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RECOMMENDATION

A.

THAT the General Manager of Planning, Urban Design and Sustainability
be instructed to make application to amend the HA-1 and HA-1A
Districts Schedule of the Zoning and Development By-law, generally to
introduce:

()
(i)

(iif)
(iv)
(v)

(vi)

maximum net Floor Space Ratio;

maximum building heights in floors within the current maximum
height in metres;

requirements to provide non-residential uses;

provisions for retail mezzanine and laneway retail spaces;
maximum widths for development sites (i.e. site frontage); and
maximum widths for storefronts.

FURTHER THAT the application be referred to a public hearing;

AND FURTHER THAT the Director of Legal Services be instructed to
prepare the necessary amending by-law, generally in accordance with
Appendix A, for consideration at public hearing.

THAT, at the time of any enactment of the proposed amendments to the
HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule, the General Manager of Planning,
Urban Design and Sustainability be instructed to bring forward for
Council approval consequential amendments to the Chinatown HA-1
Design Guidelines and the Chinatown HA 1A Design Guidelines, generally
as set out in Appendix B.
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C.

THAT, subject to the enactment of the proposed amendments to the
HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedules, the Director of Legal Services be
instructed to bring forward for Council approval consequential
amendments to the Parking By-law generally in accordance with
Appendix C.

THAT Council revoke the Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A)
and that the General Manager of Planning, Urban and Sustainability be
instructed to not consider any further applications under this policy
except for the application which has been received and is under review
for 728-798 Main Street.

FURTHER THAT Council revise the Rezoning Policy for the Downtown
Eastside and the Downtown Eastside Plan in order to remove certain
references to rezoning in Chinatown, generally in accordance with
Appendices D and E.

AND FURTHER THAT Recommendations B, C and D also be referred to a
public hearing.

THAT recommendations A through D be adopted on the following
conditions:

) THAT the passage of the above resolutions creates no legal rights
for any person, or obligation on the part of the City and any
expenditure of funds or incurring of costs is at the risk of the
person making the expenditure or incurring the cost;

(i) THAT any approval that may be granted following the public
hearing shall not obligate the City to enact any rezoning by-laws;
and

(iii)  THAT the City and all its officials, including the Approving
Officer, shall not in any way be limited or directed in the
exercise of their authority or discretion, regardless of when they
are called upon to exercise such authority or discretion.

REPORT SUMMARY

The purpose of the report is to update Council on upcoming Chinatown planning work,

including the transformation framework and legacy actions in the neighbourhood. As a

key first step of this program, the report recommends changes to development policies
and zoning to address community concerns about the changing character and the pace

of development.

The intended outcome of the proposed development policy changes in this report is to
enable developments that help conserve the special qualities of Chinatown. This
includes smaller buildings with narrow storefronts, spaces for businesses and culture,
and housing for families.
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The recommendations in this report are critical steps towards achieving long-term,
managed and sustainable development, as the City and the community embark on a
journey to achieve a vibrant, sustainable Chinatown and pursue UNESCO World
Heritage Site designation.

COUNCIL AUTHORITY/PREVIOUS DECISIONS
Relevant policies for this report include:

High-Density Housing for Families with Children Guidelines (1992)
Chinatown Vision Directions (2002)

Active Storefront Program for Chinatown (2009)

National Historic Site Designation (2011)

Historic Area Height Review (HAHR) (2011)

Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A) (2011)

Chinatown HA-1 Design Guidelines (2011)

Chinatown HA-1A Design Guidelines (2011)

Chinatown Neighbourhood Plan and Economic Revitalization Strategy (2012)
Downtown Eastside Local Area Plan (2014)

City of Reconciliation Framework (2014)

Chinese Society Buildings Matching Grant Program (2014)

Chinese Society Legacy Program (2015)

Historic Discrimination Against Chinese People in Vancouver (2017)
Northeast False Creek Plan (2018)

REPORT
Background/Context
1. Area Context

Vancouver’s Chinatown is one of the largest in North America. It is a recognized
historic and cultural precinct in Vancouver and Pender Street is a designated National
Historic Site.

Chinatown’s planning boundaries cover approximately 10 blocks, totalling 45 acres of
land area. It is located east of downtown, and is one of the seven unique
neighbourhoods that make up the Downtown Eastside planning area. The boundaries of
Chinatown are shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1: Chinatown context map
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In terms of physical characteristics, Chinatown is a vibrant area with a rich mix of
commercial, cultural, and residential buildings. Chinatown has a unique and
recognizable character that is often described as “fine-grained”. Its special
characteristics include:

a consistent 25 to 50 feet wide lot pattern;

multiple individual buildings at different heights;

narrow and over-height storefronts filled with multiple small businesses;
display or merchandise spilling onto the sidewalks; and

varied uses on the upper floors of buildings, including commercial spaces for
doctors, dentists and other services, spaces for cultural activities used by clan
or benevolent associations, and residential units.

Its unique character comes not only from the urban fabric and heritage buildings but
also from the many organizations, businesses, activities and people that make up its
living culture. Chinatown remains the vibrant centre of an evolving and enduring
culture. Many community organizations including the 54 Chinese benevolent
associations and societies remain active in and around Chinatown and continue to
provide important social and cultural functions. As one of the original ethno-cultural
communities in Vancouver, Chinatown represents the core value of contemporary
Canadian society - cultural diversity. The national and global significance of this
historic and cultural neighbourhood reaches far beyond its physical boundaries.

2. Development Policies in Chinatown

The Zoning and Development By-law regulates use and form of buildings in the
neighbourhood through the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule (Chinatown Historic
Area). As well, the Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A) allows consideration
of site-specific rezoning to a CD-1 (Comprehensive Development) District. In general,
the goal of the area’s development policies and zoning regulations is to make sure new
buildings fit into Chinatown’s unique character.



Amendments to the Chinatown HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule, Design Guidelines and Policies 5
- RTS 11646

Figure 2: Chinatown’s existing zoning districts and the Chinatown South rezoning area
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“Base Zoning” - HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule (Chinatown Historic Area)

The HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule were revised and approved by Council in 2011.
Currently, the HA-1 District permits building height up to 50 feet by outright approval
or up to 75 feet by conditional approval based on urban design performance. The HA-
1A District permits building height up to 90 feet by outright approval.

Unlike most other zoning districts, Chinatown’s zoning districts do not include a
maximum or minimum development density (measured as net Floor Space Ratio or
FSR). Further, the zoning does not limit the width of development sites (i.e. site
frontage). In the HA-1 District, the width of individual storefronts within a building
must be within 25 to 50 feet wide. There is no limitation on the width of storefronts in
HA-1A. Decisions on development permit applications are made by the Director of
Planning or by the Development Permit Board.

In addition to the zoning regulations, the Chinatown Design Guidelines provide
guidance to the design of new development, including guidelines for setbacks on upper
floors and from the rear lane, architectural character (materials, colour and
composition), signage and lighting. The guidelines are intended to encourage
development that is sensitive to the area’s established cultural and historic identity.

Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A)

The Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A) was adopted by Council in 2011. The
main objectives of the Rezoning Policy are to direct growth to Chinatown South, which
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has fewer heritage buildings than historic Pender Street, and to achieve public
benefits from new development, typically in the form of Community Amenity
Contributions or on-site benefits such as affordable housing. Decisions on rezoning
applications are made by Council, with recommendations provided by staff.

The Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South allows for consideration of development
proposals beyond the base zoning height of 90 feet in Chinatown South (see Figure 2).
Buildings can be considered up to 150 feet in height on sites along Main Street
between Keefer and Union streets, and up to 120 feet in height in the rest of the HA-
1A area.

Similar to the base zoning of HA-1A, there is no maximum FSR identified in the
rezoning policy. Achievable density for new development is based on urban design
performance based on the HA-1A Design Guidelines and urban design provisions in the
Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A). Further, the policy recommends that
the width for development sites or site frontage be between 75 and 125 feet.
However, the policy contains no mandatory maximum width for development sites.
Lastly, similar to the base zoning of HA-1A, there is no limitation in the policy on the
width of storefronts.

3. Chinatown Vision and Action Plan Implementation

The Chinatown community, led by the Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee,
together with City staff, brought the Chinatown Vision and eleven Vision Directions to
Council for adoption in 2002. To this day, the Vision serves as a foundation to guide
City policy decisions, priorities, budgets and capital plans in the Chinatown
community.

The Vision describes Chinatown as “a place that tells the history with its physical
environment, a place that serves the needs of residents, youth and visitors, and a hub
of commercial, social and cultural activities.”

In 2012, Council approved the Chinatown Neighbourhood Plan and Economic
Revitalization Strategy. It was the result of over a decade of community work to
encourage investment in the community and to improve conditions for those who live,
work and visit the area. The objectives for Chinatown revitalization were to:

e support heritage, cultural and affordable housing projects;

e support businesses in Chinatown, which includes bringing in new residents, a
strategy to retain existing businesses and recruitment of new businesses; and

e improve public spaces and support economic revitalization.

As part of the revitalization strategy, the City supports Chinatown through policy
development, grants, direct capital investments and support of community projects.
Since 2012, the City has worked closely with the community on many successful
projects. The City invested over $4.5 million into heritage buildings, public realm
improvements, community asset upgrades and community economic projects. As a
result of the City’s investment, 29 society buildings received critical upgrades, 16 local
economic projects were supported, and new dragon lights and a community bulletin
board were installed. These projects also generated matching investments from
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property owners, community organizations as well as grant funding from senior levels
of governments. A list of these projects is included in Appendix G.

4. Pace of Change and Impacts to Community

During the development of the Economic Revitalization Strategy, most people in
Chinatown generally agreed that revitalization is needed and that growing the
residential base is part of the strategy. Since Council adoption of the revised
development policies in 2011, six new mixed-use projects were approved and/or
completed, adding 550 new housing units, including 22 seniors housing units to
Chinatown. New businesses have also begun to move in, creating more vibrancy to the
neighbourhood, especially at night with new restaurants.

However, based on feedback staff heard during public consultation (see Public
Feedback Summary in Appendix F), many are now becoming concerned that large-scale
market-driven development is happening too quickly and Chinatown character is under
threat of disappearing.

New developments and new businesses are not only changing how Chinatown looks and
feels, but also impacting long-term residents’ way of living. These changes are
especially stressful for vulnerable residents and low-income seniors in Chinatown and
Strathcona. In summary, the changes and impacts observed include:

¢ New businesses are moving in, but traditional businesses, such as food
related businesses are moving out or closing due to rising costs and aging
out of owners. As a result, many long-term residents, particularly low-income
seniors, are losing places to buy affordable, culturally appropriate produce and
food. For example, between 2009 and 2016, nearly half of Chinatown’s cultural
food assets (green grocers, bakery cafes) have closed (Hua Foundation,
Vancouver Food Security Report 2017).

e Increasing property values are creating pressure on long-term owners and
small businesses to sell or move. Land value has almost doubled between 2012
and 2016. Property taxes have also increased, which in many cases are passed
directly onto commercial tenants, making it difficult for them to continue to
operate.

e Land is being assembled for redevelopment. Some sites are being advertised
for unrealistic amounts of achievable density, or held and flipped for profit
without redevelopment.

¢ Demand for commercial spaces and housing in Chinatown is expected to
continue to increase, as development interests continue to move eastward
from the Downtown core. This in turn will intensify pressure for redevelopment
and demolition since there are few undeveloped sites left in Chinatown.

As summarized in the Public Feedback Summary in Appendix F, community concerns
are not restricted to impacts of new developments only. There are also general
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concerns that the living culture is being eroded and lost as businesses move out,
seniors age, and new residents with new expectations and spending habits move in.

The challenges facing Chinatown highlight that we need more than traditional policy
tools to achieve the community’s aspirations for a thriving neighbourhood rich in living
culture and heritage.

Strategic Analysis

1. ANew Way Forward - A Vibrant and Prosperous Chinatown Centred on Living
Heritage and Culture

With the recent approval by City Council of legacy actions from the Historic
Discrimination Against Chinese (HDC) report, there is renewed energy for the entire
neighbourhood to work together and prepare a long-term plan to protect and grow
Chinatown’s living culture and heritage, as a foundational step towards pursuing
UNESCO World Heritage Site designation.

One of the most valuable outcomes of the UNESCO preparation process is the creation
of a Living Culture and Heritage Assets Management Plan that empowers the
community to manage cultural resources for long-term sustainability. Further, by
having a unified process that can bring together three levels of government, this effort
can leverage resources beyond the City’s capability to achieve greater impacts.

Planning and preparation for applying to UNESCO as a World Heritage Site will take a
minimum three to five years, and the designation is not guaranteed. During the
preparation stage, urgent issues with pace of change and concerns with development
need to be resolved.

This report recommends changes to zoning and development policies to immediately
manage development and calm speculation, as a foundation to further work to
enhance the character of Chinatown.

2. Concerns with Development and Loss of Chinatown Character

Feedback from public consultation indicates that one of the most urgent concerns
regarding change in Chinatown is that the existing development policies (adopted in
2011) are not resulting in buildings that have the fine-grained character or the level of
richness and detail found in the existing buildings.

To respond to these concerns, in 2015, a review of development policies was initiated
with the objective of better managing new development.

The main feedback from the community were:
¢ New developments, especially those above 90 feet tall, are out of scale and are

inconsistent with Chinatown’s character.
e Trading character for public benefits is “not worth it”.
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o The pace of development puts pressure on existing businesses and Chinese

seniors.

e Chinatown’s intangible heritage (people, businesses and culture) should be the
cornerstone of Chinatown’s revitalization and future.

Community members would like to see the kind of development that makes Chinatown
special and unique. This includes smaller buildings with narrow storefronts, spaces for
businesses and culture, and housing for families.

3. Development Policies and Zoning Analysis

To address concerns about developments, staff analyzed Chinatown’s existing zoning
provisions, the Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South and the HA-1 and HA-1A Design
Guidelines, to identify areas for improvements.

Table 1: Development policy and zoning analysis summary

Current Development Policies

Impacts to Chinatown’s Character

Rezoning Process

e The value of CACs and whether
there are any benefits provided
on-site are negotiated on a case-
by-case basis.

e  Public benefits achieved have
been lower than expected,
resulting in a general feeling
that the resulting extra density
and height are “not worth it”.

Development Permit
Review Process

e The Chinatown Historic Area
Planning Committee (CHAPC)
reviews some development permit
applications, typically those that
involve changes to designated
heritage buildings.

e  Community sentiment that
community input and character
are compromised when
developments proceed without
CHAPC review

Overall scale of
development

e The rezoning policy allows
considerations of buildings above
the base zoning height limit of 90
feet.

e No maximum density, maximum
development site width or
maximum storefront width in both
the base zoning and the rezoning
policy.

e New developments, especially
rezoning projects, are seen to
be out of scale: too wide (over
75 feet) and too tall (above 90
feet).

Building Height
(above 90 feet)

e The rezoning policy allows
buildings above the base zoning
height limit of 90 feet to be
considered when public benefits
are offered.

e  Buildings taller than 90 feet are
seen to be out of scale and are
challenging to manage through
urban design strategies.

e  Buildings taller than 90 feet
immediately south of Pender
Street would “dwarf” heritage
buildings on Pender Street.
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Building Height
(number of floors )

No limit to the number of floors
within the maximum height or
minimum floor-to-ceiling height.

Developments typically lower
floor-to-ceiling height per floor,
to achieve extra density.
Lowered floor-to-ceiling height
compromises the liveability of
residential floors and results in
lower ceiling height in ground-
floor storefronts, with no
possibility for a traditional retail
mezzanine.

Development Density
(FSR)

No limit to density in the base
zoning or the rezoning policy.

Without a limit to density, it is
challenging to manage the
resulting building form, often
leading to overly bulky buildings.
Lack of interesting semi-private
spaces such as courtyards or
breezeways that are part of
Chinatown’s character.
Increased speculation as people
pay high prices for lots with an
unrealistic expectation of
density in the order of 8.0 to 9.0
FSR.

Width of
development
(site frontage)

No maximum development site
width in base zoning.

For rezoning, a maximum site
width is suggested but not
required.

Sites can be consolidated with
no maximum limit for new
development, possibly replacing
multiple individual existing
buildings.

The strategy to have building
facades designed to look like
multiple smaller buildings is not
always effective.

This type of development does
not reflect Chinatown’s fine-
grained character.

Width of storefronts

No maximum storefront width in
the base zoning (HA-1A only).
No maximum storefront width in
rezoning policy.

Large storefronts on the ground
floor of new developments are
out of character.

Land Use

Both the base zoning and rezoning
policy allow for choice of use on
the ground floor.

No minimum requirement for
commercial use.

Chinatown’s traditional
character includes a diverse mix
of uses including office and
cultural spaces on upper floors.
Retail with only residential
above is not part of traditional
Chinatown character.
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Parking and loading e There are no incentives for narrow e Parking and loading
for small lot lots to redevelop. requirements are difficult to
development meet on small lots.

e  This typically results in the
redevelopment of multiple lots
for economy of scale, and to
accommodate the space needed
for underground parking and
loading.

4. Recommended Changes to Development Policies and Zoning

The overall intent of the proposed changes is to ensure that this unique cultural and
historic neighbourhood will continue to thrive and honour its history and character.
These recommended changes envision development to proceed gradually, with a mix
of newer and older buildings that respect Chinatown’s character.

The key objectives of the amendments are to:

e Reinforce Council’s policy of revitalizing Chinatown and recognizing its role as a
special cultural and historic district.

e No longer consider taller and wider developments through rezoning.
Enable new buildings that are built on narrow lots with smaller storefronts
under the base zoning.

¢ Involve the community more in the review of new developments.

Table 1 in the Public Feedback Summary in Appendix F further outlines how each of
the following recommended changes respond to specific community concerns.

4.1 Revoke the Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South

The majority of concerns expressed by the community were related to buildings that,
through the Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A), were permitted to exceed
90 feet in height and be built on wide consolidated lots.

Staff recommend revoking the rezoning policy, which would mean that buildings above
90 feet in height would no longer be considered.

Through the rezoning process, the additional density sought in buildings over 90 feet in
height allowed Council to seek Community Amenity Contributions directed to public
benefits. There was strong consensus in the community that the limited public
benefits achieved though extra height and density are “not worth it,” given the
notable impact on Chinatown’s character.

Revoking the rezoning policy would also mean that this tool to achieve public benefits
will no longer be available. Therefore, achieving public benefits will need to rely on
other tools and sources of funding.
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The staff recommendation to revoke the rezoning policy makes an exception for one
application that is currently in process (Recommendation D):

e The rezoning application at 728-796 Main Street was submitted to the City in
May 2017 under the Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A). The proposal
for that site was presented to the public at a public open house on September
26, 2017. The application will be brought forward for Council consideration
once its review is complete.

4.2  Improve the HA-1 and HA-1A Zoning

A number of changes are also proposed to the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule of the
Zoning and Development By-law.

Conditional building height: For Chinatown South (HA-1A), the outright height has
been adjusted to 70 feet, and the maximum conditional height is 90 feet. This change
allows the approving authority to have more discretion in the review of development
applications for the maximum building height, including consideration of urban design
performance, livability, relationship to designated heritage buildings, and feedback
from advisory groups, property owners or tenants.

Maximum number of floors: The recommendations include the introduction of a
maximum number of floors within the current maximum height in order to achieve
higher ceilings for both the commercial and residential components of a building.

Limit to Density: To address concerns regarding the physical bulk of buildings and land
speculation, it is recommended that a maximum permissible density (FSR) be
introduced to the Districts Schedule. The recommended maximum net FSR is 4.8 for
HA-1 and 5.35 for HA-1A.

Introducing an overall maximum density will result in buildings that have greater
upper-floor setbacks and open spaces, and will better respond to the historical mid-
rise context of the neighbourhood. Further, within the maximum allowable density, a
secondary density cap is introduced for residential uses. This leaves a larger amount of
floor space that can only be allotted for non-residential uses such as ground-floor
retail, cultural spaces and small-scale businesses on the second storey, thereby
contributing to the historically high level of mixed uses in Chinatown.

Floor area exclusions: Lastly, with the proposed introduction of maximum floor space
ratio to both HA-1 and HA-1A, the proposed District Schedules includes instruction on
how floor area is calculated. Exclusions to the calculation of floor area are introduced,
including standard exclusions typically found in other zoning districts and for interior
public courtyards, indoor amenity areas, off-street loading and parking spaces on
ground level, with certain restrictions and limits.

Commercial and other non-residential uses: The recommendations include a
requirement for non-residential uses on the second storey and retail mezzanines.
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Social housing: The new zoning includes a relaxation for 100% social housing projects -
these projects can be exempted from the second floor non-residential uses
requirement, in order to maximize floor area for housing.

Staff investigated the feasibility of requiring social housing in new development. After
economic testing by consultants, it was recognized that this could only be achieved
through allowing additional height and density or through senior government funding
subsidies. However, the community indicated strong concerns of the impact of extra
height and density on the character of Chinatown. Therefore, this report does not
recommend using extra height and density beyond what is recommended in Table 2.
Efforts to secure additional social housing and/or seniors housing through adjacent
developments and funding assistance from the Provincial and Federal Governments
will continue (see section 4 in Next Steps).

Limit to width of development sites and storefronts: To address concerns of overly
wide buildings, large site consolidations and large storefronts, it is recommended that
the maximum width of storefronts and development sites be limited, which will result
in narrower buildings and smaller commercial retail spaces that are more conducive to
local small-scale businesses.

Family housing: The minimum percentage of housing units for families is formalized in
the proposed Districts Schedule for both HA-1 and HA-1A, in addition to being included
in the High-Density Housing for Families with Children Guidelines. The minimum
requirement is for 25 percent of all housing units in a development to be two-
bedrooms or larger, to help achieve housing mix and diversity for larger families. In
cases where this requirement is difficult to achieve, such as in renovation of heritage
buildings and existing low-cost housing units, an exemption can be considered.

Table 2 compares the existing and proposed HA-1 and HA-1A provisions. The proposed
by-law amendments are set out in Appendix A.

Table 2: Proposed changes to Chinatown zoning

Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A)

Existing Proposed

120 feet

Maximum height 150 feet (Main Street sub-area)

Width of development sites | Suggested development site

(Site Frontage) width of 75 feet to 125 feet
Revoke policy. Height above 90 feet
On-site or cash contributions and site width over 75 feet are not
towards heritage, cultural, supported.

social housing or affordable

Achieve public benefits housi .
ousing projects.

through community amenity
contributions
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Zoning District HA-1 - Historic Pender Street

Existing

Proposed

Maximum height

50 feet (outright)
75 feet (conditional)

No change

Maximum number of floors

No maximum

5 storeys (at 50 feet tall)
7 storeys (at 75 feet tall)

Maximum density (FSR)

No maximum

4.8 FSR* (conditional)

*See Appendix A for FSR inclusions and
exclusions

Land use

Choice of use, no minimum or
maximum requirement

Dwelling uses (outright)

Dwelling uses (outright)
Maximum 2.95 FSR residential*

Minimum 1.50 FSR non-residential
required*

* Relaxation may be given for social
housing projects.

Ground-floor use

Choice of use

No residential use (except for
entrances)

Width of development sites
(site frontage)

No maximum

50 feet maximum (or existing)

Width of storefronts

25 feet to 49 feet

25 feet maximum

Mezzanine floor and
laneway retail

No requirement

Exempted from being counted toward
maximum number floors

Including a retail mezzanine and
laneway retail will help a development
achieve maximum FSR (since
residential use is limited)

Family Housing Units

25% of all housing units to be
two-bedrooms or larger, in
guidelines only

25% of all housing units to be two-
bedrooms or larger

Rear setback 1.0 m for any use, 7.0 m for No change
residential use

Zoning District HA-1A - Chinatown South
Existing Proposed

Maximum height

90 feet (outright)

70 feet (outright)
90 feet (conditional)

Maximum number of floors

No maximum

6 storeys (at 70 feet tall)
8 storeys (at 90 feet tall)

Maximum density (FSR)

No maximum

5.35 FSR* (conditional)

*See Appendix A for FSR inclusions and
exclusions
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Land use Choice of use, no minimum or Dwelling uses (outright)
maximum requirement
Maximum 3.50 FSR residential*
Dwelling uses (outright)
Minimum 1.50 FSR non-residential*

* Relaxation may be given for social
housing projects.

Ground floor use Choice of use No residential use (except for
entrances)
Width of development sites No maximum 75 feet maximum (or existing)

(Site Frontage)

Width of storefronts 50 feet (in guidelines only) 50 feet maximum
Mezzanine floor and No requirement Exempted from being counted toward
laneway retail maximum number floors

Including a retail mezzanine and a
laneway retail will help a development
achieve maximum FSR (since
residential use is limited)

Family housing units 25% of all housing units to be 25% of all housing units to be two-
two-bedrooms or larger, in bedrooms or larger
guidelines only

Rear setback 1.0 m for any use, 7.0 m for No change
residential use

4.3 Revisions to the HA-1 and HA-1A Design Guidelines

In keeping with the growing need to manage change and protect Chinatown’s
character in alignment with design directions, it is recommended the HA-1 and HA-1A
Design Guidelines be elevated to the level of Council-adopted policy. Accordingly, it is
recommended the title of these documents be amended to HA-1 and HA-1A Design
Policies.

The HA-1A Design Guidelines are revised to remove references to buildings above 90
ft., to be consistent with the recommendation to revoke the Rezoning Policy for
Chinatown South. In addition, a number of small improvements are also proposed to
both the HA-1 and HA-1A Design Guidelines to make it easier for buildings to include
character cornices without requirement of an easement, provide further guidelines on
activating lanes and designs of awnings. These changes are described in Appendix B.

