


Nancy Tchou Speaker # 2 July 28, 2015

Page 1 of 3

Speaker # 2 at public hearing of First Shaughnessy Heritage Conservation Area
.. 28 Jul 2015

I do not live in a pre-40 building but I do feel privileged to live in our beautiful city and would like to
help with the preservation of Heritage in First Shaughnessy District (FSD )

The Coriolis Report stated in subsection 3.3 the proposed New Regulations will have negative
impact. The renovation of an old existing house will add premium to the cost of renovation. The
report questions whether owners and or purchasers in FSD would need the financial assistance from
the on-site rental unit.(page 5 ), concerned with the loss of privacy and compatibility with the
neighbours sharing the grounds .Purchasers of the main house will have limited interest in strata-titling
to create an infill dwelling for sale ( page 6).

The new by-law is providing incentives that very few home-owners are interested in as stated in the

report. Also if the building cannot be demolished , what good is the additbnal building height allowed
9 !

Multiples Listings of properties for sale in FSD as of 23 Jul2015 shows 16 properties listed for sale.
Over 75 % of the unsold listings are Heritage Buildings built prior to 1912 plus one strata-title
home. The market is saying loud and clear it does not want old buildings nor strata-title homes that
cannot be demolished as stated in Coriolis Report . Ask the Real Estate Board for a list of Expired
Listings in the past year. I suspect most of them are pre-1912 buildings . 3333 the Crescent, a Heritage
Register A-listed Nichol House, had been on the market for over 2 years and remains unsold.

A building that is not allowed to be demolished always fetches a lower sale price and pay lower
property taxes . The perspective buyers do not want to have their hands tied with the existing footprint
, sub-optimal house layout, building height and deal with a sinkhole with bottomless pit . In fact there
are very few buyers for buildings that cannot be demolished.

The banning of demolition will choke the development of FSD and the area will deteriorate. There
will be a lot more dilapitated eyesores . Some of the present property owners are not ready , not
able and not willing to continue to maintain the old run-down houses and the huge yards due to
various reasons ( financial , health, advanced age, and or other circumstances ) . There are
buyers who are ready, w1lhng and able to invest multi-million dollars to re-develop the site , not
just the buildings , and adds to the Heritage character of the neighbourhood only if

demolition is allowed . I have here the pictures of Rosemary and the newer house across the

street from Rosemary . You shall be the judge if the pre-40 Heritage House is better suited in the area
than a newer one,

Rosemary , on Heritage Register A-list, is work in progress for almost 2 decades.
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The second and third photoes are the newer built .

[ am very worried that if the new by-law is passed , there will be a lot more dilapitated eyesores for us
to see in FSD. Instead of preserving Heritage , this proposed bylaw will be choking the beauty of
this area instead of preserving it . Present home-owners not able to maintain the old buildings
and huge yards for various reasons face the problem of NOT able to find buyers for their

properties, may reluctantly continue to live in eyesores that is beyond their capability and
control.

What we should do is to allow demolition. Let FSD reach a higher potential. Fine — tune the present
rules and regulations without the punitive changes . Encourage property — owners and architects to
respect heritage , and do not build cookie — cutter designs, but come up with designs that add to the
richness and heritage of the area. We should be proud of what we have achieved so far as demonsfated
by the second and third photos.

Let FSD develop to its full potential by allowing new builds which are well designed and retaining
the heritage features of the demolished old houses . This way the area will see the assessment values
and property taxes go to new height and everyone will be happy.

Page 3 of 3




»ﬁb,c/ §z/f o 7;}/469/”’
JM// 28

To our beloved Mayor and our esteemed City Council members:

| sell Shaughnessy real estate. My partner, Vivian Li, and |, sold $147m worth of real estate last year and
$80m so far this year. A lot of that was in Shaughnessy, close to $100m in the last 1.7 years.

