


Report date range from:    9/8/2023 2:30:00 PM    to: 9/12/2023 12:00:00 PM

2023-09-12 10:10

PH 2 - 1. Adding Missing 
Middle Housing and 

Simplifying Regulations – 
Amendments to the 

Zoning and Development 
By-law

Oppose
Network Groups of the Coalition of Vancouver Neighbourhoods

Arbutus Ridge Community Association
Arbutus Ridge/ Kerrisdale/ Shaughnessy Visions
Cedar Cottage Area Neighbours
Dunbar Residents Association
Fairview/South Granville Action Committee
Grandview Woodland Area Council
Greater Yaletown Community Association
Kitsilano-Arbutus Residents Association
Kits Point Residents Association
Marpole Residents Coalition
NW Point Grey Home Owners Association
Oakridge Langara Area Residents
Residents Association Mount Pleasant
Riley Park/South Cambie Visions
Shaughnessy Heights Property Owners Assoc.
Strathcona Residents Association
Upper Kitsilano Residents Association
West End Neighbours Society
West Kitsilano Residents Association
West Point Grey Residents Association
West Southland Residents Association 

APPENDIX - RS Rezoning and Multiplex Public Hearing (September 11, 2023)
Below are just some of the many unaddressed comments, concerns and 
questions we have about the proposals:

Lack of planning and resources for amenities and infrastructure for growth:  
Of particular concern is the lack of neighbourhood-based planning for 
adequate amenities and infrastructure for approved growth.  The 
accumulative affects of multiplexes will be substantial, so therefore it is 
critical that planning includes the resources for schools, health care, daycare, 
community facilities, amenities and infrastructure in every neighbourhood. 
As we know CACs and DCLs do not begin to cover these costs for growth and 
there is no reason to believe that new additional proposed CACs will be any 
different.  Many neighbourhoods are already underserved for amenities and 
infrastructure.

Basic electrical and sewer infrastructure insufficient:  Requiring every RS lot 
to have its own electrical t

Steering Committee 
Coalition of 
Vancouver 
Neighbourhoods 
(CVN)

2/20

APPENDIX A







Report date range from:    9/8/2023 2:30:00 PM    to: 9/12/2023 12:00:00 PM

2023-09-10 05:32

PH 2 - 1. Adding Missing 
Middle Housing and 

Simplifying Regulations – 
Amendments to the 

Zoning and Development 
By-law

Oppose

This proposal should be thrown out. 
1) Sewer capacity must be addressed BEFORE new zoning is based on it
NEVER being improved. Why has it not been?  Given our droughts surely, we
need to store some of the winter rain.  Why not tax ppty without a working
cistern? They can be retro-fitted.
2) The city needs long-term rentals that can be called 'home' (for decades).
These are NOT supplied by condo owners' temporary commitments
envisioned in this proposal.
3) Figure out how to force the development of multi-plex rental buildings,
and zone for them. Surely, we have learned from Montreal that FORCE is
necessary. What about a tax mill-rate that is lower than for personal
property?  Increase height limits on higher-traffic streets?  Have other cities
found a way to force doubling existing lot size?  Reduce the required set-
back from the street after all ppty sales, or on request?  Disallow any
rebuilding of existing rental ppty with 'other than purpose-built rental'?
4) Disallow all short-term rentals (Airbnb). These have no social 'good'. They
create benefits for very few, at a cost to all the rest of us, as well as to
businesses.
5) Forget the idea for a half-priced unit to be rented for a limited # of years.
Developers will be salivating to 'sell' this suite to a family member to capture
the 100% capital gain. No doubt they have already figured out how to get out 
of the rental requirement quickly. Stop trying to sell us temporary
brandades.
6) Require the 1-of-4 units to be PERMANENTLY long-term rental, with no
option for the owner (individual/corp/ condo) or family to occupy. This
mortgage-helper would be loved by the other condo owners.
7) No requirement for per-unit parking OR BIKE storage? REALLY ?  So
everything for everyone is now within walking distance?

Joan Reekie West End

Dear Mayor and Council,

I am strongly opposed to the current proposal to allow multiplexes 
throughout Vancouver's various RS zones, Adding Missing Middle Housing 
and Simplifying Regulations – Amendments to the Zoning and Development 
By-law.

Sixty thousand properties will be directly affected by this proposal but 
precious little input from the owners and renters of these properties has 
been sought especially  compared to builders and developers who have had 
significant ongoing opportunities to influence this plan.