Additional work is required in consultation with the community to further amend the
guidelines to reflect cultural values, accessibility and seniors’ needs, as part of the
preparation of the Living Heritage and Cultural Assets Management Plan (see section 2
in Next Steps).
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4.4 Remove residential parking requirements and reduce commercial loading
requirements for small lots

Small development lots are part of Chinatown’s character. However, the
redevelopment of these lots has more constraints due to the site size. One of the
biggest constraints is lack of space to accommodate on-site parking.

An option to provide a payment in lieu of providing parking on site is already possible
for commercial and residential parking in the current Parking By-law. It is further
recommended that removing parking requirements for lots with a site area of 576 sq.
m (6,200 sqg. ft.) or less (in general lots that are 50 feet wide), for the residential
component of any development. Feedback from design professionals and developers
indicate this would be a major positive move to make these lots more feasible and
practical to redevelop.

With respect to loading requirements, staff recommend reducing the commercial
loading requirement to a maximum of one Class B loading space for lots with a site
area of 288 sq. m (3,100 sq. ft.) or less (in general lots that are 25 feet wide).

Due to the high concentration of existing historical buildings that are not equipped
with on-site loading spaces, the existing service lanes and streets often serve as de-
facto areas where commercial trucks can temporarily park. In anticipation of future
increases in residents and commercial businesses through redevelopment, the
provision of loading spaces on development sites will minimize future negative impacts
on the increased vehicular use of the neighbourhood’s streets and laneways.

Staff will review and monitor development applications for small lots after these
changes are in place. If further reduction of loading requirements for small lot
developments is warranted, staff will bring these changes for Council’s consideration
in the future.

The recommended revisions to the Parking By-law are included in Appendix C.

Public Input

Throughout the community engagement process, the City heard strong agreement that
a lively, culturally rich Chinatown is an invaluable part of Vancouver.

Staff engaged over 1040 people and received many pieces of passionate and thoughtful
feedback from community members during the engagement from 2016, 2017 and in
March and April 2018. These include 412 written submissions, a petition with 1,221
signatures and nine letters from organizations (see Figure 4). Based on the amount of
feedback received and number of people engaged, it is clear that people care deeply
about the future of Vancouver’s Chinatown.

The main themes of feedback include:

e The need to respect and recognize both the tangible and intangible parts of
Chinatown’s character and heritage.
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Concerns about impacts of change to Chinese seniors.

Concerns about loss of traditional and affordable businesses.

That new development should not replace heritage buildings.

The need to address scale of development, including building height, building

width and density.

Concerns about buildings over 90 feet tall through the rezoning process.

e Preference for incremental development and authenticity.

e The need to recognize both HA-1 and HA-1A as part of Chinatown’s historic and
cultural character.

e Overall concern about loss of Chinatown’s character.

The public comments form the basis of staff recommendations for revised zoning for
Chinatown, described above in section 4.

Figure 3: Types of feedback received in 2016 and 2017

Written comment sheets 218
Online comment form 104
Emails 90

Organization letters 9

Petition signatures 1221

Recognizing that many members of the Chinatown community may not understand
English, staff made a special effort to reach out to the Chinese-speaking community.
For the October 2016 open houses, notifications and key messages on open house
display boards were translated, but community members suggested that more
translation was needed.

In response to these suggestions, staff saw an opportunity to provide enhanced
translation services for the February 2017 open house. The outcome was a level of
service in Chinese unprecedented for Vancouver, and rare for any public consultation
process in North America, including:

o Fully bilingual notification material.

o Fully translated open house boards.

e New bilingual directional signage and signage highlighting that bilingual
services are available.

¢ New bilingual name tags with ““| speak Chinese” badges.

¢ New bilingual easy-to-understand explanation of the open house format.

e Three interpreters fluent in Cantonese and Mandarin, in addition to Cantonese-
and Mandarin-speaking planning staff.

¢ Information and comment forms available in Chinese on the City’s webpage:
vancouver.ca/chinatown



Amendments to the Chinatown HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule, Design Guidelines and Policies 18
- RTS 11646

e OQOutreach to Chinese media, with both advertisements and informational
interviews.

In addition, for the March and April 2018 community engagement, all notifications,
information materials and surveys were bilingual, and bi-lingual staff were present to
answer questions at all these events.

A detailed public feedback summary is included in Appendix F.

Next Steps
Transformation Framework for Chinatown

As discussed earlier in the report, Chinatown’s character is comprised of more than its
buildings and physical environment. Achieving a truly vibrant and prosperous
Chinatown requires the collaboration between multiple partners to invest into its
living culture, people, and organizations.

To undertake this challenge, a dedicated, multi-disciplinary “Chinatown
Transformation” staff team will be established as shown in Figure 4. This team will
focus on deepening community involvement, capacity building, and protecting and
growing Chinatown’s intangible heritage and living culture. Using this approach, the
team will be responsible for implementing legacy actions approved in the HDC report
(see numbers 1 and 2).

Further, the team will also be working closely and collaboratively with the Downtown

Eastside planning team to implement actions from the Downtown Eastside Plan and
Northeast False Creek Plan that relate to Chinatown (see numbers 3 to 5).

Figure 4: Transformation Framework for Chinatown

Downtown Eastside Planning Team Chinatown Multi-disciplinary Team

Manage development Legacy Actions
e Development policies » Education & programming
* Development applications * Management Plan, Memorial Square
* Design guidelines and Keefer Stredesign, UNESCO

Transformative Change
e Community building
* Living culture

NEFC Plan » Sustainable DTES Plan
(Main Street Blocks) development s Plan implementation
* Planimplementation » Grants, Legacy Buildings, Legacy
* Seniors housing, cultural centre & Businesses

amenities, parks, Chinatown gateway,
business & public spaces curation
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1. Collaborative community engagement

This approach aims to build community capacity and deepen community engagement
so the community can be active participants in the neighbourhood’s future.

A long-term work program will be co-created with the community in order to ensure it
reflects their priorities and values. Topics that the community has indicated as
priorities include: supporting local and legacy businesses, advocating for seniors’
housing and amenities needs, improving language access to City-hosted events and
engaging youth and seniors.

2. Conserve, commemorate and enhance living heritage and cultural assets by
implementing legacy actions A and B (City-wide) and legacy action C
(Chinatown) from the Historic Discrimination against Chinese report.

City-wide legacy actions include reaching out to Vancouver residents, both Chinese
and non-Chinese, and engaging them through education and dialogues on anti-racism
and stronger social and cultural programming about Chinese-Canadian culture.

In addition, the Chinatown legacy actions focus on conserving, commemorating and
enhancing the living heritage and cultural assets primarily in Chinatown, including the
following:

e Create a Chinatown Living Heritage and Cultural Assets Management Plan
together with the community.

¢ Initiate the UNESCO process, including researching the scope, timeline,
resource implication and feasibility.

o Redesign of Memorial Square and the Keefer/Quebec Streets intersection.

e Support short-term activation projects in the community.

3. Continue to implement actions from the Downtown Eastside Plan that relate to
Chinatown.

This includes leveraging Downtown Eastside capital funding to support community
projects, implementation of the Society Legacy Buildings Program, completing the
Legacy Business Study and researching feasibility of tools to support local-serving

retail.

4. Maximize on opportunities for seniors housing and inter-generational amenities
by leveraging adjacent developments in the Northeast False Creek including the
Main Street blocks

Studies and community consultation have indicated an urgent need for new and
replacement affordable seniors housing and amenities, to improve living conditions,
build a culturally sustainable Chinatown, and battle social isolation.

There are currently 389 units of social housing and 457 rooms designated under the
SRA bylaw in Chinatown. The City will continue to work with non-profit property
owners and partners, including Chinese Societies, to upgrade existing low-income
housing units. This is consistent with the priority in the DTES Plan and the Chinatown
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Vision to protect and upgrade existing low-income housing, add new market housing,
and add new low-income housing where possible.

In addition, the Northeast False Creek Plan (NEFC Plan) recently approved by City
Council includes substantial public benefits contributions to Chinatown, including
contributions towards heritage, Chinese Cultural Centre and amenity upgrades.
Further, the plan includes 300 units social housing and possibly more rental housing,
including for vulnerable seniors, in Sub-area 6D (Main Street blocks).

The realization of these benefits and supporting policies are partially dependent on
rezoning applications and will take place over-time. The Chinatown Transformation
team and DTES Planning team will work closely together to monitor implementation.

5. On-going management of development

The DTES Planning team will continue its role in managing development, including
providing policy advices on development applications, monitoring the implementation
of development policies and guidelines, and review of such policies and guidelines
when necessary. This includes further work to review the Chinatown Design Guidelines
to incorporate cultural values as discussed in section 4.3 in Strategic Analysis.

Implications/Related Issues/Risk
Financial

The recommendations proposed in this report, including: revoking the rezoning policy
(which eliminates the potential for Community Amenity Contributions achieved
through rezoning) and limiting density (which could reduce Development Cost Levy
collected), will likely result in lower levels of developer contributions available to
achieve public benefits.

CONCLUSION

Chinatown holds an important place in the hearts of many Vancouverites, in the
Chinese-Canadian community and beyond. While it is rare to revise policy adopted
recently by Council, the City committed to consult with the community on changes to
better manage development in Chinatown, recognizing the sensitivity of this historic
neighbourhood. The intended effect of these changes is to adjust the pace of
development and to guide new development proposals so they are a better fit with
Chinatown’s character.

The future success of Chinatown depends on much more than just zoning and
development policies. The community, businesses and government must continue to
work and learn from each other to build a vibrant, thriving Chinatown. Preparation
towards attaining a UNESCO World Heritage designation is an exciting opportunity to
bring all partners together in a concerted effort to protect and enhance Chinatown’s
living heritage and culture, supported by deep community involvement and
stewardship. If successful, this work and the recommended policy changes will ensure
Chinatown remains a special place for generations to come.

* k k k%
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Draft Amendments to the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule

Note: References to Section 11 in the draft amendments refer to sections in the
Zoning and Development By-law.

1. Council amends the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule (Chinatown Historic

Area) of the Zoning and Development By-law generally as presented below, by

adding the underlined text, and by removing the strikethrough text:

21

2.2

221

HA-1 and HA-1A Districts Schedule

(Chinatown Historic Area)

Intent

Chinatown is one of the city’s original communities. It is a distinct community, which
was established in response to the cultural and social needs of its Chinese population,
primarily from Guangdong Province. The resulting “Chinatown Architecture”
combined 19th century building patterns from Guangdong Province - which themselves
were influenced by early contact with European, primarily Portuguese and Italian,
cultures - with the local adaptions of Victorian forms. The significant buildings of this
period were built between the Great Fire of 1886 and the beginning of the Great
Depression in 1929 and many are protected heritage properties. Chinatown has
traditionally accommodated a variety of uses from retail to residential to light industrial
with a degree of tolerance not found in all parts of the city.

The intent of this Schedule is to encourage the preservation and rehabilitation of the
significant early buildings of Chinatown, while recognizing that the evolving activities
that make this district an asset to the city need to be accommodated contextually. The
Schedule may permit a range of uses provided that reasonable, but not rigorous,
concerns for compatibility are met.

To achieve this intent, this Schedule provides the basic development controls that
regulate land uses and building form. There are two Districts: HA-1 corresponds to the
boundaries of the protected heritage properties and the National Historic Site on Pender
Street; HA-1A is the remainder of Chinatown. There are also two sets of related design
guidelines. The guidelines are important for achieving an appropriate level of design
sensitivity.

Outright Approval Uses

Subject to all other provisions of this By-law and to compliance with section 2.3 and
the regulations of this Schedule, the uses listed in section 2.2 shall be permitted as
specified in sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2 and shall be issued a permit.

Uses

The uses listed in section 2.2.1 shall be permitted in the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts.
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22.1.A

22.1.C

Accessory Uses customarily ancillary to any of the uses listed in this Schedule,
but not including the sale of liquor accessory to a hotel, provided that unless
permitted as an outright approval use pursuant to section 2 of this Schedule, the
total floor area of all accessory uses is not greater than 25 per_cent of the gross
floor area of the principal use, and all accessory uses are located within the
principal building.

[Cultural and Recreational]

Avrtist Studio - Class A, subject to the provisions of section 11.18 of this By-law.
Arts and Culture Indoor Event.

Club.

Community Centre or Neighbourhood House.

Fitness Centre.

Library.

Museum or Archives.

2.2.1.DW [Dwelling]

2211

221M

2.2.1.0

22.1R

@-

Dwelling Uses, provided that a minimum of 25% of the total number of dwelling
units contain 2 or more bedrooms;

Residential Unit associated with and forming an integral part of an Artist

Studio - Class A, subject to the provisions of section 11.19 of this By-law.

[Institutional]

Child Day Care Facility.

Church.

School - Elementary or Secondary.
School - University or College.
Community Care Facility — Class A.

[Manufacturing]

Bakery Products Manufacturing.
Clothing Manufacturing.

Jewellery Manufacturing.

Printing and Publishing.

Shoes or Boots Manufacturing.
Textiles or Knit Goods Manufacturing.

[Office]

Financial Institution provided that it occupies a floor at least 3.0 m above grade
or, in the case of a floor at or near grade, was in existence as of December 6,
1994,

General Office.

Health Care Office.

Health Enhancement Centre.

[Retail]

Furniture or Appliance Store.
Grocery or Drug Store.
Retail Store.
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2.2.1.S

221U

[Service]

. Auction Hall.

Barber Shop or Beauty Salon.

Beauty and Wellness Centre.

Bed and Breakfast Accommodation, subject to the provisions of section 11.4 of
this By-law.

Catering Establishment.

Laboratory.

Laundromat or Dry Cleaning Establishment.
Photofinishing or Photography Laboratory.
Photofinishing or Photography Studio.

Print Shop.

Production or Rehearsal Studio.

Repair Shop - Class B.

Restaurant - Class 1.

School - Arts or Self-Improvement.

School - Business.

School - Vocational or Trade.

[Utility and Communication]

° Radiocommunication Station.

o . ial tution.
2.3 Conditions of Use

231

All uses listed in this section shall be carried out wholly within a completely enclosed
building, except for the following:

(@) parking and loading facilities;
(b) restaurant and refreshment facilities; and
(c) display of flowers, plants, fruits, and vegetables.

3.1

3.2

Conditional Approval Uses

Subject to all other provisions of this By-law, and the provisions and regulations of this
Schedule, the Development Permit Board may approve any of the uses listed in section
3.2, subject to the conditions of section 3.3, and including such other conditions as it
may decide, provided that it first considers:

(@) the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by
Council;

(b) the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant; and

(c) the appropriateness of the use with respect to the items which are shown in italics
following the use.

Uses
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3.2A
3.2.AG

3.2.C

3.2.DW

3.2

3.2.LW

3.2.M

Accessory Uses comprising the sale of liquor accessory to a hotel.

[Agricultural]

Greenhouse. compatibility with surrounding uses, size
Urban Farm - Class B, subject to the provisions of section 11.30 of this By-law.

[Cultural and Recreational]

Arcade. compatibility with surrounding uses, size, noise control, hours of
operation

Artist Studio - Class B, subject to the provisions of section 11.18 of this By-law.
Billiard Hall. compatibility with surrounding uses, size

Bowling Alley. compatibility with surrounding uses, size, noise and vibration
control

Bingo Hall.

Casino - Class 1.

Hall. compatibility with surrounding uses, number existing, hours of operation,
social and policing impacts, noise control, size of liquor facilities, parking, taxi
and bus ingress and egress

Park or Playground. continuity of pedestrian interest, social and policing
impacts, durability of materials

Rink. compatibility with surrounding uses, size

Swimming Pool. compatibility with surrounding uses, noise control, parking,
taxi and bus ingress and egress

Theatre.  compatibility with surrounding uses, number existing, hours of
operation, social and policing impacts, noise control, size of liquor facilities,
parking, taxi and bus ingress and egress

[Dwelling]

Micro dwelling, subject to the provisions of section 11.27 of this By-law.
Residential Unit associated with and forming an integral part of an Artist
Studio - Class B, subject to the provisions of section 11.19 of this By-law.
Seniors Supportive or Assisted Housing, subject to section 11.17 of this By-law.

[Institutional]

Ambulance Station. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress

Hospital. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity, vehicular
ingress and egress

Public Authority Use. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress

Social Service Centre. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
provides services primarily for the occupants of dwelling uses within or
immediately adjacent to the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts

[Live-Work Use]

Live-Work Use, subject to section 11.23 of this By-law.

[Manufacturing]
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3.2.P

3.2.R

3.2.5

Manufacturing Uses, as listed below. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian
amenity, vehicular ingress and egress, location, safety, noise, vibrations, size and
odours

Dairy Products Manufacturing.

Electrical Products or Appliances Manufacturing.

Food or Beverage Products Manufacturing - Class B.
Furniture or Fixtures Manufacturing.

Leather Products Manufacturing.

Miscellaneous Products Manufacturing - Class B.
Non-metallic Mineral Products Manufacturing - Class B.
Plastic Products Manufacturing.

Tobacco Products Manufacturing.

Wood Products Manufacturing - Class B.

[Parking]

Parking Uses.  compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress, size

[Retail]

Farmers’ Market, subject to the provisions of Section 11.21 of this By-law.
Compatibility with nearby sites, parking, traffic, noise, hours of operation, size of
facility, pedestrian amenity.

Gasoline Station - Split Island, existing as of December 6, 1994, subject to the
provisions of section 11.10 of this By-law. pedestrian amenity, vehicular ingress
and egress

Medical Marijuana-related Use, subject to the provisions of section 11.28 of this
By-law.

Pawnshop. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity, number
existing, social and policing impacts, hours of operation, vehicular ingress and
egress

° Public Bike Share.

. Secondhand Store. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
number existing, social and policing impacts, hours of operation, vehicular
ingress and egress

° Small-scale Pharmacy, subject to the provisions of section 11.22 of this By-law.

. Vehicle Dealer. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress, size, impact on character of area

[Service]

Cabaret.  compatibility with surrounding uses, number existing, hours of
operation, social and policing impacts, noise control

Hotel. size of liquor facilities, noise control, parking, loading, taxi and bus
ingress and egress

Laundry or Cleaning Plant. compatibility with surrounding uses, noise control,
vehicular impacts

Neighbourhood Public House. compatibility with surrounding uses, number
existing, hours of operation, social and policing impacts, noise control
Restaurant - Class 2. compatibility with surrounding uses, number existing,
hours of operation, social and policing impacts, noise control

Sign Painting Shop. compatibility with surrounding uses

Wedding Chapel, subject to section 11.20 of this By-law.
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32T

3.2.U

3.2.W

3227

3.3

331

3.3.2

[Transportation and Storage]

° Cold Storage Plant. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress, size

° Mini-storage Warehouse.  compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian
amenity, vehicular ingress and egress, size

° Packaging Plant. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress, size

. Storage Warehouse. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress, size

. Taxicab or Limousine Station. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian
amenity, vehicular ingress and egress, size

° Truck Terminal or Courier Depot. compatibility with surrounding uses,
pedestrian amenity, vehicular ingress and egress, size

[Utility and Communication]

. Public Utility existing as of December 6, 1994. pedestrian amenity, vehicular
ingress and egress

. Recycling Depot. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress, size, hours of operations

[Wholesale]

. Lumber and Building Materials Establishment. compatibility with surrounding
uses, pedestrian amenity, vehicular ingress and egress, safety, size, impact on
character of area

° Wholesaling - Class A. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress

° Wholesaling - Class B. compatibility with surrounding uses, pedestrian amenity,
vehicular ingress and egress

° Any other use which is not specifically listed and defined as a use in section 2 of
this By-law but which the Development Permit Board considers comparable in
nature to the uses listed in this Schedule, having regard to the intent of this
District Schedule.

Conditions of Use

All uses listed in this section shall be carried on wholly within a completely enclosed
building, except for the following:

(@) parking and loading facilities;

(b) restaurant;

(c) parks and playgrounds;

(d) neighbourhood public house;

(e) full serve and split island gasoline station, except that section 11.10.2 of this By-
law continues to apply;

(f)  farmers’ market; and

() public bike share.

No use listed in section 3.2 of this Schedule shall involve the bulk storage of vegetable
oil or fat, fish, fish oil or meal, scrap, junk, chemicals, paints, varnishes, rags, cotton
waste, petroleum, bitumen or tar products or derivatives, or similar flammable products
or materials.
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3.3.3 Any development permit issued for live-work use must stipulate as permitted uses:
(@ dwelling unit;
(b) general office, health care office, barber shop or beauty salon, photofinishing or
photography studio, or artist studio — class A; and
(c) dwelling unit combined with any use set out in subsection (b).

3.34 Except for entrances, all floors of a live-work unit or dwelling use must be at least 2.0
m above street grade along a fronting or flanking street.

4 Regulations
All uses approved under sections 2 and 3 of this District Schedule shall be subject to
the following regulations.

4.1 Site Area -- Not Applicable.

4.2 Frontage

421 In the HA-1 District, the maximum frontage s
el el : : any ground floor shopfront
shall be 7.6m.

422
shall be 15.3 m.

4.2.3 In the HA-1 District, the maximum site width, as measured along the front property
line for any site shall be 15.3m or the existing width of the lot as of [bylaw adoption
date]

4.2.4 In the HA-1A District, the maximum site width, as measured along the front property
line for any site shall be 22.9m or the existing width of the as of [bylaw adoption date].

4.3 Height

43.1 3/ The maximum

height of a building éhall be:

(@) 15.2 mand no more than 5 storeys in the HA-1 District; and
(b) 21.3 mand no more than 6 storeys in the HA-1A District.

N : heiaht of a building shall .

4.3.2

Despite the provision of 4.3.1, the Development Permit Board or the Director of

Planning, as the case may be, may permit an increase in the maximum height—tp-to
228 minHA-L;

(a) _in the HA-1 District, up to 22.8 m and no more than 7 storeys, provided that no
portion below the third storey of a building shall be used for Dwelling Uses
except for entrances and amenity spaces that serve the residential portion; and
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4.3.3

4.3.4

(b) in the HA-1A District, up to 27.4 m and no more than 8 storeys, provided that no
portion below the third storey of a building shall be used for Dwelling Uses
except for entrances and amenity spaces that serve the residential portion.

providing that the Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning, as the case
may be, first considers:

(i) the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines
adopted by Council;

(if)  the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant;

(iii) the bulk, location, and overall design of the building and its effect on the
site, surrounding buildings and streets;

(iv) the relationship of the development to any designated heritage building;

(v) the design and liveability of any dwelling units; and

(vi) the effect of an addition on the heritage value of any designated building
which is listed on the Vancouver Heritage Register.

The Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning, as the case may be, may
exclude building cornices and parapets to a maximum height of 2.2 m and vertical
decorative elements such as flagpoles and finials from the maximum height in sections
4.3.1 and 4.3.2 and-4-3-3 providing that consideration is first given to the intent of this
Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by Council.

In both the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts, a mezzanine floor located above ground, but

4.4

441

442

below the second storey shall not be counted as a storey provided:

(a)  the floor area of the mezzanine does not exceed 60% of the site area; and
(b)  the habitable floor area does not contain a Dwelling Use, or any Accessory Uses
that are ancillary to Dwelling Use.

Front Yard and Setback

- All sites must have a Front Yard of 450 mm except

where a building includes architectural articulation or decoration of its front facade,

then these eIements may prolect |nto the front vard that—pre;teet—trenﬁheefrent—fae&de

The Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning, as the case may be, may

allow portlons of the burldlng to be reeessed—abeve#reseeenelileeefeetkw&rpes&ef

recessed from the Front Yard at grade or above for the purposes of

() providing passageways to interior courtyards;

(b)  providing recessed balconies above the ground floor;

(c)  reducing the visual impact on the public realm of the uppermost storeys of the
building, provided that the recess is at least 3.0 m behind the principal facade;
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4.5

(d) _ rooftop mechanical equipment;
(e) increasing residential units' exposure to natural light; and

(f) _ providing a covered area in front of a building entrance.

provided that consideration is first given to:

(1) the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by
Council;

(i1) the massing, and overall design of the building and its effect on the site,
surrounding buildings, block face and character of the area; and

(iii) _the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant.

Side Yards and Setbacks

45.1 No side yards shall be permitted, except that where a side property line abuts a street,
lane or dedicated public park, then the Development Permit Board or the Director of
Planning, as the case may be, may allow portions of the building to be recessed from
the side property line, at grade or above, for the purposes of:
(a)  providing passageways to interior courtyards;
(b)  providing recessed balconies above the ground floor;
(c)  reducing the visual impact on the public realm of the uppermost storeys of the
building, provided that the recess is at least 3.0 m behind the principal facade;
(d) _ rooftop mechanical equipment;
(e) increasing residential units' exposure to natural light; and
(f) _ providing a covered area in front of a building entrance.
provided that consideration is first given to:
(i) the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by
Council;
(i1) the massing, and overall design of the building and its effect on the site,
surrounding buildings, block face and character of the area; and
(iii) _ the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant.
45.2

be, may allow an additional setback from the sideyard for the purpose of creating a

light well or providing open space at grade, provided that no portion of the setback is
closer than 4.0 m to a street facade, and further that any window looking directly into
the light well is set back a minimum of 3.0 m from the nearest obstruction, and
provided that consideration is first given to:

(@ the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by
Council;

(b) the massing, and overall design of the building and its effect on the site,
surrounding buildings, block face and character of the area; and
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(c) the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant.

For the purposes of section 4.5.2, the following shall be considered obstructions:

(b)  the maximum size building permitted on any adjacent site.

There shall be a minimum rear yard or setback of 1.0 m from the rear property line
across the full width of the building, except that where any portion of a building
contains residential uses, that portion shall be set back 7.0 m from the rear property
line, across the full width of the building.

