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…Many residents assume they have absolutely unfettered 
“rights” to do whatever they want with their own property 
rather than the rights that governments on behalf of the 
larger community decide to grant them.  Every existing 
permit, licence, safety regulation and bylaw makes the  
latter clear, and Canada’s Constitution does not recognize 
such “property rights” though attempts were made to         
include them.

…Such an atmosphere in a small area makes it easy for 
opponents to spread misinformation that can badly scare 
the uninformed, such as, for example, suggesting we 
would propose that Council expropriate private land along 
creeks without compensation. So we met some loud public 
complaints that we should scrap the entire process rather 
than seek solutions to real problems.

We recognize that such an approach can be considered a 
legitimate part of the democratic process.  Our response 
to it is the report that we now place before you.  We urge 
your support before bit-by-bit erosion of many beautiful 
and special places does irreparable damage to West           
Vancouver’s matchless setting in superlative natural            
surroundings.”

Paddy Sherman, Chair
Clovelly-Caulfeild Working Group
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PREFACE:  REPORT FROM THE  
WORKING GROUP CHAIR

“The Working Group would like to thank Council for giving it 
the opportunity to find approaches that could help 
Neighbourhoods cope with new and sometimes dramatic 
changes to the ways in which West Vancouver residents 
have so far chosen to live on their mountain slopes. It is a 
complicated and contentious subject, but we attach our            
recommendations. They are aimed, as we have been from 
the start, at finding a sensible, rational approach that comes 
up the middle between extreme views.

The Group’s volunteer members have worked long and hard 
over the past year (at their own expense), with skilled             
technical advice from Senior Staff. There has been much  
internal debate about best approaches, how best to assure 
that all residents fully understand what the process is doing,  
what the implications of each proposal will be, and how             
residents might help improve the outcome.

Some felt that residents understand the basics of local             
government, and that simply providing lots of information 
would lead to right conclusions. But along the way we 
learned a few things that will hardly surprise seasoned   
councillors.

…It is one thing to provide much information, and another to 
find that everyone has bothered to read and understand it.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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DISCUSSION PAPERS:

Working Group members have prepared a series of Discussion             
Papers, which were used as information tools during the planning 
process.  These have been consolidated in a separate document, but 
are listed below for reference:

• The Story of Clovelly-Caulfeild

• From Grass-Roots to Community Dialogue: The Story of 
One Neighbourhood’s Journey

• Clovelly-Caulfeild; Issues Assessment

• Rainwater Management: Context for Designing with Nature

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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1. INTRODUCTION

This document provides an overview of the             
Clovelly-Caulfeild neighbourhood planning process, 
which was initiated in the fall of 2005 and                
completed in January 2007.  Included are the final 
recommendations of the Clovelly-Caulfeild            
Working Group, and an outline of the lessons 
learned from this ‘pilot’ planning process, and their 
implications for future neighbourhood planning in 
West Vancouver.

1.1 CONTEXT 

“If West Vancouver residents wish to preserve and        
protect the natural attributes of the community they 
must ensure that environmental considerations are an 
integral part of growth management, land use, and  
transportation planning, and the municipality must be 
proactive in promoting leadership in environmental  
management and best practices.”

-Official Community Plan, 2004                      

In January 2006 Council appointed a Working 
Group to prepare a Clovelly-Caulfeild Neighbour-
hood Plan as a pilot project under the terms of the 
Official Community Plan, focusing particularly on 
the “built form and neighbourhood character”             
policies as described in Section 4 of the Plan. The 
Working Group comprised three members of staff 
and sixteen residents of the area. 

The over-arching framework for the Clovelly-
Caulfeild process is described in a document titled 
Sustainable Future, which lays out West                    
Vancouver’s 3 Year Corporate Business Plan for the 
period 2006-2008. The Business Plan identifies five 
sustainability priorities. Under the Governance             
priority, “Design with Nature “is defined as a              
Council goal, with implementation to be undertaken 
over a two-year period: 

• Council envisioned the updating of 
“development policies (blasting, soil                 
replacement and removal, slope treatment,       
retaining walls, tree removal) to ensure that 
housing development respects the natural             
environment wherever possible and supports 
community sustainability goals”.  

• Council designated the Clovelly-Caulfeild 
Neighbourhood Plan as a means of identifying 
pilot changes to Council policies and bylaws 
that may be applicable to other areas of the 
District.

• Council anticipated that the experience gained 
and the lessons learned from the Clovelly-
Caulfeild process would become input into the 
Community Dialogue on housing choice and 
character, leading to implementation of                   
appropriate changes to community-wide                
bylaws and policies.

FINAL WORKING GROUP           
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1.2 PURPOSE OF THE                    
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

Local Area Plans are identified in the Official            
Community Plan (OCP) as a means of defining the 
attributes, qualities and character of specific 
neighbourhoods.  These plans are intended to             
examine regulations, designations or guidelines to 
preserve and enhance neighbourhood character.  
The neighbourhood planning process for Clovelly-
Caulfeild was the first such process. 

The purpose of this planning process was to:

• Define the unique character of the Clovelly-
Caulfeild neighbourhood;

• Articulate a shared vision and key objectives for 
the neighbourhood’s future;

• Identify issues of local concern, and real or          
perceived threats to established neighbourhood 
character; and

• Investigate and recommend appropriate             
regulatory and incentive tools to guide future 
development in a manner that is consistent with 
the neighbourhood vision.