Every single family lot (a misnomer) throughout the city is already zoned to 
allow four units (a duplex, suite and laneway house). Yet this multiplex plan 
for 4-6 units per lot is being pushed through and fast tracked even though it 
is seriously flawed and poorly thought out with far too many major concerns 
that have not been considered and are not even remotely close to being 
resolved.
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Report date range from:    9/8/2023 2:30:00 PM    to: 9/12/2023 12:00:00 PM

2023-09-09 18:02

PH 2 - 1. Adding Missing 
Middle Housing and 

Simplifying Regulations – 
Amendments to the 

Zoning and Development 
By-law

Oppose

The city staff report itself clearly indicates that there are many serious 
unresolved issues with this plan.

These unresolved issues include (among others):

- Loss of much needed tree canopy essential in the time of climate
change and heat domes. Trees are also known to contribute to mental and
physical health and well-being. Much needed green space/gardens will also
be lost. This goes against the goal of Vancouver increasing its tree canopy.

- Insufficient infrastructure including water, sewage and power supply for
all the added density. We are already short of water as drought increases
with climate change. Our sewage system is long past due for an upgrade and
cannot handle any more input; reducing permeable surfaces and increasing
input with multiplexes will result in yet more polluting raw sewage overflow
being dumped into our local waters. And each multiplex will require
expensive electrical infrastructure including a 12-foot square pad for a
transformer! Who will pay for that electrical servicing? Will it be charged,
unfairly, to neighbours?

- Lack of addition of new schools, parks, community centres, health care
services and other amenities necessary to service the added density. These
are already very strained. For example, far too many existing residents
cannot even find a family doctor.

- Lack of building design criteria. I would hate to see buildings resembling
the hideous uniformly blocky “monster” houses that led to design guidelines
in the first place. Is it true that images and renderings to be shown at the
public hearing have not yet been seen by Council and citizens and will
probably not be revealed until after the public hearing speakers list has been
closed, so cannot be questioned or challenged? How can council support a
plan when they and the public have no clear idea of what the proposed
multiplexes will look like?

- Loss of many existing and affordable secondary suites with no plan for
city staff to quantify and track this loss. The whole point of the multiplex plan 
is to increase affordability yet it threatens to erode it for many residents.

- Lack of protection for heritage and character homes and in fact,
disincentives to retain these and incentives to encourage their demolition.
We must not lose Vancouver’s charm and history to this plan. Many
character homes can be re-worked to include several dwelling units and this
should be hugely encouraged.

- Lack of onsite parking requirements for multiplexes, including for
electrical vehicles which require a place to recharge, even though city staff
say there will be one new car per multiplex unit (4-6 cars per lot). Parking is
already tight in many neighbourhoods. A proposal to require parking permits

Roberta Olenick West Point Grey
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Report date range from:    9/8/2023 2:30:00 PM    to: 9/12/2023 12:00:00 PM

2023-09-09 12:12

PH 2 - 1. Adding Missing 
Middle Housing and 

Simplifying Regulations – 
Amendments to the 

Zoning and Development 
By-law

Oppose

on their areas of interest, I have posed pairs of truth and trust questions that 
Council, city staff and speakers at the public hearing may wish to consider. 
They are organized by general topic. Apologies to all of those whose content 
I have copied.

Process  encompasses the ways that city staff developed the proposals 
before you today:

• Is it true there was, in fact, very little input from the owners and renters of
60,000 RS properties  as compared to builders and developers?
• Can we trust that further citizen input will be sought before this single

zone is implemented?

• Is it true that there will be no pilot program for this major initiative,
although that was implied in previous work including Council’s 2022 motion
and the now-adopted Vancouver Plan?
• Can we trust that citizens will be included in any monitoring around the

implementation of this programs?

• Is it true that staff have indicated their next steps will be to apply the
multiplex concept to all of the city’s duplex (RT) zones?
• Can we trust that residents in RT zones will be properly consulted as part

of any proposed multiplex changes?

• Is it true that the multiplex proposals will lead to the loss of many existing
and affordable secondary suites and that city staff are not quantifying or
tracking this affordability loss?
• Can we trust this tracking will be done, and heeded?

Infrastructure includes all the stuff needed to support a community, 
especially as it grows:

• Is it true that this initiative comes with no new schools, parks, community
centres or other community amenities?
• Can we trust that needed additions that go with more folks will be

identified and completed as quickly as the new housing?

• Is it true that engineering infrastructure such as sewers and water mains is
not being enlarged or increased to accommodate growth?
• Can we trust that these will be improved in a timely fashion?

