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3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application  

Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

 

Event Date:     September 26, 2018 
Time:       6:30pm – 8:30pm 
Location:     Café Artigiano Edgemont, 3154 Highland Blvd, North Vancouver 
Attendance:     31 members of the public signed in.    
Comments:   6 comment sheets and 11 e‐mails were submitted. 
 
Meeting Purpose:  1) To present development proposal materials to neighbours 
  2) To provide an opportunity for the public to ask questions about the proposal 
  3) To provide an opportunity for neighbours to comment on the proposal 
 
Notification: 
In accordance with District of North Vancouver policies: 
 
Invitation Brochures 
Invitations and informational packages were delivered to 18 addresses within a 100m radius from the 
site, meeting District requirements. Appendix A includes a copy of this package and a map of the 
distribution area.  
 
Newspaper Ads 
Newspaper ads were placed in the North Shore News on Wednesday, September 19, 2018 and Friday, 
September 21, 2018. A copy of the ads is included in Appendix A.   
 
Notification Signs 
Two signs were installed on the property on September 11, 2018, providing two weeks’ notice to 
neighbours of the meeting. Photographs of the installed signs are provided in Appendix A.  
 
Project Presentation 
A full copy of the applicant’s presentation is provided in Appendix D. 
 
Attendance: 
31 members of the public signed in for the meeting. A copy of the redacted sign‐in sheet is included in 
Appendix B.  
 
The following City staff and project team members were in attendance: 
 
District of North Vancouver: 

 Carly Rosenblat,  Planner 
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Project Team: 

 Joelle Calof, Vice‐President, I4 Property Group 

 Myron Calof, President, I4 Property Group 

 Michael Oord, Project Partner 

 April Green, Project Partner 

 Thomas Grimwood, Architect 

 Caelan Griffiths, Landscape Architect 

 Brent Dozzi, Traffic Engineer 

 Donato Battista, Project Manager 

 Jake Howe, Director Pre‐Construction 
 

Facilitators: 

 Steven Petersson, Petersson Planning Consulting 

 Katrina May, Petersson Planning Consulting 
 
 
Overview: 
The meeting was held in a Public Information Meeting format. The meeting began with an Open House, 
where participants could browse the display boards and engage with the project team directly. The 
Open House was followed by a presentation and facilitated question‐and‐answer period. A facilitator 
noted questions and comments on a flip chart for all to see.   
 
The participants were invited to submit written comments to the facilitator or to the municipal planner. 
The comment period remained open from the night of the meeting, September 26, 2018, to October 10, 
2018. Six comment sheets and 11 emails were submitted within the comment period. 
 
The general tone of the evening was support for this development proposal, both for the applicant and 
for the design. Most participants were acquainted with the I4 team due to their extensive 
neighbourhood outreach prior to the public information meeting. Participants noted that the proposal 
conformed to the Edgemont Local Plan. Community members also recognized the demand for 
townhomes in the neighbourhood as a more attainable alternative to single‐family houses. Questions 
arose around traffic circulation, with the suggestion made to the DNV by several attendees to consider 
making Canfield a one‐way street. There were questions about whether there was enough parking for 
visitors, and generally the attendees agreed there would be enough angled public parking, outside of 
business hours, for guests to share.  
 
The overall development proposal was supported by most participants.  

 
Public Dialogue: 
(Q = Question, A = Answer, C = Comment, and the number is to track the dialogue) 
 
Q1  Will this be a “green” project? 

A1  The DNV recently increased the minimum standard for green building. This project will 
comply with Step Code 3. An energy advisor has been retained to ensure the project 
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meets Step Code 3. All parking stalls are set up for EV charging. Charging stations are 
also available for electric bicycles.  

 
Q2  I think the plan looks great, but the merchants are tired of the construction in the 

neighbourhood. We are concerned about all of the development. 
A2  We will do our best to mitigate impact of construction and keep it on site. Our 

construction contractors are here tonight to listen to your concerns.  
 
C3  I am in favour of this proposal. It conforms to the Edgemont Local Plan. Besides, if two single‐

family homes were proposed instead, construction would take longer, and the community 
would have no say in the matter. I support housing that is attainable for our “missing middle” 
demographic.   

 
Q4  I really like the concept here. I am feeling development fatigue. I am concerned about the 

removal of trees. Are the new parking stalls for residents only? What about visitors? 
  A4  One tree will be removed. Guests will share the off‐site public parking. 
 
Q5  What is happening with the proposed bicycle lane and existing angled parking on Woodbine? 

While bike lanes are great, I am concerned about the loss of on‐street parking if the angled 
parking changes to parallel parking to accommodate the bike lane. 
A5  DNV staff are still working out the details.  

 
Q6  16 parking stalls are not adequate: more space is required for EV charging, because EV stations 

are not parking stalls. This situation is even more challenging once you factor in visitor parking.  
A6  Thank you – we will follow up with our transportation engineer. 

 
C7  This is close to a frequent transit route. Many households who live in townhouses in the centre 

of the neighbourhood will not own two cars. 
 

C8  There is not enough parking on the street today. Traffic will be worse with more development. 
Please introduce a traffic calming measure on Canfield. The DNV should restrict Canfield to one‐
way traffic to reduce rat‐running through the neighbourhood.  

 
C9  I also support a one‐way street on Canfield. 

 
C10  I also support one‐way traffic on Canfield. The DNV should retain the angled parking on 

Woodbine.  
 

C11  I am a realtor. Families need townhouses like these!  
 

Q12  Where will builders get access to the site for construction? 
A12  The main staging area is proposed on the corner of Woodbine and Canfield, which 

would be closed off for the duration of the construction. 
 
C13  Parking is only an issue during business hours. After hours, there is plenty of on‐street parking 

nearby. 
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C14  It is refreshing that the developer has spoken directly with neighbours! 
 
C15  Love it! I think the merchants will come to love it. 
 
C16  This open dialogue is great! This is a relatively small project: construction will be OK. 

 
Comment Sheet and Email Summary 
Participants were invited to submit comments for a two‐week response period after the meeting. Six 
comment sheets and 11 emails were submitted. The main themes from the comments received 
included: 
 

 Ensuring that neighbours and merchants are notified about road closures and construction 

 Many respondents expressed wanting to keep angled parking on Woodbine and suggested that 
Canfield to be converted to a one‐way street to reduce cut‐through traffic 

 Many respondents voiced support for the project. Reasons for support included the proposed 
design, underground parking, housing for the “missing middle” and down‐sizers, and the project 
team’s proactive consultation with neighbours 

 Limiting street lighting to two lights only on Highland Blvd and Woodbine Drive so the lights do 
not inappropriately shine into homes at night 

 Maintaining as many native trees as possible on the site 

 One respondent opined that 16 parking stalls are not sufficient for 8 units with visitors. 
 
Conclusion 
The purpose of this public information meeting was to present to neighbours the proposed rezoning 
application, and to provide them with an opportunity to ask clarifying questions and comment on the 
proposal. 18 invitations were distributed by hand to the surrounding community, and 31 community 
members signed in. Two newspaper ads notified the community of the meeting, and a sign was posted 
on the property. Five comment forms and 11 emails were submitted to the municipal planner. 
 
The public could participate in this process in several ways: 

 browsing boards 

 talking to the project team and DNV Planner  

 watching a presentation 

 participating in a facilitated question and answer period 

 submitting written comments.  
 
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 traffic 
circulation, impacts of construction activity, and general development fatigue. Most of the community 
members that spoke at the meeting expressed explicit support for this project. Participants noted that 
families and younger people are looking for townhomes in the area as an alternative to an expensive 
single‐family house. They expressed satisfaction that the developer spoke directly to neighbours in 
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advance of the meeting. 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, Wednesday September 19, 2018 
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Newspaper Advertisement: North Shore News, Friday, September 21, 2018 
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Notification Signs: Installed September 11, 2018 
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Notification Flyers 
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Notification Area Map 
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Appendix B – Sign‐In Sheets 1 and 2: 
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Appendix C – Public Comments: Written Submissions: 

 



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

16 

	

 



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

17 

	

 



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

18 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

19 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

20 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

21 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

22 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

23 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

24 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

25 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

26 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

27 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

28 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

29 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

30 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

31 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

32 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

33 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

34 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

35 

	



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

36 

	

 



3155‐3175 Canfield Crescent Rezoning Application – Public Information Meeting Summary Report 

	

	

Petersson Planning Consulting                                                                                                                                            Page 

37 

	

Appendix D: Project Presentation 

 

WELCOME TO 
3155‐3175 CANFIELD CRESCENT
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Adrian Chaster 

 
  

 

 
Mayor and Council 
District of North Vancouver 
By email to council@dnv.org 

9 December 2020 
 
Dear Mayor & Councillors 
 

Re:  Application for an 8-Unit Townhouse at 3155 & 3175 Canfield Crescent 
 
Introduction: 
 
I have lived in Edgemont Village since 1993 and have long been active in community affairs.  I served on 
the Working Group that examined the proposal for a retirement facility in Edgemont Village, which was 
subsequently built and operates under the name Amica.  I was a member of the Official Community Plan       
(“the OCP”) Implementation Committee and of its successor, the OCP Implementation Monitoring 
Committee.  I chaired the Working Group which spent a year interacting with the community and 
drafting the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan and Design Guidelines.  I have been a member of the 
Executive Committee of the Edgemont and Upper Capilano Community Association for years.  My 
community matters to me. 
 