The Clovelly-Caulfeild experience was seen as a 
potential ‘pilot’ program for future neighbourhood 
planning in West Vancouver.  It was undertaken 
jointly by District staff and a Council-appointed 
Working Group of 16 local residents.  Public input 
was obtained from a fall 2005 survey,                
neighbourhood meetings held in April and October 
2006, and numerous written submissions.

The lessons learned through this process will help 
to inform further discussions on neighbourhood 

planning issues during the District-wide                       
Community Dialogue on Neighbourhood Character 
and Housing, which will be undertaken in 2007.

1.3 A NEIGHBOURHOOD                   
INITIATIVE

The primary catalyst for mobilizing local residents 
to action, and which led to the neighbourhood       
planning process, was the subdivision of a large 
treed estate property in the 4600-block of Clovelly 
Walk.  Following the death of a 50-year            
neighbourhood resident, the executor of the estate 
subdivided the property and undertook a tree           
management program to maintain a large number 
of trees, in keeping with the established character 
of the neighbourhood.  Following a subsequent land 
sale, the lots were effectively ‘clear-cut,’ and the 
sites were blasted to accommodate the                       
construction of large new houses.

This redevelopment resulted in the loss of a 2.5 
acre ‘forest’ in the middle of the neighbourhood and 
a dramatic change to the landscape.  In response, 
some local residents organized themselves as “The 
Clovelly Walk Neighbourhood Preservation                  
Initiative,” and began a dialogue with their 
neighbours, and District Council and staff.

On June 13th, 2005, the Initiative’s Steering              
Committee appeared as a delegation before             
Council, requesting the formation of a joint 
neighbourhood/District committee to champion 
implementation of appropriate landscape                         
management tools to enable the District to protect 
the neighbourhood’s heritage.  Council received the FINAL WORKING GROUP           
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Initiative’s draft terms of reference for a joint           
committee, and requested that staff report back to 
Council with a recommended process and time-line 
for undertaking a neighbourhood planning process 
in Clovelly-Caulfeild.

2. THE PLANNING PROCESS

To ensure an open and transparent planning                  
process that is inclusive of all viewpoints in the 
community, all property owners and residents 
within the initial planning area boundaries were  
surveyed in October 2005, to assess public support 
for a possible neighbourhood plan, and obtain            
further input on:

• Appropriate planning area boundaries;
• Issues to be addressed during the planning 

process;
• Desired level of participation in the process; and
• Preferred means of communication.

2.1 NEIGHBOURHOOD SURVEY 
RESULTS

A total of 319 surveys were mailed to all registered 
property owners and occupants within the survey 
area boundaries on October 11, 2005. 152                    
completed surveys were returned, of which                 
two-thirds (100) were from within the area                   
subsequently defined as the “planning area”.

Overall, the participation rate was 47.7%. and 73% 
of survey respondents supported the preparation of 
a Neighbourhood Plan, whereas 24.3% were              

opposed, and 2.7% did not indicate support or             
opposition, but provided general comments. Within 
the defined “planning area”, the participation rate 
was closer to 60% and four out of five households 
participating (i.e. 78%) expressed support for a 
neighbourhood planning process.

The survey results indicated local support for a 
neighbourhood planning process for                              
Clovelly-Caulfeild. 

2.1.1 THE PLANNING AREA

The purpose in setting geographic boundaries was 
not to define a “neighbourhood” but, rather, to             
establish an area in which residents could engage in 
a local planning process to discuss and debate land 
use and development issues, and put forward their 
ideas as to how these issues could be addressed.

Council approved the preparation of a              
neighbourhood plan in December 2005.  However, 
it was decided to revise the proposed planning area 
boundaries to include only those contiguous areas 
of the neighbourhood with the strongest levels of 
support for such a planning exercise (see map on 
page 4).

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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2.1.2 NEIGHBOURHOOD ISSUES

Based on responses to the community survey, the 
key issues to be addressed in the planning process 
were identified as follows:

• Blasting and alteration of natural topography 
and grading

• Tree retention versus tree removal and topping 
for view preservation and/or enhancement

Compatibility of new building and landscape 
design with established neighbourhood              
character

• Neighbourhood traffic issues

• Lengthy periods of house construction and           
disruption to neighbourhood

• On-site storm water management and               
downstream drainage impacts

• Property damage from adjacent site clearing 
and blasting

• Achieving a “balance” between neighbourhood 
preservation and inevitable change through  
redevelopment

• Need to maintain the area’s “semi-rural”           
character

• Loss of privacy from new development                
practices

• Slope stability

• Community input on proposed subdivisions, 
versus rights of property owners to subdivide 
under existing zoning

In many respects, the Clovelly-Caulfeild planning 
area has provided a ‘laboratory’ or pilot study area 
for discussion of issues common to many West 
Vancouver neighbourhoods.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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2.1.3 COUNCIL-APPOINTED WORKING         
GROUP

In January 2006, Council appointed a 16-member 
Neighbourhood Plan Working Group, from a list of 
individuals who had expressed interest in                      
participating, during the fall 2005 neighbourhood 
survey.  Council’s objective was to establish a 
Working Group that is representative of the               
planning area, in terms of geographic location and 
diversity of issues and perspectives.