• Is it true that there will be increased rainwater runoff from multiplexes
resulting from increased hard surfaces, resulting in the need for $25,000
rainwater detention tanks on most sites?
• Can we trust that the costs of these tanks will not be passed on to other

city residents or businesses?

• Is it true that electrical infrastructure increases will be required for

Brian Palmquist Dunbar-
Southlands
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Report date range from:    9/8/2023 2:30:00 PM    to: 9/12/2023 12:00:00 PM

multiplexes, at an estimated cost of $70,000 to $150,000 per site, plus a 12 
foot (3.6m) square pad for a transformer? Is it true that discussions between 
BC Hydro and city staff suggest some of these multiplex servicing costs will 
be charged to neighbours?
• Can we trust that neighbours and local businesses will be involved in

decisions that may increase taxes or levies on them?

• Is it true that there will be no onsite parking requirements for multiplexes,
including electrical vehicles (EVs), even though staff say there will be, on
average, one new car per multiplex unit, which is 4-6 cars depending on lot
size?
• Can we trust that there will be many many more public high speed

charging stations so that EV owners can actually charge their vehicles?
• Can we trust that all RS zones will not now change to paid resident only

parking?

Neighb

2023-09-09 10:46

PH 2 - 1. Adding Missing 
Middle Housing and 

Simplifying Regulations – 
Amendments to the 

Zoning and Development 
By-law

Oppose

Hello and thank you for this chance to give feedback on such an important 
issue.
I've lived in the Glen Park neighbourhood in Vancouver since 1982, and have 
worked well with the city in the past on increasing density at the King 
Edward and Knight site, where we felt zoning needed to change to create a 
hub and services for the area. 
I am not against finding the best ways to increase density, but I am quite 
concerned about this new proposal that would probably put our heritage 
stock at risk, create parking problems as well as lose our arable land. We 
need the trees and gardens in the city to make it livable.
I live in an area that is mostly single family housing. That being said, most of 
these houses are now multigenerational, or have suites in them that, in some 
cases, have affordable rent. These areas are already densifying!
Our area approved a zoning change in the past that would allow multiple 
units on a smaller site, built to the character of the neighbourhood, and 
those units were selling for more than a million dollars. This is what will 
happen throughout the city, and it will be harder for people to find places 
with affordable rent.
As much as we need to work on solving the housing crisis, please do not vote 
for this to happen. I love this city, with all it's character, and I don't want to 
see developers come in and destroy these vibrant neighbourhoods for profit 
ahead of livability.

Thank you

Heather Imrie

Heather Imrie Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage
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Report date range from:    9/8/2023 2:30:00 PM    to: 9/12/2023 12:00:00 PM

2023-09-11 16:36

PH 2 - 1. Adding Missing 
Middle Housing and 

Simplifying Regulations – 
Amendments to the 

Zoning and Development 
By-law

Oppose

Where are the new parks and green spaces for these people to use?

I walk on green leafy streets, where there is the benefit of large shade trees 
and being in nature, with gardens and foliage on properties to add interest 
and place for animals and birds.  I live in RT zoning where 4 units are the 
norm and building setbacks create liveable, walkable spaces. Why are these 
not the ideal to be achieved? If we are going to destroy these then I guess I 
will need to travel to more crowded green spaces as this density is built up.

2) curtailing building setbacks, further reduces the tree canopy as only pencil 
trees with little root systems wil be possible. Will only increase the city's 
challenges with increased heat domes.

3) requiring no off-street parking spaces will result in fewer people taking up 
electric vehicles. Where are they supposed to be charged? For those no 
longer working and using community centres daily, are the 2 stations at a CC 
enough?

4) Assuming that people are taking public transit is unreasonable. With no 
new schools being built, parents will require cars to get their kids (up to age 
11) to schools / daycares miles away. Parents will not have the time it takes 
for using public transit. 

It takes me 1 hour to go 6 km across Vancouver and that is using Broadway, 
one of the busiest bus corridors. This will not be improved materially by the 
subway as there are 2 10 minute walks at either end, plus the wait time for 
bus connections.

Eliminating parking requirements will not decrease the number of vehicles.

5) the greenest building is the one already built. Why are there no incentives 
to retain / enhance existing character homes?
This proposed plan will undermine character house and heritage building 
retention incentives and should be revised to be equal to or greater than 
new construction to be an incentive.
Properties listed on the Vancouver Heritage Register should be exempt from 
new multiplexes, and instead have viable incentives for increasing density 
and multifamily through retention options.
For character house retention, with a renovated addition or suite, density is 
reduced from the current 0.75 to proposed 0.65. The current 0.75 FSR should 
be retained.
Character houses with infill only are at 0.85 FSR while multiplexes are 
proposed at 1.0 FSR. Make character house and heritage incentives equal to 
or greater than new construction.

