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We completed review of site conditions on date of review and note the following: 

 

 

ARBORIST REPORT for PROPOSED TOWNHOUSE DEVELOPMENT 
 
Re:   Arboricultural Assessment 

 Proposed Townhouse Development at  

 2135 to 2167 Mount Seymour Parkway, District of North Vancouver, BC 

 

 

1.0 Introduction: 
 
A site visit was requested by the Owner to review the quantity and quality of existing significant trees within 
the boundaries of the proposed development property located near Mount Seymour Parkway and 
Riverside Drive, District of North Vancouver, BC. We were provided with a copies of the land survey of the 
site by Ken K. Wong & Associates Land Surveyors and the proposed Architectural Plan by Hywel Jones 
Architects Ltd. The proposal involves the development of a multifamily building on the property. 

 

2.0 Scope of Work: 
 
Our scope of work is defined by the owner as follows: 

a) Assess the project development site and neighbouring properties for quality and location of 
significant trees as per the District of North Vancouver’s Existing Tree Bylaw and 

b) Provide review of existing trees and indicate methods for protecting existing trees on the 
neighbouring properties and City property. 
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3.0 Observation: 
 
The subject property is located in the Maplewood neighbourhood near the intersection of Mt. Seymour 
Parkway and Riverside Drive in the District of North Vancouver. The site is comprised of seven single 
residential lots located between, and including, 2135 and 2167 Mt. Seymour Parkway. The property is 
40,228 square feet in area and rectangular in form. The property currently consists of seven single 
residential buildings with associated driveway, sidewalks, fencing and landscape of trees, shrubs and 
lawns. The site is generally treed around the perimeter with introduced and native species. 
 
The subject property abuts a District LANE right-of-way to the West and to the South. There is an existing 
ditch running through the right-of-way emerging from a culvert near the southeast corner of the subject 
property and terminating into a bulk-headed culvert near the southwest corner of the subject property; flow 
is to the west then north. There are three (3) surveyed trees in the lane right-of-way to the south and 
seven (7) trees on the lane right-of-way to the west.  
 
There are four (4) single family residential lots to the west of the subject property. These are located west 
of the lane right-of-way. There are six (6) trees on these properties included on the survey.  
There is parkland to the south of the subject property that is presently treed primarily by Alders and 
Cottonwoods. 
 
To the east of the subject property is a District LANE right-of-way. There is a single shared tree on the 
property line between the subject property and the right-of-way.  
 
There are four (4) single family residential lots to the east of the subject property. These are located east 
of the lane right-of-way.  There is a cedar hedge running the length of the lane on these properties. 
 
To the North of the subject property is an axillary road parallel to Mt. Seymour Parkway providing access 
to the properties. Mt. Seymour Parkway is located directly to the north of the access road. The two are 
separated by a concrete barrier. There are no street trees along either road.  
 
Surface drainage and slope: 
The site is sloped generally from the northeast to the southwest with an elevation change of approximately 
6 ft. across the run. 
There were no signs of sitting surface water on the site. Although there 4” of snow on the ground at the 
time. 
The ditch referred to earlier in this report had running water in it at the time.  
 
Environmental notes (animals, etc...): 
No significant landscape features were noted. No obvious wildlife values were observed. 
 
Trees: 

There are 29 trees included in this survey, (see the tree table attached for descriptions of the existing 
trees) plus an additional 14 off site trees identified by the surveyor with surveyor numbers at the end of the 

tree table for a total of 43 trees 

There are 13 trees on the subject site. None of these trees are of by-law size of 750 millimetres (29”) 
DBH. 
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There are 10 trees on the District LANE right-of-way. None of these trees are of by-law size of bylaw size. 

There are 6 trees on residential properties to the west. None of these trees are of by-law size. 
 
Please see the below photos of individual trees. 
 

       
Photo #1: Trees #374 O.S to #379 O.S. on Lane 
R.O.W. to the west and on private property beyond. 
Crowns have been raised to 13’ ht. on east side. 

Photo #2: Ditch along western edge of property in 
LANE R.O.W. looking south along lane R.O.W.  

  
Photo #3: East LANE R.O.W. showing shared tree 
# 167 on the right, as viewed from the north looking 
south. 

Photo #4: Tree # 397 co-dominant Cypress 
showing included bark. Recommended for removal. 

 

 

4.   Recommendation:  
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The mandate from the client to the Arborist was to review this site for the overall health and quality of the 
significant trees and to inventory any trees that are of a quality to retain and utilize in the proposed new 
project. 
 
There are no trees to be retained on this site as they are all impacted by the proposed development. We 
recommend the removal of all 13 on site trees. There are no trees of by-law size of 75cm (29”) DBH and 
therefore no replacement trees are required. The proposed Landscape Plan for the site does, however, 
indicate the installation of 52 trees for the project. 
 
There are 10 trees on District Lane right-of-way. These are to be retained and protective barrier installed, 
as indicated on the Tree Management Plan, until the District Arborist reviews the trees to determine their 
suitability for retention or removal.  
 
The 6 trees the neighbouring properties to the west of the lane R.O.W. (trees # 378 O.S., 379 O.S., 380 
O.S., 385 O.S., 390 O.S. & 391 O.S.) are to be retained and protected by the installation of protective 
barrier. 
 
The owner should then develop the site and install suitable proposed trees on-site as necessary to re 
establish a reasonable level of tree cover in the area without interfering with the long term growth of the 
neighbouring trees.  This approach will allow for suitable tree species to be installed in the optimal 
locations for the best long term solution to the specific urban forestry requirements of this site.    
 

 

5 Limitations 
 
We attach the following clauses to this document to ensure you are fully aware of what is technically and 
professionally realistic in the assessment and preservation of trees. 
 
This Arboricultural field review report is based only on site observations on the date noted.  Effort has 
been made to ensure that the opinions expressed are a reasonable and accurate representation of the 
condition of all trees reviewed.  The assessment was completed based on visual review only.  None of the 
trees were dissected, cored, probed or climbed.   All trees or groups of trees have the potential to fail.  No 
guarantees are offered or implied by M2 Landscape Architecture or their employees that the trees are safe 
given all conditions.  Trees can be managed, but they cannot be controlled.  To live, work or play near 
trees is to accept some degree of risk.   
 
The assessment provided was based on preliminary information only. 
The opinions expressed in this report are valid for a period of one year only.  Any trees retained should be 
reviewed on a regular basis to ensure reasonable safety. 
 
The information provided in this report is for the exclusive use of our client and may not be reproduced or 
distributed without permission of M2 Landscape Architecture and Arboriculture Ltd. 
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Please contact the undersigned if you have any questions or concerns regarding this matter. 
 
Yours Truly,  

 
 
Jim Cadwaladr 
ISA Certified Arborist   PN #PN-7310A 
M2 Landscape Architecture 
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Tree 

Number

Species DBH 

mm

Drip line 

radius M

Protected 

tree size

Quality ON SITE Location Description Comments Evaluation

374 O.S 

(31)

Western Red 

Cedar: Thuja 

plicata

320 2 M N M NO North west 

corner on 

Lane Right 

of Way

Hedge Planting: Not topped, base 

branching at ground level, single stem, 90% 

live crown ratio, East side limbed up to 3.75 

M from ground, 

On city property, tree protection 

barrier required.