The role of the Working Group was to learn about 
existing District policies and regulations, dialogue 
on neighbourhood planning issues, and work with 
District staff to develop possible recommendations 
for addressing these issues.  The Working Group is 
not a decision-making body, nor is it a development 
review committee.

Local residents who served as volunteers on the 
Working Group are:

The Working Group met on numerous occasions 
from January 2006 to January 2007; and                     
participated in three public meetings to present  
information and seek community input on its draft 
proposals, which were outlined in a staff report to 
Council in September 2006.  

The Working Group’s final recommendations are 
included in Section 3.1 of this document.  

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 

• David Carter • Gene Quan

• Eleanor Cordingley • Paddy Sherman

• Frances Gray • Wendy Speirs

• Betty Hamilton • Kim Stephens

• Russ Jenkins • George Venini

• Ronelle McLellan • Derrick Ward

• Barb McMillin • Nancy Wilson

• Adrienne Nicholson • Jeff Wren

FINAL WORKING GROUP           
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2.2 PLANNING RESEARCH

As a starting point, staff compiled a series of            
background documents on existing District policies 
and regulations, to provide the Working Group with 
a greater understanding of how development is         
currently managed.  Additional research was               
undertaken on:

• The history of Caulfeild, including the evolution 
of its unique development pattern of narrow 
lanes, irregularly-shaped lots of various size, 
and the siting of early houses to respect natural 
features such as trees, watercourses and rock 
outcroppings;

• Defining the neighbourhood’s unique character, 
including natural features and potential heritage 
resources;

• The impacts of rock blasting and significant tree 
removal on privacy, aesthetics, and hydrology 
and vegetation on adjacent properties;

• Effective storm water management; and

• Possible regulatory and policy tools that the 
District could use to address community              
concerns.

2.2.1 A BRIEF HISTORY OF CAULFEILD

In order to appreciate the established character of 
Clovelly-Caulfeild, it was important for the Working 
Group and staff to understand its historic origins, 
and the planning philosophy of the community’s 
founder and namesake, Francis Caulfeild.

During a boat trip in English Bay in 1898, Francis 
Caulfeild came ashore at Skunk (now Caulfeild) 
Cove.  He was impressed by the dense forest,           
picturesque rocky formations, lichen and wild roses, 
the bay and sandy beach, and purchased 440 acres 
the following year.  He later purchased another 220 
acres, and set out to develop an idyllic village.

Over a period of 35 years (1899 to 1934), Francis 
Caulfeild set the development pattern of the 
Caulfeild area.  Caulfeild’s planning ideas were 
shaped by his English birthplace, Clovelly, and 
neighbouring villages nestled on the rocky coast of 
Devon and Cornwall.  He believed that cities simply 
cannot be laid out on a grid plan, ignoring natural 
features and topography.

His 1916 subdivision plan for Caulfeild is                      
characterized by irregular shaped lots of various 
size, and informal country lanes.  In promoting 
Caulfeild as “the select residential district,” period 
advertising notes that “this beautiful property has 
been laid out with the special object of preserving 
the natural beauties of the site, thus giving                    
opportunities for pleasant homes among unusually 
picturesque surroundings.”

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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 Francis Caulfeild believed that roads should be laid 
out following natural contours, rather than a grid 
network.  He also believed that city design should 
take into account the natural features of a site.  In 
his own words, “to ignore these natural features is a 
wilful waste of forces and opportunities ready to 
one’s hand, but to ignore them in a situation like 
that of Vancouver, where mountains, fiords, rivers 
and forests exist in profusion, waiting for intelligent 
use, is a crime against nature and society.” (excerpt 
from “The Philosophy of Town Planning,” an essay 
by Francis Caulfeild, submitted to the University of 
British Columbia, September 2nd, 1918).

In “A Short History of Caulfeild Village” (1939), 
H.A. Stone provides some further insight into Fran-
cis Caulfeild, his initial vision for Caulfield Village, 
and the heritage resources that today’s residents 
have inherited:

• “And so, at Caulfeild, his thoughts must have 
been, ‘Here is a spot they shall not spoil.  I will 
plan a village of good design according to the 
contours of nature.  I will reserve the entire      
waterfront as a public park for the estate.  I will 
lay the foundations of a village of beauty with 
wise restrictions.’”

• “The grand old evergreen trees, the Douglas firs 
and cedars abounded as also did the spruce, 
hemlock and balsam trees, the colourful                     
arbutus, maples and the innumerable and                          
beautiful dogwoods, and flowering shrubs”

• “By naming the principal road ‘Piccadilly’ and a 
charming by-way ‘Clovelly Walk’ (Mr. 
Caulfeild) linked the village to his British origin.  
The finding of a hibernating bear on a new road 
resulted in the name of ‘Bear Lane.’”

• “The heavy rock formations lend themselves to 
the making of rock-plant gardens of special 
beauty and renown.”

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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Caulfeild Elementary School

2.2.2 “CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD”

The first Caulfeild subdivision (1904) comprised 52 
lots, located south of Piccadilly and The Highway 
(south of today’s Marine Drive).  This area was                   
designated as the Lower Caulfeild Heritage                 
Conservation Area in 1988.