6) why are all levels of government putting the cart before the horse? 

No planning for required new schools, daycares, community centres, parks, 

Oliver Prange Dunbar-
Southlands
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September 12, 2023 

City of Vancouver  

Dear Mayor Ken Sim and Councillors, 

Re: RS Rezoning and Multiplexes Public Hearing 
Public Hearing Agenda - Sept.14 at 1:00 pm: https://council.vancouver.ca/20230914/phea20230914ag.htm 
Report: https://council.vancouver.ca/20230725/documents/rr2.pdf 

The Coalition of Vancouver Neighbourhoods (CVN) supports increasing missing middle housing, in principle, 

in every neighbourhood. However, CVN has major concerns about the current proposal, both in substance 

and process. We therefore cannot support this proposed rezoning without major modifications and 

meaningful public involvement and urge you to oppose it as presented. At the very least this should 

be a more limited trial and properties listed on the Vancouver Heritage Register should be exempt. 

Change of approach needed: Last fall's civic election sent a clear message that the public wants a change in 

direction from how things were done by the previous Council.  However, this proposal for multiplexes in RS 

zones citywide is basically the same as the motion brought forward by former mayor Kennedy Stewart last 

year, for multiplexes up to 6 units on a lot, which he had used as a central part of his re-election campaign. 

The public vote was a rejection of this approach. Not for it. While changes to RS zones could be made to 

simplify zoning and include multiplexes, the City should not be following Kennedy Stewart's plan. 

Lack of public consultation or notice: Staff have been consulting with the development industry on this 

topic for over a year and a half, but only consulting with the public in a limited number of open houses and a 

flawed survey conducted for just a month, before finalizing the options. The public has not received enough 

detail, information, or opportunities for meaningful input into the proposals. The public survey was flawed 

and cannot be reliably viewed by Council as public feedback. Many people refused to fill it out as it was so 

biased. The tens of thousands of affected properties have not been notified of the public hearing by postcard 

or other effective means. Very little advertizing the first week of September means most people who might 

be concerned or impacted are unaware of or unable to attend the afternoon Public Hearing.  

Attached is an Appendix with just some of the many comments, concerns and questions that have been 

raised by our network that have yet to be addressed. 

Sincerely, 

Steering Committee,  Coalition of Vancouver Neighbourhoods 

Network Groups of the Coalition of Vancouver Neighbourhoods 
Arbutus Ridge Community Association 
Arbutus Ridge/ Kerrisdale/ Shaughnessy 
Visions 
Cedar Cottage Area Neighbours 
Dunbar Residents Association 
Fairview/South Granville Action Committee 
Grandview Woodland Area Council 
Greater Yaletown Community Association 
Kitsilano-Arbutus Residents Association 
Kits Point Residents Association 
Marpole Residents Coalition 

NW Point Grey Home Owners Association 
Oakridge Langara Area Residents 
Residents Association Mount Pleasant 
Riley Park/South Cambie Visions 
Shaughnessy Heights Property Owners Assoc. 
Strathcona Residents Association 
Upper Kitsilano Residents Association 
West End Neighbours Society 
West Kitsilano Residents Association 
West Point Grey Residents Association 
West Southland Residents Association

APPENDIX A
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APPENDIX - RS Rezoning and Multiplex Public Hearing (September 11, 2023) 
Below are just some of the many unaddressed comments, concerns and questions we have about the 

proposals: 

  

Lack of planning and resources for amenities and infrastructure for growth:  Of particular concern is 

the lack of neighbourhood-based planning for adequate amenities and infrastructure for approved growth.  

The accumulative affects of multiplexes will be substantial, so therefore it is critical that planning includes 

the resources for schools, health care, daycare, community facilities, amenities and infrastructure in every 

neighbourhood. As we know CACs and DCLs do not begin to cover these costs for growth and there is no 

reason to believe that new additional proposed CACs will be any different.  Many neighbourhoods are 

already underserved for amenities and infrastructure. 