RETAIN

375 O.S ( 

30)

Western Red 

Cedar: Thuja 

plicata

360 2 M N M NO North west 

corner on 

Lane Right 

of Way

Hedge Planting: Not topped, base 

branching at ground level, single stem, 90% 

live crown ratio, East side limbed up to 3.75 

M from ground, 

On city property, tree protection 

barrier required.

RETAIN

376 O.S 

(29)

Western Red 

Cedar: Thuja 

plicata

260 2 M N M NO North west 

corner on 

Lane Right 

of Way

Hedge Planting: Not topped, base 

branching at ground level, single stem, 90% 

live crown ratio, East side limbed up to 3.75 

M from ground, 

On city property, tree protection 

barrier required.

RETAIN

377 O.S 

(28)

Western Red 

Cedar: Thuja 

plicata

270 2 M N M NO North west 

corner on 

Lane Right 

of Way

Hedge Planting: Not topped, base 

branching at ground level, single stem, 90% 

live crown ratio, East side limbed up to 3.75 

M from ground, 

On city property, tree protection 

barrier required.

RETAIN

378 O.S 

(27)

Western Red 

Cedar: Thuja 

plicata

230      

180

2 M N M NO On Adjacent 

property, to 

the west

Hedge Planting: Not topped, base 

branching at ground level, co-dominant  

90% live crown ratio, East side limbed up to 

3.75 M from ground.

On city property, tree protection 

barrier required.

RETAIN

379 O.S 

(26)

Western Red 

Cedar: Thuja 

plicata

410 2 M N M NO On Adjacent 

property, to 

the west

Hedge Planting: Not topped, base 

branching at ground level, single stem, 90% 

live crown ratio, East side limbed up to 3.75 

M from ground, 

On city property, tree protection 

barrier required.

RETAIN

380 O.S 

(25)

Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

340 3.25 M N P NO On adjacent 

private site 

west side of 

subject site

Single Stem, topped at 6 M, rotting @ stem, 

branching to 6 stems at 6m point, stems are 

100mm to 150 mm in diameter

Poor condition, internal rot 

starting at 6 M cut, stems prone 

to failure

RETAIN

381 (21) Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

220 2.75 M N P YES On stream 

bank of 

subject site

Single stem, topped at 6 M, rotting @ stem, 

branching to 6 stems at 6M point, stems are 

50mm to 100 mm in diameter

Within stream setback, tree 

proection barrier required

RETAIN

382 (22) Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

240 3 M N P YES On stream 

bank of 

subject site

Single stem, topped at 6 M rotting @ stem, 

branching to 6 stems, at 6M point, stems 

are 50 mm to 100 mm in diameter.

Within stream setback, tree 

proection barrier required

RETAIN

383 O.S 

(23)

Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

250 3 M N P NO On stream 

bank of 

subject site

Single stem, topped at 6 M rotting @ stem, 

branching to 6 stems, at 6M point, stems 

are 50 mm to 100 mm in diameter.

Within stream setback, tree 

proection barrier required

RETAIN

p=poor m=moderate g=good

OS = Off Site December 20th 2012
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Tree 

Number

Species DBH 

mm

Drip line 

radius M

Protected 

tree size

Quality ON SITE Location Description Comments Evaluation

384 O.S 

(17)

Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

240 3 M N M NO On city lane 

ROW

Not topped, single stem, 10 degree cantor 

to the west, within an Alder thicket, 

6.25 M from center of stream RETAIN

385 0.S 

(16)

Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

320 3.25 M N M NO On adjacent 

private site 

west side of 

subject site

Not topped, single stem, within an Alder 

thicket, 

6.5 M from center of stream RETAIN

 386 O.S 

(14)

Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

290      

60

3 M N M NO On city lane 

ROW

co-dominant from base On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN
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Tree 

Number

Species DBH 

mm

Drip line 

radius M

Protected 

tree size

Quality ON SITE Location Description Comments Evaluation

387 O.S 

(8)

Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

410 6 M N M NO On city lane 

ROW

Not topped, single stem, first branch @ 5 M 

twisted with a 5 % lean eastward.

On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

388 O.S 

(07)

Cottonwood: 

Populus 

balsamifera

660 6 M N G NO On city lane 

ROW

Single Stem, first branch at 16.5 M On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

389 O.S Cottonwood: 

Populus 

balsamifera

700 7 M N G NO On edge of 

stream

Single stem, First branch at 15 M Within stream setback, tree 

protection barrier required

RETAIN

390 O.S Hemlock: Tsuga 

heterophylla 

300 3 M N G NO On adjacent 

neighbour's 

property, 

Single stem, first branch 5 M from base, thin 

LCR at 60%

Within Alder thicket, separated 

by a wooden fence

RETAIN

391 O.S Spruce: Picea 

spp

200 2.5 M N G NO On city lane 

ROW

Single stem, first branch, at 2M LCR 90% Tag on fence, RETAIN

392 Cedar spp 250 4 M N P YES North side, 

along front 

lane way

Hedge, topped at 4 M DEAD tree DEAD REMOVAL

393 Cedar spp 180        

210

4 m N p YES North side, 

along front 

lane way

Hedge, topped at 4 M. Co-dominant, DEAD 

tree

DEAD REMOVAL

394 Cedar spp 280         

280

4.1 M N P YES North side, 

along front 

lane way

Hedge, topped at 4 M. Co-dominant, DEAD 

tree

DEAD REMOVAL

395 Douglas Fir  

Pseudodsuga 

menziesii

430 4 M N M YES south side, 

behind 

existing 

housing

Co-dominant, at 3 M, visible included bark, 

First branch starts at 3 M, suppressed on 

south side, 70% LCR

Suggesting removal based on 

included bark and co dominant 

stems subject falling over

REMOVAL

396 Cedar, Thuja 

Plicata

630 4 M N M YES south side, 

behind 

existing 

housing

Topped at 8 M, splits into 10 stems, each 

stem = 300 mm: First branch is 2 M from 

base with 90% LCR

Suggesting removal because 

tree was topped with multiple 

new stems subject to breakage. 

REMOVAL

397 Cypress 

Cupressus 

sempervirens 

610 4 M N P YES North and 

middle of 

subject site

Topped at 12 M, with multiple stems of 

100mm to 200 mm, co-dominant at 3 M 

advanced included bark, LCR at 70%

Suggesting removal because of 

advanced, included bark, 

topping and codiminant growth 

habit.

REMOVAL

398 Cypress 

Cupressus 

sempervirens 

390 4.5 M N p YES North and 

middle of 

subject site

Topped at 12 M, three stems with dead 

crown.

suggesting removal as tree is 

dead

REMOVE

p=poor m=moderate g=good

OS = Off Site December 20th 2012
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Number

Species DBH 
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Drip line 

radius M

Protected 

tree size

Quality ON SITE Location Description Comments Evaluation

399 Douglas Fir  

Pseudodsuga 

menziesii

500 5.5 M N G YES North East 

corner of 

subject site, 

adjacent to 

city ROW

Topped at 12 M, two stems, healthy no rot suggesting retaining because 

tree is healthy

RETAIN
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Tree 

Number

Species DBH 

mm

Drip line 

radius M

Protected 

tree size

Quality ON SITE Location Description Comments Evaluation

400 Douglas Fir  

Pseudodsuga 

menziesii

620 4.5 M N P YES North East 

corner of 

subject site, 

adjacent to 

city ROW

Topped at 12 M two stems, 1 M rotting stub 

with evidence of internal rot

Suggesting Removal REMOVE

167 Hemlock: Tsuga 

heterophylla 

460 6 M N P shared shared 

between 

North East 

corner of 

subject site 

and  city 

ROW

Topped at 12 M.first branches at 3 M, 

evidence of woodpecker holes and rot, 

supressed on south east side due to lack of 

sunlight.

