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4670 Capilano Road Development Application 

Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

 

Event Date:     October 12, 2017 
Time:       7:00pm – 8:30pm 
Location:     Canyon Heights Church, 4840 Capilano Road  
Attendance:     9 members of the public signed in    
Comments:   0 comment sheets; 2 emails 
 
Meeting Purpose:  1) To present development application materials to neighbours 
  2) To provide an opportunity for the public to ask questions about the 

development 
  3) To provide an opportunity for neighbours to comment on the proposal. 
 
Notification: 
In accordance with District of North Vancouver policies: 
 
Notification Brochures 
Notification packages were delivered to 81 addresses within a 100m radius from the site, meeting 
District requirements. Appendix A includes a copy of the notification package.  
 
Newspaper Ad 
A newspaper ad was placed in the North Shore News on Wednesday, October 4 and Friday, October 6, 
2017. A copy of the ad is included in Appendix A: Notification.   
 
Attendance: 
9 members of the public signed in for the meeting. A Copy of the sign‐in sheet is included in Appendix B.  
 
The following District of North Vancouver representatives and project team members were in 
attendance: 
 
District of North Vancouver: 

 Darren Veres, Planner 
 
Project Team representatives included: 

 James Fox, Wedgewood Ventures 

 Dixon Mak, RLAI Architects 

 Darryl Tyacke, ETA Landscape Architecture 

 Vanessa Goldgrub, ETA Landscape Architecture  
 

Facilitator: 

 Steven Petersson, Petersson Planning Consulting 
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Overview: 
The meeting began with an Open House format. Meeting participants could browse display boards and 
engage with the project team and the District Planner directly.  
 
After a short Open House, James Fox presented the proposal. After the presentation, a facilitated 
question and answer period was held. The tone was relaxed and informal, with several participants 
exchanging jokes with the presenter and consultants.  
 
The participants were invited to submit written comments to the facilitator or to the municipal planner. 
Comment sheets are attached in Appendix C. No comment sheets were submitted after the meeting.  
 
The key themes of the evening were parking, site planning, architectural style, and the project schedule.   
   
Public Dialogue: 
(Q = Question, A = Answer, C=Comment, and the number is to track the dialogue) 
 
Q1  How does this proposal compare to the townhouses south of the site?  

A1  The proposed units have similar rear setbacks, but the lot is deeper. There will be a 
bioswale for drainage along the rear property line. The townhouses will be set back 
from the bioswale. Drought‐tolerant plants that thrive in water will be planted there. 
The watercourse in that location is mostly underground. This bioswale is not intended 
for active use: it will be preserved for environmental reasons.  

 
Q2   Are the proposed units at the maximum permitted height? How do they compare to the 

townhouses to the south? 
A2  The proposed townhouses are about 5 or 6 feet below the maximum permitted height. 

This makes them less high than the neighbouring townhouses.     
 
Q3  Have you named the project? 

A3  No, not yet.  
 

Q4  Will there be basements below the garages? 
A4  No, the water table is too high.  
 

Q5  How much parking is proposed? 
A5  The DNV requires 2 stalls per unit plus 10% for visitor parking. Each unit will have a 2‐car 

garage. One stall of visitor parking is proposed, and visitors will also be able to park on 
the units’ driveways.    

 
Q6  Will you need to block one lane on Capilano Road during construction? This would require a 

Highway Use Permit 
A6  Those details will be worked out as part of a Construction Traffic Management Plan. In 

order to reduce potential traffic impacts, we have negotiated limited use of an 
easement and parking lot for access, located on neighbouring property.  
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Q7  What is the likely time line for this project? 
A7  We hope to have Council dates in the New Year. Perhaps construction can start by the 

summer? We expect one year or 14 months of construction time. Since there are no 
basements, there will be minimal excavation required for this project.  

 
Q8  What do you expect the market price for these units to be? 

A8  It is hard to say at this point. Construction costs are increasing rapidly right now. Maybe 
$1.4M or $1.5M? 

C8  Based on prices in Edgemont Village, I think these 2,250 square foot units will sell for 
$1.8M or $1.9M.  

 
Q9   The City of Coquitlam requires rats to be cleared prior to demolition. Is this required in the DNV? 
  A9  Not to my knowledge … but we will ensure that we meet all municipal requirements.  
 
Q10  How are the units oriented on site?  