 

Basic electrical and sewer infrastructure insufficient:  Requiring every RS lot to have its own electrical 

transformer (PMT) with a 12 ft x 12 ft easement at the lane and a huge underground water holding tank to 

prevent overflowing the sewer system illustrates how the current proposal is beyond the capacity of city 

infrastructure.  These costs of approximately $100,000 for  a transformer PMT and $25,000 for a water 

tank are prohibitive, as well as taking up valuable land area that makes this unfeasible. 

 

Loss of existing affordable rental suites: The RS zones currently have a very large number of rental 

suites, as well as whole houses that are rented, that would be lost through this initiative.  

 

Why rezone 60,000 RS lots for up to 6 units each when the target is only 10,000 more units?: Rather 

than completely overloading the city's infrastructure, the city should take a more targeted approach. Look 

at how each neighbourhood can take their fair share of the 10,000 unit target and ensure that it is done in 

parallel with the required infrastructure. Note that the 10,000 unit target is for all missing middle 

units, not just multiplexes, including duplexes, suites, infill and character house retention incentive 

projects. 

 

A more selective approach could produce more units while putting less pressure on services and 

land values:  At an average of  only one added unit per lot that could produce 60,000 units. For example, 

by making multiplexes a bit more moderate, it could actually be easier to build while not undermining the 

other opportunities such as for more suites, character house retention incentives, or overloading services. 

For example, allowing multiplexes at up to 0.85 FSR for 3 units on standard 33'x120' lots, 4 units on 

50'x120' lots and 6 units on corners with 60' or more width would provide for bigger family units, more 

yard, trees and permeability, and a better fit for services. 

 

Properties listed on the Vancouver Heritage Register should be exempted: To be consistent with 

Heritage retention policies, increasing development pressure from multiplexes should be avoided. Instead, 

properties listed on the Heritage register can increase development through retention incentives in a 

Heritage Retention Agreement (HRA). 

 

Undermining character retention incentives - 0.85 FSR vs 1.0 FSR:  The current character house 

retention incentives of 0.85 FSR would be undermined by allowing 1.0 FSR for multiplexes.  This will lead 

to more demolition and lost rental affordability. The retention incentives need to be more than new 

construction or they will not work. This is unbalanced as proposed. 

 
Existing character house retention incentives should remain at 0.75 FSR rather than reducing to 
0.65 FSR as proposed: The proposed reduced sizes of new houses to 0.6 FSR with increased laneway 



house is reasonable. While avoiding very big new houses is a good idea, the existing incentives for character 
house retention of 0.75 FSR should not be lowered to 0.65 FSR which is inadequate.  
Undermining climate policy objectives for more trees and less embodied carbon: To meet climate 

objectives, the need for growth should be balanced with climate objectives to increase the tree canopy. 

Current proposals of 1.0 FSR will leave little yard space for retaining existing trees or planting new.  The 

higher the new FSR and larger site coverage, the more embodied carbon is produced to build a bigger 

building and more demolition. 

 

Minimum unit sizes and bedroom sizes should be specified: Multiplexes in other areas have shown that 

some bedrooms are only 7'x8' and some units too small for families so minimum sizes are required. 

 

Lack of data for planning: City Council and the public continue to lack the much-needed data to determine 

how many units are actually required for anticipated growth in our communities. Also needed is data on 

how many units have already been planned or approved broken down by neighbourhood and how much 

impact that will have on services. This data should also inform how multiplexes are implemented. 

 

Reduced front yard setbacks: Almost no front yards or permeable surfaces are proposed with little green 

space provided. Loss of trees, even large street trees where front yard setbacks are so narrow that it isn't 

enough room for root systems. Instead, front yards should be retained to provide for outside space for the 

ground floor or front unit, to avoid putting all the outdoor space in the rear yard with little privacy between 

units. Front yards should continue to be a factor of the depth of the lot, as well as consideration of adjacent 

properties and streetscapes. Where front yards are reduced, consider stepping back the second floor to 

avoid cutting off all light to adjacent properties. It is unclear in the presentation materials what the 

proposed front yard setback would be. 

 

Combining RS Zones: While there may be some rationale for simplifying and combining  some RS zones, 

some zones such as RS3 and RS3A were specifically designed for the existing lot sizes, configurations and 

building forms of the area. These should be treated differently and retained. There should be some 

consideration of local area conditions and influences. 

 

Design Guidelines should be retained and improved: The Design Guidelines help to clarify the intent of 

the zoning and provide important guidance to designers, builders and staff. Having this level of clarity 

actually helps to speed up approvals rather than leaving it open to misinterpretation that requires many 

revisions. To remove Design Guidelines is not practical and makes the zoning less transparent. 