In this letter, I am supported by Grig Cameron and Peter Thompson, both of whom have many more 
years of active involvement for the betterment of our community than I can claim. 
 
The Planning Department’s report on the proposed Canfied townhouse development came before 
Council for Early Input a year ago, on 2 December 2019.  A motion was passed at that meeting deferring 
it “until after the targeted review of the Official Community Plan” (Targeted Review).  At the time of that 
Council meeting, the Targeted Review was expected to be complete by August or September 2020. 
 
Due to the Covid 19 pandemic, the Targeted Review has been delayed by at least a year.  According to a 
Report to Council on 6 October 2020, it is not now expected to be complete until September 2021, and 
even then, provided only that there are “no further pandemic-related delays.” 
 
This added delay of at least a year may have a deleterious effect on the viability of the proposed 
development.  For the reasons discussed in this letter, I say that the delay is of such significance that 
Council should revisit its decision to defer consideration of the Planning Department’s report. 
 
The decision to defer may be revisited at any time on the motion of any member of Council.  On a 
proper legal analysis, as set out in the addendum to this letter, it would not be a Motion to Reconsider, 
with time limits and the requirement that it only be made by a member who voted in favour of the 
motion to defer.  It would in fact be a Motion to Amend Something Previously Adopted, which is 
burdened with no such conditions. 
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The OCP sets out a policy that higher density mixed-use commercial and residential development in 
Town and Village Centres should transition sensitively outwards via a periphery of lower density 
multifamily housing, such as duplexes and townhouses, to the adjacent single-family residential 
neighbourhoods.  For the reasons set out in this letter, I suggest that there is almost no chance of the 
Targeted Review recommending that this policy of multifamily peripheries be abandoned in favour  
single-family developments extending right to the borders of Town and Village Centres. 
 
I therefore suggest that delaying consideration of the Canfield proposal for yet another year, on the 
basis that the Targeted Review of the OCP is not yet complete, would be inappropriate.  The application 
should move to the next step, so Council can hear from the public.  If “construction fatigue” turns out to 
be a serious issue because of previous construction projects in and around Edgemont Village, or if there 
are other significant problems, Council may simply decline to permit the application process to continue. 
 
Below, I discuss the relevant OCP policies and how they have been treated in the years since the OCP’s 
adoption in 2011.  I then conclude with a discussion of other relevant factors affecting this development 
proposal.  Finally, I attach an addendum analysing the procedural question of how to bring the matter 
back before Council. 
 
Background: 
 
The overarching policy of the OCP as adopted by Council in 2011 is stated in section 1, Growth 
Management: 
 

The District’s objective is to proactively manage growth and change in the District to achieve a 
compact, efficient, environmentally sustainable, prosperous and socially equitable community. 

  
In section 2.2, Village Centres have this description: 
  

Mixed-use development, such as apartments situated over shops, is a typical building form 
within the commercial core, with lower density multifamily housing (such as duplexes or 
townhouses) forming a peripheral area adjacent to the core . [emphasis added] 

 
Paragraph 5 in the Policies section therefore prescribes: 
 

Concentrate development in the Village core and transition sensitively outwards with 
appropriate ground-oriented housing forms (such as duplex and townhouse) to adjacent 
residential neighbourhoods.  [emphasis added] 

 
* * * 

 
The Edgemont Village Centre: Plan and Design Guidelines, as unanimously adopted by District Council in 
March 2014, contains a map in section 3.2, which 
 

“. . . illustrates locations for potential low density multifamily residential uses around the Village 
where more diverse housing options that transition outwards from the Village core could be 
sensitively introduced. Ground-oriented forms like duplexes and multiplexes (e.g. triplexes, 
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fourplexes, small rowhouses, and townhouses) whose scale and design should respect existing 
neighbourhood character are envisioned.”  [emphasis added] 

 
On the map, the two lots which are the site of the proposed Canfield development are specifically 
designated “Townhouse”. 
 

* * * 
 
In a report entitled “OCP Progress Monitoring 2011 – 2014”, the OCP Implementation Committee said: 
 

District residents need access to a range of housing choices to meet the needs of their household 
structure and family, life stage and income. A diversity of housing choices promotes a healthy and 
vibrant community of all ages, abilities and incomes.  
 

* * * 
 
In 2017, the Housing section of the OCP Implementation Review report entitled “Progress Towards 
2030” concluded: 
 

 Guided by the OCP, the District is gradually making progress on providing greater 
housing diversity, such as townhouses and apartment [sic]. A range of housing options provides 
opportunities for the ‘missing generation’, aged 25-40, to find suitable housing in the District.  
 
Continued support for increasing housing diversity is needed to meet the changing household 
needs and ages of District residents. If the range and supply of housing types is not expanded, 
then there will be fewer opportunities for different household needs, such as aging residents, 
younger residents or lower income households.  [Emphasis added] 

 
* * * 

 
In May 2018, the “Housing Report” of the OCP Implementation Monitoring Committee suggested that 
“the DNV needs to create more affordability” and that one of the ways to achieve this end is “opening 
up zoning so that housing diversity is possible”. 
 

* * * 
 
In an Early Input Report on the proposed Canfield townhouse development, Development Planner 
Nordin reported on 19 November 2019 that the proposal meets OCP guidelines: 
 

The proposal addresses the intent of the housing diversity policies in Section 7.1 of the OCP by 
providing units suitable for families and encouraging a range of multi-family housing sizes (Policy 
7.1.4). The units are all three bedroom floor plans, which will be attractive to both families and 
downsizers. These units respond to Goal #2 of the OCP to "encourage and enable a diverse mix 
of housing types ... to accommodate the lifestyles and needs of people at all stages of life." 

 
In the Report’s Conclusion: 
 

This project is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan and Design Guidelines and has 
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responded to public input received. The applicant is an early adopter of a higher level of green 
building features than is required by the District's draft Community Energy and Emissions Plan. 

 
Targeted Review Process 
 
What of the pending Targeted Review of the OCP?  The fact that it is not yet complete was the basis for 
Council’s decision on 2 December 2019 to defer consideration of the Canfield proposal.  An indication of 
the Review’s direction may now be found in its White Paper on Housing, which was released on 24 
February 2020, a couple of months after that Council meeting. 
 
Under the heading Current Conditions and Progress since 2011, the White Paper states: 
 

• The District will need to accelerate the approval of multi-family stock to meet the OCP 
target.  [Emphasis added] 
 
• Increasing the number of attached dwellings is important because more compact 
forms of housing and development are more efficient in terms of servicing, more affordable, 
and help reduce GHG emissions (by reducing reliance on cars).  [Emphasis added] 
 
• Housing types have diversified with gains in apartments and townhouses, but detached 

housing still encompasses 67% of the District’s housing stock (District of North Vancouver, 
2017), meaning that those more affordable multi-family units are not coming on line as 
quickly as anticipated to serve the missing middle age cohort.  [Emphasis added] 

 
From the White Paper’s list of Key Issues: 
 

• Without an appropriate range of housing options, community demographics will shift 
toward higher-earning households. This might result in an increased proportion of older 
households in the District and lead to a decline in overall household diversity.  
 

The White Paper states in the section Potential Actions:  
 

• Amend the OCP and Zoning Bylaw to allow sensitive infill, including the allowance of 
smaller lots, where appropriate to reflect demographic and economic changes in the District 
since the last OCP was completed. Allow row and townhouse zoning in more areas.  [Emphasis 
added] 

 
What Council did not yet know when the Canfield application came before it in December 2019, the 
White Paper allows it to foresee now.  There seems to be no serious possibility that the Targeted Review 
of the OCP will suggest, or indeed that Council would accept, the abandonment of the policy of low 
density residential buffers such as townhouses between Town or Village Centres and the surrounding 
single-family neighbourhoods. 
 
Discussion and Recommendation 
 
In short, the fact that the Targeted Review will not be complete until September next year at the earliest 
should not delay Council’s providing early input on the Canfield proposal.  If Council requires a “material 
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change” before it will take a second look at this application, the delay of another year or more for the 
Targeted Review is that change, particularly where the chance that the Review will recommend an 
abandonment of the policy of low density multifamily developments forming a periphery around Village 
and Town Centres is vanishingly small. 
 
In terms of public support for the Canfield townhouse proposal, reaction was generally favourable at a 
public input meeting in September 2018.  Remarkably, every single household on Canfield Crescent 
supports the proposal.  I am told that the developer now has the support of still more local residents.  A 
public hearing as part of the normal approval process would, of course, give Council the clearest 
evidence of public sentiment. 
 