The area referred to as “Clovelly-Caulfeild” is that 
portion of Caulfeild located north of Marine Drive, 
which was subdivided starting in 1916, when road 
access made further development possible.  

“Clovelly-Caulfeild” was defined during this              
planning process to include the area bounded by:            
Marine Drive on the south, Keith Road and the lots 
on the east side of Willow Creek Road on the east, 
and Caulfeild Drive and Caulfeild Elementary School 
on the north and west.  It includes properties on           
Clovelly Walk and McKenzie Drive, west of 
Caulfeild drive (see map of planning area on p. 3).

Piccadilly was surveyed to Keith Road in 1916.       
Clovelly Walk, Forest Lane and Deer Lane were also 
laid out at this time.  The rest of the area was                
subdivided and developed over several decades, by 
Francis Caulfeild, his family, Howard Martin and 
subsequent developers.

Individual properties have been subdivided over the 
following years, resulting in ‘infill’ houses on lots of 
various shape and size. 

In 1954, local developer Howard Martin donated          
10 acres of land to the West Vancouver School                 
District, on the condition that the eastern end of the 
property should be kept as forest.  He believed that 
children should have direct contact with nature, and 
was instrumental in creating the “school in the             
forest.”  

Date Original Subdivisions

1916 South of the railway

1926 South side of Clovelly Walk / Forest 
Lane, and south side of Keith Road on 
either side of Piccadilly

1940s North side of Keith Road

1950s Portions of Cherbourg Drive, Piccadilly 
and Keith Road

1960s Balance of Keith Road, Piccadilly, 
Caulfeild Drive and Willow Creek RoadCLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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2.2.3 NEIGHBOURHOOD CHARACTER

Clovelly Walk and Piccadilly North have a unique 
character of winding narrow roads within a forested 
setting, as originally envisioned by Francis Caulfeild.  
This character is also still evident in other parts of 
Caulfeild below Marine Drive.  

While the balance of Clovelly-Caulfeild is perhaps 
more similar to many other parts of West                   
Vancouver, development along natural contours 
and siting of homes ‘amidst nature’ has been the 
defining characteristic of this neighbourhood.

Specific character-defining elements of Clovelly-
Caulfeild include:

• A ‘forested’ setting

• Varied topography and natural rock                          
outcroppings

• Narrow, winding country lanes in its core area

• Later roads that follow the contours

• A system of small parks, trails and open spaces

• Varied lot shapes and sizes

• Buildings of diverse architectural styles, that ‘fit’ 
with the natural setting

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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2.2.4 HERITAGE RESOURCES

The OCP states that local planning initiatives 
should recognize the heritage character of                      
individual neighbourhoods, streetscapes and               
natural landscapes.  A key outcome of an earlier 
neighbourhood planning process for Lower 
Caulfeild, was its designation as a Heritage                 
Conservation Area in 1988.

In Clovelly-Caulfeild, the established                    
neighbourhood character is very much tied to its 
original development pattern, which was based on a 
‘design with nature’ philosophy.  The neighbour-
hood’s natural heritage resources include trees, 
rock outcroppings and other environmental                 
features.  Its cultural heritage resources include 
early Craftsman homes and cottages, modernist 
houses, and cultivated landscapes.

2.3 GUIDING VISION:  ‘DESIGN 
WITH NATURE’

The guiding vision for Clovelly-Caulfeild is to              
preserve its ‘design with nature’ heritage, as a          
sustainable development model for the future.  The 
primary objective is to encourage new development 
that is sympathetic to established neighbourhood 
character, and natural landforms and features,             
including trees, rock outcroppings, drainage              
patterns, views and sunlight.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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2.4 ORIGINAL OUTLINE OF POSSIBLE DISTRICT ACTIONS TO ADDRESS 
NEIGHBOURHOOD ISSUES AS DISCUSSED IN APRIL 2006

District staff and the Working Group identified a number of possible actions to address the issues raised in the 
neighbourhood survey, and presented these at the first Neighbourhood Meeting, held in April 2006.  These are 
summarized in the Table below:

Issue Possible Action Particulars
Blasting and alteration of natural 
topography, grading and drainage 
patterns

Amendment to Soil Removal & Deposit 
Regulation Bylaw No. 3786, 1992

Reduce max allowable volume of rock        
breaking from 600m3 to ____

Parks & Pathways:  Uncertainty 
over status of Clovelly Walk road 
allowance

Designate parts of Clovelly Walk as ‘park’

Discussions also took place respecting an 
issue of access to an undeveloped parcel on 
this walk, but the issue was unresolved

Possible dedication of additional park buffer

Parks & Pathways:  Uncertainty 
over public v. private trees             
abutting narrow roads

Tree survey Identify location of trees abutting Clovelly Walk 
and North Piccadilly road rights-of-way

“Clear-cutting” of trees and loss 
of neighbourhood character

Introduce  Neighbourhood Tree Bylaw to 
regulate cutting of trees on private property

Consideration should be given to: size,            
species, location, potential hazard trees,              
preservation of overall treed character,            
allowing flexibility for tree management

Excessive storm water runoff onto 
adjacent (downhill) properties, 
and alteration of hydrology for 
trees & vegetation

Require more extensive grading and storm 
water plans

Requirement for retention of on-site flows could 
apply District-wide

Loss of privacy and streetscape 
character

Review yard and setback requirements               
under current RS2 and RS3 zoning

Front and side yards for lots fronting narrow 
roads
Location of accessory buildings

Size of new homes Review floor area exemptions under current 
zoning

Encourage more of a building to be located           
underground by reducing above-ground              
maximum.   Or, encourage more above-ground 
floor area to discourage blasting.

