City of Richmond

~ Planning and Development Department Memorandum
To: Richmond City Council _ Date: Febfuary 11, 2009
From:  Terry Crowe File: CP 08-446388
: Manager, Policy Planning (4139)
Re: School District No. 38 (Richmond) Application to Amend Schedule 2.10D to the

Official Community Plan (McLennan South): Childcare Developer
Requirements and Public Consultation

Purpose

School District No. 38 (Richmond) has applied to amend Schedule 2.10D to the Official
Community Plan (McLennan South Sub-Area Plan) at 7631, 7651, 7671, 7691, and 7771 Ash
Street and 7680 and 7700 Heather Street from “Park” (which permits “active community use”
including an elementary school) to “Park” and “Residential” (CP 08-443688).

As per the December 16, 2008 resolution of Council on the subject Official Community Plan
(OCP) Amendment Bylaw No. 8465, the purpose of this memorandum is to prowde information
to Council for consideration at the Public Hearing regarding:

* Finalized developer requirements applicable to the future development of a possible
childcare facility to be achieved via a density bonus on the subject site; and

¢ Public consultation undertaken by the School District and other public input Submltted
subsequent to the subject bylaw receiving first reading of Council.

Childcare Developer Requirements

Background | | |
The proposed OCP Amendment Bylaw provides for a density bonus of 0.4 floor area ratio (FAR)

on the subject site (i.e. an increase from 1.2 to 1.6 FAR net) in the event that a developer
constructs a childcare facility to the satisfaction of the City. A covenant registered on the subject
site as a condition of the propesed OCP amendment will set out the developer requirements as
they relate to the childcare facility. These requirements, a preliminary draft of which was
prepared by staff and attached to the staff report presented in December 2008, are to be finalized
and agreed to by the School District for consideration by Council at Public Hearing.

Finalized Childcare Facility Developer Requirements (Attachment 1, with changes highlighted)
School District and City staff jointly reviewed the preliminary requirements presented in

December 2008, and agreed on minor changes to better:

¢ Encourage the coordmated design of the chlldcare s outdoor play space and Paulik Park;

* Encourage sustainable design, construction practices, and finishes; and

e Indicate that parking (drop-off/pick-up) relaxations may be considered through the City’s
standard rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

Staff are supportive of the proposed developer requirements, as they are consistent with Richmond’s
childcare policy and recent developer-built childcare projects elsewhere in the city.
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Public Consultation

Background
-The City’s OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy No. 5043 requires that consultatlon with

affected parties (e.g., residents, owners) be considered as part of the OCP Amendment process.
The School District posted a development application sign on the subject site, but undertook no
other public notification or consultation prior to the subject application being considered by
Council in December 2008. In light of this, the staff report directed that the:

¢ School District consult with the local community and report back to City staff in writing
at least two weeks in advance of the Public Hearing; and

e Public Hearing should not take place earlier than February 16, 2009, to allow adequate
time for the consultation to occur. :

-Consultation Process
The School District’s public consultatlon process included:

e A publlc open house (including display boards and a cornment sheet requestmg input) at
Howard Debeck Elementary School on January 20, 2009 (Attachments 3 & 6);
¢ In advance of the open house, advertising in two local English language newspapers and .
one Chinese language newspaper on two consecutive weekends (Attachment 4); and
-»  Following the open house, posting of the open house display boards on the School
District’s web site (including a request for feedback until January 30, 2009).
(Attachment 5)

Results of the School District’s consultation (Attachments 2-6) were submitted two weeks prior
to the February 16™ Public Hearing (as required) and indicate the followmg

o Open House — This event was attended by representatives of the School DlStI‘lCt City
staff, and five members of the general public. None of the members of public were
residents of McLennan South. Three members represented Golden Prospect Holdings
Limited, an organization that made an unsuccessful offer to purchase the subject site in
2008 for the purpose of developing seniors’ housing and a wellness facility.

¢ Comment Sheets - One comment sheet was submitted at the open house and indicated
general support for the School District’s proposal. (Attachment 6) No other written or

- -on-line submissions were recewed by the School DlSl‘I‘lCt

Additional Public Input Received by the Cltv :
At the time of writing this staff memorandum, the City had received several telephone inquiries
and one letter regarding the proposed OCP amendment, as follows:

Telephone Inquiries — Several local residents who received Public Hearing Notices from
the City contacted staff for information.

Staff Comment. Callers showed interest in the apphcatlon, but did not indicate clear
support or opposmon

e Letter from Larry Traverence Archer Realty (Attachment 7), including a “project
concept” for a seniors® housing and wellness complex (Attachment 8), submiited on behalf
of Golden Prospect Holdings Limited (a developer who made an unsuccessful bid to
purchase the subject site from the School District) -- The writer opposes the subject OCP
amendment on the basis that it: _
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- Would be unnecessary for Golden Prospect’s project;
- Could deny local residents adequate access to “active community uses” and
- May increase the subject site’s value, beyond what Golden Prospect can afford.

Staff Comment: Staff disagree with the writer’s comments, as follows:

- The subject OCP amendment permits seniors’ housing and accessory wellness uses;
+ Golden Prospect has not provided staff with adequate information to détermine if its
" project is consistent with the Sub-Area Plan or would be supported by local residents;
- McLennan South residents are well-served by local schools and the subject OCP -
amendment proposes additional “active community uses” in the form of City-owned
park, affordable housing, and a possible childcare (via a density bonus); and
- Staff have concerns regarding the viability of Golden Prospect’s project and do not
support its request (as per the “project concept”) that the City:
1. Waive developer costs (e.g., off-site works, Development Cost Charges), and
ii. Reduce propetty taxes.
Summary
The School District’s public consultation process attracted little public interest. To date, the only
opposition to the proposed OCP amendment has come from a developer interested in securing the
subject site for seniors’ housing and wellness uses. Staff understand the developer’s concerns, but:

¢ Believe the proposed mix of housing, park, affordable housing, and a possible childcare
_wzll enhance the livability of McLennan South and help to meet the local needs of
seniors, families, and others; and

e Have concerns regarding the feasibility of the developer’s proposed prOJect on the subject
site, regardless of any potential increase in land value.

Conclusion

In December 2008, the School District was directed to finalize childcare facility developer
requirements and undertake public consultation prior to the subject application being considered at
Public Hearing. Both items have been completed to the satisfaction of staff. On this basis, staff
recommend that the subject OCP Amendment Bylaw No, 8465 warrants favourable consideration.

Manager, Policy Planning (4139)

TTC:spc
Attachment 1: Finalized Childcore Facility Developer Requirements (with changes in BOLD)

Attachments 2 — 6: Submission from the School District , February 2, 2009
, Note: Included here is a letter, open. house display boards, advertising, home
page screeen, and comment sheetl. Duplicate items and items already on fife,
such as the staff report, are excluded.

Attachment 7: Submission from Larry Traverence, Archer Realty, January 13, 2009 (13 pages)
Note: All the attachments to this submission are included with this. memo,
except “Seniors’ Housing Market Survey: British Columbia®, a 19-page Canada
Housing and Mortgage document that was released in 2008 and provides a
description and analysis of the seniors' housing market in British Columbia,
including vacancy rates, rents, and universe data.

Attachment 8: Golden Prospect Holdings Limited "Project Concept” (2 pages).

