City of Richmond

Memorandum
To: Mayor and_.Couhcillors . Date: February 26, 2009
From: Brian J. Jackson | File: RZ 03-254977
‘ Director of Development . SD-07-357988
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, 3251, 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 Consrderatlons - Progress since the J anary 2009 General Purposes Committee
_meetmg, 1nc1udmg correspondence received from the developers, dated February 20, 2009,

. Additional Correspondence Leiter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009; and
e Application Fees — Paid by the applicant to date, as requested by General Purposes Committee.
Background

On May 22,2007, the subject application. and related rezoning considerations were con51dered 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 Heating, the City’s Chief Administrative Officer sent the
applicant a letter indicating that the subject rezoning con31derat1ons should be complete by
November 28, 2008 or staff would recommend to Council that the subject bylaws be abandoned.

On January 6, 2009, staff presented a report to General Purposes Committee recommending that the
subject rezoning and subdivision apphcatlons be closed and the assoe1ated bylaws be abandoned.

General Purposes Committee resolved:

That the matter regarding Rezoning Application RZ 03-254977 be tabled until the General
Purposes Committee meeting scheduled to be held on Monday, March 2, 2009.
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February 26, 2009 2

The Committee generally agreed that this was a one time only extension and satisfaction of the
rezoning considerations must include financial arrangements acceptable to the City for contributions
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:

¢ The developers agreed to those rezoning considerations ii writing prior to Public Hearing;

e 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 rezonlng until station
funding is secured; and

- Impede the City’s ability to pursue alternatlve station funding strateg1es

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

e 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 w1th Brian Jackson and Joe
Erceg, General Manager, Planning and Development.

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

e February 25, 2009 — Additional correspondence was received from Thomas Leung (as
"~ addressed in the following section of this memorandum). (Attachment §)

Regardless of this, work on the outstanding rezoning considerations has not progressed. In addmon the -
developers (at the above noted meetings with staff) contend that the City is impairing their ability to
 satisfy the rezoning 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 negotlatlons

Summary _ _
In.short, staff do not support the developers’ revised proposal (Attachment 1). Moreover, that

proposal does not demonstrate 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 apphcatlon as a time for negotlatlon This is neither acceptable nor approprlate 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. Leung provides information in support of the developers’
revised proposal (Attachment 1), however, staff disagree with the points raised, as follows:

e Capstan Station Funding — Of the total $15 million developer contribution, the developers.
propose to contribute $1 million prior to bylaw adoption, rather the $2.5 million requested by
staff. Mr. Leung argues that the discrepancy in the amounts should be unimportant 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 incurred 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 million developer contribution would be
fully paid prior to bylaw adoption. '

"o Affordable Housing — The developers propose that they only provide 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 “economically
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 currently proposed under the subject application

e Childcare 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 omitied from the developers’ revised proposal.
(Attachment 1)

¢ Developer Purchase of City-Owned Lot — The developers propose to purchase the City-owned
' lot for “current appraised value”. (Attachment 1). Mr. Leung argues that a lower price is
reasonable in light of changes in the real estate market; 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; ) o

- 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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Sumrnal_‘y

Servicing Agreement — Staff disagree with Mr. Leung’s argdment in favour of the developers’ -
revised proposal (Attachment 1) to:

- Remove pump station upgrades from the project’s requlrements -

These upgrades are identified as part of the capacity analysis requlrements 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.

Provide security at 105% of estimated construction cost (not 200%, as staff propose) -

The purpose of this sécurity 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 o a standard that would warrant a rate of
105%. Inlight of this, it would be inappropriate for the City fo accept security at 105% as
a basis 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.

At the time the subject apphcanon received third readmg of Council, the project was considered to
be desirable, as it:

Promised a high-amenity, fransit—oriented development;
Was understood to be economically viable for the developers, the City, and Translink; and

Tock advantage of considerable “bonus” density and other eon31derat1ons 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 Council
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 -

e Subdivision $ 1,500

o 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.

Brian ¥.%ackson - o
Director of Development .

