City of Richmond ,
- Memorandum

TO Genccwt ?ut‘?osc,j S\ ek 200?

" To: Mayor and Councillors ' , Date: February 26, 2009
From: Brian J. Jackson _ File: RZ03-254977
' Director of Development | SD07-357988
Re: ‘Supplemental Information Regarding the Proposal to Abandon Official

Community Plan and Zoning Bylaws — Application by Andrew Cheung
Architects Inc. for Rezoning at 3131, 3171, 3191, 3211, 3231, 3261, 3271,
3291, 3331, 3371, 3391 & 3411 Sexsmith Road and 3200, 3220, 3240, 3280,
'3300 & 3320 No. 3 Road from Single-Family Housing District, Subdivision
Area F (R1/F), 3360 No. 3 Road from Roadside Stand (Class C) District
(RSC), and 8511 Capstan Way from Automobile-Oriented Commercial -
District (C6) and Gas Station District (G1) to School and Public Use (SPU)
Comprehensive Development District (CD/181), and Comprehensive
Development District (CD/182)

Purpose

“The purpose of this memorandum is to provide information concerning the subject rezoning and
subdivision applications by Andrew Cheung Architects Inc., on behalf of Pinnacle International,
Sun Tech City Development, and Concord Pacific, with regard to:

e Rezoning Considerations — Progress since the January 2009 General Purposes Committee
meetlng, including cotrespondence received from the developers, dated February 20, 2009;

e Additional Correspondence — Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009; and

s Application Fees - Paid by the applicant to date, as requested by General Purposes Committee.
Background |

On May 22, 2007 the subjeet appheatlon and related rezoning eon81derat10ns were considered at
Public Hearing and the subject bylaws received third reading of Council. When staff observed that
little progress was being made on completing the application and one year had passed since the
Public Hearing (May 29, 2008), in accordance with Policy 5017: Bylaws (Zoning and Official
Community Plan ) — Time After Public Hearing, the City’s Chief Administrative Officer sent the
applicant a letter indicating that the subject rezoning considerations should be complete by
November 28, 2008 or staff would recommend to Council that the subject bylaws be abandoned.

On January 0, 2009 staff presented a report to General Purposes Commitiee recommending that the
subject rezoning and subdivision apphcatlons be closed and the associated bylaws be abandoned.

General'Purposes Committee resolved:

That the matter regarding Rézoriing Application RZ 03-25497 7 be tabled until the General
Purposes Committee meeting scheduled to be held on Monday, March 2, 2009. '
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The Committee generally agreed that this was a one time only extension and sat1sfact10n of the
rezoning considerations must include financial arrangements acceptable to the City for contrlbutzons
to the Capstan Canada Line Station and substantial progress on all other issues. :

- Rezoning Considerations

Staff recognize that the subject development is large and complex, and that its rezoning
considerations are lengthy and costly, nevertheless: :

o The developers agreed to those rezoning considerations i1 writing prior to Public Hearing;

‘s As with any rezoning application, the City has little or no ability to modify rezoning
considerations without compromising the integrity of the Public Hearing; and

e As the subject application is currently identified as a key funding source for the Capstan
~ Canada Line Station, an indefinite delay in the application’s completion could:
- Pose a significant hardship for other Capstan Village property owners who, under the
approved City Centre Area Plan (CCAP), are restricted from rezoning until station
- funding is secured; and
- Impede the City’s ability to pursue alternative statlon fundmg strategles

Since the January 2009 meeting of the General Purposes Committee, the following has occurred:

¢ January 14, 2009 — Magdalen Leung, representing Sun Tech, met with Brian Jackson, Director
of Development.

e January 21, 2009 Michael De Cotiis, representing Pinnacle, met with Brian Jackson and Joe
- Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development. :

o February 20, 2009 — Revised proposal was received from the developers. (Attachment 1)

» February 25, 2009 — Additional correspondence was received from Thomas Leung (as
- addressed in the following section.of this memorandum). (Attachment S)