Note: This item was submitted with Attachment 7,

2572978

45



Attachment 1
Finalized Childcare Facility Developer Requirements (with changes in BOLD)

OCP Amendment Considerations Supplemental Information
“Finalized Childcare Developer Requirements”

7631, 7651 7671, 7691, and 7771 Ash Street and 7680 and 7700 Heather Street

CP 08-446388

Prior to final adoption of Official Commumty Plan (OCP) Amendment Bylaw No. 8465, the
developer is required to complete the OCP Amendment Considerations, as per the December 16,

2008 resolution of Council, and agrees to the following supplemental information:

Finalrized Childcare Developer Requirements

Intent
* The childcare fac:|||ty must

1.

Be capab!e of accommodating a minimum of 37 children between the ages of birth and 6 years
(Note that the age range may be narrowed as determined through consultation with the City and
operator through the development design and review processes.),

Have a total minimum indoor floor area of 316 m? (3, 390 ft%);

Sat|sfy Richmend Childcare Design Guidelines (or the applicable City policy in effect at the time
the facility is to be developed)

Be capable of being licensed by Coastal Health Authority's Community Care Facilities Licensing
Staff and/or other relevant licensing policies and/or bodies at the time of the facility’s construction
and in accordance with applicable Provincial Childcare Regulations;

On an ongoing basis, be both functioning, affordable, and fully operational, to the satisfaction of
the City (see "Performance” under Development Processes/Considerations); and

Be designed, developed, priced, and operated within the spirit of the City’s Childcare
Development Policy (#4017) which states that:

« The City of Richmond. acknowledges that quality and affordable childcare is an essential

service in the community for residents, employers, and employees.

» To address childcare needs, the City will plan, partner and, as resources and budgets
become available, support a range of quality, affordable childcare facilities, spaces,
programming, equipment, and support resources.

» To develop City childcare policies and guidelines, and use Council's powers and negotiations
in the development approval process, to achisve childcare targets and objectives

In_addition, the childcare facility should embody best bracﬁces in_sustainable design and

construction practices. LEED or equivalent standards for construction and interior finishes

will be encouraged.

Develepment Processes/Considerations

1.

Operator involvement —
« The indoor floor plan and the outside play area for the childcare facility should be developed
in collaboration with the operator or its representative, as determined by the City.
» An operator should be secured prior to the start of the childcare facility design process.
e Toensure the facility is satisfactory for childcare programming and related purposes and will
be aviable operation, the operator should have input into:
i. spaceneeds and design,;
i operation and functioning of the facility;
iii. - maintenance,;
iv. fittings and finishes;
v. eguipment, and
vi. related considerations.
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_ Attachment 1
- Finalized Childcare Facility Developer Requirements (with changes in BOLD)

2. Childcare Licensing Ofﬂcer involvement - The application of the Provincial Childcare Reguiations can
......vary-based on the.local Childcare Licensing Officer’s interpretation of programs needs;. it is therefore

essential that the Licensing Officer be involved with the design and development of the facility from the
outset. . .

‘Performance — As a condition of Development Permit, to ensura the _facility will, on an ongoing basis,

be both functioning and operational to the satisfaction of the City, the developer will be required, in
consultation with the City, operator, and other affected parties, to define a standard of performance
and the measures necessary to safeguard that those standards will be achievable (e.g., responsibility
for maintenance). o

Facility Description

1.

General Considerations - As noted albove (see Intent}, the facility must satisfy all City of Richmond,
licensing, and other applicable policies, guidelines, and bylaws as they -apply at the time of
development. -

- Access - Safe, secure, and convenient access for chlldren staff, and parents is key to the viability of a
“childcare facility.

As the indoor facility will be integrated within a residential development and situated above existing
grade (to satisfy City of Richmond Flood Construction Level bytaw requirements) and the outdoor play
space will be on the adjacent Paulik Park site, special attention will be required with regard to how the
facility is to be accessed, travel distance (e.g., to parking, drop-off, secured outdoor play space, efc.),
convenience, security, and related considerations. Where necessary, the City may require that the
facility is equipped with special features designed to address the challenges of locating a childcare
facility on the subject site including, but not limited ta:

» Over-sized ramps capable of accommodating multi-child strotlers and large groups of people;

" o Private/secured entry(s) for the exclusive use of the childcare; and

» Designated drop-offfpick-up parking spaces convenient to the childcare entry.

3. Qutdoor Space - The outdoor play space must be:

+ Fully equipped with play structures and other apparatus that meet the requsrements of Licensing
authorities and are to the satisfaction of the operator and City of Richmond,

» Landscaped with a combination of hard and soft play surfaces, together with appropriate fencing
and access {taking into account the challenges of locating a facitity on a parking structure rooftop)
to provide for a wide variety of activities including, but not limited to, the use of wheeled toys ball
play, and gardening;

« Located where it is protected from excessive noise and good air quality is ensured (e.g., away
from vehicle exhaust, ventilation exhausts),

« Situated and des;gned to provide for adequate sun exposure and weather protection in order to
ensure the space is attractive and can accommodate heavy use and a broad range of activities

- throughout the year (e.g., quick drying surfaces, winter "sun trap”, garden plots, covered play
areas); '

« Situated where it is immediately adjacent to and directly accessible (visually and physically) to the
indoor childcare space;

o Mutually complementary to the design and use of Paulik Park and, if possible, situated
where it can incorporate existing mature trees and/or vegetation within or near the property line of
the park; .

» Safe and secure from mterference by strangers-and others;

+ Situated to avoid unnecessary conflict with or annoyance of nearby uses (e.g., residential);, and

« [f multiple age groups of children are to be accommodated within the space, demised with fencing
and tailored to meet the various developmental needs of the ages of children being served.

4. Height Above Grade - The facility is to be located on the building’s lowest habitable floor (2.9 m

geodetic minimum floor elevation, as per Richmond's Flood Construction Level requirements).
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7 ' Attachment 1
Finalized Childcare Facility Developer Requirements (with changes in BOLD)

5. Parking (Including Bicycles) & Loading - As per applicable zoning and related bylaws, except that
- relaxations regardmg drop-off/pick-up spaces may be considered through Richmond’s
standard rezoning and/or Development Permit processes.

6. Natural Light & Ventilation — The facility's indoor spaces (with the exceptlon of washrooms, storage,
and service areas} must have operable, exterior windows offering attractive views and reasonable
privacy/overiook, as determined through Richmond's standard development review process.

Level of Fimsh

1. The developer is solely responsible for aII costs related to ensuring the childcare is "turnkey" and ready
for immediate occupancy upon completion (with the exception of loose furnishings and related items).
This includes, but is not limited to, the following:

* Indoor Areas -
i, Finished floors installed (e.q., resilient flooring),
ii. Walls and ceiling painted:
i, Window coverings installed (e.g., curtains, blinds),
iv. Kitchen fully fitted out, including major appliances (e.g., stove/oven, refrigerator, microwave)
and cabinets;
v. . Washrooms fully fitted out, including sink, toilet, and cabinets;
vi. Wired for cablevision, internet, phone, and security;
vii. Non-movable-indoor cabinets installed, including cubbies; and
viii. Operable, exterior windows provided.
.» QOutdoor Areas {including those situated in Paulik Park) —~
i. “All outdoor landscaping (e.g., hard and soft landscaping, fencing, lighting, water and
electrical services) installed;
ii. All permanently mounted play equipment, furnishings, and weather protection, together with
' safe play surfaces and related features, installed;
iii. Accommodation made for the future installation by others (e.g., operator) of additional
: equipment and fumlshlngs {i.e. in addition to that provided by the developer); and
iv. Features installed outside the bounds of the childcare space that are required to ensure a
safe and attractive interface between the childcare and adjacent park or non-park uses (e.g.,
additional fencing, screening, lighting, signage, grading, planting).