A10  The back units have west‐facing front doors. The front units do not have decks facing 
Capilano Road. Setbacks from Capilano Road are approximately 15 feet.  

 
Q11  Are there local architectural precedents for this style?  

A11   We haven’t prepared a precedent board for tonight’s meeting. We expect to go to 
Advisory Design Panel on November 9th: they will have further comments on 
architectural style.  

C11  While it is appropriate for the architecture to differ from the townhouses to the south, it 
would be nice if they appeared compatible. Perhaps landscaping and trees could help 
with this? 

A11  Note that we might need to remove the beech tree affected by the driveway at the 
south property line.  

 
C12  I think the back yard treatment looks great! 
 
C13  The ditch will be a bear and wildlife corridor. 

A13  There will be a 5m setback from the top edge of the bioswale. This is not a true 
watercourse: it is ephemeral, and water drains there when it rains a lot. We may have to 
fence the bioswale on the west side to keep people out of the area.  

 
C14  You should screen the parking lot at the adjacent 7‐11 to reduce noise impacts for residents.  
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Comment Sheet and Email Summary 
Comments and emails were received for a two‐week response period after the meeting. No comment 
sheets were submitted after the meeting, and two emails submitted during the response period.  
 
One email indicated opposition to the project, expressing a concern about projected unit prices, 
increased density, increased traffic, and the cumulative impacts of development on traffic further south 
on Capilano Road. A second email was from a resident in the neighbouring townhouse complex, asking 
for more information about the process and future public consultation opportunities.  
 
 
Conclusion 
The purpose of this public meeting was to present to neighbours the proposed development concept, 
and provide them with an opportunity to ask clarifying questions and comment on the proposal. The 
public was invited through 81 notifications sent to neighbours, two advertisements in the local 
newspaper, and a sign posted on the site.  
 
The public could participate in this process in three ways: 

 browsing boards during the Open House 

 participating in the facilitated dialogue  

 submitting written comments.  
 
Nine participants signed in for the meeting. The meeting length and format was sufficient to provide all 
participants an opportunity to learn more, ask questions, and make the comments they wished to 
provide that evening. Participants asked the development team and District planner a variety of specific 
questions, mostly related to parking, site planning, architectural style, and the project schedule. The 
community was given ample opportunity to express their views of the proposal.  
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Appendix A: Notification 
Newspaper Advertisement: North Shore News October 4 and 6, 2017 
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Notification Flyer 
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Notification Area Map 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Notified properties are outlined in red. 
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Notification Sign 
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Appendix B: Sign‐in Sheets 
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Appendix C: Public Comments: Written Submissions  
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Document: 3337501 

The District of North Vancouver 
INFORMATION REPORT TO COUNCIL 

 
September 29, 2017 
File: 08.3060.20/041.17 
 
 
AUTHOR: Darren Veres, Development Planner 
 
SUBJECT:  Public Information Meeting: 4670 Capilano Road  
 
 
REASON FOR REPORT: 
 
The purpose of this report is to inform 
Council of an upcoming Public 
Information Meeting. 
 
SUMMARY: 
 
Wedgewood Ventures is hosting a 
Public Information Meeting for a 
detailed application for a 
redevelopment project at 4670 
Capilano Road.   
 
The staff report to Council on the 
detailed application will include a 
summary of the input received at this 
Public Information Meeting.  
 
PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 
DETAILS: 
 
Date:  Thursday, October 12, 2017 
Time:  7:00pm - 8:30pm 
Location: Canyon Heights Church, 4840 Capilano Road 
 
  

 
 
 _____ 

Dept. 
Manager 

 
 
 _____ 

GM/ 
Director 

 
 
 _____ 

CAO 
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SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA:  
 
The site is located on the east side of 
the 4600 block of Capilano Road. It is 
currently occupied by one single-family 
home. Surrounding uses include a 
commercial stripmall to the north 
(“Grousewoods Plaza”), a townhouse 
development to the south, single-family 
properties to the east, and to the west. 
 
Official Community Plan: 
 
The site is designated in the Official 
Community Plan as Residential Level 3 
(RES3) which permits a floor space 
ratio (FSR) of up to 0.80. The site is 
currently zoned Single-Family 
Residential 3 (RS3) and the proposal 
will require a rezoning to a 
Comprehensive Development Zone.  
 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The proposal is for 2 three-storey 
conventional townhouse buildings 
which each contain four units for a total 
of eight. Each unit has a two-car garage 
and is accessed off Capilano road via a 
shared driveway with the property to the 
south at 4650 - 4664 Capilano Road. 
 