The floor space ratio in the HA-1 and HA-1A Districts shall not exceed:

i. for all combined uses, up to 4.8;
ii. for Dwelling Uses , up to 2.95, provided the floor space ratio for
uses other than Dwelling Uses is no less than 1.5;

i. for all combined uses , up to 5.35;
ii. for Dwelling Uses, up to 3.5, provided the floor space ratio for uses
other than Dwelling Uses is no less than 1.5;

provided that the Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning first

0] the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines

(ii) the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant

(iii) the bulk, location, and overall design of the building and its effect on the

site, surrounding buildings and streets;

(iv) the relationship of the development to any designated heritage building;

(V) the design and liveability of any dwelling units; and

(vi) the effect of an addition on the heritage value of any designated heritage
building or building listed on the Vancouver Heritage Register.

453
(@ an existing building; and
4.6 Rear Yard and Setback
46.1
4.7 Floor Space Ratio
4.7.1
(@) Inthe HA-1 District:
(b) Inthe HA-1A District:
considers:
adopted by Council;
4.7.2

Computation of floor area shall include:

@) all floors of all buildings, at or above ground level, to be measured to the extreme

outer limits of the buildings;

(b) floor area, located at or above grade, that is used to access off-street parking and

loading spaces in the form of an access ramp, elevator or uses which in the
opinion of the Director of Planning or the Development Permit Board are similar
to the foregoing; and,

) all interior residential where the distance from a floor to the floor above, or

where there is no floor above, the top of the roof structure, exceeds 3.7 m, an
amount equal to the area of the floor below the excess height, except that the
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Director of Planning may exclude an area designed with venting skylights,
opening clerestory windows or other similar features if:

Q) in the opinion of the Director of Planning, the area is designed to reduce
energy consumption or improve natural light and ventilation, and
(i) the area excluded does not exceed 1 % of the permitted floor area.

4.7.3 Computation of floor area shall exclude:

4.7.4

(a)

open or covered balconies and any other appurtenances which, in the opinion of

(b)

the Director of Planning or the Development Permit Board, are similar to the
foregoing, provided that the total area of all exclusions does not exceed 12% of
the floor area being provided;

patios and roof gardens, provided that the Director of Planning or the

(©

Development Permit Board first approves the design of sunroofs and walls;
where floors are used for off-street parking and loading, the taking on or

(d)

discharging of passengers, bicycle storage, heating and mechanical equipment, or
uses which in the opinion of the Director of Planning are similar to the foregoing,
those floors or portions thereof so used, which are below the base surface
provided that the off-street parking spaces do not have a length of more than 7.3
m;

all residential storage above or below base surface, except that if the residential

(e)

storage above base surface exceeds 3.7 m2 per dwelling unit, there will be no
exclusion for any of the residential storage above base surface for that unit; and
in buildings with commercial, retail or service use at grade, the area occupied by

interior commercial kitchen exhaust shafts, to a maximum exclusion of 3.7 m2 for
each floor above the commercial, retail or service use.

Computation of floor area may exclude:

(a)

interior public space, including breezeways, courtyards and other similar spaces,

(b)

provided that:
0] the excluded area shall not exceed 10% of the permitted floor area;

(ii) the excluded area shall be secured by covenant and right-of-way in
favour of the City which sets out public access and use; and

(ii1) the Director of Planning first considers all applicable policies and
guidelines adopted by Council;

indoor amenity areas, including day care facilities and non-profit recreation

(c)

facilities, to a maximum floor area of the lessor of 10 % of the permitted floor
area or 1 000 m?, provided, in the case of day care facilities, the Director of
Planning on the advice of the Director of Social Planning, is satisfied that there is
a need for a day care facility in the immediate neighbourhood;

where floors are used for off-street loading spaces which are located at base

(d)

surface up to a maximum of and 26 sg.m, provided that the Director of Planning
first considers all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by Council; and,
where floors are used for off-street parking of shared vehicles located at base

surface, up to a maximum of floor space ratio of 0.07, provided that the Director
of Planning considers all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by Council.
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4.7.5

Any area excluded shall not be used for any purposes other than those for which it is

excluded.

4.7 4.8-4.9 [Reserved]

4.10
410.1

4.10.2

4.10.3

410.4

4.10.5

4.10.6

4.11-
4.16

4.17

Horizontal Angle of Daylight
Each habitable room must have at least one window on an exterior wall of a building.

Each exterior window must be located so that a plane or planes extending from the
window and formed by an angle of 50 degrees, or two angles with a sum of 70 degrees,
will encounter no obstruction over a distance of 24-6-m 20.0 m.

The plane or planes referred to in section 4.10.2 must be measured horizontally from
the centre of the bottom of each window.

The Director of Planning or Development Permit Board may relax the horizontal angle
of daylight requirement, if:

(@) the Director of Planning or Development Permit Board first considers all the
applicable policies and guidelines adopted by Council; and
(b) the minimum distance of unobstructed view is not less than 2.4 m.

An obstruction referred to in section 4.10.2 means:

(@) any part of the same building including permitted projections; or
(b) the largest building permitted under the zoning on any adjoining site.

A habitable room referred to in section 4.10.1 does not mean:

(@) abathroom; or

(b) akitchen whose floor area is the lesser of:
(i)  10% or less of the total floor area of the dwelling unit, or
(i) 9.3m?

[Reserved]

External Design

All new buildings and alterations or additions to existing buildings require the approval
of the Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning for the design of
buildings or alterations to elevations facing streets, lanes, and adjacent buildings. The
Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning may approve the design of such
buildings, alterations or additions provided that consideration is first given to:

(@) the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by
Council;

(b) the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant;

(c) the effect of new visible exterior surfaces on the architectural and historically
significant characteristics of the existing building on site or adjacent buildings;

(d) the extent to which the alterations to existing buildings are consistent with
documented evidence of the original design or an earlier exterior treatment of
historical significance to the building;
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51

5.2

5.3

5.4

(e) the alterations to historically significant characteristics of an existing building are
necessary to accommodate a change of use permitted in the Schedule; and

(f)  the alterations to historically significant characteristics of an existing building are
necessary to advance public health and safety.

Relaxation of Regulations

The Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning, as the case may be, may
relax the frontage and rear yard regulations of sections 4.2 and 4.6 of this Schedule,
provided that consideration is first given to:

(@) the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by
Council; and
(b) the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant.

The Development Permit Board or the Director of Planning, as the case may be, may
relax the use conditions of sections 2.3.1 and 3.3.1 to permit the outdoor display of
retail goods, and may include such other conditions as he deems necessary, having
regard to the type of merchandise, the area and location of the display with respect to
adjoining sites, and the hours of operation, provided consideration is first given to:

(@) the intent of this Schedule and all applicable policies and guidelines adopted by
Council; and
(b) the submission of any advisory group, property owner or tenant.

The Director of Planning may relax the horizontal angle of daylight requirement in
section 4.10 if:

(@) the Director of Planning or Development Permit Board first considers all the
applicable policies and guidelines adopted by Council; and

(b) the building is listed on the Vancouver Heritage Register or in the opinion of the
Director of Planning has sufficient heritage value or heritage character to justify
its conservation.

The Development Permit Board may relax the conditions for Dwelling Uses under

5.5

section 2.2.1.DW, in this Schedule for:

(a)  the conservation of a building listed on the Vancouver Heritage Regqister or in the
opinion of the Director of Planning a building that has sufficient heritage value or
heritage character to justify its conservation; or

(b)  the renovation of existing low-cost housing units for persons receiving assistance
with the intent to maintain these units with the same tenure.

The Development Permit Board may relax the conditions for Dwelling Uses under:

(@) section 2.2.1.DW,
(b) sections 4.3.2 (a), 4.3.2 (b), and;
(c) sections 4.7.1 (a)(ii), 4.7.1 (b)(ii)

where the Dwelling Uses in the proposed development comprise 100% social housing.
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Draft Amendments to the HA-1 Design Guidelines

1. Council amends the title of the document to HA-1 Design Policies and amends
references to the title in the text of the document accordingly.

2. Council amends the text of section 4.4 Courtyards and Passageways by adding
a new section 4.4.3 with the following text:

“The provision new public gathering spaces and pathways in Chinatown is
encouraged. New developments may provide on-site indoor, outdoor or
covered spaces that are openly accessible to the public. Interesting places
with various levels of intimacy may be considered, such as passageways,
courtyards, breezeways and similar spaces. The District Schedule encourages
the provision of these spaces through an exemption from the calculation of
these spaces towards the maximum allowable Floor space, on the condition
that a legal Public Statutory Right-of-Way is secured.”

3. Council amends the text of section 4.6.2.3 under Access to off-street parking
and service areas by adding a new section (d) with the following text and a new
Figure 11 immediately following the text:

“(d) Loading spaces are important components for any new building in
Chinatown. In this historic district, service lanes are shared with older
buildings that are not equipped with on-site loading facilities. Keeping
the service lanes clear of parked trucks and cars is an important goal in
this district as residential and commercial uses intensify.

To balance and facilitate both the desires for loading spaces and laneway-
facing retail frontages, small 25 ft. wide lots will be required a minimum
and maximum of 1 Class “B” loading space, perpendicular to the rear
property line.

For 50 ft. wide sites and larger, more than 1 Class “B” loading space is
typically required by the Parking By-Law. The design of these spaces,
however, should consider their flexible nature as public patio spaces when
loading is not occurring. Providing the second required loading space as a
parallel space can be considered, since it would provide a space that is
more conducive to public gathering against the service lane, than a
second perpendicular space.”

4. Council replaces the text of section 5.4.6.3 under Awnings and Canopies,
Criteria for New Buildings with the following text:

“Continuous weather protection over the public sidewalk should be provided in
the form of retractable clothe awnings. Retractable fabric awnings were
frequently found in Chinatown and these are encouraged for the area (refer to
Figure 19). These devices help to express the small-lot incremental nature of
storefronts and development sites. Retractable clothe awnings emulate the
historical experience of sidewalk life in Historical Chinatown, where the



APPENDIX B
PAGE 2 OF 5

boundary between private and public space were blurred by the placement of
merchandise and café seating on the public sidewalk. Furthermore, a more
intimate scale of the pedestrian sidewalk experience can be created when the
awnings extend well over the sidewalk, and are appropriately situated with a
minimum extension depth of 8 ft.”

5. Council replaces the illustration of Figure 19 with the following photo:

Figure 19 Appropriate awning design

Draft Amendments to the HA-1A Design Guidelines
1. Council amends the title of the document to HA-1A Design Policies and amends
references to the title in the text of the document accordingly.
2. Council removes section 4.1.3 under Building Scale and Height.
3. Council renumbers sections 4.1.4 and 4.1.5 as 4.1.3 and 4.1.4, respectively.

4. Council amends the text in Figures 3 and 4 by replacing the text “22.9 m” with
*“27.4 m” in each diagram.

5. Council replaces the text of section 4.3.2(c) under Yards and Setbacks with the
following text:

“(c) A frontyard setback of 450mm is required for all new buildings for
sidewalk-widening purposes in this historic district. This setback will also
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enable projecting decorative building elements to be provided without
necessarily needing to project onto city-owned sidewalk property.”

Council amends the text of section 4.4 Courtyards and Passageways by adding
a new section 4.4.4 with the following text:

“The provision new public gathering spaces and pathways in Chinatown is
encouraged. New developments may provide on-site indoor, outdoor or
covered spaces that are openly accessible to the public. Interesting places
with various levels of intimacy may be considered, such as passageways,
courtyards, breezeways and similar spaces. The District Schedule encourages
the provision of these spaces through an exemption from the calculation of
these spaces towards the maximum allowable Floor space, on the condition
that a legal Public Statutory Right-of-Way is secured.”

Council amends the text of section 4.6.4 under by adding a new section (d)
with the following text and a new Figure 8 immediately following the text:

“(d) Loading spaces are important components for any new building in
Chinatown. In this historic district, service lanes are shared with older
buildings that are not equipped with on-site loading facilities. Keeping
the service lanes clear of parked trucks and cars is an important goal in
this district as residential and commercial uses intensify.

To balance and facilitate both the desires for loading spaces and laneway-
facing retail frontages, small 25 ft. wide lots will be required a minimum
and maximum of 1 Class “B” loading space, perpendicular to the rear
property line.

For 50 ft. wide sites and larger, more than 1 Class “B” loading space is
typically required by the Parking By-Law. The design of these spaces,
however, should consider their flexible nature as public patio spaces when
loading is not occurring. Providing the second required loading space as a
parallel space can be considered, since it would provide a space that is
more conducive to public gathering against the service lane, than a
second perpendicular space.”
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Figure 8 Loading spaces example
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8. Council renumbers Figures 8 through 10 as 9 through 11, respectively.

9. Council amends section 4.6.4 under Lanes by adding the following paragraph
after the text, “Access to off-street parking and service areas”:

“The District Schedule and Parking By-Law discourages the provision of on-site
parking for development sites that are 50 ft. wide or less. There is no parking
requirement for residential uses and all parking spaces provided at grade will
be counted as part of the maximum Floor Space Ratio (with the exception of an
optional car share space). The intention is to enable viable laneway retail
uses, which can be physically disrupted by the provision of parking spaces,
ramps and elevators serving the development.”

10. Council amends section 5.3.3 under Facade Design by removing the text, “For
massing above 27.4 m, further setback and urban design considerations should
be given to ensure the building is compatible with adjacent buildings and the
area in general (See Section 4.5.2).”

11. Council amends section 5.4.3 under Exterior Materials, Colours, and Detailing
by replacing the text, “For new buildings, contemporary expression of cornices
and parapets are encouraged,” with *“For new buildings, contemporary
expression of projecting cornices and parapets, which elicit visual interest
through play of light and shadow, are encouraged.”

12. Council amends section 5.4.3 under Cornices and Parapets by removing the
text, “Further,-the level of detailing should be appropriate to the facade
design.”

13. Council replaces the text in section 5.4.6 under Awnings and Canopies with the
following text:

“Continuous weather protection over the public sidewalk should be provided in
the form of retractable cloth awnings. Retractable fabric awnings were
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frequently found in Chinatown and these are encouraged for the area (refer to
Figure 11). These devices help to express the small-lot incremental nature of
storefronts and development sites. Retractable cloth awnings emulate the
historical experience of sidewalk life in Historical Chinatown, where the
boundary between private and public space were blurred by the placement of
merchandise and café seating on the public sidewalk. Furthermore, a more
intimate scale of the pedestrian sidewalk experience can be created when the
awnings extend well over the sidewalk, and are appropriately situated with a
minimum extension depth of 8 ft.”

14. Council replaces the illustration of Figure 19 with the following photo:

Figure 11 Appropriate awning design

IR
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Draft Amendments to the Parking By-Law

1. Council amends section 4.3.7 under Off-street Parking Space Regulations by
striking the period “.” at the end of the 4.3.7.(c), inserting *;” in its place and
adding the following as 4.3.7 (d):

“(d) notwithstanding this section, for all developments in HA-1 and HA-1A,
where the development site is less than 576 sq. m (6200 sq .ft.) in total area,
there shall be no minimum parking requirement for all Dwelling Uses.”

2. Council amends section 5.2 under Off-street Loading Space Regulations by
adding the following as subsection 5.2.10 in the appropriate order:

Column 1 Column 2

Building Required Loading Spaces

Classification Class A Class B Class C
5.2.10 For All Uses No A minimum and | No

Combined on Requirement maximum of 1 | Requirement
development lots space
smaller than 288
sg. m in HA-1 and
HA-1A

* k k k%
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Draft Amendments to The Rezoning Policy For The Downtown Eastside

(a) Council amends section 4.9 under Rezoning Policies by deleting the existing
text and replacing it with, “The Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South (HA-
1A) is no longer in effect”.

* k k k%
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Draft Amendments to the Downtown Eastside Plan

Council amends section 6.3.3 under Policies for Chinatown by deleting the
fourth sub-bullet that states, “Consider rezoning applications in specific areas
as identified through the Historic Area Height Review and in the Rezoning
Policy for Chinatown South (HA-1A) in support of public benefits”.

Council amends section 7.3.1 under Built Form Policies for Chinatown by
substituting “HA-1A: 90 feet, with rezoning policy for 120 - 150 feet, subject to
site context, urban design performance, and review of public benefits” with
“HA-1A: 70 to 90 feet”.

Council amends section 7.3.3 under Built Form Policies for Chinatown by
deleting the fourth sub-bullet that states, “Rezoning Policy for Higher Buildings
in Chinatown South (HA-1A) (2011)”.

Council amends section 13.2 under Support Community Heritage Initiatives by
deleting the sentence, “In Chinatown South, (HA-1A) Council endorses
additional height for the purposes of supporting innovative heritage approach,
cultural, affordable and social housing projects.”

* %k k * %
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“Chinatown is special to me”

Throughout the community engagement process, the City heard strong agreement that
a lively, culturally rich Chinatown is an invaluable part of Vancouver. Chinatown holds
an important place in the hearts of many Vancouverites, in the Chinese-Canadian
community and beyond.

The current policy review began when the City heard community concerns about the
character of new buildings allowed under development policies adopted in 2011. While
it is rare to revise policy passed so recently, the City committed to consult the
community on changes to better control development in Chinatown, recognizing the
sensitivity of the historic neighbourhood and its importance to Vancouver.

This summary reflects the many passionate and thoughtful pieces of feedback
community members submitted during the engagement. These perspectives form the
basis of the current proposed policy, which is designed to try to address the
opportunities and concerns people have raised.



“There should be a balance
point between the heritage “By filling
preservation and neighbourhoods like
development of Chinatown.” Chinatown with social
spaces... we create a
neighbourhood that
people care about.”

“Preserve the heritage buildings
in Chinatown, so that our next
generation can have a deeper

understanding of the history and

culture brought by Chinatown.”

“I hope that your
housing choices will
continue to let persons
of all interests and
financial means live
there.”

“I believe more can be done to
retain the cultural and historical
context of Vancouver'’s
Chinatown...Chinatown must be
preserved in a way that respects

“Much of Chinese this area's past and residents.”
Canadian history and

identity derives from
Vancouver's Chinatown.”




“There needs to be
more places for people to live... but
they must not be at the expense of
historic buildings and the visual
character of Chinatown.”

“It is my hope that...
the neighbourhood will
move forward as a
vibrant, multi-faceted
“We need to focus on community that retains
a social revitalization pride in its historic roots.”
of the area.”

“Chinatown is
special to me for
its unique history
and vibrant local

culture.” “There is a lot of history in
Chinatown that needs to be
preserved for future generations
to see and learn from.”

“Chinatown is also a
living/breathing/vibrant
community of its own
making.”

“Chinatown is a national and local
area of great historic and cultural
importance, not only for Chinese
Canadians but all Canadians.”
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How We Reached Out

INITIAL CONSULTATION ON DRAFT POLICY CHANGES

The City reached out to community stakeholders in early 2015 for their input in
developing new policies that better protect the character of Chinatown.

e February 13, 2015: special workshop on Chinatown character, co-hosted with
the Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee (VCRC) (23 attendees).

e February 25, 2015: special workshop on Chinatown character, co-hosted with
the VCRC (33 attendee).

e March 4, 2015: special joint workshop with the Chinatown Historic Area
Planning Committee (CHAPC) and Urban Design Panel (UDP) (13 attendees).

e October 20, 2015: presentation to VCRC (12 attendees).

e September 20, 2016: presentation to VCRC (11 attendees).

e September 8, 2016: presentation to CHAPC (8 attendees).
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PUBLIC CONSULTATION ON PROPOSED POLICY CHANGES

The City then asked the public for their feedback on proposed policy changes at two
open houses scheduled for October 2016. In response to community requests, the City
agreed to host an additional open house in February 2017, and also provided additional
translation services to further engage the Chinese-speaking community.

e October 22, 2016: community open house (81 attendees).
e October 25, 2016: community open house (79 attendees).
e February 4, 2017: community open house (265 attendees).

During this time, staff also reached out to various community groups to explain the
proposed policy and listen to feedback.

¢ November 10, 2016: presentation to CHAPC (13 attendees).

e January 5, 2017: presentation to Chinatown Society Heritage Buildings
Association (10 attendees).

e January 8, 2017: presentation to Chinese Benevolent Association (53 attendees).

e January 20, 2017: presentation to VCRC (33 attendees).

March 1, 2017: staff invited by the Strathcona Residents’ Association to listen

and answer questions at their community forum on Chinatown.

March 9, 2017: presentation to Building Community Society (20 attendees).

May 11, 2017: presentation to CHAPC (18 attendees)

May 19, 2017: Chinatown Community Forum (organized by MP Jenny Kwan).

June 12, 2017: CAG with DTES team (5 attendees).

June 13, 2017: VCBIA with DTES team (5 attendees).

July 13, 2017: presentation to CHAPC (15 attendees).

August 14, 2017: Chinatown Concerned Group (6 attendees).

Members of the public could also submit feedback at any time through the
vancouver.ca/chinatown website, by emailing chinatown@vancouver.ca, or by
contacting the Planner, Helen Ma. Community members were invited to submit
feedback in both English and Chinese, and Helen is bilingual. Staff also extended the
comment deadline to March 31, 2017 to give everybody an opportunity to contribute.

POLICY DEVELOPMENT TIMELINE

2015 2016 2017 2018
EENEENENEN EEREEEENEN
[ X X X J
Consultation on Policy refinement Consultation on Report to Council
draft policies and revisions proposed policies and Further
Jan 2015- Nov 2015- Sep 2016- Consultation

Oct 2015 Aug 2016 Aug 2017 Sep 2017-
Present
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2018 COMMUNITY OUTREACH AND SURVEY

The City presented the proposed policy changes to the community at three events in
Chinatown. Two pop-up tea cart events were held where the community was invited to
sip tea and discuss the proposed changes as well as provide feedback in a bilingual
survey. The changes were then presented to the community at two info sessions held
on April 3 and April 19, 2018 at Dr. Sun Yat Sen Classical Chinese Garden.

March 8, 2018: presentation to CHAPC (11 attendees).

[ )
e March 10, 2018:
e March 15, 2018:

presentation to Chinese Benevolent Association (16 attendees).
presentation to Chinatown Society Heritage Buildings

Association (15 attendees).

e March 16, 2018:

attendees).

March 19, 2018:
March 24, 2018:
March 24, 2018:
March 27, 2018:
March 28, 2018:
March 29, 2018:
April 3, 2018: information session (52 attendees).

April 19, 2018: information session (53 attendees).

presentation to Vancouver Chinatown Merchants Association (8

presentation to VCRC (22 attendees).
Chinatown Action Group (3 attendees).
Chinatown Pop-up Tea Cart (62 attendees).
Chinatown Pop-up Tea Cart (79 attendees).
VCBIA (7 attendees).

Chinatown Concerned Group (13 attendees).



APPENDIX F
PAGE 9 OF 85

A Talk Vancouver survey was presented to the public online at talkvancouver.ca in
English and Chinese from March 24 to April 22, 2018. Paper copies were also
distributed at the above events along with general feedback forms which will be
summarized and presented to Council at a Public Hearing.

The survey summarized key proposed changes to the Chinatown development policies
and was accompanied by a summary document and technical summary that compared
the proposed changes to the existing policies side-by-side. These documents were
available online and at the pop-up tea cart events where City staff were available to
assist community members and answer questions.
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Improving Accessibility:
Notification and Enhanced Translation

NOTIFICATION

In order to inform the Chinatown community of the October 2016 open houses, staff
prepared fully bilingual notifications that were distributed within Chinatown around
October 5, 2016.

e Bilingual postcards sent to 5,722 individuals who live or own property in
Chinatown.
e Bilingual emails sent to 38 DTES organizations and 477 individuals on the DTES

email subscription list.

e Bilingual posters hand-delivered to 13 SRO buildings in Chinatown.

e Advertisements in the Courier (in English) and Sing Tao (in Chinese).

e Bilingual information posted onto the City’s website at vancouver.ca/chinatown
and the public events page.
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For the February 2017 open house, the City acted on community requests to broadly
expand the notification area to neighbourhoods like Strathcona adjacent to
Chinatown, almost doubling the number of postcards delivered. Notifications for the
additional open house were distributed around January 21, 2017.

e Bilingual postcards sent to 10,096 individuals who live or own property in
Chinatown and adjacent areas.

e Bilingual emails sent to 38 DTES organizations and 477 individuals on the DTES
email subscription list, as well as 34 individuals who signed up for further
notifications at the October 2016 open houses.

e Bilingual posters hand-delivered to 13 SRO buildings in Chinatown.
Advertisements in the Courier (in English), Sing Tao and Ming Pao (in Chinese).

e Bilingual information posted onto the City’s website at vancouver.ca/chinatown
and the public events page.

¢ Interviews about the policy review to English and Chinese media.

ENHANCED TRANSLATION

Recognizing that many in the Chinatown community may not understand English, staff
made a special effort to reach out to the Chinese-speaking community. For the
October 2016 open houses, notifications and key messages on open house boards were
translated, but community members suggested that more translation was needed.

In response these suggestions, staff saw an opportunity to provide go above and
beyond in providing enhanced translation services for the February 2017 open house.
The outcome was a level of service in Chinese unprecedented for Vancouver, and rare
for any public consultation process in North America.

e Fully bilingual notification material

¢ Fully translated open house boards

¢ New bilingual directional signage and signage highlighting that bilingual
services are available

e New bilingual name tags with “I speak Chinese” badges

¢ New bilingual easy-to-understand explanation of the open house format

e Three interpreters fluent in Cantonese and Mandarin, in addition to Cantonese-
and Mandarin-speaking planning staff

e Information and comment forms available in Chinese on the
vancouver.ca/chinatown webpage.

e Qutreach to Chinese media, with both ads and informational interviews
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What We Heard

OCTOBER 2016 PROPOSED CHANGES TO DEVELOPMENT POLICIES

The October 2016 proposed changes included adding these controls to the zoning:
Maximum development density (FSR).