Protection of Natural                        
Environment and addressing           
potential hazards

Introduce a Development Permit                    
requirement

Establish clear objectives or intent, conditions 
giving rise to objectives, criteria for approval

Protection of Established 
Neighbourhood Character 
through controls on “intensive” 
residential development

Introduce a Development Permit                     
requirement

Flexible approach to address siting, building 
form and massing, landscaping and related          
issues

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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SHARED VISION: Protect the ‘Design with Nature’ legacy that current residents inherited

GOAL: Connect successive generations of Caulfeild residents with nature by                    
preserving/enhancing the ‘Design with Nature’ approach for buildings and 
streets

OBJECTIVES: 1. Foster collaboration by Council, Staff and Residents
2. Preserve/enhance the character of the Clovelly-Caulfeild area
3. Fit replacement (and new) houses into the natural environment
4. Maintain intimate and inviting streetscapes that encourage walking
5. Promote respect for neighbours, the neighbourhood, and the environment 

DESIRED OUTCOME: Develop and implement an action plan that will enable Council, Staff and             
Residents to work together over time to achieve the Shared Vision, Goal and 
Objectives

PROCESS TO GET THERE: Work within the existing regulatory framework because it already enables and 
empowers local government to implement consensus-based solutions              

MANDATE: • Convene for Action
• Tap the collective knowledge, experience and enthusiasm of Residents, Staff 

and Council
• Focus on how the Shared Vision, Goal and Objectives can be achieved
• Identify and assess appropriate regulatory tools to support the action plan
• Develop an implementation strategy 

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 

2.5 WORKING GROUP’S GUIDING FRAMEWORK

The Working Group has worked diligently throughout the past year on this task. Our conclusions and                           
recommendations are based on both our internal group discussions and research, and our consideration of the 
results of three public meetings we held in April and October 2006 to review our preliminary ideas and                       
proposals.  The Clovelly-Caulfeild process has been guided by the following framework:

FINAL WORKING GROUP           
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2.6 DRAFT WORKING GROUP      
RECOMMENDATIONS

In September 2006, the Working Group developed 
a series of draft recommendations for community 
review and input.  The principal recommendation 
was to designate Clovelly-Caulfeild as a                          
Development Permit Area to address                              
environmental and site development issues.  The 
Working Group believed that this was a reasonable 
approach that enabled property owners to                    
redevelop their properties up to maximum floor 
area and site coverage (as permitted under current 
zoning), while encouraging more sensitive site                
development practices, in keeping with established 
neighbourhood character.

Recommendations for ‘supportive’ actions           
included: 

• reduction of allowable blasting volumes to           
discourage rock blasting; 

• introduction of a tree management bylaw to 
prevent ‘clear-cutting’ on private property; and 

• minor zoning bylaw amendments to address 
rainwater runoff, protect the forested character 
on narrow roads, and preserve privacy.

In response to issues raised during the planning 
process, the Working Group also put forward three 
supplementary recommendations related to parks, 
traffic and heritage.  

2.7 COMMUNITY INPUT

During the fall 2005 neighbourhood survey,               
residents were asked if they would be interested in 
serving on a Neighbourhood Plan Working Group, 
and/or what other forms of participation they 
would be interested in.  Options included:

• Attending neighbourhood workshops

• Attending public information meetings

• Responding to neighbourhood surveys

• Receiving Plan updates by mail or email

• Providing written submissions

• Viewing periodic updates in Tidings” (published 
in The North Shore News) or the District’s web 
site: www.westvancouver.ca

Community input through these various sources 
has helped the Working Group and District staff, 
and the broader community, to better understand 
local planning and development issues, and to            
refine proposals for Council’s consideration.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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2.7.1 NEIGHBOURHOOD MEETING #1: 
APRIL 20th, 2006

On April 20th, 2006, the District hosted a 
Neighbourhood Meeting to provide background 
information on the Clovelly-Caulfeild neighbour-
hood, outline planning issues identified through the 
fall 2005 survey of local residents, and inform the 
community about possible District measures being 
considered to address these issues.  

There was a considerable amount of information on 
display, which added to the public’s understanding 
of the history of Clovelly-Caulfeild, and encouraged 
their input on a future vision and key objectives for 
the neighbourhood.  The meeting was attended by 
over 100 people.  

Feedback from this meeting suggests a diversity of 
viewpoints within the community, with respect to 
both benefits and costs to property owners of any 
new or amended development regulations.  Some of 
the concerns expressed include the following:

• Clovelly Walk and parts of Piccadilly North are 
unique within the neighbourhood, and any         
regulations developed for these streets should 
not necessarily apply to the whole area.

• There is concern that attempts to control 
“clear-cutting” of trees would mean the inability 
to cut any tree on private property – which 
would impact residents’ desires for improved 
water views and/or sunlight.