Regardless of this, work on the outstanding rezoning considerations has not progressed In addition, the
- developers (at the above noted meetings with staff) contend that the City is impairing their ability to
satisfy the rezomng considerations by adding requirements that they were not aware of when they
signed the rezoning conditions in May, 2007. This is, however, incorrect, as staff have little ability to
deviate from the rezoning considerations as presented at Public Hearing without compromising the
Council approval process. Rather, as illustrated in part in Attachment 2, it is the developers who have
insisted on an on-going process of negotiations. '

Summary

In. short staff do not support the developers’ revised proposal (Attachment 1). Moreover, that
proposal does not demeonstrate that the developers are willing to abide by the rezoning
considerations presented at Public Hearing, but rather appear to indicate that they see this phase of
their application as a time for negotiation. This is neither acceptable nor appropriate, given that
such negotiations would compromise the Council approval process.
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Additional Correspondence — Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009 (Attachment 5)

Mr. Leung is one of the subject developers, but he indicates that his letter is not intended to represent
Pinnacle or Sun Tech (Concord Pacific). Mr. Leuinng provides information in support of the developers’
revised proposal (Attachment 1), however, staff disagree with the points raised, as follows:

¢ Capstan Station Fundmg Of the total $15 million developer contrlbutlon, the developers.
propose to contribute $1 million prior to by]aw adoption, rather the $2.5 million requested by
staff. Mr. Leung argues that the discrepancy in the amounts should be unlmportant to the City,;
however, staff have indicated to the developers on numerous occasions that:

- The amount is not negotiable, as the $2.5 million payable prior to bylaw adoption is
_ intended to reimburse Translink for costs it has already mcurred in preparation for the
. future construction of Capstan Station;

- Staff’s proposal that the City accept payment of the $15 million developer contribution
in instalments (with $2.5 million, payable prior to bylaw adoption, as the first such
instalment) was an attempt to address the developers’ request that payments be phased

to reflect the anticipated staging of the subject development; and

- To date, Council has anticipated that the $15 mllhon developer contribution would be
fully paid prior to bylaw adoption.

e Affordable Housing - The developers propose that they only pr0v1de the previously agreed to
affordable housing if it represents no cost to their project. (Attachment 1, “financial No Net
Loss™) Mr. Leung argues that developer-funded affordable housing is economwally
unfeasible” and the City should re-negotiate this item. This is not supportable, however,
because: - '

- Such a change would be substantively different than that approved by Council and
agreed to by the applicants, and would compromise the Council approval process and
require a new Public Hearing; and

- Ifanew Public Hearing was to be undertaken, staff suggest that the subject development
should be considered in the context of the Richmond Affordable Housing Strategy,
which requires a project the size of the subject development to provide roughly twice the
amount of affordable housing as that cutrently proposed under the subject application

e . Childcate Facility — Mr. Leung indicates that this item will be satisfied as directed by the City,
but staff have no assurance of this, as it is omitted from the developers revised proposal
(Attachment 1)

e Developer Purchase of City-Owned Lot — The developers propose to purchase the Clty-owned
Jot for “current appraised value”. (Attachment 1). Mr. Leung argues that a lower price is
reasonable in light of changes in the real estate niarket; however, staff disagree, because:

- When Council considered the subject application and rezoning considerations at Public
Hearing, it did so in the knowledge of a specific price previously approved at a Closed
Council Meeting;

- Staff have no instructions from Council to negotiate with the applicants for an amount
less than that previously agreed to by the applicants; and

- The failure to complete on this sale at an earlier date is due to the developers inability to
agree amongst themselves on the lot’s purchaser.
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¢ Servicing Agreement — Staff disagree with Mr. Leung $ a:rgument in favour of the developers’
revised proposal (Attachment 1) to:

