
























































































Social housing- refers to rental housing subsidized by the government.  

Affordable housing- is a much broader term and includes housing provided by the private, 
public and not-for-profit sectors as well as all forms of housing tenure (ie. rental, ownership and 
cooperative ownership). It also includes temporary as well as permanent housing. In Canada, 
housing is considered affordable if shelter costs account for less than 30 per cent of before-tax 
household income. The term "affordable housing" should not be used interchangeably with 
"social housing".  
 
Median- middle of a group of numbers. When a median income is given as $26,000, it means that exactly 
half the incomes reported are equal or above, and that the other half are equal or below the median 
number.  
 
Median Income in Vancouver based on all 2009 Tax Returns: $27,572 
 
Source: Canada Revenue Agency, 2009 Neighbourhood Income and Demographics For BC, Development Regions, Regional Districts, 
Municipalities and Sub-Areas (Released Aug. 2011) 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Total number of tax returns in 2009 for Vancouver citizens is 492,590.  
Vancouver population in 2009 was 643,205 
 

Affordable Housing for Vancouver Citizens 
Annual before-tax Income Less 

than 
1,000 

$1,000-
5,000 

5,000-
10,000 

10,000-
15,000 

15,000-
20,000 

20,000-
30,000 

30,000-
40,000 

40,000-
50,000 

50,000 

Average affordable housing 
rate/month 

$0-
$25 

$25-
$125 

$125-
$250 

$250-
$375 

$375-
$500 

$500- 
$750 

$750-
$1,000 

$1,000-
$1,250 

$1,250+ 

# of people living in Vancouver 34300 30800 39730 62280 43,660 32,620 49870 42030 129970 



 

Source:CRA 
British Columbia Taxation Statistics 2009 Income Groups, Source of Income, & Taxes Paid. Released March, 2012. 
 
 
My name is Jennifer Fox and I am a resident of the West End. I am opposed to this 
rezoning application.  

 

A famous quote attributed to Albert Einstein reads “Insanity is doing the same thing 
over and over again and expecting different results”.  I have been to numerous rezoning 
application hearings over the past few years. I have spoken out against all of them.  All 
of them were given the green light to proceed by this city council. In fact, I am not a 
historical expert on the topic but I am not aware of a single rezoning application that has 
been denied on account of public consultation (at least not any in the city’s West End).  
Yet, here I am again, doing the same thing over and over again and expecting different 
results.   

 

But what is NOT insane is my willingness to stand up despite what I believe is a broken 
process of community consultation and a travesty of democracy.  The futility of my 5 



minutes here is not lost on me.  But I would like to be noted as standing against a 
development project that I believe will do nothing to improve the quality of life for 
myself or other citizens of Vancouver.  

First of all, as I am aware, this rezoning application is made possible only because of the 
Short Term Incentives for Rental program adopted in 2009 with no public input.  

 

The issues of adding density and completely removing public terraces is one thing but 
this is also a  precedent setting project that will destroy the unique character of a 
CATEGORY A LANDMARK HERITAGE SITE. It will also block existing public views and 
sunlight benefits to the adjacent neighbourhood.   

 

Above all of this is my most pressing concern regarding this development.  The 
application proposes to build luxury rentals, not the low and middle-income rental 
spaces that the city so desperately needs.  I have lived in Vancouver for 7 years.  Since 
then more than a dozen of my very best friends have left the city in order to find 
affordable housing, in Surrey, in Maple Ridge, and even in other Canadian provinces.  I 



am afraid, that I have recently come to the same conclusion. Despite earning a living 
wage, I can no longer afford to live in a city where I am living paycheck to paycheck, with 
no hope of retirement savings, littlone investments. The number one reason I will be 
leaving Vancouver this year is a lack of affordable rental housing spaces.  This 
development project does nothing to address that.   

I desperately hope that the City of Vancouver will soon see the benefit of holding 
developers accountable to the needs of the communities in which they are proposing to 
develop.  Low and middle-income rentals should be a top priority.  

 

So, here I am, asking yet again that this city council reconsider a rezoning application in 
the West End.   

 

I admit, I am doing the same thing over and over again, and expecting different results. 
Insanity? Maybe.  But sometimes democracy is like that.  

 

























































































From: Correspondence Group, City Clerk"s Office
To: David.semczyszyn (david.semczyszyn@gmail.com)
Subject: FW: Speaker 19 Here is my speaking notes for last night’s Zoning Meeting - Thank you
Date: Wednesday, February 20, 2013 1:31:06 PM

Thank you for your email which has been forwarded to the attention of the Public Hearing Meeting
Coordinators Group.
 

From: Semczyszyn, David [mailto:David.Semczyszyn@nrc-cnrc.gc.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, February 20, 2013 7:53 AM
To: Correspondence Group, City Clerk's Office
Subject: Speaker 19 Here is my speaking notes for last nights Zoning Meeting - Thank you
 
 

My name is David Semczyszyn , I own and live at. 304 1558- Harwood, and am
referred to in the Policy Report as ,  one of the “inland Neighbours “ ,
I oppose the Rezoning Application,
 
My objections stem mostly , on the following two points;

1) the negative impact on street level views at sitelines, 
2) medddling with a Catagory A , potential heritage site

over massing , and incompatibility of the proposal. 
  I am concerned about  the irreversible scar this architecturally imposing proposal will  inflict on the
wonderful streetscape that all residents of our city enjoy, and I fear in our rush to create more rental
units we will compromise with poor attention to planning, and , from the Heritage Commisions
 mission, to preserve  " style , and period, in this City's historic and cultural evolution."
 