Maximum number of floors within the maximum building heights.
Requiring non-residential uses.

Enabling retail mezzanine and laneway retail spaces.

Maximum widths for development sites (i.e. site frontage).

Maximum widths for storefronts.

Buildings above 90 feet were still possible, and it was proposed that the rezoning
policy be changed to an “inclusionary zoning” area, which included these ideas:

¢ Introduce mandatory, minimum percentage of units for social housing for
seniors for all buildings above 90 feet.

e The approval for these buildings would be through a development permit
process instead of through a rezoning process in order to facilitate projects
with social housing for seniors.

e Development permit application for these buildings would be approved by the
Development Permit Board, instead of by City Council.
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FEEDBACK RECEIVED

Many members of the public took the time to share their thoughts, providing staff with
useful feedback to further shape the proposed policy changes. Between October 2016
and March 2017, staff received 421 pieces of feedback and one petition.

218 written comment sheets

104 online comment form submissions at vancouver.ca/chinatown
90 emails to chinatown@vancouver.ca or helen.ma@vancouver.ca
9 organization letters from Chinatown stakeholder groups

1 petition with 1,221 signatures

Written comment sheets 218
Online comment form 104
Emails 90
Organization letters 9

Petition signatures 1221
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WHAT WE HEARD IN RESPONSE TO THE PROPOSED CHANGES

The City heard from many people about their hopes for Chinatown and their thoughts
about the specific policies proposed in October 2016. Several key themes emerged,
which can be broadly divided into two categories. First, people expressed what they
believe makes Chinatown the unique neighbourhood it is—Chinatown’s character.
Secondly, people gave feedback on how to address development, so that this spirit of
Chinatown can be supported and fostered further. Overall, the large majority of
comments did not support the allowance of higher buildings in the October 2016
proposal, stating this did not go far enough in protecting Chinatown’s character. There
was support for other aspects of the proposal. Staff revised the proposal based on
these comments, and the current proposal now better addresses community concerns.

There is strong agreement that Chinatown is a special
neighbourhood in Vancouver, and that the loss of Chinatown
would be a loss for everybody. Many respondents shared
stories about their personal experiences in Chinatown:
exploring the streets, meeting friends and family, and
shopping at traditional businesses. While everybody has
their own perspective about what exactly makes the
character of Chinatown, prominent themes included:

e Chinese Culture and Heritage:
The history of Chinese-Canadians is a fundamental part of Chinatown, and that
heritage must be honoured and celebrated. This includes commemorating the
history and contributions of Chinese-Canadians in the face of racism, but also
fostering the “living history” of Chinatown, represented through lively seniors,
Chinese classes, and other forms of intangible heritage. This cultural presence and
rich history make Chinatown different from any other part of Vancouver.

People dislike: The newer, larger buildings that make Chinatown feel like the rest
of Vancouver.

People prefer: Commemorating the cultural identity and history of Chinatown, and
supports for intangible heritage.

e Chinese Seniors:
Seniors are the heart of Chinatown, and deserve appropriate supports. Currently,
seniors face pressures from gentrification and rising housing costs, and a decline in
culturally-appropriate retailers and services. Future plans for Chinatown must
listen to and prioritize seniors, many of whom love living in Chinatown and cannot
live elsewhere in the city. This includes providing social housing for seniors,
supporting intergenerational connections with youth, and maintaining culturally
appropriate businesses.
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People dislike: Large market development projects that may lead to gentrification
and displacement.

People prefer: Ensuring an appropriate range of affordable housing and retail
options for seniors.

Traditional and Affordable Businesses:

Retail is an important aspect of the Chinatown experience. Staff heard agreement
that small, independent shops selling traditional Chinese goods are an essential
part of Chinatown. Many expressed concern that traditional retailers like the
Chinatown Supermarket are disappearing, and are being replaced by newer shops
like Starbucks, which are culturally inappropriate and unaffordable to many locals.
Chain stores and “big-box” retailers are seen as particularly unwelcome in
Chinatown.

People dislike: Big-box stores, chain stores, high-end retail, and culturally
inappropriate retail.

People prefer: Small, independent stores, traditional Chinese businesses, and a
broader mix of non-residential uses.

Heritage Buildings:

Besides the cultural heritage of Chinatown, people value the physical heritage, in
the form of older mid-rise buildings. Many gave feedback that Chinatown should
have stronger heritage protections, to preserve the existing buildings that
characterize the area. There is also a strong sentiment that new development
should respect existing heritage buildings, by not being too high or too wide.

People dislike: Development projects that may lead to the demolition of heritage
buildings.

People prefer: Stronger protections for heritage buildings.

Concern About Loss of Character:

While people are passionate about the vibrant culture and heritage of Chinatown,
many are also worried that this character is at risk. The form of new buildings is
seen as one significant threat to Chinatown’s character, but respondents also
expressed that there is a need for community facilities, cultural programming,
business improvement programs, and involvement by younger Chinese-Canadians.

People dislike: Recent larger development projects and the associated retail that
are seen as out of character with Chinatown (e.g. Starbucks on Main and Keefer
streets).

People prefer: Smaller-scale buildings that better fit with Chinatown’s character,
and supports for intangible heritage.
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Addressing Development

Staff also heard that people are very concerned about the
impact that recent development is having on Chinatown’s
character. Many cited the new mixed-use buildings along
Main Street as examples of why development must be
addressed if Chinatown is to maintain its character.

People feel that development in Chinatown must prioritize
the community over profits, and provided suggestions to
do so. The key themes staff heard most often include:

Scale of Development:

Staff heard clearly that large-scale development projects are fundamentally
inappropriate for Chinatown. Respondents agreed that buildings should be up to 90
ft. high, not 150 ft., and up to 75 ft. wide, not 200 ft. Large development
projects, even if they provide public benefits, are seen as “not worth it” because
they require the removal of multiple existing buildings and businesses.
Respondents noted that Chinatown’s prevailing urban grain is very fine, with a mix
of narrow buildings. People also noted that retail frontages should also be small-
scale, maximum 50 ft., to encourage smaller shops.

People dislike: Larger-scale buildings that are too high (150 ft.) and too wide
(200 ft.), and that the public benefits being offered by these larger development
projects are “not worth it”.

People prefer: Smaller-scale buildings that better match the existing
neighbourhood (90 ft. high and 75 ft. wide).

Rezoning Process for Higher Buildings

There was broad opposition to a policy proposal to consider higher buildings as
development applications as opposed to rezoning applications. There is a sense that
buildings above 90 ft. require extra scrutiny given their potential impact on
Chinatown. Respondents felt that any development over 90 ft. must be approved by
Council at a public hearing, as opposed to the Development Permit Board.

People dislike: Allowing buildings above 90 ft. without a full rezoning process.
People prefer: Strong community and Council oversight for buildings over 90 ft.

Incremental Development and Authenticity

Many individuals raised concerns at the rate of development, instead preferring
more incremental development that leads to an eclectic and varied street. Some
suggested that forbidding lot assemblies could help encourage the incremental
development that gives Chinatown a sense of authenticity and history, in contrast
to neighbourhood such as Yaletown.

People dislike: Lot consolidation for larger buildings, resulting in a homogenous
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streetscape.

People prefer: Limits on lot consolidation, allowing for the incremental
development of diverse, narrower buildings.

e Zoning for All of Chinatown
There was a sentiment that while Pender Street has stronger protections for the
existing heritage character of the street, the entirety of Chinatown should have
similar protections. Respondents highlighted that there are heritage buildings in
Chinatown South, as well as businesses and residents that contribute to the
character of Chinatown.

People dislike: Having multiple, small zoning areas to allow for larger development
projects in Chinatown South and along Main Street.

People prefer: Having a simplified set of zoning areas with similar height and
frontage restrictions for all of Chinatown.

Staff heard a strong response from the public about the October 2016 policy proposal.
There is consistent support for policies such as setting maximums for density and
requiring a mix of uses. However, there is also a strong sentiment in a large majority
of the comments that by continuing to allow buildings above 90 ft., this set of policies
inadequately addresses concerns about Chinatown character, the scale of new
buildings, and the rate of development in the neighbourhood.

As a result, staff have revised the policy proposal to address the suggestions and
concerns raised by the community. Most notably, staff recommend that the rezoning
policy be rescinded, meaning that buildings above 90 ft. will no longer be considered
in Chinatown.

Staff received feedback not related to built form and land use, concerning topics such
as culture, programming, and retail. While these issues (such as support for traditional
Chinatown businesses) cannot be addressed in this zoning change, the feedback will be
brought forward into further planning processes for Chinatown.
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Changes to the Policy Proposal

Theme

What We Heard

Responses to Feedback

Rezoning Process

Strong opposition to the
“inclusionary zoning area”, where
buildings above 90 feet in height
would be approved by
Development Permit Board, not
Council.

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown.

Buildings above 90 feet in height
will no longer be possible.

Scale of
development

Large-scale developments that are
overly tall and wide are
fundamentally inappropriate for
Chinatown.

Prefer smaller-scale development
that better match the existing
fabric.

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown.

Allow developments to proceed
under the base zoning height.
Adjust the base zoning to address
issues of site and storefront width.
(see below)

Reduce parking and loading for
small lot development.
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Building Height

Buildings at 120 feet tall and 150
feet tall that have been permitted
are too high.

Prefer buildings to be no than 75
feet tall on Pender Street and no
more than 90 feet tall in
Chinatown South.

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown.

Allow developments to proceed
under the base zoning height of
maximum 75 feet for Pender Street
and 90 feet for Chinatown South.

Building Width and
lot consolidation

Buildings on lots at 200 feet wide
are out of scale.

Concerns about new buildings on
consolidated, wide lots replacing
existing individual buildings,
resulting in homogenous streets.

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown.

Adjust the base zoning to limit lot
consolidation to no more than two
lots (max. 50 feet wide) on Pender
Street, and to no more than three
lots (max. 75 feet wide) in
Chinatown South.

Exception given to lots already
consolidated as of date of adoption
of zoning changes.

Reduce parking and loading for
small lot development.

Retail and small

Concerns about new “big box™ or

Adjust the base zoning to limit

businesses chain stores moving into new storefront width to 25 feet on
storefronts that are larger and Pender Street and 50 feet in
wider. Chinatown South.
Prefer small, independent stores, Continue to work with the
traditional Chinese businesses in Chinatown BIA and property
smaller, narrower storefronts. owners on a retail recruitment
strategy to attract appropriate type
of businesses.
Complete the historic business
study, and explore incentives for
the retention of local-serving,
traditional businesses.
Incremental Pace of development a concern, Rescind the rezoning policy for

development and
authenticity

leading to demolition of existing
buildings at a fast rate, lack of
diversity in design of new
development, and a homogenous
street.

Prefer incremental development
of diverse, narrower buildings.

Chinatown and adjust the base
zoning to slow down pace of
development, leading to more
diverse, incremental development
over time.

Heritage buildings

Concern about demolition of
heritage buildings.
Prefer strong protections for
heritage buildings.

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown and adjust the base
zoning to slow down pace of
development.

Zoning for all of
Chinatown

Concern about multiple layers of
development policies for different
areas of Chinatown.

Prefer simplified zoning areas that
treat Chinatown as a whole.

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown

Continue to use the existing HA-1
(Pender Street) and HA-1A
(Chinatown South) boundaries.
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Gentrification

Concerns about unaffordability of
housing for locals, especially
Chinese seniors.

Concerns about loss of traditional
Chinese businesses, affordable
food and grocers

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown and adjust the base
zoning to slow down pace of
development.

Continue to work with the
Chinatown BIA and property
owners on a retail recruitment
strategy to attract appropriate type
of businesses.

Complete the historic business
study, and explore incentives for
the retention of local-serving,
traditional businesses.

Continue to work with Society
buildings to upgrade and secure
existing affordable housing units.
Continue to advocate to senior
levels of government for funding
for affordable seniors housing.

Chinese Seniors

Concerns about displacement of
seniors, and loss of businesses that
serve them.

Prefer providing social housing for
seniors, supporting
intergenerational connections with
youth and maintaining culturally
appropriate businesses.

Continue to work with the
Chinatown BIA and property
owners on a retail recruitment
strategy to attract appropriate type
of businesses.

Complete the historic business
study, and explore incentives for
the retention of local-serving,
traditional businesses.

Continue to work with Society
buildings to upgrade and secure
existing affordable housing units
and spaces for cultural activities for
seniors and youth.

Continue to advocate to senior
levels of government for funding
for affordable seniors housing.

Culture and
Intangible Heritage

Concerns that newer, larger
developments make Chinatown
feel like the rest of Vancouver.
Prefer recognizing both tangible
(building) and intangible (people
and activities) heritage of
Chinatown.

Rescind the rezoning policy for
Chinatown and adjust the base
zoning to slow down pace of
development and disallow large-
scale development.

Continue to work with Society
buildings to upgrade and secure
existing affordable housing units
and spaces for cultural activities for
seniors and youth.
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Detailed Feedback

The following content reflects the detailed written feedback, petition responses,
organization letters, and advisory group minutes that informed the development of the

new policies.
Written Feedback 22
Petition 28
Organization Letters 29
Advisory Group Minutes 57

Workshop Notes 77
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WRITTEN FEEDBACK

The following is a summary of comments received through written comment sheets,
online comment form submissions, feedback emails and letters. The comments are
organized by topic and ordered by frequency.

Seniors’ social housing (approximately 199 responses):

Respondents indicated that providing 20% of units in buildings above 90 ft. as
seniors’ social housing is ““not worth it” given the negative impacts of the extra
height and density. Some cited that 40% to 50% of units as seniors’ social
housing should be provided. Many comments highlighted the need for more
affordable housing for low-income people, especially the seniors that bring life
to Chinatown. Some respondents suggested that a proportion of building floor
area (as opposed to units) should be set aside for seniors’ social housing, and
that social housing should be a requirement for all development in Chinatown.

Building height (approximately 184 responses):

Respondents believe that 150 ft. is too high for buildings in Chinatown. Many
noted that the existing heritage buildings in the historic neighbourhood are
much lower, and that taller buildings will fundamentally compromise the
character of Chinatown. Some respondents stated that they do not believe
extra height should be used to achieve public benefits. Respondents prefer
buildings that match the existing context, up to a maximum of 90 ft. in height.
Some respondents stated a maximum height of 50 ft. is appropriate for historic
the Pender Street area.

Traditional and affordable businesses (approximately 174 responses):
Respondents highlighted the importance of traditional Chinese stores, small
independent businesses, and affordable retailers to Chinatown, and expressed
concern that these businesses appear to be disappearing as they struggle with
rising rents and property taxes. There is a related concern that the new
businesses appearing in Chinatown are more expensive, “Western” businesses
such as coffee shops and bars. Respondents indicated that these new
businesses, along with “big box” retailers and chain stores, do not fit the
character of Chinatown. Some respondents attribute these changes partially to
the new market development projects in Chinatown, which have introduced
higher-income residents into the neighbourhood.

The feedback also included suggestions to support traditional Chinatown
businesses. These include setting narrow retail frontage limits to ensure
smaller stores, tax breaks for “Legacy Businesses”, a tax levy for “culturally
inappropriate” businesses, and restrictions on chain stores.

Chinatown character and cultural importance (approximately 169 responses):
Many respondents spoke passionately about the uniqueness and importance of
Chinatown to their own lives, to Chinese-Canadians, and to Vancouver more
broadly. Respondents expressed concern that this character and cultural
heritage of Chinatown is under threat from the rapid development that is
leading to generic buildings that feel “sterile” and do not reflect the deep
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history of the area. Some respondents emphasized that revitalization efforts
should shift focus from development to culture and heritage.

Building frontage (approximately 165 responses):

Respondents felt that 200 ft. building frontages compromise the fine-grain
character of Chinatown, and could lead to the demolition of multiple smaller
heritage buildings for “mega-developments”. While larger buildings may
generate some public benefits, respondents feel that the negative
consequences for Chinatown’s character are too great. Respondents suggested
that the maximum building frontage be 75 ft., with some suggesting that 50 ft.
is appropriate.

Inclusionary Zoning Area (approximately 143 responses):

Respondents disagreed with the proposal to create an inclusionary zoning area
for Chinatown South, where additional height would be allowed in exchange for
a proportion of seniors’ social housing units. The development permit process is
seen as undemocratic, as the final decision is not made by City Council at a
public hearing. The open house and public consultation process for a
development permit is also considered to be inadequate compared to a
rezoning application. Some respondents expressed that the inclusionary zoning
proposal disproportionately benefits developers, who would be able to build
taller buildings more easily by providing seniors’ social housing.

Heritage Conservation Area (approximately 113 responses):

Respondents indicated that Chinatown as a whole should be designated as a
Heritage Conservation Area (HCA). Some acknowledged that the City is
exploring the HCA designation, and urged that the process be accelerated.

Chinatown Zoning Areas (approximately 113 responses):

Respondents felt that creating many smaller zoning areas within Chinatown is
inappropriate, instead suggesting that all of Chinatown should be treated the
same. It is felt that the proposed zoning areas only prioritize heritage retention
along Pender Street, when areas in Chinatown South are also important to
Chinatown’s character.

Design Guidelines (approximately 113 responses):

Respondents stated that the design guidelines for Chinatown should be
strengthened by including provisions in the zoning by-law. The existing design
guidelines are seen as helping development projects meet Chinatown’s
character, but they are currently not mandatory as they are not included in
zoning.

Small-Scale Development (approximately 109 responses):

Respondents stated that small-scale and incremental development is more
appropriate for Chinatown than larger buildings. Some explained that
Chinatown’s prevailing form of development is very fine-grain, which creates
an eclecticism and authenticity unique to the neighbourhood. Some
respondents suggested that policies to encourage small-scale development be
implemented, such as parking and loading relaxations and density bonuses.
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Retail Frontage (approximately 92 responses):

Respondents emphasized the importance of narrow retail frontages, as they
facilitate the small businesses that characterize Chinatown. Respondents
believe the frontage limits should be strengthened in the zoning.

Chinese Culture and Intangible Heritage (approximately 82 responses):
Respondents described their vision of Chinatown as a place with a thriving
Chinese culture, that commemorates the contributions of Chinese-Canadians to
society, and that expresses the rich heritage of the neighbourhood.
Respondents expressed concern that this cultural richness is threatened by the
rate of development, and noted that revitalization must address aspects on
intangible heritage, not just physical buildings. Some noted that tourists and
locals alike are attracted to Chinatown because of this intangible heritage.

Community Land Trust (approximately 74 responses):
Respondents suggested that the City help establish a Community Land Trust for
Chinatown.

Maximum FSR and Storeys (approximately 73 responses):
Respondents expressed support for setting new maximums in terms of FSR and
number of storeys for development in Chinatown.

Use Requirements (approximately 72 responses):
Respondents expressed support for require second-floor non-residential or
seniors social housing uses.

Rate of Change Policy (approximately 70 responses):
Respondents indicated that a rate of change policy for rental replacement
should apply to Chinatown.

Chinatown Task Force (approximately 70 responses):
Respondents suggested that a task force should help guide future revitalization
efforts for Chinatown.

Unaffordability and Gentrification (approximately 56 responses):
Respondents expressed concern about the unaffordability of housing for locals,
especially Chinese seniors that may not be able to live elsewhere in the city.
Gentrification from new market development is a problem, especially if
Chinatown becomes less accessible to low-income people as a result.

Preserving Existing Buildings (approximately 50 responses):

Respondents emphasized the importance of preserving existing buildings,
especially along Pender Street. Some expressed that the memory of Chinatown
will be lost if the buildings are demolished.

Displacement of Seniors (approximately 43 responses):
Respondents stated that the “mass displacement” of seniors due to
development is unacceptable. Respondents suggested that policies should
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prioritize allowing residents to stay in Chinatown, with a focus on low-income
individuals.

New Development and Chinatown Character (approximately 43 responses):
Respondents cited the newly developed buildings along Main Street as out of
character with Chinatown, with some stating that they felt more appropriate
for Yaletown. Some noted that these buildings make Chinatown feel like
anywhere else in the City, and that the retail is too sterile.

Support for Chinese Seniors (approximately 39 responses):

Respondents highlighted the importance of seniors to the neighbourhood, as
they contribute to vibrancy and represent the “living history”” of Chinatown.
Seniors must feel included in Chinatown and any future planning, and must be
able to buy groceries and access services in a culturally appropriate manner.

Community Outreach (approximately 26 respondents):

Some respondents suggested that the City work closely with Chinatown
organizations and the Chinese-Canadian community more broadly, especially
seniors and low-income individuals.

Opposition to 105 Keefer Street Rezoning (approximately 25 responses):
Some respondents stated their opposition to the rezoning application for 105
Keefer Street, stating that the proposal is too high, and that the site should be
used for a social housing building with units at the welfare rate.

Community Amenities (approximately 10 responses):

Some respondents indicated that Chinatown needs more cultural facilities, a
community centre, non-profit community space, schools, outdoor space, and
spaces for seniors and families.

Support for 105 Keefer Street Rezoning (approximately 10 responses):
Some respondents expressed support for the rezoning application for 105
Keefer Street, stating that the proposal will provide needed seniors’ social
housing and community space for cultural programming.

General Support (approximately 9 responses):
Some respondents felt that the proposed policy changes will be positive for
Chinatown.

Translation (approximately 8 responses):

Some respondents indicated after the open houses in October 2016 that the
entirety of the open house boards should be translated, as opposed to just key
messages. In response, staff prepared fully translated boards and hired
additional interpreters for the open house in February 2017.

Economic Development (approximately 8 responses):

Some respondents expressed a desire for initiatives to improve Chinatown’s
appearance and address crime, in order to create a more attractive business
environment.
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Miscellaneous Comments
Staff also received the following individual feedback:

Comments regarding housing:

e The City must ensure that social housing for seniors will actually be occupied

by low-income seniors.

¢ An option to provide rental housing instead of social housing for density

bonuses should be provided, in order to increase the viability of projects.

e Social housing should be spread around Vancouver, not concentrated in the

Downtown Eastside and Chinatown.

e More development should be allowed in Chinatown, to help address the housing

crisis.

e Social housing for all low-income people, not just seniors, is required.

e The proposed policy “makes social housing a pawn in a developer game”.
Social housing should be funded by government, not through increased height
for private development.

Accessibility requirements should be included for the design of seniors’ housing units.

There should be a public development company to build housing in Chinatown.

There should be more social housing funded by all three levels of government.

A “Chinese Housing Authority” is needed to oversee implementation of the

inclusionary zoning proposal and to ensure rents remain low.

The requirement for social housing may make development projects not viable.

Encouraging microunits may increase affordability.

Intergenerational housing is preferred over seniors’ housing.

Action must be taken to prevent unoccupied condominium units.

Larger units should be provided for the social housing.

The focus on seniors housing over other needs in the community “seems like

tokenism.”

¢ Policies should not emphasize social housing, but housing for seniors of a range
of incomes.

Comments regarding business and retail:

Focus should be placed on attracting the Chinese demographic to Chinatown.

The proposed retail frontage limits are not viable.

The inclusion of laneway retail is positive.

Policy must focus on bringing businesses and people from outside Chinatown

back into the neighbourhood.

e There should be a special board to approve businesses in Chinatown, to ensure
they are culturally appropriate

e A brochure with a map of traditional Chinatown businesses should be
distributed to tourists.

e The Qintai street mall in Chengdu should be an inspiration for Chinatown.

e The city should remove parking meters and allow two hours of parking in order
to attract shoppers to Chinatown businesses.

e Chinatown is changing as people shop more in suburban areas.

e The inclusion of retail mezzanines creates “premium” retail space, and may
not work for uses such as grocers and butchers.
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Chinatown should be designated as a commercial district.

Comments regarding the planning process:

More information on how Chinatown will be affected by the removal of the
viaducts and the new St. Paul’s hospital is needed.

“Character” is nebulous and undefined.

The program to support Chinese Society buildings is positive.

Planning for Chinatown must consider why Chinatown is in decline.
Chinatown needs more social spaces.

Engage existing intergenerational connections between youth and seniors.
“Creatives” feel that the city is too uniform.

The fentanyl crisis must be addressed if low-income individuals are a priority.
There should be a new Chinatown planning process.

More notification for the open houses is required.

Comments regarding development:

Development restrictions should be relaxed along Pender Street east of Main
Street, as there are fewer heritage buildings there.

The rezoning policy is unnecessary and development should be allowed without
requiring Comprehensive Development (CD-1) Districts.

Chinatown should be allowed to “self-regulate” development like before.
Increased density does not necessarily mean better community.

Upgrading old buildings is important.

There should be no height limits in Chinatown.

Other comments:

Garbage pick-up is too early and disturbs residents, since the area is considered
part of Downtown.

“Fascist.”

The proposed policy is “discriminatory” and “prejudiced” against individuals of
Chinese descent.

*Just stop now.”

Split-level streets with raised patios could provide room for both parking
underneath and pedestrian activity above.

The street interface for the block at Gore and Union streets should be
redesigned.