Suggesting removal because of 

rot concerns

REMOVE

168 Douglas Fir  

Pseudodsuga 

menziesii

460 6M P Yes North East 

corner of 

subject site, 

adjacent to 

city ROW

Topped at 12 M.first branches at 3 M, 

evidence of woodpecker holes and rot, 

supressed on south east side due to lack of 

sunlight.

Suggesting removal because of 

rot concerns

REMOVE

1 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

365 3.25 M G NO Directly 

south of the 

center of 

site behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

2 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

335 3.15 G NO Directly 

south of the 

center of 

site behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

3 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

365 3.25 M G NO Directly 

south of the 

center of 

site behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

p=poor m=moderate g=good

OS = Off Site December 20th 2012
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4 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

335 3.15 G NO Directly 

south of the 

center of 

site behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN
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5 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

285 2.70M G NO Directly 

south of the 

center of 

site behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

6 Maple            

Acer

200 1.95 M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

9 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

457 4.6M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

10 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

335 3M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

11 Cottonwood: 

Populus 

balsamifera

610 6M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

12 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

213 2M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

p=poor m=moderate g=good

OS = Off Site December 20th 2012
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13 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

333 3M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

18 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

300 3M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

19 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

325 3.15M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped single stem On city property requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN

20 Red Alder:     

Alnus rubra

250 2.35M G NO Directly 

south west 

of the center 

of site 

behind 

existing 

swale ditch

Not topped, single stem On city property, requires tree 

barrier

RETAIN
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 The Corporation of the District of North Vancouver 
 

 ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY MANUAL  
    
 

 
 

Section: Land Administration 8 

Sub-Section: Development  3060 

Title: Community Amenity Policy 2 
 
1. OBJECTIVE: 
 
To create policy guidance for the provision of community benefits and community amenities 
achieved through new development. 
 
2. INTERPRETATION: 
 
“Community Benefit” means the overall contribution or improvement that a new development could make 
to the community.  
 
“Community Amenity” means any public amenity or benefit that improves the quality of life of a community, 
over and above the new development itself and over and above the Community Benefits listed in Section 3.1 
(a) to (e) of this Policy, and may include any of the amenities listed in 3.8 of this Policy.   
 
“Community Amenity Contribution” or “CAC” means a community amenity contribution as set out in 
Sections 3.4 through 3.7 of this policy.   
 
“OCP” means the District Official Community Plan. 
  
3. POLICY:  
 
PROVISION OF COMMUNITY BENEFITS: 
 
3.1 New development must meet the goals set out in the District of North Vancouver’s Official 

Community Plan and provide the following community benefits: 
 

a) Works and services required to accommodate the development and works and services to the 
centreline of abutting streets; 

b) Development Cost Charges as specified in the District of North Vancouver Development Cost 
Charge Bylaw; 

c) Mitigation actions, works and measures to address negative impacts on the community; 
d) Subdivision requirements as applicable; 
e) Any required road dedications; 
f) In certain circumstances, as outlined in Section 3.3 below, new development should provide 

community amenities or a financial contribution to cover the cost of a specified Community 
Amenity or a portion thereof sufficient that the District can make provision toward the specified 
Community Amenity. 

 
3.2   The requirements for basic works and services, development cost charges and mitigation measures 

will be determined through the development review process and in accordance with any applicable 
statutory requirements and District bylaws and policies.  The requirement for Community Amenity 
Contributions should be determined as specified in the balance of this policy. 
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PROVISION OF COMMUNITY AMENITY CONTRIBUTIONS: 
 
3.3  Community Amenity Contributions should be required for rezonings that involve an increase in density 

in accordance with: 
(a)  Section 3.4 for sites within the Lower Lynn, Lynn Valley, Lower Capilano or Maplewood OCP 

designated town centres or village centres; 
(b)   Section 3.5 for residential development sites outside a designated town centre or village centre 

for which the OCP contemplates an increase in density; 
(c) Section 3.6 for sites where the increase in density is not contemplated in the OCP. 

 
3.4   The OCP or other adopted town or village centre policy will guide decisions related to Community 

Amenity Contributions for sites within an OCP designated town centre or village centre.   Where a 
developer is seeking an increase in density for a site within an existing or a proposed town centre or 
village centre prior to adoption of an amenity strategy for the town centre or village centre, the CACs 
should be negotiated on a case specific basis.   

 
3.5 For sites within an area contemplated for increased density in the OCP but outside of a town centre or 

village centre, CACs should be required and should be calculated as follows: $5 per square foot of 
increased residential gross floor area for townhouse, duplex, triplex or similar development; and $15 
per square foot of increased residential gross floor area for apartment development.   For the purpose 
of this section 3.5, the increase in gross floor area should be calculated on the basis of the proposed 
gross floor area for the subject site requested by the developer minus the total gross floor area 
permitted on the site under the “base density”, where “base density” means the floor area ratio for the 
site calculated in accordance with “Schedule 1”.  
 
While the above formula is intended to be applicable in the majority of circumstances, there may be 
rezoning applications where the District or the Developer identifies the formula to be inappropriate and 
in those cases, the CACs should be negotiated outside the above formula.  Where the CACs are 
negotiated outside the above formula, the total value of the CAC should be equivalent to 50% of the 
estimated increase in the market value of the land attributable to the density increase.   
   

3.6 For sites that are being rezoned to permit an increase in gross floor area over and above that which is 
contemplated in the OCP, CACs should be negotiated on a case by case basis and the value of the 
CACs should be equivalent to 50% to 75% of the estimated increase in the market value of the land 
attributable to the density increase.   

 
3.7  For the purpose of estimating the increase in the market value of land attributable to a proposed 

density increase, the base market value of the subject land (not necessarily equal to acquisition cost) 
should be calculated on the basis of the applicable zoning as at the date of the formal application for 
the increased density. 

 
3.8 When considering the inclusion of a specific amenity rather than cash-in-lieu, the District’s OCP or 

other Council direction or policy may provide guidance as to the type of Community Amenity 
Contributions that may be provided and if there are no such policies applicable to a proposed new 
development, then the following list should be used as a guide for determining the type of Community 
Amenity Contribution(s) (in no particular order of priority): 

• Land for, or provision of, affordable, rental or special needs housing; 
• Community, cultural, school, library or recreation facility or facility improvements; 
• Seniors care, seniors day care or seniors wellness facility or facility improvements; 
• Child care facility or facility improvements; 
• Youth, children or family facility or facility improvements; 
• Heritage conservation; 
• Public Art in accordance with established policy; 
• Provision of park land or park improvements; 
• Extraordinary pedestrian, cycling, streetscape, public plaza or other public-realm linkages 

and improvements beyond those required by District bylaws and design guidelines; 
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• Environmental, or sustainability measures beyond the normal environmental development 
permit requirements; 

• Contribution toward amenity maintenance, for example contribution into a long term 
maintenance fund to offset future maintenance costs of community amenities; 

• Other Community Amenities as identified by the District of North Vancouver to meet 
established community goals, policies or needs. 