 

No required onsite parking or EV charging:  No required onsite parking for up to 6 units, will overload 

street parking and not have electric car charging that is a disincentive to convert to an EV. 

 
Require all new single family houses to have a secondary suite: There is no reason to be building new 
houses without at least one secondary suite to help offset the many suites that will be lost through 
demolition. 
 
Allow 2 secondary suites through the Secondary Suite Program: Traditionally, it is common to find 
houses made up of 3 suites, ground level, main floor and top floor suites. Usually at least one of these suites 
are unauthorized. Rather than shutting down good suites, they could be legalized and made safe through 
the Secondary Suite Program. Code staff are reluctant to do so, but now even the province is incentivizing 
more secondary suites so this should be reconsidered through direction by Council. 
 
Landscape irrigation should be required to ensure trees and shrubs survive: There is very little 
landscaping so to ensure it survives it is essential that there is irrigation, especially with multiple strata 
owners.    



Single Family Home FSR Reduction 

The decision to reduce the Floor Space Ratio (FSR) from 0.70 to 0.60 for new single-family homes carries 
significant and enduring consequences that require thoughtful consideration. This choice becomes 
permanent once construction is completed, making it imperative to carefully evaluate the potential 
impacts. The 0.85 FSR should allow homeowners the autonomy to choose between a 0.70 FSR (with a 
0.15 laneway) or a 0.60 FSR (with a 0.25 laneway). The repercussions of lowering the FSR from 0.70 to 
0.60 are multifaceted: 

Impact on Rental Housing: A reduction in FSR may discourage homeowners from building secondary 
suites, which contribute to the rental housing supply. On a standard lot, this reduction would equate to 
4,026 square feet x 0.10 FSR = 400 square feet, a size comparable to some condos. These secondary 
units cater to the housing needs of students, singles, and young couples working or studying in 
Vancouver. Limiting this housing stock may force these potential renters to seek housing elsewhere, 
further exacerbating the demand-supply imbalance in Vancouver's housing market. 

Family Flexibility: Homeowners' family circumstances vary widely, necessitating the flexibility and space 
to accommodate their unique needs. A higher FSR of 0.70 provides more room to adapt to changing 
family dynamics, such as accommodating elderly parents requiring in-home care within the primary 
residence and not the laneway house.  

Additionally, there are multi-generational families cohabiting in the same space. The reduction of 400 
square feet in the main house may result in the loss of up to four bedrooms, assuming they are each 10 
feet x 10 feet. This has a profound impact as it eliminates space for four separate individuals/children or 
potentially couples if they are sharing a room, such as grandparents.  

Long-Term Livability: Reducing the FSR could compromise the long-term livability of homes, potentially 
limiting their functionality and adaptability. A more generous FSR preserves the ability to create 
versatile living spaces that can evolve with homeowners' needs over time. Given that life changes are 
inevitable, providing adequate housing and adaptable living spaces is essential for residents. Vancouver 
faces constraints in this regard, and limiting FSR could exacerbate these challenges. We all know that a 
house may be sold to another family in the future. The larger the space, the more flexibility there is to 
the incoming family. 

In conclusion, it is imperative to carefully weigh the consequences of reducing the FSR for new single-
family homes. Balancing the need for responsible development with the need for flexibility, housing 
diversity, and long-term livability is essential for our city's continued growth and prosperity. We must 
consider the broader impact on rental housing, family dynamics, and residents' quality of life when 
making decisions of this magnitude.  

APPENDIX B



 

APPENDIX C 
       July 15, updated August 3 andSept 8 2023 

To Mayor and Council: Previously to Planning Department:Comments on City of Vancouver Multiplex Proposal: 

Respectfully submitted by long time resident of Vancouver, still l iving in a single family detached home, which is 
the layer of property that will be  most impacted by the proposed changes: 

I am in the 7 % group of respondents who don't want zoning changes to permit multiplex evelopment in all RS 
zones  –  {but perhaps along arterial roads at some time in the future.} 
 
A. First, I don’t think the City has the mandate to go forward:  
 There is nowhere near enough data to report that residents of the City of Vancouver have “strongly endorsed 
the proposal for multiplex”. 
- less than 1 % of the adult population provided online survey feedback 1,800 in total. 
- significantly, only 644 residents currently living in RS zone detached homes provided input in the online survey. 
Again, that's only 1 % or less of those that will be impacted negatively by multiplex development  
- the results include input from only 13 % of the majority demographic in the City, representing Asian and South 
Asian residents who make up perhaps 60  – 70 % ??  of  those l iving in RS areas in Vancouver.,   
  