Overall density proposed is 
approximately 0.80 FSR.  
 
PUBLIC NOTIFICATION:  
1. In accordance with District policy, a 

Notification Flyer for the Public 
Information Meeting has been sent to 
owners and occupants within 100 
metres (328 ft) (Attachment 1); 

2. One notification sign has been erected 
onsite facing Capilano Road; and 

3. A newspaper advertisement will be placed in two editions of the North Shore News. 
  

View looking north east from Capilano Road 

View looking north east from internal courtyard 
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Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
Darren Veres 
Development Planner 
 
Attachment A: Notification Flyer 
 
 

 

REVIEWED WITH: 
         

 Sustainable Community Dev.    Clerk’s Office   External Agencies:   

 Development Services    Communications    Library Board   

 Utilities    Finance    NS Health   

 Engineering Operations    Fire Services    RCMP   

 Parks    ITS    NVRC   

 Environment    Solicitor    Museum & Arch.   

 Facilities    GIS    Other:   

 Human Resources    Real Estate      
         



From: Hayley Seaton
To: DNV Input
Subject: Public hearing - town houses on Capilano road.
Date: May 23, 2018 7:05:32 PM

Hello.

I will not be able to attend the public hearing on May 29th about the rezoning of 4670 Capilano road. So, I chose to
express my opinion over email. As a student of Handsworth Secondary School, I hope my opinion is heard and is
considered in the decision making process. 

Almost everyone, including me, visit Henry’s, Hardy’s, Capilano Sushi and Bubble Tea House everyday. It is the
only store accessible from Handsworth. Considering that the cafeteria doesn’t have many options, we usually
purchase lunch in that area. Especially if It is a hot day, we will get Bubble Tea or Ice Cream. As well as when
people wait for the bus, it is very convenient to have shops there.

Finally, considering the amount of traffic that there already is in the upper Capilano road area, (because of the dam,
school, houses, grouse etc.) it would only make sense that it would create a traffic problem. Capilano alone right
now, is a very busy bus road. And as someone who lives in the area, there is so much construction already, like the
bridge at the top of Montroyal, it seems unnecessary to create more chaos.

Thank you for taking my words into consideration. I hope this will help to stop the rezoning.

-Local

mailto:input@dnv.org


From: dmrice
To: DNV Input
Subject: Comment re Complex Bldg. Proposal
Date: May 26, 2018 2:47:42 PM

To Whom It May Concern,

I am a resident in the Montroyal Village Complex and wanted you to know that I am vehemently opposed to more
townhouses in our supposedly “quiet” neighbourhood.

These are my reasons why:

1.  Already too much traffic and the new four way stop at Montroyal and Capilano has been the site of many
accidents since that traffic-flow change.

2.  Nature is a key factor as to why we live in this neighbourhood and so many beautiful trees are being destroyed
and removed.  The latest two in front of a house on Montroyal less than a block away has been done by a developer
who is merely going to live in the house for one year and then flip it, of course for money.  He doesn’t reside
permanently in this neighbourhood hence doesn’t care about the two gorgeous 100+ year old trees he has removed.  
There are some such trees on the Glenwood property line of our townhouse complex and two of them are
completely on our complex property.  The root system will encroach onto the building site of these new proposed
town houses.  Also our two trees provide some privacy to our residents and with the passing of this proposal there
will be a treeless walkway whereby the new residents will be gawking directly into our Glenwood residents’
properties.  There are proposed balconies for the new complex as well that will greatly inhibit our residents’
privacy.  The drawing I saw is a stark drawing illustrating the total lack of privacy for the Glenwood residents
Montroyal Village.

3.  Capilano Road, from Marine Drive to Grouse Mountain, has become a through-way with MANY new townhouse
proposals, some of which are a fait accompli.  The neighbourhood that was once quiet is now saturated with
vehicles, exhaust and too many people.   Already the traffic flow is interrupted at the Suspension Bridge which is
another one of my frustrations.  There are so many tourists crossing back and forth I do not understand why such a
profitable tourist spot could not provide a walk-over bridge for pedestrians, consequently preventing the interruption
of the traffic flow.

I hope you will consider these comments when making decisions about Bylaw 8292.

