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969 Burrard Street & 1019-1045 Nelson Street 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 

 
1. Urban Design Panel Minutes — April 6, 2016 
 
EVALUATION:  SUPPORT (9-0) (1 ABSTENTION) 
 
Peter Cardew and Jim Hancock were also in attendance.  
 
 Introduction:  Mr. Black, Development Planner, and Ms. Hoese, Rezoning Planner, 

introduced the development proposal for the rezoning of 969 Burrard Street. Greg McCall, 
Energy Policy Specialist, and Sabina Foofat, Renewable Energy Planner, were available for 
questions. The site has a 395 foot frontage that takes up two thirds of the block, with a 
130 foot lot depth. There is a row of substantial evergreen trees on site along the 
sidewalk of Nelson Street. The site was rezoned in 2005 together with the YMCA site, 
which has been fully developed and includes a 24 storey tower that is about 248 foot in 
height, the Patina. 

 
The rezoning policy falls under the West End Community Plan. The planners noted that 
under the Plan, rezoning applications can be considered for a maximum height of 550 ft., 
with proposals beyond the Queen Elizabeth View Cone (3.2.1) subject to a review under 
the General Policy for Higher Buildings. The maximum recommended floor plate is 7,500 
square feet in the Plan. For Downtown projects, a separation of 80 feet between buildings 
over 60 feet in height is normally expected. 

 
The Rezoning Policy for Sustainable Large Developments requires rezoning applications 
achieve higher sustainability standards in the various areas, including access to nature, 
sustainable food systems, rainwater management, zero waste planning, and affordable 
housing. Policy also requires a low carbon energy supply feasibility study to explore the 
viability of a district energy system, and if the business case is viable, a system will be 
required. Under the General Policy for Higher Buildings, higher buildings should 
demonstrate reduced energy consumption, and leadership and advances in sustainable 
design.  

 
The proposal includes seismic upgrade of the 1911 First Baptist Church structure, 
restoration of the sanctuary interior, and restoration and designation of the interior of the 
1931 structure (Pinder Hall). The applicant proposes the removal of the 3 wood-frame 
buildings and all trees on the site. They aim to construct an underground parkade for 497 
cars level with the lane, and a residential highrise.  

 
The proposed high-rise will be a 56-storey market residential tower in the middle of the 
site. The floor plate of “typical” tower levels varies from 8,870 square feet including an 
open air lobby corridor on each floor, to the smallest floor at a 7,565 sq. foot plate. The 
average size is 8,690 sq. ft. including the open air corridor but not the outside balconies, 
which is beyond the maximum size recommended in the West End Community Plan. The 
height to the parapet of the uppermost habitable floor is proposed at 550 ft. The 
proposed shadow would fall across Nelson Park.  The application proposes to exclude from 
the height a range of mechanical and private roof deck screens that extend above the top 
floor, to about 580 feet in height, with the tower setback of at least 80 foot from the 
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nearest existing residential tower, the Patina. There are a series of 4 scalloped cut out 
forms at the base of the tower. 

 
The proposed mid-rise building is an eight storey, 66 unit rental apartment at the west 
end of the site. The setback is seven feet from the interior property line, with dwelling 
units located along the west façade toward the neighbouring site. The podium is a three-
storey podium that runs along the lane west of the church to add a larger lobby, program, 
and staff space, plus a new daycare for 37 children. The proposed church area more than 
doubles the existing church space. The total density is 10.83 FSR.  

 
Mr. Black noted that traditional West End buildings on the residential streets often have a 
green and planted ‘tower in park’ expression which creates a visual openness, ‘through 
block’, or porosity to and from the lane. The proposal is more of a ‘podium and tower’ 
form with an at-grade design that connects to the west side of the Church with a glazed 
atrium space and continues across the majority of the site. The site is primarily covered 
by hard surfaces or building.  

 
The applicants intend to demonstrate a 33% reduction in GHG emissions and a 45% 
reduction in total energy use. Measures to achieve this are proposed to be an energy 
efficient envelope and outdoor circulation space, reduced demand for domestic hot water, 
and connection to a low-carbon energy utility. 

 
Advice from the Panel on this application is sought on the following: 

 
1. Does the proposed design provide a lasting and meaningful public legacy as 

intended by the Higher Buildings Policy? 
 

2. Beyond the reduction in energy use required in the policy, do the built features 
identified in the high-rise tower, its podium, and the midrise building establish the 
development as a leader in sustainable design? 

 
3. Does the Panel support the design of the portion proposed to extend above 550 ft. 

considering its benefits or impacts to the project, the neighbourhood, and the 
skyline? 

 
4. Does the Panel support the built form shown at each of the four sides, including 

heights, setbacks and open spaces, in terms of forming a well-resolved 
relationship: 

 
a. with the heritage structure of the original First Baptist Church; 
b. to the pedestrian realm along Nelson Street; 
c. with the adjacent site to the west; and 
d. to the lane and the YMCA and Patina building beyond ? 

 
5. Does the Panel support the proposed form of development including the heights 

(550 feet and 580 feet) and setback (7 feet at the west side) shown at a density of 
10.83 FSR (561,881 square feet) ? 
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 Applicant’s Introductory Comments:  The applicant stipulated that the project is driven by 

the active church. The heritage building is being renovated, and there is a challenging 
seismic upgrade. The entire inside of the church building needs to be shelled out at large 
expense. Pinder Hall was subdivided, so it will be recreated, and it will be a room for 200 
people. It will be open to the public for lectures and other public activities, and a 
resource for the community.  
 
The other space is the basement with programming contained in the lower level. Next, 
the podium of the building is expands the programming. The licensed daycare will meet 
criteria for 37 kids in a licensed daycare. The affordable housing units range from 
bachelor to 2-3 bedrooms, and there is a lot of common space on the ground floor. The 
fourth component was a reconsidered tower, which addresses sustainability and isolation / 
loneliness. The applicant created more common areas on each of the tower floors to 
create more inclusion and sense of community. The design intent was to have the 
fenestration break up the wind inside the building. There are habitable micro climates 
and cross ventilation on each floor. The open outdoor entry lobby concept at each floor 
reduced the energy consumption by 10%. 

 
There are clusters of three floors to create a high rise block. There is a limited strata in 
each area for a micro community. There is ventilation created with the open spaces. The 
applicant proposes a tandem elevator, the upper one is the passenger elevator with a 
lower elevator for garbage, moving, and pets. Rather than having a garbage chute, the 
design proposes a tandem elevator. The aimed for a sustainable concierge with interactive 
software to communication better with residents. The panels are curved pre-cast, 
concrete, with insulation on the inside. The windows are also being fabricated off site. 
The curved glass is important to the applicant. The tower creates a curved dome or 
shallow arched sky line profile. 