How much of an issue is “construction fatigue”?  There have been three major developments in and 
around Edgemont Village in recent memory; the Amica Senior Living facility on the corner of Highland 
Boulevard and Woodbine Drive a few years ago, and the more recently completed Grosvenor and Boffo 
developments on opposite sides of Edgemont Boulevard at Ridgewood Drive.   
 
As someone who lives literally on the edge of Edgemont Village, my impression of the Amica 
development was that it was a large construction project (129 dwelling units) which caused about as 
much disruption as one might expect, given that it was off the Village core; i.e. it was tedious but not 
destructive of Village life. 
 
The same could not be said of the Grosvenor and Boffo projects.  “Construction fatigue” would be a 
charitable description of how residents in the area felt by the end.  Being in the core of Edgemont 
Village, either one of these projects would have caused significant disruption.  To my mind, allowing 
these two projects to proceed contemporaneously was, in hindsight, a mistake, because the disruption 
was magnified twofold.  The Village became a place to avoid, and businesses suffered.  We were all 
heartily thankful when the projects completed.   
 
That said, now that they are done, I can say without fear of contradiction that Connaught Place, as the 
Grosvenor development is now called, has injected new life into the Village.  The Thrifty supermarket, 
restaurants, and other businesses are making the Village a more vibrant place, to say nothing of the fact 
that a larger local population means more business for Village merchants.  The hassles of construction 
are receding in memory. 
 
As to whether construction fatigue is still acute, I point to the 22 unit condominium development which 
is currently under construction at the end of the street where I live, Crescentview Drive.  Because the 
project is one block off the Village core, and construction traffic uses Newmarket Drive for access rather 
than Edgemont Boulevard, life in the Village proper is largely unaffected.  The fact that District approval 
for this undertaking was conditional upon waiting until Boffo and Connaught Place were complete is 
minimising disruption. 
 
Being a block off the Village core on the opposite side, the Canfield development and its attendant 
construction traffic would similarly not impact Village life greatly.  And where the Crescentview 
development will be 22 units, at just 8 units, Canfield will be that much less burdensome. 
 
 

* * * 
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Conclusion 
 
The Advisory Design Panel has signed off on the Canfield application.  The Planning Department 
supports it.  I understand that the project meets Step Code 5 passive house standards, exceeding 
Community Energy and Emissions Plan standards.  It fits exactly within the OCP policy respecting 
residential peripheries, which it is a safe bet the Targeted Review will recommend be continued, 
perhaps strengthened.  It meets the Edgemont Village local area plan.  Disruption of Village life from 
construction will not be unreasonable.  The merchants will wind up with more customers.  A low density 
multifamily development like Canfield serves the community objectives as set out in the OCP.   
 
I recognise that Council has made it a priority, very correctly, in my view, to seek proposals which focus 
on the provision of social housing, primarily non-market rental.  This small site could not support 
subsidised rentals.  The only realistic development of the two lots is to provide moderately priced 
townhouses, which are an important component of the housing continuum as envisioned in the OCP. 
 
The construction of two large single-family dwellings, which is entirely likely if the delay of the project 
approval process continues, will not, I respectfully suggest, be beneficial to the local community nor, 
more broadly, to the District. 
 
Please allow the approval process to begin. 
 
Yours truly 
  
Adrian Chaster 
 

* * * 
 
 
 

ADDENDUM 
 

The Community Charter (the Charter) provides the statutory framework for municipal governance in 
British Columbia.  Section 124(1) says: 

 A council must, by bylaw, establish the general procedures to be followed by council and 
council committees in conducting their business. 

Thus, to the extent that procedural matters are not delineated in the Charter, they are to be set out in a 
municipal bylaw.  In the District of North Vancouver, this is Bylaw 7414, the Council Procedure Bylaw 
(“the Bylaw”).   

Section 3(b) of the Bylaw says: 

Following the Community Charter, Local Government Act or any other Provincial legislation and 
Council Procedure Bylaw, the current edition of Robert’s Rules of Order shall be the 
parliamentary authority insofar as it may apply without conflicting with the aforementioned 
statutes and bylaw. 
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What is not covered in the statutes or the Bylaw, then, is governed by Robert’s Rules of Order, 12th 
Edition (2020) (Robert’s Rules). 
 
Would a motion to bring the Canfield development proposal back before Council be a motion to 
Reconsider?  If yes, then it could have been brought by the Mayor under s.131 of the Charter, or by the 
Mayor or any other member of Council under s.26 of the Bylaw.  According to s.131(2)(a), the Mayor 
would have to have made the motion at the same Council meeting in which the original vote was taken 
or within 30 days of that meeting.  According to s.26(a) of the Bylaw, only “a member who voted with 
the prevailing side either for or against” the original motion could have brought a motion to Reconsider, 
and only then if it was brought “within one month of the vote”. 
 
“Reconsider” is a term of art with a precise meaning in proceedings of a legislature or other deliberative 
assembly.  Since the Charter and the Bylaw are silent as to that meaning, s.3(b) of the Bylaw dictates 
that resort be had to Robert’s Rules. 
 
In Robert’s Rules see: 
 
Chapter IX  MOTIONS THAT BRING A QUESTION AGAIN BEFORE THE ASSEMBLY 
 
Section 37 in Chapter IX is entitled “RECONSIDER” 
 
Paragraph 37:1 
 

Reconsider – a motion of American origin – enables a majority in an assembly, within a limited 
time and without notice, to bring back for further consideration a motion that has already been 
voted on.  The purpose of reconsidering a vote is to permit correction of hasty, ill-advised, or 
erroneous action, or to take into account added information or a changed situation that has 
developed since the taking of the vote. 

 
According to paragraph 37:8(a), a motion to reconsider “can be made only by a member who voted on 
the prevailing side.” 
 
That the motion to Reconsider is meant for use in the immediate aftermath of a vote is made clear by 
Paragraph 37:8(b) 
 

 . . . it must be moved either on the same day the original vote was taken or on the next 
succeeding day within the same session on which a business meeting is held. 

 
All paragraphs of section 37, from 37:1 through to 37:52, covering 21 pages of Robert’s Rules, deal with 
situations where an error is discovered, or added information or a changed situation has come to light, 
during the same session of the legislative body in which the initial motion was passed.   
 
The period for a motion to Reconsider under the Charter is “30 days” or under the Bylaw, “one month”.  
By virtue of s.3(b) of the Bylaw these periods take precedence over shorter times specified in Robert’s 
Rules, but the principle remains the same; the motion is meant to allow Council to consider whether to 
undo something which it might not have done, had all relevant information been known at the time of 
the vote. 
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In considering the nature of a motion to bring the Canfield matter back before Council instead of 
continuing to wait for the now-delayed Targeted Review of the OCP, it must be noted that the motion to 
defer on 2 December 2019 was procedural, not substantive; it addressed the issue of when to consider 
the Planning Department report, and nothing more.  It was not a “hasty, ill-advised, or erroneous 
action”, and no “added information or a changed situation” developed which might change the vote.  
The changed situation developed long after the vote, being Covid 19 and the consequent delay in the 
Targeted Review.   
 
The appropriate section of Chapter IX of Robert’s Rules to deal with that circumstance is:  

 
Section 35, RESCIND; AMEND SOMETHING PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED 
 
According to paragraph 35:1: 
 

By means of the motions to Rescind and to Amend Something Previously Adopted – which are 
two forms of one incidental main motion governed by identical rules – the assembly can change 
an action previously taken or ordered. 

 
According to subparagraph 2 of paragraph35:2, a motion to Amend Something Previously Adopted 
 

Can be applied to anything (e.g., bylaw, rule, policy, decision, or choice) which has continuing 
force and effect . . . 

 
Simple.  No erroneous action is required to have occurred when the original vote was taken.  No 
changed circumstance which would have affected that vote is necessary.  The previously adopted 
motion stands on its own, and this new motion seeks to have the assembly change it. 
 
Paragraph 35:3 says: 
 

In contrast to the case of the motion to Reconsider, there is no time limit on making these 
motions after the adoption of the measure to which they are applied, and they can be moved by 
any member, regardless of how he voted on the original question. 

 
I suggest that Section 35 was tailor-made to deal with the situation Council faces, where its decision to 
defer Early Input on the Canfield proposal was premised on the Targeted Review being completed at the 
end of the summer of 2020.  The delay until the end of the summer of 2021 at the earliest is of such 
significance that Council should review the matter by way of a Motion to Amend Something Previously 
Adopted. 
 
What is written in the Charter and the Bylaw should not amount to an artificial barrier to Council taking 
a step which, by s.3(b) of the Bylaw, will be of full force and effect, a step by which Council may act in 
the interest of the community it serves. 
 
Adrian Chaster 



From: Corrie Kost
To: Mayor and Council - DNV
Cc:

Subject: Re: Monday"s Agenda item 8.7 3155 and 3175 Canfield Crescent - Detailed OCP Amendment and Rezoning
Application

Date: January 22, 2021 5:59:36 PM

To the Mayor and Council,

I write to advise that the Executive Committee of the Edgemont and Upper Capilano
Community Association supports the Recommendation in the Report of Councillor
Jordan Back dated 8 January 2021, that staff be directed to prepare bylaws for Council’s
consideration, based on the applicant's OCP amendment and rezoning application for an
eight unit townhouse development, prior to the completion of the targeted review of the
OCP.