• The concept of a flexible Development Permit 
approach is seen as interesting, particularly if it 
allows the District to consider differences             
between properties, and the particular                       
attributes of different locations within the 
neighbourhood.

• Many of the issues raised in Clovelly-Caulfeild 
have also been raised by residents of other 
West Vancouver neighbourhoods, so that any 
proposed regulations should be District-wide, 
rather than neighbourhood-specific.

Ultimately, the Neighbourhood Plan must provide 
an appropriate means for accommodating new          
development, in a manner that is respectful of all 
residents, and enhances both neighbourhood            
character and quality of life.  The neighbourhood 
planning process provides an opportunity to review 
existing District regulations, to ensure that they    
remain effective and relevant with the passing of 
time.  Any proposed changes to established policies 
or regulations should provide a recognized                     
improvement over the current situation.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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2.7.2 NEIGHBOURHOOD MEETING #2:  
OCTOBER 25th, 2006

The second Neighbourhood Meeting on October 
25, 2006 was attended by approximately 100           
people.  The program included:

• A general introduction and overview of the 
planning process by the Working Group Chair;

• An outline of the draft Working Group                     
recommendations by staff;

• Discussion of three focus questions in smaller 
‘break-out’ groups (12 groups in total) and              
reporting back to the larger group; and

• A general question and answer period.

Based on presentations by each of the 12 ‘break-out’ 
groups, 41 completed comment sheets, and staff 
observations:

• A majority of those attending the               
neighbourhood meeting expressed concern or 
opposition to the Working Group’s main                 
recommendations (i.e., development permit                    
designation and neighbourhood tree                   
management bylaw); 

• It was argued that some of the issues identified 
by the Working Group are not unique to this 
neighbourhood, and should be dealt with at a 
District-wide level (e.g., blasting, drainage and 
tree management issues); and

• There was potential support for the                           
recommended supplementary actions related to 
parks, traffic and heritage.

Prior to the Neighbourhood Meeting, the Working 
Group held a special meeting on October 14th, 
2006, which was open to the public.  This was an 
opportunity for local residents to meet the Working 
Group members, and learn more about the draft 
proposals in a more informal setting.                              
Approximately 25 people participated in this            
meeting.CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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3. KEY FINDINGS

3.1    ENDORSEMENT OF ‘DESIGN 
WITH NATURE’ APPROACH

The Working Group endorses a ‘Design with            
Nature’ approach for preserving the character of 
Clovelly-Caulfeild and other similar neighbourhoods 
in West Vancouver.  Key findings that provide a 
framework for action are:

1. To promote common understanding and           
acceptance, it would be helpful if the District 
established a contemporary definition of the 
term “Design with Nature” for use within its 
planning and approvals processes.

2. To encourage owners and developers to            
apply Design with Nature principles more        
readily and easily, and to facilitate site plans 
that integrate the resolution of Design with           
Nature issues while still respecting zoning           
requirements, the current planning and                 
approval processes need to be made more                
flexible and adaptable.

3. To enable enforcement of existing                    
regulations, there is a need for more consistent 
and vigilant monitoring of the construction 
process.

4. To benefit from the work of the local             
community over the past year, it is                   
recommended that: (a) the lessons learned 
from this process be incorporated in the            
Community Dialogue on Neighbourhood             
Character and Housing; and, (b) further                
consideration be given to District-wide                   
solutions for preserving neighbourhood                 
character

3.2    RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 
NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING 
PROCESS 

Engaging in a neighbourhood planning process itself 
was a tremendous learning experience for Working 
Group members.  As a first step, they had to learn 
about existing District policies and regulations,          
including their intent and how they are applied and 
enforced.  In considering possible District actions to 
address neighbourhood concerns about new                
development, the Working Group learned how           
existing regulations could be improved or changed 
to better address ‘on-the-ground’ issues.

Being on the ‘front line,’ the Working Group was 
able to hear first hand what other neighbourhood 
residents thought about issues and possible                   
solutions, including some very vocal opposition to 
certain proposals.  Some of the key lessons that the 
Working Group would like to pass on to other 
neighbourhoods considering similar planning              
programs are the following:

1. Defining neighbourhood boundaries is                    
important for planning purposes, but different 
people may have different concepts of what 
constitutes their neighbourhood.  Therefore, 
any proposal for localized actions must take 
into account differences within the planning 
area, as well as commonality with areas outside 
of these boundaries.

2. Any proposal being considered must include 
sufficient detail, so that the public can have a 
clear understanding of its intent and potential 
impacts – both positive and negative.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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3. A substantial amount of effort must go into  
effective and ongoing communications – to   
provide local residents with a regular update on 
the planning process, and to dispel any                 
misinformation or false rumours that could 
arise in the absence of current information.

4. The intent of a local planning process as a 
‘forum for dialogue’ must be made clear at the 
outset, so that there is no fear that the process 
itself will result in substantive changes without 
further public debate.

5. At the same time, the role of citizen volunteers 
in a Council-appointed Working Group must 
also be made clear:  A Working Group is not 
empowered to make decisions on behalf of the 
neighbourhood or District.  Rather, its role is to 
learn about and debate issues, come up with 
possible ideas, garner public input, and report 
back to Council with formal suggestions.