 
The church used to have front it’s door on Nelson, but it was not used. The applicant 
intends to create a drop off location on Nelson. A swimming pool and public art is 
proposed. The art will be on privacy screens. There are numerous entrances to the site. 
There is an informal entry to the church, but the drop off entrance is the second 
entrance. There is only one door allowed for the corner of the church, and the 
congregation will use the corner for before and after church services in future. Going 
forward, there will be a wind study for the towers.  Balconies will have substantial 
overhangs, so there will be shading where the decks are. The rental building will have 
darker glazing. It will be related to the other building. The shadows will have minimal 
impact on park, and it will have the minimal 2 hours day light for the daycare.  

 
The landscaping intention is to improve the pedestrian experience on Burrard and Nelson, 
as well as the alley, in order to create a landscaped street. There is a plaza that relates to 
retail, in order to activate the space. They intended to create a court with outside café 
seating. The landscaping will grow up the building. Sixty replacement trees will be added 
to the site. There will be a garden and fruit orchard area with a children’s play area.  

 
Sustainability performance of the project includes achieving 40% energy savings. There is 
a unique outdoor lobby corridor design at each floor that reduces heating needs. There 
are insulated balcony slabs, and the building itself will perform 30% better than an 
ASHRAE building. There will be a renewable gas supply in order to reduce carbon. 
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 Panel’s Consensus on Key Aspects Needing Improvement:  
 

 The proposed façade might be too graphic or abstract for an expression of a 
residential use; 

 The scalloping expression at the base of the tower is very literal, however it does 
address the church at grade; 

 The proposed 7 foot set back is an issue for the outlook of the buildings on the 
west side of the site 

 Develop the landscape more; 
 Recommend a break in the length or add connections to the lane; 
 Further exploration of the vertical wall garden idea; 
 The elevation of the lane is too severe and lacks porosity; 
 There were concerns that the open hallway lobbies at each level of the tower 

might not create social inclusion as designed; 
 Develop the mid height amenity space garden. 

 
 Related Commentary: The panel supported the overall design. The design would create a 

legacy, it would be a striking building, and the form is unique. The relationship with the 
new tower and church works and the complexity was addressed and resolved. The open 
corridor lobbies of the tower could be an experiment that could inform other 
developments. It is a solid building with a strong presence. The thermally broken slabs, 
insulated soffits, concrete sandwich panels, and split elevators are supported. The façade 
is not a curtain wall, and has a solidity to it that is welcomed. There is support for the 
proposed height and averaging of the height. It does not impact Queen Elizabeth view 
cone. The form is strong, with respect to the church. The ground plane is crowded. The 
panel strongly supported a wider sidewalk. The density is supported. 

 
The galleria and adjacent spill space is supported. The galleria seems unresolved and 
more like a connection space in the development. The galleria should have a better 
connection to the church.  

 
The formal expression of the pool in the lane is a strong point, and it is well placed in the 
lane because it is in a private area. The outlook of the buildings could be a problem. The 
heritage is well incorporated. The rental units are too close to the property line. There 
are opportunities to look at connections within the site by breaking street walls.  One 
panelist thought the church does not need to physically connect to the rest of the site. 
The insulated concrete panels and garbage elevator work well. The pedestrian realm 
along Nelson Street is well done. Permeability should have a purpose.  At the lane, the 
massing is not an issue. One panelist objected to loneliness as an argument for common 
spaces, unless it can be proven that loneliness is attributed to towers.  

 
Open garden courts are supported by a panel member. The experience should be good on 
the ground, where people can sit and spend time creating community. Solidity in the 
building is desirable and beautiful. The glazing on the building is a concern on the lower 
building. The current expression is resolved. The public art will make the scallop forms at 
the base of the tower work well. 
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The shape of the building is good. It may not always be possible to have accessibility from 
floor to floor. There is a concern for parking drop off for childcare. People have to park so 
they can drop off children. The undulating scheme with alternating floors and exposures 
should be considered. The sun on outdoor childcare space should be considered. The 
rental building location 7 feet from the property line has a negative impact. The shadow 
over the park is not problematic for the park. One panelist thought it was unfair for City 
Planning to expect an architectural plan at the rezoning stage. The west side of the site 
should have more design development and interest.  

 
The panel supports the 550 ft. height. The varied tower heights are well done but could 
go higher. One panelist thought the tower is a world class addition to the skyline. The 
panel recommends adding diversity in tower heights, since multiple heights do not appear 
to impact neighbouring sites. The panel supports 8500 square foot floor plates. The tower 
could have a more meaningful garden and interior amenity with multiple heights. A panel 
member was concerned about the heat gain due to the glass on the building. The tower 
will be modern and expand the west end with a new visual literacy for architectural and 
urban design. The church at ground plane and entry way is supported. One panelist felt 
the ground plane should be improved by looking at more public interaction experience. 
More places should be made for movement, for example, a meet and greet drop off 
location for vehicles.  

 
The floorplate is justified considering the size of the development. One panelist advised 
the average height should be proportional to floor plate. Another panelist thought the 
floor plate size could be smaller because there is a park beside the site. Another panelist 
disagreed, and thought the exterior wind into the tower has been carefully considered, 
and thought the floorplans were not that much bigger than average.  The tower footprint 
has minimal impact on the form. The Nelson street lane closure is supported so people 
have accessibility for drop off. There could be a second entrance in the lane. 

 
The low rise building should have more of a setback. In the west, the shadowing is not a 
problem for the park however the seven foot setback could be addressed. The tower is 
connected to 60s design of the West End. The ground plane plaza is a concern due to 
shadowing, development should be made for a lively space. The key is making two towers 
one tower. The shape of the towers and the open corridors will be creating a strong 
Venturi effect.  

 
The open corridor courts are a major part of the sustainable energy reduction. The 
sustainable design is supported with a proposed 45% reduction in energy consumption. The 
energy strategies of the envelope are addressed with thermally broken slabs, insulated 
soffits, and concrete sandwich panels, as well as split elevators. Water harvesting and 
water re-use could be developed further, for example adding rainwater and stormwater 
management. The gardens in the sky precedent could be developed more. The landscape 
and architecture are working together. There was support for landscape development and 
trees in the lane. On Nelson, tree roots should be maintained. 