.+« Remove pump station upgrades from the project’s requ1rements -
These upgrades are identified as part of the capacity analysis requirements agreed to in
writing by the developers. (Attachment 3 & 4) As indicated by Mr. Leung, staff are
willing to help relieve the financial burden on the subject developers by the possible
implementation of a latecomers policy, but this does not release the subject
development from either the need for the upgrades or its responsibility for their
implementation, ' '

- Prov1de security at 105% of estimated construction cost (not 200%, as staff propose) —
“The purpose of this security is to enable Richmond to complete the required works at no
cost to the City in the event the developer defaults. The rate of the security appropriate to
a project reflects the degree of risk it poses for the City, and a project only warrants a rate
of 105% where this risk is very low. In the case of the subject development, the
engineering design is not yet complete due to the developers’ failure to act expeditiously,
thus, making a rate of 200% appropriate. Staff estimate that it could take roughly one year
for the subject engineering design to be brought to a standard that would warrant a rate of
105%. In light of this, it would be inappropriate for the City to accept security at 105% as
a basts for adopting the pending bylaws at this time. If as an alternative, as suggested by
- Mr. Leung, the City was to delay final adoption of the subject bylaws until adequate work
had been completed to warrant a rate of 105%, this could satisfy engineering-specific
concerns, but, as explained in the staff report tabled on January 6, 2009, this extended and
indefinite approval period could pose significant hardships for other Capstan Village
developers and impair the ability of the City to secure adequate funding for the Capstan
Station.

Summa
At the time the subject application received third reading of Councnl the project was considered to
be des1rable, as it:

o Promised a hlgh-amemty, transit-oriented dcvelopment
¢ Was understood to be economically viable for the developers, the City, and Translink; and

» ' Took advantage of considerable “bonus” density and other considerations designed to offset the
cost of the amenity package.

Unfortunately, it appears that the developers now find the commitments they made prior to Public
Hearing are no longer financially feasible and, in staff’s view, the changes to the conditions
proposed by the developers go beyond the scope that can be negotiated at this stage in the Councﬂ
approval process.

It is also noted that the subject application is inconsistent with the recently approved City Centre

. Area Plan (CCAP). Staff believe that this application should be abandoned and that any future
application should be made in accordance with that Plan,
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Application Fees
Application fees paid by the applicant are non-refundable and include the following:

e Rezoning $32,745

¢ Subdivision $ 1,500

e Total "$34,245
Conclusion

In light of the developers’ positions with respect to the rezoning considerations and the implications
of this for the integrity of the subject Public Hearing and development elsewhere in Capstan
Village, staff recommend that, as per the staff report tabled January 6, 2009, the subject bylaws be
abandoned, a bylaw to repeal the related Highway Closure bylaw be brought forward to Council,
and the developers’ concurrent subdivision application be closed. -

Director of Development

Bll:spc
Att. 5
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o . Attéchment 1
Letter from Developers (Revised Developer Proposal), February 20, 2009

B iR A B IS AT

Trian Jackson, Ditector of Dovelopment ‘ February 20, 2009
City of Richmond :

6941 No. 3 Rond

Richmond, BC VY 201

Pear Brian,
RE: Minmacle Pavk pilnce/Was{.ern Coentre, Rlchmond

Ploase find for your review and consideration our collective position between Pinnacle andd Sun Fech regavding the
otatanding major issues for the above proposed davelopment. ‘ .

13 Capstan Siation Funding $15 millioi:

Both prrties agree with the City's proposal presented {o s with respect to the mesling we had with yoisel on
Orctober 28, 2008 wheése you indicated the City would accept $2.5 million paid upon re-zoning with the binlonee of
$12.5 miflion Lo be pnid upon issmance of final occupancy primil for the first 50% of total project density. We
prapose fo pay $ 1 million wpon re-zoning ns opposerd to $2.5 milllon. :

2] Affordable Housing:

Both parties ngree ta sccept the City's Affordable Housing Agreement as drafted with our proposed adjustment
o incluede the wording which clearly defines that the devefopur will provide the Adferdable Housing on a
“finavcinl Mo Net Loss™ basis :

3) Servicing Agreamenk;

Both parties agree that the Pump Station shoukd not be part of the projacts Servicing Agreement cammitmenl.

