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Staff Report 

Origin 

IBI Group, on behalf of Goodwyn Enterprises (2015) Ltd., Inc. No. 1056275, has applied to amend 
the Official Community Plan (OCP) and City Centre Area Plan (CCAP), to rezone the 10 subject 
properties, and to increase the permitted building height on 5 lots (Attachment 1). 

The developer proposes to: 
• Increase the CCAP supported residential density by 50%, from 2.0 Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 

to 3.003 FAR over 10 lots. The proposal would introduce approximately 57,277 m2 

(616,532 ft2) of additional residential floor area in a location where additional floor area is 
not supported by the CCAP; and 

• Pre-zone 8 of the 10 lots while retaining existing uses for an unrestricted period of time. 
The developer provided timeframe for redevelopment extends to 2040. 

Based on a comprehensive analysis of the application, the developer's proposal is not supported 
due to: 

• Fundamental inconsistencies with key OCP and CCAP objectives; 
• The precedent and related consequences of pre-zoning properties; and 
• The significant imbalance between benefits to the developer and the lack of amenities of an 

equivalent value to the City, which includes consideration of the developer's proposal to 
transfer ownership of Lot 3 to the City. 

The applicant's proposal is to provide 9,290 m2 (100,000 ft2
) of Affordable Housing (AH) 

(approximately 6% of anticipated residential floor area) in the first phase of development at 7600 
Alderbridge Way (Lot 3) along with approximately 4,645 m2 (50,000 ft2

) of market rental housing 
(88 units) and voluntary transfer of Lot 3 to the City. This report includes. a detailed analysis of 
the AH proposed by the applicant including, but not limited to the following considerations: 

• The developer's proposal to provide approximately 6% of anticipated market residential 
development as AH is a slight increase over the 5% AH requirement that applied at the 
time the application was submitted to the City. 

• Council amended the AH Strategy on July 24, 2017 to increase the required AH 
contribution from 5% of residential floor area to 10% of residential floor area. 
Grandfathering provisions that maintain the 5% requirement apply only until July 24, 2018. 

• If the subject prope1iies are rezoned at the time of future development, the applicant would 
be required to comply with the AH requirements that apply at the time. Applying the 
current AH Strategy requirement to secure 10% of residential floor area as AH and 
assuming redevelopment that is consistent with the CCAP (2.0 FAR) is anticipated to 
secure approximately 2,130 m2 (22,960 ft2) more AH than is proposed by the subject 
proposal, although it would be secured at a future date. 

This report: 
1. Summarizes the developer's proposal. 
2. Summarizes consultation with stakeholders and the public. 
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3. Analyzes the proposed OCP and CCAP amendments and the cumulative impacts on: 
a. City Centre population projections; 
b. Amenities and infrastructure; and 
c. Anticipated urban form. 

4. Evaluates the developer's proposal to pre-zone the properties and to use a Phased 
Development Agreement (PDA) to facilitate development including the impact on a future 
Council's discretionary authority to ensure a project's contributions to public amenities and 
off..,site works reflect policies, requirements and Council objectives that are in place at the 
time of development. 

5. Evaluates the community amenities and contributions that are proposed by the developer, 
including a comparative summmy ofthe potential total value of the additional density to 
the developer and the amenities proposed to the City. 

6. Suggests two options based on the findings of the analysis: 
a. Option 1 (Recommended): Deny the OCP/CCAP amendment and rezoning 

application. 
b. Option 2: That Council provide direction to staff related to specific elements ofthe 

developer's proposal (increasing residential density, pre-zoning properties, 
extending the Affordable Housing (AH) Strategy grandfathering provisions for 15 
years, ctnd accepting ownership of a property that is encumbered with housing 
agreements and a 60 year lease). 

Findings of Fact 

A Development Application Data Sheet providing details about the development proposal is 
attached (Attachment 2). 

Background & Project Description 

The development proposal includes the following defining characteristics: 
• The development proposal includes ten properties that are dispersed within the Lansdowne 

Village but are located outside of a designated Village Centre where the CCAP supports the 
highest density and tallest building heights (Attachment 3). 

• The maximum CCAP supported density for the subject properties is a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) 
of2.0. The applicant proposes to amend the CCAP to permit an average of3.003 FAR over 
the 10 subject lots. Although the density over the 10 lots is 3.003 FAR, the proposed density 
on individual lots ranges between 2.9 FAR to 3.6 FAR (Attachment 4). 

• The proposal seeks to develop approximately 171,515 m2 (1.84 million ft2
) of floor area 

dispersed amongst the subject propetiies and includes approximately 57,277 m2 (616,532 ft2
) 

of additional residential floor area that was not anticipated in the planning process for the City 
Centre and is not suppotied by the CCAP. The proposal represents a 50% increase in the 
CCAP supported density over the subject properties, all of which is proposed as residential 
development. 

• The applicant proposes to pre-zone eight of the ten lots and development is projected to occur 
in phases extending to 2040. The subject properties are currently developed with existing 
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commercial, office and warehouse uses, which the applicant proposes to maintain during the 
interim. 

• Conceptual massing plans for the subject properties that reflect density and building heights 
that were initially proposed by the developer can be found in Attachment 5. The plans are a 
general representation of building forms that would accommodate the proposed building 
density, including an additional57,277 m2 (616,532 ft2

) ofbuilding floor area on the 
properties. A typical rezoning application would require the applicant to provide more detailed 
plans than those that are attached to this report. 

• The AH proposed by the developer includes the following features: 
• Upfront construction of all of the proposed AH at 7600 Alderbridge Way (Lot 3); 
• Approximately 9,290 m2 (100,000 ft2

) of AH, which is proposed to be allocated as a 
combination of98 Low End Market Rental (LEMR) and 24 Non-Market units; 

• An AH unit mix that includes 10% bachelor, 30% 1 bedroom, 30%2 bedroom, and 30%3 
bedroom units and is suppmied by staff; 

• Eighty eight (88) market rental units in the AH building; 
• Transferring ownership of Lot 3 to the City with a lease agreement in place that assigns 

operation and management to an experienced third party operator (e.g. S.U.C.C.E.S.S.); 
• Registration of legal agreements and covenants that would secure AH and market rental 

housing. The legal agreements and covenants, as well as the lease agreement with a 
housing operator, significantly impact the value of Lot 3; and 

• Inclusion of approximately 278 m2 (3,000 ft2
) of amenity space to offer support to 

residents. 

Typically, AH units are dispersed through a development. The City's criteria for consolidating 
AH units are outlined in the Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstances criteria 
(Attachment 6). , 

• The developer justifies increasing the residential density supported by the CCAP by 50% based 
on the provision of approximately 6% of the anticipated total residential floor area (9,290 m2 

[100,000 ft2
]) as AH in the first phase of development. 9,290 m2 (100,000 ft2

) of AH 
represents surplus AH only if Council supports extending grandfathering AH provisions 
beyond July 24, 2018 for the subject properties. The cunent policy requires 10% ofresidential 
floor area to be secured as AH. The applicant has requested that the AH requirement be 
grandfathered at 5% of residential floor area for a period of 15 years. 

• With the exception of development on Lot 3, the rezoning requested by the developer would 
preserve the option of unrestricted market residential housing development on the properties 
(up to 156,930 m2 [1.68 million ft2

] of market residential development). While the applicant 
has referenced the possibly of including seniors oriented congregate housing and 
approximately 1,840 m2 (19,797 ft2) of commercial space at 7640 Alderbridge Way (Lot 4), the 
developer would not commit to zoning bylaw restrictions to secure development of congregate 
housing on the property. 
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Surrounding Development 

The subject sites are currently developed with uses that are permitted by the Industrial Retail (IR1) 
zone and accommodate a range of existing uses. Attachment 7 provides a detailed synopsis of 
adjacent land uses and designations. 

Consultation 

Signage notifying the public of the proposal to amend the OCP/CCAP and to rezone the ten 
properties has been installed on the subject lots. Comments received from the public include: 

• General inquiries related to the scope of the application; and 
• Inquiries whether the City would support similar increased density and building height 

elsewhere within the City Centre and/or Lansdowne Village neighbourhood. 

Staff have met with and/or received correspondence from the following agencies, who have 
provided specific comments on the developer's proposal: 

School District 

According to the OCP Bylaw Preparation Consultation Policy 5043, which was adopted by 
Council and agreed to by the School District, the proposal to amend the OCP/CCAP and rezone 
the properties to increase permitted density by 1. 003 FAR and potentially introduce approximately 
106 additional school agedchildren (62 elementary students, 44 secondary students) to Richmond 
schools is required to be refened to the School District. 

Staffhave received an email response from the School District on May 29, 2018 that advises: 
• An additional 5 classrooms (3 elementary classrooms and 2 secondary classrooms) would 

be required to accommodate an additional 106 school aged students. 
• The subject properties are within an area where there is an existing need to introduce a new 

school to provide students within the City Centre with a local elementary school. 
• Additional elementary school aged children will increase the already significant pressure 

on the area elementary school (Tomsett Elementary School) and should be considered as 
part of the school addition project. 

The School District comments are specific to the number of additional school aged students 
specific to the proposal to increase residential density on ten properties. The cumulative impact of 
increasing residential density within the City Centre was not assessed and would be significant. 

Richmond Chinese Community Society (RCCS) 

Originally, the applicant proposed to allocate approximately 496m2 (5,340 ft2) of space within the 
building at Lot 4 for use by the Richmond Chinese Community Society (RCCS). In response to a 
Council referral, Community Services staff prepared a memo for Council's consideration (dated 
May 4, 2016) that reviewed the proposal to allocate space for exclusive use by RCCS. The 
applicant reassigned the space to the City and it is included in the approximately 930m2 (10,000 
ft2) that was offered to the City. 
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Richmond Emmanuel Church 

The Richmond Emmanuel Church operates out ofthe existing building at 7451 Elmbridge Way 
(Lot 1), which is included in the expected second phase of development (2020-2028). Staff have 
received written correspondence from the church that expresses their interest in remaining in the 
cunent location (Attachment 8). The CCAP supports mixed uses and may accommodate assembly 
use conditional to compliance with standard zoning and policy terms. The subject application does 
not include reference to assembly specific uses. Inclusion of assembly space would be secured by 
a private agreement with the prope1iy owner. The church has contacted the owner directly and 
staff have been advised by the applicant that it is premature to consider retention of the church. 
Rezoning of property, that will be developed at a future date (i.e. pre-zoning) does not provide 
staff with opportunity to facilitate reasonable discussion between interest groups and the 
developer. 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. is a non-profit charitable organization that has been identified by the developer to 
purchase a lease hold interest from the applicant to manage and operate the proposed AH and 
market rental housing. 

The developer has provided staff with six letters from S.U.C.C.E.S.S. that support the applicant's 
proposal (Attachment 9). The AH proposal has changed during the application review process and 
the series of attached letters demonstrates that S.U.C.C.E.S.S. has been kept up to date on the 
changes. The letters also reference a $6 million grant from BC Housing, which is intended, but not 
required or restricted, to being used to subsidize market rental housing units. The use of the grant 
is consistent with the AH Strategy, which does not suppmi using senior government funding to 
fulfill AH Strategy requirements. S.U.C.C.E.S.S.'s involvement in the project remains subject to 
their Board's approval. 

Analysis 

PART 1 -Official Community Plan {OCP) & City Centre Area Plan {CCAP) Amendments 

The developer proposes to amend the OCP and the CCAP land use designations for the subject 
prope1iies to permit high density development on the ten subject propeliies and to increase 
building height on five of the subject properties (Attachment 4). The proposed amendments raise 
fundamental concerns for staff that include: 

• Establishing a repeatable precedent that may result in City Centre population targets being 
significantly exceeded and surpassing a higher growth scenario of 156,000 people in the 
City Centre. This higher growth scenario was previously specifically considered and 
rejected by Council as it would not be possible to maintain a strategic balance of 
population, parkland and employment with the additional population; 

• A shortfall in amenities and services for City Centre residents; 
• Financial impacts that affect the City and development community generally; and 
• Development that is inconsistent with CCAP design objectives. 
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Precedent Setting 

• Supporting the developer's application would set a repeatable precedent for a proportional 
50% increase in CCAP supported residential density in exchange for upfront provision of 
AH as proposed by the developer. 