Chinatown was formed because of discrimination.
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PETITION RESPONSES

Staff received a petition from the Chinatown Concern Group, which included 1,221
signatories. The petition cites concerns related to market development in
Chinatown, and the displacement of vulnerable residents and small businesses. It
includes the following text:

1. Reject the mass rezoning plan (“CRAP)” for Chinatown;
2. Commit to engaging the existing community, especially low-income residents
and small businesses, in preparing a new area plan for Chinatown that will stop
further gentrification and displacement; and
3. Implement policies put forward by Chinatown residents, including the demands
of Chinatown Concern Group:
a. Do not permit any more market-rate developments in Chinatown until the
number of new social housing units being developed in the neighbourhood
matches the number of new market-rate housing units
b. Zone Chinatown as a single, unified district
c. Designate Chinatown as a Heritage Conservation Area
d. Require that at least 50% of the gross floor area of new developments in
Chinatown be for social housing
e. Define social housing in Chinatown as units rented at no more than the
maximum welfare or pension shelter allowance or 30% of OAS/GIS income
f. Limit building heights to a maximum of 50 feet tall (with 100% social housing
projects considered separately)
g. Limit building frontages to a maximum of 50 feet wide (with not-for- profit
developments considered separately)
h. Meet the community demands for 105 Keefer Street:
i. Reject the rezoning application by Beedie Living
ii. Direct the City to acquire the 105 Keefer Street site in partnership
with the Provincial and Federal governments
iii. Provide 100% social housing on the site, with rents not to exceed the
maximum welfare or pension shelter allowance or 30% of OAS/GIS
income
iv. Provide an intergenerational, multi-use community space, with an
emphasis on serving seniors
J- Support culturally appropriate Chinatown retail through business-friendly
policies such as property tax deductions or other subsidies
k. Prohibit chain stores (such as has been done in San Francisco Chinatown)
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ORGANIZATION LETTERS

Staff have received letters from multiple Chinatown organizations on the October 2016
policy proposal. The current policy recommendation responds to the concerns raised
by these community organizations. Included here are letters from:

Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee (April 23, 2015)
Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee (December 2, 2016)
Chinatown Society Heritage Buildings Association (February 20, 2017)
Chinese Benevolent Association of Vancouver (March 24, 2017)
Canada Chaosan Business Association (March 24, 2017)

Vancouver Chinatown BIA Society (March 28, 2017)

Building Community Society of Greater Vancouver (March 28, 2017)
Coalition of Vancouver Neighbourhoods (March 30, 2017)

Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee (March 31, 2017)
Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee (March 10, 2018)
Vancouver Chinatown BIA Society (April 6, 2018)
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April 23, 2015 IEINIRLrT

City of Vancouwver
453 West 17" Avenue

Vancouver, BC, VBY 1V4

LR A ) RO

As the fourth anniversary of Council's decision to amend the zonings in Chinatown under the Historic
Area Height Review (HAHR) approaches, the VCRC considers it an opportune time to reflect back on the
original objectives of the HAHR and the effectiveness of its subsequent policies, particularly in view of
the significant development activity which has occurred since then. This includes 8 approved and/or
proposed developments within the HA-1 and HA-1A zones comprising more than 700 residential units
and over 60,000 square feet of retailfoffice space (see Appendix 1).

The main objectives of providing additional height in Chinatown through the HAHR policies were:

1. To support innovative heritage, cultural and affordable housing projects;
2. Toincrease the number of residents in order to support local businesses and street vitality; and

3. To stimulate economic revitalization, noting that development is only one aspect.

While the policies have undoubtedly raised the interest and level of activities within Chinatown, the
latest development proposal at 105 Keefer Street has inarguably generated the greatest discussion,
largely ocwing to its substantial site area (over 18,000 square feet) and prominent location adjacent to
the Chinatown Mational Historic Sibe along East Pender Street, the award-winning Dr. Sun Yat-S5en
Classical Chinese Garden and the much-treasured Chinese Memorial Square. This proposal fails to
embody the community and Council's vision for this site, which was explictly stated in the City of
Vancouver Historic Area Height Review (HAHR): Summary — March 2010.

“FURTHER, THAT Site 3 in Figure 2 of Appendix 3 of the above-noted Pelicy Report known as
the Keefer Triangle Site, is not supported by Council as a higher building site, and further
that the heights above the base zoning height of 30 feet on this site would be of concern
due to potential impacts™ (see Appendix 2).

While it is unrealistic to expect total consensus among the diverse stakeholders in Chinatown, two
workshops organized by the Downtown Eastside Planning Team and the VWCRC on February 18 and
February 2% resulted in a general agreement on what ‘Chinatown Character’ means, and how recent

developments and development proposals are threatening to ercde the guintessential Chinatown
Character. Two significant concerns raised at the workshop and requiring immediate attention are

highlighted below.

hi stali - -
200-127 East Punder Streat, Vancourer, BC VEA 1TS



APPENDIX F
PAGE 31 OF 85

Density Cap: The intent of not limiting floor space ratios (F5Rs) in the HA-1 and HA-1A (Historic Area)
Diistrict was to provide flexibility for designers and developers to economically develop small infill lots
and rehabilitate existing heritage buildings. However, in the absence of a density cap, the result is often
new developments that are excessively massive and bulky, which is more evident where the adjacent
buildings are existing heritage or low-rise buildings. There is an overall loss of diversity in building forms
and of the saw-tooth street profile that is so crudal to the Chinatown Character. As indicated in
Appendix 1, the 3 rezoning applications have resulted in new developments with F5Rs in the range of
8.0 to 5.0. Given that small lots in Downtown South and comparable areas listed in Appendix 3 have a
maximum allowable F5R of 5.0 or less, the current expectation for F5Rs in Chinatown in the range of 8.0
or 3.0 is excessive. As demonstrated by the recent revitalization of the 100-block of West Hastings, a F5R
limit of 3.0 is sufficient to revitalize an area by keeping it economically viable to renovate and retain the
low-rise heritage buildings without sacrificing density. A maximum F3R of 3.0 should therefore be
imposed for smaller sites in Chinatown and increased to 5.0 for larger ones to maintain the balance
between density and the Chinatown Character.

Mandatory Review of All Developments in Chinatown: There are currently more than & Development
Permit applications for outright uses under construction or in progress in Chinatown (see Appendix 1).
These ‘outright approvals’ do not require a public hearing or any form of consultation with the
community, including the Chinatown Historic Area Preservation Committee (CHAPC). Since the mandate
of CHAPC is to preserve and protect the heritage and character of the Chinatown area (HA-1 and HA-1A),
this body should be consulted throughowt the planning process for gil developments and installations in
thie public realm in Chinatown, including public art and signage, outright uses and rezoning applications
to ensure that the development aligns with the community’s intentions and the Chinatown Plan.
Furthermore, the role and composition of CHAPC could be made more effective while broader
community consultation is needed.

Based on the above, the VCRC respectfully requests that the City undertake a comprehensive review of
how the bylaws and policies adopted four years ago are achieving the objectives of the HAHR and the
Chinatown Meighbourhood Plan. As noted in the July 25, 2012 Report to Councdil on the Chinatown
Neighbourhood Plan, it was recommended that “staff continwe to monitor its implementation and
provide Council with regular progress reports.” It i5 envisioned that such a review would give much
needed insight imto what has been done right, where the policies have failed to realize the community’s
imtentions and what needs to be changed to better alien new developments with the City's Chinatown
MNeighbourhood Plan. The VCRC can assist City staff in this process by coordinating and facilitating
community outreach.

Youwrs truly,

Carol Lee
Chair, Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee

C.C. Mr. Brian ). lackson, General Manager, Planning and Development

hi stali - -
200-127 East Punder Streat, Vancourer, BC VEA 1TS
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APPENDIX 1

SUMMARY OF APPLICATIONS WITHIN HA-1 & HA-1A ZONE AFTER INTRODUCTION OF HAHR

- Commercial . .
Address | Zoning |  Ref. Height | ook | Foorspace | Residental | oo marks
[ft.fstoreys) Uniits
{sq.fr.]
105 Ha-14 | rezoning 120 13 g8 | 2157 137 Proposad
Keefer Application
5t/544
Columbia
5t
183 E H&-14 | Rezoning 146t 152 [ E:] 11 815 188 The F5R was
Georgia Application 16 revised from
SL/633 929
Main 5t
188 Ha-14 | DE416573 150 f 17 B 14 510 67 156 First rezoning
Keefar [indluding | under HAHR
Stf611 22 seniors
Main 5t rental units)
137 Ha-14 | DE418195 BF.E/9 MAa | MaA 14 Under
Keafer 5t construction
231E Ha-1 DE416681 749/8 MNA | 3639.9 &0 Under
Pender 5t construction
189 Ha-14a DE415496 oD f9 7 6,641 Bl Under
Kesfer 5t construction
245E Ha-14 | DE416284 909 MAa | MaA 40 {rental | under
Georgia units) construction
5t
MTE Ha-14a DE414728 o9 MNA | NA 2B First
Georgia application
5t after HAHR
TOTAL 58 180.57 T4
Rezoning Application MA = Not available

Vancouver Chinatosn REevitalization Committes
200-127 Eact Fonder Streat, Vancouver, BC VEA 1TS
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APPENDIX 2

Extract from COV's report entitled “Historic Area Height Review (HAHR): Summary — March 2010

D, THAT ran acddiicral higher buildiegs {stes * ard 2 in Flgerc 2 sppendi B of e
Py Report dated Jatuary <, M0, e tillec “Historic Arce Felant Revicew:
Conclushon and Recommendations ™| 35 "High patnts of tha pantern” be poposed
te provide asditlana. sirelesi ew deveapmert with resJlting pusic benelE,
withir noighs lifmits that st reflect the e eiling i -rise cevelspmant
st berr;

FURTHER THAT tor the speeifle purpeas af eccocmic revitslization of
Chinalowe whie alse coraiderirg herilage values, sTall repna ha k an options
“ar a limitad numher of ramfilly a o sraegically lazoted additional Mgher
uilding sitas gererally in the range o1 1501821 ' b T ke identifed
specifically ir Crinntasm South (FATAG

% FLETHER TRAT Site 3 Higure # af &ppendix E of Lie abovenoled Palicy

2 Report, known as Eae Kecfor Triangle sie, 's not supported by Coencl a2 a
higher Eulldmg iR, and T Cer that heights above the sase zonmng neight of
of Jeel oo this gits wold he of FAnreTn Cue Lo polenlial impacts

FUETHER THAT Councl endosse Erat the mammum of The ran higbe Culldings
(v'tes * ard 2 in Figure 2, appendiz E o the azawe-nated Policy Feport) above
the reva‘tieg hevgit of S0-120° may be nicered with helahts genesally in
the amge of 130", having conzidared uiban cesIgn amd cther periooas
tactars including Wlew Comitors Folicy, shadowing comsicoration:, compatibliity
with adjacant Feritaps buldng conteet and prosision o gublic benefits;

FURTHER 1HAT Council adat the Oraft Urken Design Criteria tor 3ty Higher
Buildings in the Historic Anag as 2ttarhen in tha anpevlis E of the sbewa notcd
Palicy Bepu L, and dirsst staff b3 prepare ard repart back with Resaaiing
Palizy for all Higrer Buildings in ihe Historiz Area, bosed nn|ﬂ'e adopted
Criario; and
4 FURNHER THAT for mary supporbeo higher buildirg, a sgnitcarly higher

sierdard of ardhizectural and urten eesign eacellence will ke regdined.

E. Sub;ect ta e apprwsd of &. B and €1, st ppcote the Lrmatown Comemonity Ham
te incarparale te apaovied changes [we FT5 (78 “Chinatown Community
Blan: sunmery of Couref. policies amd cire iom”)

£ 1. THAT Councl a5 @ prigrity diveres «tafl to reporl bazh dna Thinatawr
Coonemiz Rer talization Plan aath 2 et oF n2an i e tion
ctrategies, bu'lding upon existing revitalizat or. Iniaries (HazLings
Shrmat Facach PrOgram . Chinelown Awning Frogram, (Heriage Incenrhe
Program and verious initiathes under “Great Beyin g™ ) 873 herkage
wal e, o imnediately suppard Chinabowrn.

E.2. THAT e resaurzes snad eperlize of fhe Vencouvor ECanomic Deelopmen
Cammission he angaged, 11 canuiracor wivy U e Chinoiewn Bla,
[ i Lowin Mercaants Assaciation and ather Experl of ga izakiora &
maedad, 1o sopport e _reabior of the Chinatown sonomic
Rewitelizalion plan.

Pagg Iov &

Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committes
200-127 Eact Fonder Streat, Vancouver, BC VEA 1TS
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APPENDIX 3

COMPARISION OF MAXIMUM F5R IN VARIOUS PLANMING AREAS

Planning Area Max. Allowable F5R

Dowmtown South L0
Cambie 30
Downtown Eastside/Oppenheimer

& Sub-area 1 (Main/Hastings) 70

& All other areas 45
Gastown (HA-2) Mo maximum FSR
Yaletown (HA-3) 50
Victory Square 50
Chinatown [HA-1 & HA-1A) Mo maximum FSR

Vancouver Chinatosn REevitalization Committes
200-127 Eact Fonder Streat, Vancouver, BC VEA 1TS
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2 December 2016

General Manager's Office CH AT
Planning, Urban Design & Sustainability VARCIVET
City of vancouver

453 West 12th Ave

Wancowver, BC WY 1V4

ment Policies in Chinatown (HA-1 & HA-1A Zoning Areas

The Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee [WCRC) would like to thank and adinowledge the work of
staff in thair recent update and review of the Chinatown Economic Revitalization Action Plan. Draft changes to
the develsprment policies in Chinatown, whidh are intended to improve the form of new buildings, manage
change, darify the density that can be achieved, protect heritage, and stimulate the economy, were presented
to the VCRC at their General Membership Meeting on Septernber 20, 2016. Following two public open houses
held on October 22 and 25, and a subsequent WCRC meeting on November 9, 2016, membsers raised a number
of concems on the proposed changes. In preparation for our upcoming meeting with staff, we have

1. The HA-1A, HA-18, HA-1C and HA-1D Zoning Areas need stronger recognition for their histonc value.
Pender Street is not the only historic or culturally significant street in Chinatown, and the proposed
heights and densities for the HA-14, HA-1B, HA-1C and HA-1D Zoning Areas warrant further
disoussion.

2. Thereis grave concern that the proposed changes, namely, setting an inclusionary zoning area, will
streamline the process for developers to achieve floor space ratios (FSR) and heights that are
deemed excessive and have repeatedly been opposed to by the community, diminishing the
neighbourhood's historic, cultural and economic value in favour of market residential wnits.

3. Itis unclear whether the minimum 20% of units allocated for seniors" housing under the inclusionary
zoning area will be induded in the proposed maximum FSR of 6.65. In any event, an F5R of 6.65 is
still considered excessive and would overshadow the adjoining National Historic Site and the Ha-1
Tone.

4.  The various references to affordable housing, seniors’ housing and social housing in the open house
information boards (pp. 3-4 and 7-12 in the online pdf file] is not only inconsistent, but confusing
and ambiguous. Seniors’, social and affordable housing are not mutually inclusive and would have
different impacts on a strest. By exempting the requirement for second floor commerdal uses when
social and/or seniors” houwsing is provided, the street vitality would be significantly reduced.

5.  The proposal to allow buildings with 200-foot frontages in the HA-1A to HA-1D zones is completely at
odds with what we have all agreed to be the goal in Chinatown. This proposal brings back memories
of the opening days of the Historc Area Height Review when staff brought forward proposals for 30-
storey buildings on the Chinese Cultural Centre site and keefer Triangle. 1t is disappointing to find
ourselves at such a place again, after so many years of working together.

Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Commites
Third Floor-127 Eost Pender Strecf, Voncouver, BC VA 1T&
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we look forward to meeting with your staff to review the proposals, darify some of the proposed changes
aﬂﬁxﬁsmuywmmﬂng I‘mmlhem Themeetllgml be held on Ipesday, December 5,

I It Sen pet. wie will also be gathering after the meeting
faruur mnuﬂ ctllsunisdnmr in Cl'l'latﬂwl‘l Pleasejunus together with members of your team, if you
are able

Yours truby,

s

—F g A

T —— _JL

Carol Lee
Chair, vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee

Vancowwver Chinotown Revitalization Commites
Third Floor-127 Eost Pender Streat, Vaoncowver, BC VaA 1Té
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CHINATOWN SOCIETY HERITAGE BUILDINGS ASSOCIATION
C/O 418 HASTINGS STREET EAST VANCOUVER, BG VBA 1PT (604) B75-5550

Dear Mayor and Council,

Since 2006, The Chinatown Society Heritage Buildings Association [CSHBA) has been an acthve
prapanent for the revitalization of the Historic Community of Vancouver Chinatown. Our
organization, as part of their advocating initlatives, inlttalized the grassroot community effory
that culminated in the designation of Vancouver Chinatown as a National Historic Site in 2011,
and, as vou will recall, participated in depth in the process in collaboration with the City on the
Chinatown Neighborhood Plan and Economic Revitalization.

On January 5, 2017, CSHEA received a presentation from City ST regarding the proposed
changes to the Chinatown Neighborhood Plan and Economic Revitalization.

Upon further discussion, there are numearous changes that raised grave concems on the
preposed changes as they prasent trade-offs that would result in negative outcomes that
severely impacts the original character of Vancouver Chinatown,

The response of the CSHBA to the changes are as follows:

1) Height restriction: allowing additlonal heights in HA-18, C and D will result in physical
overshadowing of the buildings in HA-1. A potential hetght difference of up ta 75 feet will create
a perceived physical separation of the overall community. We insist that the height I3 setto a
maximum helght of 30 outright for HA-1A, B, Cand D.

2] Frontage: the propozed allowable 200° frontages s deemed to be too wide. Setting up
retail/business establishiments in these wide frontages provides a discriminatory advantage to
business that can afford to set up on these larger sites. This would force out businesses working
out of narrower footprints that presently pravide vitally important affordable and 2ccessible
products and services to serve low income Seniors living In closa proximity to the community. In
addition, at present maost of the buildings In Chinatawn are of 25 foot wide frontages. The
CSHBA's position is to malntain the 75' to 125 maxdmum widths,

3) Density: set the maximum F5R to 5.0. Setting a F5R of 6.05 will result in blocky structures that
will result in an inconsistent physical appearance and will impose a deleterious impact enthe
overall fabric

4) Inclusionary Zoning Area for Seniors Housing: The City should focus on the providing
affordable low-income Seniors Housing that allows seniors the cpportunities to live ina safe and
sacure place in Chingtown. Setting up a condition using Seniors a5 2 negotiating paint that
Imposes on the fragile architectural Fabric of Chinatown to provide living spaces for senkors is no
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CHINATOWN SOCIETY HERITAGE BUILDINGS ASSOCIATION
/O 418 HASTINGS STREET EAST VANCOUVER, BC VBA 1P7 (604) 879-5550

salution that guarantees that the senlor’s aftordability issue is properly and parmanently
addressed, We do not suppart the propesed inclusienary zoning area for seniors housing,
We ask that you carefully review the Chinatown Vision Statement that was released in 2002,
especially on the section on Senior's Houging.

In addition, we urge the City to create and support Incentives to support the 25° wide jots In
the Chinatown and Chinatown Districts.

Finally, the CSHBA propeses to the City that the Historic District of Vancouver Chinatown and
the ares of Chinatown South (inclusive of HA-14, B, C AND D) be designated as Heritage
Conservation Areas. In our view, the proposed changes directly canfilet with the Philosophy of
the Community and goes against their wishes to designate HA-1 and HA-1A as Harltage
Conservation Areas.

Thank you for your attention.

Slncorely,

AA L

Fred Mah, President
Chinatown Society Herltage Buildings Association

oo Gil Kelley, General Manager Planning, Lirban Design and Sustainability
Randy Pecarski, Acting Assistant Director of Planning
Kevin MeMNaney, Project Manager-NEFC, Project Team
Tom Wanklin, Senior Planner
Paul Cheng, Senicr Devalapment Planner
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Wu-ch 24, 20T
enr Wayar Gregel Paborlson, City Counciliors ane City Flannars:

Re: *roposed Econamic Revitallzathen Ledale 4o improversients to Sevelopmert Policies

Wi ure win Ling on betalf of cur 1001 organizatlan members to unice oL coneerns regs fding Lhe subject
propesed sutjest Dovale pment Molices. As stated noour recent letrars te Cliy Conncll and CHy P anners,
rhe revikalizat-ne and futuse deve:opment of historic Yancousar Ch nazown 15 a subjret that is roar aad
dearto the hearts of 2[1 the rennriueity grouas in Chinatown.

Upean rccoiving knowiedge of the City's prapased Develepmens Polcics the Chinese Benavolent
Asseriztion o° Yenoowver ICBA] cocrainates with the Ciby Blanners o hosl ¢ prescenlation session at the
CES Dl o diohaary & 2027, There wiore 53 pzople in attendzncs representing &F cor i nlby

negan lzztlons, e wisk 1o thaqk CHy Plenners, To Warklic and selen ba, for provdiag o wery
tomprenrnsive presentarion and responding tu sl the cuestions thet were raizec.

Aftertoe City Flanners” presentaticn, the cofnmialty geodpe deliberales oz length en the merts o°the
prosuscsd Develapmiont Pocicies. While tha cammmunity gecaps ame nol apposed o doeeiaamett and
zen:or honsing, they bave anmoeus'y vpposed the prepesed inciusionany zniing area’ ta Inerease he
curent zaning he ghe ko LEC feet, i pogial ¢hddor sonor housing s provided. The corunity graups are
werp ruch covcernzd with the praspect of haviag a blae ket heig- herease in che ‘inclusionasy zening
anza’ whens tinal approval on @ development prapasal will e mede by Gily stold, Thay ssronaty be.isve
that Sy Caunci| shou d be hald secountable o rawizw zach prasosal o tha cysrant Ha-l Tonicg wich 3
auilzir g dawe fome el vkicedicg the cerment maxinum herzht 90 feet.

The community graups also Lnanlemasly ohiccted w the proposed Developrert Polizies b nerease e
current maxi-ium fro~tagme ta 2090 fret, CReaga 0, hesilope characer end scale is of utrnest
ilnpr lursee Lo che staXeroldars afthe corimunlty.

Wz Lrga tre Oy i peglss ils 'Ecarwiic Bevikalization and Irprovaiment ta Deve lnamenl Palivies’
scratagy wa re®lect tha eoenens cl - he somerran by stakehaloers. Thaak you for yaur canzidcratlon |

Sircoreiy,

& oid s
(:"".‘lg L . ¥
G LAY
Hilkawrl Yiu o
Presidant
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CANADA CHADSHAN BUSINLEES ASEOCTATION
MRS b A

March 24, 2017

Dear Mayor Gregor Robertson, City Councillors and City Planners:

Re: Proj Economic Revitalization U and bm ements to Develo

On behalf of Canada Chaoshan Business Association, we are writing on to oppose the subject
proposed subject Development Policies. As noted by our stakeholders, the revitalization and future
development of historic Vancouwver Chinatown is a subject that is near anddear to the hearts of all
the community groups in Chinatown.

Upon receiving knowledge of the City's proposed Development Policies, the Chinese Benevolent
Association of Vancouver (CBA) coordinated with the City Planners to host a presentation session at
the CBA hall on January 8, 2017. There were 53 people in attendance representing 47 community
organizations. We wish to thank City Planners, Tom Wanklin and Helen Ma, for providing avery
comprehensive presentation and responding to all the questions that were raised.

After the City Planners’ presentation, the community groups deliberated at length on the merits of
the proposed Development Policies. While the community groups are not opposed to development
and senior housing, they have unanimously opposed the proposed ‘inclusionary zoning area” to
increase the current zoning height to 120 feet if social and/or senior housing is provided. The
community eroupsare very much concerned with the prospect of having a blanket height increase in
the ‘inclusionary zoning area’ where final approval on a development proposal will be made by City
staff. They strongly believe that City Council should be held accountable to review each proposal in
the current HA-1 Zoning witha building development exceeding the current maximum height 90 feet.

The community groups also unanimously objected to the proposed Development Policies to increase
the current maximum frontage to 200 feet. One again, ‘heritage character and sm@le’ is of utmiost
importance to the stakeholders of the community.

We urge the City to revise its ‘Economic Revitalization and Improvement to Development Policies”
strategy to reflect the concerns of the community stakeholders. Thank you for your consideration!

Sincerehy,

Canada Chaoshan Business Association
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ﬂ_:'!:' Vancouver Chinatown BIA Society

W 1 Ko o, Yanoeer, B, VGA 1RE el G09-5 128 L 6046300500
W pmail: wehisvacoaver<hinatown 2om Weh: warw wanco ver-chinatown,com

harch 28, 27
WA E-MAL
City of Vancouver
453 wesl 12" Avenue
Vanocouver, §CWeEY LW

Artention: ks, | lelen Ma, DTES Flannlhg, Teain
Re: Chinatawn Davelapment Polides Review

The prapased changes by City staff to Lhe develapment policies in Ctinatown are of greal concam, whether
¥oU sUpgort presanvation of Lhe herilage character of Chinalown ar are aligned wilh the pra-deve lopiment
lories in the community.

In Mlarch 2012 the City passed the Hiscoric doeg 1eighe Review, & major aohieweinent that garnerad su L
from all secters of the Chinatnwncoir runily. Susinzss assoclations, ¢ ulra organizationg and Clan
asdacialivns supperted Chinatown’s big & arganizations whe all signed a letter urging City Council to (pprove
HAHIL I HAHR, the City recognlzed Chinatown’s cultural and historic significance us a disting
neignbourhecd having its unique cammuniy guidzlines within the Duwntown Eastside.

City staff's arapasal In Ui Econemic Revitallzation Update and Improvermenls do Cevelopment Policies is 3
step backwards.

social Housk

anenf the key conponants of HA-R was to keep saclal Fouslng out of Chinatown. we Tought hard against
tha likes of lvar Drury and Wendy Poderson, and the Carnegle Cummunity Acticn Projecl §CCaP| whi
wiriled Chinazown ta be ghettoized as & low incore neighbourhnad. Tne campremise was implamanted
through the Local Aroa Planning Process [LAPP} whi e sacial hausing would Be the signiticant fona of
housing alang the Hastings corder, bus «ept aut of Chinatown.

Senlor Housing

An inmpartant season far suppaiting HAHR was becauss Comimy ity Amenity Contilutions ealrucled fram
developers would suppart the creation ot low income senia) ha asing. With the deyvelopments by Bosa,
Wostbank anc faltera, the cuin-nunity has reallzed only 22 new seniar kames.