 
3.9   Negotiation of CAC’s, as above, will be directed by senior staff and reported to Council. 
  
3.10 CAC’s should be a cash payment in-lieu of specific Community Amenities unless the District requires 

the inclusion of a specific Community Amenity.  If specific Community Amenities are required, they 
should be valued in accordance with Section 3.4, 3.5 or 3.6 as applicable. 

 
3.11 Where CAC’s are being negotiated, the developer should be required to pay the District’s costs of the 

negotiation including the District’s cost to engage a qualified consultant for the purposes of such 
negotiation.  

 
3.12  In the case where policy objectives in the OCP or other established policies are inconsistent with this 

policy, the CAC should be negotiated with the aim of achieving Council’s priority objectives in relation 
to the particular rezoning proposal being applied for. 

 
4.0 SECURING COMMUNITY AMENITY CONTRIBUTIONS: 
 
4.1  The provision of Community Amenities Contributions may be secured through one or more of the 

following methods: 
• A phased development agreement, under Section 905.1 of the Local Government Act, as 

may be amended from time to time; 
• Zoning for amenities and affordable housing, under Section 904 of the Local Government 

Act as may be amended from time to time;  
• A housing agreement for affordable and special needs housing, under Section 904 and/or 

905 of the Local Government Act as may be amended from time to time;  
• As articulated in the terms of a sale agreement for projects involving the disposition of an 

interest in land owned by the District; or 
• Other methods as recommended by the Municipal Solicitor. 

 
5.0 REASON FOR POLICY 
 
To ensure that the community obtains benefits from new development through a fair and equitable approach 
and to provide opportunities to achieve community improvements and innovation through development. 
 
6.0 PROCEDURE 
 
Planning staff are directed to implement the community amenity policy as part of development application 
processing and to include a summary of the community benefits when new development requires a report to 
Council. 
 
This policy should be reviewed at the staff level every two years. 
 
7.0 AUTHORITY TO ACT 
Senior staff will negotiate appropriate amenities which will then be referred to Council for final approval. 
 
 

Approval Date: December 13, 2010 Approved by: Chief Administrative Officer 

1. Amendment Date:  Approved by:  

2. Amendment Date:  Approved by:  

3. Amendment Date:  Approved by:  
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SCHEDULE 1: DEEMED DENSITIES IN DNV ZONING DISTRICTS 
ZONING CATEGORY 

    

RESIDENTIAL ZONE Building Form Deemed Density 
Single Family Residential (RS)    

 RS1 Single Family 0.45 
 RS2 Single Family 0.45 
 RS3 Single Family 0.45 
 RS4 Single Family 0.45 
 RS5 Single Family 0.45 
 Neighbourhood 

Zones  0.45 – 0.55 
As specified in zone 

Multi-Family Residential (RM)    
 RM1 Single Family 0.45 
 RM1 Townhouse 0.45 
 RM2 Single Family 0.45 
 RM2 Townhouse 0.6 
 RM2 Low-rise Apartment 0.6 
 RM3 Townhouse 0.75 
 RM3 Low-rise Apartment 0.75 
 RM5 Townhouse 0.45 

 RM6 Townhouse or Low-
rise Apt. 0.80 

 RM7 Townhouse or Low-
rise Apartment 0.80 

Low-rise Residential (RL)    
 RL1 Townhouse 1.0 
 RL1 Low-rise Apartment 1.0 
 RL2 Low-rise Apartment 1.2 
 RL3 Low-rise Apartment 1.25 
 RL4 Low-rise Apartment 1.3 FSR 

High-rise Residential (RH)    
 RH2 High-rise Apartment 1.75 
 

COMMERCIAL 
 

ZONE Building Form Deemed Density 

General Commercial Zone 1 C 1  1.75 
Local Commercial Zone 1A C 1A  0.55 

Corner Store Commercial Zone 1B C 1B  0.55 
 

General Commercial Zone 1L C 1L  1.75 

General Commercial Zone 2 C 2  1.75  except 1.0 in 
Edgemont Village 

General Commercial Zone 3 C 3  1.75  except 1.0 in 
Edgemont Village 

General Commercial Zone 3A C 3A  
 

1.75  except 1.0 in 
Edgemont Village 

Tourist Commercial Zone C 4 Tourist 
Accommodation 

1.2 for commercial use 
(Change in use would 

trigger negotiated process) 

Entertainment Commercial Zone C 5  
2.4 for commercial use 
(Change in use would 

trigger negotiated process) 

Entertainment/Outdoor Tourist Attraction C 5A Suspension Bridge 
0.35 for commercial use 
(Change in use would 

trigger negotiated process) 

Public House Commercial Zone 6 C 6 Neighbourhood Pub 
1.75 for commercial use 
(Change in use would 

trigger negotiated process) 

General Commercial Zone 7 C 7 Garden Centre 0.5 (Change in use would 
trigger negotiated process) 

Commercial Business Zone 8 C 8  1.0 (Change in use would 

http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C1
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C1A
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C1A
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C1B
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C1B
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C1L
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C2
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C2
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C3
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C3
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C3A
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C3A
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C4
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C4
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C5
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C5
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C5A
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C5A
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C6
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C6
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C7
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C7
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C8
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C8
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trigger negotiated process) 

Marine Drive Commercial Zone C 9  

1.0 for lots less than  
1,100 m2 

1.75 for lots = to or greater 
than 1,100 m2 

Commercial Business Zone 10 C 10  1.75 (Change in use would 
trigger negotiated process) 

COMPREHENSIVE DEVELOPMENT ZONES 
(CD) ZONE Building Form Deemed Density 

 CD-1 through 
CD-61+ Varies by zone Refer to Zone 

 
 
 

http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C8
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C8
http://www.dnv.org/upload/documents/Bylaws/3210.htm#C10
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G e o  
#215 -1200 West 73rtl Avenue, Vancouver, BC, V6P 6G5 
Phone (604) 439-0922 / Fax (604) 439-9189 

Consultants L t d  

Mr Yashpal Parmar 
C/o - Cornerstone Architecture 

22 July 2013 
Job #10775 

#408 - 611 Alexander Street 
Vancouver, B.C. 
V6A 1E1 

Attention: Scott Kennedy 

Re: Geotechnical Review of Flood Hazard Assessment - Guildford Brook Estates; 
2135 - 2167 Mt Seymour Parkway, North Vancouver, B.C. 

Based upon your request, (17th July 2013), this letter provides a summary of our geotechnical 
recommendations considering the information presented in the Flood Hazard Assessment Report from 
Northwest hydraulic consultants, dated May 2013. 

We understand that the recommended Flood Construction Level (FCL) for the entire property is 
elevation 9.9 m geodetic. Plans provided by Cornerstone Architecture indicate that all habitable space is 
above FCL however, the parkade elevation is 8.4 m, 1.5 m below the recommended FCL. 

For all structures constructed below the FCL we recommend the following: 

• The invert of the entrance to the parkade is at or above the FCL level; 
• All sensitive mechanical equipment/systems are located above the FCL level; 
• A perimeter drainage system is installed to accommodate potential flows as recommended in 

this letter, or; 
• That foundation walls are designed to withstand the hydrostatic pressures included in this 

We recommend a perimeter drainage system is installed behind foundation walls to relieve potential 
hydrostatic pressures acting on basement walls and floor slabs during flood events. The perimeter drain 
should be located at the base of the foundation wall and comprise 150 mm perforated PVC pipe 
surrounded by a minimum of 300mm of free-draining gravel. Backfill material placed against the 
basement walls should be approved by the Geotechnical Engineer. 

