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Wong, Tamarra

From: Jane McEwen 
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2019 9:24 PM
To: Public Hearing
Subject: application for rezoning 1805 Larch Street

I am very concerned about the proposal to rezone this lot which currently holds a church which provided many 
community amenities such as a polling station during elections,  a preschool,  and a location for numerous 
community groups as well as a cold weather shelter. 
 
This proposal does not provide affordable housing.  It is a massive overbuilding for the site, doubling the 
allowed height and 3 times as much floor space as currently permitted.  Of the 63 units, only 13 are set aside for 
so called "affordable housing ". 
 
This does not provide any replacement community amenities and it does not address affordable housing in any 
kind of meaningful  manner.  
 
Kitsilano has done well at providing social and 3 story walk up apartment rentals. 
 
As well, it is ridiculous in a time when we are trying to provide a greener environment that 56 parking spaces 
are included in the proposal.  This will cause major traffic and accident problems as well as making no sense 
when this is a walkable and cycling area as well as having 3 different transit options on 4th Avenue,  Cornwall 
and Macdonald.   It is symptomatic of this being grossly over built for the site and the area. 
 
The city should be focusing on truly affordable housing not giving up so much to the developer for so little in 
return. 
 
Lastly, Kitsilano will be absorbing a huge number of new rental residents with the First Nations proposal.  It 
will truly make a rental difference unlike this proposal for Larch Street.  
 
I hope you have the foresight to turn down this application and properly coordinate with the province and the 
federal government for truly affordable housing.  
 
Jane McEwen  
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Wong, Tamarra

From: Kristina Tanner 
Sent: Monday, December 09, 2019 12:23 PM
To: Public Hearing
Subject: 1805 Larch street 

 
Hello 
I am writing to strongly oppose development of the church sight!!! 
Kristina Tanner 
Sent from my iPhone 

s. 22(1) Personal and 
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#100- 6160 London Road, Richmond BC. V7E 4J2 Tel # 604.726.8428 www.mia-montessori.com  
 
 
December 5, 2019  
Mr. Mayor, Councillors, 
 
My name is Meenu Chaudhary. I am the Founder and Principal of Pacific Rim 
Montessori Academy now Mia Montessori Academy, a school for 3 – 6-year-old children 
that I owned and operated between January 2004 and June 2018 on the basement level of 
St. Mark’s Anglican Church at 1819 Larch Street. 
 
I was very sorry to hear about the sale of the church especially because our eviction from 
the premises came along quickly, on the coat tails of that sale.  
 
I, my teachers, our parents and our children were devasted to hear the news so abruptly 
and without warning, without the opportunity to properly mitigate the fallout of the sale. 
It is a well-known fact that the demand for childcare spaces far outweighs the supply, 
particularly in the Kitsilano neighbourhood.  
 
In fact, this venue was the only of its kind to offer this service and therefore, while we 
tried hard, we were not able to find an alternative venue for our school for the children. I 
approached the Social Planning Department of the City, our MLA David Eby, City 
Licensing Offices and anyone else that would listen, to no avail. I requested the new 
owner to approach the City and suggest that the school be allowed to continue as a 
needed, known service. I also requested the owner to extend our occupation for a year as 
the project most likely would not be starting for a year. I suggested that extending our 
tenure for a year would allow parents the opportunity to make alternative arrangements. 
All these requests fell on deaf ears and so the school, the only neighborhood service of its 
kind, was forced to close at the end of June 2018.  
 
Prior to the start of the next academic year September 2019, the owner approached me to 
see if we still wanted that extension – this came when all the fees had already been 
returned to the parents and when both staff and families were busily trying to readjust 
their lives. A prime example of ‘too little, too late’. Having developed relationships with 
families in the neighborhood for over 15 years, I still hear from many that they have not 
been able to place their children in a program like ours in the neighbourhood. 
 
I understand that the proposed building on this site will house a great many people, 150+, 
and that City projects prioritize families. I am confused and somewhat disheartened by 
that statement. It is difficult for me to understand how a site which in theory intends to 
support families, has in practice, removed basic services which go hand in hand with 
family life. I cannot see any plans to reinstate any of the many different services that the 
site had previously supported within the community, nor any acknowledgment that these 
services have now been removed.  



 
The application for this project states proudly that a great benefit of this project is that no 
tenants have been displaced and therefore no one needs to be relocated.  This does not 
acknowledge that while we may not have been living there, the vital service we provided 
to the community for 14 years has been displaced, with no support or assistance for 
relocation.   
 
Yours truly, 

Meenu Chaudhary  
Principal  
Mia Montessori Academy             

s. 22(1) Personal 
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Wong, Tamarra

From: Paul Rowe 
Sent: Saturday, December 07, 2019 6:18 PM
To: Public Hearing
Subject: Re : Rezoning for 1805 Larch Street

 
 
To Whom it May Concern 
 
I would appreciate it very much if you could pass on my following comments to the Mayor and Councillors of the City of 
Vancouver. 
 
As a concerned neighbour the rezoning of this property is way out of proportion considering the current zoning is RT-7. 
 
1) Consider that this development is taking place on 3  X  50 ft. building lots. 
 
2) The developer is asking to build 21 units on each lot. 
 
3) Please note that we have a development currently being built on 2nd and Stephens here in Kitsilano two blocks from 
1805 Larch. The developer asked for 5 units to be built but this was reduced to 3. 
 