Wa agree with nll other aspects of the City's Servicing, Agreement conditlons except that we oxpact the plane to be
~100% approved so that the band con he caleulated at 105% of the cost rathar (han 200% and a provision that

altows For the phiasing of the project,

4) City Lot Parchase:
Prnace is propared to buy the city Jot bat only ab current appraised value,

Both Pirnacle and Sun Tech are committad to working together with the Clty 10 move this project ferward. We would
ask of the Planniog department and City Council to support an additional tme extension so we may Baalize our
discussions and dorumentation. Trusting Hat this meals your expectations we look forvnrd 1o your responsc.

Bincerely,
g ‘q" e o

.ff'-f‘nw.’:;::;»m . s
e B o
Pinpacid Titernational {fchmond) Plaze inc.

Michael De Cotlis

Ce, Peter Webl
‘Fhenoms Leuliy .
Grage Kwols A MEMBER OF THE BINNACLE INTERNATIONAL GROUP
WIAWIHNNACLEINTERNATIONAL CA
Siglte 300 - 011 Homer Streat » Vancouver, BC, Canada » VOB 2W6 « Tel: 60 GOL-7747 + Fax 400 G3H- 7149
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Attachment 2

Status of Rezoning Considerations

c' Re_idnlr:-g: ; lﬁvelo%er ';?gggg' Revised Developsr Proposal
onslgerations - ovember - “Febriary 20, 2009 (Attachment 1
Requirements Prior to - As per the staff report: tabn'ed . id (Atta )

Bylaw Adoption Jantary 62009 - Summary Proposal . Staff Comments’

A,

Capstan Canada Line

Station Developer

Contribution

2315 million developer
coniribulion secured

The developers propose:

- $500,000 pricr to bylaw
adoption;

- Remainder upon completion of
50% of project construction (no
fixed schedule); and

- Mo security for the outstanding
payment to the Cily's
satisfaction (i.e., no Letter of
Credit or equivalent).

No change, EXCEPT the
developers propose:

- $1 million prior to bylaw
adoption.

Not acceptable, as it:

a

b)

¢

Does NOT satisfy Translink's
needs,

Could indefinitely delay other
developments in Capstan
Village, which are dependent
on Station construction; and
Does NOT propose to secure
the outstanding payment to
the City's satisfaction (e.q.,
Letter of Credit), which could

" impair the ability of the City lo

ensure the developers
complete this item once
rezoning is adopted.

B. :
Affordable "Subsidized

The developers propose to

Not acceptable, as it is:

] provide the required a) Inconsistent with nomal City
Rental” Housing N | affordable housing: ~ practice; and
4,645m2 (50,000 ft2) to | * O Proposal - ONLY if it represents "No b) ' A disincentive for the
be provided at the ' Net [Financial] Loss” developers’ provision of cost-
developers’ sole cost the developers. effective units.
C. : ‘ )
Childcare Facility « No proposal. + No proposal. » Not acceptablg ~ Still outstanding.

*25-child "turnkey" facility

D.
Developer Purchase of
City-Owned Lot
- oPrice as approved by
Council, May 2007 (and
verbally agreed fo by the
developers)

The developers propose:

- Approximately $1.6 million less
than the Council-approved
price.

The dévelopers propose:

- “Current appraised value’.

Not acceptable, as:

a)

b)

When Gouncil considered the
subject application and
rezoning considerations at
Public Hearing, it did 50 in the
knowledge of a specific price

" previously approved at a

Closed Council Meeting; and
Failure to complete on this
sale at an earlier date is due
to the davelopers’ inability to
agree amongst themselves
on the lot's purchaser.

E. -

Legal Documents

+100% compler.'on
required

The City has provided documents
to the developers, but has received
nothing in return,

No progress.