BlJ:spe
Att. 5
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_ _ Attachment 1
Letter from Developers (Revised Developer Proposal), February 20, 2009

o R LRI € 4 1A B

- rlan Jackson, Diveclor of Dovelopment Pebruwry 26, 2009

City of Richmond
691 No. 3 Road
Richmond, BC VoY 21

Dear Brian,
RI: Finmacle Pack ;)Ia\cefW@sfﬁm Centre, Richmond

Plaase Fined for your review and considaration onr collzetve posttion between Pinnache wnd Sun Tech regacting the
outstanding major issues for the above proaposed devielopiieat.

1} Capstan Slation Funding $15 million:

Both pavties agree with the City's proposal presented to s with respect to the meeting we had Wwith yowselfon
October 28, 2008 whese you indicated the City would accept 32,5 million paid upon se-zoning with the bnfance of
$12.5 willion o be paid upon isssance of final veeapacy permil for the fivs 50% of loka] project depsity. We
propose 1o pay § T million upon re-zoning as apposed to $2.5 milllon.
2) Afvrdable Housing:

¥

Both parties ngroe to sccept the Cily's Affordable Heusing Agreetentas deaflled with our proposed adjusiment '
to include the wording which clensly defines that the develaper will provide the Affordable Housing o o
"financin] No Net Loss™ basis,

3} Servicing Agresmant:

Boll pties agree Ht the Pung Station should not be part of the projucts Servicing Agreement commiinend,
We agree with all ober agpucly of e Clty's Servicing Agreement combiiong excep that we expaect tho jsana 1o be
100% approved so fhat the bondd con be calculated at T05% of the cost vather {an 2080% and a provision that

allows for the plinging of the project.
4} ity Lot Paychase:
Phanacie is prepared to buy the ¢ity lot bubonly at current npprais‘ed value,
Tuth Pinsncte add Suan Tech are commitled to veorking together with the City to move ihis project forwayd. We would

ask. of the Planning dopartment and City Council to support an additiona) time exdension so we may Hnalize our
diseuzainte and decumentation. Trusting Fhat this meets your expectations wa leok forwnrd to your esponse,

Sincerely, )
e e,
.A-!,“"“";’::,,.-“" " . JEE !
e " ";‘““"‘"“‘“""‘“vmuw-w .

Finmacl Tterantlonal {Richmeng) Plazn Ine, .

Michael De Cobiis

Ce. Peter Webiy
"Thenving Loung
Grave Kok A MEMBER OF THE MHNNACLE INTERNATIONAL GROUP
WA IHNNACLEIMTERNATIONAL.CA
Sulte 300 - ¥ 1 Horier Strees » Vancaouver, BC, Canada « VR 2WGo » Tel: GOA GO2-7747 » Fax GD9 GBB-7 149
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Attachment 2

Status of Rézoning Considerations

Rezoning
Conslderations -

" Developer Proposal :' 7"
.November 28;2008

. Revised Developer Proposal
Febmary 20, 2009 (Aftachment 1)

Requirements Priorto” . As per the staff reporf tab.'ed _
Bylaw Adoption Jantiary 6, 2009 - Summary Proposal _- . Staff Comments
+ Not acceptable, as it
a) Does NOT satisfy Translink's
Th : neads,
* The devslopers propose b) Could indefinitely delay other
A. 232&%?‘0 prior to bylaw , developments in Capstan
Capstan Canada Line . Village, which are dependent
StaF:ion Developer - Remainder upon completion of |* Nochange, EXCEPT the o:r ?o‘%:tigl :fongtrructign'nar?;
o % of project construction (no developers propose: ;
Contribution 50% of proj c) Does NOT propose lo secure

fixed schedule); and

- 31 miliion prior fo bylaw

consfructed in "Phase 1"
& secured by a Lelter of
Credit

Other Works — Concurrent with
development (L.e. lot-by-lot)

Securily:

"Phase 1"~ Lelter of Credit at
105% of estimated costs (Staff
axpect this standard of work to
require +/-1 year to complete.)

- Other Works — No security

subsequent works, BUT
implies that the standard
of design will be lower
than narmal City
standards.

«315 million developer : ) 5 the outstanding payment to
contribution securgd - No security for the outstanding adoption. the City's satisfactiin (e.g.
: payment to the City's Letter of Cradit), which could
satisfation (I.e., no Letter of impair the ability of the City to
Credit or equivalent). ansure the developers
' complete this item once
rezoning Is adopted.