Yours truly,

Corrie Kost
Member EUCCA-Exec



From: Joelle Calof
To: Mayor and Council - DNV
Subject: Council Meeting - Jan 25 - Agenda Item 8.7
Date: January 25, 2021 12:11:31 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Canfield Crescent Project - Support Letters 012521.pdf
Canfield Crescent - Agenda Jan 25 - 8.7.pdf

Dear Council,
Please find the attached collection of support letters for 3155/3175 Canfield Crescent. We
respectfully ask for your re- consideration and support tonight.

Joelle Calof – Vice President 
www.i4pg.com
c 778-871-2121
a 420-1112 West Pender Street Vancouver, BC V6E 2S1

Confidentiality Warning: This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the intended
recipients(s), are confidential, may be privileged and are subject to copyright. If you are not the intended recipient
you are hereby notified that any review, transmission, conversion to hard copy, copying, circulation or other use of
this message and any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender
immediately by return e-mail, and delete this message and any attachment from your system. Thank you.

From: James Gordon <gordonja@dnv.org> 
Sent: January 25, 2021 10:27 AM
To: Joelle Calof <joelle.calof@i4pg.com>
Cc: James Gordon <gordonja@dnv.org>
Subject: RE: Council Meeting Jan 25 Item 8.7
Good morning Ms. Calof.
Thank you for your email. Please forward your PDF of support letters to Council@dnv.org.

James A. Gordon
Manager of Administrative Services | Municipal Clerk
District of North Vancouver
355 West Queens Road
North Vancouver, BC V7N 4N5
604.990.2207 Direct

From: Joelle Calof <joelle.calof@i4pg.com> 
Sent: January 25, 2021 9:19 AM
To: James Gordon <gordonja@dnv.org>
Cc: Andrew Norton <NortonA@dnv.org>
Subject: Council Meeting Jan 25 Item 8.7
Dear Clerk,
I have received a number of support letters from members of the community regarding the Canfield
Crescent project appearing on tonight’s council meting agenda. I would like to submit them ahead of
tonight’s meeting for council’s review. I consolidated the letters into a single PDF for efficiency. If
you prefer to receive each letter in a separate file please let me know and I will try to send them
before noon, but may be delayed by an hour or two.
Sincerely,

Joelle Calof – Vice President 
www.i4pg.com
c 778-871-2121



a 420-1112 West Pender Street Vancouver, BC V6E 2S1

Confidentiality Warning: This message and any attachments are intended only for the use of the intended
recipients(s), are confidential, may be privileged and are subject to copyright. If you are not the intended recipient
you are hereby notified that any review, transmission, conversion to hard copy, copying, circulation or other use of
this message and any attachment is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient please notify the sender
immediately by return e-mail, and delete this message and any attachment from your system. Thank you.



April Green 

 

I live in the District of North Vancouver and am writing in support of the proposed 8-unit townhome 
development at 3155/3175 Canfield Crescent.  

The development was brought before Council in December 2019. At the time Council voted to defer 
consideration of the development until after the targeted OCP review. While completion of public 
consultations on the targeted review has been suspended until further notice due to Covid-19, District 
Staff developed a series of white papers on the areas of the OCP review. The white paper on Housing 
states that a goal of the OCP is to “encourage and enable a diverse mix of housing type …… to 
accommodate the lifestyles and needs of people at all stages of life”, that “to reach the OCP target, the 
pace of development of attached housing units will need to increase” and that “different segments of 
the population need different types of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s 
lifetime.” I believe that these statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other 
housing needs in the District including the need for affordable and social housing options. 

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and a public 
hearing without further delay because:  

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont” 
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont 
Village residents as well, 

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,  
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient 

community, 
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village, 
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that 

amount in local street, sidewalk lighting, and other public improvements, 
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines, 
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel, 
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of 

Edgemont Village, 
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the 

construction process, and  
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of the 

development jeopardized by any further delay. 

Sincerely,  
April Green  

 



Matt Thomas 

 
I live in The District of North Vancouver. This is a great project that will bring much needed housing to 
the area. With home prices in the area going for 2-3M for detached homes, the district needs to focus 
on building attached housing, specifically townhomes so that the young families can move back to the 
area. Its a shame the District is not proceeding with development as quickly as the population is growing 
on the North Shore. 

Sincerely,  
Matt Thomas  

 
Dave Drummond 

I am writing this note to express support for the 8 townhouses proposed on Canfield. I am in favour of 
higher density I the area. I live in The District of North Vancouver. 

Sincerely,  
Dave Drummond  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Tracy MacKinnon 

Dear Sirs,  

Our family lives at from the proposed development at 
3155/3175 Canfield Crescent. When we first heard about the proposed development we were 
concerned about the impact on the neighborhood. Specifically, would the development look like it 
belonged on Canfield, would it impair our enjoyment of our property and would the increased traffic 
pose a safety hazard to our children and other pedestrians. We, and our neighbours, have spent the last 
4 years meeting with I4PG staff and their consultants and architects. We have specifically met with 
Joelle Calof frequently over that time period. I4PG has listened to our concerns about the 
neighbourhood aesthetics and safety issues and has provided solutions and architectural designs that 
we believe will not detract from the neighbourhood. We believe that I4PG’s proposed development on 
this site will serve the greater Edgemont Village by providing higher density housing with a smaller 
footprint right in the Village. The Official Community Plan for Edgemont contemplates 3155/3175 
Canfield Crescent would be townhouses in the future (Reference: 3.2 Residential Periphery page 19) and 
calls for more diverse housing types and unit sizes to be introduced. We believe the I4PG proposed 
development is sensitive to the Village aesthetics and will be a welcome transition between the retail 
core on Woodbine and Amica on Highlands. We also note that the proposed development makes use of 
an “odd-shaped” piece of land in a manner that works with the transition from commercial to residential 
and offers other tangible and intangible benefits such as (i) ability for new residents to walk to stores 
and support local merchants, (ii) increased tax base for the District re property taxes vis-a-vis two new 
single resident homes which could be constructed on the land and (iii) in light of the impact of COVID-19 
on the economy, employment for numerous trades during construction of the project. In summary, our 
family supports the project and would like to see it proceed in due course. Please contact us at 

with any questions.  

Yours very truly,  

Tracy MacKinnon & Martin Rip Gemma Rip and Justin Rip 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



I live in The District of North Vancouver and am writing this email to express my support for the Canfield 
Crescent development and others in the District of North Vancouver. Recently there seems to be a 
significant slow down in new development that can only result in the limiting the supply of housing to 
young people, new entrants and residents looking to downsize. Having lived in the lower mainland for 
over 30 years, and now as a resident of North Vancouver, this approach is viewed among my peers as 
elitist and unethical to help your friends keep their land in statis, in perpetuity which defies global trends 
for density. With this strategy, it would be expected you apply all future taxation increases to they are 
the only ones that benefit from lack of development diversification and increased density. 

Sincerely,  
Michael Togyi  

James Stewart 

We currently live in a single-family dwelling on the North Shore – and would like to downsize to a 
townhome – specifically in the Edgemont Village area. There is a severe shortage of townhouses near 
Edgemont Village. Accordingly, we strongly support the proposed townhome development on Canfield 
Crecent. 

Sincerely,  
JAMES STEWART  

 
 
 
 
 







From:
To: Mayor and Council - DNV
Cc:
Subject: upcoming July 13, 2021 council meetings on Glenaire and Canfield Crescent, reference to STEP CODE
Date: July 08, 2021 9:29:30 AM
Importance: High

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi To Mayor and Council,

re: upcoming July 13, 2021 council meetings on Glenaire and Canfield Crescent - 
your background material on Glenaire seems to incorrectly refer to Step 4 (should this not be
Step 5)? see below.
The new approach includes a two-tiered system that requires all new Part 9 residential
development to meet either Step 4, or Step 3 with a low carbon energy system (LCES). An LCES
uses low carbon energy sources to provide heating, cooling, and hot water for a building, and
has a total modelled greenhouse gas intensity of no more than 3kg CO2e/m2/yr. The new
requirements apply to any building permit submitted on or after July 1, 2021.

Note that your background material on Canfield does refer to Step 5 which I believe is correct
(and not Step 4-as does the Glenaire background which I believe is incorrect).

On December 7, 2020, Council approved a low carbon approach with the District of
North Vancouver's implementation of the BC Energy Step Code. The new approach
includes a two-tiered system that requires all new Part 9 Residential development to
meet either Step 5, or Step 3 with a Low Carbon Energy System (LCES). A LCES uses low
carbon energy sources to provide heating, cooling, and hot water for a building, and
has a total modelled greenhouse gas intensity of no more than 3kg CO2e/m2 /yr. The
new requirements apply to any building permit submitted on or after July 1, 2021. 

Would you please ask your Planning or other appropriate department to comment.