The perimeter drain tile should be continuous, connected to a pumped sump and capable of pumping 
up to 250 liters per minute. Drainage shall be installed with a minimum fall of 1%. This flow rate should 
be confirmed during construction by the Geotechnical Engineer. 

Alternatively, basement walls can be designed to accommodate additional hydrostatic pressures as 
follows: 

letter. 

CONSULTING GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEERS 



Hydrostatic: Triangular pressure distribution of 10H kPa, where H is the distance from the base of the 
wall to the FCL level. 

These pressures should be added to the static soil pressures shown in Section 6.7 of our geotechnical 
report. 

This letter has been prepared exclusively for Mr Yashpal Parmar, for the purpose of providing a 
geotechnical comments and recommendations in relation to the flood hazard at the proposed 
residential development. The letter remains the property of GeoPacific Consultants Ltd. and 
unauthorized use of, or duplication of this report is prohibited. 

We are pleased to assist you with this project and we trust this information is helpful and sufficient for 
your purposes at this time. However, please do not hesitate to call if you should require any clarification. 

For: 
GeoPacific Consultants Ltd. Re 

4 M. J. KOKAN 
5 #21364 

. c BRITISH V /  ' 

X j l  U M®/ Jt 

Daniel Sims, B.E.(Hons), E.l.T. 
Project Manager 

Matt Kokan, M.A.Sc., P.Eng. 
Principal 

GEOPACIFIC CONSULTANTS LTD. 
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EXCERPT FROM THE MINUTES OF THE JUNE 13, 2013 MEETING OF THE 

ADVISORY DESIGN PANEL 

 

a. 2135 - 2167 Mount Seymour Parkway – Detailed Application for 30 unit townhouse 
project with at-grade parking 
 

Mr. Doug Allan of the District Planning Department provided a review of the project 

context, and noted that the Panel last considered the proposal at its meeting of May 9, 

2013.  Mr. Allan gave a brief review of the development application including the site 

details, and context.  Mr. Allan also reviewed in general terms the changes made to the 

project as a result of the Panel’s previous review. 

The Chair thanked Mr. Allan for his presentation and welcomed the applicant team to the 

meeting.  The Chair outlined the procedure to be followed in presenting the proposal and 

for the review by the Panel. 

Mr. Simon Richards of Cornerstone Architects made some opening comments and 

introduced his colleague, Mr. Andes Vargas.   

Mr. Vargas reviewed the Panel’s recommendations from the previous meeting and 

described the revised project with reference to display boards.  Mr. Vargas stated that as 

a response to the Panel’s previous motion, the number of visitor parking stalls has been 

reduced from 7 to a total of 5.  Related to the adjustments to visitor parking, the solid 

waste collection area has been relocated to an enclosed area on the east side of the 

entry drive and the transformer moved to the west side of the entrance. 

To address the Panel’s concerns of linearity, more variation in the height of the 

elevations has been included and the roof line has been extended. Brick has been 

added to the exterior end walls of the buildings and the colour selected for the brick has 

been changed to a lighter, more reddish hue. 

Ms. Meredith Mitchell of M2 Landscape Architecture reviewed the revised landscape 

proposal for the project and noted that plantings have been added throughout the 

project, including at the entrance drive, the communal amenity area, the ends of the 

drive court area, and at the driveway entrance of each dwelling unit.  It was further noted 

that the three visitor parking stalls located directly beside the common amenity area will 

have grass-crete pavers to help add more greenery to the area.    

The entrance driveway has been enlarged to ensure that all commercial and emergency 

vehicles can access to the site, and to help address the linear nature of the drive court, 

the drive court has been adjusted to feature a wave design in colored pavers.   
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Along the pathway that circles the development, all stairs have been eliminated and a 

ramp access to the north east corner has been provided to make it more accessible. 

The Chair thanked the project team for the presentation and asked if there were any 

questions of clarification from the Panel members. 

Questions of clarification were asked on the following topics: 

Type of shrubs selected?   A mix of shrub plantings, including laurels which will be 

pruned so they will not grow too tall. 

Details of transformer installation?   Unit will be placed on a concrete pad with a picket 

fence to provide screening. 

The Chair thanked the applicant team and staff for their clarifications and asked for 

comments from the District Urban Design Planner, Mr. Alfonso Tejada. 

Mr. Tejada complimented the project team for the improvements made to the 

development proposal.  Mr. Tejada made three observations:  1.) it would be beneficial 

to highlight the “crossroads feature” at the intersection of the entrance drive and the 

east/west drive court; 2.) gates or some other design element at the east and west ends 

of the drive court would help create interest in these areas; and 3.) that the same 

articulation of the roof on the north side of the project, be repeated on the south side. 

The Chair thanked Mr. Tejada for his input and invited comments from the Panel. 

Panel members thanked the applicant for their presentation and remarked on the 

applicant’s effort to implement the Panel’s comments, with the general impression that 

the project was much improved. 

It was noted that the paving details and landscape elements in the drive court resulted in 

a much improved space.  It was suggested that the area could be further improved by 

drawing attention to the location where the entrance drive and the east/west driveway 

intersect. 

Some discussion took place regarding the addition of a retaining wall between the 

common amenity space and the visitor parking.  It was suggested that this wall be made 

more visually permeable to indicate a connection from the parking area, through the 

amenity area, to the public park beyond, or be treated with terracing as a way to reduce 

its impact. 

Some Panel members expressed some concern with the proposed gabled roof vent 

elements, suggesting that a simpler roof line might be preferred.  It was agreed however 

that these elements were not a major concern with the project. 

 



Document: 2174839 

The Chair thanked the Panel for their comments and invited the project architect to 

respond to the comments made by the Panel. 

Mr. Simon Richards of Cornerstone Architects thanked the Panel for the comments and 

input and noted that the design team will take into consideration the comments made. 

The Chair thanked the project architect and invited the Panel to compose a motion. 

 

  MOVED by Liane McKenna and SECONDED by Cedric Burgers: 

THAT the ADP has reviewed the proposal, commends the applicant for the 

quality of the proposal, and recommends APPROVAL of the project as 

presented. 

 

 

MOTION CARRIED 
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ROCKANDEL&ASSOCIATES	
   	
   	
   	
   	
  
Building	
  Success	
  Through	
  Process	
  Facilitation,	
  
Community	
  Engagement	
  &	
  Partnership	
  Planning	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  PUBLIC	
  INFORMATION	
  
MEETING	
  SUMMARY	
  REPORT	
  

	
  
To:	
  	
   Doug	
  Allan,	
  Planner,	
  District	
  of	
  North	
  Vancouver	
  
	
   Yashpal	
  Parmar,	
  President,	
  Guildford	
  Brook	
  Estates	
  Development	
  

From:	
   Catherine	
  Rockandel,	
  IAF	
  Certified	
  Professional	
  Facilitator,	
  Rockandel	
  &	
  Associates	
  	
  
Tel:	
  1-­‐604-­‐898-­‐4614	
  E:	
  cat@growpartnerships.com	
  

Re:	
   2135-­‐2167	
  Mount	
  Seymour	
  Parkway	
  Public	
  Information	
  Flip	
  Chart	
  Notes	
  &	
  Summary	
  

Date:	
   February	
  12,	
  2013	
  

Event	
  Date:	
   	
   Tuesday,	
  February	
  5,	
  2013	
  
Time:	
   	
   	
   6:30	
  PM	
  –	
  8:30	
  PM	
  
Location:	
  	
   	
   Kenneth	
  Gordon	
  Maplewood	
  School,	
  420	
  Seymour	
  River	
  Place	
  
Attendees:	
  	
   	
   Twenty-­‐eight	
  (28)	
  citizens	
  
Comment	
  Forms:	
   Provided	
  to	
  Doug	
  Allen,	
  District	
  of	
  North	
  Vancouver	
  Planning	
  

Notification	
  
Flyer	
  Invitation	
  
An	
  invitation	
  letter	
  was	
  hand	
  delivered	
  to	
  homes	
  within	
  75	
  metres	
  of	
  the	
  site.	
  	
