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Tova Kornfeld – speech – March 10th
I am here speaking from two perspectives, one as a citizen who does not live in the
Oakridge area and secondly as a lawyer concerned about the proposal to hive off the
Terraces and Fairchild Development from the CD-1 bylaw that covers the existing
Oakridge location . I am not against the development per se, I am concerned about the
scope and magnitude particularly in terms of height.
I live in the Douglas Park neighborhood but I grew up in Oakridge and what happens in
Oakridge in terms of process and result is a harbinger of what is to come in the rest of the
city be it Marpole, Grandview or any other community in terms of demands on the
infrastructure i.e. schools, hospital, transit. What happens here today will be precedent
setting and therefore it is necessary that thoughtful, proactive consideration be given to
any change as drastic as the one proposed. When I use the word drastic, I use it in the
context of the 2007 policy statement for Oakridge which was in effect when this Mayor
and council were elected and when many people who will be negatively impacted by the
proposal bought into the area and who relied upon the policy statement to determine
whether or not they would make Oakridge their home.
I listened to the opening presentations from the city staff online. Mr. Jackson used his
time to compare this proposal with what is happening around the lower mainland in other
municipal centres to suggest that this proposal is a far lesser one in scope and magnitude
Hhe used Burnaby as one, perhaps his main example. What he did not say, is that in both
the 1995 OLPS (Oakridge Langara Policy Statement) and the 2007 revisited policy , it
was stated and I quote from Page 2 and the Response to Feedback Appendix at the end,
"even with rapid transit, the Oakridge area should not expand to the size of a regional
Town Center like Metrotown "
I also listened to Mr. Drobot explain the project and all its benefits. Much of it sounds
good and it is good, social housing, seniors housing, community amenities - who could
be against any of those things.. We all love Vancouver and know that lots of people want
to move here and there is limited space due to the geography. If you boil it down the real
opposition it is to the height of the towers and the idea that n 2007, council saw fit to
have a vision for a maximum of two towers 24 stories in height for the site. That vision
has now crystallized into an increase of almost 7 times in this proposal if you include the
three towers characterized as mid size. What happened between 2007 and 2011 when
the Oakridge owners started this process - Keeping in mind that the 2007 policy
statement was at a time when there was no consideration of what would be happening at
Pearson Hospital or the Oakridge Transit station at Oak and 41st Avenue, which will be
developed in the near future both of which will contribute to significant density increases
- that allowed this drastic change?
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some of the low rises were given extra floors in the proposal change from 2012 to 2013,
if those go up, then the towers should go down and that is an acceptable way to make the
whole project more aesthetically pleasing There is no reason to deviate from the original
well thought out 2 tower - 24 story policy. It is understandable downtown where therer
is limited space. The courthouse downtown was originally to be a vertical building but it
was turned on its side and is now an iconic piece of Vancouver architecture. There is lots
of space to go horizontal. Verticality does not make for good community.
I should digress to say that I had an elderly client who told me that he used to hunt and
fish in the forest that used to be where Oakridge is now. When I was in high school it
was an open air mall and I worked in the Cambie Room at Woodward's as a waitress. No
one is saying go back to that, progress is inevitable but the progress should be tempered
with fairness to those who already live in the area and made choices on what was there
when they came in.
Legal issues
I am very concerned about the proposal to take the Terraces and the Fairchild project out
of the existing zoning. See recommendations at Page 2, B and C of the staff report. The
loudest dissent for the project comes from the residents of the Terraces. The impact on
them is acknowledged at Page 15 of the report and staff thought it important enough to
single them out.
"The existing residential development most impacted is the Terraces…Its context would
be significantly altered by the proposed redevelopment." Staff believe that the impacts
are acceptable and no greater than would be found in other high density areas of the city.
That begs the question of the fact that when people bought into this complex, this was not
a high density area. In addition, the buyers could rely on the 2007 policy statement but
more importantly upon the restrictive covenant registered on title in 1985 between the
City and the then owner of the site, Woodward's, which clearly restricted the type of
development that could take place on the site and states that Oakridge itself and the
Terraces are to be taken as a single development site for the purposes of
redeveloping.
While there are override provisions for the city, that does not derogate from the fact that
the override would have to be based on principles of fairness, both from a procedural and
substantive perspective.
To now in the middle of the game to say to the Terrace opposition, we are taking you out
of the picture by hiving you off of the bylaw flies in the face of this covenant/agreement.
inst the city. The Terraces residents are stakeholders.
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It is not to say that ultimately you may not be able to do this but to hide it in the main
proposal without giving the stakeholders the opportunity to investigate both the legal and
practical ramifications of the hiving off (despite what Mr. Drobot says) is
administratively unfair. February 12, 2014 was the first time anyone was made aware of
this proposal. It is simply wrong to ram this through with the overall proposal which has
had over three years to be considered and revised.
I would submit that you cannot deal with B and C today and there have to be separate
hearings on those matters and they should be tabled for another day.
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