 
 Applicant’s Response:  The open court idea is taken very seriously. With strong wind 

forces, the question is whether to stop the turbulence of the wind. The social aspect will 
be explored social impact analysis. The open spaces will be studied.  
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2. Vancouver Heritage Commission (VHC) Minutes — April 25, 2016 
 
Staff and the Applicants provided an overview of the application and responded to 
questions.  
 
MOVED by Commissioner Michael Kluckner  
SECONDED by Commissioner Anthony Norfolk 

 
THAT the Vancouver Heritage Commission supports the application for the 
rehabilitation and Seismic upgrade of 969 Burrard Street, the First Baptist Church, 
including the application to build an adjacent tower;  
 
FURTHER THAT the Commission recommend that further design consideration be given 
to the new steps design for the Burrard Street entrance to the church;  

 
FURTHER THAT the Commission asks the applicant to consider providing a reference in 
the design of the landscaped space between the buildings of the lost heritage 
elements including the Hobbit House; and 
 
FURTHER THAT while the Commission appreciates the distinguishable nature of the 
tower design, the Commission recommends further design consideration be given to 
the compatibility of its design.  

 
CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY 
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969 Burrard Street and 1019-1045 Nelson Street 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUMMARY 

 
Public Notification  
A rezoning information sign was installed on the site on February 24, 2016. A community open 
house was held on March 10, 2016. Notification and application information, as well as an 
online comment form, was provided on the City of Vancouver Rezoning Centre webpage 
(vancouver.ca/rezapps).  
 
March 10, 2016 Community Open House 
A community open house was held from 5:00-8:00 pm on March 10, 2016, at First Baptist 
Church, 969 Burrard Street. A total of 11,826 notifications were distributed within the 
neighbouring area on or about February 25, 2016. Staff, the applicant team, and a total of 
approximately 232 people attended the Open House. 
 
Public Response  
 
Public responses to this proposal have been submitted to the City as follows:  

 In response to the March 10, 2016 open house, a total of 99 comment sheets were 
submitted from individuals.  

 A total of 75 letters, e-mails, and online comment forms were submitted from individuals.  

 
 

Below is a summary of all feedback (both online and from the open house) related to the 
proposal. The topics are ordered based on how frequently they were mentioned by the public: 

 
Comments in support of the proposal: 
  

 Building Design: 
The design of the tower was praised as being generally attractive. Some respondents 
considered the tower design to be an iconic addition to the Vancouver skyline. 
 

 Affordable Housing: 
There was support for the provision of affordable housing units within the 
development, especially given concerns about the increasing cost of housing in the 

75

99

232

11826

Electronic feedback

Feedback forms

Open House attendees

Total notifications
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area.  
 

 Expansion of Church: 
The opportunity for expanded facilities for church programming and community 
services was supported by many respondents. They noted there was a need for these 
services, and thought the community would benefit in general. 

 
 Upgrading of First Baptist Church: 

Respondents supported the retention and upgrading to the heritage church building. 
Particular emphasis was placed on seismic upgrading. 
 

 Provision of Childcare: 
The feedback included general support for the proposed childcare spaces. 
 

 Design of Open Space: 
People responded positively to the design of the open space around the base of the 
tower. One benefit some respondents emphasized is the increased potential for lively 
community interactions and public activities in the space. 
 

 Housing Stock: 
Some respondents supported the increase in housing stock in the area, noting there 
was a need for more housing units for a growing city. 
 

Concerns or Suggestions for Improvement: 
 

 Scale of Proposed Tower: 
The scale of the building was considered too high for the area. Some indicated that a 
height matching the adjacent 42-story Patina building would be appropriate. Concerns 
were raised that the tower would dwarf the heritage church building, and potential 
shadow Nelson Park.  
  

 Laneway Traffic: 
Respondents were concerned about increasing traffic in the laneway, especially during 
peak hours. Some respondents indicated that the lane interface with the adjacent 
Patina building is too crowded and aggressive, and that increased traffic could lead to 
safety issues. Respondents indicated that the access from the laneway should be 
improved, to provide a better community feel. 
 

 Shadowing Impacts on Adjacent Patina Building 
Respondents expressed opposition to the shadowing impacts of the proposed tower on 
the Patina building directly to the north of the site. Several single-aspect units on the 
lower floors, without a corner orientation, would be especially impacted, as they face 
directly at the proposed tower. Respondents expressed that the large floor plate of 
the tower would restrict their access to sunlight. 
 

 Tower Location and Proximity to Patina Building 
Concern was raised about the proximity of the proposed tower to the adjacent Patina 
building, especially to single-aspect units at the lower levels without a corner 
orientation. The proximity could negatively access to sunlight and privacy. Some felt 
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the tower was also too close to the church, and dwarfed the heritage building. 
Respondents suggested that the tower be moved southwest to mitigate these 
concerns. 
 

 Traffic Congestion in the Area: 
Concerns were raised about the increased traffic and congestion that would come with 
more residents moving into the neighbourhood, and cited issues with existing traffic in 
the area. 
 

 Obstructed Views from Adjacent Patina Building 
Respondents objected to the impact the proposed tower would have on the views from 
south-facing units of the adjacent Patina building toward English Bay. 
 

 Excess Parking 
The high parking ratio was concerning to some respondents, who felt that the location 
of the development near transit should lead to a reduction in the parking required. 
Concerns were also raised about the impact of excess cars on sustainability.  A few 
respondents suggested that additional car share stalls be added, and that parking costs 
be unbundled from the cost of a unit. 
 

 Housing Unaffordability 
Some respondents expressed opposition to the development of luxury condominiums 
that would be unaffordable for locals. There was concern that the units would be 
purchased as investments and left empty. Some respondents suggested that the 
number of affordable units be increased. 
 

 Potential for Overcrowding 
Some respondents felt that the neighbourhood was already overcrowded and that 
existing community services were insufficient, so additional residential development 
would not be appropriate. 
 