2. The operator will provide all loose equment and furnishings necessary to operate the facility (e.g.,
~ toys, kltchen ware)

Tenure & Ownershlp_

Tenure; An independent air space parcel that contains the facility (including appropriate associated
parking), whereby the City and/or operator are not obligated to assume financial or other
responsibilities associated with the ongoing repair, maintenance, or operation of the overall
development (i.e. the building within the primary air space parcel and related features on the
subject site) with the exception of those services direcily related to the childcare facility.

OWnership: Developer to transfer ownership of the independent air space parcel to the City, at no cost to
the City

Legal
As a condition of completing rezoning, legal documents will be required to secure the childcare facility

contribution, including a "no-development” covenant, an option to purchase, a Letter of Credit, and/or other
measures as determined to the satisfaction of the City.

Signed copy on file

Signed (Applicant) Date
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_ _ ~ Attachment 2
Submission from the School District, February 2, 2009 - Letter (2 pages)

School District No. 38 {Richmaond} '
7811 Gronville Avanua, Richmond, BC Vé‘:’ 3E3 _ Tol: {604} 668~ 6{]00 Fox: (804} 668 6161

2572078

Offwﬂ o the Secretary - Treasurer

February 2, 2009

~“Terry Crowe, Manager Policy Planning -

City of Rictmiong,
G911 No. 3 Read,
Richmond, B,G,, V8Y 2C1

Dowr Terey:

OFFICIAL COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT BYLAW 8465: 7631, 7651, 7671, 7691,
7711 ASHSTREET AND 7680, 7711 HEATIFER STREKT

PUBLIC INFORMATION SESSION

As per the December 16, 2008 resolution of Council on the subject Bykaw 8465 a publie
information session was held 20 January 2009 at Howard Debeck Elementary Sbh{)(ﬂ 8600 Ash
Stroet, from 7:00 - 9:00 pm. The public information seskion’s purpose was fo share the OCP
Amendment progess 1o date and solicit feedback from the community on the proposed

development scenarios for the sire, (soe atfached).

The public was informed of the mecting in a number of ways including:

»  Advertising in 2 Tocal Brglish fanguage newspapors and 1 Chinese fanguape newspaper
on 2 consecttive weekands prior to the meating, {see attached for copy, newspaper
narnes, am advertisement dates);

+ A prominently displayed message on the {ront page of the District’s website, which
inchuded a downloadable copy of the City of Richmond Repart to Committes on the
subjeet applization, dated December 3, 2008, (see altached copy).

The meeting was atlended by five membens of the public, Boatd of Bducation Trastess, City of
Richmwond staff, Riclunond Schaol Diserict stall and Ramsay Worden Architects staff, Five ol the
attendants chose to be recorded on the Sign-In Sheet and one member of the public ehose to

complete the Comment Sheet. OF the members of the public prosent, none appested to be

residents of the Sputh McLennar neighbourhood,
A number of display boards were presented, deseribing:

I, The site location in the McLennan South neighbourhood within the context of Richmond
City Cenlre.

2. The Richmond School District™s original plan fo build an elementary school and

subsequent decision to sell the propérty in ordet to finance an clementary school more
gentral o the City Centre's growing population or other reeded school construction

piojects,

3. Anoutline ofthe hbnchts the prospeetive development would offer the coistthity
including:

“Qur Focus is on the Leamer”
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Attachment 2
Submission from the School District, February 2, 2009 - Letter (2 pages)

Use of revenue [rom sale of site for Richmond school finding
Land dedidation 1o inevease Park drea - "7 7 0 T T
Affordable housing component (3% of projest area)
Increased housing choice
Potential Child Care Pagtlity and community gathering space
Soeial I economic / envirommnental sustainability goals,

“ & 9 8 8 @

4. An overview of two scenarios allowed within an OCP Anendment, including
diagrammutic Site Plang, project statistics, and sketehes suggesting form and appearance.

5. A description of the development process, including an overview of the OCP
- Amendment and Rezoning processes highlighting opporiunities for community inpwt.

The presentition board graphics are atiached for your information,

Three of the nienthers of the public represented g private development company Rnowa 1o the
Board that had previously submitted an offer o the Board for the subject lands. The offer was
deemed unaceepiable and rejected by the Board. The representatives of this company objected 1o
the proposed develapment seenarios peesented, and stated strongly their preference for leaving
the existing QCP designation in place, althoogh with the higher allowable density proposed in
this re-designation application.

The District continaed to monitor and receive comments from the public by way of prominent
link and explanatory noic on the home page of the Dislrict website. The site was open for
commcils 16 be recetved wp fo Januiry 30, 2009, However, no commoents were received through
lhis medivm. .

Please do not hesitate to eall i further information or clarifleation on this public information
session is needed. : :

Sincorgly,

Eric Tharleifson,
fanager of Facilities

< Ken Momis, Secretary Trenswrer
Suzanne Hufman-Carter, Senior Plarmer/Urban Design
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Attachment 3
Submission from the School District, February 2, 2009 - Opeh House Display (9 boards)
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_ _ : Attachment 3
Submission from the School District, February 2, 2009 - Open House Display (9 boards)
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Attachment 3
isplay (2 boards)
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lay (9 boards)

isp

ission

Subm

from the School District, February 2, 2009 - Open House D

SRR L = T B0 = 3B R
SISBNY MR U0 Ry Ay e Bty
TCHAIDEARD 20} HOBZEE 2y

SAHT P = NS WL+ IS £RRL
’ ey 10y Suge
CASEURRIG 24 0 rb) pudf A

S LEY = 19E L35S 45 305
S0 £ SR B URCYDER PUT PATCIN

5502 40T = MR EITEL = SR RICEL
071 B0 28 By

AFBREHEY

1B5HIE VIHIVIDS

) 0N SIInRRAE S aks & pUE
KERERESE pue Ancesaye Swonny sl o
Fastanad R g P Stpued s usemerry

Byt 30 A0t 20 oD SiEnmmme

PRAIRIS a0 SPSRAEOS UMD SR DIOM:
faaspRpapbe St R T
‘G 4 Bspa ey

o 20m Y LT POCSY TR WY O NBREFRR Y W
0L B0 O S SpRnnne

o v e S At S g € 0 U

g 7 ordn Be2KE0 + LprrEiarimg
i sty s Swspa g

0 PRI B0 U [REEG SFT i OF MERADS 8 St
B FRTIACA S UN0S 24 50 B

HRmgy oL At
eSS 2 Suhops

a0 S WOR DS ROWBINN SO0 B

4G Sanse b
5 PEDRE OB A1 oG 0 BRI QS e
Lty FRiey S50 AOuiTt SRR B ERRYY Sy
Buoye gy PoUMD S J 83202 ' S0 Bty Lincs
IR0 L 10 TREISSU0N BUS DHESISIND & UG ShUlKy
oy A0 pRon wenddednd Eotvpries e

INENGCTEASE NEN

2572978

56



Attachment 3

lay (9 boards)
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Attachment 3

Open House Display (9 boards)
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Attachment 3

i6n from the School District, February 2, 200_9 - Open House Display (9 boards)