1 B. + The developers propose to + Not acceptable, as it is:
Affordable "Subsidized provide the required - a) Inconsistent with narmal Gity
Rental” Housing N I affordable housing: practice; and
+4,645 m2 (50,000 fi2) ta + Noproposal - ONLY if it represents “No b) Adisincentive for the

be provided at the Net [Financial] Loss” to developers' provision of cost-
developers’ solg cost the developers. effective units.
C. .
Childcare Facility ¢ No proposal. + No proposal. » Not acceptable ~ Still outstanding.
«25.child “tumkey” fachiity L
' « Not acceptable, as:
~a) When Council considered the
subject application and
D.’ . " rezoning considerations af -
Developer Purchase of ' . Public Hearing, it did so in the
City-Owned Lot * The developers propose: ‘ . knowledge ofga specific price
. Price as approved by - Approximately !§1.6 millionless | » The“developers propose: previously approved at a
Council, May 2007 (and th._':m the Council-approved - "Current appraised value”. Closed Council Mesting: and
verbally agreed to by the price. b) Failure to complete on this
developers}) ' sale at an earlier date is due
to the developers' inability 1o
agree amongst themselves
on the lot's purchaser.
E. . . -
| » The City has provided documents » Not acceptable, as this item will
l::gg%[g?;;;f to the developers, but has received | « No progress. require several months of work to
required ‘nothing in return. complete.,
¢ Parks: No proposal
+ Roads: Construction includes - . -
T upy ” . 8] , &s:
- "Phase 1"~ Hazelbridge Way | « The developers propose to : :)Ol agc:lem;ag:li:s upgrades are
- “Other Works — Concurrent with undertake all works required based on the
F. davelopment {.e. lot-by-lof specified by the City, project’s approved capacity
Servicing Agreement + Engineering: Construction includes EXCEPT: analysis and the developers
- i H .
s o - Nopumpstation upgrades | Endlneerd’ o works (Aachments 3
g (Developers propose that this - No pump station .
engineering (as per the (Developers prop i &4): and
. item is the City's responsibility.) upgrades : o
approved capacity . “Phase 1" - Only those works Securlty: b} Bonding at 105% based on a
analysis) needed to sewige the new lots - Letter of Credit at 105% lower standard of c{esign:
Al works fo be for both "Phase 1" and - Could leave the City

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

Apri) 17, 2007

Clty of Bichmond

8241 No, % Road :
Rickmaing BC way 261

Attention: Buranne Corter-Hufftnan, Senlor Planner

Droar Huganng; :
Ree  Wo. 3 RostiBes land Way, Rezonlng Applloation R2<03-255077 |

‘This B8 to condirmy that Finaaghs Intersalional and Soncord Paxific agree o the capacity
analysls Tor the shave mentionad rezoning application wi be complabad 4z & conditian
of gulidadalan, and s aralysis will be dane o 1he sailstaction of the Gy, Pinnas
iternational and Concord Paciilc agree 1o be responsible for Inphementing all the
works Indlexbed Iy ihat onglysis of te applicant’s anle eost,

W drugt thad Hifs satafas your requast for @ letter of asaurancs.

;:mm forr sl s Dbl of Appeovesd Tor ang on bahalf of:
tr. Mfsheel Dige Gafils M. Peled Wobly '

Finnath ntemationa Congard Padific
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: : ' Attachment 4
Concord Pacific — Capacity Analysis Requirements, Letter of Assurance (Signed)

Spril 17, 2007 ?
ity 4ol Rt '
B Ny, A Road
Rietimond, BC Yy 2¢1
Agteniton:  Buzanne CaftesHuttmen, Senior Plannor
Degr Suzannm . _
Rm.- No, 3 RoadSea tsiimi Way, Rewoning Appllcation 1R3-03-28497F
 Thig I8 & cunliem it Phowache Intarnatisaar sad Sun Tach Gy Develupment Corg. apree Y the capacity
anatyshs Tor the aliove mentoned rosgning applivaticn witt e compdelsd. 45 & comdilion of subdbision, ang
this aralynie Wi be done T B satisfsciion of the Ok Pinsdln intemations g Bun Toch Cily
Bevelopmant Cotp, sgres 15-be nespanziblo for (Mplermseting & (s works Tndicalad in 1hat analysis ab th
applicanty sole cust, : '

W truat thad Ehés gl yr vaqueyt T A lller of Bssurance,

.