Thanks
Judith Brook

"Working on climate change is not a fight: it is an act of love - love for humanity, love for
Nature, love for everything we hold dear", from Cat Abreu, Executive Director of Climate
Action Network Canada



From: 

To: 

Subject: 

Date: 

ONV Input 

3155-75 Canfield Crescent Development 

July 08, 2021 4:10:18 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 

recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

To whom it may concern: 

I'm writing in suppo1i of the development at 315 5-75 Canfield Crescent in Edgemont Village 
in No1th Vancouver. 

As the neighbouring restaurant we are excited for the increase in people and the resulting 
potential sales it will bring. 

Thanks for your time, 

John Gillich 





From:
To: DNV Input
Subject: Public Hearing Input - 3155-75 Canfield Crescent Re-development
Date: July 12, 2021 10:44:04 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

To DNV Council
 
I am familiar with this property and the application for re-development as an 8 Unit townhouse
complex.
 
I served for about a year on the working group assembled by the District to update the Edgemont
Village Centre Plan and Design Guidelines. The updated Plan and Guidelines document was adopted
by Council on April 7, 2014.
 
The re-development application is consistent with this Plan and the sensitive transition between the
commercial core and the adjacent residential area.
 
I strongly support this proposal and respectfully request Council approve the appropriate enabling
by-laws.
 
Regards,
Peter J Thompson

 

 

 



From:
To: DNV Input
Subject: Public Hearing Input - 3155-75 Canfield Crescent Re-Development
Date: July 11, 2021 11:06:37 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

RE:  PUBLIC HEARING INPUT – 3155-75 CANFIELD CR. RE-DEVELOPMENT

 

To: DNV Council

 

I am familiar with this property and the application for its re-development as an 8-unit
townhouse complex.

 

In 2013/2014 I served for approximately 1 year on the 16 person Working Group assembled
by the District to work with Planning staff to update the Edgemont Village Centre Plan and
Design Guidelines.  The updated Plan and Guidelines document was adopted unanimously by
Council on April 7, 2014.

 

In order to provide a more diverse range of housing types and unit sizes to provide wider
options for residents in different life stages within the community, the subject site was
designated in the Plan to be rezoned for multiplex re-development. This designation, with an
FSR of 0.8 and a height of 2.0 to 2.5 storeys, also allows a sensitive transition between the
Village commercial core and the surrounding single family residential area.

 

The subject properties on Canfield were acquired by I4 Property Group in early 2017 and
since that time I4 has worked diligently to develop a proposal which complies with the
updated Plan and Design Guidelines.  I4 has worked extensively with Staff to incorporate
latest development policies and preferences and has reached out to the community to secure
broad support for the proposal particularly from the adjacent neighbours on Canfield.



 

At this time, it should be noted that the “construction fatigue” being felt around the Village 2-
3 years ago has largely evaporated with the completion of the Grosvenor and Boffo projects
which are located in close proximity to each other.  The only work underway at this time is the
Rakis project which is located several blocks from the subject site and will be substantially
complete by the time the I4 project is ready for shovels in the ground.

 

The time is past due to proceed with this project to help further realize the vision for the
Village articulated in the updated Plan and Design Guidelines.

 

I wholeheartedly support this proposal going forward and respectfully request Council to
approve the enabling bylaws at second, third and fourth readings.

 

Regards,

Grig Cameron







of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Adam Arduini





statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
April Green





of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Ben Williams

 





of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Carol Kippen





of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Emma Conway





of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Katrina May

 









of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Navi Sandhu





of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
richard lawson









of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Steven Caldecott





of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Thomas Suggitt

 









of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 

Sincerely, 
Vanessa Miller





 

From: Katrina May  
Sent: October 26, 2020 2:17 PM
To: Joelle Calof 
Subject: Support for I4PG Development’s Edgemont Village Project at Canfield
 

Dear Mayor Little and Councillors,

 

I am writing in support of the proposed 8-unit townhome development at 3155/3175 Canfield
Crescent.

The development was brought before Council in December 2019. At the time Council voted to
defer consideration of the development until after the targeted OCP review. While completion
of public consultations on the targeted review has been suspended until further notice due to
Covid-19, District Staff developed a series of white papers on the areas of the OCP review.
The white paper on Housing states that a goal of the OCP is to “encourage and enable a
diverse mix of housing type …… to accommodate the lifestyles and needs of people at all
stages of life”, that “to reach the OCP target, the pace of development of attached housing
units will need to increase” and that “different segments of the population need different types
of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.



 

Sincerely, 
Katrina May





From: Steven Caldecott  
Sent: October 26, 2020 11:37 AM
To: Joelle Calof 
Subject: Support for I4PG Development’s Edgemont Village Project at Canfield
 

Dear Mayor Little and Councillors,

 

I am writing in support of the proposed 8-unit townhome development at 3155/3175 Canfield
Crescent.

The development was brought before Council in December 2019. At the time Council voted to
defer consideration of the development until after the targeted OCP review. While completion
of public consultations on the targeted review has been suspended until further notice due to
Covid-19, District Staff developed a series of white papers on the areas of the OCP review.
The white paper on Housing states that a goal of the OCP is to “encourage and enable a
diverse mix of housing type …… to accommodate the lifestyles and needs of people at all
stages of life”, that “to reach the OCP target, the pace of development of attached housing
units will need to increase” and that “different segments of the population need different types
of housing and these housing needs typically change over one’s lifetime.” I believe that these
statements speak strongly for themselves without detracting from other housing needs in the
District including the need for affordable and social housing options.

I support Council advancing the Canfield townhome development in the approval process and
in particular to a public hearing without further delay because:

1. it will contribute to creating housing diversity for older and indeed all current “Edgemont”
residents seeking a change in housing type within their neighborhood, and for new Edgemont
Village residents as well,

2. it will add to the District’s attached housing supply,
3. as new housing it will help the District achieve its goal of developing an energy efficient

community,
4. it will support local businesses in Edgemont Village,
5. it will contribute more than $500,000 in fees and charges to the District, and more than that

amount in local street, sidewalk, lighting and other public improvements,
6. it is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan & Design Guidelines,
7. it has the support of the District’s Advisory Design Panel,
8. it is a logical use and plan for a pie shaped property at the edge of the commercial centre of

Edgemont Village,
9. the developer has provided assurances to avoid traffic congestion or disruptions during the

construction process, and
10. having already been in the approval process for over 3 years I would not want the viability of

the development jeopardized by any further delay.
 



Sincerely, 
Steven Caldecott

 



Steve Evans

Mayor Little and Councilors

District of North Vancouver

Dear Mayor Little and District Councilors:

I am writing to express my support for the market townhome development located at the east 
border of Edgemont Village on Canfield Crescent, which had previously been put forward to 
counsel for early input.   

I view the 
addition of new market townhome units on the proposed site as a very positive improvement 
for the neighborhood.   

I have been very impressed with the number of neighbors in Edgemont who have shown support 
for this well thought‐out project and all residents in the area stand to benefit from the 
significant civil and road service improvements that would be paid for by the developer as part 
of the re‐zone process.

From attending past council meetings, I do appreciate that Council has viewed the addition of 
rental housing as a more pressing need, and I do not disagree with that view, but simply saying 
no to any market projects is not a long‐term viable plan. Further, I would argue that the 
proposed site is simply not conducive to a rental housing development based on its cost per 
buildable square foot of space.  The addition of moderate sized market housing units will most 
certainly meet a need for empty‐nesters and even some first‐time homeowners.  

I understand that Council has recently approved moving a market triplex forward for public 
hearing, and I commend Council for this positive step. I urge Council to permit opening dialogue 
on this proposed development by bringing it back for reconsideration.

Thank you for your consideration,

Steve Evans

1





 
There are currently very few housing options in Edgemont outside of single family. We hope to see
more housing options built in the neighbourhood that can accommodate young families and seniors
looking to downsize.  When it’s time for our parents to downsize, 

 there’s no where for them to go.
 
The proposed family sized duplexes on Canfield Crescent offer a great option for young families and
older couples looking to transition from larger homes – all within walking distance of the great
amenities that the village has to offer from restaurants and coffee shops to auto repair and eye care.
 
While I recognize that it is difficult to balance the (sometimes competing) priorities of the
community, I hope to see Council support and encourage new housing starts in our community,
including the proposed duplex project on Canfield Crescent.
 
Thank you for your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
 
Kirsten K.



From:
To: DNV Input
Subject: Input 3155 – 3175 Canfield Crescent, NV. Public Hearing July 13 2021
Date: July 12, 2021 11:31:28 PM
Attachments: Ref 3155-3175 Canfield Crescent Public Hearing July 13 2021.pdf

Distict Meeting December 2019 ref I4PG 3155-3175 Canfield Crescent Development Porosal.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Mayor and Council

Regarding I4PG’s proposed development at 3155 – 3175 Canfield Crescent, NV.