1SS

Subm

# e.x.r‘.e.q

"SSP
Adegping sashey gate
SUE Bgr THIREEAE
b 2 asodsd &
paprat adnpien e n

med

il SRe .mw.ﬁm.iﬁﬂxw
Foepnopdiog Rnkie
5390500 SURES R EG
Froninng odumaes
BN yRe epdduted
2p TRUSTUT TEUISIG
Y BURENSTE L

iy aanee D
NN Jo .mmnmtbann
TE AR W
s Ay s wiaw
2 28 S vy

PENEas Pl
U fRen UNEsEsde
Bupazéy o 2asm m
oD 2 oY A
wax O 1samswdT uw .
pul INEmpEomY

£00 g Bupages

SEIg
SNERACTTANe
£ ORIITRE

HOUYSHTE JG 435N

gouunw wﬁ‘»&@ -
%kw.ﬁﬁ.wﬁ &gﬁx HHE ,mw.&mxﬁmw

R9

2572978



o Attachment 4
Submission from the School District, February 2, 2009 - Open House Advertising (2 pages)

Printed by, Kelly Litthiewoeod Monday, February 02, 2008 4'18:56 PM

Title: Fwi{2): S. MoLennan Information : RichNet Page 1 of 2
From: 2l Keity Littewood

A Eric Thorlelfson
3 Kolly Littewood

Subject: Fwd{2). 8. MeLennan Information
To
Ce:
Attachments: B8 Rmd News-S. McLennan Ad Pub Meet (01_09.paf - 140

South Meleanan Information
The following advertisement was placed-in local papers on;
Richmond Review, Jamaiy 10, 2009 and January 17, 2009

Richmond News, January 9, 2009 and January 16, 2009
Ming Pao, January 10, 2009 and Jamuary 17, 2009

SCHOOL DISTRICT No,38 (RICHMOND)

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

Proposed Re-Designation of Lands
in the South MclLennan area

The Board of Education (Richmond) invites members of the public to view the plans
for the above proposed re-designation of Board owned lands ih the South Melennan
area, and to provide comments for the Board's consideration. The lands consist of
properties at 7631, 7651, 7671, 7691 and 7711 Ash Street, and 7680 and 7700 Heather
- Street,

The meeting will be held in the Library of Deback Elementary 8chool, 8600 Ash
Straet, at 7.00 p.m. on Tuesday, January 20, 2009.

For additional information, contact Eric Thorleifson, Manager of Facllities (ph.
604-868-6050).
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Attachment 4
Submission from the School District, February 2, 2009 - Open House Advertising (2 pages)

Printert] by; Kedly Litflewood Monday, Fabroary 02, 2000 4:18:56 PM
_ Tithe: Fwd(2). 5. McLennan Information : RichNet - . _ Page 2 of 2

LAY (Ei:a!zuwﬂd}
| i‘*éﬁ’flﬂi':‘ OF PUBLIG i‘éﬁEfEN:

Propostd fe-Designation of Lamds
m the South Mokennan Area
of-Edusetion {iﬁeb pndy Boifos mermbons ¢F 1 |

%U’Wﬁlﬁ &%m mgg:&#&&jﬁﬁm

| provide comeents foe 1o Boards gonsdumtion. Ty tands

| oonsistol illeret 7631, TR, TOTY, 7001 and 7711 Ash )
SHaed wd 7580 snd 7700 Hakther Stevet, |

The meeking Wil G Tisld & b Lbeisy of Debuekd

 ianankary Schott, mamsmr,ar 00 g, on Tuesddy, §

iy 292000, 3

i Forpaaiinhal [Fariglion tonas:

ﬁ%ﬁ‘; ‘Eﬁﬂﬁlﬁiﬁ&ﬂﬂ
r of Fagliitie:

The same mfmmatwn was posted to th@ website on Janaaw 14, 2009 and remained thue
through January 21, 2009.
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istr

School Di

2009 -

February 2,

ict

ion from the School Distr

1SS

Subm

LR SICISGIALISE " Hent pstidng Saayres

Cpuses B Y SREBSSA Shoiinsud fsou oy Suwiprped ;
“SUTIRESE: AIRPUCIEE-IS0E PUIDE SRS I00 o uoorodasd §
- wBny @ pUR TF WSS uonpngesl 3saybin 3yt aARY 20 # :
Bupeies; uepms woddor 91 ABoIDuySSh pseiE SR 950 34 )
SONBRER WOUSIBATD BROE fRiDe BUR MUY SHIEDEDS 4
CRENNES DREUM-R @ sl Sluesbo:sd o ARASND 82BN B ¥
57 (SIS 10 DRGRY SR 10 WRd Boe SapuEg

e amipLRdu ERisOs & Sl RN EORLINSORENEY 3 % &
RUFDOS

»m«uu.wmmgﬁow.&mﬁﬁuﬁuuﬁmhﬁa_wﬂu
"2z Sydoad Buncd sno JUREINES -
EBASy AR pue spaResiten

B FO uSU DIRE QNGNS PUR SERTU 6 e
SO0UES DUIERD RIES oASY A -

o pHOILOTY o

m S
{xEL QOOD BRE RO YOS EBY

2572978

62



Attachment 6
Submission from the School District, February 2, 2009 —
- Comment Sheet Submltted at Open House, January 20 2009 (1 page)‘_

Comment Sheet Gpen House

1. E?Jc you support the dsvempment of {fis slte'?
Why or why not?.

“‘3:&? @v"af A@W{o@qu e &mé] 55} {-ﬁ? .
P A / . et g% £ty8 3#*%8*?;’ e "‘f‘*ﬁ? E?V,_w;gﬁ;gaggm ;f“* o

V- ‘g’#f"’ﬁ E’Lj}ﬁb‘ iM fi«%ﬂé«. }|UI “-u{h LG e TN 2 iﬂﬁ*

| VL
2, Do you prefer the scenario with of without the dayeare? 'g““?ffv o h%%\! et 3‘

o ('(}%) v b e e bt Loy ad ot L’im‘(‘;?ﬁ\fﬁ s S (e e\ﬁ{ € ot g
3 oo ' - !»,,h\_

3. What do you consider to be the positive andlor negative aspects of a daycara fachity i this leeation?
D l«,? \’(ﬁ\ el we P Ve eg
&L AL, g-{--m\‘um»«{" &wv o b g I i h&a"g .

4. Do you support the inclusion of & communily gathering place within the dayeare space?

A a .
j*"‘ 6 L" < P bpailol s g s o
#3 i.‘ x e v
Yt i fxx . s' (AR e L’"wf@ £ | { &ﬁ%ﬁ{«@(m .,‘gj"w""x‘::;ja}‘:‘gﬁ%n bttty + w

5. Can you suggest & form of deveiopra}eni fof pr-asented at the open house thal you would prefer?

MeLennan South Neighbourhood
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Attachment 7

. Submission from Larry Traverence, Archer Realty, January 13, 2009 —
' ' Letter & Attachments (13 pages)

o Vancourer 8C VOSIES
TTLABRYTRAVERENCE  Tel | 604.587.0876
: Vies Fresident ™ Fay - 8046870839
Comméreial fipa) Bsisle .'.re rvfces Cef 604,787,765
Email  owil@archereallycom

Tasbihnhe) 1912

ARCHER

. www.archerealtycom ;
- ' atanlphed 1912 ' BEAOLY Y LA
- ' e wwwarchaieatty.com
A RC I I E . Copisd & distributed .
RE AL T Y LT B to all, 1926 Richards Slrowt
) . . . Vanceuver, BC VOB JE6
: ) Tel B04.687.0876
Jamyary 13, 2009 Date: Qﬂ’l A4 lBﬂ) Fae H04.6R7 DRAD
. : . talsr A0 ]
Attention: Mayor Malcolm Brodie . ;