  

Site	
  Signs	
  
There	
  was	
  one	
  (1)	
  yellow	
  site	
  sign	
  erected	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  during	
  the	
  week	
  of,	
  notifying	
  the	
  
community	
  of	
  the	
  meeting.	
  	
  

Newspaper	
  Advertisement	
  
Advertisements	
  were	
  placed	
  in	
  the	
  North	
  Shore	
  News,	
  on	
  Friday,	
  February	
  1,	
  2013	
  and	
  Sunday,	
  
February	
  3,	
  2013.	
  	
  

Attendees:	
  	
  A	
  total	
  of	
  twenty-­‐eight	
  (28)	
  citizens	
  were	
  in	
  attendance.	
  In	
  addition	
  the	
  following	
  
project	
  team	
  members,	
  District	
  of	
  North	
  Vancouver	
  staff	
  and	
  a	
  member	
  of	
  Council	
  were	
  in	
  
attendance.	
  

District	
  of	
  North	
  Vancouver	
  
Doug	
  Allan,	
  Senior	
  Development	
  Planner	
  
Mike	
  Little,	
  Councillor	
  

Project	
  Team	
  
Property	
  Owner:	
  Guildford	
  Brook	
  Estates	
  Development	
  Corporation	
  
Architect:	
  Hywel	
  Jones	
  Architect	
  
Landscape	
  Architect:	
  Meredith	
  Mitchell,	
  M2	
  Landscape	
  Architecture	
  &	
  
Arboriculture	
  Ltd.	
  
Facilitator	
  
Catherine	
  Rockandel,	
  Rockandel	
  &	
  Associates	
  



2135-­‐2167	
  Mount	
  Seymour	
  Parkway	
  	
  
Public	
  Information	
  Meeting	
  Summary	
  

2	
  
	
  

PUBLIC	
  COMMENT:	
  Q	
  &	
  A	
  	
  (Index:	
  Q:	
  Questions	
  C:	
  Comment	
  A:	
  Answers)	
  

Q1:	
  Is	
  it	
  going	
  to	
  be	
  strata?	
  Are	
  there	
  going	
  to	
  be	
  rentals?	
  
A1:	
  Yes,	
  it	
  will	
  be	
  strata.	
  It	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  determined	
  what	
  the	
  rental	
  policy	
  will	
  be	
  

Q2:	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  construction	
  timeline?	
  
A2:	
  It	
  is	
  15	
  months	
  

Q3:	
  Will	
  there	
  be	
  parking	
  allowed	
  on	
  Frontage	
  Road?	
  
A3:	
  The	
  road	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  designed	
  specifically	
  to	
  provide	
  on-­‐street	
  parking	
  but	
  there	
  may	
  be	
  
an	
  opportunity	
  to	
  create	
  small	
  bays	
  for	
  some	
  on-­‐street	
  parking.	
  

Q4:	
  Where	
  do	
  visitors	
  park?	
  
A4:	
  There	
  are	
  visitor	
  parking	
  spaces	
  in	
  the	
  underground	
  

Q5:	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  percentage	
  of	
  visitors	
  parking?	
  
A5:	
  The	
  parking	
  plan	
  has	
  8	
  spaces.	
  The	
  number	
  of	
  spaces	
  is	
  regulated	
  by	
  the	
  Zoning	
  Bylaw	
  

Q6:	
  In	
  terms	
  of	
  the	
  proposed	
  bike	
  lanes,	
  does	
  this	
  narrow	
  the	
  road?	
  
A6:	
  No	
  

Q7:	
  During	
  construction	
  where	
  will	
  workers	
  park?	
  
A6:	
  The	
  workers	
  will	
  park	
  on	
  Frontage	
  Road	
  during	
  construction	
  this	
  will	
  not	
  inhibit	
  the	
  
neighbour’s	
  access	
  to	
  his/her	
  property	
  

Q8:	
  What	
  trees	
  are	
  being	
  removed?	
  
A8:	
  All	
  trees	
  within	
  the	
  property	
  boundaries	
  will	
  be	
  removed	
  

Q9:	
  How	
  far	
  is	
  the	
  ramp	
  for	
  the	
  parking	
  lot	
  from	
  the	
  corner?	
  
A9:	
  The	
  entry	
  to	
  the	
  parkade	
  ramp	
  is	
  approximately	
  150	
  feet	
  from	
  the	
  corner	
  of	
  the	
  frontage	
  
road	
  and	
  Seymour	
  River	
  Place	
  

Q10:	
  Is	
  the	
  lane	
  intended	
  for	
  traffic?	
  
A10:	
  No	
  

Q11:	
  What	
  traffic	
  mitigation	
  measures	
  are	
  planned	
  for	
  the	
  Mt	
  Seymour	
  &	
  Frontage	
  corner	
  
and	
  what	
  about	
  for	
  the	
  Old	
  Dollarton	
  and	
  Seymour	
  River	
  Place.	
  The	
  latter	
  intersection	
  is	
  very	
  
difficult	
  to	
  get	
  out	
  of	
  and	
  is	
  an	
  accident	
  waiting	
  to	
  happen	
  
A11:	
  The	
  District	
  Engineering	
  Department	
  is	
  looking	
  at	
  a	
  traffic	
  circle	
  type	
  turnaround	
  to	
  more	
  
safely	
  control	
  turning	
  movements	
  at	
  Seymour	
  River	
  Place	
  and	
  the	
  Frontage	
  Road	
  
intersection.	
  	
  No	
  improvements	
  to	
  the	
  Old	
  Dollarton	
  Road	
  and	
  Seymour	
  River	
  Place	
  are	
  
presently	
  contemplated.	
  

Q12:	
  When	
  will	
  the	
  project	
  start?	
  
A12:	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  process	
  it	
  must	
  go	
  through.	
  First	
  it	
  requires	
  rezoning	
  and	
  issuance	
  of	
  a	
  
development	
  permit	
  by	
  Council’	
  and	
  Mr.	
  Allan	
  indicated	
  that	
  the	
  rezoning	
  bylaw	
  may	
  go	
  to	
  
Council	
  in	
  about	
  2	
  months.	
  	
  Once	
  approved	
  by	
  Council	
  it	
  then	
  goes	
  through	
  a	
  building	
  permit	
  
process…	
  

Q13:	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  current	
  number	
  of	
  homes	
  on	
  the	
  site	
  and	
  how	
  many	
  are	
  you	
  planning?	
  