Position: In Support

Please find attached:
1.      Present Letter of Input July 2021
2.      Past Letter of Input December 2019 for additional reference

 
Allan and Lenora Moore

 



 

Mayor and Council         

I4PG’s proposed development at 3155 – 3175 Canfield Crescent  

 

Position: In Support 

 

 We feel the I4PG proposal meets the goals of the Edgemont Village Plan and Design 

Guidelines 2014 and fits in well with the evolution of Edgemont Village. 

 

 I4PG responded to the residents of Canfield when we approached them in 2017 and has 

developed a positive rapport with home owners since. They have hosted several 

productive meetings and heard and responded to neighbouhood concerns, with design 

modifications. Compromises have been made on both sides. 

 

1. , Allan and I are not in favour of 

the current street lighting proposal and hope that District will consider Canfield current 

residents input in this regard. Canfield Crescent is designated a ‘Local Road’ not a 

Collector Road or a Major or Minor Arterial. We feel that the street lighting as currently 

outlined would be excessive, creating unnecessary light pollution, and will shine into the 

bedrooms of present homes on Canfield, directly behind us on Beverly, and the new 

townhomes proposed by I4PG. We ask that street lighting on Canfield be limited to 

street lights at either end of Canfield, one at Highland and one at Woodbine (as well as 

the proposed individual unit lighting).  

2. Additionally when widening the road please consider preserving and working around 

the Cedar cluster on the north side which provides an effective visual and noise barrier 

between Canfield and Highland Blvd. This new proposal is already necessarily removing 

a number of large trees. 

3. I would like to confirm that the proposal includes only one sidewalk on the developer’s 

side of the street. For a time two sidewalks were being discussed and present residents 

feel that this is excessive and unnecessary for street designated ‘Local Road’. 

 

 In conclusion we suggest that I4PG has set a standard for discussion and compromise 

that is neighbourly and should be encouraged if not required of all developers in North 

Vancouver District. We support the project and request that Council allow this project to 

move forward for further consideration. 

 

Allan and Lenora Moore 

 



 
 

 

 
 
 
Mayor and Council         

I am here today to address I4PG’s proposed development on Canfield Cres 

And I have 3 points I would like to speak to. 

 

1 The Edgemont Village Plan and Design Guidelines 2014  

 The I4PG proposal meets the goals of the EVPDG 2014 

 Much time and community involvement went into developing these guidelines, particularly in regard to the 

Edgemont Village core 

 And it is therefore prudent that planning and council respect these guidelines for any development within 
Edgemont Village 

2   Community Involvement 

 Over the last 2 years I4PG has developed a positive rapport with home owners on Canfield Cres 

 They have hosted several productive meetings 

 And heard and responded  to our concerns, with design modifications,  

3   How I4PG has responded to our concerns 

 The developer relocated front doors from  the center of the development to face instead onto Canfield  

 The developer decided to mimic doorstep garbage pickup as per existing homes. 

 The design will incorporate landscaping fronted onto Canfield 

 The proposed developer  will relocate current owners landscaping affected by the project 

 The developer’s goal is to design new homes that appeal to young families and downsizing seniors as per the 

need determined in the Village Plan and Design Guidelines 

 We worked together to request one way on Canfield and that has already been achieved 

 The developer proposed parking bumps on their side of the street to provide traffic calming 

 The developer has worked to modify impact of their egress should it be located on Canfield Crescent 

 The developer continues to work with planning to address to our remaining concerns (attached Appendix A) 

  To conclude 

 We suggest that I4PG has set a new standard for transparency, discussion and compromise that should be 

encouraged in North Vancouver District. 

 We believe that I4PG will be able to present a project within the parameters of the Edgemont Village Plan and 

Design Guideline of 2014 AND meet the needs of the current homeowners on Canfield Crescent. 

 We support the project and request that Council allow this project to move forward for further consideration. 



Eric Bozman  

 

 

 

Additionally,  Eric Bozman who is away, , asked us to add 

“That he strongly supports the project and thinks it fits in well with the evolution of Edgemont Village”. 

 

Thank you 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 
 

 

 

Attachment Appendix A 

Remaining Project Concerns for Further Discussion 

Importantly our concerns that remain with this project are concerns that are limited by the response and decision 

making of District Planning rather than the developer. 

They remain: 

 District’s request that the developer build sidewalks on both sides of Canfield – we believe one sidewalk is 

optimal and developers monies can be better spent elsewhere on the project. 

 District’s requirement that the proposed engress be located on Canfield rather than Woodbine - our 

preference remains that exception be made, and this egress be relocated on Woodbine as per the Amica 

development. 

 Our preference that the tree  remain in place. Due to its substantial size it 

acts as buffer for noise and car and street light from Highland Blvd and Amica’s lighting and siren noise from 

the necessary emergency vehicles that frequent Amica. We request that efforts are made to keep this tree 

cluster, a choice in line with the current green movement. 

 Of note; Though we appreciate the I4PG’s offer to replace the tree with a new tree, it will take years to grow 

to a size that will act as a buffer and the age of the current tree. 

 Districts request that the developer add several street lights to this small sized block - the number of lights 

requested  is more than necessary for this tiny block and will impose lighting at night that will be too bright for 

present homes and any new homes built. We suggest corner lamps at the entrance sidewalk to the proposed 

homes that match those already at the ends of driveways of the most recently built new homes on our block 

and street lights only at each end of Canfield. Again developer’s monies would be better spent elsewhere. 

 That the exterior finishing and architecture be congruent with the homes already on the street both visually 

and in quality. We bought in this neighbourhood for its community, it’s quality and it’s natural beauty and we 

see too many developers slapping up sub quality exteriors in recent years. 

 

We strongly support this project and working with this developer I4PG to meet community needs. 

Thank you. 

 



From:
To: DNV Input
Subject: 3133-75 Canfield
Date: July 13, 2021 8:50:51 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Mayor and Council,
 

 I support this project moving forward based on
the developer’s consideration of the merchant’s priorities and needs. They are providing
underground parking for their trades and will not be closing Highland or Woodbine during
construction. Each unit in the project has 2 underground parking spaces with ev charging. This
means 8 new families can live and shop in the village core without impacting customer parking
which the merchants in Edgemont depend on. 
 
Sincerely, 
Lisa Wrixon 





From:
To: DNV Input
Subject: FW: Canfield development…
Date: July 13, 2021 9:39:16 AM

Hi,

I have received the following public input for the public hearing for the project at 3155-75 Canfield Crescent
(PLN2018-00051). Please can you register it?

Thanks

Andy

-----Original Message-----
From: Martyn Schmoll 
Sent: July 13, 2021 8:23 AM
To: Andrew Norton 
Subject: Canfield development…

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Andrew,

I support more housing - so I fully support this project - but the parking allotments are too high. Two parking spaces
per unit is directly at odds with the District’s stated OCP goals of reducing traffic congestion, increasing non-driving
mode share to 35% by 2030, and acting with urgency on climate change.

It’s beyond comprehension that there just isn’t any movement on this policy in the District.

Regards,
Martyn Schmoll











From:
To: DNV Input; James Gordon
Subject: Options to speak/email/view
Date: July 13, 2021 11:53:32 AM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
 
 
Mayor and Council -
 
I'm writing you today in support of the 3155 - 3175 Canfield Crescent project.
 

 
 
I find North Vancouver to be lacking in diverse housing options and the project that has been
put forth in Edgemont would be a welcome addition to the area. These 4 modern and energy
efficient duplexes are great places for families or people looking to downsize.
 
This project was submitted to the District of North Vancouver in 2017. I would like to see this
project move forward and be a housing option for the community. 
 
Thank you,
 
Craig McMahon

 



From:
To: DNV Input
Cc:
Subject: FW: Public Hearing 13 July 2021 re: Application for an 8-Unit Townhouse Development at 3155 & 3175 Canfield

Crescent
Date: July 13, 2021 6:25:48 PM
Attachments: Canfield letter asking for review.docx

The below and attached are forwarded for the public record.
 

From: Adrian Chaster  
Sent: July 13, 2021 6:21 PM
To: Mayor and Council - DNV <Council@dnv.org>
Subject: Public Hearing 13 July 2021 re: Application for an 8-Unit Townhouse Development at 3155
& 3175 Canfield Crescent
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

 
 

Adrian Chaster

 
Mayor and Council
District of North Vancouver
By email to council@dnv.org
 
Dear Mayor and Councillors
 
I write in support of the application for an 8-unit townhouse development at 3155 & 3175 Canfield
Crescent, just off Edgemont Village.  I ask that you refer to the letter I wrote on this subject on 9
December last (copy attached), which discusses the issues respecting this application in detail
(please disregard the addendum, which dealt with the procedural question of whether, having
deferred the matter pending the OCP review, Council could consider it again before the delayed
completion of the review).
 
I respectfully suggest that the essential points to consider are:

1. The proposed development complies with the long-standing and oft repeated policy of
moderately increased residential density in the peripheries of Town and Village Centres.

2. It also complies with the provisions of the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan and Design
Guidelines.

3. This proposal has broad support in the community and from the local merchants, whose
customer base will increase.



4. The project meets Step Code 5 passive house standards, exceeding Community Energy and
Emissions Plan standards. 

5. Being a block off the Village centre, construction will have minimal impact on Village life
(this is the case with the much larger 22 unit townhouse development currently under way on
Crescentview at Connaught, a block from the Village on the other side).