Miscellaneous Comments 
 
Other miscellaneous points raised by respondents indicated that: 

- Potential noise and disruption during construction was concerning 
- The design of the tower was not in keeping with the heritage look of the block. 
- The proposed building embodied sustainable design principles 
- More sustainable design elements should be included 
- The inclusion of a café in the design was beneficial to the community 
- The location of social housing adjacent to luxury condominiums was inappropriate 
- The scale of the building was too small, and that a taller building was appropriate for 

this area along Burrard Street in exchange for more public benefits. 
- The unit mix should include more family units 
- The unit mix should include more studio units, for single seniors 
- Additional parking spaces should be included in the development 
- A gym in the development was unnecessary given the YMCA next door 
- The gym in the develop was positive, because it would keep youth occupied 
- Wheelchair access to the church was a concern 
- There could be a potential balcony/breezeway wind effect 



APPENDIX G 
PAGE 4 OF 4 

 
 

- The design should include a pet relief area 
- The bikeway on Nelson St would lead to increased congestion 
- There was frustration that the West End Community Plan and the rezoning process 

made the approval of the application seem pre-determined 
 
 

Staff Response 
 
A number of the building design issues identified are addressed in the recommended 
conditions of approval in Appendix B.  
 
Staff note that in terms of the character of the tower, the proposed concrete bands in 
concrete and ribbon windows, with a relatively high ratio of solid wall to window, are 
reminiscent of some of the original concrete towers that give the West End its character, 
helping to draw a distinction from the towers typically found in nearby neighbourhoods like 
New Yaletown. 
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969 Burrard Street and 1019-1045 Nelson Street 

URBAN DESIGN ANALYSIS 
 

This section provides a detailed assessment of the application received on March 18, 2016, 
considering issues such as shadowing and view impacts. Assessment is provided for each of the 
three major parts of new construction on the site: a high-rise residential tower in the centre 
of the site, a podium element extending along the north side, and a mid-rise residential 
building on the west side. A basic description of these parts is provided in the Form of 
Development section of the report. Additional description is provided in the comprehensive 
Minutes of the Urban Design Panel (see Appendix E). Floor plans and perspective drawings may 
be found in the Form of Development section that follows (see Appendix H). 
 
Project Density 
 
As noted in the Background section of this report, this 120.4 m (395 ft.) wide site was rezoned 
in 2005 to permit a density of 2.87 FSR and a 24-storey residential high-rise tower up to 75.6 
m (248 ft.) in height. 
 
In 2013, the West End Community Plan established the overall direction for rezoning 
applications in this area, which was defined as the Burrard Corridor area between Burrard, 
Thurlow, Robson and Pendrell streets. Directions included new growth through increased 
height and density. For this area, no on-site public benefits such as social housing are required 
in the Plan, and there is no maximum density set out. Instead, density is assessed under urban 
design considerations on a site by site basis.  
 
The Plan does recommend a height limit and a maximum floor plate size, which together tend 
to limit the density achievable in any one tower. In the Burrard Corridor area, the Plan 
recommends a cap of 696.8 sq. m (7,500 sq. ft.) on floor plates in order to maximize views 
and sunlight on sidewalks. The effect of the proposed tower design is assessed in the sections 
on Shadowing and View Impacts.  
 
Tower Design  
 
Height 
 
Under the West End Community Plan, rezoning applications in the Burrard Corridor area 
between Burrard, Thurlow, Robson and Pendrell streets can be considered for a maximum 
height of 550 ft. 
 
Under the General Policy for Higher Buildings, proposals may extend beyond the Queen 
Elizabeth View Cone (3.2.1) at certain locations, subject to a review which expects the design 
to achieve a number of goals which include: 
 

 Establishing a significant and recognizable new benchmark for architectural creativity 
and excellence, while making a significant contribution to the beauty and visual power 
of the city’s skyline 

 The building should include activities and uses of community significance such as 
public observation decks or other public amenity 
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 The development should provide on-site open space that represents a significant 
contribution to the downtown network of green and plaza space 

 The building should not contribute to adverse microclimate effects 
 Careful consideration should be given to minimize adverse shadowing and view 

impacts on public realm including key streets, parks and plazas, as well as 
neighbouring buildings 

  
The application received in 2016 proposed a residential tower extending up to the maximum 
Plan height of 550 ft., which would pass into View Cone 3.2.1. A rooftop structure including 
screens and mechanical rooms extends for an additional 30 ft.  
 
 
Architecture   
 
The application proposes a distinct and relatively unique set of forms and compositions for 
the residential tower. The base of the tower is undercut as it approaches grade, creating a 
series of scalloped cut-outs that provide more space for open spaces at grade and along 
Nelson Street (Figure 1).  
 
Figure 1: Base of Tower

 
 
 
The tower plan is composed of two sets of overlapping circles connected by an open-air 
bridge element that provides a path to the central stairs and elevator. The applicants hope 
that these larger than usual open-air common areas would foster more personal interactions 
and create a sense of community, as well as providing cross ventilation on each floor. Seen 
from the exterior, the curved and porous floor plan gives the tower a dynamic appearance 
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that is reinforced by the choice of exterior finishes, which include bands of precast concrete 
at each floor with a wavy pattern (Figure 2). 
 
Figure 2: Top of Tower

 
 
 
While these exterior bands and relatively high ratio of solid wall are reminiscent of some of 
the original concrete towers that give the West End its character, the sinuous pattern adds a 
new element of architectural expression. The wavy bands continue up to the open rooftop 
levels, and in combination with the circular floor plates provide a visually remarkable profile 
in the skyline. The architectural design was strongly supported by the Urban Design Panel, 
who felt that the design would create a striking building with a unique form (see Appendix E 
for additional comments). Staff feel the tower is a highly recognizable and creative work of 
architecture, and support its design as meeting this intent of the General Policy for Higher 
Buildings. 
 
Community uses 
 
The application proposes to add a childcare facility on level 4 of the tower, in addition to 
improvements to, and expansion of, the public-serving program spaces of the First Baptist 
Church on the site now. A public viewing deck as suggested in the Policy is not recommended 
for this development, given the complexity of the current roof top design (see Figure 3) and 
the range of other uses that are already proposed on the site. 
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Figure 3: Rooftop Structures 

 
 
 
Open space  
 
The application includes an open courtyard at-grade with a prominent staircase to upper 
levels of the podium, accessible from Nelson Street; a rooftop garden including urban 
agriculture on the roof of the west building; and outdoor play spaces dedicated to the 
childcare program in excess of 4,000 sq. ft. on the roof of the podium (see Appendix H for 
plans). 
 
Although each of these areas has been designed to fit alongside the wide range of program 
spaces proposed for the site, they were not designed to add new connections to the 
downtown network of open spaces as noted in the General Policy for Higher Buildings, and 
their dimensions are compromised by space or layout constraints. For example, the open 
space on the west side is proposed at 7 ft. wide, extending for 120 ft. beside an 8 storey 
buildings (see plans for Level 1 in Appendix H). Commentary from the Urban Design Panel also 
included a consensus recommendation to develop the landscape more.  
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Staff therefore recommend opening a more substantial and landscaped public passage through 
the site that would better contribute to connections between the local network of open 
spaces, by adjusting the location of the west building eastward by about 15 ft. (see Condition 
1 of Appendix B).  
 