Staff regularly receive inquiries and applications to increase residential density and building height 
that is inconsistent with the CCAP. Generally, these applications are not supported by staff and 
the applicant withdraws or revises the development proposal before it is considered by Council. 
Despite staffs expressed concerns, the developer proposes to increase density from 2.0 FAR to 
3.003 FAR over 10 lots, which represents a 50% increase to the CCAP supported density for the 
subject properties. 

The developer proposes a 50% increase in density conditional to providing approximately 6% of 
anticipated residential floor area as AH in the first phase of development. The applicant suggests 
that the development proposal is original and therefore not repeatable based on the following 
rationale: 

• Total land area (including detached properties): The total land area included in the rezoning 
application (which includes non-contiguous properties) is greater than typical 
redevelopment sites in the City and as a result, the required AH contribution is substantial 
and reasonably suited to being consolidation in a designated rental building. The developer 
suggests limiting future applications from seeking a proportional 50% increase in density 
by requiring them to provide a minimum of9,290 m2 (100,000 :ft2) of AH. 

• AH is provided in the first phase of development: The applicant advises that developers 
would generally be reluctant to provide AH in the first phase of development because the 
obligation to provide AH is calculated based on the assumed future residential floor area, 
which may be converted to non-residential uses in the future and thereby result in the 
developer providing a surplus of AH to the City. Further, the City benefits from early 
delivery of AH while the property owner may be required to delay market redevelopment 
due to changing market conditions and/or a long term lease. 

• Market rental housing: Eighty eight market rental housing units are proposed within the 
building at Lot 3. 

• Non-market units: The developer voluntarily proposes to assign 24 of the proposed AH 
units as Non-market housing units, which would be rented at lower rents than the Low End 
Market (LEMR) units. 

Staff believe that a proportional 50% increase in CCAP suppmied density would provide strong 
incentive for property owners to submit similar applications that seek increased density. 

Therefore, staff remain concerned that the subject proposal will establish a significant and 
impactful precedent that others will seek to duplicate. Although the introduction of an additional 
57,277 m2 (616,532 :ft2) of residential floor area within the City Centre is significant, it is 
secondary to the impacts associated with establishing a repeatable precedent for increasing 
residential density within the City Centre. 
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Impact on CCAP Population Target 

• The Council approved population target for the City Centre is 120,000 people. 
• The developer's proposal would set a precedent to support a 50% increase in residential 

density that may result in the City Centre population increasing by approximately 40,000 
additional people, which would increase the projected population from 120,000 to 160,000 
people. 

• During the CCAP preparation process, Council and the community specifically considered 
and rejected a higher growth scenario of 156,000 people because a strategic balance of 
population, parkland and employment lands could not be maintained with an additional 
36,0000 people. 

The process of preparing the CCAP, which included significant community consultation, 
established an acceptable growth scenario and the CCAP population target of 120,000 people. The 
existing CCAP population target supports a strategic balance of population, parkland and 
employment lands.· Setting a precedent that would support a proportionate increase in residential 
density for prope1iies with reasonable redevelopment potential may increase the City Centre 
population by 25% or approximately 40,000 people bringing the overall number of people in the 
City Centre to 160,000. 160,000 people within the City Centre is both greater than the CCAP 
population target of 120,000 people and exceeds a higher growth scenario of 156,000 people, 
which was considered during the CCAP preparation process and was rejected by the community 
and Council because a balance of population, parkland and employment lands could not be 
maintained with an additional36,000 people. In addition, the existing strategic balance of 
population, parkland and employment lands that is achieved by the CCAP would be upset. 
Attachment 10 summarizes the potential population increase by Village Centre where residential 
use is permitted and includes only properties with reasonable redevelopment potential. 

Impact on Amenities and Infrastructure 

• Additional people over and above the Council approved population target for the City 
Centre would strain existing and planned amenities and infrastructure resulting in costly 
upgrades, strategic plan updates, and increases to development related fees. 

Setting a precedent that increases residential density and the overall City Centre population has the 
potential to strain access to amenities (park space, community centre, libraries, art facilities), 
services (emergency services, health care facilities) and infrastructure (roads, utilities). As a result 
of up to 40,000 additional people within the City Centre, projections and strategic plans (Parks and 
Open Space Plan, City Centre Transportation Plan, City's Development Cost Charges program) 
that are based on the existing CCAP framework would no longer be valid and would require 
revision and expensive upgrades to ensure that the population receives an acceptable level of 
serviCe. 

Community Amenity, Parks and Open Space Plan Impacts 

In order to meet the City's standards for quality and distribution of public amenities, an increase of 
40,000 people would necessitate increasing City amenity spaces including: 

• An additional3,715 m2 (40,000 :ft2) of community centre space would be required to 
service an additional40,000 people and planned facilities would need be larger, as well as 
potentially being required earlier. 
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• Additional City wide and City Centre specific parks and open space to comply with the 
park quantity standard established by the OCP and CCAP (3 hectares [7.66 acres]/1,000 
people, of which 1.3 hectares (3.25 acres]/1,000 people is to be located within the City 
Centre). The projected additional population would require an additional124 hectares 
(306 acres) of park land. 

The costs associated with providing park space in accordance with Council approved rates is 
estimated at approximately $723.5 million for land acquisition costs and $218 million in park 
development costs. The additional park and open space required to provide sufficient amenities 
for use by the increased population may significantly impact future Development Cost Charges 
(DCC) programs. DCC rates for all developments would need to increase to fund associated land 
acquisition and park development costs. The increases are estimated at: 
• Land acquisition cost of an additional 306 acres: 253% increase. 
• Park development cost of the additional park acreage: 104% increase .. 

Transportation and City Infrastructure Plan Impacts 

The projected additional40,000 people would affect the City Centre Transpmiation Plan and City 
infrastructure plans, which were developed to accommodate a maximum of 120,000 people within 
the City Centre. Expanding City infrastructure would result in increases to DCC rates for all 
developments. The process of quantifying the cumulative impacts and identifying mitigation 
measures and costs would require repeating the technical work that was undetiaken as part of the 
comprehensive process of developing the CCAP using updated population projections. 

Staff have determined that based on the cost and scope of work involved in updating the plans, the 
quantitative assessment will not be undertaken in advance of resolution of the fundamental issues 
associated with the proposal, which includes impacts on population projections, and amenity and 
infrastructure impacts. Similarly, subsequent to initial review of the submitted Traffic Impact 
Study (TIS), staff have suspended the review process as its findings are not acceptable to staff. 
Specifically, the TIS has not assessed nor identified any further transportation improvements than 
those already identified in the CCAP to mitigate the additional transportation impacts associated 
with both the unexpected proposed increase in density on the subject properties, as well as the 
potential cumulative impact of approximately 40,000 additional people in the City Centre. 

Impact on Urban Form and Transit Oriented Development 

The CCAP is founded on the principle of creating six distinct urban Village Centres and 
suppmiing transit oriented development. As a result, the greatest building density and height is 
concentrated within identified Village Centres and in close proximity to a frequent transit network 
to suppoti compact, mixed-use walkable communities. The resulting high density development 
planned to be located within identified Village Centres strategically contrasts with lower density 
development and building heights elsewhere within the City Centre. 

• The developer proposes to accommodate the additional residential density in continuous 
and tall streetwalls and additional building height on some properties, which is inconsistent 
with CCAP urban design objectives. 
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To study the impact on urban design of introducing high urban density to the subject propetiies, 
which are outside a Village Centre, the developer prepared conceptual building massing plans 
(Attachment 5). In the absence of a concurrent Development Petmit (DP) application, building 
massing, form, and character is subject to change. To accommodate the additional floor area, the 
developer proposes to introduce a mid-rise building typology that is characterized by long building 
fa9ades and concentrated building massing, which is inconsistent with existing CCAP design 
guidelines and sub-area guidelines that apply to the subject properties. Buildings that exceed 
CCAP suppotied building heights are proposed on five lots to accommodate the proposed 
additional floor area (Lot 1, 4, 5, 9, 10): 

To achieve the City's objectives to suppoti the use of alternative modes of transportation, decisions 
about individual development applications need to consider important connections between the 
places where people live, work, shop and play, and where alternative transportation options are 
most concentrated. Supporting high density development outside a designated Village Centre 
undermines the City's efforts to introduce resilient, high-density, mixed use communities and to 
reduce car dependency within the City Centre. 

T bl 1 S a e ummary o fP ropose d OCP/CCAPA d men men t I mpac s 

Precedent Proposal wou ld set a precedent & expectation that the City would entertain increasing 
setting residential density in exchange for additional AH and transfer of ownership of AH to the City. 

Proportionate 50% increase to properties with reasonable redevelopment potential may introduce 40,000 
add itional people resulting in the following impacts. 
Applied assumptions: 

- 50% increase in CCAP supported density applied to undeveloped parcels 
93m2 average unit size -

- 2.1 people/unit 

- City Centre population may exceed CCAP 120,000 population target and increase to 
CCAP 160,000 residents. 
population - During development of the CCAP, Council rejected a higher growth scenario of 156,000 
target people as the additional people would upset the existing CCAP strategic balance of 

popu lation, parkland and employment lands. 

Additional people would necessitate increasing City facilities and services: 
- Additional3,715 m2 (40,000 te) of community centre space; 
- Planned facilities to be larger and potentially required earlier; 

Amenities & - Additional124 hectares (306 acres) of park (approximately $723.5 million in land 
lrtfrastructure acquisition costs & $218 million in park development costs to be collected through 

increased DCCs); 
- Impacts to strategic plans including City Centre Transportation & Infrastructure Plans. 

Transportation DCCs likely to increase, Engineering DCCs may increase. 

- High density building massing and taller buildings outside a Village Centre is contrary to 

Urban form 
the CCAP and sub-area guidelines, and City objectives to support the greatest building 
density and height within identified Village Centres, which contrast with strategically lower 
density development and building heights between Village Centres. 

PART 2- PROPOSED PRE-ZONING TO SITE SPECIFIC ZONE 

The developer proposes to pre-zone eight of ten lots while retaining existing buildings and uses for 
an umestricted period of time. Staff do not support the proposal to pre-zone ten properties as it 
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limits Council's discretionary authority and unnecessarily restricts the amenities and contributions 
that are secured through the future development process. 

Pre-Zoning 

• Council's discretionary authority to secure amenities and contributions is tied to rezoning. 
Pre-zoning removes Council's strongest tool to secure up to date and/or new 
contributions, amenities and off-site works that are in place at the time of redevelopment. 

Negotiating amenities with the developer is undertaken through the rezoning application review 
process as rezoning is local govermnent's strongest tool to secure community amenities. Pre
zoning compromises Council's discretionary authority to ensure that a project's contributions to 
public amenities and off-site works, which are expected to increase over time, reflect up to date 
policies, requirements, and Council objectives that are in place at the time of development. By 
pre-zoning property, Council would also forego the ability to require amenities and provisions that 
may be requirements in the future but have not yet been miiculated (ex. sustainability initiatives 
such as green infrastructure and solar energy provisions, increases in AH requirements). 

In comparison, the benefits to the developer associated with amending a propetiy's zoning in 
advance of development include the following: 

• Pre-zoning provides the developer with cetiainty regarding future land uses and permits the 
developer to realize the increased value of the propetiy (i.e. the property can be sold at a 
price that reflects the increased pe1mitted residential density). 