4.  FINAL RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on a lengthy review and discussion of the 
issues identified in the community survey, and 
thoughtful consideration of further public input, the 
final recommendations of the Working Group             
distinguish between those actions to have a               
District-wide application, and those intended to 
enhance the neighbourhood of Clovelly-Caulfeild.  
These are presented in three parts.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 
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The overriding consideration in all of these                    
recommendations is the preservation of                   
neighbourhood character, and an emphasis on            
design with nature.  This approach requires the 
resolution and integration of both natural and              
human requirements via the District’s development 
approval process.

Part A:  Recommendations for District Wide          
Application 

These are recommendations for amending 
or enhancing existing District regulations 
pertaining to house and site construction

Part B:  Recommendations for Enhancement of 
the Clovelly-Caulfeild Neighbourhood

These are recommendations for enhancing 
day-to-day quality of life in Clovelly-
Caulfeild, based on specific issues that 
arose during the planning process.  If                
appropriate, consideration could be given 
to a District-wide application of some           
recommendations.

Part C:  Recommendations for Future  
Neighbourhood Planning in West            
Vancouver 
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PART A - RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DISTRICT-WIDE APPLICATION

Item Recommendations

A1 ENCOURAGING 
‘DESIGN WITH 
NATURE’              
SOLUTIONS

RECOMMENDATION:  Introduce a Voluntary Development Permit process, whereby a property owner 
could apply for minor zoning variances to achieve a ‘design with nature’ solution

PURPOSE:  Facilitating appropriate variances would encourage development that reflects valued natural            
features on any particular site, and help to prevent generic (one-size-fits-all) regulations from discouraging                
site-sensitive design.

DISCUSSION:  This could be an extension of the existing Development Permit process, which deals with              
environmental and steep terrain issues.  The process should be administered by staff, similar to a building            
permit review.

If an owner wished to design a house or addition to protect a natural asset, but that design involved a bylaw 
variance, he or she would be entitled to ask staff for approval of the variance and, under limited defined             
circumstances, staff would have the authority to approve it without a lengthy or expensive process.

Specific criteria for evaluating a Development Permit application should be simple and clearly defined, and 
would include:

• Improved ‘fit’ of development with the natural attributes of the property
• Consistency with intent of Zoning Bylaw provisions
• Providing for improved protection and retention of natural site features
• Avoiding negative impacts on adjacent properties and overall neighbourhood character

A2 URBAN
FOREST 
MANAGEMENT

RECOMMENDATION:  Implement broader measures that would prevent situations where tree-cutting 
clearly goes beyond the amount needed for view, sunlight and safety.

PURPOSE:  To address localized concerns over unnecessary and character-altering removal of trees in some 
infill subdivisions and single property redevelopment.

DISCUSSION:  In the interim, the District should adopt principles for tree preservation, that take into account 
the varied considerations of neighbourhood character, rainwater management, air quality, biodiversity, access 
to views and sunlight, safety, and proper care of trees.

A3 LANDFORM
ALTERATION

RECOMMENDATION:  Amend Soil Removal and Deposit Regulation Bylaw No. 3786, 1992 (as amended) 
to reduce the current volume of rock that can be removed for construction purposes  

PURPOSE:  To prevent excessive alteration of natural landforms.

DISCUSSION:  Regulations should be designed to permit limited rock removal where the objective is to ensure 
the greater ‘fit’ of a building to a site, and discourage rock removal where the primary or sole intent is to                   
increase the size of a building (i.e., by increasing the amount of exempted basement floor area).
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PART A - RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DISTRICT-WIDE APPLICATION cont.

Item Recommendations

A5 RETAINING
WALLS

RECOMMENDATION:  Update regulations pertaining to retaining walls and soil deposition, with          
particular attention paid to:
• permitted heights, amounts and locations;
• type of construction; and
• visual and drainage impacts on adjacent properties.

PURPOSE:  To prevent situations where retaining wall heights and soil amounts are excessive in relation to the 
character and amenities of adjacent developed properties.

DISCUSSION:  The objectives of these regulations should be clearly defined, and appropriate means for                 
achieving these objectives should be explained in an illustrative brochure.

A6 RAINWATER 
MANAGEMENT

RECOMMENDATION:  Strive for a ‘no net increase’ in rainwater runoff volume after (re-)development of 
individual properties.

PURPOSE:  To fulfil a regional regulatory commitment to implement integrated rainwater management           
policies and practices, so that quality of life, property and ecosystems will be protected.

DISCUSSION:  To achieve this outcome, the following actions are suggested:

1. Encourage landscape-based solutions that prevent creation of rainwater runoff
2. Promote tree canopy coverage as a rainwater management tool
3. Develop a brochure that provides property owners with guidance on how to implement runoff volume            

control solutions
4. Encourage development proponents to apply a scientific approach, such as the Water Balance Model, to 

show how landscaping plans will achieve ‘no net increase’ in rainwater runoff volume after redevelopment.

A7 COMMUNITY
AWARENESS

RECOMMENDATION: Establish a District-wide community education program to inform the public 
about ‘design with nature’ solutions, including printed and online brochures and illustrative materials.

PURPOSE:  To broaden public awareness of the District’s ‘design with nature’ objectives, and to illustrate by 
example the successful application of these principles.