Respectfully,
Dianne Rice
Resident 



From: B BRADY
To: DNV Input
Subject: Please do NOt Cut down an old Cedar Tree !!
Date: May 26, 2018 3:23:43 PM

With a presentation coming up that I cannot attend.
Development on 4670 Capilano road, there is a beautiful old and very loved Cedar that we do not want
damaged!!!!
Please do not damage or hurt this beautiful tree that is So enjoyed and loved in OUR neighborhood.
This tree is acutally on our piece of land and please we do not want it hurt in anyway!!!!

Trish Brady
.

North Vancovuer
 



From: B BRADY
To: DNV Input
Subject: SAVE OUR TREE
Date: May 26, 2018 3:26:51 PM

Our neighborhood does NOT want OUR tree hurt or damaged!!!!
A beautiful old Cedar Tree that does not need to be disturbed.

Katherine Brady
.

North Vancouver



From: Barbara Mercer
To: DNV Input
Subject: May 28.docx
Date: May 27, 2018 12:27:43 PM
Attachments: May 28.docx

regarding the development of an 8-unit townhouse at 4670 Capilano Road
 
Barbara L. Mercer
Montroyal Village

North Vancouver, B.C.



May 28, 2018 
 
Municipal Clerk, 
District of North Vancouver 
355 West Queens Road 
North Vancouver BC V7N 4N5 
input@dnv.org 

In regards to the development of an 8-unit townhouse at 4670 Capilano Road 

I am writing to voice my concerns regarding this development in relation to my townhouse at 
Montroyal Village at . 

I am very concerned about different aspects of the proposal. 

The height of the building will be so high that it will cut off direct sunlight for much of the year 
from my unit.   

The side wall of the building will be very close to the property boundary and directly behind my 
unit.  I find the setback too close to the boundary line. 

There are wonderful mature trees along our property fence providing shade , bird activity, 
peacefulness and  privacy.  These are threatened to be removed. 

I do hope that some adjustments can be made to express my concerns. 

Thank you for your attention. 
 
 
Barbara L. Mercer 
Montroyal Village 

 
North Vancouver, B C 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 



From: Barbara Friesen
To: DNV Input
Subject: 4670 Capilano Road townhouse project
Date: May 27, 2018 3:08:44 PM

Dear North Vancouver District Council

I'd like to add my voice to serious concerns about this project. I will be directly impacted by
the project as my townhouse faces  on .

I am very concerned about the density of this project, being only 6 ft. away from my property
line, and the lack of privacy. Residents will be able to see directly into my living room/dining
room. There is no provision for a barrier or trees to protect privacy in the current proposal.
This will also be a significant factor in reducing the property value of the units on the south
side (4713 to 4723 Glenwood Ave).

The sheer density of the building will reduce the amount of sunlight to zero on the south
facing units.

My other concern is the density of this project with 33 proposed parking spots in an already
congested area.

I think there could be some modifications to the design of this project that could make it more
acceptable to Montroyal Village residents by ensuring privacy, setting it back from the
property line between 4713 and 4723 Glenwood Ave. This may entail  a 7 unit complex
instead of 8 and fewer parking stalls.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns.

Sincerely
Barb Friesen

.
North Vancouver.



From: Paula Burgerjon
To: DNV Input
Cc:
Subject: public hearing 4670 Capilano Road
Date: May 27, 2018 7:25:14 PM

Hello,

I live at ., in the town house complex that will be affected by the
proposed amendment to the zoning bylaw.

I believe smaller housing is good for the planet, so I agree with the proposed zoning bylaw
amendment.

However, I disagree with the size of the proposed development. Eight units will  not work in
our neighourhood. Six units might work better. 

Also, the proposed six foot set back is not enough. We all know how important green space is
to everyone's mental health and physical well being. 

Most importantly, the two huge cedar trees at the south/west corner need to stay. One of them
is on Strata property, so the developer will  need our permission to chop it down. I am sure
that permission will be denied. 

The other cedar tree is very close to the tree on our property. Removing it will kill the root
system of the tree on our property. An interesting legal question!

Sincerely,

Paula



From: Darren Veres
To: DNV Input
Subject: RE: Public hearing - town houses on Capilano road.
Date: May 28, 2018 9:58:14 AM

Hi Hayley,

Thank you for your input on this detailed application.

I just want to be clear that the subject site is not the commercial property but the residential property to the south of
it. The redevelopment of 4670 Capilano Road should have not impact on the commercial site that you and your
fellow classmates visit so often.