Figure 4: Potential Revision of At-grade Open Space  

 
 
This reference design, provided by the applicants, illustrates an opening at the west end of 
the site that provides an aperture of at least 21.5 ft. wide between buildings, containing both 
private and public outdoor spaces. This could be accomplished while still providing a 39 ft. 
wide open space between the west building and the high-rise tower. Design development of 
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the open courtyard on Nelson Street is also recommended in the Landscape conditions to 
improve its usefulness to the public. 
 
Microclimate  
 
Wind studies by the applicants indicate a number of locations, such as the open air corridor in 
the centre of the tower, where increased wind velocity may affect user comfort if not 
mitigated. The architects have assessed these studies and showed a potential mitigation 
measure for upper levels of the residential tower in model form at the Urban Design Panel. 
Staff recommend as a condition of approval that further work be done to ensure consideration 
is given to wind conditions at other locations as well, including at grade (See Appendix B, 
item 4). 
 
Shadowing  
 
At 550 ft. in height to the top of occupied space, the application would cast a shadow of 
considerable distance across the Burrard Corridor. The application also includes unoccupied 
mechanical and service spaces extending beyond the 550 ft. mark for up to 30 ft. of 
additional structure, which adds to the shadow cast. 
 
The effect of the overall height is somewhat mitigated by the distance from the site to any 
public park space, and by the rounded shape of the tower floor plates. However, the tower 
shadow is sufficiently long to fall across portions of Nelson Park during the morning of the 
Spring and Fall equinoxes.  
 
The provided shadow studies begin at 9:00 am at the equinox, and at this time the proposed 
building shadow bisects Nelson Park on the diagonal, continuing over Comox Street and 
considerably beyond. Spaces affected at this time include the community gardens located to 
the south of Lord Roberts Elementary School. However, there may be less effect to garden 
spaces on March 21st as compared to the warmer months. At this time of the year, very 
substantial reductions in building heights from Burrard Corridor scales would be required to 
miss the gardens. 
 
Figure 5: Shadow at Spring Equinox (March 21) 9:00 am 
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By 10:00 am, the shadow is positioned over the School and its dedicated outdoor space to the 
west. The applicants note that the majority of this shadow has moved to the north during the 
school recess period. 
 
Figure 6: Shadow at Spring Equinox (March 21) 11:00 am 

 
 
By 11:00 am, the shadow is nearly parallel with Nelson Street and has cleared all public park 
spaces during the equinoxes. A similar progression can be seen during the summer and winter 
months as well, with the shadow sweeping past the Park after 11:00 am. 
 
Figure 7: Shadow at Summer Solstice (June 21) 9:00 am 

 
 

During the Summer solstice, the shadow of the tower has been reduced in length as the sun is 
at its maximum angle above the horizon.  
 
Figure 8: Shadow at Summer Solstice (June 21) 10:00 am 
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By this time, the building shadow is limited to the eastern quarter of Nelson Park, well away 
from the community gardens located on the west half of the park next to Lord Roberts 
Elementary. 

 
Figure 9: Shadow at Summer Solstice (June 21) 11:00 am 

 
 
During the summer at 11:00 am, shadow is limited to the entry area at the northeast corner 
of the Park, and clears the Park shortly thereafter. 
 
Figure 10: Shadow at Summer Solstice (June 21) 4:00 pm 
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Due to their proximity, residential buildings on the north side of the block will be affected at 
different times of the day, much as residential buildings to the north of Barclay Street are 
affected by existing towers. The closest existing tower, the Patina at 955 Burrard Street, was 
developed in 2005 after a rezoning to preserve the heritage façade of the YMCA building, and 
which increased its permitted height to 43 storeys or 120.4 m (395 ft.). This particular tower 
would be affected by the proposed shadow during the 3:00 pm, 4:00 pm (Figure 6) and 5:00 
pm times. 
 
While the impact of the proposed floor plate on nearby residents must be acknowledged, and 
the rounded tower plan has some mitigating effect on its area, it is unlikely that any tower 
design at the scale contemplated under the West End Community Plan policies for this site 
would have significantly less effect on residents located 80 ft. to the north of the building. 
Figure 12 provides a comparison between the proposed building and a floor plate under the 
Plan.  
 
Subsequent to the application made in 2016, the proponents sought the insertion of an 
additional floor level to the residential tower. Staff are not supportive of increasing the tower 
height by a full floor (10 to 12 ft. at upper levels), but feel that an increase in overall height 
by up to 6 ft., or one per cent, can be accommodated without a significant impact on the 
shadowing effects noted above, given the size of the site and the distance of the high-rise 
building from Nelson Park, as well as the constraint imposed by the position of the First 
Baptist Church. This increase, combined with height reductions on other levels, should permit 
an additional floor. If the tower was positioned closer to the Park, this accommodation would 
not apply. 
 
Staff note that after the application was made, the Director of Planning published further 
guidance on the type of open spaces that must be evaluated in assessing the shadow impact 
of proposals under the West End Community Plan. In particular, the West End – Tower Form, 
Siting and Setbacks bulletin recommends minimizing shadowing on the public sidewalks of 
Robson “Village.” As the bulletin is effective as of January 11, 2017, this report does not 
evaluate the sidewalk effect from the application made in March, 2016. 
 
 
View Impacts  
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The proposed floor plate size, including an open air corridor on each floor but excluding the 
outside balconies, varies from a high of 8,870 sq. ft. down to 7,565 sq. ft., with an average 
size of 8,690 sq. ft. for the levels above the podium. The proposed plate sizes are beyond the 
maximum size recommended in the West End Community Plan, but fall within the range of 
larger towers in the Downtown (see Fig. 11).  
 



APPENDIX H 
PAGE 11 OF 22 

 
 
Figure 11: Floor Plate Comparison Showing Enclosed Area (grey shading)

 
 
The applicants provide a comparison between a conventional tower floor plate with a 
rectangular shape and balconies at 7,500 sq. ft. of enclosed space, and the proposed rounded 
shape and semicircular balconies at 8,690 sq. ft. to show that both can have similar impacts 
on private views.  
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Figure 12: Comparison of Conventional and Proposed Floor Plate

 
 
In this comparison, the hypothetical rectangular plate obstructs more of the horizontal angle 
of view from the corner units than proposal, due to the proximity of the rectangle’s northeast 
corner. The rounded and offset form of the proposal has the effect of reducing building mass 
at the same location. 
 