S \:j ‘;, Y
Bpeoved for A on baha¥ of , FRprovod Tak and ov berml of
M, fichar] Do Cotibs T, Palariafabl
Pinmatls Inteeriedinmel Bun Taeh Clyy Dovelnperont Covp.
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, _ Attachment 5
Additional Correspondence - Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009

v

WESTERN
February 25, 2009

Planning and Development
ity of Richmond

6911 No3 Romd
Richmaond, B.C, VoY 21

Adti Mr, doe Broeg, MOYP, Generat Magager, Planning and Developent
Dear Sir

Rer Pinnacle Park Maco/Western Centre
Rezonbng Anplication

[ o writing this letier on behall of Magdalen and myself as voncemed citizens and developers
whe have worked on the project over the past 12 veses, The opimions and comments rendered i
this Tetier do not vepresent Phmacle and Sun Tech. Magdalen and Lare groeful and appreciative of
Staff*s hard work and effort over the years ying 1o oreate o prized development in this important
seetion of fand i Riclwoond,  We wiire so happy o May 2007 whes the se-zonkag application
obtained Thivd Rending, reesiving full support and conimendation from Council. Bt was & fong
angf grueling process but we fimally have a developmens project thal encampasses a sky train
station built withowt public fimding, a rauch needed park with amenities, affardable housing,
dayvary and The support of the Adrport Autharily, yet it ts o project hat is ecenomically fasible for
the applicanisalevelopers.

The eurrent recession hit the world economies baed and deep. The loeal resl estate markst
suffered along with the rest of the B.C. ceononry,  Many factors vital w0 the development indssiry,
wich as market and financing, are no lager favorable and all developers had to ndake drastic
amendments in el dovelopment plans, both m o of timing and costing, 1 do not behieve
Phwack amwd Sun Tech infend to repudiate the agreemant on the re-zoning conditions as passed in
the Thitd Reading. They just nesd City's flexibility wn Boalizing the fine detuils of these
conditions. O thig, T refer to Plimacle’s lener o My, Brian Jackzon, Director of Diavelopmont on
febraary 20; 3009, in which & cutlines (e collective position of Pinuele and Sun Tech regarding
the outstanding issues. '

1. Capstan Reation Funding $15 million

We appreciate Staff"s effort in pegotiating with Canada Lise on behalf of the applicants in
~working out. the delaved paviment schedule,  As the targered construction date ol the
Capstan Station is 2017 o may be even laigy, iF the rdership is oot theve, and as long o5 the
conmmitment is seeured, the mtial pawvment of 81 or 1% willion shawld not be a eritics!
facler. Canady Line abready took g big chunk of the valuable tasd from the applicants, and
I believe discussion on providing non-fioancial sceurity on the weipaid balance of the $138

million did not receive any mesistanee fom the applicans.
T2

Wigters International Consiruction £2002) Lid, _
#als - B8F3 Gl Gresven, Richawond, B.O, w@d 327 » Vel (004 2348833 « Fax G09) 29500844 » Emall, toorndDvestonrobass
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_ Attachment 5
Additional Correspondence - Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009

4

PR

W LF&TER”‘}‘

Affordable Bousing

The general consensus i the development compmnity 15 that Richmond hes the most
dumanding affordable bousing coquirements.  The rerms and conditions imposed on the
sulsicet re-zoning application are the thughest. | wndeystand that there are other ro-zoning
applications that are iy process and the affordable housing fssue s being negotisted on q
cuse by case hasis. The applicants have compitied on the 50,000 sq.fl. nf affordahie
housiing ard 1 believe they are wilting 1 work out a program that is sbnilar to the other
applications that are pending. There is a tot of weork o be dene on this item and we should
pet on with it 10 secure a workable solotion.  The curment femns and condilions are
goonomicaly unfeasitde.