In regards to the other comments, I have noted your concern with traffic.

Please feel free to give me a call should you have any concerns.

Regards,

Darren

Darren Veres, MCIP, RPP
Development Planner
District of North Vancouver
T : 604.990.2487
E : veresd@dnv.org

-----Original Message-----
From: DNV Input
Sent: May 24, 2018 9:03 AM
To: Darren Veres <VeresD@dnv.org>
Subject: FW: Public hearing - town houses on Capilano road.

-----Original Message-----
From: Hayley Seaton 
Sent: May 23, 2018 7:05 PM
To: DNV Input <input@dnv.org>
Subject: Public hearing - town houses on Capilano road.

Hello.

I will not be able to attend the public hearing on May 29th about the rezoning of 4670 Capilano road. So, I chose to
express my opinion over email. As a student of Handsworth Secondary School, I hope my opinion is heard and is
considered in the decision making process. 

Almost everyone, including me, visit Henry’s, Hardy’s, Capilano Sushi and Bubble Tea House everyday. It is the
only store accessible from Handsworth. Considering that the cafeteria doesn’t have many options, we usually
purchase lunch in that area. Especially if It is a hot day, we will get Bubble Tea or Ice Cream. As well as when
people wait for the bus, it is very convenient to have shops there.

Finally, considering the amount of traffic that there already is in the upper Capilano road area, (because of the dam,
school, houses, grouse etc.) it would only make sense that it would create a traffic problem. Capilano alone right



now, is a very busy bus road. And as someone who lives in the area, there is so much construction already, like the
bridge at the top of Montroyal, it seems unnecessary to create more chaos.

Thank you for taking my words into consideration. I hope this will help to stop the rezoning.

-Local



From: Nizar Manji
To: DNV Input
Subject: Hearing for Bylaw 8292
Date: May 28, 2018 8:00:29 PM

The Municipal Clark,
I refer to the Public Hearing scheduled for tomorrow, Tuesday May 29.
I own a house  and am familiar with the area.
This proposal seems to fill in the gap for alternate form of housing.
Single family housing prices have gone through the roof and this could be the way 
to bring in some relief for those who can not afford the single family house.
I have been watching the proposal and the design and am in support of the project.
Nizar Manji 



From: MICHAEL BOND
To: DNV Input
Subject: Bylaw 8292
Date: May 29, 2018 10:15:38 AM

Please consider my written input concerning rezoning Bylaw 8292 as I am unable to attend the Public Hearing in
person.

I do not support Bylaw 8292.

The District of North Vancouver requires more family-sized purpose built market rental townhomes. The
development project associated with Bylaw 8292 does not fill this huge need in the housing continuum. "Hoping"
for strata rentals to arise from this or any other build is not enough to address this absence of market rental housing
supply in the District of North Vancouver.

An implementation of municipal building incentives for purpose built rentals (promised to be mirrored for
municipalities in Point 28 of the NDP's 30 point plan) and the pursuit of innovative developers willing to
accommodate this urgent community need must happen ahead of MORE investment opportunities and more land
use rezoning.  Please encourage your planning department to ensure these factors are addressed going forward
before any further rezoning applications are considered.

Rezoning ALL town centres for a majority of market condominiums and apartments continues to whittle a distorted
and elitist community into our beautiful mountainside community.

Will this project be required to meet BC STEPCODE 3 which comes into affect July 1, 2018 or are "instream"
applications immune to this requirement much like they are "immune" to the recent DCC increases? To allow
developments "in stream" to be "off the hook" from the STEPCODE would be environmentally unsound so I trust
ANY rezoning application will meet this new requirement.

If this application attains your approval, please assign all $162K of CAC's to affordable housing for the low to mid
income earner. It has become obvious the community is demanding this amenity from end to end, from Cove to
Capilano. If you don't do something very quickly,  this municipality will suffer an irreversible void in the every day
service industries and your city will cease to provide for the economic,  social and physical needs of its residents.

Kelly Bond



From: Morag Harris
To: DNV Input
Subject: 4670 Capilano Road
Date: May 29, 2018 11:38:53 AM

To whom it may concern

I reside at , North Vancouver, 

I have two main concerns with the proposed new development:
Cutting down of the trees.
Will there be a wall / fence built between Montroyal Village and the proposed new development and if so, at whose
expense?

Thank you.