Under the rezoning policy for the West End, a setback of 80 ft. between buildings over 60 ft. 
in height is normally expected. A separation of at least 80 ft. from the windows of the nearest 
residential tower to the north has been provided. 
 
During notification, respondents raised concerns about the proximity of the proposed tower to 
the adjacent Patina building, especially to single-aspect units at the lower levels without a 
corner orientation. The proximity could negatively access to sunlight and privacy. Some 
respondents suggested that the tower be moved west to mitigate these concerns. Other 
respondents objected to the impact the proposed tower would have on the views toward 
English Bay, which is located to the west. 
 
Detailed quantitative analysis provided by the applicants evaluates the impact on the three 
suite locations most affected by the proposal: the southwest and southeast corners, and for 
lower levels, inboard suites that faces directly toward the subject site. Private view impacts 
are generally assessed on the basis of impingement on a consistent field of view, such as the 
120 degree arc used here, taken from the living room and horizontally towards distant 
locations such as the waterline or mountains. The impact of a new building on an existing 
private view up and toward the sky, or down to streets and parks is more difficult to quantify 
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consistently from one development to another, and these vertically angled views are typically 
not assessed in reports. 
 
Figure 13: Private View Analysis – Patina Level 9 (SW Units)

 
 
This analysis shows that the 7 lower-level units located at the southwest corner currently 
enjoy about 22.5 degrees of distant view, or 19% of the 120 degree arc used for comparison. 
The affected arc of view is shown in gray shading in the diagram. The proposed tower would 
affect 8.5 degrees of distant view, although this is likely to be similar to the effect if the site 
were developed with the 24 storey tower that is permitted.  
 
The retained view is shown in blue in the diagram. The proposed 8-storey mid-rise at the west 
end of the site would affect a further 9 degrees of view, leaving less than 5 degrees or 4% of 
the 120 degree total. In both the current zoning for the subject site and the proposed zoning, 
these lower units are among the most affected in terms of the width of retained views. 
 

 
Figure 14: Private View Analysis – Patina Level 24 (SW Units) 
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The 16 units located higher up in the Patina, including most of those that would be affected 
by development of the 24 storey tower permitted on the subject site, currently enjoy about 
83 degrees of distant view. These units are generally higher than the proposed mid-rise, and 
would not be affected by it. The proposed tower would affect about 14 degrees of distant 
view to the south, leaving west views toward English Bay unchanged. 
 
 
Figure 15: Private View Analysis – Patina Level 37 (SW Units) 

 
 
The five southwest units on the uppermost levels of the Patina currently enjoy extensive 
views to the south and west, occupying 100% of the hypothetical 120 degree arc. If the 
subject site is developed as proposed, these units would retain about 71 degrees of view (blue 
shading in diagram). While 71 degrees is considerably more open angle than the lowest units, 
these top level units are among the most affected in terms of amount of view loss, reducing 
the hypothetical 120 degree arc to 59% of its current size.  
 
Figure 16: Private View Analysis – Patina Level 9 (SE Unit) 

 
 
For the 13 southeast units on the lower floors, views to the south would be most affected, 
although the amount of view lost at 3.8 degrees (grey shading) is much lower than for the 



APPENDIX H 
PAGE 15 OF 22 

 
 
uppermost floors of the Patina. The current distant view includes about 23 degrees of arc, 
which would be reduced to 19 degrees in the proposal. 
 
 
Figure 17: Private View Analysis – Patina Level 24 (SE Unit) 

 
 
For mid-level units facing southeast, the proposed tower would affect about 15 degrees of the 
existing view, leaving a total open view of 42 degrees past the Elektra and the three Wall 
Centre towers. 
 
Figure 18: Private View Analysis – Patina Level 37 (SE Unit) 

 
 
Top-level units facing southeast are affected by a similar amount of new building, although 
the retained view of 81 degrees is much higher for these units as only the tallest Wall Centre 
building obstructs current views. 
 
Different locations of the tower have also been considered. Positioning the tower further to 
the east, for example, would improve private views from the Patina toward English Bay. 
However, they would also begin to loom over the historic Church hall, reducing its prominence 
and individual presence on the site. 
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Alternately, the tower could be positioned further to the west, which would be of benefit to 
residents of the southeast corner of the Patina. 
 
Figure 19: Private View Analysis – Patina (Central Unit) 

 
 
Figure 19 illustrates the effect of a tower located at the west end of the subject site, instead 
of centrally as proposed. For living room windows located in the middle or ‘inboard’ suites at 
Level 9, a westerly tower as permitted in the current CD-1 zoning would be a considerable 
advantage because 18 degrees of view would be retained, as compared to the 4 degrees 
retained as proposed. As in Figure 13, these low-level central units will be the most affected 
by the proposal. 
 
However, as the tower moves west it would reduce views from the southwest corner units of 
the Patina commensurately. Even middle units just two storeys higher would be better served 
by a centred high-rise tower on the subject site, retaining 25 degrees of view instead of the 
18 seen with a westerly high-rise. In addition, locating the tallest tower on the subject site 
westward would eventually constrain future development on the neighbouring property to the 
west, given the expected spacing between all towers of at least 80 ft. 
 
Different shapes of the tower floor plate, such as a square, have also been considered, 
although they too would come with trade-offs. As the south side of the tower is already 
located on the Nelson Street property line, converting the proposed floor area to a square 
shape would bring its north wall closer to the Patina, leaving less than the minimum 
separation of 80 ft. 
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An alternate form of development that could be expected on another West End site of similar 
frontage would be to accommodate two high-rise towers. Based on the site width and church 
location, the remainder of the site could provide 80 ft. of separation for a future tower to the 
west while accommodating two new towers of somewhat less than 7,500 sq. ft. each on the 
site, each separated by 80 ft. In this arrangement, view impacts to the Patina would be 
considerably increased, and the church building would be more crowded with further impact 
to its west wall and windows. 
 
Conclusion - Tower 
 
Staff have considered the proposed height, floor plate shape and plate size of the tower 
against various alternatives, within the context of this particular set of circumstances which 
includes a site with 395 ft. of frontage; the existing CD-1; the existing Vancouver Heritage 
Register “A” listed and protected building occupying a quarter of the site; the proximity of 
the tower to the ceremonial stature of Burrard Street; its distance from the nearest affected 
public park; and the location of nearby residences; and conclude that the proposed form 
presents an acceptable balance of multiple goals in the West End Community Plan and related 
policies. 
 