 
B. Why am I personally opposed?  
 
1. I'm of the opinion that development in the City is exploding  and is out of control.  Context to your studies and 
proposals for multiplex should have been reporting of current development taking place all across the City of 
Vancouver. Surely in this l ist, which isn’t exhaustive, there is accommodation for low income families, at least in 
rental property. And this l ist doesn’t include all the possible accommodation for 3 families on one lot, already 
allowed in RS zones – a main house, suite, and laneway home: 
 
2. Digest what’s in the pipeline [see below] before multiplex: 
a) Oakridge Centre -  how many total units? I recently counted 8 cranes south of the Queen E Park reservoir 
b) Jericho lands -  how many total units? 
c) First nation development on Burrard, at UBC, and other locations -  how many total units? 
d) Major development along Cambie corridor, Broadway, King Edward street, 33rd Avenue -    # of units? 
e) Development at many strategic corner lots across the city - see Slocan and Kingsway   -  # of units? 
f) Developments posted along Earls, North of Kingsway, and large project in progress on North West corner 
g) Land Assembly proposals along main streets, again, across the City     # of units? 
h) Recent proposal for 2 high rise towers { 35 and 37 stories} on Penticton St, fairly close to 29th Street Skytrain 
station - how many units? There are other land assemblies happening near transit; consistent with the Vancouver 
Plan 
  



 
i) “Group Home” developments planned, in progress  - # of units?  [probably many more needed] 
I) River District - more towers currently under construction  and proposed - # of units? 
k) Holborn Develpment at Queen E park - might get built this Century - 1,400 units?  Can’t resist adding editorial 
comment about low income families who lost their homes 12 + years ago and finally pressures on developer to get 
stuff done.  A terrible deal by a previous provincial government and just now seeing some concessions by the 
Malaysian company to provide social housing and other housing for low income families.  
l) Point Grey plans, and 10th Avenue development, including the empty Safeway lot - # of units? 
m) Development hopefully coming some day on the  growing number of community gardens on former gas station 
corner sites. 
m) Very large development at Renfrew and Broadway 
n) Permits in process for laneways and suites in RS zoned areas – already increasing density in RS areas!  
 
 
3. Related to the above, and, most important, how many residents will occupy the units?  
 I think the concerns mentioned by respondents, about the ability of the City’s infrastructure to accommodate 
the future pressures of multiplex activity are justified and are being underestimated by the Planning 
Department and Council.. Will hospitals, schools, water l ines, roads, be able to deal with the population growth 
expected from the number of developments already contemplated – see 2 above! Hopefully there is an ongoing 
and objective assessment of this  by the Planning Department . Again, recommend digesting current growth, 
before Multiplex.  

4. I don’t agree with linking the  multiplex proposal with standardized rules, minimal reviews, and fast tracking 
of approvals. Maybe City staff is already overwhelmed with all the reviews already needed for the above projects 
and other proposals.  However, the need for reviews hasn’t changed; control over quality, quantity, neighborhood 
standards shouldn’t be placed in developer’s hands. And neighbors, if multiplex becomes a reality in RS, should 
still be afforded the opportunity to review and see the developers’ plans for a multiplex that casts a shadow on 
their RS property, creates parking issues, and potentially noise and other issues.  

5.Will multiplex housing help address inadequate housing, and high cost of ownership – perhaps to a small 
degree, but there are questions about whether or not this  objective will be achieved:  

{ As included in my email, here's the  quote taken from a Vancouver Sun article this year commenting on the 
possible “…death of the single family home” and it maybe underscores the support of some for the multiplex 
proposal....  
 - Arny Wise, an urban planner and retired developer, said simply creating more supply will not bring down 
prices. The laws of supply and demand, he said, simply do not work in a housing market that has been co-opted 
by speculators, real estate investment trusts and hedge funds. } 
 

C.  Linking this proposal with the following other issues 'strongly supported:  
a) reducing max size for new houses 
b) increasing max size for laneway houses 
c) removing design guidelines, standard regs, and reducing # of RS zones  [high on list for those contemplating 
development]  - sti ll disagree with this one as noted above. 
 
Could these objectives, if they will contribute to supply of  affordable homes, not be achieved on their own merit, 
without multiplex? 
 