DISCUSSION:  This could include an Awards Program to recognize and promote sensitive development 
achievements.

A4 BETTER                 
ENFORCEMENT 
OF BLASTING 
REGULATIONS

RECOMMENDATION:  In the interim, improve current inspection, control and enforcement measures to:

• ensure that blasting is in compliance with approved rock volumes;
• more tightly control the removal and use of rock from sites, as well as the deposit of soils; and
• preserve and protect natural drainage patterns, both on the surface and below ground.

As extensive landscape works are now typical with new development, the District should also require that             
proposed works be identified on plan drawings, and that a drainage impact assessment be included.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 

FINAL WORKING GROUP           
RECOMMENDATIONS



21

PART A - RECOMMENDATIONS FOR DISTRICT-WIDE APPLICATION cont.

Item Recommendations

A8 DETACHED  
GARAGES

RECOMMENDATION:  Amend Zoning Bylaw to prohibit detached garages within the rear yard setback 
areas on lots which are not served by rear lane access.

PURPOSE:  To lessen the need for excessive driveways; to reduce impermeable site areas; and to preserve         
privacy for adjacent residents (e.g. prevent headlight intrusion).

DISCUSSION:  A voluntary development permit application would enable consideration of a variance to this 
zoning provision (i.e., to permit a detached garage) if warranted, to achieve ‘design with nature’ objectives. 

A9 RAINWATER 
INFILTRATION

RECOMMENDATION:  Amend Zoning Bylaw to limit the amount of impermeable site areas on any          
given lot.

PURPOSE:  To allow for continued rainwater infiltration into the ground, in order to minimize rainwater runoff 
problems.

CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 

FINAL WORKING GROUP           
RECOMMENDATIONS



22

PART B - RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ENHANCEMENT OF CLOVELLY-CAULFEILD 

Item Recommendations

B1 TRAFFIC
MANAGEMENT

RECOMMENDATION:  Construct a traffic ‘roundabout’ at the wide intersection of Caulfeild Drive and 
Keith Road; and consider other traffic safety improvements around Caulfeild Elementary School,           
including a more effective traffic management system for student drop-off.

PURPOSE:  To provide traffic calming in the vicinity of Caulfeild Elementary School, and to create a landscaped 
‘gateway’ into the community.

B2 COMMUNITY
HERITAGE

RECOMMENDATION:  Consider the neighbourhood’s heritage resources for inclusion in a Community 
Heritage Register, starting in 2007.

PURPOSE:  To acknowledge and document the history and heritage values of Clovelly-Caulfeild.

B3 PARKS &
TRAILS

RECOMMENDATION:  Designate the western portion of Clovelly Walk (currently a municipal road            
allowance) as “park,” and assess the feasibility of restoring historic neighbourhood trail links on                   
municipal property.

PURPOSE:  To preserve and enhance the connection between residents and the environmental values                 
embodied in neighbourhood parks and open spaces.  Possible trail links already exist on municipal property (as 
established through earlier subdivisions) and would not require further land dedication. 

B4 CREEK
STEWARDSHIP

RECOMMENDATION:  Explore the concept of a voluntary “Creek Owners Stewardship Group” as a 
means of           formally encouraging community education in protecting and enhancing neighbourhood 
creeks and natural areas within Clovelly-Caulfeild.

PURPOSE:  To provide an opportunity for local residents to monitor creek channel conditions and protect the 
integrity of Willow and Piccadilly Creeks.
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PART C - RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FUTURE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLANNING

Item Recommendations

C1 COMMUNITY 
HOUSING 
DIALOGUE

RECOMMENDATION:  Use the upcoming “Community Dialogue on Neighbourhood Character and  
Housing” to explore the following questions:

1. What makes West Vancouver’s neighbourhoods special?
2. Which of these characteristics, if lost by cumulative affects over time, reduce the overall attraction 

of the community and, accordingly, should be preserved into the future?  And, how should this be 
done?

3. What characteristics are unique to specific areas or neighbourhoods within West Vancouver?

PURPOSE:  To build on the experience gained through the Clovelly-Caulfeild ‘pilot’ planning process.

DISCUSSION:  Because Clovelly-Caulfeild was the first exercise in local neighbourhood planning, following 
adoption of the new Official Community Plan (2004), the experience of the Working Group and discussions 
within the community suggest that there are a number of issues shared by other neighbourhoods.  Furthermore, 
there are likely only a few issues that may be unique to any one neighbourhood.

There may also be issues that are common to larger areas within the municipality or in clusters of               
neighbourhoods – for example, neighbourhoods located either above or below the highway, or those located 
closer to “village” commercial centres.

C2 FUTURE 
NEIGHBOUR-
HOOD
PLANNING

RECOMMENDATION:  Use the Community Dialogue as an opportunity to determine what form(s) of 
neighbourhood planning could be employed most productively in West Vancouver, and what areas or 
neighbourhoods should be given priority for future consideration.

PURPOSE:  To build on the experience gained through the Clovelly-Caulfeild ‘pilot’ planning process.

DISCUSSION:  It is possible that a number of local planning issues can be more forcefully addressed on a 
District-wide basis (e.g., trees, blasting), and that others would be more localized (e.g., establishment of a 
heritage conservation area, such as Lower Caulfeild)
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