Dear Mayor Malcolm Brodie ‘ , .
RE: School Board Application for change 1o OCP File CP 08-446388 o

[have read the above captioned Report to Comrmittee and attended the December 16™
meeting at City Hall on behalf of my client who has propased a fully funded, non-market

© community use for the seven-lot site. T am compelled Lo deaw your attention to several
mistakes of the fact in the report and to the reality that the proposed OCP amendment is not ia
the best interest of the City and its residents, : '

' At the meeting, staff and Councilors spoke of their acceptance of the proposal baged in part
on “free park landy”, “affordable housing” and “childeare”, However, these conclusions

-appear to have been based on a report with material ervors, false asstimptions and disregard
for community interests. A

Before cxamining these errors and false assmptions we wonld lke to state we have no issues
with the School Board trying to get the most money for the seven-Tots in the South McLennan
ared, and that we have no objection and fuily seppoit an increase in the allowable dessity,

However, we have a significant issue with the need to amend the OCP and the probeble
rezoning of the lands away from community use. This i3 because the eorrent QCP's sllowable
community uses are what the conmunity needs; % does not need more matket housing. This
has been the considercd view of City staff and residents for many years {since the inception
of the Soutl McLennan Area Plan) and no evidence has been presented (o show this s 1o
longer needed. In discossions with the City's most senior planning staif in'the fall of 2007
aboul the site’s potential uses, they Indicated that market housing would definitely be
opposed by the City Planning Department and that only “active community uses” would be
supporfed. Further, this recent sudden change of view by City staff has been arvived ai
without community constiltation. To the contrary, abundant evidence suggests 1 greater need
than ever for community uses.that are nol goverament or municipal funded. “This is discussed

herein.
‘The School Board's funding needs for new schools apd existing schools are understandable
but there is no certninty that the change in the OCP and eventual rezonting will guarantes 3

huge profit wiscfall that the School Board is Jikely anticipating. In fact, under cirent markel

Uity of filghmond
RECEIVED

JAN 15 2009
MAYOR'S OFFICE
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Attachment 7

Submissmn from Larry Traverence, Archer Realty, January 13, 2009 ~
Letter & Attachments (13 pages)

cotrditions the School Board may well unlv get modest gains or even fewer dollars for the
propemics. \

T any event, itis clear that the only reason the School Board might get more profit is that
through the proposed change in the OCP and potestial rezoning, the City has effectively
granted an ouright gift in the form of potential windfall pmtm at the obvious and
unquemomb}a expense of the local community. -

Additionally, the uncertain but expected windfall profit gift to a school board for use in
another sub-community location should not be ai the certain considerable cost of much

needed communily uses in the originating sub-corminunity location. This raises an important
guestion of fairness and equity as regards commanity asset impoverishment, ihos social and
economic impoverishiment. The proposed changes mean that a distant sub-commanity of
residents are being enriched socially and economically through additional community
amenities which translate into higher private property values and greater well-being of local
residents while the originating sub-community group of residents and land owners are being
sncmlly and economically ;mpovcﬁehcd by 1he loss of needed community amenitics.

Afier several studies and interviews wﬁh the tacal ML.A Linda Reid and talks with Clty staff
and staff advisors throughout 2006, 2007 and 2008, it was determined and conflrmed by both
the MLA and City staff, that u community use is still m.edcd in ma area and second they are &
good fit with the neighborhood, E : .

The City’s defmtuon of cammmn{y st includes care f‘acihues for the elderly and mcremcnnai

-facilities im’ the wider residents of chhmond

The Community Carﬁ Act covers facﬂﬂms and the Cxty, tha Province and the federal and
government (thraugh CMHC) recognize there Is a clear shortage of senior housing in
Richmond as well as aIl of BC: (Enclosed is a copy of 4 study done by CMHC‘}

The current GCP calls for “active commumty uscs” which our proposed seniors care and
recreation project responded to. The area plan does not restrict the form of character which
would allow my elient to provide a well-thought-out non-market ommonity use which
maximizes benefit to the community.

We refer to page 3 of the Staff Report, under Findings of Fact. The Report refers 1o “free patk
lands”. It is simply not true that all the park Tands will be for the wider community use since
part of the park lands will be used for “play area for the childcare”, While there may be a
modest net gain 16 $hé City, as not all of the dedication will be nseded for the children, the
representation as “Tree park fands” is misleading to the area resients.

We have tried to find out how much outdoor srea is needed for 37 children but have not been
able to determine the size. Clearly, uncertainty exists as fo how e b space 18 really required

for 37 children.
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Submlssmn from Larry Traverence, Archer Realty, January 13, 2009 —
- Letter & Attachments (13 pages)
Alzo this outdoor ‘play area must be developed by the developer at a cost. How is this ost

paid for?

There is a bonus density for the childeare facility. Therefore, this is aot a truly “free” amenity
gain for the City. The developer can fund only because hie can build more units. It begs the
question: wonld the devclnpm do this with no boms density? The balance of probubslities
suggests not, therefore it is not really a free benefit to the community. The negative
externalities associated with a combined higher density plus loss of commumity assets are
clear prices that the community will “pay” for the windfall benefit of one land owner. In this
regard, again the Report is misleading 1o the general public.

Under Site Size, Keefer Avenue 0.4 acre is to be dedicated for road widening, ANY
redevelopment will require this dedication. Once again this is misleading as it is not really

free Jand to the bonefit of the City that arises out of this specific proposal. In addition, there is

a Jarpe capital cost for the developer 1o build this road (estimated at $400,000 in 2006) which, ¥
a developer would and must deduct from %hc va}ut' of the land as it directly impacts his

pr{}ﬁhthﬂzty

On page 5 of The Report undt,r Rf,}'tu:d Pohci:,& &. Stadies, the third line down states, “within
the park, the Plan makes provision for active copumunity use,.....". Although the additions of
some park lands and a childeare facility do fit in the’ czcmmwnny use clagsification, the
proposal primary comprises a market Housing mmpmmnl which clearly does not fit the

' compunity vse clasmﬁcatwﬂ .

Within the current OCP there could.be a xemors cmtct caw facility, such as that my client
has proposed that would also be housing, yet much needed within the community use
classification and which would have a lower income atfordable housing corponent without
any changes to the OCP. As such, there ig obviously o peed for an amendment {o the OCP
and a loss of community assetsfor Joeal residents simply in order to grant windfall profits to
the School Board for use elsewhere.

Astothe quc&taon of certainty of windfall profits, we ask the question, “Is there an offer from
a developer in the waiting for millions of dollars more than what my client has offered, or can
offer?” Is there any proof that the site will bring more dollars to the School Board? The
present economic environment undeniably is rife with nothing less than comparatively severe,
gven extreme development tisk. No one can forecast the natare and magnitude of the
shockwaves all econornists agree are still to come. Therefore, by how much will 2 developer
pay f or the land in order to offaet such massive fmmcm £, markctmg and profit rigk?

Further, in the present environment devcioperq are focused on managing present balance
sheet risks. They know that any development of pew projects may be delayed for a year, even
five years. The potential holding costs of such delays must be built into any purchase price.

T the present environment, rational developers with financial means are doing only one
thing: vulture hunting for bargain basement deals from seflers who are forced to sell, and
aven those deals are hard to put together.