The ugdaled pokicy propased by Cily staff now hes senior housing Lompating with second floor commercial
space.

The Cily presentation would lead us Lo believe that a developer would find sorial andfar semar housing
pra‘erable to second floar carmmescial, when i3 fack Mus is Far trom the case,

1. The cily pelicy requires that the developer ralinquishes ennhml of e senior o sing pit on ol Hhe
development which is imanaged by an approved ner profit sooiety.
L. Second floor office space will ba in sighificanL durmind when 5t Pg s Fospilal is builk.
A develaper would be more inclined ta bulld second floor ottices tenarnter by redical professionals and
clinles than be bordened with sucial housing or nonproflt senicr heusing.
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The proposed changes would amoend the develepment process far bigher beights an cutdzht approval,
meaning the community no langer has lhe opportarity to provide ilsinput. Projects suek 35 105 Keeter
ol proceed with ies plans with the exveption of rxchanging It seniur housi ‘g requirements lar affice
space.

There is a demand for seniar hausing in Chinatown, Ralker than desighale it for Inwingome vuly, it shauld
be prowviced for a ra-pe af incems zraups. An Inclusive alternative wauld be to regulie prondiding senior's
markelrenta housing. Senior renlal lipusing would e securad in new devp cpments thraugh a 219
Couenanl. Rentswould be fized at 10% Lo 20% belaw mrarcket value throuigh the same priwocss as the Cily's
Rental LOO pragran.

Large Lok %lte Axtemblies

Marrew 1oLy are a defining charsster of Chinalawr, typically 25° ane 50¢. The minfrmum sit= fro ntage to allow
ircreased heights should 2e 100, This wil encnurage developrient of much resded vesichen Ll units whil=
raintaining the distinet character ot the neiglibourhood. Requiring assembly of larger sites far
dowelapment wauld destroy Chinalown's unigueness.

Concluslin and Recommendations

Y& should conlinue working Lo maintain Chinatown as a distingt neighbuumond and prese s its he nkage
value, The Historic Area Height Review which allowed addizlanal 1esidential densiy in Chinatow wis
supporeed by Lhe commuwity based on the same prngipals.

New residential Julldings and new businesses in the naighhourhood 1ave beought life, but alsa challenged
lhe neighbourhaod. An aven greater impact wilf be felt ance 5t Pewls haspiti is built on our southern
border. There will be a masshve demand fa¢ resden Lol and business e -wices fram Ehes s nipunding
neighbaurhoad.

Bazed on the Plannlng Department’s prosentation, we feel that secia’ housing in Chinatewn is wor
acceplable as previausly agroed by the communily and ascepted by Council

We agree thal there is a need for senior hausing in Lhe community, Fo cncouraze developimenl of seniar
huusing, firstly, it shuuld nat be a chokce in exchange for office use. Secandwy, thers are many senioes wha
are nct low income that wisk te meonnect with the cormmun'ty. The fakse cancept af all seniors by detaylt
fallinlo the law income bracket must e pooperly recognized and eradicated. A subislanliad number of
seemitrs who wish t e in Chinatown are by their own chaices; nal by theirincome biacket. Frnsing can be
built in condo ur punposs huilt restal buildings with 3 caveal Lhat it must provide rmuket senior reita
hiawsing. This is enforceable with a 219 Gowvenant on tide and rental rates cer ba reguiated shoilar ta the
City’s Rental 105 program.

Wlth the intlux of lahour for Lhe new 5t Pau’s nospilal, there wi | be o sigrificant demand fa- rental hausing

in the commually. Purpose bl renlal buildings sheuld be encoumzed by autonalically grant'ng the higher
height | miLs and density, and net be encumbered wils sudial housing and nen protit saninr hausing. Rather
a portion of the buildings cuuld be sat azside for naisel senior housing,

Yours truly,

= SV

&lberl Fak
President
Vancouver Chinatawn Ruslness Improvement Aneg 500y
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S{ICIETY OF GACATE R VAMCOLIVIE)
Chair: Mike Harcourt

March 28, 2017

Mayor and Couneil
City of Vancouver

Ee: Building Commumity Society (BCS) comments on propesed changes to the Chinatown
Neighbourhood Plan

The Building Commumity Society (BCS) thanks Council for giving the public the opportunity to
comment on the proposed changes to the Plan and in particular to the Economic Revitalization
Strategy. BCS recently convened a workshop to leam the details of the proposed changes and to
hear commmumity stakeholder concemns regarding the future of Chinatown. We thank City Staff for
providing a clear explanation of proposed changes and the many commmumnity stakeholder groups
for sharing their concems.

Owerall, BCS is encouraged by and supportive of the proposed changes to the Chinatown
zoning by-law regulations — specifically the changes to the existing HA-1 and HA-1A zones.
We believe the proposed changes are a marked improvement over the present regulations and
should help to protect the henitage, enlture and traditional building character of Chinatowmn,
particulatly along the critical Pender Street comidor

BCS also acknowledges and welcomes progress on the other measures to enhance henitage,

The main issue is the zoning policy for the Chinatown South area. BCS 1s sympathetic to
stakeholder concems that the proposed zoning by-law changes would result in an increased
number of larger mass buildings which would be detnimental to the traditional building character
of Chinatown. In particular, the concems are about the prospect of more builldings with frontages
of 200 feet and maxinmm heights of up to 120 or 150 feet.

There are two competing objectives in play. One is to maimtam the traditional bulding character
of Chinatown. The other is to increase the residential base in order to enhance the viability of

local area businesses and to increase the supply of social/seniors/affordable housing. If it is felt
that both objectives have equal ment, the challenge is to find a workable balance between them.

BCS believes it is necessary to strike a balance between these two objectives. In order to achieve
a revitalized local business climate, both increased density and traditional bulding character, as
well as diversity of urban form/fabric must be accomodated. The City has recognized this and
staff has brought forward useful zoning policy changes and regulations to address these conflicts.
The problem is that crafting zoming schedules to fully achieve this 1s more than challenging.

Building Community Society
clo Maggie Geiser | 4097 Arbutus Street | Vancouver BC | VEJ 4T2
mgeiser@telus.net | 604 6189 5050
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Nonetheless, with this aim in mmd  BCS offers the following comments on proposed zoning
policies and regulations.

BCS does not support the proposed Inclusionary Zoning provision for the HA-1B zone and
the northern half of the HA-1C zone east of Main Street and accompanyving regulations
which would permit buildings with a mazimum height of 120 feet and a maximum frontage
of 200 feet. While such developments could provide some form of public benefit meets
commmity objectives of innovative hentage restoration, provides social/seniors/affordable
housing and create vanety of scale, it is still an 1ssue whether or not such larger scale buldings
directly adjacent to or in very close proximity to the historic and commercially active areas of
chinatown would detract from its traditional character. So long as there are other site
opportunities for buildings providing the aforementioned benefits, the appropriate action at this
point would be not to allow them in the subject areas. It is noted that the proposal is to allow
only ene density and height bormsing per block in these zones. But once a precedent has been
set, it may be difficult to deny other applications.

The Vancouver Chinatown Foundation (VICF) 15 a group dedicated to revitalizing Chinatown
hentage and culture by attracting more people of Chinese descent to visit Chinatown more often
to eat, socialize and participate in other activities. They feel that large scale mixed use buildings
and accompanying genfrification detracts from the historic cultore and vitality of the area and
will discourage this target group from coming. They reference a May 2014 US publication,
Older. Smaller. Better — Measuring how the character of buildings and blocks influences urban
vitality. by the Preservation Green Lab, a department of the National Trust for Historic
Presspvation, This publication argues for the preservation of older, smaller buildings and touts
the economic benefits of retaining narrow lot developments. The VCF believes that successful
achievement of this development pattern would, along with the continuing growth of youth
imvolvement, do muoch to enhance the cultural resurgence of Chinatown.

This 15 an inferesting 1dea, so the City should pursue the possibility of providing bonuses for 25
foot lot developments. This might result in the creation of some very unexpected imique one-off
buildings that will add diversity to the urban fabric of Chinatown.

BCS supports the proposed Inclusionary Zoning provision and accompanying regulations
for the HA-1C zone (except for the northern half of the area east of Main 5t.) and the HA-
1D zone. This will help achieve the objective of increasing the resident population base in
Chinatown. However, BCS suggests the City investigate alternate building forms/designs and
strategic placing of buildings in these zones as a way to mitigate the overall design impact of
larger scale buildings on Chinatown. BCS 15 mindful of the argument that a 200 ft. frontage
building with stepping back of mid and upper floors would create a saw tooth pattern that allows
for more airlight space at these elevations. BCS is also aware that the side by side juxtaposition
of several tall narrow buildmgs in a block may not be ideal either.

If the proposal to allow larger buildings in these two Inclusionary Zones will in fact result in
substantially more social/senior/affordable housing, then the proposed amendment to merease the
maximum allowable frontage seems a reasonable trade-off.

BCS supports the retention of the existing HA-1A zone for the sub-area in the southeast
corner of Hastings and Pender Street and the creation of the proposed HA-1B, HA-1C and
HA-1D zones and their accompanying regulations. These regulations are more favourable for
Chmatown

Building Community Society
clo Maggie Geiser | 4097 Arbutus Street | Vancouver BC | VEJ 4T2
mgeiser@telus.net | 604 6189 5050
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when compared to existing HA-1A regulations as they linnit permitted frontages and retain the
current maxinmm height of 90 feet.

A relaxation of up to 1.85 FSR. for laneway retail and commercial mezzanine could be
problematic becaunse of the need for emergency vehicluar access and the requirement for an
address. However, getting an address may not be an issue if the lane is directly connected to a
street.

BCS is unsure if enough staff resources have been directed to the building mass/design issue. If
not, BCS strongly urges Couneil to allocate more budget and staff fime to deal with
massing/design because this constantly anses as the most pressing issue amongst most
Chinatown stakeholders.

With respect to heritage and culture, it is essential that henitage buildings such as the Family
Association buildings be saved and upgraded. BCS notes that mitiatives like the Chinese Society
Legacy Program has made progress in fimding upgrades and would strongly encourage the City
to contimue to explore partnerships and other avenues to further this objective.

The Dr. Sun Yat-Sen Garden, the Chinese Cultural Centre and the Chinese Military Museum are
I features for attracting visitors to Chinatown and for mamtaiming the culfure and history
of the area. To this end, these organizations and business groups should be encouraged to
continue of to step up their efforts and work collaboratively to attract visitors/users, which could
lead to mecreased private/public mvestment in these facilities.

While mmch progress has been made in tetms of providing and improving the public realm there
does not appear to be much attention given to street safety and secunity. Addressing this issue
would go a long way toward making Chinatown more attractive for residents and visitors alike,
especially during evening hours. This would be cne of the prerequisites for the achievement of
the Vancouver Chinatown Foundation ambition noted earlier.

In summary, BCS recommends that consideration be given to our propesal to scrap the
inclusionary zoning provision for the HA-1B zone and the northern half of the HA-1C zone
east of Main Street, at least for the near to mid term future. In the longer term, it may be
appropriate to revisit this policy depending on such factors as city wide needs for social,
seniors and affordable housing. BCS supports all the other proposed zoning policies and
accompanying regulations.

The above comments are aimed at preserving the good and fostering the better. If we want
to aim for the best, we need to ask what will’should/can the future of Chinatown be. The

answers to this guestion may help determine the most appropriate zoning policies and
regulations for Chinatown going forward.

Mike Harcourt

Building Commmunity Socciety

Building Community Society
clo Maggie Geiser | 4097 Arbutus Street | Vancouver BC | VEJ 4T2
mgeiser@telus.net | 604 6189 5050
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‘_x COALITION OF VANCOUVER NEIGHBOURHOOI1S

hitp://coalitionvan.org

March 30, 2017
City of Vancouver Council

Dear Mayor Gregor Robertson and Councillors,

Re: Update to Chinatown Economic Revitalization Action Plan

The latest propesed update to the Chinatown Economic Revitalization Action Plan will bring
many unwanted changes to Chinatown, and presents several concerns for the Coalition of
Vancouver Neighbourhoods. We cannot support this proposed update.

Chinatown is an important community within the city that is Vancouver. It is part of our roots,
and our soul. As such, it deserves special handling in order to both carefully conserve, protect,
and develop its built form, and support its Chinese and other low-income residents who call the
neighbourhood home. This update does not fulfill those requirements. Others have stated, and
we will reiterate, that the size of development allowed in this update is completely out of
character with the existing scale of the neighbourhood, ignoring the texture and intimacy at the
pedestrian level of the small shops and the 4 to 5 storey massing of the heritage buildings which

make up a large segment of the community.

Some of our concerns with some of the proposals, briefly listed:

= Chinatown should be treated as a single heritage zone, not broken up into many small
units. Our suggestion would be the 10-block area proposed by many of the groups active
in the community.

= Future development should fit with the character of the existing neighbourhood, not
overwhelm it. The proposed height limits of 150 feet are excessive.

= Theincreased heights and focus on commercial development will further increase the
rate of gentrification in the neighbourhooed, which has seen increasing displacement
pressures on the neighbourhood's Chinese and other low-income residents.

= Housing policies should: a) create real affordable housing: b) create real social housing
which includes some accommodation for low-income earners and seniors; and ¢ truly
serve the community.

= Thereis a need to reduce proposed frontages to be more closely aligned with the smaller
existing shop and business (i.e. typical) frontages.

= Thereis a need for much stricter design guidelines that would conserve, protect, and
develop the built form of Chinatown and promote its uniqueness within Vancouver.

= There is a need for a program which supports the retention of small businesses and
promotes culturally-appropriate heritage businesses, thus strengthening the heart of
Chinatown.
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Urban planner and Director of the Simon Fraser University City Program Andy Yan states:
“Given the pre-existing grain of the neighbourhood, I don't think it's appropriate to bring ...

development that is modeled [after] areas of surplus industrial brown fields. It's invasive to
an established neighbourhood like Chinatown.”

The Coalition could not agree more.
Councillor Raymond Louie noted:
“..staff have the difficult task of coming up with a plan that meets both council’s demands
as well as economic realities.” And that “the new rules, if accepted, would limit retail
storefronts to 50 feet It'’s one of many examples [that) the city is listening to public input.”
However, we would respectfully disagree about the listening. The typical store frontage in
Chinatown is 25-30 feet. sometimes even smaller. That smaller frontage forms part of what
we're calling ‘character’.

Allowing development assemblies spanning up to 200 feet, with retail storefronts at 50 feet,
will do nothing to enhance the existing ‘character’ that defines Chinatown.

What is needed are guidelines which govern (and reduce):

the overall size of development,

the store and business frontage length,

the massing of buildings which better reflect the existing sizes and shapes in the
neighbourhood, and

which call for specific details that also enhance the Chinatown ‘character’.

Also, very importantly, what is needed is:

= more language- and culturally-appropriate consultation with community groups and
residents, particularly for the Chinese and other low-income residents who will be most
impacted by these changes, to clarify what's preferred and needed,

= more imaginative and innovative design work by architects and urban
planners /designers to come up with new proposals that really work with the fabric that
is Chinatown, to enhance and celebrate its essence.

We do not support the proposals put forth in this update.

We recommend additional community consultation and significant revisions to the proposal
before the proposed update moves forward.

As Andy Yan has noted, Chinatown comprises just one per cent of the city's fabric. Let's treat it
as the special unique gem it is.
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Sincerely,

Larry Benge, Chair
labenge@telus.net 604-736-0190

On behalf of the Coalition of Vancouver Neighbourhoods

Contact: info@coalitionvan.org

Member Groups of the Coalition of Vancouver Neighbourhoods

Arbutus Ridge Community Association

Arbutus Ridge/Kerrisdale/Shaughnessy
Visions

Cedar Cottage Area Neighbours

Chinatown Action Group

Citygate Intertower Group

Community Association of Mew Yaletown

Crosstown Residents Association

Downtown Eastside Neighbourhood Coundil

Dunbar Residents Association

False Creek Residents Association

Grandview Woodland Area Coundl

Granville Burrard Residents & Business Assn.

Joyce Area Residents Association
Kitsilano-Arbutus Residents Association

Kits Point Residents Association

Marpole Residents Coalition

Morquay Residents

NW Point Grey Home Owners AssocCiation
Qakridge Langara Area Residents
Ray-Cam

Residents Association Mount Pleasant
Riley Park/South Cambie Visions
Shaughnessy Heights Property Owners Assn.
Strathcona Residents Association

Upper Kitsilano Residents Assodation
West End Neighbours

West Kitsilano Residents Assodation
West Point Grey Residents Association
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March 31, 2017

AT
WAL IO TR

Mr. Gil Kelley

General Manager Planning, Urban Design and Sustainability
City of Vancouwer

453 West 12" Ave

Vancouver, BC

VEY 1V4

Crear Mr. Kelley,
Re: to Zoning in Chinatown (HA-1 and HA-

| am following up on your meeting with the Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee on January
20 and the February 4 open house seeking public comment on proposed changes to the City's existing
HA-1 and HA-1A zoning regulations.

The staff presentation at the February 4 open house was materially unchanged frem that of last fall so |
am attaching a copy of the December 2, 2016 letter we submitted at that time. Those concerns still
stand.

There are two great issues overarching the more detailed issues outlined im my December 2 letter:

*  The “inclusionary zoning" provisions — with their promise of a green light on buildings of up to
200 in frontage should they include certain housing provisions - are an encrmous incentive to
consolidate the 25° lots that are the very beginning point of the fine grain development that
makes Chinatown what it is. When the developments move to this scale the social and
economic implications — ranging from who can build the buildings to who can inhabit them — are
profound.

®*  The 200F frontages are so at odds with the retention of any heritage character in Chinatown that
your department and Council owe the community a simple answer to the question posed to
Mayor and Council by the Building Community Seciety in November: "Does the City want this
“m‘i Im‘ i I m?-l'

Fundamentally, the encouragement of consolidating lots through the proposed zoning changes will
accomplish what the despised Urban Renewal Program of the 1960s could not: the obliteration of
Chinatown through the undritical pursuit of a currently fashionable development solution.

The incentivizing of consolidation is in diametric opposition to the Chinatown Neighbourhood Plan
adopted by Council in 2012. The 12 years of visioning and community consultation that led to that plan

Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Commites
Third Floor-127 Eost Pender Streof, Voncouver, BC VA 1T
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im no way directed the City to this zoning change. The change can only drive the cost of land and
property taxation so high that no current users of the district will be able to remain. It will negate the
many positive efforts your department and Council have made to secure the future of Vancouver's
histeric Chinatown.

Cynicism about community consultation begins when actions veer so far from the goals developed
through consultative processes. In accord with the Chinatown Neighbourhood Plan we respectfully ask
that:

* The incentive to consolidate kots be removed from the proposed changes to Chinatown zoning
regulations. Instead, we ask you to expressly incentivize development in the HA-1 and HA-1A

zones that respects the existing subdivision pattern of the district. That subdivision pattern is
fundamental to the scale of development envisioned in the Chinatown Neighbourhood Plan.
How to incentivize smaller-lot development has been a frequent topic in the Chinatown
planning process. Many means of doing this have been discussed, a few examples being the
relaxation of on-site parking and unloading requirements and the permitting of greater site
COVET3EE.

#  The positive aspects of the proposed improvements to development policies in Chinatown—
densi and hej among them — be ht to Council but medified to align with

the goals of the Chinatown Neighbourhood Plan. The proposed ocutright F3R of 3.75 for HA-1is
im harmony with the Plan. The proposed outright F5Rs in the rest of Chinatown are high given
the objects of the Plan: In the past VCRC has supported an F5R of 5 in the existing HA-1A zone.

We look forward to continuing to work with your department on resolutions to these issues. Obviously
Chinatown needs renewal. Obviously Chinatown needs more residential units. Obviously Vancouver
needs a variety of districts that remind us of where and who we are. The challenge is in filling these
needs in the best possible way for Vancouver and the local community. The current proposal fails to do
this.

Yours truly,

Carol Lee
Chair, Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee

L. Kaye Krishna, General Manager, Development Services, Licensing and Buildings
Karen Hoese, Acting Assistant Director of Planning
Tom Wanklin, Senior Planner, Downtown Eastside Meighbourhoods Group
Helen Ma - Planner, Downtown Eastside Neighbourhoods Group
Paul Cheng, Senior Development Planner, Urban Development

Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Commites
Third Floor-127 Eost Pender Streof, Voncouver, BC VA 1T
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March 10, 2018

Mr. Tom Wanklin

Ms. Helen Ma

Vancouver City Planning Department
453 West 12th Ave,

Vancouver, BC VoY 1v4

Dear Tom and Helen:

Re:_ Proposed Chinatown Development Policy Changes

Thank you for presenting Planning Staff's proposed Chinatown Development Palicy Changes at the
March 19, 2018 meeting of the Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee.

The peoints you made in your prasentation and that were cutlined on the two handout sheets you
provided at the meeting {Progress Update from Staff to Community and Technical Summary Table)
reflect the course of public discussion since the Historic Area Height Review began in 2009. In the period
following the construction of taller buildings on Main Street and the failed efforts to develop 105 Keefer,
in April 2015 VCRC asked the City to introduce density (floor space ratio) caps, to improve design
guidelines and to improve formal community input into the review of all buildings proposed for
Chinatown. We have asked for a community-based civic agency such as an enhanced Chinatown Historic
Area Planning Committee as an important part of that improvement. We are pleased to see all thesa
topics in the proposad changes.

While the topics are addressed in the information sheets, the discussion is not detailed. If we have
learned anything from the past decade of planning and debate, it is that the renewal of Chinatown is a
complex policy challenge and details eventually matter a great deal. This is especially true in regard to
zoning policy. We therefore urge Staff to amplify the information concerning the proposed changes to
zoning policy. The report to Council will be greatly strengthened if it includes an explanation of how the
specific outright and conditional FSRs and heights were chosen and how staff envisions them working to
implement the Chinatown policies we have all labourad so hard to develop for nearly two decades.

Two decades of policy development and public debate have created a long list of aspirations not all of
which are compatible. Paring back to the essentials leaves something like this: Chinatown is a heritage
site of world importance but it is no less a living neighbourheod in present time. All regulations for
Chinatown need to enhance these two realities:

+ Devzlopment regulations in Chinatown must drive towards three goals related to its heritage
status: (1) Preserve the heritage buildings, (2) Establish a high level of review for heritage-
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compatibility for all new buildings and (3) Establish FSR limits compatible with the heritage
streetscape.

+ Development regulations in Chinatown must drive towards the physical renewal required in
Chinatown if it is to be revitalized as a living neighbourhood. The FSR limits need to be realistic
for (1) the land uses envisionad in the existing Chinatown palicies and (2] the financial realities
of development.

These considerations lead us to question the wisdom of setting an FSR of 1.0 in the district, far below
what is required for either heritage or living neighbourhood purposes. Given the long delays in City
development permitting, the City and community must be prepared to see buildings built to the outright
FSR. This recently occurred in the 100 block East Pender following a fire and the desire of the owner to
get a business up and running again. The nead for realistic, transparently derived outright and
conditional FSRs is essential to winning wide community support. This explanation should include a
series of pro forma analyses to demonstrate that the proposed FSRs and heights are the best possible to

achieve our planning goals while still being workable for property developers. VCRC has always stood for
“right development” but never asked for “no development.”

If the proposed changes to zoning regulations are successful, the increased population of Chinatown will
require increased public amenities. These will need funding. The Progress Update information sheet you
provided on March 19 noted that the community had told Staff that “Trading character for public
benefits is ‘not worth it.”" This sentimant arose in regard to the small benafit that would be derived
from the permitted 30 feet of conditional height on the already massive buildings allowed outright in
the HA-1A district. Scaling back the outright and conditional heights as proposed in the Technical
Summary Table provided on March 19 will still yield relatively small Community Amenity Contributions.
We urge you to find a viable alternative to funding the amenities that will be required by a revitalizad
Chinatown.

There are several additional concerns mentioned in the Progress Update that call for a brief comment
here:

# The proposed lane set-back in support of activating lane ways is not realistic. The set-back
proposal should be abandoned as it would further complicate the revitalization of Chinatown.

* Property owners should be specifically notified of the proposad zoning changes before they are
sent to Council. Without owners understanding the objectives of the regulatory changes, the
regulations could become more a source of conflict than a source of revitalization.

» The strengthening of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee to play a stronger role in
the review of proposed Chinatown building applications is essential to providing the community
input we all desire without exhausting the public. The renewal of CHAPC should proceed on the
same schedule as changes to zoning.

All this said, VCRC is pleased to see the City proceed with this zoning revision. We support staff's
preparation of this report and look forward to it proceeding to Council after appropriate revisions and
future public consultation.
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Thank you for attending the March 19 VCRC meeting. We look forward to commenting on all the
compoenents of the Chinatown Development Policy Changes as they are developed in greater detail.
Please call any time and we will make space at the next VCRC meeting to accommodate discussion of
this important work.

Sincerely,

{-"’____? | SR

Carol Lee
Chair, VCRC
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- |06 Keefer St., Vancouver, BC, VaA X4 Tel; 60d-632-3808 Fax: 604-632-3809
Email; vebiai@vancouver-chinatown.com Web: www. v chi Wi

City of Vancouver
453 West 12" Avenue
Vancouver, B.C.
V5Y 1V4

April 6, 2018
Attn: Mr, Tom Wanklin , Senior Planner, Downtown East
Downtown Division Planning, Urban Design and Sustainability

Ms. Helen Ma Planner. DTES Neighbourhoods Group

Dear Sirs:
Re: Chinatown Development Policies and Planning Update

Per captioned matter, we sincerely thank you for your recent presentation to our board. We also wish to
forward our gratitude to Ms. Wendy Au, C.O.V, Assistant City Manager; for her participation at the
meeting, .