Morag Harris



From: Ron Needham
To: DNV Input
Cc:
Subject: Townhouse Complex Proposal 4670 Capilano Rd.
Date: May 29, 2018 12:54:41 PM

I am an owner of townhouse located in Montroyal Village. Although I live on the  Side of the complex I am
particularly concerned how it will negatively affect my fellow owners on the south side. The increased traffic will
also negatively affect all of the residents in the neighbourhood.

  While I do not object to a townhouse complex l strongly object to a three story building located only six feet from
the south side of our existing complex. Also, the removal of thirteen to nineteen trees is very excessive and I note
that two of the trees are located on our property.

I would like to see the district address these  items and call for a new proposal which would address concerns.

Thank you.

Ron Needham— . North Vancouver 



From: L Thompson
To: DNV Input
Cc: Mayor and Council - DNV
Subject: Opposition to Rezoning at 4670 Capilano Road
Date: May 29, 2018 4:24:09 PM
Attachments: letter dnv 4670 cap rd rezoning.pdf

Dear Municipal Clerk,

Attached is our letter in opposition to the proposed rezoning at 4670 Capilano Rd.

Please confirm receipt, than you.  

Lyle Thompson



Municipal Clerk 
District of North Vancouver 
355 West Queens Rd. 
North Vancouver, BC, V7N 4N5        May 29, 2018 
input@dnv.org 

RE: Opposition to Rezoning and Proposed Development at 4670 Capilano Road 

I am writing to express my opposition to the rezoning of the property at 4670 Capilano Rd. from single 
family residential (RS3) to a comprehensive development zone (CD117) to accommodate Wedgewood 
Venture’s proposal for an eight-unit townhouse complex.  As currently proposed, this development 
would have significant impacts on our property, the 100+ residents of Montroyal Village, and especially 
the six units that border the property. 

We are also concerned that the impacts to Montroyal Village have not been adequately assessment in 
the 270+ pages on information available on the DNV’s website.  With the exception of the images in the 
proponent’s shadow study and a report title page, there is no mention of Montroyal Village in any of the 
design plans.  The location of other townhouses and commercial properties are clearly labelled, whereas 
our property is not.  It has been incredibly challenging to review the 200+ pages of materials available on 
the DNV’s website, and accurately conclude what the impacts would be to our 100+ residents.  May of 
our residents are remain confused.     

Originally, our family was not opposed to amending the zoning to support a new townhouse complex.  
We understand that densification is important for many reasons, including accommodating the District’s 
growing population and to limiting urban sprawl that effects our natural environment.  The rezoning is 
also described in the Official Community Plan that our family considered when purchasing our unit at 
the Montroyal Village townhouse complex three years ago.  However, upon further review of 
Wedgewood’s proposal, and after conducting additional research on other developments on Capilano 
Road and the Upper Capilano area, I’m concerned that the rezoning will cause significant impacts to 
many of the existing 35 townhouse units at Montroyal Village and add to the cumulative adverse effects 
we are currently experiencing in Upper Capilano.   

Based on a review of this information, our main concerns including the following; 

Destruction of Trees and our Neighborhoods Natural Heritage 

As currently proposed, the development is not compatible with the DNV’s numerous policies and bylaws 
created to protect the trees and natural environment that define the Upper Capilano neighborhood.  It 
is these trees, many of which are over 100 years old, that make our neighborhood special and draw 
tourists from around the world.  Unfortunately, they are being cut down at an alarming and 
unprecedented rate to accommodate new developments.   

Wedgewood’s proposal includes the destruction of approximately 19 mature trees, the majority of 
which are located near our property line, including two mature trees on our property that will have their 



root systems destroyed.  Based on the results of a Basic Visual Tree Assessment (not a formal Tree Risk 
Assessment to assess their current health) the Arborist report recommends the retention of only one 
mature tree near our property line based on the biased assumption that the development will proceed 
as proposed, and their rating system that “is designed to enable the prudent selection of retention trees 
that will provide value to the site and the community, and that can be expected to survive and thrive 
after the changes to their growing environment”.   We strongly oppose the destruction of any healthy 
and mature trees that provide shade, privacy, wildlife habitat, beauty and tranquility for many residents 
of Montroyal Village.  They also block the traffic noise from Capilano Road, and support natural storm 
water management, a serious issue in our area.  The replanting of immature replacement trees would 
take generations to compensate for the existing benefits currently provided by the existing mature trees 
and vegetation on the site.     