Our clients like Shaughnessy because of the environment — really nice beautiful streetscape with lots of
greenery, wide streets not littered with bumper-to-bumper curb-side parked cars, huge lots with very
low density, etc. And having deep pockets, they buy property here even when the prices are sky-high
and still increasing.

As every city develops, there has to be one area where the top echelon of the city’s inhabitants live. An
example is New York’s Manhattan right across from Grand Central Park. If a city ignores this basic
tenement and choose to down-grade that environment, they (the rich) would choose to live elsewhere.

Remember in 1989 - 1993 where a South Granville ‘'mansion’ went from $400,000 to a whopping $2m
because of the tide of immigrants from Hong Kong. Well, when en masse they left in 1994 — 1997, the
prices dropped to $1.2m, or 40%. It took from 1997 to about 2010 (13 years plus a winter olympics) to
recover that slide back to about $2m. It was also about the time when the NDP decided to slap the
provincial corporate tax on companies worth more than $2m. Another factor to guarantee the flight of
capital away from Vancouver. Many families who stayed here suffered tremendously under the strain.

| can understand your fear of losing so many pre-1940’s houses. But that is what happens when bygone
eras become bygone. This has to do with efficiency. Tokyo is a city that enjoyed tremendous and almost
total rebuilding in the 70s and 80s but is today really rundown because nobody would renovate a 45year
12-storey concrete building anymore. They would rather build new but the economy there doesn’t allow
them the luxury of rebuilding the entire city. That is also the reason why you have increased parts
Vancouver’s downtown’s FSR to 7 and beyond. However it would be extremely dangerous to do the
same thing by increasing density in a single family estate lot sub-division like Shaughnessy.

| do not agree with the Coriolis report that the difference in value between pre-1940 houses and post-
1940 is about 10%. | sold 1338 Matthews at a time when it still wasn’t fully known what the City’s
intention was as to how it was dealing with the heritage issue, so the buyers of that property took a bet
thinking it was ok at $400 psf. Today, the market might not be as kind. Today, not many people will dare
to actually buy a run-down pre-1940 house anymore. The last 4 sales in 1% Shaughnessy not on a busy
street have all been post 1940s. When | sold 1341 Matthews across the street at $506psf, the market
was just beginning to understand that pre-1940 houses would not be allowed to be demolished. Today,
the last 4 sales in 1** Shaughnessy have priced demolishable lots at $642 psf. | truly believe that in order
to sell a run-down pre-1940 house today, we would have to sell it for $400 psf. Someone truly desperate
to sell enough because of circumstance will eventually agree to sell at this price.

You see, the 318 (319 minus the one who just had to sell) pre-1940 houses on about approx. 6 million
sq.ft. would look to you for about $242 x 6,000,000 or $1.45B worth of compensation. Assuming that
the owners of those 318 homes agree to take you up on your offer to increase their density. If you were
to increase the density by that much, you will inevitably turn Shaughnessy into Kitsilano #2. Last time |
checked, a RT-8 50x120 lot in kits was about $2.5m, or $419 psf.

Therein lies another problem. All the rest of the homes in Shaughnessy will also see a decrease in value
because suddenly the post-1940 homes become the odd ones out — every other home can be turned
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Thank you for the opportunity to speak again. | need to rebut some of the things | heard
last week.

This is not about Heritage. WE all agree there are houses of merit.
It is about fairness and balance and process.
My position is that | am against the proposed changes.

It is confusing that the Heritage and houses sizes should become debated at the same
time.

There is such things as home owner rights and also fair, equitable and due process
from City officials to follow the law.

** NOT all houses built before 1940 are worth saving.

it is Wrong to assume otherwise.

Permits applied for and still not processed should be grandfathered.

Why ?? People said there was speculation and that home owners were speculating and
should have known better and their architect should have told them.... by example look
at the following dates and communications from the Planning department......

Planning said that it wasn’t possible because of the Law department.

Staff said there wasn’t time to process applications.