As promised, we had since presented your proposal to our members who are property and/or business
owners of Chinatown. We regret to inform you that the feedback by majority in a matter of magnitude is
negative. In fact, there is uproar against the proposal citing that it is “ill-conceived™, “poorly planned™
and “an absolute lack of public consultation or outreach”. We did remind our members that it is at a
proposal stage for the moment and they will have opportunities to voice their opinions.

Kindly allow us to reiterate that we are the Business Improvement Area Society of our community and
hence promoting and strengthening our businesses is our primary objective. Base on your most recent
propasal, we believe the eriteria and incentive to enhance such objective is extremely lacking. In fact,
many of our members and our board believe the contrary is true; that the latest proposal would almost
ensure a decline in legitimate business activities. Many of the original shop owners during the glory days
of the 80°s have retired and their children have other careers outside of Chinatown. The decline of DTES
in the 90°s had resulted with many mote store closures either as permanent shutdowns or relecation
elsewhere in Metro Vancouver. For the past 5 years, our BIA has been endeavouring Chinatown’s
revitalization; advocating that “Chinatown is opened for business for everyone; one needs not to be
Chinese to come to Chinatown.” Judging from the new businesses that had opened in Chinatown, that
objective has been achieved especially after an unanimous decision by all the major associations and
societies in Chinatown --- a first in Chinatown’s modern history --- to endorse and support the initiatives
set by the Historical Area Height Review.

Maost regreftably, the latest proposal appears to be an 180-degree turnaround from the HAHR initiatives.
We had already witnessed and experience what was before and we absolutely do not have any desire
whatsoever to retrograde back into that phase,
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— Vancouver Chinatown BlIA Society

- 106 Keefer St., Vancouver, BC, VoA 1X4 Tel; 604-632-3808 Fax: 604-632-3809
Email: vehia@vancouver-chinatown.com Web: www vancouver-chinatown.com

We understand and appreciate the gesture of preserving and honouring our Chinese heritage and historical
significance. We certainly welcome and will assist on maintaining a museum component for Chinatown
but please be categorically certain that Chinatown is not just a museum; it was, still is and shall be a
vibrant business community and a place for many to call home. And home shall not be limited to the
seniors and low-income folks either, Marketable housing is equally important as its senior and low-
income counterparts. As City planners and manager, you surely would concur that a successful
community will consist of many major components; that equilibrium is key. Any shortfall of one will
lead to the dismantling of the entire whole. Such is the case of what is being proposed: Chinatown’s
businesses will not survive base on the lifestyle and expenditures of seniors and low-income consumers,
Business closures will be inevitable and guaranteed. Low-density dwellings will be insufficient to
support the existing ethnic and historic businesses. [ronically, it would only fast-pace shop operators o
take earlier retirements or to permanently relocate elsewhere, The end result would be more empty
storefronts that would only attract non-Chinese ethnic-based tenants which would ultimately dilute the
Asian ethnic component of Chinatown further.  The same applies to investors. Realizing that the
proposed zoning would almost guarantee an investment loss, existing owners would sell and exit as soon
as possible to minimize deficits while no new investors will have any interest in acquiring properties in
Chinatown. Only those who are unfamiliar with the community may show interest and they will neither
concern nor honour the historic importance of Chinatown. Please do not be mistaken that we do not
welcome non-Chinese entrepreneurs and investors in our community. That is the goal of inflexible old
guards who refuse 1o evolve with time and the agenda of some perverse youth groups who neglect the
core component of the community; both ol whom have very distorted views of Chinatown that borders on
reverse discrimination. As afore-said, we welcome everyone so long they operate legitimate and legal
businesses. And we encourage them to introduce Chinese components and elements into the produets that
they carry. It should be inclusively along with equilibrium; not exclusivity along with imbalance.

Chinatown is in desperate needs of residential population. Any community would be successful if a
sufficient population clout is attained and it becomes self-sufficient. Onece again, a proper mixture of
residents is wital, not just senior citizens: not just low-income folks and not just young professionals
either: but a mixture of all of the afore-mentioned. Densifying the residential development is the only
viahle solution. We agree that the core historical area of Chinatown such as the 100-block of East Pender
Street should be preserved for their historical significance; however; development restrictions outside of
that area should be relaxed to eneouraged and sustain a proper residents’ clout in order to support the
business of the community.

W
Lastly, any public servants of the City familiar with Chinatown will know that shop operators and
property owners have always been the silent type. Through rain or shine, and through stagnation or
prosperity, they more or less remain quiet and endeavour their ways through. Bluntly put. they must keep
working to stay afloat and to make ends meet. Consequently, they are not very engaging with
consultations conducted by the City as they have very little spare time outside of operating their
businesses. Some may even find the process o be intimidating due to language barriers or it is simply not
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in their nature to interact with government officials. At the other end of the scale, those who possess the
radical ideology will most certainly be the loudest. And the youths are more media savvy and they would
know how to use the technology to broadeast and manipulate their message; however incorrect it may be;
to gain supporters. So any feedback on a public consultation in Chinatown is guaranteed to have skewed
results biased towards those with radical views. We, along with the Vancouver Chinatown Merchants
Association, are the true representatives and genuine voices of the entrepreneurs, the shop operators and
the property owners of Vancouver Chinatown. Everything depicted above are based on facts and
evidences that we had witnessed, experienced and endeavoured from. We are at the front line; we are the
ancillary as well as the auxiliary. We encounter, tackle and resolve them all (or at least attempting to) on
a daily basis with some of us over a time span measured in decades. The results of our collective strongly
suggest that your latest proposals leave much room to be desired and major reconsiderations and revisions
are necessary for the long-term sustainability of Vancouver Chinatown. We urge you to accept our
suggestions and we would be more than delighted to continue to work with you on this matter to reach a
mutually beneficial autcome which is, as always, achieving and sustaining equilibrium.

Thank you very much for your kind attention,

Sincerely,

Albert Fok
For and on behalf of

Vancouver Chinatown Business Improvement Area Society
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City of Vancouver Advisory Group Minutes

Staff consulted City of Vancouver advisory groups while developing the policy for
Chinatown. The minutes for these meetings are presented here:

Urban Design Panel and Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee joint
workshop (March 4, 2015)

Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (September 8, 2016)
Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (November 10, 2016)
Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (May 11, 2017)

Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (July 13, 2017)

Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (March 8, 2018)
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Urban Design Panel & Chinatown Historic Area Planming Committee loint Meeting
March 4, 2015

PRESENT: STAFF
Paul Cheng, Development Planner
Zlatan lankovic, Heritage Planner
Tom Wanklin, Senior Planner

PRESENT: MEMBERS OF THE URBAN DESIGH PAMEL:
Walter Francl, Architect
Joe Fry, Landscape Architect
David Grigg, Engineer
Jennifer Marshall, Architect (Chair)
Arno Matis, Architect
Phil Mondor, Vancouver Planning Commission
Chris Mramor, Landscape Architect
Matthew Soules, Architect

PRESENT: MEMEERS OF THE CHINATOWH HISTORIC AREA PLAMNING COMMITTEE:
Matthew Halverson, Dr_Sun Yat-Sen Garden Society Representative
Sherry Han, AIBC Representative

Clinton McDougall, Member at- Large (Chair)
Introduction - members of 5taff, the UDP and CHAPC introduced themselves

Purpose of the Workshop:
The purpose of this spedial joint workshop of the Urban Design Panel (UDP) and the Chinatown Historic
Area Planning Committee (CHAPC) are:
= To reflect the concerns and comments we have heard from the community in the previous
workshop.
» To seek urban design advice on how new development can strengthen and enhance the
architectural character of historic Chimatown.

Workshop Presentations:
= (Chinatown Plan Implementation Update - Tom Wanklin, Senior Planner
=  (Chinatown Building Examples: Past and Present - Paul Cheng, Senior Development Planner

Discussion:

Panel members offered a range of comments including:

=  The design guidelines are extremely difficult to ENFORCE and at the end of four years they seem to
be a failed experiment;

=  Cwurrent large development are oversized and are not fitting well with the Chinatown context
however the projects that are fitting better are the smaller sites;

= Might not be able to stop developers from assembling property, but the City can stop them from

designing a single building on a site;

There is grain and texture to the old buildings that is important in this area of the city;

The area should support fabric buildings rather than buildings that dominate an entire block;

At street level the rhythm of the retail iz a singular and strong characteristic of Chinatown;

Chinatown has huge character, style, colour and embellishments and the historical building's

materials are usually a lot of masonry and stone and metal detailing;

= |f contemporary materials are going to be used, they need to be used in a sensitive way that
relates to the existing context;

=  Appropriate building expression needs to be considered for new buildings;
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Consider a F53R cap on the bigger lots to control what can be bailt;

Modemn interpretations of historical patterns would be supportable;

It &= important that new buildings have wverticality and rhythm and a distinction between the
bottom, middle, top as well as the parapet or cornice line;
Mhseufﬂvehfstmﬁdhuidirqswa;ufbeni-]stmufcmﬁa],ﬂmmiddlesecﬁmm
residential and the top floor was dedicated to community (society uses) which led to a certain
character on the top floor that often added details such as balconies;

It seems that in the newer buildings there is not a lot happening at the ground plane which mean
the space is usually taken over by banks or drug stores that don't activate the street;

It was suggested that perhaps developers should eam height and density through adding public
spaces such as parks, plazas and other public spaces;

Hew buildings need to activate the lane with retail uses or other uses, internal breezeways or
devices that will contribute to a new vernaoular;

In Chinatown the retail spills out into the sidewalks which makes the neighbourhood unigue;

Heed to put priority on 25 foot lot width increment of development to maintain texture of
streetscape. Large developments need to provide an architectural response that addresses this;
There needs to be some flexdbility in height to create some different types of residential and
commercial umits;

There are many different ways to design a building that could lead to legibility, visual richness
which may be a challenge for the larger sites and it would also be important that they have a 25
foot buildings expression to fit into the historical context;

It is important to differentiate the new from the old while not mimicking the old;

Like the idea of taking something that is clearly a defining element and maybe expressing it in an
symbolic and abstract or a contemporary way;

The best design has a close relationship to all the activities that happen in the building;

Is there really a need for all the parking in the new buildings considering 50% of residents are single
[persons=;

Life happens out in the neighbourhwod and the idea of public space is incredibly important;

Az well, less and less Chinese people are choosing to live in Chinatown so housing needs to be
affordable to attract them to the neighbourhood;

There was some concern on how to make Chinatown more sociably sustainable since there is a lack
of community space;

As well there are other sustainability concerns regarding rain water runoff, contamination from the
roofs and back alleys that ends up in the city’s water supply.
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MINUTES OF THE
CHINATOWN HISTORIC AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE

September 8, 2016

A meeting of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (CHAPC) was held on Tuesday,
September B, 2016 at 5:30 pm, in the Boardroom of the Chinese Cultural Centre, 50 East
Pender Street, Vancouver, BC.

PRESENT: Matthew Halverson (Chair)
Helen Lee (Vice-Chair)
Gregory Borowski
Doris Chow
Edmund Ma
Inge Roecker (arrived at 5:43 p.m.}
Councillor Kerry Jang
Councillor Raymond Lowie

ABSENT: Pui Lam Ho
Kelly Ip
Andrew Lau
Kenneth Liu
Mark Silvanovich
Ken Wong
Brian Tu
Commissioner Erin Shum, Parks Board
Trustee Allan Wong, Vancouver School Board

ALSO PRESENT: Paul Cheng, Senior Development Planner, Urban Design
Zlatan Jankovic, Heritage Planner
Helen Ma, Planner 2, DTES Heighborhood Group
RECORDING SECRETARY: Rae Ratslef, Raincoast Ventures Ltd.
Chair Halverson called meeting to order at 5:40 pm noting that any motions passed would be
subject to ratification at a future meeting at which a guorum was present.
1) Adoption of Agenda and Minutes

MOVED by Helen Lee
AND SECONDED by Gregory Borowski

THAT the Agenda for the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting
scheduled September B, 2016 be adopted with amendment to add ltem 3, “Review
CHAPC Terms of Reference”.

SUBJECT TO RATIFICATION



APPENDIX F
PAGE 61 OF 85

5edd p.m.
Inge Roecker arrived at the meeting.

MOVED by Doris Chow
AND SECONHDED by Edmund Ma

THAT the Minutes for the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting held
April 14, 2016 be adopted as circulated.

SUBJECT TO RATIFICATION

Apenda Yaried
The order of the Agenda was varied at the meeting to consider Item 3 prior to ltem 2.

3) Review Terms of Reference

Vice Chair Lee noted that CHAPC's current Terms of Reference (ToR) were created in
1994, and suggested that they be reviewed in detail, potentially by a subcommittee
whose members could include the CHAPC Chair or Vice Chair.

Staff sugpested that there be consultation with the City Clerk’s office and the Planning
Department to determine the appropriate framework for the ToR review and to ensure
consistency with ToR for other City committees as appropriate.

Suggestions and considerations in discussion were regarding: ensuring the ToR are
updated and current; ensuring CHAPC's membership is representative of the
community; clarifying CHAPC's mandate and advisory role; and support for scheduling
regular monthly meetings.

HOTICE OF MOTION

Vice Chair Helen Lee brought forward a notice of motion to be considered at the next
meeting:

THAT the Chinatown Historic Area Plannming Committee (CHAPC) form a subcommittee
to review the CHAPC Terms of Reference in consultation with the City Clerk and
Planning Department, and that the subcommittee report back to CHAPC with its
related recommendations.

2) Chinatown Economic Revitalization Update and Development Policies Review

Helen Ma, Planner 2, Downtown Eastside Heighbourhood Group, and Paul Cheng,
Semior Development Planner, Urban Design, provided a presentation on the Chinatown
Heighbourhood Plan and Chinatown Economic Revitalization Action Plan. Staff
discussed proposed updates to development policies in Chinatown relative to:

= Maximum density, floors and height

= |Land use to require increased non-resident uses
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= Rezoning to support semiors housing
= Exploration of designation of Chinatown HA-1 and HA-1A as a Heritage
Conservation Area.

Staff intends to provide a related presentation to Council by December 31, 2016.

Staff received comments and responded to questions regarding: timing for release of
new district schedules; challenges of implementing standardized collection of waste;
suggested policy revisions relative to number of floors, density and uses; potential to
provide design incentives for smaller developments; potential perception of
downzomning; how each side of zoning informs development; whether there could be a
limitation on the development area of lots; frontage and rear property lines; and
potential to allow for residential entrance from the lanes.

HOTICE OF MOTIOHN
Chair Halverson brought forward a notice of motion to be considered at the next meeting:

THAT the Chinatown Historic Area Plannming Committee (CHAPC) support the general
direction of the Chinatown Meighbourhood Plan and Chinatown Economic Revitalization

Action Plan policy development.

Mext meeting:

DATE: October 13, 2016

TIME: 5:30 pm

PLACE: Chinese Cultural Centre Boardroom, 50 East Pender Street

The meeting adjourned at 7:03 p.m.

faasd

Chair

Date Approved
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MINUTES OF THE

CHINATOWN HISTORIC AREA PLANMING COMMITTEE

November 10, 2016

A meeting of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (CHAPC) was held on Tuesday,
Movember 10, 2016 at 5:30 pm, in the Boardroom of the Chinese Cultural Centre, 50 East

Pender Street, Vancouver, BC.

PRESENT:

ABSENT:

ALSO PRESENT:

RECORDING SECRETARY':

Matthew Halverson (Chair)

Helen Lee (Vice-Chair)

Gregory Borowski {(armrived 5:58 p.m.)
Doris Chow

Kelly Ip

Andrew Lau

Edmund Ma

Inge Roecker (arrived 6:34 p.m.)

Ken Wong

Brian Tu

(Vincent) Pui Lam Ho

Councillor Kerry Jang

Kenneth Liu

Councillor Raymond Louie

Commissioner Erin Shum, Parks Board

Mark Silvanovich

Trustee Allan Wong, Vancouver School Board

Bonmie Ma, Planner, DTES Meighbourhood Group (Item 2)
Helen Ma, Planner Il, DTES Neighbourhood Group (item 2)
Zlatan Jankovic, Heritage Planner

Rae Ratslef, Raincoast Ventures Ltd.

A guorum being present, Chair Halverson called meeting to order at 5:35 pm.

1) Adoption of Agenda and Minutes

MOVED by Edmond Ma
AND SECONDED by Kelly Ip

That the Agenda for the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting
scheduled Hovember 10, 2016 be accepted as circulated.

CARRIED
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MOVED by Daoris Chow
AMD SECOMDED by Ken Wong

THAT the Minutes of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting held
October 13, 2016 be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

2) Chinatown Economic Revitalization Update and Development Policies Review

In follow up to a presentation to the Committee on September 8, 2016, Helen Ma,
Planner |1, Downtown Eastside Heighbourhood Group, and Bonmie Ma, Planner,
Downtown Eastside Neighbourhood Group, provided a further presentation on the
Chinatown Economic Revitalization Update and Development Policies Review. Staff
discussed proposed updates to development policies in Chinatown to:

= (larify maximum density and maximum number of floors, and to maintain
maximum height
Require increased non-resident uses
Explore designating HA-1 and HA-1A as a Heritage Conservation Area
Split HA-14A into four districts with customized regulations for each
Replace the Rezoning Policy for Chinatown South with an “inclusionary zoning
area”.

5:58 p.m.
Gregory Borowski arrived at the meeting.

The Committee was informed that additional information could be accessed at
www . vancouver.ca/ chinatown.

Suggestions and considerations in discussion were regarding: interest in retail on
laneways; rationale for proposing one taller building per block between Keefer and
Pender streets; intent of the interpretation around retail frontages; timing for a report
to Council and process that would follow; concern regarding proposed changes that
would lessen the public oversight and consultation elements of rezomings.

6i34 p.m.
Inge Roecker arrived at the meeting.

Suggestions and considerations in further discussion were regarding: support to
encourage social housing while at the same time requiring cultural and heritage
components to be addressed; concerns regarding whether the proposed height and
bulk are appropriate for a heritage area; support for the envisioned retail with
mezzanine component; the City's society legacy program; interest in further
consultation on newly introduced elements of the Development Policy Review; and
interest in a visual representation of the implications of splitting HA-14 into four

6:59 p.m.
Kelly lp departed the meeting.
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Suggestions and considerations in further discussion were regarding: design guidelines
relative to signage; concern that the tool that is being set out to get a specific benefit
miay harm the fabric of the neighbourhood; support for the concept of a transition
zone; support for more policies that encourage smaller floorplates instead of large
sites with design elements to make them look smaller; importance of tools that
encourage small businesses to thrive; suggestion to consider the type of programming
being sought and to then encourage related investment; concern that higher buildings
on Main damages the connectivity of the historic neighbourhood; and suggestion that
there is no need for 120 foot developments to ensure economic prosperity in
Chinatown.

MOVED by Daris Chow
AMD SECONDED by Edmund Ma

THAT the Chinatown Historic Area Planming Committee (CHAPC) thank staff for its
presentation on the proposed Chinatown Economic Revitalization Update and
Development Policies Review and ask that there be consideration to the following
comments from the Committee:
a) General support for the proposed maximum density and maximum number of floors
and maintaining a maximum height limit in HA-1 and HA-1A
b) Concern about the subdivision of HA-1A into four districts and the maximum
frontages, height and massing allowances that are being contemplated for each
c) Concemn regarding developments in Chinatown that exceed 90 feet in terms of the
Tollowing:
= Appropriateness of the height and massing
+ Property tax implications for existing traditional businesses
= The focus on social/seniors housing without consideration to cultural and
heritage elements including the intangible
* The need for a healthy public process to review those proposals
d) Support to encourage single lot developments in Chinatown with smaller height and
adjusted F5R.

CARRIED
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3) CHAPC Terms of Reference

Consideration of this item was deferred to the next meeting.

Hext meeting:

DATE: December &, 2016

TIME: 5:30 pm

PLACE: Chinese Cultural Centre Boardroom, 50 East Pender Street

The meeting adjourned at 8:21 p.m.

Chair

Date Approved
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MINUTES OF THE
CHINATOWN HISTORIC AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE
May 11, 2017

A meoting of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committes (CHAPC) was held on Tuesday,
May 11, 2017 at 5:30 pm, in the Boardroom of the Chinese Cultural Centre, 50 East Pender
Streot, Vancouver, BC.

PRESENT: Helen Lea, Chair
Andrew Lau, Vice-Chair
Marianne Amodio
John Atkin (departed 7:20 p.m.)
Gregory Borowski (arrived 5:55 p.m.)
(Vincent) Pui Lam Ho (arrived 6:24 p.m.)
Edmund Ma
Inge Roecker
Mark Shich
May So
Brian Yu

ABSENT: Joseph Lau
Raymond Tam
Councillor Kerry Jang
Councillor Raymond Louie
Commissioner Erin Shum, Parks Board
Vacant, Vancouver School Board

ALSO PRESENT: Marco D'Agostini, Senior Horitage Planner
Gil Kelley, General Manager of Planning,
Urban Design and Sustainability {ltem 3)
Helen Ma, Planner, DTES Group (ltem 3)
Bonnie Mah, Planner 2, DTES Group (ltem 2)
Maxine Schleger, Heritage Planner
Mary-Ann McKinnon, Student
Tanis Knowles Yarnell, Planner,
Heritage Action Plan Implementation (ltem 2)

RECORDING SECRETARY: Rao Ratslef, Raincoast Ventures Ltd.

A guorum being present, Chair Lee called the meeting to order at 5:40 p.m.

1) Adoption of Agenda and Minutes

MOVED by Marianne Amodio
AMD SECOMDED by Mark Sheih

That the Agenda for the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee mesoting
scheduled May 11, 2017 be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED
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MOVED by John Atkin
AND SECOMDED by Inge Roecker

THAT the Minutes of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting held
March 9, 2017 be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

2) Heritage Action Plan Update

Tanis Knowles Yarnell, Planner, Heritage Action Plan Implementation, reviewed an overhead
presentation on renowing the City’s Heritage Action Plan (HAP), and highlighted: overview of
tho HAP; roenewed vision and goals; emerging directions; strategic directions and potential
actions for each goal; and next steps.

Staff received comments and responded to questions regarding: potential reimplementation
of the density transfer program with an annual maximum; role of this and other City
initiatives to support legacy businesses; and relavance of tho HAP to existing policies,
particularly for Chinatown.

6:24 p.m.
(Vincent) Pui Lam Ho arrived at the meecting.

Staff received further comments and responded to questions regarding: suggestion to
soparate out heritage residential buildings in the Building Bylaw rather than to treat them as
modern buildings; process for adding properties to the Vancouver Heritage Register (VCH);
and the nead for special considerations for buildings of other eras and character homes.

It was confirmed that there would be a further presentation to CHAPC providing an update on
further planned consultations.

3) Meeting with Gil Kelly, General Manager of Planning, Urban Design & Sustainability

Gil Kelley, General Manager of Planning, Urban Design and Sustainability, and Halen Mah,
Planning, wera welcomed to the meeting. A round table of introductions ensued.

Mr. Kelley discussed his experiences in planning in San Francisco, and loocked forward to the
dialogue around the quality and character of Vancouver's special neighbourhoods, including
Chinatown and Gastown.

Mr. Kelley discussed the challenge of Vancouver's growth with the mix of incomes,
backgrounds, and ethnicities moving into the City; and shared his thoughts on the next
economy for Vancouver. He agreed with the sentiment that there is something special about
Chinatown that has to be enhanced and presarved while at the same time new investment is
able to occur. He commented on his understanding of the role of CHAPC, particularly to
advise on the intangibles, and spoke on the need to update the CHAPC Terms of Reference to
ensure that they meet the needs of both CHAPC and the City.
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Helen Ma, Planner, DTES Group, advised of the status of consultation on revisions to the
zoning rules and regulations. A report would be provided to Council at its June 13, 2017
meeoting, where the item would be scheduled to go to public hearing, likely on July 11, 2017.
Through consultation, staff heard that there is a lot of support for what is proposed for the
base zoning, concerns about buildings above 90 feot, and thero is need to pay more attention
to protecting the intangible character of Chinatown. Staff recommendations to Council
include a recommendation to repeal the extra height rezoning in Chinatown and to limit site
frontages.

Staff received comments and responded to questions regarding: support for the
recommendation to repeal the extra height rezoning; lack of incentive for small-scale
development; need to allow the fabric to function as it did traditionally, and for the
guidelines to allow flexibility for different massing; importance of promoting innovation for
special projects; and suggestion to revisit design guidelines.

7:20 p.m.
John Atkin departed the meeting.

Discussion continued on: need to create smaller business models and allow small-scale
businessas as part of the revitalization process; interest in laneway addresses and relaxations
on loading bays; interest in a long-term liaison to stay in touch with the community to ensure
that collective promises are upheld; work done in Portland to reduce barriers and to foster
creativity and innovation; and the importance of pilot projects.

CHAPC noted its interost to receive a presantation on tho Planning Department budget in the
fall; and to receive a presentation on the City's Places and Spaces program, which was
intended to define the elements of public life and find better ways to use spaces.

Discussion continued on: need to clarify the relationship of CHAPC to the Urban Design Panel;
opportunity that CHAPC offers for civic engagement; interest in moving to a relaxed, informal
workshop format for CHAPC to review projects; need to define roles and procedures for
CHAPC meetings in order to facilitate the most productive conversations; importance of the
health of the small business community in Chinatown; potential for the City to help with
arrangements for the night market in Chinatown; and interest to see a broader scope of
jurisdiction and range of authority for CHAPC.

Staff was requested to email to CHAPC members the staff recommendation to Council
regarding proposed FSRs.
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4.
The Chair thanked guests for their presentations, and looked forward to a future workshop to

discuss issues in more depth. On behalf of the Committee, the Chair presented Mr. Kelloy
with a gift.