A13:	
  There	
  are	
  currently	
  7	
  single-­‐family	
  homes	
  and	
  we	
  are	
  planning	
  a	
  40-­‐unit	
  townhouse	
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development	
  with	
  construction	
  to	
  start	
  fall	
  of	
  2013.	
  

Q14:	
  What	
  is	
  the	
  cost	
  of	
  each	
  unit	
  for	
  sale?	
  
A14:	
  This	
  has	
  yet	
  to	
  be	
  determined	
  

C15:	
  I	
  just	
  want	
  to	
  say	
  I	
  like	
  the	
  look	
  of	
  the	
  development.	
  Several	
  people	
  agreed	
  that	
  it	
  was	
  a	
  
nice	
  looking	
  development.	
  

C16:	
  I	
  think	
  it	
  is	
  good	
  that	
  you	
  are	
  trying	
  to	
  make	
  it	
  affordable	
  for	
  young	
  families.	
  

C17:	
  I	
  like	
  that	
  the	
  development	
  fits	
  with	
  the	
  OCP	
  plans	
  for	
  this	
  area	
  

Q18:	
  Can	
  this	
  school	
  handle	
  more	
  families?	
  
A18:	
  The	
  school	
  site	
  is	
  owned	
  by	
  the	
  North	
  Vancouver	
  School	
  District	
  and	
  is	
  leased	
  out	
  to	
  a	
  
private	
  school,	
  Kenneth	
  Gordon	
  Maplewood	
  School	
  

Q19:	
  Are	
  there	
  plans	
  in	
  the	
  works	
  to	
  develop	
  the	
  other	
  single-­‐family	
  homes	
  surrounding	
  this	
  
development?	
  
A19:	
  A	
  developer	
  would	
  have	
  to	
  come	
  forward	
  to	
  propose	
  a	
  development	
  and	
  the	
  surrounding	
  
homeowners	
  would	
  have	
  to	
  agree	
  to	
  sell	
  so	
  that	
  a	
  developer	
  could	
  put	
  together	
  a	
  large	
  enough	
  
parcel	
  to	
  make	
  a	
  development	
  feasible.	
  

Q20:	
  How	
  far	
  out	
  on	
  to	
  Frontage	
  Road	
  does	
  development	
  come?	
  	
  
A20:	
  The	
  development	
  does	
  not	
  come	
  out	
  into	
  Frontage	
  Road.	
  It	
  is	
  contained	
  within	
  the	
  
property	
  black	
  line	
  shown	
  on	
  the	
  presentation	
  board.	
  	
  

Q21:	
  Is	
  the	
  lane	
  at	
  the	
  back	
  owned	
  by	
  the	
  development?	
  
A21:	
  The	
  District	
  of	
  North	
  Vancouver	
  owns	
  the	
  lane	
  

Q22:	
  Is	
  the	
  District	
  of	
  North	
  Vancouver	
  green	
  space	
  at	
  the	
  back	
  going	
  to	
  be	
  developed?	
  
A22:	
  It	
  is	
  designated	
  as	
  Parks,	
  Open	
  Space	
  and	
  Natural	
  Area	
  in	
  the	
  Official	
  Community	
  Plan	
  and	
  
is	
  zoned	
  Natural	
  Parkland.	
  	
  As	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  Implementation	
  Plan	
  for	
  Maplewood,	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  
discussions	
  on	
  how	
  the	
  District	
  lots	
  could	
  be	
  developed	
  but	
  that	
  will	
  be	
  outside	
  the	
  scope	
  of	
  
this	
  application.	
  

Q23:	
  Does	
  the	
  DNV	
  require	
  the	
  developer	
  to	
  maintain	
  the	
  lane,	
  and	
  will	
  mature	
  trees	
  stay?	
  
A23:	
  No	
  the	
  District	
  does	
  not	
  require	
  the	
  developer	
  to	
  maintain	
  the	
  lane	
  and	
  the	
  trees	
  will	
  stay	
  

Q24:	
  How	
  is	
  the	
  height	
  of	
  the	
  development	
  going	
  to	
  affect	
  the	
  sunlight	
  for	
  existing	
  homes?	
  
A24:	
  The	
  shadow	
  analysis	
  outlined	
  on	
  this	
  presentation	
  board	
  indicates	
  that	
  there	
  will	
  be	
  little	
  
impact	
  because	
  of	
  the	
  position	
  of	
  the	
  buildings	
  the	
  shadows	
  will	
  be	
  directed	
  to	
  Frontage	
  Rd	
  

Q25:	
  Will	
  CAC’s	
  be	
  used	
  on	
  this	
  project?	
  
A25:	
  Yes,	
  CAC’s	
  will	
  apply	
  to	
  this	
  project.	
  If	
  there	
  are	
  specific	
  requests	
  for	
  CAC’s	
  please	
  indicate	
  
them	
  on	
  the	
  comment	
  form	
  

Q26:	
  Will	
  the	
  park	
  stay	
  the	
  same	
  or	
  become	
  a	
  useful	
  park?	
  
A26:	
  The	
  District	
  would	
  appreciate	
  hearing	
  the	
  community	
  preference	
  

C27:	
  Several	
  people	
  commented	
  that	
  they	
  preferred	
  a	
  natural	
  space	
  with	
  forests	
  for	
  children	
  to	
  
explore,	
  build	
  forts,	
  to	
  use	
  imagination,	
  to	
  see	
  animals	
  in	
  their	
  natural	
  setting,	
  

C28:	
  I	
  would	
  like	
  to	
  see	
  7	
  new	
  single-­‐family	
  homes	
  rather	
  than	
  40	
  townhouse	
  units	
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Q29:	
  A	
  question	
  to	
  district	
  staff;	
  what	
  are	
  the	
  required	
  density	
  and	
  set	
  backs	
  from	
  the	
  
chlorine	
  plant	
  
A29:	
  The	
  site	
  is	
  outside	
  of	
  the	
  risk	
  contours	
  that	
  would	
  limit	
  residential	
  density.	
  

Q30:	
  Where	
  are	
  you	
  putting	
  the	
  development’s	
  wiring,	
  is	
  it	
  going	
  to	
  be	
  underground?	
  
A30:	
  Have	
  not	
  determined	
  if	
  it	
  will	
  go	
  underground	
  

Q31:	
  On	
  the	
  second	
  set	
  of	
  houses	
  where	
  are	
  the	
  front	
  doors?	
  
A31:	
  They	
  are	
  off	
  the	
  mews	
  

Q32:	
  How	
  does	
  each	
  unit	
  access	
  parking?	
  
A32:	
  There	
  are	
  common	
  stairs	
  and	
  each	
  unit	
  has	
  a	
  locked	
  door	
  from	
  the	
  underground	
  

Q33:	
  Is	
  the	
  DNV	
  restricting	
  parking	
  on	
  Seymour	
  River	
  Place?	
  	
  
A33:	
  This	
  has	
  not	
  been	
  confirmed	
  

Q34:	
  Is	
  there	
  bicycle	
  storage?	
  
A34:	
  Yes,	
  each	
  unit	
  has	
  secured	
  bike	
  storage	
  in	
  underground	
  	
  

Q35:	
  Will	
  each	
  parking	
  spot	
  have	
  power	
  to	
  plug	
  in	
  cars?	
  
A35:	
  Yes	
  

Q36:	
  	
  What	
  other	
  projects	
  have	
  you	
  (architect)	
  done	
  that	
  are	
  similar	
  to	
  this	
  one?	
  
