSE ACCUSATIONS. I STATE 
UNEQUIVOCALLY THAT I HAVE NEVER COMMITTED ANY ACTS OF SEXUAL MISCONDUCT OR ASSAULT 
AND I HAVE NEVER FINGERED ANYONE. I ALSO FIRMLY DENY ANY AFFILIATION WITH AL-QAEDA OR 
ANY OTHER EXTREMIST ORGANIZATIONS. THESE CLAIMS ARE ENTIRELY WITHOUT MERIT AND 
REPRESENT A DELIBERATE ATTEMPT TO DAMAGE MY CHARACTER. I  

, IS ALSO NOT A RAPIST, I HAVE NEVER MOLESTED ANYONE, I HAVE NEVER MASTURBATE IN 
FRONT OF ANYONE, AND I HAVE NEVER COMMITTED SUCH ACT OF CRIME, BECAUSE I AM A GOOD 
CHRISTIAN AND I WILL NEVER PARTICIPATE IN ANY KINDS OF CRIMINAL ACTS. ALSO, THIS IS ALL 
ALLEGATIONS AND NOT A FACT. 
 
I AM SEEKING A FAIR REVIEW OF THESE ALLEGATIONS AND THE IMMEDIATE PROTECTION OF MY LEGAL 
RIGHTS AND I MUST BE COMPENSATED FOR THE DAMAGES AND DESTRUCTION THEY HAVE CAUSED 
ME IN CANADA. 
 
 
FROM: 

  
(BRITISH COLUMBIA CANADA)  

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)



Mahssa Bea t e

From:
Sent: Wednesday, June 24, 2026 12:49 AM
To: Mark Sager, Mayor; correspondence; Council Workshops
Subject: sirens installed on Lawson Creek — 
Attachments: Video.mov

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

Dear Mayor Sager and Council, 

I'm writing as a follow-up to my previous correspondence regarding , this time about a 
separate issue: motion-activated sirens installed  within the creek corridor . 

For approximately five months, these sirens activated repeatedly — often multiple times a day, including early 
mornings and at night — in response to . I contacted Bylaw about this multiple 
times. On at least one occasion, I was told the matter had been resolved when it had not been, and I had to follow 
up again before the sirens were eventually turned off. 

At the time, my concern was simply the disturbance itself. What I didn't know then, and only learned recently, is 
that the District's own Creeks Bylaw No. 3013 states that it is unlawful to place or alter any structure within a creek 
protection area without first obtaining permission from the Director of Operations, with penalties of between 
$5,000 and $50,000. I have attached a photo showing sirens, fencing and signage installed directly within the 
creek bed. 

Given how many times Bylaw attended in relation to these sirens, I would have expected this requirement to have 
been raised at some point, and I'm concerned it may simply have been overlooked. I'd appreciate knowing whether 
any permit was ever sought or granted for this installation, and if not, what the District's process is for addressing 
it. 

Thank you for your attention to this. 

Sincerely, 

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1)

s. 22(1) s. 22(1)

s.22(1)
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Sent from my iPhone 



west vancouver 

rr� MEM8RIAL 
� LIBRARY 

WEST VANCOUVER MEMORIAL LIBRARY BOARD 

MINUTES 

April 15, 2026, 7:00 p.m. 

The Lab 

Present: A. Krawczyk {Chair], S. Dennis, A. Donovan, B. Hafizi, E. He, H. Kaart,

P. Morris, A. Nimmons, S. Sanajou, D. Taylor, S. Thompson, T. Wachmann

Regrets: A. Basco

Staff: S. Hall, S. Gill, S. Dale

1. Call to Order

The meeting was called to order at 7:03 p.m.

2. Land Acknowledgement

3. Approval of Agenda

Moved by: P. Morris 

Seconded by: T. Wachmann 

THAT the Agenda be approved. 

CARRIED 

4. Approval of Consent Agenda

Moved by: D. Taylor 

Seconded by: P. Morris 

THAT the Consent Agenda be approved. 

CARRIED 

5. Business Arising from Minutes

None.

6. Chair Update

(11)(a)
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