Traffic Congestion and Safety   

Wedgewoods proposal includes parking for an additional of 27 vehicles, equivalent to more than three 
parking spots for each of the eight townhouse units.  The shared driveway is also located at the 
dangerous Capilano/Montroyal Rd. intersection, where traffic accidents and incidents have become the 
norm.  Adding to the safety concern is the fact that the intersection is heavily used by dozens of local 
children and students from Handsworth Secondary who regularly frequent the strip mall and 
convenience stores located at the intersection.   

The cumulative impact of other developments currently being proposed on Capilano Road add to the 
existing noise and safety risk.  Those currently described on the DNV’s website include another 16 
condos and 57 parking spots at 5020 Capilano Road (two blocks north) and 29-30 new townhouses and 
223 parking stalls at 3430-3484 Capilano Road near the suspension bridge.  That’s parking for 300+ cars 
on Capilano Road alone, not including the approved developments at Edgemont Village and the new 
condo towers at Marine Drive.  Traffic jams on Capilano Road are our new reality, and our mobility and 
quality of life is suffering because of it.       

Incompatible Design 

Although we are not in favor of the rezoning or proposed project, if it did proceed, the townhouse 
design would require a significant redesign to meet OCP goals and reduce impacts to the residents of 
Montroyal Village.   

OCP conflict: The current design conflicts with the OCP goal #2 to “encourage and enable a diverse mix 
of housing types to accommodate the lifestyles and needs of people of all stages of life”.  The stairs 
required to access the front doors would be restrictive to the elderly or people with mobility challenges 
and young families with strollers.  These is also no centralized space where kids can play or neighbors 
can gather.  The “bioswale” is a good start, but it is essentially located in people’s backyards.   

Shadow effect: The townhouses are designed as three stories in height, and according to the 
proponent’s shadow study, would block direct sunlight to numerous existing units and gardens of the 
Montroyal Village townhouse complex for up to six months of the year.    



Loss of privacy: The current design includes a row of hedging/trees to block views into the adjacent 
parking lot (as per the Advisory Design Panel recommendations), but no plans to provide privacy to the 
units overlooking Montroyal Village.  The site plan shows the northern walls of the proposed 
townhouses 6 feet from the property line, separated by a pedestrian pathway.  Balconies for the 
proposed townhouses would look directly into the Montroyal Village townhouse units, especially if the 
mature trees are removed. 

Recommended Solutions 

We recommend that Council defeat the bylaw to preserve our property values and privacy, reduce 
traffic congestion and protect our neighborhoods natural heritage. 

If the bylaw is adopted, we recommend a redesign of the complex to meet the goals sited above, 
including; 

• Maintaining the existing mature trees on the property (including those on the Montroyal Village 
property) and complete a formal Tree Risk Assessment to determine their existing health (not 
anticipated health due to the development).  Maintain the healthy trees and incorporate them 
into the design.   

• Reduce the number of units to six and provide a greater buffer at the Montroyal Village 
property line, while also maintaining the existing trees and their root systems.  Or, meet the 
same objective by eliminate the unit in the north-east corner (7 units total) and expanding the 
“bioswale” into a larger area where kids can play, and local residents can gather (similar to what 
we have at Montroyal Village on the same creek...it’s great!) 

• Provide easy access to all units from the ground floor to accommodate all stages of life 
• Incorporate less parking to reduce noise and traffic congestion on Capilano Road and in the 

community  
• Move the pedestrian walkway from the northeast corner of the property, to the southeast and 

plant a row of privacy trees, similar to what is proposed for the commercial parking lot 
• Assess the direct and indirect impacts to the residents of Montroyal Village, keep us informed, 

and address our concerns.  We will still be here long after Wedgewood Venture’s is gone. 

Thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback.  We hope that our concerns are taken seriously. 

Regards, 

Lyle and Michelle Thompson 
 

 



From: L Thompson
To: DNV Input
Cc: Mayor and Council - DNV
Subject: Opposition to Rezoning at 4670 Capilano Rd
Date: May 29, 2018 4:44:17 PM
Attachments: Opposition to rezoning 4670 Capilano road.pdf

On behalf of Cole Thompson at ., please find attached his letter in
opposition to the rezoning at 4670 Capilano Road.

Please confirm receipt, thanks.

Lyle Thompson



Municipal Clerk District of North Vancouver  
355 West Queens Rd. North Vancouver, BC, V7N 4N5  
 
 
Hello, my name is Cole Thompson and I live at  
Avenue, in the Montroyal Village townhouse complex.  
 