• Zoning is secured at current amenity and contribution rates rather than at future rates, 
which are expected to increase. 

• The developer avoids the obligation to provide any new amenities and/or contributions that 
are introduced in the future, which would typically be secured as a condition of rezoning 
bylaw adoption. 

Updated or newly introduced amenities and contributions can be significant. For example, Council 
adopted amendments to the AH Strategy in July 2017 that increased the AH area requirements 
from 5% to 10% of market residential floor area. Grandfathering provisions apply only until July 
24, 2018. 

• The developer's proposal includes the provision of9,290 m2 (100,000 ft2
) of AH. 

Providing approximately 6% of the residential floor area as AH is a slight increase over the 
5% AH requirement that applied at the time the application was submitted to the City. 

• The proposal would effectively extend the grandfathering provisions, which secure 5% 
rather than 10% of market residential floor area, for 15 years. 

• If the properties are rezoned at the time they are anticipated to be redeveloped, they would 
be ~ubject to the City's AH requirements that apply at that time. Given the update to the 
City's AH Strategy in July 2017, if the propetiies were rezoned in accordance with the 
CCAP (2.0 FAR), the requirement to secure 10% of residential floor area would result in 
more AH units, although these units would be realized at a future date. (A 10% AH 
requirement at 2.0 FAR, assuming the sites are developed solely for residential purposes 
[i.e. no market rental or commercial floor area], is anticipated to generate 11,420 m2 

[122,965 ft2] of AH.). 
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• If grandfathering provisions are not extended and the applicant's proposal remained the 
same (i.e. 50% increase in residential density with the inclusion of 4,645 m2 (50,000 fe) of 
market rental and limited commercial), the 10% AH requirement would generate 
approximately 7,145 m2 (76,940 ft2

) more AH floor area than the current proposal in order 
to comply with the current AH Strategy requirement (i.e. a total of 16,435 m2 [176,940 ft2] 

of AH). 

Within the City Centre, a number of properties with redevelopment potential are pre-zoned 
Downtown Commercial (CDT1) zone, which supports high density development. Redevelopment 
of these properties typically requires only a Development Permit application, which limits the 
contributions and amenities that can be secured through the development application review 
process. To secure suitable contributions and amenities at the time a pre-zoned property is 
redeveloped, existing bylaws and policies include incentives (e. g. exemptions from reduced City 
Centre parking rates, exemption from CCAP density bonusing provisions, density calculation 
based on gross site area to secure public amenities on private property, etc.). 

Phased Development Agreement (PDA) 

• A Phased Development Agreement (PDA) between a local government and a developer 
limits the ability of a future Council to secure up to date or new amenities that apply at the 
time of redevelopment while protecting the developer's zoning interests for a defined 
period of time. 

The developer has requested use of a Phased Developmel).t Agreement (PDA) rather than the . 
standard site specific rezoning and Development Permit process to facilitate the proposed 
development of the ten properties. The Local Government Act was expanded in 2007 to include 
PDAs. A PDA is an agreement that provides assurance, primarily to the benefit of the developer 
of a multi-phase project that may take years to complete. The PDA establishes fundamental terms 
of the development, including zoning, that are in place at the time of approval will not change 
before the final phase of development is complete. The standard time frame for a PDA is 10 years; 
however, the developer proposes to extend the duration of the PDA to 15 years, which would be 
subject to approval by the Inspector of Municipalities. A project that is facilitated by a PDA is 
characterized by its associated substantive amenity package to the community. It is staffs 
suggestion that the subject development proposal does not include a sufficient range or scope of 
unique qualities that support use of a PDA rather than the standard site specific rezoning and 
Development Permit Process. 

Although it is technically feasible to draft a PDA for the subject application, there is no associated 
benefit to the City to use a PDA. 

• The standard application review process effectively facilitates development in Richmond, 
including large, multi-phased developments with a complicated and expansive amenity 
package. Further, upfront delivery of AH and market rental housing can be facilitated 
through the standard rezoning process and does not require use of a PDA. 

• While a PDA provides the developer with a high level of certainty, it limits the decisions 
that can be made by a future Council when active redevelopment is undertaken including 
the ability to secure up to date and/or new amenities and/or contributions. A PDA does not 
address staff's pre-zoning concerns. 
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• A PDA would address the developer's expressed concern that even if the properties are 
successfully rezoned to support 50% additional density, the City retains the authority to 
down-zone the properties (i.e. local government initiated changes to the zoning bylaw or 
property zoning that nanows uses, changes permitted uses or reduces pe1mitted density on 
a property). For context, City Council does not have a history of down-zoning propeliies 
with site specific zoning. 

Legal Agreement with Escalation Clause 

• During the 15 year term subsequent to rezoning bylaw adoption, the City would forgo 
supplementary AH and any new amenities and/or contributions. 

The developer proposes to use a legal agreement to address staff concerns that pre-zoning and a 
PDA compromise the City's ability to secure required amenities that apply at the time of 
redevelopment. The applicant proposes a legal agreement with the following characteristics: 

• The term ofthe agreement would extend for 15 years after the date of rezoning bylaw 
adoption (however, the applicant has advised that the owner is receptive to considering a 
shmier 10 year term). 

• During the 15 year term, contributions for cunent amenities that are identified at the time 
of rezoning (i.e. public art and community planning) would be adjusted to reflect rates that 
are in effect at the Development Permit stage. 

• The agreement would not apply to AH. Subsequent to securing 9,290 m2 (100,000 ft2
) of 

AH as a condition of rezoning, the City would be unable to secure any additional AH for 
the duration ofthe agreement inespective of future policy amendments. 

• At the end of the 15 year term, prope1iies that have not yet developed would be required to 
comply with the AH requirements that apply at the time of redevelopment that are in 
addition to the AH secured by the grandfathering provision, which requires 5% of the 
residential floor area to be secured as AH. Using a legal agreement to secure a future 
obligation to provide supplementary AH, rather than using the rezoning process, is 
associated with a greater degree of risk to the City. 

The City would be unable to collect any new amenities/contributions that are introduced during the 
term of the agreement, which include amenities and provisions that have not yet been articulated 
(ex. sustainability initiatives such as green infrastructure and solar energy provisions, increases in 
AH requirements). For those prope1iies that do not redevelop within 15 years of rezoning bylaw 
adoption, the applicant proposes to include provisions in the agreement that would permit the City 
to collect up to date amenities/contributions, which would ordinarily be secured as a condition of 
rezomng. 

Rezoning is local government's strongest tool to secure contributions, amenities and off-site 
works. Using a legal agreement to secure amenities, which are best collected through the rezoning 
process, unnecessarily exposes the City to risk as the validity of the agreement could be challenged 
in the future. Although the legal agreement can be drafted to minimize this risk, compared to -
rezoning, it is an inferior process to secure amenities. 
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T bl 2 S a e ummary o fP ropose dP re-zomng c oncerns an dO ' p eve oper s roposa 

- Rezoning is local government's strongest tool to secure contributions, amenities & off-site 
works. Using a legal agreement to secure amenities typically secured through the rezoning 

Pre-zoning 
process increases the level of risk assumed by the City. 

- Pre-zoning means the City secures contributions, amenities and off-site works at current 
rates rather than those that are in place when redevelopment occurs in the future, which 
are expected to be greater. 

Developer's Proposed Modifications to Pre-zoning Proposal 

- A PDA limits the decisions that can be made by a future Council at the time redevelopment 

Developer 
is undertaken and limits Council's ability to secure up to date amenities/contributions. 

- A PDA assures the developer that density and amenity terms negotiated through the 
proposes 

rezoning and PDA process remain unchanged for the duration of the agreement. 
using a PDA 

- A PDA requires a B/L and Public Hearing & secures the terms of development for the 
duration of the PDA (the developer proposes an extension from 10 to 15 years) . 

- For existing amenities, an escalation clause in the ·agreement would secure supplementary 
amenity contributions that apply at the time of redevelopment for 15 years after bylaw 

Developer adoption. 
proposed - The escalation clause does not apply to AH. The AH provided as a condition of rezoning 
escalating would be the total AH provided for the duration of the term of the agreement. At the end of 
legal the 15 years, if the AH terms have increased, the developer is responsible for providing the 
agreement difference. This approach increCjses the risk assumed by the City. 

- The City would be unable to collect any new amenities and/or contributions until 15 years 
after bylaw adoption. 

PART 3- DEVELOPER PROPOSED COMMUNITY AMENITIES AND CONTRIBUTIONS 

• An economic evaluation of the proposal that was undertaken by a third party consultant, 
Richard Wozny- Site Economics Ltd., and reviewed by staff indicates a significant 
financial imbalance in favor of the developer. The value of the additional density to the 
developer is estimated to be approximately $81.7 million. In comparison, Richard Wozny's 
analysis indicates that the value to the City of the community amenities beyond standard 
requirements and contributions that are proposed by the developer is less than $6.5 -
million. 

Rezoning to permit additional residential density is not supported by any City policy. In unique 
scenarios when additional residential density is s'uppotied, the City's practice is to recover 
approximately 100% of the value of the additional residential density as part of a comprehensive 
amenity package. The subject proposal includes standard development requirements and the 
community amenities and contributions proposed by the developer do not include provisions for 
the City to recover the value ofthe additional residential density that is proposed by the developer. 

To assist staff with the economic analysis of this complex development proposal, staff retained the 
services of Richard Wozny, Site Economics Ltd. A summary of the analysis and advice that was 
provided to staff by written correspondence and a series of meetings with the consultant regarding 
valuation of additional density, pre-zoning, and the developer's community amenity package, 
including the proposal to transfer ownership of Lot 3 to the City, can be found in Attachment 11. 
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Affordable Housing (AH) and Market Rental Housing Proposed in the First Phase of Development 

The standard City practice is to secure AH provisions at the time of rezoning with timing for 
development of the residential units based on market demand. This proposal is unusual in that the 
developer proposes to rezone all ten subject properties but only two properties would be developed 
immediately following rezoning. Development of some of the properties would be significantly 
delayed at the applicant's discretion (even though rezoning will have been granted). Typically, 
provision of AH closely follows granting of rezoning adoption, based on market forces. In this 
context, it can be argued that this proposal is not "front-ending" provision of AH as rezoning and 
the ability to develop all lots at a higher density will have been obtained. 

The first phase ofdevelopment would include approximately 9,290 m2 (100,000 ft2
) of AH (98 

Low End Market Rental [LEMR] and 24 Non-Market units) and 4,645 m2 (50,000 ft2
) of market 

rental housing (88 units). The provision of AH and market rental housing is supported by staff. 
The details of the AH and market rental proposal include the following: 

1. The developer would construct the AH and market rental building at Lot 3, which includes 
122 AH units and 88 market rental units. BC Housing has indicated a willingness to 
provide the developer with construction financing. The AH Strategy requires the developer 
to assume all costs associated with the construction of AH. 

2. The developer would register housing agreements and covenants to secure AH and market 
rental housing in the building and would enter into a 60 year lease with S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

3. S.U.C.C.E.S.S. would purchase a lease hold interest to occupy the land and the building for 
60 years from the developer. BC Housing has indicated a willingness to provide 
S.U.C.C.E.S.S. with a mortgage for the purchase, which would repay a portion of the 
developer's construction loan from BC Housing. Rent collected by S.U.C.C.E.S.S. from 
occupants would service the mortgage payments and general operating costs. 

4. S.U.C.C.E.S.S. would receive a $6 million grant from BC Housing that is intended to 
subsidize market rental housing units or otherwise provide support services to residents. 
However, the grant would not be restricted to these uses and could include operation and 
administration costs (Attachment 9). 

5. Subsequent to S.U.C.C.E.S.S. purchasing the lease hold interest in the AH and market 
rental building from the developer, the developer would transfer ownership of Lot 3, which 
is leased to S.U.C.C.E.S.S., to the City. Attachment 12 outlines the lease terms that are 
proposed by the developer. 