A36:	
  There	
  is	
  Bloom,	
  in	
  Coquitlam	
  at	
  606	
  Langside	
  Ave	
  in	
  the	
  Evergreen	
  corridor	
  and	
  with	
  
Guildford	
  Brook	
  Estates	
  there	
  is	
  the	
  Cassia	
  project	
  in	
  Burnaby	
  at	
  Hastings	
  and	
  Cliff	
  Avenue	
  

C37:	
  I	
  think	
  the	
  DNV	
  should	
  address	
  the	
  parking	
  on	
  east	
  side	
  of	
  gravel	
  field	
  on	
  Riverside.	
  It	
  is	
  
not	
  safe,	
  need	
  to	
  clean	
  up	
  shrubs,	
  improve	
  lighting	
  and	
  cross	
  walk.	
  A	
  number	
  of	
  people	
  agreed	
  
and	
  added	
  that	
  a	
  sign	
  that	
  says	
  slow	
  down	
  to	
  30	
  km	
  should	
  be	
  added	
  

C38:	
  	
  If	
  the	
  District	
  is	
  thinking	
  of	
  CAC	
  amenities	
  they	
  should	
  improve	
  the	
  bus	
  stop	
  on	
  Mount	
  
Seymour	
  Parkway,	
  ensure	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  place	
  for	
  the	
  bus	
  to	
  pull	
  off	
  the	
  road	
  to	
  improve	
  safety	
  
and	
  it	
  should	
  be	
  covered	
  

C39:	
  Another	
  idea	
  for	
  an	
  amenity	
  contribution	
  is	
  to	
  put	
  a	
  silencing	
  fence	
  along	
  Mount	
  Seymour	
  
Parkway	
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COMMUNITY PLANNING 
 
 

 
APPLICANT: Guildford Brook Estates Development Corporation. 
 
THE SITE: 2135 – 2167 Mount Seymour Parkway (located south of Mount Seymour Parkway and 

between Seymour River Place and Riverside Drive) 
 
THE PROPOSAL:  The proposal involves the redevelopment of 7 single family lots for townhouse 
purposes.  As submitted, the project involves 40, two and three storey units arranged in 6 buildings on 
either side of an interior courtyard.  The unit mix consists of 35 three bedroom units and 5 two bedroom 
units which range in size from approximately 948sq.ft. to 1554sq.ft.) in size.  The two storey units are 
approximately 34ft. in height and the 3 storey units are about 37ft. high.  A total of 80 resident parking 
spaces are provided plus 8 designated visitor spaces all of which are located underground with access off 
the northwest corner of the property.     
 
The central courtyard has been designed to provide private outdoor amenity space for each unit and to 
allow for internal pedestrian access along the length of the site. 
 
The property is designated in the District Official Community Plan (Maplewood Village Centre Plan) as 
‘Residential Level 4:  Transition Multi-Family’ which permits various forms of ground-oriented housing units 
up to a Floor Space Ratio of approximately 1.2.  As such, the townhouse form is consistent with the OCP.  
As submitted, the FSR is about 1.26 and the applicant is seeking the additional floor area taking advantage 
of the floor space incentive possible under the District’s Green Building Strategy.   
 
If the project proceeds, rezoning to a new Comprehensive Development Zone, with land use and 
development regulations tailored specifically to this project, will be required in addition to the issuance of a 
development permit.   
 
MUNICIPAL REVIEW:  Municipal departments are reviewing the application to ensure compliance with 
regulations.  The project was reviewed by the Advisory Design Panel on January 17, 2013.  
 
PROCESS:  The process for applications is designed to ensure that local individuals who may be affected 
by a development are informed early in the process so that their comments are considered and may be 
incorporated into the proposal.  After the public information meeting, the project may be revised in response 
to issues raised during the discussion.  There will be additional opportunities for public comment when the 
project is forwarded to Council for consideration.  Watch for the weekly feature "District Dialogue" in the 
Thursday edition of the North Shore Outlook for information on when the rezoning and development permit 
application is on the Council agenda. 
 
If you have any concerns please be sure to let District planning staff know by completing the attached 
“Comments Sheet” at the Public Information Meeting or forwarding it directly to the Community Planning 
Department.  If you would like more information on this specific proposal, you are invited to call Doug Allan 
of the District Planning Department at 990-2357 or by email at dallan@dnv.org. 
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COMMENT SHEET 
The District of North Vancouver 

 
 

PROPOSAL: Guildford Brook Estates Development Corporation  
 2135-2167 Mount Seymour Parkway 

Application for rezoning and a development permit for a multi-family  
townhouse project  

__________________________________________________________________________ 
To help us determine neighbourhood opinions, please consider the following questions: 
 
In your view, will this proposal benefit your neighbourhood or affect it adversely?  Please explain. 
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
Do you have any other comments or specific comments about the design details of this 
application? 
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
               
 
Your Name _____________ _____   
 
Street Address_____________  _________ 
 
Please return within 2 weeks of the Information Meeting to: 
 

Attention:  Doug Allan, Community Planning Department 
District of North Vancouver 

355 West Queens Road 
North Vancouver, BC 

V7N 2K6 
FAX:  (604) 984-8664 

dallan@dnv.org 
 

 
 

mailto:dallan@dnv.org


 
 
 
 
MEETING:    Tuesday, February 5, 2013, 6:30p.m. 
                      Kenneth Gordon Maplewood School Library  

420 Seymour River Place 
                       
 
APPLICANT:  Mr. Y. Parmar, Guildford Brook Development 
 Corporation  
 
PROPERTY:  2135-2167 Mt Seymour Parkway 
                                                 
PROPOSAL: Rezoning & Development Permit application for 
                      a 40 unit townhouse development 
                  
For more information call Doug Allan, Community Planner,  
District of North Vancouver Planning Department: 604-990-2357                 

 

Public Information Meeting 
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Section: Land Administration                                                                                        8 

Sub-Section: Development                                                                   3300-2 

Title: Strata Rental Protection Policy 

Created on: March 21, 2013.  Reviewed on: April 15, 2013.  Revised on: [Date last revised]    

 

Policy 

All rezoning applications providing any strata-titled multi-family residential dwelling units should 
provide unrestricted opportunity for any owner to offer their unit(s) for rent at any time in the 
future. 

Reason for Policy 

To preserve rental opportunities in strata-titled multi-family development constructed after 
January 1, 2010. 

Authority to Act 

Section 905, Local Government Act and Strata Property Act. Delegated to staff.  

Procedures 
1. As a condition of rezoning approval of any development that includes more than two 

strata-titled multi-family residential units, staff are to require the developer/owner to: 

• File with the Superintendent before the first unit is offered for sale to a purchaser, or 
conveyed to a purchaser without being offered for sale, a Rental Disclosure 
Statement in the prescribed form designating all of the units constructed on the lands 
as rental strata lots and imposing a 99 year rental period in relation to all of the units 
pursuant to the provisions of the Strata Property Act ;  

• Give a copy of the Rental Disclosure Statement  Form J to each prospective 
purchaser before the prospective purchaser enters into an agreement to purchase; 
and 

• Provide a covenant, registerable under Section 219 of the Land Titles Act, creating a 
Housing Agreement which includes provision for the rental use of the residential 
units and for the prevention of rental restrictions on this housing located on the 
subject lands. 

Approval Date: April 15, 2013 Approved by: Regular Council 
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1. Amendment Date:  Approved by:  
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