Not acceptable, as this item wil
require several months of work to
complete.

F. :

Servicing Agreement

sApproved design for
roads, park &
engineering (as per the
approved capacity
analysis)

sAllworks fobe
constructed in "Phasge 1"
& secured by a Lelter of
Credit

Parks: No proposal
Roads: Construction includes -
+ *"Phase 1"~ Hazelbridge Way
- Other Works — Concurrent with
developmerit (i.e. lot-by-lof}
Englneermg Construction includes

- No pump station upgrades
(Developers propose that this
item is the City's responsibility.}

- “Phase 1"~ Only those works
needed to service the new lots

- Other Works — Concurrent with
development (i.e. lot-by-lot}

Security:

- "Phase 1" — Letter of Cradit at
105% of estimated costs (Staff
expect this standard of work to
require +/-1 year to complete.)

- Other Works ~ No security

The developers propose fo
underiake all works
specified by the Cily,
EXCEPT:

Enaineering: -

- No pump station
upgrades

Security:

- Letter of Credit at 105%
for both "Phase 1" and
subsequent works, BUT
implies that the standard
of design will be lower
than normal City
standards.

Not acceptable, as:

a)

b)

Pump station upgrades are
required based on the
project's approved capacity
analysis and the devslopers
agreed in writing to implement
such works {Attachments 3
& 4} and

Bonding at 105% based on a
lower standard of design;

- Could teave the City

vulnerable to cost overruns
that the developer would not
be obliged to cover; and
Would set an undesirable
precedent for other
Richmond developers.
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Attachment 3
Pinnacle International - Capacuty Analysis Requirements, Letter of Assurance (Signed)

Aprll 1T, 2007

City of Biekmond

B9l N, 3 Road
Rickmond BC vaY 204

Atberfion: Bairongt Curtsr-Hufman, Senlor Planngr

Dear Buzanng: N
Re: Mo 3 RosdiSes hlnd Wy, Rozotilng ﬁppﬁlmiﬁw RZ03-254077

fhﬁ% i to ponfim Thet Pinnaske miaamalmmai gnd Concord Pasliic agree fo the capackly
anuiysls for the rhava msntioned rezoning. applicalion Wil bs complated a3 8 condilion
of sulbdivigion, and s aralysie wilt be gone o Ihe satlsfaction of the Gy, Planacis

) fmermallonal and Concord Paclils agree 1o bo responstble For imphwnetiing all the
warky indleabad i that anslvais gt tho applicaal’s aohs sosk,

Wa trugt thal this satiallas your request for & fettar of sssirancs.

‘ hﬁ]ﬁf&’mﬂ for mnd on baball of ﬁam:wffmﬂ fear aamci o lmﬁ&lf of:

. Mt Da Gobis . Pwsbigs Wiahb

Piminachs nbamatiors Gongord Pasdiic
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_ Attachment 4
Concord Pacific = Capacity Analysis Requirements, Letter of Assurance (Signed)

Hpril 17, 20T ?

Cily it Binhirrord
AE11 N, 3@ Road
wfetimand, 8BS WY 20T

Albnriiong Huzanoe CarterHutiman, Bapior Mlanmer

Poar Suzanng: ‘ .

Fo:  Ho, 3 Road(Sieu Istend Wy, Hosening Application R2-03-204977
. This I8 b tonfem that Plaesels ‘lrxtamélir:maﬁ s0tl Bun Tach Gity Developmsnt Sur. aree 1 lhe sRpaty
“arvysls Sor e above mortored reeening appicaticn Wil b cpuipiied as @ sondilin of sabdivision, and

This arsiysis wi be done o de sefisfeciion of the Cly.  Pienadlo Intemations! gnd Sun Tech City
Bavnkpment Carg, sgreo 165 eaponsiile for (Mplemanding of v works Indicated in Thal analysis ot the

spplieants snhy vust,
e st £t ks gadiefioy yawr vaguent for & letar of E8sufnGe,

4

Bniovad Tor AriG o Gena¥ of Fipprenion ot sr S peRa af

Adr, Klichasl e Colfle ' -, i Pl iebl ,
Pinrasis Intnetion : Bun Tach Gl Bovsisprmant Do,

»
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Attachment 5
Additional Correspondence - Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009

WESTERN
- February 25, 2009

Manning and Development
ity of Richmond

6911 No.3d Road
f{;c-hmnmf B.COVGY 201

At My Joe Erger, MOIP, Genersl Manmager, Plaoning snd Developiment
Dear Sir .