I am Saddened  that our  Planning and Development Department have recommended this rezoning.
my expectation is that they guard our city from such non responsive aesthetically ugly developments
and preserve the category “A” site as is.
 
Let me explain my concerns about the design;
 
·       The form Is far too dense at low elevation, it will obliterate the spirit of the street level   views
of the Bay for  everyone walking along Harwood and Cardero. At least the designers of the the
original towers  had enough skill and creativity to incorporate those wonderful high open atria , and
entrance courtyards, that permit unobstructed views of the Bay , and the  horizon from eye level ,
and a feeling of expansiveness at ground level, they even added to them  public art and fountains
(Lionel Thomas Copper and Steel Sculpture  ) which was innovative for the time. They respected the
low level streetscape and achieved a ground level experience much like you have in progressive
European cities. The proposed development completely destroys this experience.
 

·       The architectural style and proposed  building distribution around the sites is incompatible  and
disrespects the existing open rhythm the Towers have created .I have always loved the modernist
exposed concrete of the current towers ,  and see them , remaining modernist, corbusier style
heritage buildings , un-modified , contributing to the spirit of the area well into the future. The
proposed development in my opinion is deleterious to those existing forms , and , as well,  destroys
the open rhythm they create.  It does nothing to enhance the streetscape for the community,
regardless of the design as developed, the concept   is ugly, and will be visually overmassing , and
insensitive to the place degrading the oceanfront context of the neighbourhood.
 



 
I have Strongest objections around Buildings A and B because of how they negatively impact the
streetscape,  and have a detrimental  affect on the  form and design  of the existing Landmark
Towers.
Now I’d like to turn to statements from staff in the Policy Report
 
the existing pedestrian experience along the Cardero Street frontage affords
views down cardero street to beach avenue (not disturbed, however) the
“insertion of this building (B) will significantly reduce the existing pedestrian
westerly views through the site across the surface parking  from the two street
frontages
 
“ The insertion of new building forms within the site will modify the cultural
landscape values associated with the towers sited within  an open space.”

·       This indicates to me an  acknowledgement , of the cultural landscape , but grossly
understates,  the impact that the new buildings will have on the  the spirit of  the
neighborhood , particularly its connectedness with the horizon and the ocean.

 

“ Conclusion: The resulting additional modest impact on views and shadowing are
within acceptable limits ( what are acceptable limits, )  and staff conclude that the
new buildings will not unduly harm the livability of the neighborhood.  And
Furthermore , the provision of the proposed built form …will improve the
streetscape character along the sites frontage”
·  is  it  really possible not to  significantly disturb   the  Western views of the wonderful sunsets over the
ocean  ( which I recently witnessed as walking down Cardero ) across the bay will be
completely obliterated. The character that will be created is a urban streetscape with no
context of its place connected to the  ocean  . It is not a refinement, and I cant see how
someone can make such a statement.  It does not respect  the visual  amenity of the open
space, and the quoted “some pedestrian views  through the site “  are barely  worth
mentioning.  I suppose the statement that “ the proposed buildings will contribute
positively to the streetscape character  of the West End Neighborhood. “ is misleading  , 
may be correct for “ interior”  West End neighbourhoods,  certainly not for this one,  that
draws its character from its proximity to , and view of the ocean.

 
 
“ Architecture -  Design development so that it respects the historical fabric, but not mimic it,
“
 

do we really want a contemporary approach to meddle with the historical fabric ,
can't the existing Corbusier style  towers remain as is. If we tamper with
Landmarks , they aren’t landmarks anymore, and this tampering will do
irreversible damage . It would be similar to  taking the Lionel Thomas
Sculptures that respect the spaciousness of the site and enclosing the bottom
third within  a plinth at eyelevel completely blocking your view through
their openess . I am pleased to see that the sculptures  in the fountains are
to remain although its difficult to see where they can be relocated and still
maintain their artistic meaning in the context on such a dense proposal. 

 
·  do we think this  respects the historic fabric  of the “A” category   towers draw their meaning
from the open space context they were designed within. Infilling and
overmassing around them with “bulkiness” completely destroys that.  Essentially
raising the Podium up 9 stories. The podium towers  then are no longer podium
towers, And a suggestion that the view will be narrowed into “view slots “ will
compensate for this  is preposterous and does not respect the historical cultural



landscape. Can you visualize the base of Chicago’s  Marina City Towers, with
their base cluttered by 9 Story buildings?

 
Do we want more density , so badly that we are willing to allow an this  development to scar one of
our heritage sites   for years into the future.
 

I agree with comments from a previous speaker.....
 

I respectfully request that council preserve our unique ocean-connected , neighborhood from this
ugly development and reject this Rezoning application.

 
Thank you!






























