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stated goal of creating more housing options in Vancouver. However the
absurdly low FSR limit combined with the bonus density system works
against the stated goals of the policy itself.

First a few facts directly from the City Council referral report.:

1) An FSR of 1 is the max allowable under this plan even with density bonus
payments.

2) 4 unit lots (~3300 sq ft) which comprise 2/3 of the entire lots affected by
this rezoning cannot support any significant density bonus contribution and
will therefore provide marginal revenue at best should they choose to build
beyond the .7 FSR limit that exists without bonus payments.

3) A~3300 sq ft lot with .7 FSR allows for units around 550 sq ft in ideal
circumstances and more likely to be less. Even in ideal circumstances these
units should they be built will be small 1 person units.

3) According to the city's own consultant an FSR under 2 makes ANY rental
development economically unfeasible. Therefore almost any new
development under this plan will be an owned and not rented.

4) The density bonus structure rationale is this: "multiplex will support a
higher lot value than other permitted RS uses. Therefore, if there

is no amenity share contribution, the existing RS lot values will increase
significantly in locations where

multiplex supports a higher value than other permitted uses. This would
compromise the opportunity for

other forms of housing that the City also supports on RS lots (such as market
rental, affordable rental,

and duplex)."

These facts as stated by the City of Vancouver lead to obvious questions that
need answering.

- Why design a bonus density plan that artificially lowers land prices -
especially in a city whose main revenue source is land tax AND whose
property tax rates are already some of the lowest in Canadian cities?

- Why design a bonus density plan that is stated to preserve opportunities for
rental housing while simultaneously creating an FSR limit that makes any
such development economically out of the question?

- Given the provincial legislation expected to eliminate SFH zoning in favour
of 4 unit lot minimums, how does this plan go beyond that and how do the
FSR and density bonus elements not act as a poison pill to dis-incentivize the
missing middle housing the entire rezoning is meant to address.

- In a city with a housing emergency such as Vancouver, how is the best that
a city council given a strong mandate not have more aggressive and
economically functional proposals to actually create significant amounts of
housing?
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APPENDIX A

Heritage Vancouver

www.heritagevancouver.org C/O UBC Learning Exchange
info@heritagevancouver.org 612 Main Street, Vancouver, BC
604 254 9L Canada, V6A 2V3

September 14, 2023

Mayor Sim and Vancouver City Council
Vancouver City Hall

453 West 12" Avenue

Vancouver BC V5V 1Vi

Re: Proposed Zoning Amendments For Missing Midcle Housing
Dear Mayor and Council,

The proposed missing middle amendments will change the zoning for a large
geographic area in the city currently having mostly single detached houses. We
have read and heard concerns over the loss of character and heritage houses in the
RS zones. We hope that this submission can be useful in thinking about heritcge and
change in these neighbourhoods.

Because the incentives to demolish heritage and character houses to build
multiglexes are greater than the incentives to retain, one of the suggestions brought
forward to incentivize retention is to }natch the 1.0 FSR proposed for multiplexes. For
example, the developer James Evans who undertakes missing middle developments
involving character and heritage houses spoke about this in the August 4, 2023
article Vancouver’s New Multiplex Rules Could Stunt Stealth Density Projects in the
Globe and Mail.

We do not know the reason why the proposal does not inateh the 1,0 #8K given to
multiplexes, but we would support character and heritage houses having the same
FSR incentive for retention. Ferhaps further increasing FSR on sites with character
and heritage buildings to 1.0, introduces some challenges with siting, building codes
and even conservation principles. In this regard, we believe that it would be good for
the City to cllow 1lexibility so that architects and developers working on heritage and
character house sites can exercise some creativity in looking for alternative solutions.

One of the largest issues concerning heritage and change in communities is the
question of what is important from the past to protect and what to let go. A heritage
register system, like the Vancouver Heritage Register, is conceived to do that by
identifyirg what is significant, largely from a historic building and architectural
perspective. The register largely privileges those perspectives and it does not capture
many things that people who are not heritage building conservation professionals
would consider significant. But it does identify certain aspects of the city’s history
and building traditions.

The proposal [along with the Vancouver Plan) starts a process of introducing large
changes to land use in the city by incentivizing things to be removed so that new
things can be put in, but it is largely silent on the register and potential loss of sites



Heritage Vancouver

on the register. Which |zads to the bigger question about heritage in rzlation to these
changes in land use.

Many would consider the City’s update to the Heritage Conservation Program
approved by Council in 2020 to be more progressive because it makes strides
towards truth and reconciliation, cultural redress, and starts to recognize a diversity
of values and intcngible heritage. But one of the most challenging and important
parts of the planning model (called Historic Urban Landscape) adopted as part of
the Heritage Conservation Program is democratic processes in participation and
holding dialogue about what is important to keep, what to let go, and when letting
go, what to put in its place. One of the progressive intentions of that planning model
was for it to be used in i:ommunitg planning 1o help people through change. We hope
that this part of the planning model for the Citg’ls Heritage Conservation Program
can be put into action esoecially in these cases where we need to allow for change in
order to provide Fousing that cddresses the various forms of housing vulnerabilities
people face.

Sincerely,

Bill Yuen
s22(1) Personal and Confidential

Exzcutive Director
Heritage Vancouver Society
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