 
Podium Design 
 
The application proposes a podium spanning from the existing church building on the east end 
of the site to the proposed mid-rise on the west end of the site. At five storeys in height and 
over 200 ft. in length, the proposed volume could present a relatively imposing presence to 
the lane environment as seen from the pedestrian level. The Urban Design Panel, in its 
summary of consensus items needing improvement, expressed concern that the elevation 
along the lane could be too severe and that it lacked porosity. They also recommended a 
break in the length or the addition of connections to the lane from Nelson Street. This advice 
echoes concerns received during neighbourhood notification.  
 
Figure 20: Elevation drawing of podium 
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Residents also suggested that access from the laneway should be improved. 
 
The applicants indicated early in the process that they were willing to provide significant 
landscaping including trees located on both sides of the property line along the lane to help 
address the scale. Staff and the applicants explored a number of options, including 
substantial planting on the surface of the City lane. Unfortunately, this particular portion of 
the lane was evaluated by Engineering staff as too challenging to accommodate planting due 
to a number of factors, including the expected vehicle traffic and service and utilities lines 
running under the surface. The recommended conditions of approval in Appendix B under the 
Engineering section notes the required treatment of the lane.  
 
Fortunately, the design of the application suggests a number of architectural features that 
may assist in moderating the visual scale of the elevation, including varied setbacks from the 
lane at different levels of the building (Figure 21). Subsequent reference designs provided for 
information showed how landscape could be integrated into the side of the building facing the 
lane, and comments from the Urban Design Panel sought further exploration of a vertical wall 
garden idea. Absent some change in the capacity of the lane to accommodate substantial 
landscaping as initially contemplated, staff recommend continuing to advance these on-site 
measures (see condition 3 in Appendix B). 
 
Provision of a more substantial break in the massing of the podium was explored through the 
rezoning review process, including the option of a physical separation between podium and 
the residential building at the west end of the site, or the introduction of a public passageway 
through the podium. However, these options created significant concern for representatives 
of the First Baptist Church, who felt that the disconnection would cause programmatic 
difficulties. Staff recommend instead that the podium be modified to improve its visual 
porosity without disconnecting the two structures, and that a public passageway be 
accommodated along the west edge of the site in a widened open space (see conditions 1 and 
2 in Appendix B). 
 
 
Mid-rise Design 
 
The proposed mid-rise building is an eight storey, 66 unit apartment at the west end of the 
site (right side of Figure 21). The application indicates a setback of seven feet from the lane 
and from the interior property line, with dwelling units located along the west façade toward 
the neighbouring site. Both the positioning and height of the mid-rise pose a challenge to the 
amenity of existing and future residents, as well as to policy for the area. 
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Figure 21: Lane side of west building and podium

 
 
Height 
 
The Rezoning Policy for the West End recommends that any new residential building taller 
than 60 ft. should be spaced at least 80 feet from any other residential building that is over 
60 ft. tall. This part of the policy is intended to preserve a degree of access to natural light 
and air that would be diminished with tighter spacing of mid-rise and high-rise buildings. For 
example, the proposed high-rise has been carefully designed to provide at least 80 ft. of 
horizontal separation from the nearest existing high-rise to the north. Staff recommend that 
the roof of this element should be reduced to about 60 ft. relative to Nelson Street, in order 
to improve sunlight and daylight around the mid-rise (see condition 4 in Appendix B). 
Comments from the Urban Design Panel included a consensus item for further improvement to 
develop the amenity space garden on the roof of the mid-rise. Staff recommend that the 60 
ft. height be calculated only to the top of the roof surface, to allow the roof surface to be 
developed with a broad gamut of green roof features.  
 
 
Setback 
 
The proposed setback on the west side provides a minimal access path between Nelson Street 
and the lane (see Figure 22). There are no other outdoor access routes between Nelson Street 
and the lane proposed along the length of the site.  
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Figure 22: Plan of mid-rise building – ground floor 

 
 
 
In addition, the 7 ft. width from the property line of the west neighbour to the proposed 
building face provides little opportunity for green landscaping or for daylight for the multiple 
residential units facing into this small side yard, which affects the livability and amenity 
afforded these residents (see Figure 23).  
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Figure 23: Plan of mid-rise building – second floor 

 
 
The Urban Design Panel also noted that the proposed 7 foot set back is an issue for the 
outlook of the buildings on the west side of the site. Considered in combination with the 
opportunity to contribute to the local public network of open spaces, improve light and air for 
residents on both sides of the shared property line, as well create more space for a landscape 
transition between buildings, staff and the applicants discussed how this setback could be 
increased during the application review. Staff recommend design development to improve the 
west setback (see condition 1 in Appendix B). The applicants have provided schematic 
drawings to indicate how an improved setback on the west side could achieve all of these 
goals, while still preserving essential programmatic elements (see Fig. 4).  
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Conclusion  
 
The application represents a complex and ambitious series of urban design forms and spaces, 
representing a significant contribution to the diversity of development in the West End area. 
In particular, the architectural design of the tall residential tower in the centre of the site has 
been broadly praised by the peer review provided by the Urban Design Panel, while also 
testing new approaches to sustainable design. Staff recommend some adjustments to the 
lower scale elements on the site, which are generally intended to improve the relation of this 
development to its context, and anticipate that the high level of design that has been 
demonstrated will continue through the future stages of this project.
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969 Burrard Street & 1019-1045 Nelson Street 
ILLUSTRATIVE DESIGN RESPONSES 

  
The following drawings are provided for information only and illustrate changes to the 
proposal initiated by the applicant to increase market residential floor area as well as in 
response to public feedback and staff recommendations (contained in Appendix B of this 
report) to improve the site permeability, public access and improved laneway treatment. 
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969 Burrard Street & 1019-1045 Nelson Street 

PUBLIC BENEFITS SUMMARY 
 

Project Summary: 

Heritage upgrade of First Baptist Church and expansion of the church, including a galleria, recreational facilities, a 37-space 
childcare, a counselling centre, homeless outreach & a café, along with a 57-storey market residential building and a seven-story 
social housing building 

 
Public Benefit Summary: 
The project would result in seismic upgrading and restoration of the heritage church, enhanced housing affordability for 41 of 
the 60 the church-owned social housing building containing 61 rental units, a cash CAC outlined below, a public art contribution 
and a DCL payment. 