Richard Wozny- Site Economics Ltd., advised staff that the value to the City of the provision of 
AH in the first phase of development cannot be expressed in terms of financial value for the City, 
rather the upfront provision of AH is a social good with an associated economic benefit to the 
developer. While this proposal would provide AH in the first phase of development at Lot 3, the 
applicant's proposal removes the AH requirement from the remaining properties, which would be 
developed in the future without obligation to provide AH and would be associated with an 
increased value. Richard Wozny, Site-Economics Ltd., advised staff that properties that are not 
required to provide on-site AH would be worth at least 5% more overall than if the property was 
required to provide on-site AH units (i.e. approximately $11 million). This increase in value 
reflects the preference of buyers and developers for properties that are not required to provide on
site AH, for which they are willing to pay a premium. 
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Table 3 Upfront Prov1s1on of Affordable Housing and Market Rental Housmg Summary 

Proposed 
AH/Market 
Rental 
Features 

Benefit to 
Developer 

Delivery timeline: AH (122 units) and market rental (88 units) in the 1st phase of 
development 

6% AH : 9,290 m2 (100,000 fe) of AH in the 151 phase of development (approximately 6% 
of anticipated residential floor area) 
6% exceeds the AH contribution requirement in place at the time the application was 
submitted. The current AH strategy requires 10%. Grandfathering provisions (5% rather 
than 10%) apply only until July 24, 2018. 

Supporting the developer's proposal would secure 4% (7,150 m2 [76,940 fe]) less AH 
than required by the current policy. 
Requiring redevelopment to comply with the CCAP supported density and current AH 
Strategy would secure approximately 2,130 m2 (22,970 fe) more AH than proposed. 

Unit Mix: 
Proposed unit mix: 10% bachelor, 30% 1 bedroom, 30%2 bedroom, 30% 3 bedroom 
LEMR units: 98 units 
Non-Market units: 24 units (20% of AH units) 

Market rental : 4,645·m2 (50,000 fe) of market rental development that provides 88 units 

Experienced operator: Third party operator selected by the developer (S.U.C.C.E .. S.S.) 
to manage the AH and market rental for the duration of a 60 year lease 
Note: Family housing would be provided; however, seniors are S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 's 
preferred target group. 

Lot 3: Transfer ownership of Lot 3 (encumbered with AH & market rental agreements) to 
the City. S.U.C.C.E.S.S. would purchase a leasehold interest to occupy the building and 
the land from the developer. 

- Richard Wozny, Site Economics Ltd., advises that properties that are not required to 
provide on-site AH are worth at least 5% more than properties that are required to 
provide on-site AH. Providing consolidated AH in the first phase of development 
increases the value to the developer of the remaining properties by approximately $11 
million. 

- The total AH proposed by the developer is less than required by the amended AH 
Strategy. Securing 6% rather than 10% of proposed residential floor area as AH is a 
benefit to the developer (Estimated value: $10 million) 

Transferring Ownership of7600 Alderbridge Way (Lot 3) to the City 

• The developer proposes to transfer ownership of 7600 Alderbridge Way (Lot 3) to the City. 
The lot would be encumbered with housing agreements and covenants in perpetuity and a 
60 year lease that grants exclusive use and access to the site/building to S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

• Richard Wozny, Site Economics Ltd., advised that the encumbrances and lease 
significantly reduce the value of the property to the City. 

The developer's proposal to transfer ownership of Lot 3 to the City, which includes the associated 
AH and market rental building, is a significant component of the community amenities and 
contributions that are proposed by the developer (Attachment 13). However, staff have been 
advised by Richard Wozny, Site Economics Ltd., that the present value of Lot 3 to the City is 
marginal for the following reasons: 
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• Lot 3 would be encumbered with legal agreements that will run with the land in perpetuity 
and restrict on-site uses to AH (LEMR, Non-market units) and market rental housing. The 
encumbrances that restrict use reduce the value of Lot 3 by more than 60%. 

• Subsequent to S.U.C.C.E.S.S. purchasing the lease hold interest in the AH and market 
rental building from the developer, the developer would transfer ownership of Lot 3, which 
is leased to S.U.C.C.E.S.S. at a rate of $1/year, to the City. The City is unable to collect 
any financial payment or use of the building/land for 60 years. 

• A long termlease is comparable to a sale; therefore, the building and land value is provided 
up front to the leaseholder (S.U.C.C.E.S.S.) rather than to a land owner (the City) who is 
unable to use or otherwise benefit from the land/building for the duration of the lease. The 
cunent value of Lot 3 to the City reflects the City's inability to use the land/building for 60 
years (less than$ 2 million, calculated by applying a discount rate of2.5% over 60 years to 
a propetiy that is encumbered with housing agreements). Fmther, after 60 years, the 
building has no notable associated value and maintenance may become a liability. 

If Council supports the developer ' s proposal to transfer ownership ofLot 3 to the City, which 
includes an associated AH and market rental building, an operational budget would be required to 
be established for major building repairs as these are not specifically assigned to the tenant in the 
lease terms that are proposed by the developer (Attachment 12). 

Table 4: Lot 3 Present Value of Lot 3 to the City 

Richard 
Wozny, Site 
Economics, 
Ltd. 
Evaluation 
of Present 
Value of lot 
3 

- The value of Lot 3 to the City is marginal: 
-The land would be encumbered with two housing agreements and covenants in 
perpetuity that restrict use to AH and market rental housing. 

-The City would inherit a lease with a 3rd party who is guaranteed exclusive access 
and use of the land/building for 60 years at a rate of $1/year. The City will not 
receive any financial compensation for use of the land/building . 

- A long term lease is comparable to a sale. 
- The current value of Lot 3 to the City is less than $2 million . The land can only be used 

for AH and market rental housing and the City is unable to use the lot/building for 60 
years. 

Other Developer Proposed Community Amenities and Contributions 

Attachment 13 includes the developer's evaluation of the proposed community amenities and 
contributions. 

Unrecoverable costs associated with construction of AH 
In accordance with the AH Strategy, the developer would construct the AH, which is proposed to 
be located at Lot 3. Accommodating the City's general preference to encumber City owned 
property with a 60 rather than 99 year lease, and considering the maximum mmtgage payments 
that S.U.C.C.E.S.S. could manage to repay their purchase of the lease hold .interest from the 
developer, the applicant has concluded that the sale will not recover the full cost of constructing. 
the building on Lot 3. Therefore, the developer has subtracted the unrecoverable construction cost 
($32 million) from their valuation of net value to the land owner. The AH Strategy assigns the 
cost of AH construction to the developer. Whether a developer is able to recover the full cost of 
AH construction is a private matter that does not involve the City. 

574901 7 

CNCL - 643



June 1, 2018 - 18- RZ 16-724589 

Although the developer's AH package complies with existing policy only until July 24, 2018, 
staffs assessment of the developer's proposed community amenities and contributions assigns the 
'surplus' 1% of AH value (approximately $4.6 million calculated using $4,300/m2 [$400/ft2] to 
reflect the cost of constructing the 'surplus' AH floor area), which is applicable until July 24, 
2018. 

Purchase of lane for redevelopment 
The developer proposes to purchase the existing north/south lane between Lots 3-6, for the purpose 
of development, and has included the estimated purchase price in the community amenity package 
($3 .3 million). The City has no history of recognizing the purchase of City land for the purpose of 
development as a community amenity. 

The developer has initiated a Servicing Agreement application (SA 16-739101) to relocate the 
services that are currently located within the north/south lane to advance the redevelopment 
process. The developer is aware that the SA application review process is independent of the 
subject development application. The cost of relocating City utilities to facilitate development is 
not considered an amenity. 

Upfront road alignment changes and provision of Lansdowne Linear Park 
The amenities and services that the applicant suggests may be delivered during the first phase of 
development are limited, which is contrary to standard practice whereby the City secures all or the 
majority of infrastructure and public realm dedications and improvements through the Servicing 
Agreement as a condition of rezoning bylaw adoption. The developer proposes to determine 
whether road dedications and/or frontage improvements are undertaken as conditions of rezoning 
based on site specific consideration of existing on-site uses and the associated impacts on site 
access and parking. These details have not been studied in advance of addressing the fundamental 
issues associated with the development proposal. Discussions have included the following: 

• The developer proposes to undertake road alignment changes to establish the ultimate 
Minoru Boulevard alignment adjacent to 7880 Alderbridge Way (Lot 7) and 5003 Minoru 
Boulevard (Lot 8) and includes the associated costs in their community amenity summary 
($1.6 million). Although the improvements are consistent with the City's long term road 
alignment objectives, staff have confirmed that the timing ofMinoru Boulevard's 
realigmnent adjacent to Lot 7 and Lot 8 does not impact redevelopment of nearby 
properties and that an interim design of the intersection would meet standard transportation 
requirements. 

• The developer proposes to introduce sections of the Lansdowne Linear Park at 7640 
Alderbridge Way (Lot 4), 5751 Cedarbridge Way (Lot 5) and 7671 Alderbridge Way (Lot 
9) during the first phase of development. Lot 4 and 5 are included in the developer's initial 
phase of development (Phase 1A/1B); therefore the linear park improvements would 
necessarily be installed at the time of active development. 

• Interim frontage improvements were undertaken on Lot 9 in association with a recently 
issued Development Permit for the property. 
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Transfer of approximately 930m2 (1 0,000 ft2
) of amenity space to the City at 7640 Alderbridge 

Way (Lot 4) 
The developer originally proposed to transfer ownership of approximately 930 m2 (1 0,000 ft2

) of 
indoor amenity space within the building at Lot 4 to the City. Following careful consideration, 
staff advised the applicant that the space does not meet criteria of a desirable City asset. The space 
is no longer included in the developer's proposed community amenities and contributions 
assessment; however, the applicant recently advised staff that the space could be reinstated as a 
community amenity contribution if Council expresses an interest in the area. 

The City secures amenity space through identified density bon using provisions in the CCAP, 
which do not apply to the subject properties. Criteria of a desirable City asset include the 
following: 

• Need for an amenity space in the area 
The City has amenities in the area (Richmond Olympic Oval and City Centre Community 
Centre) and has secured a future amenity (City Centre Nmih Community Centre). Based 
on CCAP population plans, these amenities are projected to be sufficient for the 
neighbourhood's needs. 

• Efficiency and function 
The City's objective is to maximize operational efficiency and function of City amenity 
space. Typically, City amenity space is pati of an amenity hub or co-located with other 
facilities. Although influenced by the specific type of amenity, spaces are typically a 
minimum of 1,580 m2 (17,000 ft2

). 

Table 5: Developer's Proposed Community Amenities and Contributions (see Attachment 14 for the 
expanded version of this table) 

Developer's community amenities Assessment of developer's community amenity 
and contributions (as shown in package by Richard Wozny, Site Economics 
Attachment 13) Ltd. 

Net value to the developer: $13.8 Net value to the developer: Approximately 
million $81.7 million 

Value of additional density to the Value of additional density to the developer: 
developer: (Residential floor area at $1 ,453/m2 ($135/fe) 
Lift in land value (Land Lift Value- + market rental at $538/m2 ($50/ft2

) +(required 

Summary Value to 
Developer Identified Supplementary AH - 'surplus') at $538/m2 ($50/ft2

) 

Amenities/Costs) : $84.8 million + premium for unencumbered lots 
the Developer and to 

-Value of community amenity -'cost to construct 'surplus' AH 
the City 

gackage: ~71 million - gresent value to Cit~ of Lot 3 transfer 
$ 13.8 million Approximately $81 .7 million 

City would recapture approximately City would recapture less than $6.5 million of 
84% of the value of the additional the value of the additional density to the 
density to the developer developer 

Financial Impact 

This proposal would trigger amendments to strategic plans, infrastructure upgrades and increases 
in the City's DCC programs to maintain the City's standards for quality and distribution of 
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services and amenities. To quantify these costs, the comprehensive and costly process that was 
applied during the development of the CCAP would need to be repeated using updated population 
projections. The associated costs would become the responsibility of the City and would 
necessarily be passed on to the development community generally. 