 



 

 

D. I’m concerned that the City isn’t doing enough to leverage off existing opportunities for housing before 
making this incursion into largely single family areas -  

1.  Community garden lots. – Don’t provide wealthy developers with a tax exemption as they reap huge holding 
gains on corner/community garden lots?  I’ve represented before in notes to the City that a deferral of taxes [due 
when the property is resold, or developed] puts the cost of holding property  on the developers  – forgiveness or 
zero tax puts that tax burden on ordinary folks - in the millions of dollars?! 

2.  There may well be significantly more empty homes in the City than are being taxed.  
 As far as I’m aware, the ‘audits’ taking place are on representations made by owners. Are there any ‘auditors’ who 
travel the City looking for homes which, based on appearance, are l ikely vacant? 

3 . If it’s accurately reported, allowing house sitters to help circumvent the EHT is a questionable exemption.  

4. Does the following exemption you’ve recently  granted incent developers to pre sell, to not overbuild, etc.  
“On May 11, 2023, Vancouver City Council created a new exemption under the Empty Homes Tax (“EHT”) for 
unsold inventory within new developments and kept the annual tax rate for the EHT at 3% of the home’s assessed 
value rather than increase it to 5% as had been approved by the previous City Council in 2022. 

These changes were brought forward to incentivize housing development and encourage investment within 
Vancouver. “ 

  Maybe allow a special low rate perhaps, to make the burden less onerous…does the developers’ unsold  inventory 
attract full property and school taxes???  

                         ****************************************************** 

Thank you again for giving the opportunity to provide input on the multiplex proposals.  I’ve l ived in Vancouver for 
my whole l ife, now coming up to 77 years. Offshore buyers and investors have been buying up property for years, 
sometimes without a real commitment to the City and community. Development and making money on property 
might rank pretty high for this demographic so opposition to multiplex and how this would change the character of 
RS areas would rank correspondingly lower as a priority.    

I would hope that development in the City would be driven by needs of families, especially those with children. 
Infrastructure, quality of l ife, including having green space [backyards] for kids to play in should be protected.  

Regards,   Ken Anderson – Resident in Renfrew Heights, previously 40 + years in Dunbar.  

 

 



Single Family Home FSR Reduction 

The decision to reduce the Floor Space Ratio (FSR) from 0.70 to 0.60 for new single-family homes carries 
significant and enduring consequences that require thoughtful consideration. This choice becomes 
permanent once construction is completed, making it imperative to carefully evaluate the potential 
impacts. The 0.85 FSR should allow homeowners the autonomy to choose between a 0.70 FSR (with a 
0.15 laneway) or a 0.60 FSR (with a 0.25 laneway). The repercussions of lowering the FSR from 0.70 to 
0.60 are multifaceted: 

Impact on Rental Housing: A reduction in FSR may discourage homeowners from building secondary 
suites, which contribute to the rental housing supply. On a standard lot, this reduction would equate to 
4,026 square feet x 0.10 FSR = 400 square feet, a size comparable to some condos. These secondary 
units cater to the housing needs of students, singles, and young couples working or studying in 
Vancouver. Limiting this housing stock may force these potential renters to seek housing elsewhere, 
further exacerbating the demand-supply imbalance in Vancouver's housing market. 

Family Flexibility: Homeowners' family circumstances vary widely, necessitating the flexibility and space 
to accommodate their unique needs. A higher FSR of 0.70 provides more room to adapt to changing 
family dynamics, such as accommodating elderly parents requiring in-home care within the primary 
residence and not the laneway house.  

Additionally, there are multi-generational families cohabiting in the same space. The reduction of 400 
square feet in the main house may result in the loss of up to four bedrooms, assuming they are each 10 
feet x 10 feet. This has a profound impact as it eliminates space for four separate individuals/children or 
potentially couples if they are sharing a room, such as grandparents.  

Long-Term Livability: Reducing the FSR could compromise the long-term livability of homes, potentially 
limiting their functionality and adaptability. A more generous FSR preserves the ability to create 
versatile living spaces that can evolve with homeowners' needs over time. Given that life changes are 
inevitable, providing adequate housing and adaptable living spaces is essential for residents. Vancouver 
faces constraints in this regard, and limiting FSR could exacerbate these challenges. We all know that a 
house may be sold to another family in the future. The larger the space, the more flexibility there is to 
the incoming family. 

In conclusion, it is imperative to carefully weigh the consequences of reducing the FSR for new single-
family homes. Balancing the need for responsible development with the need for flexibility, housing 
diversity, and long-term livability is essential for our city's continued growth and prosperity. We must 
consider the broader impact on rental housing, family dynamics, and residents' quality of life when 
making decisions of this magnitude.  

APPENDIX D