2572978
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Submission from Larry Traverence, Archer Realty, January 13, 2009 -
Letter & Attachments (13 pages)

If the present swaer I8 waiting for a one-in- a-ten-million market housing developer 10 over
pay, it d(ses nm raean the CIE}P‘ shmﬂd “buy quch faisziz hmpcs

At the bottom of P&ge 5 Ihspnsition of School District Lands, the report states *Prior to the
adoption of any OCP amendment, a copy of the Minister’s approval must be provided to the
er?' - Enclosed is a copy of a News Release from the Minister of Education dated September
17", 2007 which states very clearly under the second par agraph that *Boards of education
have generally been very good at making sure that surplus schools & lands they dispose of
are being invested back into education projects, but we have to look more broadly than that
and make sure these valuable assets are put to the public’s best use.”

A City and Provincial decision to use much needed community use land for more market
housing does not only fail to meet this criterion (and was previonsly whole-heartedly rejected .
by the City), it is both unethical respecting pubh:‘ mtf:mst and offensive to the comimon

cmz,t,nry

The letter further states, “The new pmwse wﬂl ensure those surplus lands will first bc
considered for other puhhc uses.”, :

Dogs the Report provide ﬁwdelme that the Cny aud Sbhm}i Board have emumd these lands
have been ihomughly considered for othu public usc,s? }deenﬁy nor. B

Further down in the Minister's }attf,r under paragraph 5, u states “w;ii be based on fair market
valae of the property”. Ou this point T would like to-draw your attention to 4 letter my client
received from the School Board on{ ‘)ctobtzr 16" 2007 wh;ch statess in part “a %cond offer was

below fair market value™,

My client provided a pmfei;swnal appraisal done by an. armsv}ength appraiser showing a
value range of $2,750,000 to $3,150,000 (see attached letier), My client’s offer was in the
middle of these values. Iierestingly, the School Board has never provided evidence or
explanation to justify or indicate how or why my client’s offer was below fair market value.
We have asked the School Board to show us an appraisal of market value and they have not.

Attached is 4 letter W the School Board cfatcsd Octobcr oM 2007 exp}ammg how my client’s
offer of valuc was determined. Even though my client’s ()l'fer was, In their opinion, below
.market value, the competing offer from a Joeal wel known developer was only $500,000
mare, BUT bad many conditions including a rezoning to multi-family and would not close
~ unless they r“@{:ei.vcd the rezoning which would hmre tixken at Ieas[ erte year,

This small 15% to W% price difference, yet material shift of risk back onto the School Board,
indicates two things: first, that developers ave only seelng a value slightly lngher than my
chient’s offer IF they get a rezoning and if the School Board undertakes all the rezoning risk.
Second, it indicates that when the vezoning risk is consideted, my client’s offer (in which iy
chient vndertook the rezoning risk) in all likelihood reflected ““fair market value?
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Submission from Larry Traverence Archer Realty, January 13, 2009 ~
: Letter & Attachments (13 pages)
Iis wort,h noting that the School Board’s request for offers on the seven-lot site did not
generate 2 Inndslide of interest from the market housing development community, In fact,
interest was negligible — ONE offer. (There were three offers: one from a non-market snd-
user party which did not meet the deadline, the above-mentioned developer’s offer which did
not meel the Schoo) Board's criteria, and my client's offer which fully met the School
Board's criteria), The City should be forced to agk, “If the Jand is 0 valuable, why, at such a
robust time in. the real estate market did it not receive even a moderate amourt of interest?”

in short, my cl_ient mel the Ministar’s market value criterion and most probably its “public

use” criterion, but was refected for no valid reasan other than the now evident efforts to

produce windfall profits on the backs of local South McLennan residents, and without their
- consultation and input,

It is worth noting that my client did purchase another school site from the School Board at
Blundell & Sidaway. The price accepted by the School Board was based on 2 valuation
provided by the same appraiser nsing the same professional standards of valuation. What
appears to have changed in the seven-lat bid:process is the confidence of extracting windfall
private profils o the expeme af the pubhg, m(erwt

“An individgal with civic resPOItszblluj,* and trust rmlzut ask if loosing the important community
benefits enshrined In the existing QCP for a few uncertain, even hypothetical dollars is really
worth it to the local residents. Second, such a responsible person must ask if it is fair to enrich
one stub-community by pilfering the c{rmmu mt}f *1s<ets cof another and 1mp0venshmg them,

There are also more minor quesuans qm,h as; “Wuh the new free Jand giveaways, childeare
and 4 or 5 free units of iow income housing can a dcvcioper afford {0 pay more?”

it should also be noted that if my client could have that Hew density of 1.6 FSR it conld also
pay more 1o the School Board and leave the OCP along thereby fulfilling the public interest
with community uses. This would seem to be an important “win” for the School Board, City
staff and council and most importantly, the Jocal and wider Richmond community.

‘The tast comment on the News Release from the Minister of Education 18 in the last
paragraph, page one, second Hie which referring to the new Jand disposition process states
“the new process supports a 2007 throne speech commitiment (o ensare that school lands are
nsed for their highest and best use Tor maximum public benefit,”

Apuin, individuals with civic responsibility must ask how the proposed use by the School
Board and the amendmients 1o the OCP meet the Minister of Education’s recprinernent?

I the Stafl Rﬂpm on page 6 ander Staff Comments: although siaff cloarly nate “represents
significant departure from the neighborhood’s conventional townhouses™ staff are supportive.

One must ask the question, “If after such staunch opposition (o market housing for this site,
why are City slaff suddenly supportive when a better {it alternative has been brought forward
to ther that does not require any changes to the OCP? If there are alternatives, then no
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Submission from Larry Traverence, Archer Realty, January 13, 2009 —
Letter & Attachments (13 pages)

“change to the OCP Is needed unless the only desire I8 to increase the density. Even in this
case my client’s alternative allows for the use fo remain as is and without a need for a change

~ i Zoning,

Page 7 under Childeare, This at first seems very nice - a childeare facility for 37 children.
This begs two questions: 1) Are these children likely fo come from the now 125 units being
built? 2) What schools will these children be attending when they are old enough?

It seems to me that these new units may indeed fill all 37 spots and thereby are not really
doing ary good to the existing community. Also if the School Board does not need this ares
for 4 school becavse of falling enroliments in the area and they allow more residential units to
be built, will they not house move children who need schools? If, as T understand, the School
Board intends 1o build new schools in other areas perhaps more market housing should be put
in those areas also and leave this OCP as it is!

Also on page 7 under Housing Choide, the whole concept of “and residents to age in place" is
not met with market town homes. 1t is met with senjors’ care facilitdes. During a meeting with
City staft and a seniors’ advisory, person,. everyone agreed that my client’s plan met this
criterion. I attach a short two-page docoment-my client distributed at the ms,e{mg ouilining
the plan for a sentor ccampfcx and a weﬁness center,

'Page 8, under Analysis, the second pﬂrﬂgraph states “thase efforts have howcwcr been
uhgnccessinl™, This is untrue. Again my clieat did pmwde a fair market offer and will be
willing to revisil the value if tii{:m 1<'. a dmmty {:hzmgc i)ul nut an OCP amendment and a

yezoning.

We ask, “What are the staff-and School Board wanting here, more market housing and more
money?” Clearly the commumty wants open space, semars centers, and recreation and
anything but more market housing! : L

" The stafi’s comment in the next paragraph “may not be central enough for a large community
use” is also worth challenging, When we spoke to seversl of the staff, Councilor Dang and &
seniors advisory member, they all felt this was an ideal location for our proposed
development including comnients like “we prefer these seniors’ centers o be located near
makls so the folks can get out and shop”, “having it next {0 a park i$ a great idea”.