The projected operational budget impact for the OCP/CCAP density is estimated at $59,000.00. 
No work has been unde1iaken to assess the impact on infrastructure that would be associated with 
an additional 40,000 people over current population projections in the City Centre. 

Options for Consideration 

Option 1: Deny the OCP amendment and rezoning application (recommended option) 

Staff recommend that the applicant's proposal to amend the OCP and rezone 10 lots to permit 50% 
additional density and additional building height on 5 lots be denied based on the fundamental 
issues discussed in this report. 

Option 2: To refer the application back to staff with specific direction on fundamental aspects of 
the proposal that do not comply with existing City policy. 

Given the significant difference between the applicant's proposal and existing City policy, staff 
require direction on specific aspects of the proposal should the application be referred back to staff 
as outlined below: 

1. The developer proposes to increase residential density by 50% (from 2.0 FAR to 3.003 
FAR) over 10 lots that are outside a designated Village Centre. Council direction is needed· 
on whether there is support to: 
a. Increase CCAP supported residential density, and if so, to what extent would additional 

residential density be supported. 

2. The proposal includes elements that would limit a future Council's discretionary authority 
to ensure a project's contributions to public amenities and off-site works reflect up to date 
policies, requirements and Council objectives that are in place at the time of development. 
Council direction is needed on whether there is support to: 
a. Pre-zone prope1iies with an anticipated but unsecured development timeframe. 
b. Use a Phased Development Permit Agreement (PDA), rather than the City's standard 

rezoning and Development Permit process. 

3. The developer's proposal includes providing AH in the first phase of development. 

5749017 

Council direction is needed on whether there is support to: 
a. Extend grandfathering Affordable Housing (AH) Strategy requirements beyond July 

24, 2018 for the subject application (i.e. secure a minimum 5% ofthe anticipated 
residential floor area as AH and forego the current requirement to secure 10% of the 
anticipated residential floor area as AH for 15 years). 

b. Accept the developer's proposal to transfer ownership of7600 Alderbridge Way (Lot 
3) to the City with consideration of: 

1. The lease terms proposed by the developer (i.e. 60 year lease to S.U.C.C.E.S.S., 
assignment of maintenance/repair responsibilities );and 
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n. Establishing an operating budget for anticipated and unanticipated costs during 
the life of the building. 

Conclusion 

IBI Group, on behalf of Goodwyn Enterprises (20 15) Ltd., has applied to the City of Richmond to 
amend the OCP and CCAP, to rezone 10 properties to increase the CCAP supported residential 
density by 50%, and to permit additional building height on 5 lots. The proposal also includes 
extending grandfathering AH provisions beyond July 24, 2018. 

The developer's proposal includes notable elements (provision of AH in the first phase of 
development, a staff supported AH unit mix, inclusion of market rental housing); however, the 
overall proposal is not supported by staff based on significant unresolved issues related to: 

• Inconsistencies with key OCP and CCAP objectives; 
• The precedent and related consequences of rezoning development parcels that would be 

redeveloped at a later date; and 
• The significant imbalance between benefits to the developer and the lack of amenities of an 

equivalent value to the City. 

It is recommended that the developer's proposal to amend the OCP and CCAP to increase the 
supported residential density by 50%, and to rezone the 1 0 subject properties be denied. 

pti1141( 
I Diana Nikolic, MCIP 

Senior Planner/Urban Design 
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City of 
Richmond 

Development Application Data Sheet 
Development Applications Department 

RZ 16-724589 Attachment 2 
7111, 7531 and 7451 Elmbridge Way, 7600, 7640, 7671 and 7880 Alderbridge Way, 

Address: 5751, 5811 Cedarbridge Way, 5003 Minoru Boulevard 

Applicant: IBI Group on behalf of Goodwyn Enterprises (2015) LTD., Inc. No. 1056275 

Planning Area(s): Lansdowne Village- City Centre Area Plan 

Lot 1: 7 451 Elmbridge Way 
Lot 2: 7351 Elmbridge Way 
Lot 3: 7600 Alderbridge Way 
Lot 4: 7640 Alderbridge Way 

Lot 5: 5751 Cedarbridge Way 
Lot 6: 5811 Cedarbridge Way 
Lot 7: 7880 Alderbridge Way 
Lot 8: 5003 Minoru Boulevard 

Lot 9: 7671 Alderbridge Way 
Lot 10:7111 Elmbridge Way 

Existing Proposed 

Owner: 
Goodwyn Enterprises (2015) Goodwyn Enterprises (2015) Ltd., Inc. No. 
Ltd., Inc. No. 1056275 1056275 
Lot 1:3,181 m.( Approximate net (to be confirmed) 
Lot 2: 3,400 m2 Lot 1: 2,992 m2 

Lot 3: 4,645 m2 Lot 2: 3,209 m2 

Lot 4: 3,790 m2 Lot 3: 4,373 m2 

Lot 5: 3, 923 m2 Lot 4: 3,358 m2 

Lot 6: 3,510 m2 Lot 5: 3,561 m2 

Site Size (m2
): Lot 7: 13,238 m2 Lot 6: 3,410 m2 

Lot 8: 6,846 m2 Lot 7: 12,397 m2 

Lot 9: 12,141 m2 Lot 8: 5,402 m2 

Lot 10: 7,558 m2 ·Lot 9: 11 ,392 m2 

Total: 62,232 m2 (669,860 ff) Lot 10: 7,025 m2 

15.37 acre Total: 57, 119m2 (614,824 ff) 
14.11 acre 

Lot 1: assembly Lot 1: market residential 
Lot 2,3, 5-8: commercial Lot 2: market residential 
Lot 4: undeveloped surface Lot 3: AH (LEMR and subsidized), market 

Land Uses: parking lot rental 
Lot 9: office and warehouse Lot 4: market residential, possibly seniors 
(recently renovated) oriented congregate housing 
Lot 10: commercial (Rona) Lot 5 - 10: market residential 

OCP Designation: Mixed Use Downtown Mixed Use 

Lot 1 ,2, 7, 10: Urban Centre T5 Lot 1 and 2: Urban Centre T6 
(35m) Proposed density: 2.9 FAR, Max. height: 40, 
Lot 3-6, 8,9: Urban Centre T5 34m 
(25m) 

CCAP(Lansdowne 
Lot 3: Urban Centre T6 

Village) Designation, 
Proposed density: 3.3, Max. height: 25m 

Density, Height: 
Lot 4: Urban Centre T6 
Proposed density: 3.6 FAR, Max height: 30m 

Lot 5: Urban Centre T6 
Proposed density: 3.35 FAR, Max height: 37 m 

5749017 
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I Existing I Proposed 

Lot 6: Urban Centre T6 
Proposed density: 2.9 FAR, Max height: 25 m 

Lot 7: Urban Centre T6 
Proposed density: 2.9 FAR, Max. height: 28 m 

Lot 8: Urban Centre T6 
Proposed density: 2.9 FAR, Max. height: 25m 

Lot 9: Urban Centre T6 
Proposed density: 2.9 FAR, Max. height: 43 m 

Lot 10: Urban Centre T6 
Proposed density: 2.9 FAR, Max. heiQht: 37m 

Sub Area: 
Sub Area 8.2: Lots 1-6, 8-10 
Sub-Area 8.3: Lot 7 

Zoning: Lot 1-10: Industrial Retail (IR1) Site Specific 

Ten (1 0) commercial, office, Approximately 2,505 units 
Number of Units: warehouse buildings with 

multiple tenants 

On Future I . I I . Subdivided Lots Bylaw Requirement Proposed Vanance 

Off-street Parking Spaces 

5749017 

Proposed parking variances, which will be reviewed in 
detail by staff conditional to resolution of fundamental 
issues. 
Residential: 12% reduction 
Visitor: shared between buildings 
Loading: 30% reduction 

Proposed 

CNCL - 650



Attachment 3 

Map 1: Location of Subject Properties, Existing Designations & Location of Lansdowne and Oval Village 
Centres 

General Urban T4 {15m) 

- Urban Centre T5 {45m) · 

Q Village Centre: 

Non-Motorized Boating 
& Recreation Water Area 

Urban Centre T5 (25m) 

Urban Centre T5 (35m) 

- Urban Core T6 {45m) 

~ Village Centre Bonus 

+ Institution 

+ Park - Configuration & 
location to be determined 
Pedestrian linkages Park 

'--...1 

Lot 1: 
Lot 2: 
Lot 3: 
Lot 4: 
Lot 5: 
Lot 6: 
Lot 7: 
Lot 8: 
Lot 9: 
Lot 10: 

5749017 

•••••• 
P Transit Plaza 

7451 Elmbridge Way 
7351 Elmbridge Way 
7600 Alderbridge Way 
7640 Alderbridge Way 
5751 Cedarbridge Way 
5811 Cedarbridge Way 
7880 Alderbridge Way 
5003 Minoru Boulevard 
7671 Alderbridge Way 
7111 Elmbridge Way 

• • • • • • Waterfront Dyke Trail 

* Enhanced Pedestrian 
& Cyclist Crossing 

- Proposed Streets 

- Pedestrian-Oriented 
Retail Precincts-High Street 
& Linkages 

==:::ll Pedestrian-Oriented 
Retail Precincts-Secondary 
Retail Streets & Linkages 
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Attachment 4 

Proposed Density, Floor Area and Timeline Summary 

CCAP Proposed 
CCAP Proposed 

Property supported 
Proposed 

additional floor 
supported building 

Phasing density building height density area 
height 

Lot 1 - 7451 Elmbridge 2.0 FAR 2.9 FAR 2,692 m2 35m 40.1 m Phase 2 
Way (28,985 ff) 2020-

Lot 2 - .7351 Elmbridge 2.0 FAR 2 .9 FAR 2,888 m2 35m 34.3 m 
2028 

Way (31 ,087 ff) 

Lot 3-7600 2.0 FAR 3.4 FAR 5,839 m2 25m 25.6 m Phase 1A 
Alderbridge Way (62,852 ff) 2018-

Lot 4-7640 2.0 FAR 3.6 FAR 5,372 m2 25m 30.6 m 
2024 

Alderbridge Way (57,832 ff) 

Lot 5 - 5751 2.0 FAR 3.4 FAR 4,807 m2 25m 37.2 m Phase 18 
Cedarbridge Way (51 ,899 ff) 2020-

Lot 6- 5811 2.0 FAR 2.9 FAR 3,069 m2 25m 25.5 m 
2028 

Cedarbridge Way (33,034 ff) 

Lot 7-7880 2.0 FAR 2.9 FAR 11,157 m2 35m 28.5 m Phase 3 
Alderbridge Way (120,096 ff) 2025-

Lot 8 - 5003 Minoru 2.0 FAR 2.9 FAR 4,861 m2 25m 25.9 m 
2040 

Boulevard (52,332 ff) 

Lot 9- 7671 2.0 FAR 2.9 FAR 10,252 m2 25m 43.0 m 
Alderbridge Way (110,360ff) 

Lot 10-7111 2.0 FAR 2.9 FAR 6.322 m2 35m 37.0 m 
Elmbridge Way (68,055 ff) 

Total proposed additional floor area (Lots 1-1 0) Approximately 57,277 m2 

(616,532 fe) 

TOTAL proposed floor area (Lots 1- 171,515 m2 (1.84 million ft2
) 

10) at proposed 3.003 FAR 

CCAP supported density (2 .0 FAR) 114,238 m2 (1.2 million ft2
) 

Note: On-site uses would be confirmed at the time the developer applies for a Development Permit(s) . 
The amount of proposed AH is estimated at approximately 6%. The applicant's proposal to provide 9,290 
m2 (1 00,000 ff) of AH is approximately: 

• 5.4% of the overall floor area proposed on the 10 lots; 
• 5.6% of the resid~ntial floor area (exempting the market rental housing at Lot 3, and 560 m2 

(19,797 ff) of possible commercial development at Lot 4.) This scenario assumes that market 
housing rather than senior oriented congregate housing is built on Lot 4; or 

5749017 

6% of the residential floor area (exempting the market rental housing at Lot 3 and all development 
at Lot 4 where seniors congregate housing may be constructed) . 