Thank you for allowing me to tell you why I am opposed to the 
re-zoning of this property.  
 
Three years ago, my family moved here from Richmond 
because all the houses on our street were being torn down. 
We visit about once every year and have nobody to visit 
because everyone left for the same reason.  
 
I really like it here, and I don’t want it to change. But there are 
at least 4 giant houses being built just down the street from us, 
and we have received around 4 propositions for developments 
in our neighbourhood. Around 10 big trees or more have 
already been cut down because of this. 
For the townhouse complex they want to build, they want to 
cut down at least 19 more mature trees. 
My Dad and I went to where they have proposed to build a 
couple days ago, and realized some of those trees could be at 
least 200 years old. 
They were so big I couldn’t even wrap my arms halfway 
around a few of them. 
 
I realized that if just one townhouse was not built, the large 
majority of those big, old trees could be saved. 
Also the forested area is great for playing games such as hide 
and seek, but it’s hard to hide when all the trees and bushes are 
gone. 
Thank you for taking my opinion into consideration.  

Cole Thompson,  



From: alireza boroumand
To: DNV Input
Subject: 4670 Capilano Rd new project input
Date: May 29, 2018 5:44:28 PM

Dear Sir/Madam

I , herby, Alireza Boroumand, am resident of the Montroyal village unit 

I checked the various plans of this project online and I have some serious concerns about the
following issues :

1- cutting down the old trees with great shadows in my back yard
2- The buildings are too close to my unit and I suspect the new buildings will block my sun

My suggestions:

In case it is possible, make 6 townhouse instead of 8 so we can have sufficient privacy in our
neighbourhood and enough sun rays.

Look forward to hearing from you!

Regards,

Alireza Boroumand (PH.D),RCIC.



From: Julia Shim
To: DNV Input
Subject: Capilano Road Townhouse Project
Date: May 29, 2018 5:59:15 PM

Hello
As a current resident in the Montroyal Village Townhouses, and a
student of Handsworth Secondary School, I felt the need to
provide my input on this plan.
Personally, I am very against it.
I understand a lot of planning and hard work was put into this but
it negatively affects so many families and groups.
I don't think that it is reasonable to build homes for new residents
when already residing residents will be affected.
Not only that, a very close friend's family owns one of the stores
along Capilano road beside the Montroyal Village Townhouses
and it will affect these stores no matter what the case is.
Even if the construction is set to have minimal effects on traffic,
it will still affect these businesses no matter what.
Students that frequently visit these stores may visit less due to
construction, cars will have difficulty passing, and the already
busy road will be even worse.
Aside from the traffic problem, this project is very uncomfortable
to my family on a personal level.
We are one of the houses on the  side, and the 

 window faces the direction of the project townhouse.
At this moment, we love the view. 
It is very open, with beautiful trees and just the perfect amount of
sunlight.
I understand that due to privacy issues, it has been decided that
trees will be planted and fences will be placed.
However, we do not want to stare at a fence or covered trees
every day.
It will be suffocating and only those that have lived in these
houses will understand this problem.



I personally do not want to have to live in fear that every time I
have to change clothes or want to look out the window, someone
will see me, or I'll see them through the window.
Drawing the curtains every single time for privacy is not an ideal
way of living comfortably, as home is where people are supposed
to feel at rest.
This project was an amazing idea but just the wrong location.
I am heading into university and the noise will affect my studying
for sure.
It is a very difficult time, especially during exam season and I do
not want additional stress on this huge step forward.
Not only that, almost every day, children within my townhouse
complex are outside involved in physical activities.
The air due to the construction will be affected and we do not
want anything to affect the health of these lively, healthy, young
children.
In addition, I was notified about this project recently, even
though it is stated that we were notified since last year.
I don't know how such a huge project could have gone unnoticed.
If it weren't for my fellow neighbour who notified us that it was
not too late to make a change, then we would not have known.
In the future, I strongly suggest that a much more impactful
notice is given to residents living near the area of future projects.
As a resident who had lived in this house for around 15 years, it
has been a wonderful experience and I do not want any drastic
changes to take affect on our living.
My final request is please, as a student that will be heavily
affected by this change, do not continue this project or find a
different location.
Thank you and I hope you take my input into consideration.

Julia Shim

Sent from my iPhone
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