 

  Current Zoning Proposed Zoning 

 Zoning District CD-1 (445) CD-1 (445) as amended 

 FSR (site area = 51,912 sq. ft.)  2.87 11.27 

 Buildable Floor Space (sq. ft.) 148,860 sq. ft. 585,086 sq. ft. (1) 

 CAC amount was based on pro forma review & concluded at $275 psfb. x 332,019 sq. ft. of increased condo floor area   

 Land Use Institutional, Residential 
Institutional, Residential 

and Commercial  
    

  Public Benefit Statistics Value if built under Current 
Zoning ($) 

Value if built under 
Proposed Zoning ($) 

R
eq

ui
re

d*
 

DCL (City-wide rate, effective September 30, 2016)  
($13.91/sq. ft.) 

$1,364,647 (excluding existing 
and new church space ) 

$6,412,786 (excluding 
existing and new church 

space & childcare) 

DCL (Area Specific)   

Public Art (effective September 30, 2016: $1.98/sf) 
$214,049 (excluding existing 

church) 
$999,055 (excluding 

existing church) 

20% Social Housing   

O
th

er
 P

ub
li

c 
Be

ne
fi

ts
 O

ff
er

ed
  

Heritage (on-site)  $21,700,00  

Childcare Facilities  

N/A 

$10,500,000 

Cultural Facilities   

Green Transportation/Public Realm  $8,000,000 

Housing (on-site public benefits portion) (2) $6,500,000 

Housing (cash portion) $8,805,225 

Parks and Public Spaces  $10,500,000 

Social/Community Facilities  $21,000,000 

Unallocated  

Other — Heritage Work Contingency $4,300,000 

 Total CAC  $91,305,225 

 TOTAL VALUE OF PUBLIC BENEFITS $1,578,696 $98,717,066 

    

 
(1) The total floor area includes the following: 460,019 sq.ft. market residential; 45,292 sq.ft. social housing; 78,777 
sq.ft. institutional uses and 998 sq.ft. commercial uses. 
(2) Towards enhancing affordability of 41 units of the church-owned social housing. 

 
* DCLs, Public Art and Social Housing may have exemptions and/or minimum thresholds for qualification.  
For the City-Wide DCL, revenues are allocated into the following public benefit categories: Engineering (22%); Replacement 
Housing (32%); Parks (41%); and Childcare (5%). Revenue allocations differ for each of the Area Specific DCL Districts. 
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969 Burrard Street & 1019-1045 Nelson Street 

APPLICANT, PROPERTY, AND DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL INFORMATION 

APPLICANT AND PROPERTY INFORMATION 

Street Address 969 Burrard Street and 1019-1045 Nelson Street 

Legal Description 

969 Burrard Street  [The West ½ of Lot 16, the East ½ of Lot 16 and Lots 17 and 18, all of  
Block 7, District Lot 185, Plan 92; PIDs 015-749-967, 015-749-975, 025-114-042 and 025-
114-051 respectively] and 1019-1045 Nelson Street [the West ½ of Lot 15, the East ½ of 
Lot 15, Lot 14 Except the East 30 Feet, the East 30 Feet of Lot 14 and Lot 13, all of Block 
7, District Lot 185, Plan 92; PIDs 015-749-941, 015-749-959, 015-749-932, 012-338-311 and 
015-749-924 respectively] 

Applicant/Architect Bing Thom Architects 

Developer/Property Owner Burrard & Nelson Holdings Inc. (Westbank Corp) / First Baptist Church 

SITE STATISTICS 

Site Area 4,821.6 m2 (51,912 sq. ft.) 

 

DEVELOPMENT STATISTICS 

 
Permitted 

Under Existing 
Zoning 

Proposed in Original 
Application 

Additional Changes 
Requested by Applicant 

Recommended 
Changes by Staff 

Zoning CD-1 (445)  CD-1(445) as amended -- 

Uses Institutional and 
Residential  

Institutional (Child Day 
Care Facility, Church, 
Social Service Centre) & 
Residential (Multiple 
Dwellings) & Retail 

-- -- 

Max. FSR 2.87 FSR 10.83 FSR 11.27 FSR  

Floor 
Area 
 
 

13,829 sq. m.  
(148,860 sq. ft.) 

52,198.7 sq. m. 
(561,881 sq. ft.) 

market residential:    

  42,735.8 sq. m (460,019 sq. ft.) 

Non-market residential: 

       4,207.6 sq.m (45,292 sq.ft.) 

church/social service: 

         6,596 sq. m (71,003 sq.ft.) 

Daycare: 

            722.1 sq. m (7773 sq.ft.) 

Retail:  

               92.7 sq. m (998 sq. ft.) 

Total: 

   54,354.5 sq.m (585,086 sq. ft.) 
 

Area counted in FSR: 

Condo circulation/service  

            9,763 sq. m (105,091 sq. ft.) 

Condo rooftop service  

                  288 sq. m. (3,100 sq. ft.) 

Condo amenity area overage 

                         23 sq. m (247 sq.ft.) 
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Floor 
Plate 

 807.3 sq. m. (8,690 sq. ft.)   

Maximum 
Height 

75.6 m (248 ft.) 

Bldg. height:167.6 m/550 
ft./56 storeys 

Height of rooftop 
appurtenance: 9.1m/30’ 

Bldg. height: 169.5 m/556 
ft./57storeys 

Height for rooftop 
appurtenance: no change 

 

Unit Mix 

(Strata) 
-- 

One-bedroom               75 

Two-bedroom             134 

Three-bedroom            85 

Total                          294 

One-bedroom                    136 

Two-bedroom                    159 

Three-bedroom +                36 

Total                               331 

 

Unit Mix 

(Social 
Housing) 

-- 

Studio                          13 

One-bedroom               27 

Two-bedroom               21 

Three-bedroom              5  

Total                           66 

 Studio                         15 

One-bedroom               22 

Two-bedroom               19 

Three-bedroom              5  

Total                          61 

Parking 
Spaces 

Per Parking By-
law 

Condo parking            417 

Social housing parking  29 

Church parking             51 

Total                          497 

Condo parking                 457 

Social housing parking       31 

Church parking                  50 

Public Car Share                  2 

Total                               540 

2 additional public car 
share spaces are 
recommended by staff 
(included in the column to 
the left) 

Loading 
Per Parking By-
law 

Class A                   1 

Class B                   2     
 

Class A                    6 

Class B                    2 

Bicycle 
Spaces 

Per Parking By-
law 

Class A                   450 

Class B                    15 
 

Class A                    490 

Class B                      18 

Condo Bike Share      12 

Total                       520 
 