Advisory Design Panel said, why bother? we don’t want to respect the current laws. We
want the new laws so we will stall and vote against all applications.

Is this fair ?7??

In the past there was grandfathering.

This process has created cynicism and mis trust.

We followed the law.... you should too.
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Speaker number 9

As a long time resident of a pre-1940 house in First Shaughnessy, after reviewing
the Economic Analysis by Coriolis Corp, I strongly oppose the proposed changes for the
First Shaughnessy area. I feel that it would have grave impact on the value of my
property as well as the beauty and development of First Shaughnessy.

The report states clearly that the requirement to retain the existing dwelling would
have a negative impact on the value of the property. The “incentives” of secondary
suites, coach houses, infill units and multiple conversion dwellings were hardly ever
utilized because they were not the desirable features for a home owner in First
Shaughnessy. One does not spend multi million dollars on a beautiful home in a really
good neighborhood, and than wants to supplement his income by renting out a unit on
his property which would negatively impact his privacy. The rights of the primary
owner would also be infringed upon by converting the property into a multiple dwelling
unit. It was mentioned multiple times in the report that “it is unlikely that many of these
conversions will happen and this opportunity will not be seen as a benefit to offset the
impact of requiring the retention of the existing house.” Furthermore, the intent of this
proposal is to enhance the heritage nature of the area, not to subdivide the larger lots into
multiple smaller units.

I believe, and it is confirmed by the report, that the property value is
overwhelmingly tied to the buildable area as well as the right of the owner to build a
new house. It is difficult, expensive, and sometimes impossible to renovate or convert a
pre-1940 house into a new home that suits the owner given the sub-optimal layout of a
pre-1940 house. The report further concludes that “the benefits (in the proposed new
regulations) could be characterized more as potential compensation (unlikely to be
utilized as explained above) than as a true financial incentive that encourages and
rewards the retention of older houses.”

I feel that the characters of First Shaughnessy would be significantly improved if
the pre-1940 houses are allowed to be demolished and rebuilt with stricter guidelines to
ensure desirable designs are retained, rebuilt or added; rather than imposing a blanket
ban on demolition of all pre-1940 houses. There are already a good number of houses in
First Shaughnessy on the Heritage list. The stricter guidelines would be more than
sufficient to ensure that any further development would blend in and make First
Shaughnessy more attractive for many years to come.
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24 July, 2015

Mayor and Council,
City of Vancouver

REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES

-Ihave—a—house“in—shaughnessy

I'am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

I'support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name: QO‘S NN

Address
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Mayor and Council,
City of Vancouver

REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES

I have a house in Shaughnessy.
I am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

I support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name:

Addres
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I have a house in Shaughnessy.
I am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

| support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name:
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REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES

I have a house in Shaughnessy.
| am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

| support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name: _D&blm 2 ) AAA_

Address:
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I have a house in Shaughnessy.
I'am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

| support the existing zoning.
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Mayor and Council,
City of Vancouver

REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES

I am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

I support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name: Helewm L iwna

Address:
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Mayor and Council,
City of Vancouver

REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES ‘

I'have a house in Shaughnessy:.
I am ‘opposed’ to the new Proposed rules and heritage changes and

I support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name:

Address:
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Mayor and Council,
City of Vancouver

REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES

I have a house in Shaughnessy.
I'am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

| support the existing zoning.

Thank you,
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Mayor and Council,
City of Vancouver

REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES

I have a house in Shaughnessy.
I'am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

I support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name: /‘{ muy ]’}\u Qv

Address:
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Mayor and Council,
City of Vancouver

REGARDING: FIRST SHAUGHNESSY ZONING and REGULATION CHANGES

| have a house in Shaughnessy.
| am ‘opposed’ to the new proposed rules and heritage changes and

| support the existing zoning.

Thank you,

Name: HUAN ¢cHunN L

5.22(1) Personal and Confidential

Address: _





