Re:  Pinnacle Park 'Pl:%c.nf\:‘s*asttzrn Centlre
Rezonine Apolication

U weiring this letter on hebal? of Magdsien and myself as concerned chiizens and developers
who have worked on the project over the past 12 vears, The opinions and comments reidered in
this kefter do nof represent Pinucle sod Sun Tech. Magdalen and Tare goateful and appreciative of
Staffs hard work and cffort over the years frving 10 create s prized development in this important
seetion of laud in Richiond, We were so haj}py o way 2007 when the re-zonityg application
obfained Thivd Reading, receiving full sapport snd commendation from Council. It was 1 long
and greeling process bof we finally fuve a development project that encompasses a sky teain
station buill without public fuiding, a such needed park with anmenibies, affordable housing,
dayeare amd the suppost of the Alrport Antharily, yet it s 2 project that is econonzically feasible f?)r
1h;, applicans/developars.

The curient ecession hit the world economies hard and deep.  The Ineal resl estate markeat
sulfered along with the rest of the .00 ceonomy,  Many factors vital © the developmént industry.
such as market and financing, are wo Jonger favorable and #lt developers had fo make drastic
amehdments in their development piang, both m ferts oF tning and costing, -1 do vt beleve
Pimtacle and Sun Teeh intenid 10 repudiate te agreerent ou the re-zoning conditions as passed n
the Third Resding. They just nesd Ciy's flexibility in Bnallzing the fine details of these
conditions. Om this, T refir to Pinnacle’s leter to My, Brian Jackson, Director of Development on
Febraary 20; 2009, in which it outlines the collective position of Pinngcle nad Sun Tech regarding,
the outdanding jsses,

1. Cnpstan Stadon Funding $15 millien

We appreciate Stafi™s effort in negotiating with Canada Line on behalf of the applicants in
working out the delayed payment schedule.  As the taggeted construction date of the
Capstan Statron 15 2017 or niay be even ater, i the ddecship is oot there, and a8 long as the
commitment e secred, he initiel payment of 81 or 2.5 inillion should not be a critieal
favtor, Cadada Line ghready took & big chunk of the valualde buud from the applicants, and
I believe discussion o p;‘m‘}dmg non-financial seeurity on the vapaid balence of the $13

m#Hon did not receive any resistence fom the anplicants,

Western Infernationat Construction (2002) Lid,
RATC - BYIS CMIH Cigsont, Blctenond, §.C. VEX 327 ¢ Vol (044} FI14-0833 v Pouc (3041 214-B444 + Bl ssnnolpweslr i ca
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_ _ Attachment 5
Additional Correspondence - Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009

4

WESTERN

Laged
2. Affardalyle Housing

The general congensus in the development community s that Richmond hes the most
_demanding affordable bousing vequircrents.  The terms snd conditions fmposed on the
subjeet re-zoning application are the tonghest. undeystand that there are ofher re-zoning
applications that are ia process nad the affordable housing issue 5 being negotiated on 4
cause by cose hasis, The applicants have commitied on the 50,800 sq.. of affordable
housing wid | believe they e willing 10 work out a program that is similar o the other
applications that are pending, There is a ot of work to be done on this dew and we should
pet on with it to seaure a workable solution. The curent termg and cemditions are
genaomically unfeasilie.