50 who s it that now feels “may not be central enough for a large community use”? What
are the new criteria and evidence? The location is excellent with public wansportation;
shopping and seniors would also have their familics all near by, There are very fow if any
large 3.5 nere sites anywhore central in Rxchmond today, clearly the site is central enpugh for

our proposed cOMmunity use.

Page 9, last section in the Conclusion stales “which is required to help facilitate the funding
of School District capital projects”. Should the City attenapt to provide a windfall profit
through an amendntent to the QCP and the impoverishment of one sub-community, or just
offer the School Board a discount on lands where they want to buy? Oy, in the alternative,
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give-my ulrem the chmmﬁ with the Increased density to work with the School Board to arrive

at & fair markel value for the site,

Finally, there is now much greater market risk and many more costs to a developer to buy this
Tand including the chitdeare facility, building the ontdoor play ares, a reduction in site size
and a very vncertain housing market, If the City approves this amendment there is stil] the
need L go to the market with the site, It is not yet tezoned so there is still much rigk and time
involved. It would appear that for a mere 15% to 17% increase i value, doing such x thing is
not really in the spirit of the mandates of either of the Minister of Education, the School
Board or the City of Richmond, '

COommon sensc suggem in today’s housmg chmatc that this site may not be worth that. much
more with even these proposed amendments. Nevertheless, we support increasing the density
if that hélps the Schoal Board but leave the OCP vse alone.

In closing | would like 1o mention that my client asks for no maoney rom suiy goverment
body, will pay fuir market value and bring much necded community use facilities to the
people of Richmond. .

In view of this we ask, “Does Richmond heed more market town houses and less cammunity
use and less senjor housing instead of 4 cc;mmunuy se WBI}HB%‘; Lent;,r and senmrs
- facilities?” : -

A

Thank you for your attention to this community. matter,

Larry Traverence

Viece President

Archer Realty L.

1126 Richards Street

Vancouver BC VOB 3E6 :

Office 604-687-0876 S
. Fax 604-687-0639

Cell 604-787-7654

e-mail larry @ archereally.com ' -

www.archereally.com

“ARCHER
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KT A Hcd Apst T

DA 1 en e i W S e p—

Sohodd Dithicf No. 38 Rickmong)
731 Granvlle Avenue, Richmond, 8C Yoy 383 [
Oltice of ihe S@cf@fﬁ!f?w'ﬁeﬂwwi’

Teal: (A0Rly S68.6000
Fegt: (6043 080000

Owitobey 16, 2007

My Larry Traverence
Viva Progident
Archer Roalty

1126 Richards Strest
Vineonver, BC

WoE IRG

Dear M, Traveranoe:

RE: Y631, 7651, 7671, T69 4, 7711 Ash Street
wnd 7680 wad TG Heather Streed

Thank you For the bid on behaif of your client, Golden Pms;ae,u Holdings. Ltd with regard to the
above-mentioned properifes, :

At s meeting held Qctober 13, 2007, the Board of Education passed the foflowing tesolution

WHEREAS the Board of Education of School District Mo, 38 (Richmond) hay
recetved one offer for bowrd-owied properties W ihe Sonth Melemtan area thit did
Hot megt the criteria sef out by the Boarndy ond, recelved a second ﬁﬂ’w thar way

Biteme Jady markel vedia;
BE T RESOLVED THAT the Bovrd reject both offers;
AND FURTHER THAT Districy sraff be outhorized to comtinue 1o markat the
property vid provide momhly wpdatey to the Boord's Personnel & Fluanes
Commitiee.

LARRIED

1 ke thia opportunity of returning your deposit eheque in the amount of $300.000.  Thunk you for
your interest i these proporties. :

Sincarely,

.1 Mortis
Secretary Treasurer
o Trustoes
B. Beairsto, Superipfendert of Schoofd
‘Qur Focus Is on the Learner”
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Golden Pi'os?éﬁ. Huoldin jgs.-"i,,imited o | N - S‘ep—tﬂm ber 28, 2007
PO Box G208 : Qur File: 2007-115.R
HU47-4253 Arbraes Stroat

© Yuwsnver, B0
vl ¥l

Ta secordanes to your request, we have appraised the fes sitmple terpst of the gbove uwnummd
veal properties, Cur f:%f:mﬁ&. of fitvestment value as at Seprenaber 7, 2007 i
TWO MILLION SEVEN HUNDRED AND FIFTY ”%E.‘HOUSAM) POLLARS TO
THREE MILLION ONE HUNDRED AND FIFYY THOUSAND DOLLARS

§2.750,000 10 $3,136,000

The aceompuanying appeaisal report containg mesearch, data aind analyses which suppow our
estimate of the market value, Our oplolons are gubject to the Assumptons and Limiting
Conditions eontuined sithin this report and in Appendix 1, :

We prepased this repont exclusively for Golden Prospect Holdings Limnited For auity acquisition
purposes. We are unaware of any thied pucties that are likely 10 see or rely on the report, and
expressly dony Hibility in this respeet or for any other ase.

Respectfully subnitied,
REALCAP Praperty Advisors Ine.
per:

Brian Moro, MBA, AACT P.App.
September 28, 2007

B
oed.
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Golden Progpect Holdings Limited _
147-42535 Arhbutug Sireet
Vancouver BC V6 121

 Canada

Qctobet 9, 2007

*The Board of Rducation of School District No. 38 (Richmond)
7811 Granville Avenue
Richmond B.C. V6Y 3E3
Canada

Dear Bt)ar& Members,
" Re 27631, 7651, 7671, 7691, T7HL Ash Streot and 7680, 770 Heathur Street

While we respectiilly await the outeome of the decision of the Board of Trustess on bids
for tha above mentloned seven propertics, we would like to elaburate on s
clrcumstances under which we have offered our bid price.

it muy be that our offer may b scen as being “low” in the context vfa commercial

" development point of view. However, we hope that the Board will consider vur offer
feom 4 comtaunity use developer’s perspective in the context of the Minisiry of
Education News Release of Septembre 2007 (copy attached). Our plan for the propertics
approaches the development from a community usy vemtage point, _

Simitar o the school’s originel intended use of the peopertios, our proposed use falls
withia the realm of & nor-economic community use which, Tike a schiool use, provides a
tromendous good to the cormunity and addresses an essential comnsunity need. Qur
proposed vge similarty requires the expenditure of extraordinary additional rosourses that
ordinary market uses do not. c

Out pffer was based on the recommended value provided by & certified professional

appraiser, ruther than a *low all' offer for the purposo of earning a market profit. That

valus was based on somparisons of sales of coranmnity oF public use properties, such as

nésembly use properties. The valuation conzidered cortain costs and differences to these
- proporties such as!

o costs associated with delayed or fulled rezoning, including hotdiog costs of an all-
cash purchase during the QCP amendment and rezoning application process;

s tentil ncome and costs, denrolition cosls;
rezoning assostated studies and ¢osts;,
pecuired offsite development costs respeoting rond velated improvemets (o
develop the properlics and required cost o acquire adjacent tand parcels for city
road dedication, ete.), aod :
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» subjoct fo enginecring surveys, ele., rudevelopment costs might be higher than
estimated. For example, allowances were made for pre-load osts but associated
extra-holding tnie was 1ot included. .

Any public eritictsm that rtight b anticipsted 4s the sosult of the sale of the properties at
a lower than commercial market value may be off-set by the potentinl public eriticism
pver the loss to conumercial interest of an important community asset.