CNCL - 652
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Attachment 6 

Richmond Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance (AHSDC) 

A key assumption of the "Strategy" is that effective affordable housing solutions are the result of 
long-term, stable policies and strategic innovations that enable an expanded range of options 
along key points of the housing continuum. 

It is the City's prefened approach to disburse affordable housing units throughout a development. 
Clustered groups of affordable housing units on one floor or in one location will only be 
considered if a sound business and social programming approach has been identified and 
demonstrated at the time of the development application being submitted to the City for Council 
consideration, which: 

• Supports the affordable housing needs of the intended tenant population; 
• Meets the City's Affordable Housing Special Development Circumstance (AHSDC) 

requirements, criteria and key elements as defined; and 
• Exemplifies a high level of social innovation. 

1. A developer, group of developers or non-profit affordable housing developers may 
concentrate affordable rental units together in one building or site, rather than having them 
scattered in a number of different buildings or sites. In these cases, affordable housing 
development proposals should include a sound rationale to receive Council consideration for 
approval as an AHSDC to: 
• Provide affordable housing, social programming and community supports to meet the 

targeted or specialized needs of an intended population (e.g. Seniors, single parents, 
individuals experiencing disabilities, low income households); and 

• Emphasize sustainable development principles and practices with respect to: the physical 
development, social programming, innovation, and financial feasibility. 

2. The purpose of an AHSDC is to provide affordable housing, programming, and community 
supp01is to meet the targeted or specialized needs of an intended low-income population (e.g. 
Seniors, single parents, individuals experiencing disabilities). 

3. AHSDC proposals are to be reviewed on a "project specific" basis and are subject to Council 
approval to: 
• Generates a sound resident management and operations model that meets the needs of the 

intended tenant population (i.e. rents, income levels, appropriate level of programming 
and supports); 

• Considers a community patinership approach for the delivery of community services and 
supports; 

• Exemplifies social innovation approach to encourage project viability, tenant liveability 
and community connections; 

• Provides a sound capital financial and operating sustainability plan; 
• Ensures unlimited access for tenants to indoor and outdoor amenity spaces; and 
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• Includes a sound property management model to address maintenance, repair, upkeep and 
financial costs related to these requirements. 

4. The City's standard Housing Agreement and Housing Covenant terms do apply to a Council. 
approved AHSDC. 

5. Additional business terms, legal agreements or operations policies may be developed with 
respect to: 
• Ownership and management, 
• Maintenance and upkeep of the units, 
• Maintenance and upkeep of the common indoor and outdoor areas, 
• Tenant management policies, 
• On-going capital and operating funding and budget considerations, and 
• Other project specific considerations. 

6. An AHSDC proposal should incorporate best practices and consideratiol). to the socio
economic outcomes of the proposed development, rather than just building an economic or 
business case for a development. 

7. An AHSDC proposal should also consider the selection of a qualified non-profit affordable 
housing provider to own, manage and/or operate the affordable housing units or a 
coordinated partnership approach with the non-profit sector for service delivery. The 
selection process for an affordable housing and/or service provider(s) may include the joint 
development and Request for Proposals (RFP) with the City and/or Senior Government or 
developer. 

5749017 
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Attachment 7 
Synopsis of Adjacent Land Uses and Designations 

Lot Current Use To the North To the South To the East To the West 

1&2 Assembly Lane and Elm bridge Way, Cedarbridge Way, Existing 12- storey 

and proposed Phase existing high rise existing courthouse. multi-fami ly 

Industrial 1A and 1B lots. development. Zoned Industria l development 

retail. Zoned Downtown Retail (IR1), (including 4 

Commercia l designated Park live/work units). 

(CDTl), designated Zoned High Rise 

Urban Core T6 apartment (ZHR7) 

(45m) -Lansdowne 
Village (City 

Centre), 
designated Urban 
Core T6 (45m) 

3-6 Industrial Lansdowne and Lane and proposed Cedarbridge Way, Alderbridge Way, 

retai l and multi-storey Phase 2 lots two storey residential 

under- residential industrial retail development 

developed buildings ranging uses. Zoned including three (3) 

surface from 7 to 11 Industrial Retail residential towers, 

parking. stories. Zoned (IR1), designated which superceded 

Residential/Limit Urban Center T5 the CCAP. Zoned 

ed Commercial (25m) Downtown 

(RCL2), Commercial 

designated Park (CDTl), designated 

and Urban Urban Center T5 

Center TS (25m) (25m) 

7 and 8 Industrial Alderbridge Industrial retail. Pre loaded site. RZ Industrial retail. 

(separated retail Way and Zoned Industrial 16-740262 in Zoned Industrial 

by Minoru industria l retail Business Park circulation to Retail (IR1), 

Bou levard) and warehouse (IB1), designated develop a multi designated Urban 

use. Zoned Urban Center T5 tower mixed use Centre TS (25m) 

Industrial Retai l (25m) and (35m) development. 

(IR1), designated Zoned Auto-

Urban Center T5 Oriented 

25m and 35m Commercial (CA), 
designated Urban 
Core T6 (45) and 
Village Center 
Bonus (VCB) 

9 Recent Six storey Lansdowne Road, Alderbridge Way, Gilbert Road, 

exterior resident ia l three tower mu lti-storey existing City of 

renovations apartment residential residential buildings Richmond Winter 

and minor building. development. ranging from 7 to 11 Club. Zoned 

addition to Zoned High Zoned Downtown stories. Zoned Industrial Business 

an existing Density Low Rise Commercial Residential/Limited Park (IB1), 

light Apartments (CDTl), designated Commercial (RCL2), designated Urban 
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Lot Current Use To the North To the South To the East To the West 

industrial (RAH2), urban Centre T5 designated Urban Center T5 (35), (25) 
and office designated (25m) Center T5 {25m) and VCB) 

building Urban Center T5 
(25m) 

10 Industrial Lansdowne Redevelopment to Existing 12- storey Gilbert Road, 

retail Road, three introduce two multi-family mixed use high-
tower residential residential towers. development rise development. 
development. Zoned Downtown (including 4 Zoned 
Zoned Commercial live/work units). Residential/Limited 
Downtown (CDT1), designated Zoned High Rise Commercial 
Commercial Urban Core T6 apartment (ZHR7)- (RCL3), designated 

(CDT1), (45m) and Park Lansdowne Village Urban Centre T5 
designated (City Centre), (25m), {35m) 
urban Centre T5 designated Urban 
(25m) Core T6 (45m) 

5749017 
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Attachment 8 

Correspondence from Richmond Emmanuel Church 

Tlte Rt. Rev. Dr. Silas Tak Yin Ng 
Apos(o/ic Vicar (Chief Bishop), Anglican Mission in Canada 

Rec/01; Richmond Emmanuel Church 

March 29, 2017 

Mr. Terry Crowe 
Manager, Policy Planning 
City of Richmond 
6911 No.3 Road, 
Richmond, B.C. 
V6Y2Cl 

Dear Terry, 

7451 Elm bridge IVa): Richmond, BC 
Catwda V6X I B8 

' Office: 604-214-0321 
Fax: 604-214-0320 

Mobile: 604-230-1201 
Email: bishopsi/asng@gmall.com 

Blog!Podcasl: 
hllp:/!discipler /23.b/ogspol.com 

We are writing to follow up on our conversation conceming the future development plans in the rezoning 
of7451 Elmbridge Way and the potential role of Richmond Emmanuel Church in it. After our 
conversation, we spoke with.RCG Group to discuss our church's vision in this rezoning project. We have 
attached a brief proposal for your perusal as requested regarding our vision for the use of the space. 

Our vision is to shine as a diverse intergenerational hub that builds up communal, physical, and spiritual 
health through loving God and loving people. Since we have been at this location, we have built 
relationships with CCM (Chinese Christian Mission), The Richmond Food Bank, S.U.C.C.E.S.S., and 
others in the community. 

CCM serves the Chinese immigrant community through chi!dcare, day camps, and family emichment 
courses. This spring break, CCM held their spring camp at our church for the third time. Our church has 
partnered through youth serving as leaders and seniors who volunteer for intergenerational activities. 

We have served The Richmond Food Bank through volunteers from our church, as well as hosting 
fundraisers in their support. 

We are connected with S.U.C.C.E.S.S. through the vice-chair of our church development committee, 
Jason Lam, who is also the vice-chair ofS.U.C.C.E.S.S. Foundation. 

Richmond Emmanuel Church is invested in emiching the vitality of our diverse city. We hope you will 
consider our proposal so that together we may bless the city and the lives of the people living here. 

Yours truly, 

Rt. Rev. D1: Silas Ng, Rector of Richmond Emmanuel Church 
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Richmond Emmanuel Church 
Development Proposal 

Vision: To shine as a diverse intergenerational hub that builds up communal, 
physical, and spiritual health through loving God and loving people 

Community Hall (6000 sq. ft) 
-seats 350, for worship, theatre, and concerts 

Multipurpose hall (800 sq. ft) 
-seats 100, for worship and classes 

Intergenerational Childcare and Eldercare 
Facility (1000 sq. ft.) 
-Weekday shared space w/indoor playground 
that facilitates children and senior interactive 
programs (up to 100 people, in open space 
and classrooms) 
-Weekend space for church children's 
ministry 

Kitchen (800 sq. ft) 
-commercial kitchen with commercial 
equipment 
-for serving community meals (approx. 120 
people) 

Gym & Dining Hall (beside ldtchen) (6000 
sq. ft.) 
-full size basketball & badminton comt 
-can be set up as dining area for 120 

Library (600 sq. ft) 
-spacious and family friendly 
-close to entrance and childcare space 

Total: 23,650 sq. ft. 

5749017 

Lobby area with cafe tables (800 sq. ft.) 
-function as a gathering space for the 
community, connected with library 
-children can read in the librmy while adults 
can chat and/or read 

Guest suites (5-10 rooms) (1500-2000 sq. 
ft. total) 
-for international exchange students and/or 
missionaries 
-for emergency/tempormy accommodations, 
like short term occupant for hospital 
treatment or family emergencies 

Laundry/Cleaning Storage (150 sq. ft.) 
-for guests and church needs 

Office space {2000 sq. ft) 
-both private and shared co-working space 
-meeting rooms available for booldng 
-for students, artists, designers, programmers, 
etc. 

5 x Small Multipurpose Rooms (300 sq. 
ft/room, 1500 sq. ft. total) 
-for small groups/classes 
-nurse1y /playroom 
-mt room (painting, drawing, gallery) 

Bathrooms and Storage (2000 sq. ft.) 
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Attachment 9 
Correspondence from S.U.C.C.E.S.S . 