6. The Advisory Design Panel has signed off on the Canfield application, and the Planning
Department supports it.  

This project will make the Village a better place.
 
Thank you.
 
Adrian Chaster



Adrian Chaster

Mayor and Council
District of North Vancouver
By email to council@dnv.org

9 December 2020

Dear Mayor & Councillors

Re:  Application for an 8‐Unit Townhouse at 3155 & 3175 Canfield Crescent

Introduction:

 
 

 
 

 
 My community matters to me.

In this letter, I am supported by Grig Cameron and Peter Thompson, both of whom have many 
more years of active involvement for the betterment of our community than I can claim.

The Planning Department’s report on the proposed Canfied townhouse development came 
before Council for Early Input a year ago, on 2 December 2019.  A motion was passed at that 
meeting deferring it “until after the targeted review of the Official Community Plan” (Targeted 
Review).  At the time of that Council meeting, the Targeted Review was expected to be complete 
by August or September 2020.

Due to the Covid 19 pandemic, the Targeted Review has been delayed by at least a year.  
According to a Report to Council on 6 October 2020, it is not now expected to be complete until 
September 2021, and even then, provided only that there are “no further pandemic‐related 
delays.”

This added delay of at least a year may have a deleterious effect on the viability of the proposed 
development.  For the reasons discussed in this letter, I say that the delay is of such significance 
that Council should revisit its decision to defer consideration of the Planning Department’s 
report.
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The decision to defer may be revisited at any time on the motion of any member of Council.  On 
a proper legal analysis, as set out in the addendum to this letter, it would not be a Motion to 
Reconsider, with time limits and the requirement that it only be made by a member who voted 
in favour of the motion to defer.  It would in fact be a Motion to Amend Something Previously 
Adopted, which is burdened with no such conditions.

The OCP sets out a policy that higher density mixed‐use commercial and residential 
development in Town and Village Centres should transition sensitively outwards via a periphery 
of lower density multifamily housing, such as duplexes and townhouses, to the adjacent single‐
family residential neighbourhoods.  For the reasons set out in this letter, I suggest that there is 
almost no chance of the Targeted Review recommending that this policy of multifamily 
peripheries be abandoned in favour  single‐family developments extending right to the borders 
of Town and Village Centres.

I therefore suggest that delaying consideration of the Canfield proposal for yet another year, on 
the basis that the Targeted Review of the OCP is not yet complete, would be inappropriate.  The 
application should move to the next step, so Council can hear from the public.  If “construction 
fatigue” turns out to be a serious issue because of previous construction projects in and around 
Edgemont Village, or if there are other significant problems, Council may simply decline to 
permit the application process to continue.

Below, I discuss the relevant OCP policies and how they have been treated in the years since the 
OCP’s adoption in 2011.  I then conclude with a discussion of other relevant factors affecting this 
development proposal.  Finally, I attach an addendum analysing the procedural question of how 
to bring the matter back before Council.

Background:

The overarching policy of the OCP as adopted by Council in 2011 is stated in section 1, Growth 
Management:

The District’s objective is to proactively manage growth and change in the District to 
achieve a
compact, efficient, environmentally sustainable, prosperous and socially equitable 
community.

In section 2.2, Village Centres have this description:

Mixed‐use development, such as apartments situated over shops, is a typical building 
form
within the commercial core, with lower density multifamily housing (such as duplexes or 
townhouses) forming a peripheral area adjacent to the core . [emphasis added]

Paragraph 5 in the Policies section therefore prescribes:
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Concentrate development in the Village core and transition sensitively outwards with 
appropriate ground‐oriented housing forms (such as duplex and townhouse) to 
adjacent residential neighbourhoods.  [emphasis added]

* * *

The Edgemont Village Centre: Plan and Design Guidelines, as unanimously adopted by District 
Council in March 2014, contains a map in section 3.2, which

“. . . illustrates locations for potential low density multifamily residential uses around the 
Village where more diverse housing options that transition outwards from the Village 
core could be sensitively introduced. Ground‐oriented forms like duplexes and 
multiplexes (e.g. triplexes, fourplexes, small rowhouses, and townhouses) whose scale 
and design should respect existing neighbourhood character are envisioned.”  [emphasis 
added]

On the map, the two lots which are the site of the proposed Canfield development are 
specifically designated “Townhouse”.

* * *

In a report entitled “OCP Progress Monitoring 2011 – 2014”, the OCP Implementation 
Committee said:

District residents need access to a range of housing choices to meet the needs of their 
household structure and family, life stage and income. A diversity of housing choices 
promotes a healthy and vibrant community of all ages, abilities and incomes. 

* * *

In 2017, the Housing section of the OCP Implementation Review report entitled “Progress 
Towards 2030” concluded:

Guided by the OCP, the District is gradually making progress on providing 
greater housing diversity, such as townhouses and apartment [sic]. A range of housing 
options provides opportunities for the ‘missing generation’, aged 25‐40, to find suitable 
housing in the District. 

Continued support for increasing housing diversity is needed to meet the changing 
household needs and ages of District residents. If the range and supply of housing types 
is not expanded, then there will be fewer opportunities for different household needs, 
such as aging residents, younger residents or lower income households.  [Emphasis 
added]
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* * *

In May 2018, the “Housing Report” of the OCP Implementation Monitoring Committee
suggested that “the DNV needs to create more affordability” and that one of the ways to 
achieve this end is “opening up zoning so that housing diversity is possible”.

* * *

In an Early Input Report on the proposed Canfield townhouse development, Development 
Planner Nordin reported on 19 November 2019 that the proposal meets OCP guidelines:

The proposal addresses the intent of the housing diversity policies in Section 7.1 of the 
OCP by
providing units suitable for families and encouraging a range of multi‐family housing 
sizes (Policy
7.1.4). The units are all three bedroom floor plans, which will be attractive to both 
families and
downsizers. These units respond to Goal #2 of the OCP to "encourage and enable a 
diverse mix
of housing types ... to accommodate the lifestyles and needs of people at all stages of 
life."

In the Report’s Conclusion:

This project is consistent with the Edgemont Village Centre: Plan and Design Guidelines 
and has
responded to public input received. The applicant is an early adopter of a higher level of 
green
building features than is required by the District's draft Community Energy and 
Emissions Plan.

Targeted Review Process

What of the pending Targeted Review of the OCP?  The fact that it is not yet complete was the 
basis for Council’s decision on 2 December 2019 to defer consideration of the Canfield proposal.  
An indication of the Review’s direction may now be found in its White Paper on Housing, which 
was released on 24 February 2020, a couple of months after that Council meeting.

Under the heading Current Conditions and Progress since 2011, the White Paper states:

⦁ The District will need to accelerate the approval of multi‐family stock to meet the 
OCP target.  [Emphasis added]

⦁ Increasing the number of attached dwellings is important because more compact 
forms of housing and development are more efficient in terms of servicing, more 
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affordable, and help reduce GHG emissions (by reducing reliance on cars).  [Emphasis 
added]

⦁ Housing types have diversified with gains in apartments and townhouses, but 
detached housing still encompasses 67% of the District’s housing stock (District of 
North Vancouver, 2017), meaning that those more affordable multi‐family units are 
not coming on line as quickly as anticipated to serve the missing middle age 
cohort.  [Emphasis added]

From the White Paper’s list of Key Issues:

⦁ Without an appropriate range of housing options, community demographics will 
shift toward higher‐earning households. This might result in an increased proportion of 
older households in the District and lead to a decline in overall household diversity. 

The White Paper states in the section Potential Actions: 

⦁ Amend the OCP and Zoning Bylaw to allow sensitive infill, including the allowance of 
smaller lots, where appropriate to reflect demographic and economic changes in the 
District since the last OCP was completed. Allow row and townhouse zoning in more 

areas.  [Emphasis added]

What Council did not yet know when the Canfield application came before it in December 2019, 
the White Paper allows it to foresee now.  There seems to be no serious possibility that the 
Targeted Review of the OCP will suggest, or indeed that Council would accept, the abandonment 
of the policy of low density residential buffers such as townhouses between Town or Village 
Centres and the surrounding single‐family neighbourhoods.

Discussion and Recommendation

In short, the fact that the Targeted Review will not be complete until September next year at the 
earliest should not delay Council’s providing early input on the Canfield proposal.  If Council 
requires a “material change” before it will take a second look at this application, the delay of 
another year or more for the Targeted Review is that change, particularly where the chance that 
the Review will recommend an abandonment of the policy of low density multifamily 
developments forming a periphery around Village and Town Centres is vanishingly small.

In terms of public support for the Canfield townhouse proposal, reaction was generally 
favourable at a public input meeting in September 2018.  Remarkably, every single household on 
Canfield Crescent supports the proposal.  I am told that the developer now has the support of 
still more local residents.  A public hearing as part of the normal approval process would, of 
course, give Council the clearest evidence of public sentiment.