Next meeting:

DATE: June &, 2017
TIME: 5:30 pm
PLACE: Chinese Cultural Centre Boardroom, 50 East Pender Street

The moeting adjourned at 7:49 p.m.

*kEEE

Chair

Date Approved
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MINUTES OF THE

CHINATOWN HISTORIC AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE

July 13, 2017

A meeoting of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (CHAPC) was held on Tuesday,
July 13, 2017 at 5:30 pm, in the Boardroom of the Chinose Cultural Centre, 50 East Pender

Streot, Vancouver, BC.

PRESENT:

ABSENT:

ALSO PRESENT:

RECORDING SECRETARY':

Halen Lee, Chair

Andrew Lau, Vice-Chair

Joseph Lau

Edmund Ma

Inge Roecker (departed 6:45 p.m.)
Mark Shieh

May 5o

Raymond Tam

Marianne Amodio

John Atkin

Gregory Borowski

(Vincent) Pui Lam Ho

Brian Yu

Councillor Kerry Jang

Councillor Raymond Louie
Commissioner Erin Shum, Parks Board
Vacant, Vancouver School Board

Paul Cheng, Senior Development Planner, COV
Peter Cohen, Enginearing Manager, MEFC Project Office
Catarina Gomes, Lead Park Planner, Park Board,
HEFC Project Office
Zlatan Jankovic, Heritage Planner
Cynthia Lau, Lead Rezoning Officer, HEFC Project Office
Helen Ma, DTES Planner
Tom Wanklin, Senior Development Planner

Rao Ratslef, Raincoast Ventures Ltd.

A quorum being present, Chair Lee called the meeting to order at 5:37 p.m.

1) Adoption of Agenda and Minutes

MOVED by Joseph Lau

AMD SECOMDED by May So

That the Agenda for the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committes mesoting
scheduled July 13, 2017 be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED
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MOVED by Inge Roecker
AMND SECOMDED by Mark Shich

THAT the Minutes of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting held
June 8, 2017 be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

2) Chinatown-Proposed Policy Changes

Tom Wanklin, Senior DTES Planner, introduced the presentation, which was in follow up to
staff's May 2017 meeting with the Committee on the proposed policy changes affecting
Chinatown. He advised of staff's intention to present proposed changes to Council before
yearend, and provided information on the process through which the staff report would be
made public.

Helen Ma, DTES Planner, and Paul Cheng, Senior Development Planner, referred to posted
drawings and led a roview of the built form under existing policies, and new built forms under
proposed policies. Information was provided on the maximum FSR cap of 5.35, which was loss
than two-thirds of what could be currently achieved.

Staff received comments and responded to questions regarding: undulating heights being an
integral part of the character of Chinatown; suggestion that diagrams should reflect sites
larger than 25 feet wide; appreciation for the limitation to FSR; caution against prescriptive
design guidelines; importance of allowing light into the laneway; need to prioritize character
over community amenity contributions (CACs); interest to set criteria for identifying logacy
businesses and to assist them with property taxes; interost in allowing innovative exemptions;
potential relaxations for parking areas; consideration to amenities that do not add to the
floor area; suggestion that both imperial and metric be used in the guidelines and diagrams;
rationale for deployment of development cost lavies.

It was oxpeoctad that the report would go to Council in September 2017, with a public hearing
at least three weeks later. As soon as more information on the timing in available staff will
email the Committes.

On behalf of the Committee, Chair Lea thanked staff for their presontation and looked
forward to the next report.

6:45 p.m.
Inge Roecker departed the meeting.

3) Mortheast False Creek (NEFC) Area Plan

MEFC Project Office members Poter Cohen, Engineering Manager, Catarina Gomes, Lead Park
Planner, Park Board, and Cynthia Lau, Lead Rezoning Officer, provided self-introductions.
They jointly offered a presentation on the HEFC Plan highlighting: the site area; process for
doveloping the plan; rezoning applications; individual development sites; engineering
considerations; design optimizations; expectations around how the traffic will move in the
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area; park space being designed concurrently; the park concept and design guiding principles;
interface of the park with Chinatown; waterfront elements; and expected amenities. The
final draft plan will be presented to the public in October and Council in Hovember/December
2017 with the area plan. The earliest that construction would begin to remove the viaducts, if
approved, would be in August 2018.

Staff received comments and responded to questions regarding: corridors being maintained
for use by streetcars; anticipation that all of the viaducts will need to be removed; concept
for the Dunsmuir Elevated Park; support for the concept of a slimmer pedestrian/cycling
overpass; support for a plaza; whether there has been an assessment of impacts of
dovelopment on parking in Chinatown; key milestones in the context of 5t. Paul's Hospital
updates; plans to improve the transition to Chinatown and to highlight its entry points;
interest in 25 foot frontages; concept of a four second walking pattern; and plans for
disposing/recycling/reusing the concrete in the viaducts.

Staff is still receiving comments on the plans. As well, individual rezoning sites are available
for commentary at a conceptual stage. There will be more detail on the plan in October 2017.

On behalf of the Committee, Chair Lee thanked staff for their presentation and looked
forward to receiving the electronic copy of the presentation and a further report in future.

Mext meeting:

DATE: September 14, 2017
TIME: 5:30 pm
PLACE: Chinese Cultural Centre Boardroom, 50 East Pender Stroet

The meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m.

®EEEE

Chair

Date Approved
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MINUTES OF THE
CHINATOWHN HISTORIC AREA PLANNING COMMITTEE
March &, 2018

A meeting of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (CHAPC) was held on Thursday,
March &, 2018, in the Boardroom of the Chinese Cultural Centre, 50 East Pender Street,
Vancouver, BC.

PRESENT: Helen Leg, Planning Institute of BC, Chair
John Atkin, Dr. Sun Yat-Sen Garden Society
Edmund Ma, Chinatown Property Owner
(departed 7:18 p.m.)
Inge Roecker, Heritage Vancouver
Mark Shieh, Chinatown Property Owner
May So, Member at Large

ABSENT: Marianne Amodio, Architectural Institute of BC
(Vincent) Pui Lam Ho, Chinatown Merchants Association
Joseph Lau, SUCCESS
Raymond Tam, Chinese Benevolent Association
Councillor Kerry Jang
Commissioner Erin Shum, Parks Board
Trustee Allan Wong, Vancouver School Board

ALSO PRESENT: Paul Cheng, Senior Development Planner, COV (ltem 2)
Zlatan Jankovic, Heritage Planner, COV
Bonnie Ma, Planning Assistant, COV (ltem 2}
Helen Ma, DTES Planner (Item 2)
Tom Wanklin, Senior DTES Planner, COV (ltem 2)

RECORDING SECRETARY: Rae Ratslef, Raincoast Ventures Ltd.

With a quorum present, Chair Lee called the meeting to order at 5:37 p.m.

1) Adoption of Agenda and Minutes

MOVED by Mark Sheih

AND SECOMDED by John Atkin
That the Agenda for the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting
scheduled March 8, 2018 be adopted as circulated.

CARRIED

MOVED by Inge Roacker

AND SECOMDED by Edmund Ma
That the minutes of the Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee meeting held
February 8, 2018 bo adopted as circulated.

CARRIED
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2) Chinatown Planning and Development Policies Report Update

Helen Ma, DTES Planner, COV, reviewed a presentation titled “Chinatown Planning Update
and Change to Development Policies”, providing an update on planning work in Chinatown,
including proposed changes to development policies, short-term activation projects in
Chinatown, and other on-going planning work in preparation for UNESCO World Heritage Site
designation.

Paul Cheng, Senior Development Flanner, COV, commented on prior planning policy to
encourage development in Chinatown and staff’s recommendations for changes to the policy
relative to FSR and additional height.

Mambaers were referred to on-table documents titled “Chinatown Development Policy Changes
- progress update from staff to community, updated March 2018"; and “Proposed Changes to
Chinatown development policies - technical summary table, updated March 2018,

Staff responded to questions. Discussion ensued on: interest in regulating retail uses and
office use at ground floor; support for narrow buildings; potential need for amendments to
the Building Code to address small lot development and retail on the laneway; support for the
Design Guidelines to encourage innovative ways of using space; and preference for the public
hearing to be scheduled outside of summer months.

3) CHAPC - Terms of Reference

Chair Lee discussed the subcommittee’s review of the CHAPC Terms of Reference (TOR),
and discussed meeting with COV's Director of Planning, staff, and past CHAPC members.

Discussion ensued on: CHAPC's creation; past role to oversee the landscape of Chinatown;
whether to restrict CHAPC's area of influence to the administrative boundaries; increasing
awarcness of Chinatown's living and intangible heritage; CHAPC's role in relation to other
bodies, e.g. Urban Design Panel; challenges with CHAPC's membership composition;
importance of context in considering applications; potential new governance role of CHAPC;
community outreach on the Chinatown Management Plan; potential recognition and assistance
for special legacy businesses; and challenges of some organizations to meet the COV's gender
equity objectives.

It was agroed that the Chair would email the City Clerk expressing CHAPC's support to
proceed with appointing this year's nominations and to strive to work with individual
organizations to have a more equity gender balanced membership in future.

Discussion continued on: defining how CHAPC currently fits in the decision-making process
and where it would like to be; and potential role of CHAPC in the earlier review of
applications.

7:18 p.m. Edmund Ma departed the meeting.
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Discussion continued on: whether to include clans/youth/seniors/at-
large/education/cultural/historian members, etc. on CHAPC; potential to lengthen the term
of membership in the interest of ensuring there is continuity; potential role of CHAPC to
develop relationships with the cultural department regarding the cultural program for
Chinatown in 2018.

4) Adjournment

The Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committes meeoting held March 8, 2018 adjourned at
7:23 p.m.

Next meeting:

DATE: April 12, 2018
TIME: 5:30 pm
PLACE: Chinese Cultural Centre Boardroom, 50 East Pender Strost

dREEE

Chair Helen Lee

Date Approved
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CHINATOWN CHARACTER WORKSHOPS

In February 2015, the City co-hosted two workshops on Chinatown character with the
Vancouver Chinatown Revitalization Committee (VCRC). A total of 50 people attended
the two workshops. The following documents are included for reference:

February 13, 2015 workshop RSVP list
February 25, 2015 workshop RSVP list
Chinatown Character Workshop agenda
Chinatown Workshop Discussion Summary
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February 13, 2015 Workshop RSVP List

Organization

Invited

Attendance

Chinese Freemasons

Vancouver Chinatown Foundation

Vancouver Chinatown Merchants Association

Vancouver Chinatown BIA

VCRC

Chinese Freemasons

Chinese Canadian Historical Society

Past President of Sun Yat Sen Garden

Chinese Freemasons

Chinese Benevolent Society

Hoy Ping Association

Chinese Cultural Centre

RPN R(RP(RP|[P|lW[FR[N|F |-

RPN R(R(RP|(P|lW[FR[N|F |-

Chinatown Heritage Society Buildings
Association

Mah Society

Shon Yee

UBC, VCRC

WT Leung Architects

Centre A

Lee Association

e e I

R e N =

N
w

N
w
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February 25, 2015 Workshop RSVP List

Organization

Invited

Attendance

Private individuals

Hua Foundation

Carnegie Community Action Project

Ma Athletics Association

Vancity Originals

Hoi Ping

NP INIFP O

N (R [R Pk |o

Chinese Society Heritage Buildings
Association

The Beedie Group

Hua Foundation

Individual

Yue Shan

Lim Association

Freemansons

CBA

Centre A

N NI I I A LS

Youth for Chinatown Seniors

The Beedie Group

Chinatown Concern Group

Bioethique Organic

UBC

Lee Association

UBC Journalism/Courier Freelancer

Siu Architecture

VCRC

Lee Association

RlRrlRrRRPRIPINIR[R[RPIN|IPRR[RP|R|R|RN

Chinatown Concern Group

Strathcona Residents Association

ICES, RayCam

DNC

Hastings Crossing BIA

UBC Learning Exchange

Dr. Sun Yat-Sen Garden

Yue Shan

Freemansons

SUCCESS

RlR|RrINRR|R|R[(N[-

w
ol

33



APPENDIX F
PAGE 80 OF 85

Chinatown Character Workshop Agenda

Purpose of Workshop
e Review and discuss key challenges in protecting Chinatown’s character based on
recent experience of changes in the community
e |dentify opportunities to strengthen existing policies and process
e Explore new tools to protect and enhance Chinatown’s character

Agenda
1. Welcome and Introduction 5 mins
2. Chinatown Plan Implementation Update 10
mins
a. Where are we now
b. Key issues that we have heard from the community
3. Chinatown Character 60
mins
a. Building examples from Chinatown: past and present
b. Character + built form
c. Appropriate uses and activities
Short Recess 5 mins
4. Processes and Mechanisms 20 mins
a. CHAPC composition and representation
b. Cultural benefits
c. Development approval process and public feedback
5. Next steps 10 mins

a. Summarize key issues and ideas to bring forward to UDP + CHAPC
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Chinatown Character Workshop Discussion Summary

Workshop Dates:
February 13, 2015 at Creekside Community Centre, 29 people in attendance
February 25, 2015 at Chinese Cultural Centre, 39 people in attendance

Preamble

Following over 10 years of concerted efforts and intense involvement from the community, the
Chinatown Neighbourhood Plan was approved by City Council in 2012. The plan expresses the
community’s vision of a more vibrant future for Chinatown, and outlines key strategies to
achieve that vision.

Since 2012, City Council has approved over $1.6M in grants and funding towards economic
revitalization and heritage initiatives. At the same time, 6 new construction projects have been
approved, bringing in over 500 new housing units and business opportunities to the
neighbourhood. The community’s responses to these new developments have been mixed.
While some are supportive of the opportunities they bring, other were concerned about the loss
of Chinatown’s character.

To better understand the community’s concerns and as part of the on-going work to implement
the Chinatown Plan, staff hosted two workshops with the community to discuss Chinatown’s
character, and explore ways that the City and community could work together to strength the
character.

Key points from discussion:

e Concern with bulk of building and the lack of FSR cap, especially for developments on
larger sites and rezoning projects

e Concern with the loss of Chinatown character through the introduction of changing
demographic and uses, and new buildings that are not compatible

e Strong advocacy for more seniors housing in Chinatown, particularly for Chinese seniors

e Strong consensus on the special status of Pender Street as the historic heart of old
Chinatown

e Businesses are a key part of Chinatown’s character. There is strong interest to support
small businesses providing locally-serving retail and services to residents.
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Notes from February 13 Workshop

On overall Chinatown character

Character is not just about buildings; it also include people, uses and other intangibles
(Spirit of Chinatown)

What goes on inside of buildings matter as much as the outside appearance.

There are concerns that new buildings do not fit Chinatown’s character. Should new
buildings reflect contemporary design or should it be designed to match heritage
buildings as much as possible?

“Contextual” fit is important. This could include key character elements, but not
necessarily imitating or replicating heritage buildings.

On Pender Street

E Pender is “sacrosanct”. It is old Chinatown. There should be greater clarity and
firmness in development regulations and guidelines to protect this special area.
Lot consolidation is a concern, especially on Pender Street.

On building density and bulk

Realtors are advertising sites in Chinatown that can receive 8 FSR. This is a concern.
Without a density limit, the resulting buildings are bulky.

Other tools to manage building bulk and building could include: requiring light and
ventilation into rooms, requiring higher ceiling height especially for ground floor
storefronts

On ground floor and storefront appearances

It is important to keep ground floor to retail uses. Some ground floor spaces are used for
offices now. Should this be disallowed by introducing retail continuity in the zoning?
Chinatown streets traditionally have a lot of “visual diversity” and vibrant colours. New
buildings should allow this to happen, such as using retractable awnings and signage
that are colourful. Black should be discouraged because it is not a traditional Chinatown
colour.

Chinese signage should be encouraged, or even required by City bylaws.

On uses and activities

There is concern that new businesses moving in do not relate to Chinatown. They are
not traditional Chinese businesses nor are operated by Chinatown merchants. Many of
them are attracted by affordable rents and see the area as a Gastown or Strathcona
extension.

There are uses that are not desirable, such as massage parlour, small scale pharmacy.
Can City regulate to exclude these uses?

There are uses that are desirable to Chinatown. Can City regulate or incentivize to attract
these businesses?

The community can develop a more complete and detailed retail vision, contribute to
tenant coordination, tenant attraction, organize retail fair etc.

There is support for a neon/signage/retail attraction program in Chinatown to help
achieve the retail vision.
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This would require partnership between land owners, businesses, the BIA and the City.
Land owners’ need for an income from their storefront need to be taken into
consideration.

Another key factor in attracting desirable businesses is having sufficient depth for retail
spaces. This is especially important for businesses like restaurants.

There are concerns of consolidation or the creation of a single retail space in the larger
development. This excludes opportunities for smaller businesses to move into
Chinatown.

Other topics

Current City policies do not encourage encroachment onto City property, which makes
the inclusion of a significant building cornice not possible.

There are interests to revitalize laneways as part of Chinatown’s heritage character.
However, it was pointed out that many technical requirements for developments (e.g.
loading, parking access, room for garbage bins) make this difficult.

There are concerns about lack of community input into the current public art process.
The art piece at 188 Keefer is seen as problematic.

Can we find out who are the new residents moving into Chinatown? This could help
businesses adjust and adapt to customers’ changing needs.

Notes from February 25 Workshop

On Housing Affordability

Concern that development of market housing will drive up rent in the surrounding areas
and push out low-income senior residents, i.e. 450 Gore Ave

Moratorium on development is needed until social housing can be secured for Chinese
seniors living in Chinatown

Need for seniors housing was highlighted in DTES Plan, and needs to be reflected in new
developments

Workshop on seniors housing and services in Chinatown needed as existing services are
not enough to serve the population

Disappointment expressed in the Community Amenity Contribution received for
additional height as the community was struggling.

On Uses and Activities

Development should create free spaces for ‘mom & pop’ stores, grassroots local start-
ups

Size and scale of business has significant impacts on local economy, i.e. large chain stores
draw customers from smaller local shops that can’t compete in terms of prices and rent
With lot consolidation, local businesses and residents get pushed out as new large
developments are unaffordable. Single lot development is cheaper for business to rent
Composition of Chinatown businesses is changing too quickly, some new businesses
don’t serve the Chinese population anymore and don’t fit into the character of
Chinatown

Demographic of Chinatown is changing, economy serves a different clientele
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Building owners and Chinatown Business Improvement Association (BIA) needs to have a
collective voice about what businesses they want to retain and attract, i.e Hoy Ping has
purposely chose to rent only to businesses that fit into the character of Chinatown
including Chinese herbalist rather than vapour lounges

Chinatown Business Improvement Association (BIA) and Chinatown Merchants
Association need to recognise their role and have a strong voice in managing change
City of Vancouver encourages the community and building owners to determine the
type of neighbourhood and businesses they want and take ownership, but the City is
funded by the public and is responsible to take the lead in determining the type of
business and attracting new business to Chinatown

City of Vancouver should be advocates for small businesses, non-profits, and local
bottom up organisation.

Concern expressed over ‘undesirable’ uses, i.e. marijuana, tattoo, and massage parlors
Concern that restrictions on certain uses in adjacent areas negatively impacts
Chinatown, i.e. restriction on liquor stores, bars, pups and restaurants in DEOD. Outright
uses need to revisited, as well as impacts on adjacent areas

On Overall Chinatown Character and Sense of Place

Recent developments are sterile and generic that could be located anywhere in the city.
They lack the ‘feeling’ of Chinatown (i.e. grittiness, vibrancy with sounds and smells),
consider examples: Kensington Market in Toronto, mid-levels in Hong Kong

Concern with loss of heritage and historic places as many potential development sites
are historic or old buildings (may or may not be designated heritage), i.e. Brickhouse, the
‘cheese store’, Jimi Hendrix shrine

Change happens, and needs to managed proactively, i.e. regulate or incentivise heritage
through innovative means including rebranding and marketing (plaques, draw on
nostalgia created by historic shops and restaurant)

Retaining pre-existing facades maintains Chinatown character, and addresses seniors
health issues, i.e. disorientation with dementia, changes to an area is challenging for
seniors

Linguistics are important, reach out to young Chinese entrepreneurs with the capacity to
maintain the character and build sense of community

Social or cultural planner for Chinatown to proactively set goals and monitor health and
sense of diversity of Chinatown culture, i.e. bi-annual report card on ethnic businesses,
malls and control mix of businesses, engage and attract desirable businesses

Chinatown is not just about buildings; it also include people, uses and other intangibles
(Spirit of Chinatown)

The colour black represents death and considered inauspicious in Chinese culture

On Development Review Process and Mechanisms

Chinatown Urban Design Guidelines need to be reviewed, updated and strengthened
Concern that Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (CHAPC) is not fulfilling its
role. Review of representation, composition of group, and community engagement is
needed, i.e. 611 and 633 Main do not fit into the character of Chinatown.

Concern that Chinatown Historic Area Planning Committee (CHAPC) is meeting more
infrequently, and role should be expanded to be more robust and discuss wider issues in
the Chinatown, i.e. business strategy
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e  Built form check list may reflect that buildings are meeting design guidelines but these
buildings don’t reflect the character of Chinatown. Community members that have a
history and understanding Chinatown need to be involved

e Need to recognise new developments are not compatible and are diluting Chinatown by
changing the character. New developments need to be compatible

e To ensure new developments fit into the character of Chinatown, an ombudsman made
up of with specialised knowledge of Chinatown design for Chinatown to determine
which developments fit into the character of Chinatown, i.e. Joe Wai, Bing Thom

e The rate of change is scary. Urban design workshop is good, but should not be only
during times of crisis

e Concern expressed regarding the accountability mechanisms when policy and design
guidelines are broken so future developments are not used as precedents

On Other Topics
- Streetscape needs to be activated and engaging, i.e. cultural and social activities (mah-

jong, singing, athletics)
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Chinatown Revitalization Update (2012 to 2017)

During the early phase of the Chinatown Vision and revitalization, many community
projects, including the Millennium Gate and the Memorial Square statue, were made
possible by funding through the Vancouver Agreement. The Vancouver Agreement was
an urban development initiative involving three levels of government. It started in
2000 and officially ended in 2010. Since then, the City of Vancouver has continued to
support the revitalization of Chinatown through grants, direct capital investments and
support of community projects.

Specifically, the Economic Revitalization Strategy approved by Council in 2012 outlined
a three-year action plan. It was agreed by those who contributed to the action plan
that no single group has all the tools to undertake all the actions, and that
collaboration between the community, businesses and government would be needed.

Progress made since adoption of the strategy is detailed below.
Support for heritage, culture and affordable housing

¢ Chinese Society Buildings Matching Grant Program

o0 On July 9, 2014, Council approved the Chinese Society Buildings Matching
Grant Program to provide critical capital upgrades to buildings owned by
Chinese family clan and benevolent societies in the DTES and Chinatown.

o To date, $2.1 million has been invested through this program into critical
upgrades for 31 projects, including $1.2 million from Community Amenity
Contributions from a rezoning project on Main Street. This investment has
leveraged $4.3 million towards repair from the Societies themselves.

¢ Chinese Society Legacy Program

0 On December 10, 2015, Council approved the Chinese Society Legacy
Program for the rehabilitation of twelve priority Society heritage buildings
in Chinatown, and committed $3.6 million from future development
contributions in and around the Chinatown area as the City’s contribution
(10%) toward the $36 million program.

o Since Council’s approval of this program, a $115,000 grant has been
provided to the Chinatown Society Heritage Buildings Association (CSHBA)
for implementation of Phase 1 of the Legacy Program.

e Capacity building initiative
o Council approved $400,000 for a capacity building initiatives with Societies
including $250,000 to support four knowledge sharing workshops and a
consultant study.

e Seniors housing feasibility
o0 Staff collaborated with the Provincial government, through the Ministry of
International Trade and Multiculturalism, on a seniors housing feasibility
study.
0 This study confirmed Chinatown as a suitable, walkable neighbourhood for
seniors housing. The study raised the profile on the need of seniors housing
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for growing population of ethnic seniors and identified an opportunity for
governments to work with non-profit land owners (e.g. Chinese societies) to
develop seniors housing with appropriate cultural services and support in
and around Chinatown.

Residential intensification to support local businesses

Six new mixed-use projects approved and/or completed, providing 550 new
housing units including 22 seniors housing units.

Chinatown History Windows project to beautify 20 vacant storefronts with
large-format historical images.

Over $700,000 of Downtown Eastside Capital Grants to 16 projects to support
local economic development projects.

The total number of businesses remained stable, but there were business
turnovers, including loss of green grocers, fish mongers, barbeque meat shops,
Chinese dry good stores and Chinese food services retailers.

A number of restaurants are now open after 6 pm, bringing more vibrancy to
the neighbourhood at night.

Public realm improvements

Over $700,000 invested into public realm improvements, including dragon lights
upgrade, Lilian To commemorative sighage, intersection upgrades, and a
community bulletin board.

Approximately $1 million invested in the renewal of Sun Yat-Sen Park and
Garden since 2015 (restoration of the Jade Pavilion and restoration of the
pond), including approximately $400,000 in Federal infrastructure funding from
the National Historic Sites Cost-Sharing Program.

Many of these achievements were completed through partnerships with the
community, including with the Vancouver Chinatown Merchants Association on the
dragon lights upgrade, SUCCESS on the Lilian To commemoration, Chinese societies and
CSHBA on society building upgrades, and individual property owners for the History
Windows project.

Further work is needed in order to complete the remaining identified initiatives, which
will require the continued participation from businesses and the Chinatown Business
Improvement Area (BIA) Society.

Actions from the Economic Revitalization Strategy not completed:

Tenant recruitment and retention strategy.
Tourism and marketing strategy.

National Historic Site optimization.

Youth leadership development.

Laneway revitalization strategy.

Public spaces clean-up with local businesses.
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