The B.C. Ministry of Bducation has specificatly mandated that old school properties for
gale will undergo “a new process fo engure empty schools aré used fof maximunt public
good (which) will benefit sommunities and residents tiroughowt fritish Colnbia” 1
botieve that our offer s consistent with the Mirdstry"s objectives for the subjeet- -
properties end our bid will bo politicatly supported at the highest levels of compmmity
and provineial government.

Wi sincerely hope that the Board witl appreciate oo egt intentions for the subject
propertes and our determination to build value for the comummunity sad the sitizens our
projict witl benefit. Thank you for your eongideration. '

Yours sineerely,
?w\l{gj/i“"mu_w lm&‘l
Michetle Cheung ;
Director
2572978
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i BRITISH 4
v Bess Placo an Rants

| | NEWS RELEASE
For Immediate Release : ' Ministry of Education

ZOOTEDUOLLL-001068 ' Minlstey of Labour and Citlzens’ Services
- Sopt. 17, 2007 : '

NEW PROCESS TO ENSURE BEST USE OF SURPLUS 3CHOOLS

VICTORIA - A naw process t ensure emply schools are used for maximum public good will benefit
communitics and regidents throughout Beitish Columbia, Education Minister Shivley Bond aad Labour
and Citizens” Services Minister Olga Hich snnounged today,

. “Boards of education Have generally been very good st making sure that surplus schools and
Jands fhey divpose of aré boimg invested back nfo eduention projeets,” said Bond. *But we have 1o
Took mare broadly than that snd make sure these valuable assets are put to the pablic’s best use.”

As arssult of dedlining enrolment, many schoul diswicts curvently own butldings that are
sitting empty. There are an-astimated 50000 fewer students this year than In 2000/01, and enrolment is
eapested to decrease over the next five years by another 23,000 students. While distriets malitain
schools they expect to once again be used by students, many other properties have been sold o110
private Intorests. The sew procoss will ensore those surplus lands will first be considered for other
pubstic uses, '

“Sehools raake up 58 billion of tuepayer assets, so wd want to niake sure that those buildings
are being used 1o the best way possible for communities and taxpayers,” said Ilich. “This new process
will help deforming whether o sueplus schoel can be used by the Province or some other ievel of
goverment.” :

The new process will be led by the Accommodation and Real Estute Services (ARES) division
of the Ministry of Labour and Citizens” Services. Properties identified as surplus by the school distriet
will be matched against capltal requirements from the provinciel government, including Crown
corporations or other agencies such as cofleges or health puthorities, Skould there be no required uso
fot the property af the provinetal level, then te school district will consult with the loval government
where Ute property resides, to see if thers Is & community use for the property. All negotiations with
the sehoed district will be based on fir market value for the property.

If the property is not dentified for any of the above uses, the bowd of education may sell the
praporty © other interested purchasors,

The new process supports a 2007 throne speech commitment to ensure that schools or school
banscls are used for their highest and best use fr maximut public Benefit. In addition, & cowerstone of
the Provitee’s Pacilic Leadership Agenda is vibrant, eonncoted communities that ae soclally
responsive and ave savirommentally sustainable,

~AOe
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 ARES is a division of the Ministey of Labour and Citizens” Services and provides
accormmodation and real estate services to govermnmens mnistries and the broader public sector. ARES
yanages, ot behalf of the Provinee, a diverse real estate portfolio of leased and govermment-owned
peopertics thepughout the provinge, The pottiolio inctudes approximaately 1.6 miltion square metres of
space in over 1500 owned and leased buildings. '

More information byt ARES is available at hgalwww.behe bosa/Abowt, ARES/

o _ _ 0.
é 4 J? /j & {7&%5 S, o
Meadia CerdtrFittiarhs Lara Perzolt
contacl:  Communications Directoy Pubilic Affairs Bursau
- Mintstey of Labowe urtd Citlzeny’ Ministey of Education
Services ' 250 356-5963
250 387-3134 250 920.9048 (cell)

Far wore information on govermment services or to subscribe to the Provines™s news feads nsing RSS,
wisit thie Province’s website at www.govhs.gs. : -
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Re: 7 pmpu‘_ﬁeg located at 7631, 7651, 7671 7691, 7711 Ash Street &
7680, 7700 Heather Street, Richmond

Projeet Concept _
Senior’s Complex with & Wellness Centre to promote healthy and sctive lifestyles

Summary
The Complex comprises i). senior congmgam rental housing and i). a we hw% gentre

that is open to both the residents and the community at large.

Residents are encouraged to assist with the management of the programs and services
rendered at the Complex. The objective is to make the Complex a highly desirable

per sonal care retirement facility in the district while maintaining reasonable affordability.
It is also intended as a model for a senior housing complex.

Senior CHentele Sexved
Seniors aspiring to preserve active and productwe lives after retirement while benefiting

from convenient access to alternative medical therapies and preventive care programs
offered at the Wellness Centre.

Senior Care Level Served
Communal dining facilities on site to pravide healthy cultural meals, Houscicef.pmg

services will be provided.

Wellness Centre N ceds Served
The Wellness Centre offors a varlety of sporting and recreational activities, aﬂd wellness

programs. It algo provides venues for communlly sporting events.

The nearest cominunity centers are at Granville and Minoru, Buswell and Saba and
Williams and Garden City. In effect, there is a large, underserved and densely popolated
area sround the subject site, Current distant facilities both promote car-only access and
Hmit residents’ options. Sense of community is not supported.

The proximity to Paulik Garden Neighbourhood Park makes the site very desirable.

Key Principals / Objectives
Seniors have tremendous life experience, skills, knmv}adga and talents and can

confinuously make contributions to society. Making contributions to soctety is an
important source of mental, emotional and physnca health. An z.-nwmmmmt is neede{E te

facilitate this.

Seniors also need an environment where they can remain fully integrated with family,
friends and community.

Seniors need wellness support thromgh:
= healthy diet programs
s alternative health therapios
*  healthy mind/body activitics
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»  healithy mind and emotional maintenance through active community
involvement and contribution
»  taditional health suppott through western medical support services

Community Integration Objective ,
A key objective i3 to provide an environment wlhere there is no physical or soeial
geparation from the local community basexd on age or the concept of relirement.

~ Seniors can remain 8it integrated, active, relovant and contributing part of society if they
help managing programs and services themselves. -

Contribution as a Lendership Model to the City of Richmond

‘Fhe intention is to provide & model seniors complex that provides a leadership model for
the City of Richmond, Its purpose is to demonstrate that senfors can be highly integrated,
net contributors and agsets to the contmunity and can live longer healthier lives at &
much-reduced cost to the health care system.

Contribution of the City of Richmond to Seniors _
The City of Richmond smpowers seniors by involving them as contributors 10 the fabric
of community life, rather than contributing to systems which promote & sense of
separation and diminished value.

Tnvestment ,
The buildings will conform to the new OCP the City of Richmond i proposing for the
area, Senjors residential complex is privately funded. A dialogue is rought to explore
possible areas of cooperation/assistance with the City. We want to make the "Wellness
Centre” also a ‘community recreation centre’ and we see an opportunity for a
public/private partnership that is exciting for the City,
Request Respecting the Acquisition of the RSB Properties _
To facililate an fmproved offer price for the properties for the project, Golden Prospect
Holdings Limited wishes fo request a waiver respecting: '
»  offsite development costs
= road dedication costs
» ofher development cost charges

A request is also made that property taxes be levied at a concessionary rate and the
council pass a motion of support for rezoning.

Clouncil approval is requested based on an MOU (o be written). A final agreement will
be made after necessary studies and final project conception,
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