How much of an issue is “construction fatigue”?  There have been three major developments in 
and around Edgemont Village in recent memory; the Amica Senior Living facility on the corner of 
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Highland Boulevard and Woodbine Drive a few years ago, and the more recently completed 
Grosvenor and Boffo developments on opposite sides of Edgemont Boulevard at Ridgewood 
Drive.  

 my impression of the Amica 
development was that it was a large construction project (129 dwelling units) which caused 
about as much disruption as one might expect, given that it was off the Village core; i.e. it was 
tedious but not destructive of Village life.

The same could not be said of the Grosvenor and Boffo projects.  “Construction fatigue” would 
be a charitable description of how residents in the area felt by the end.  Being in the core of 
Edgemont Village, either one of these projects would have caused significant disruption.  To my 
mind, allowing these two projects to proceed contemporaneously was, in hindsight, a mistake, 
because the disruption was magnified twofold.  The Village became a place to avoid, and 
businesses suffered.  We were all heartily thankful when the projects completed.  

That said, now that they are done, I can say without fear of contradiction that Connaught Place, 
as the Grosvenor development is now called, has injected new life into the Village.  The Thrifty 
supermarket, restaurants, and other businesses are making the Village a more vibrant place, to 
say nothing of the fact that a larger local population means more business for Village merchants.  
The hassles of construction are receding in memory.

As to whether construction fatigue is still acute, I point to the 22 unit condominium 
development which is currently under construction at the end of the street where I live, 
Crescentview Drive.  Because the project is one block off the Village core, and construction 
traffic uses Newmarket Drive for access rather than Edgemont Boulevard, life in the Village 
proper is largely unaffected.  The fact that District approval for this undertaking was conditional 
upon waiting until Boffo and Connaught Place were complete is minimising disruption.

Being a block off the Village core on the opposite side, the Canfield development and its 
attendant construction traffic would similarly not impact Village life greatly.  And where the 
Crescentview development will be 22 units, at just 8 units, Canfield will be that much less 
burdensome.

* * *

Conclusion

The Advisory Design Panel has signed off on the Canfield application.  The Planning Department 
supports it.  I understand that the project meets Step Code 5 passive house standards, exceeding 
Community Energy and Emissions Plan standards.  It fits exactly within the OCP policy respecting 
residential peripheries, which it is a safe bet the Targeted Review will recommend be continued, 
perhaps strengthened.  It meets the Edgemont Village local area plan.  Disruption of Village life 
from construction will not be unreasonable.  The merchants will wind up with more customers.  

6



A low density multifamily development like Canfield serves the community objectives as set out 
in the OCP.  

I recognise that Council has made it a priority, very correctly, in my view, to seek proposals 
which focus on the provision of social housing, primarily non‐market rental.  This small site could 
not support subsidised rentals.  The only realistic development of the two lots is to provide 
moderately priced townhouses, which are an important component of the housing continuum 
as envisioned in the OCP.

The construction of two large single‐family dwellings, which is entirely likely if the delay of the 
project approval process continues, will not, I respectfully suggest, be beneficial to the local 
community nor, more broadly, to the District.

Please allow the approval process to begin.

Yours truly

Adrian Chaster

* * *

ADDENDUM

The Community Charter (the Charter) provides the statutory framework for municipal 
governance in British Columbia.  Section 124(1) says:

A council must, by bylaw, establish the general procedures to be followed by council 
and council committees in conducting their business.

Thus, to the extent that procedural matters are not delineated in the Charter, they are to be set 
out in a municipal bylaw.  In the District of North Vancouver, this is Bylaw 7414, the Council 
Procedure Bylaw (“the Bylaw”).  

Section 3(b) of the Bylaw says:

Following the Community Charter, Local Government Act or any other Provincial 
legislation and Council Procedure Bylaw, the current edition of Robert’s Rules of Order 
shall be the parliamentary authority insofar as it may apply without conflicting with the 
aforementioned statutes and bylaw.

What is not covered in the statutes or the Bylaw, then, is governed by Robert’s Rules of Order, 
12th Edition (2020) (Robert’s Rules).

Would a motion to bring the Canfield development proposal back before Council be a motion to 
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Reconsider?  If yes, then it could have been brought by the Mayor under s.131 of the Charter, or 
by the Mayor or any other member of Council under s.26 of the Bylaw.  According to s.131(2)(a), 
the Mayor would have to have made the motion at the same Council meeting in which the 
original vote was taken or within 30 days of that meeting.  According to s.26(a) of the Bylaw, 
only “a member who voted with the prevailing side either for or against” the original motion 
could have brought a motion to Reconsider, and only then if it was brought “within one month 
of the vote”.

“Reconsider” is a term of art with a precise meaning in proceedings of a legislature or other 
deliberative assembly.  Since the Charter and the Bylaw are silent as to that meaning, s.3(b) of 
the Bylaw dictates that resort be had to Robert’s Rules.

In Robert’s Rules see:

Chapter IX  MOTIONS THAT BRING A QUESTION AGAIN BEFORE THE ASSEMBLY

Section 37 in Chapter IX is entitled “RECONSIDER”

Paragraph 37:1

Reconsider – a motion of American origin – enables a majority in an assembly, within a 
limited time and without notice, to bring back for further consideration a motion that 
has already been voted on.  The purpose of reconsidering a vote is to permit correction 
of hasty, ill‐advised, or erroneous action, or to take into account added information or a 
changed situation that has developed since the taking of the vote.

According to paragraph 37:8(a), a motion to reconsider “can be made only by a member who 
voted on the prevailing side.”

That the motion to Reconsider is meant for use in the immediate aftermath of a vote is made 
clear by Paragraph 37:8(b)

. . . it must be moved either on the same day the original vote was taken or on the next 
succeeding day within the same session on which a business meeting is held.

All paragraphs of section 37, from 37:1 through to 37:52, covering 21 pages of Robert’s Rules, 
deal with situations where an error is discovered, or added information or a changed situation 
has come to light, during the same session of the legislative body in which the initial motion was 
passed.  

The period for a motion to Reconsider under the Charter is “30 days” or under the Bylaw, “one 
month”.  By virtue of s.3(b) of the Bylaw these periods take precedence over shorter times 
specified in Robert’s Rules, but the principle remains the same; the motion is meant to allow 
Council to consider whether to undo something which it might not have done, had all relevant 
information been known at the time of the vote.
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In considering the nature of a motion to bring the Canfield matter back before Council instead of 
continuing to wait for the now‐delayed Targeted Review of the OCP, it must be noted that the 
motion to defer on 2 December 2019 was procedural, not substantive; it addressed the issue of 
when to consider the Planning Department report, and nothing more.  It was not a “hasty, ill‐
advised, or erroneous action”, and no “added information or a changed situation” developed 
which might change the vote.  The changed situation developed long after the vote, being Covid 
19 and the consequent delay in the Targeted Review.  

The appropriate section of Chapter IX of Robert’s Rules to deal with that circumstance is: 

Section 35, RESCIND; AMEND SOMETHING PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED

According to paragraph 35:1:

By means of the motions to Rescind and to Amend Something Previously Adopted –
which are two forms of one incidental main motion governed by identical rules – the 
assembly can change an action previously taken or ordered.

According to subparagraph 2 of paragraph35:2, a motion to Amend Something Previously 
Adopted

Can be applied to anything (e.g., bylaw, rule, policy, decision, or choice) which has 
continuing force and effect . . .

Simple.  No erroneous action is required to have occurred when the original vote was taken.  No 
changed circumstance which would have affected that vote is necessary.  The previously 
adopted motion stands on its own, and this new motion seeks to have the assembly change it.

Paragraph 35:3 says:

In contrast to the case of the motion to Reconsider, there is no time limit on making 
these motions after the adoption of the measure to which they are applied, and they 
can be moved by any member, regardless of how he voted on the original question.

I suggest that Section 35 was tailor‐made to deal with the situation Council faces, where its 
decision to defer Early Input on the Canfield proposal was premised on the Targeted Review 
being completed at the end of the summer of 2020.  The delay until the end of the summer of 
2021 at the earliest is of such significance that Council should review the matter by way of a 
Motion to Amend Something Previously Adopted.

What is written in the Charter and the Bylaw should not amount to an artificial barrier to Council 
taking a step which, by s.3(b) of the Bylaw, will be of full force and effect, a step by which 
Council may act in the interest of the community it serves.
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Adrian Chaster

10



From:
To: DNV Input
Subject: Support for Canfield project
Date: July 13, 2021 7:50:16 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the DNV. Do not click links or open attachments unless you
recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Council,

 

I am in full support of the Canfield project, and would like to see it go forward. The duplex
housing is a great fit for the location and completely aligns with the OCP, and its multiple
objectives.

From my knowledge, the developer has shown they are willing to go above and beyond to
provide community benefits like bike lanes, bus stop improvements, and new sidewalks, to
mention just a few.

The Canfield project would be a great fit for the District of North Vancouver, and I support the
rezoning that this project requires.

Thank you for your consideration,
Colette Anderson
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