4) I ask you the Mayor and Councillors, as residents of this City, that that how would you like it if someone came along in 
your neighbourhood and built 21 units on a 50 ft. lot when it is currently zoned to accept 3 units per lot. 
Imagine the scale of such a building going up in your neighbourhood under the disguise of such a drastic rezoning. 
 
This particular rezoning application should be absolutely rejected by the Major and Council of the City of Vancouver. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paul Rowe 

s. 22(1) Personal and 
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Wong, Tamarra

From: Elena MacGregor 
Sent: Wednesday, December 04, 2019 11:03 PM
To: Public Hearing
Subject: About amendments to Zoning in Kitsilano: 1805 Larch Street

100% Against Changing Zoning to CD-1 
 
Our city is being defaced by development. We are 100% against changing the by-law in Kitsilano. 
This rezoning will set a precedent and invite a bombarded of development and high rises. 
We must preserve our Kitsilano community. Say no to rezoning.  
 
Elena (Kitsilano Resident) 
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Wong, Tamarra

From: laurelle shalagan 
Sent: Sunday, December 01, 2019 10:46 PM
To: Public Hearing
Subject: 1805 Larch Street Proposed Development:  Winners and Losers

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Thank you to the members of  the present city council who have given this proposal time and attention from 
both concerned community members and avid supporters. I'm going to take one more turn at drawing your 
attention to why I remain very concerned for the review of this proposal.  This is from a winners/losers tally.... 
 
Winners -  if the proposal is approved, the winners are: 

 mayor and pro-development council members who can check off the box for a development offering 
so called "below market value rentals" (those would be poorly designed units with limited if any 
natural light) and what....three levels of underground parking...for a green city?? 

 the developer who has received some concessions for proposed below market value units and can still 
offer the glamour units (views, high end finishings, outdoor spaces, parking) and able to make a profit 

 people who have the means to afford to buy and live/rent out in the glamour units 

Losers: 

 people with limited means who would like to live in the neighbourhood...... baristas, restaurant 
servers, store clerks, students,seniors, families,  

 those who lost their safe space to practise their faith 
 those who lost a safe neighbourhood for their children to attend daycare 
 those who lost a place for their support group meetings such as Al Anon 
 musicians, actors  and artists who have lost a wonderful venue for their productions and shows 
 citizens who have lost their polling station  
 organizations like Meals on Wheels who have lost a venue for their service 
 people who are homeless and looking for cold weather shelter...... think about the current weather 

conditions for the past week and the days to come 

At this point, if you have not yet come by to actually look at the abandoned building and tried to visualize the 
proposed developed, there is still time.   
Even with that said, if you have the means and would not see yourself, your family or friends wanting to live in 
this kind of development nor want it near where you presently live, think about that before you vote.   
Imagine If you were unexpectedly challenged with employment, income, health,  would you see yourself being 
able to live there or want to live there?  Think about that before you vote. 
 
Increasing the opportunities for more people to have safe places to make their homes must continue to be 
a  priority for city planners in their work with provincial and federal authorities.  We should support those 
opportunities that will provide communities for living that are safe, affordable, and "healthy" for the well 
being of all of us who want to live in Vancouver.  There are many other options for the development of this 
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property that could meet more of these needs....they just might not bring the profit the developer is counting 
on nor the check  the boxes the mayor would like.   Let's go back to the drawing board. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Laurelle Shalagan 
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Wong, Tamarra

From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 27, 2019 11:38 AM
To: Public Hearing
Subject: Neighbor Comment

 
To; Mayor and Council, 
 
My wife and I are owners and residents of the  and strongly oppose 
the rezoning and development of the Church property at 2nd and Larch.  This is a major zoning  
change to a beautiful and historical area of Vancouver.  We anticipate the following results: 
 
1.  Reduced property values for existing owners. 
2.  Inserting an unsightly building that will not match the historical beauty of existing 
properties. 
3.  Negatively impact the sight lines of neighboring properties in all directions. 
4.  Increase the already congested car and bike traffic caused by the blockage of Point Grey 
Road. 
5.  Increase the difficulty in finding parking from difficult to near impossible. 
 
If, by any chance, this building is going to be approved, please make every effort to reduce the 
height, increase the underground parking, and significantly improve the appearance of the 
building. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Ed Jackson, Owner 
 

s. 22(1) Personal and 
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Wong, Tamarra

From: Kevin Washbrook 
Sent: Tuesday, November 26, 2019 8:50 AM
To: Public Hearing
Subject: 1805 Larch Street

Good morning, 
 
 
I applaud the city's effort to think outside the box regarding incentives for the development of rental housing, including 
consideration of the proposal at 1805 Larch. 
 
My only concern with the proposal is that I think it is too high for the context.  As you know, with a couple of exceptions, 
multi-unit rental buildings in nearby blocks are three stories on residential streets and four stories on arterials.  This five 
story proposal will be out-sized relative to the nearby single family homes, even with proposed setbacks. 
 
Further, I think the shadow studies don't properly describe the impact of this development on housing to the north and 
west. The shadow studies describe March and September conditions which are virtually the same. I think it would be 
more appropriate to use December as a second survey period to gauge the greatest impact of shadows on nearby 
housing. 
 
I can understand that extra height is likely granted in this case to help incent rental development.  In this setting, 
however, I think the city is giving away too much.  In my view three or four stories would be more appropriate for the 
neighbourhood. 
 
Thank you for giving my comments your consideration. 
 
Kevin Washbrook 

s. 22(1) Personal and 
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