. (41) l l!Utl.!!l!..nt I;,:.V!'f"f'JIY r. f LJ ~fti~~ (i!ili.l.""t"t i ~ 

Fo.lll!n! r ·oni:l r:-r. Dt!l"\ ~" ;uod rJo~)dp, \ '.Ed., !.LA•r.c"'\ 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

IMr, Joe E!r()i'g 
Gea1e!riill Mia Mer, P\lann1ns & [!Je•ll'ellopmmentt 
City Qf ll:f1!!hnt.pmil 
~n ~o.lll(!l~;~d 

ilk l ~: hnl~n>!, IBC V6'1' 2Cil 

S..:l,I,JC.C.E.S$1$iPie;;~sed t() Q•ffer ,a ~(!r (ff Wpif»Ort t ·Q ROG Grol!.P in t he B:,Rp!ll;:at !Q«l ·for t he re~on'11~ (I t he 
· ropQS~d master ~an de&•elopmeuut in tfu.e Lslll;llillWtllle 1/illl.age pr•er£mr t ~11 1llne City Qf i!U<llhlll.lOOn.ti. 

ltstabll$1ted ill l973, .S.U.C.C.£.S.$. lh;;~so!WOI •;ed into a multreu[tw;a[, mllllll!l-se . ce <~sem~v l;l$$1ls.tinlga d1t,l!!iJ:se 
<: lf<e;nte~1e :at a stages oft r O!ibiidlan l;!lliperlelt<!le. Today, It Is iQillle cif e D~gest non~pr>Dfit slll!:lal ser~li!ie 

agendes U11 · e pnwL!tce £Jf Brltil$1lO;llwnb!a. Cl1,1m ell tlY, S.UJ!:'.C.IE.S.S. sill>D rmOde~ :seNflllles to Clll~r !Sot:iO 
otllS!11111!l,l!l l'll ts. lilo•lt h m ill o:ilay rof th~m arl! ~;~f'li(JI'd!liib~ ho1,1 s~ faa- Dow an!llmao!jler~te 8ntiolnl;!' lulllill•i ldlwillls a:rnl;l 

fa MillE$. 

In eff"mu o. ,M£1stt t he 0111( of ltlm mc;md Hill ills !Otil~ed gq.al t·l;) imprC~~~e· lhiallJIShng ,!J!tfordalhiiiLt~~. S,U'.CLI!'.$.S. i s 
loQkJ1ng mrw.aTd t!l;l 'llliJ;Iri: tintg ~i'l RCG!GrqljiP' 4;1n ~hls ex·~t lng pr•o]e~t. $.l,I.C;.C.E'..S.S- de~ta· rls ~ilt;lt lllne 
prQpf)<Sal for ~ffQ>'fcrl<! l\Jne Ql:l$il'lg l;l~t llimedl lll ROll':$ l!lif.OJ!IQS~I Is i l'lmlO'•'i!iU'Iore in olll ii;OUp.'\e ®f W'ai':S- ln~ll:t!a of 
pi"CC'Wt;l a ~•' un\1!; Ell eaph 11if •the t t;!lll IIMI~•I~I,JaO PUlO.Pe>rlile~ t hat 11~ul\d be ~·eloii!oe.d snQ~ i!I'•'EJ lll ll;p:n(l 
period rof lilllf!" r{{!l'i w alll'ld de! l~·i~T tliJ!!, all!Q[d3 le hous~~ ltefcr.e maJrlreth ou:sllng is de'li'eloped 100 the 10ther 
prQpertes. Th'l$ ~ remari:i!b~ kl'l tem1s c;~f del l•; erin(l t he t c)u l an'lll)lwrt ~;~f :aftio n!ilib~ lbpiJslng f\l;Jr ~ I I te1111 
propertt~ lnlil.d~IIDCf! (If t he private lllevelc;oj!lr:melllt$. We be'lle\le ithks Us a \rerr; e:<l~l't i ll111: IDIP\PoiltlJinl'ty fo· t he City' 

o~;~Bll cilman~ to .a.ddres~ Ills po l l!tlles tQ~nc;'(IW~?gt! ~;~ fiforl!mbl~ hQ4Jsbngl 

e Qth-er lnno'<'lltfll'l! Idea tllat Je.su Ut.~ lfrQim thL$ prQp(lSal t he (>Dnsprl~ii!lllon of ll.CG's !llllfordla'ble hoosltt,g 
obtlgatlons•l.lnder e Cil !:;rOellitre J'Irea Plla~ IOCIIP~ lnroo11.e d~elklprnent pm,Uect. ~ljllii ! Eetill l~. \la e.s ifirc;nol 
lll<:hmontfls MfQrrJia le Hlamim.g p¢llflll les ~'lltth Je~p·ect tQ reg111 fiB afff()n!lllbloe hcu:s1ng dls~Se¢1 r.pugibpi,Jt 
private de\! QIP'ffients., £onsolldal'l does malte manl'l&ement dl mal te, anc:eoftile mkler o~;~f aff.r;tr abf>e 
hqwtl.!nl!l, . ntts mudtl 1110 re tfl<!it: eifectl11e f~ IJ5 IN;! oolllSi t;ler. An oaganlzatbJn like S. l,IJC..C.E.S.$. wn,~il> m<~m(l.E!s 

hJ,Jil!!lred$ l)lfafforoillilb!e oou$l !l u:111 its IJ•refe;rs, if p®Sible, to rmlii ll;il[~~nd ~~;~peratte affor(fa' le: hoo.stimg'UU~1ts i 
la rg~r nurnii:I<ST~ l ha11 woul\d otll;e:rwlse hili\N! been prO'IIIded ~n huill••ldual proJects $r;t as t.p lil le.,.e tbat~~:c.s'l: 

~ffec:tl'l•· ene$5-

F:t· ( -:t1: r :;zn1: c b :-:! ':. . .:1:!<, ~ I L'.l!'..( ·. ~~ i : : w·,ot ~'.',!: U !: L.:! !:i!:J:i :.o:J 

f. tn ;-q : I ... J' t:rur; l,!: :·.v ,'; ;:,.JO! 

o __________________ __ 
0 H:·~: / DII i' ~ 
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(It) 
S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

llfanorV'\1 P\llron 
1?-.»!-~r,; rl :.n,;·(f'!t! ~J I.Ji~h Gtn h ut OfJC 

llr:oJ t!rarrt<ia,..,.r,,Q, uf Of.f~ Cmrnb'is. 
P;tlmm oorlrl r;t.do:m, !!'.5:. or.:· l\'l~if\:! ~ - r.l . ~d. . L':.?.Iho;lol 

s.u.c.c . .t.s.s,•sg(Jii!I IH•o· p~QV3deo lilfforcsb e olf.slng ln ~h:lli c;Q I'IS(l l li!!~te pr ect. A$ . ell,. ~hli> pr; ett n~eds- illo· 

1:1~ fl 111<1 ~ ~ 1 ~•"" 1 '13 11! e (at 1;111 affprcfa le h01151fli le~·e'l} an~ sust~l 11.a le ·. ~~tth ~he .8:2$1Stallll~e from ROO Gro:up · dl 
othea.$. 'Wile p lfo(J!~li;le~e'fopment:Bmidl v3\1' : ity :a d p.:utt[Cip13tlon :w l~ ~·r: Sl!r'lll]elllt~f.l Blll!i!i rdl ~;~pl!lfrowL 

. Ve loQkfon'll'!3111;1 w~··o • ng wll!tl lilt<$ SL~d tmeCL'ty of ll;~lm'll!rln (J _ ~.;. pr<OJ!l:OS oi!l tiD dellv.•er mQ!re >atfor.Oi!3 e 
ho.usKng · litlchm!)Thd. 

'iluei!il!lle (fiw(Jc, 111~ .• CH! 
Oli le~ ~:elr!ufu'e Offlii!Er 

;:c f Ot"i.!) f ~ crJ J:,:;· I:( i!titlfr'.i _. pl zitiC .\' ~ t .,_, ,.'.' Ao:.! J ::c~:; .':(.!lJ 

~ •'1't l t f: I"~ I'?!:U.:t l"~'i ';J: ! .·;.~ 

o _ __________ _ 
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S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

..lun~ 29, 2016 

Mr. Gordon Vl/alker 

- 3 -

: i 1 I 't1• •' I 

Senior Vin:l President, ~Eiiil Estate & Developmat\t 
RCG GWU~J 
5631 Ced<Jrbridge Way 
Richmond, British Columbia 
CANADA 

Dear Gordon, 

H;:-~ -, : ·,• · i C- ;•1·-:n 

II ·;~ ' I : I ' I I f I ' • ' .. ! I • I l 'I : I I . I I ~I 

111-tl 1 11 •II. ' 1 I ".f ' , !l 1,1 (I I 1 

II·. ! • ,.·, ·, r, I , · 1, 

1 wish to ur)da~e ~·ou on the progress. that w~ IHN~ made at our ·f!nd ~o acUvli!IY pt,n::;ue the 
afford (llb i~ h(JIJ.l'iulg pmji'!C~ 8t 7t;;OO Alclei·brid~e \flla~t, mc1Hncmd. We. have retained CPA. 
Oe11elopment Consuitants to provide S.U.C.C.E.S.S. develop'111ent management services in this 
project which lnd udes budseting, financing, planning am! design input They hav(l <>ssisted ;,; 
d·evelopinB a propos<JI seeking a $6 mi~ li ·(Jh gri'Hl't fr¢m BC: Housing under Hi e f>tovi!bdal 

Investment irl Affordabte- Housing !Progr<~m, Md have made p!'es,entatim1:> to the Cormnunlty 
Real Estate Committee of th~ Board wmprlsing tile Board Chair .as w~ll as thl'l Chair of Uw 
fin~!lce Comm1Ue~ ;Hni:mg o~h~r i)oard m~mi;Jel'$- \Nit.h th~ approval of the Cornmunlt.y R~al 
~stale Commltt(!~ and ::i'llbsequ.entt~· th(i! Exacutlva Commltt~!:! of th(! Board, th ~ funding 
applle.atiotb w<~:s .submitted to BC Housing on June 15, 2016. Thus WQ havC!! further 
demonstrated our commitment to this much needed hmtsing project which benefits lor.v and 
moderate income seniors, families and individuals in Richmond i!nd whidt is dosel'' in 
<Jiignment with the City of RidJrnond'~ Affordab~~ Holising Str3hlg~'· V1le will c;on\inli·e to u:~e 
olir b-est effol'ts tel sewl'e the Ht~a•1dng o11d suppor-t from ac Housirtg that will help bring thLs 
pro jed close.r t.o becomiog a mall t ip'. 

With best wishes,, 

Voi~Iy, 

~ 
Jps~ h liliU ,/ 1 

Director of 1\d mitli:>t-r?.otlon &. lluild ing De~·elopme n t 

l l . _ _ _ _ _ 
1 ,I • , I I ' ~ ! u ,. •,,, 

IKG GROUP ill ESPONSE lfO CI"IY ilil IJU l 'f 20161 
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~·= 
tt~~n •~rv P~tra11 

·rhe 1-',o ll(l ~b t; lucl1h Guichor, OBC 
Lleu t~ran t !icuernor of 6 tl~h ( d Jmtla 

P•lron! OO!tlie l T.T. ( h31\ B.Sc. i!fl~ M<!:.Jgl< lp,. 1\l.E~ •. ll.O. 41to n.) 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. Head Office: 28 West Pender St, 1/ancQU'/EI, 9.(, V5ll 1!K6 Tel: €0~ .6B4 . 1621:! Fax: 604.408.7:<36 

l'lardJ 31, .2017 

aty of Rid ondl 
OOU.. No. 3 Roa.d 
Ridhmond, BC 

Atm.: Diana Ni'kolic 

IRe: Atfditional Affordable :Housing Units at 7600 Alde11bridge Way 

It is our unde1'9to rndir~g t hat the desige~ of 7&00 Ah!etbriolge W ay has !been rn;m:ged to in d u.de addit ional 

afforda~le a d malfket units. We u r~derstaml the design is a.c:commodating a dditiona'l units in two ways : by 
rredud 1 g the s.i:re oft'he .amenity space ifrom 5,305 square feet to 3:,10()0 square feet, a d by reduoing the 
!Size of the tw~bedroom units born 861 square feet to 760 square feet. 