Servicing Agreoment

The pmnp station basicully benefits ol fulre developments in Nowth Richmond, Our

engineer declared that the pipe size diclated by City Eogineer 8 the biggest he has ¢ver

eneoumiered. 1 boliove Staff has now taken the sirmnt coenoinic conditions into
consideration snd {v willing to kst the appheants. w wp-grade the punp station based on
their development reaquirenients. If the sapacity of the up-graded ar new pump station is
more than that vequired by the subject developruent, o lafecomer agreament {or repepyniet
will be allowed, Based on this armn{,c:am,m, ter fewve it out of the suoviciyg agrosmuent will
not chimge its signifieant position in the develapment plan, but it certaindy will help the
applicants in their financing needs in these poor econamic times,  On 105% bonding, [
heliove St is uncontforalie with this percentags becansy the cusrent engineering design
is nen. ready for City Poglueer's approval, We should wait g the plans are approved and
then pbtatn pricing from contractors and i SwiY iy will not comformble with [053%, further
security can be determined at that vne, The City van hold off Tmal Rexding wntl he
servicing agreement 1s signed and bonded.

(L"iiy Lot Parchase

The applicants agreed on the Third Ready re-zoning conditions to ;mzchfm the Citv Lot,
and Pinnacte Turther agreed 1o be the parchaser. The purchase price of $3.72 < millioh was
praposed based on Chty apprabsal dune towards e ond of 2007, The Chy issued o letree to
Pinnacle siting that te price weould only be good for four months and the price covid be
changed after that time perod.  Real estate prices can go up and down, A cunent
appmised value to set Lhe price is pot urcasonable, bearing in mind that the price set-back
sulfered by the developers is more signifioant,

Western Iternationa Construction (2002 Lad.

HEND - B33 Qullin Crescenk, Richimongd, B.C., VOX 3Z7 « T 604) 215533 » Pk (0d) 234-3044 « Hensdl: foangfwesiorimbana
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: _ Attachment §
Additional Correspondence - Letter from Thomas Leung, February 25, 2009

bv

WESTERN
Page d
"8, Paycare
Daygare will be provided as per the detui fed texms preseribed by Staff.

There is 1o doubt that we are in the midst of barsh eeonomie conditions. To delay a1 major
development project 5 1 reasonable and possibly, the only option, " Te semp a project that ook
vears of hard work aoad effort, one that can bring about substantis] econemic and secial benefits o
the Chy Is not an optimal option. Clity SiefT has invested a oy of time and gnergy on the project,
The applieants have also invested a ot of money in canying the band, i architecture and
constiliing fees and on prepaying the SI3.5 million D.C.C, plus time sod effort. The fact is m
eusrent nrkel comtitions, the project has a negative botiom Tine, To fulfili all the Thivd Reading
conditions with the current dedasled terms 55 prescribed by StV will-require millioos of additional
fumling inatantly, vy before any constroction can be stacted.  Finaneing on sueh large and bong-
term projost with @ carrent negative retrn is nol well veveived by the banks ot this thime, T have o
reiternte that based on my knowledge, the applicants have wo intention ro change the Thivd
Reading re-zening conditions.  In fuet. they bave worked bard to try 1o flfill them. They only
have problem delivering the derailed terms of these conditions, which were not available at the
tie of Thind Readmg,  Sowe of these detailed terms are excessive and harsh in view of the
currem economic climate. A pood degree of flexdbility fionm the City will be needed o save the
development projoct, As citizens of Richmond for over 35 years, and having ourbued fhe project
oy 50 many years, Magdalen aud T will be readly hean-byoken H e corrent projec: goes down the
rafs,

Please have another ook a8 the overal] situation and see what you ean do, and if Magdalen and |
can be of any assistance, pleage let us know.

Sincersly,

Thowms {7 Leang, A, WMRA
Prasicdont

TE Liw ‘
¢.¢. M Geotge Duncen., Chief Administrative Officer
Mr. Brian Jackson, MCTP, Digector of Developuvent

- Western International Construetion {2002) Ltd,
ﬁﬁﬂi}_“ SRED Crdlir Groscent, Richirong, 8.0, VIBX 38T ¢ Tol {804} 2348833 « Pape (B04) 214-8844 » Enril Usung@vastoromie.es
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