i

Servicing Apreoment

The pomp station basically benefite all future developments in Nerth Richmond,  Our
engineer declared that the pipe size diclated by City Engineer is the biggest he has ever
encomered. 1 holisve S1aff has now daken e tupent coonomnic conditions inlo
consideration and is willing to lat the apphicants to yip-grade the pump station based on
their development requirements. 1f the capacity of the up-graded er new pumnp station is
more than dhat required by the subject development, a Infecomer agreement for repayment
will b alluwed. Based on this wrangenend, fa leave it ot of the servicing agresment will
not ehange its significant position in the development plan, but it certainly will ielp the
applicants in their financing needs in these poor economic imes. On 105% ending, |
elicve Staff is uncomforable with this percentage becatse the curvent engineering design
is net meady for City Fugineer™s approval, We shoulth waii (il the plans are approved und
then obtain pricing from contrartors and if Saf¥ is stll not comfortble with 105%, further
security can be determined st that tme. The City can hold off Fimal Reading unbil the
servicing agreement is sigired and bonded,

4. CHy Lot Purchase

The applicanis agread on the Third Ready re-zoning conditions to purchase the City Lot
and Pinpacle furiher agreed io be the purchaser. The purchase price of 53745 witlion was
preposed based on City appraisal dune towards the ond of 2007, The Civy issucd a letee o
Pinvacle strting that the price would onky be good for foor moenths and the price conld b
changed after that time period,  Real estate prices can go up and down. A current
appraised value to set the price is not uneasonable, bearing in mind that the price set-back
suffiered by the developers is more significant.

: Waoestern Internatons] Constraction (2002 Lid, .
550 — SRV Crtin Cresceny, Righmoat B.G., VBX 327 » Tul: (H08) 234-8033 + Fax (004) 214-30d4 « Bonadh {oungiRwestarnniia o
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Attachment 5
Additional Correspondence Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009

b

e e

WESTE RN

Dape 3
5. Dayvecare
Daycare will be provided as per the detsiled s preseribed by Staff

There is no doubt that we are in the midst of harsh sconpnde conditions. To delay 0 major
development project is a reasonable and possibly, the only option, To serap a project that took
years of hard work and offort, one that can bring ebout substantist econemic and social bencfits to
the City Is not an opiimal option. Clty St hag invested a lot of time and energy on the project.
The applicants have also invested a ot of money in comying fhe tand, in .af'clmeeiuw aivd
consuling fees and on prepaying the $13.5 million D.C.C., plus time and effort. The fact is at
current market conditions, the project has a negative bettom line. To fulfill all the Third Reading
conditions with the current deladled torms us pregeribed by Stafl will vequire millions of additional
fanding inatantly, woy before any construction can be started,  Financing on such farge and long.
tlermy project with a curient negative relarn is nof well received by the bamks ot this tfime. { have o
reiterate that bused on miy knowledge, the applicants have no intention o change the Thind
Reading re-zoning conditdons, Ia fact, they bave worked hard to oy to fulfilf them. They only
have problem delivering the detailed terms of these comdivions, which were not available at the
titwe of Third Reading,  Some of these detailed teomis are oxcessive and haish in view of the
muerzi economic chimate, ' A good degree of flexibility from the City will be needed fo save U

developiest project. As citizens of Rickmond for over 35 years, and having surtured the project
fior 5o gy years, Magdalen i 1 with be ceally heart-Broken i the coment projec goos down the
dlruin,

Please have another look at the overat] sifuation and see what you can do, and i Magdalen and |
can be of any nssistance, pleasc fet us know,

Sincarely,

éwﬁ

Ihamm f Lewng, ( A MEM
Prasicent

TELAw , .
e M Geosge Dupcan, Chief Admdnisirative Officer
Mr. Prian Jackson, MCIP,. D irector of Development

Western Iiternationnt Constructon (2002) Ltd,
BREG -~ S8 Cllin Sravount, Richroed, 8.0, VEX 327 + Tol G040 214-8833 « Faou {804} 214-8844 + Eongll: Toungdiwesterombs.ca
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