A 3,000 sq mn e foot amenity space is still ,a cons~der,abty la'l;ge space fur a !building that is o n'ly intended as 
rrental h oUising, .and the~onfigtJrationof t he spa;oe-as .an G,pen.sp;ace (lOrtsoUdai!:ed on one flo,Dr- will enab1e 
lUIS to progr.a the space effed!i\"Cllv. 

As tor til~e unit sizes, .a 760 5JQUare foo:t tw~edroom 11!1 iii: is stiil ,an a dequate size a nd v;e rdo not envJsJon 
a ny diffiirulties in re11ting a unit of that size# esjp'ecial~l' as a ,affo~da.ble homing unit . 

Sinc.er;ely# 

'r, 
l \ ' c1 I . C-\ _/ c'l....-n 

Queenie dlloo 

Chief Executive Officer 

:=nr ;J ~t, e r .;~n~ l~e l:l:-ittt.J r,';O, rl~ t1 5 e vl5rt ·w .. •Jw. ~ · rrpo;;_hr.-~ .; 

Email: ·l l ~ i~ !tJ U.:: G~£.tl: , (,~ 

o ________ __ _ 

~ 
~ 

U:!P.' .. .-=t ::iii 
~\(l l 37l,; 
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Honorarv Patron 
The Honourable Judith Guichon, OBC 

l.le·utenimt Governor of tlrit ish Columbl' 

Patron: Daniel T.T. Chan, B.Sc. ~11d Mam~ie ip, M.Ed., LL.D. (hon.: 

S.U.C.C.E.S .S. He<~ rl Office: 28 \Nes t Pender St , Vancouver, B.C. \/68 1 R5 Tel: 60~.581t. 1628 Fax: 604.1;08.723E 

November 24, 20i 7 

City of Richmond 
6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC 

Re: Chang~s to 7600 Alderbridge Way 

In previous correspondence, when the lease for 7600 Alderbridge Way was contemplated between 
S.U.C.C.E .S.S. and RCG Group, S.U.C.C.E.S.S. indicated a preference for a 99-year lease. Under the new 
proposed arrangement, whereby title to the lands would be transferred from RCG to the City of Richmond 
and the long-term lease would be between S.U.C.C.E.S.S. and the City of Richmond, S.U.C.C.E.S.S. will 
consider a 60-year lease provided it meets the terms required for BC Housing financing. 

Further, we understand there is an ongoing conversation regarding the unit mix within the project, shifting 
from mostly studio and ! -bedroom units to the City's preferred mix of 10% studios, 30% !-bedroom units, 
30% 2-bedroom units and 30% 3-bedroom units. While S.U.C.C.E.S.S. prefers the previous unit mix with an 
emphasis on studio and !-bedroom units, we would remain supportive of the project with the City's 
preferred unit mix of 10-30-30-30 subject to financial sustainability of the project. 

Sincerely, 

Queenie Choo 
Chief Executive Officer 

=or other service locations, please vi.sit: www. success.bc.cu 

;m~il : info(Ol~u c:c·~~~.U c ,(i.'\ 

Jiease replv t o: 

J 
] Head Offi ce 
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~INCE 197G 
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S.U.C.C.E.S.S. 

rebn~arv 21, 2018 

City of Ridlmond 

69:11 N Oi. 3 Road 

Richmond, 8C 

(Atm: Joyce Rautenberg} 

Re: Response ta l(lity Staff Questions 

- 6 -

11Dnar;Jry l'.~tran 
The- ~ ·.o nt".Ji~~ I L! IL'dif·•Guithult\ C8C 

Lb i ti! l\!:nt G~~t2tM( tl B . ~ It Ct:. Jmbia 

'Pitrcln; (l~n l e l T.T. rnan, B. ':it:. an~ M.aj)gle lp, l\l'.r:'·d .. ll.J}, ~bYt :l 

Regam ung Staff's q.uesttiolil om w het ltler an•( ,of ithe ~ant mD\ney ·Will be userl to purdiase t lile l'ease from G'oo(h~'!ID 

Ent.ertfHises, tlile answer-is no - mo ~rant ·f unds lo'•ill be usedl tto purch.aise the lease·. it has aOso b•ee:n o ur IUIIITJcferst <rndung 
·that l e;ase val'llle , if ;an;r, ~vilfi l o n1•,r be nominal. 

flqrth& to our letter t o ~he City dlatedl 'IWE!.m i!Der- 2.4, 2017 r~arding t he c;hangeos to RCG's [proposa~ a 10o,py of li'ollilidl 
is attached far your ease ef r eful'ieflc:e,. i t is our umferstamilung t bat as part of IRCG's am erufed pr-o,posan. t it fie ·t o t h:e 

lalilds l ocated at 700{) llol>liler'b:tidlge 'Way vi[ll be t r.ans1ierrredl to· t he Cit'( of Richmond!, thus the Gea:re 'l'lill be be-tw eem 

S.U.C.CJE"S.S. and the Cny <Df Riol:hmoml. 

BC Housing lllas appro"""d lllp· 'to $fJM of Gr,alllt funds for S.UJC.C:.E.S.S. 0 111r origilllla l p ro,posal lhadl the ~rail~ funds 

wpportillg the project deUi'ore cy, biUt throucJ'l ·wariillus dialc gue.s am3 d isoLJSSion ·\Vlth City Staff, it \ \!'aS :made d ear :that 
·t he ,grarnt f undis ICOII:tl dl not w ppert the delir.•ery of tfle project by RCG. 

thllls f he intemt oon of itlite g ralilt fllll1lds are ·t o c:~eate a dlil iflona l non-m.arket units, t aking ma lic:et rents and recfudi~ 
·them t o mon-mar'.k·et rents, o r tto ifllllitl:ier tredlure ithe w.ellilll:s. oftlile mm-m arloet units that are a oond itio1111 o f the lrf!~llnin_g. 

Tilre gramt fim ds are to sup(!l!Oiit S. .C.CE..S.S.. on thiis errcfea or. whim ·n :addition ito purpose stal ed abo•,re, mav al so 

b e used to :suppolit pr,oject w .:slis dlir•ed!ly attr in:trutt edl to S. .C.C.E..S.S., 'li'olilirn coulld 1inc:lude llariJ'.I'Yier fees, m mlllll1lant f ees, 

etc. Tille g r.ant is n ot in tended ito :su~p01rt ROG. 

Queenie Chao 
Chief Executive Officer 

Cc:: Naom i i'lrurnemeyer, Director, Regional Dwelopmer.tt, BC: Housing 
Joseph lau, [}ireotcr of Adlmimistratoon ,& Building Oa•e1opment 
Casey Cleli'kson, Princiipal. CP'A Oe.\1\E!Iopment Consuttarnts 
Graham Plant, Oevelapmet:~t 1'1. aniilger, CPA Devefc pment Consultants 

o _____ ____ _ 
0 l·h; ' ~ 01 1 iL ·~ 
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(.C Hanorvy Patron 
The llonou~e JaMt Austin, OBC 

U~·ut~nant GoVQrnor of Oritlsn Columbia 
P.1tra11: Daniel T.T. Chan, B.Sc, .md Maggie I;>, M.Ed, Ll.O.. (hoo..) 

S.U.C.C.E.S.S. . Head Offi<e: 28 West Pender St, Vancouver, B.C. V6B 1R6 Tel: 604.684.1628 Fax: 604AOB.7236 

May22, 2018 

Oity of Ridh mond 
6911 No. 3 Road 
Richmond, BC 

Attn.:. Mayor Brodie and Courncil 

Re: Afforda ble lliousing Units at 7600 A'lderbridge Way 

\lVe understa d that on June 51~. the Cit y of Ridhm ond Planning Committee will be receiving .a staff report .related to 
. t he rrezoning application from IRCG Gmup ·hat indudes t he tup-front and immediate delivery of an .affordable and 
m arket rental hous.ing project at 7600 Alderbridge IJI.Iay. S.I!J.C.C£S.S. i.s excited t o be partne rifl\g with RCG Group •on 
this proposed 210-u.nit hous•ing [projecit:, \Vhidh includes: 

• 24 subsidized housing units 

• 98 low-e.nd market rrental (LEMIR) units 
• 88 ma rket renta'l tu.nits 

f mtherto the proposal f rom RCG Group, S.U.C.C.E.S.'S. has rreceived provisional allocation of a $5 mHiion capita l grant 
from IBC Housing, approved spedtically for S.U.C.C.E.S.S. for the projed at 76n0 Alderbrldge Way. Should this IPI'Oject 
not proceed, we would lose the benefit of this slg ifican'l: grant allGcation. This BC Housing granUo S.UcC.C.E.S.S. does 

ot m odify or ~educe the 1prnmised cont ri!mtion from RCG •Group. Rat'her. t he gral)t is additional funding that is 100% 
available to S.U.C.C.E.S.S. to deepen he overall affordability of the project once operat ional. ~he details of how th e 

grant funds are to be utliliz.ed are subject t o a,ppro•Jal by BC Housing, but would he used to -enhance afford ability - for 
.e xample, by converting markei!: re tal units to l EMIR tun its or by furtlh er lmllering rents on LEMR or su'bsidized units. 

S..U.C!C.E.S.S. -operates hundreds of multi-ethnic !housing units a cross t!he l ower Mainla nd, including Austin Haf'ris, 
Remy a nd St(}reys 1in Richmond. We are exdted by the opporrhmity to •complement this portfdlio in Richmond and 
provide- .at a critical t ime - mor-e affordable rental ousing to the many local residents who desperately need it. 

S i ncen~lv. 

c~ c_./1--1·~ 
Queenie Chao 
Chief Executiv:e •Officer, S.U.C!C.E.S.S. 

F(:r Olil 'i! r ~i f~ r·J ir t• l n ~ ."1 ~ i: ~ l i! i , ~ :kN:. r ~ '\J i~ lh \Vt'.'VrSu :)' l"; •.:, l > l'. r; o~ 

Em:.:. I: ir': l:; ·:E\i~ u r.:c;5~Jx ... .: :!. 

D ----------------~~--
0 I k .11 i t:fficl ' 
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Attachment 10 
Table: City Centre Population Cumulative Impacts 

CCAP Population Increase 
Applied assumptions: 

- 50% increase in CCAP supported density applied to undeveloped parcels 

- 93 m
2 

average unit size 
- 2.1 people/unit 

Proposed 1.2 to Proposed 2.0 to Proposed %of 

Affected CCAP 1.8 FAR and 3.0 FAR and 3 FAR to Total 
Unanticipated 

CCAP Village resulting resulting 4.5 FAR Population 
CCAP 

Villages Population additional additional Additional Increase 
Population 

people people people Increase 

Capstan 12,000- 1,250 4,221 n/a 5,471 43-49% 
14,000 

Lansdowne 26,000- 2,253 
6,003 6,264 14,520 47-56-% 

31,000 

Brig house 26,000- 2,785 
3,134 8,087 14,006 50-58% 

30,000 

Oval 5 12,000- 1,184 1,982 2,933 6,099 4~-50% . 14,000 

Totals 76,000- 7,472 15,340 17,284 40,096 47-55% 
89,000 

Total Unanticipated Impact on 2009 approved 
. 

Average 51% 
CCAP Approximately 40,000 unantiCipated people increase 

.... ~ .,..o;-,~-. 

* The properties with the following conditions are excluded from the calculation: 
~ ~''!J .. 

BP issued between September 14, 2009 and February 14, 2018 .. '- • ' • . . 
DP application that is expected to be issued soon ' • . ' . . ... 

• Generally low redevelopment potential 
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Attachment 11 
Summary of Economic Analysis Undertaken by Richard Wozny, Site Economics Ltd. 

Evaluation purpose: Quantitative analysis to assess the value of a proposal to increase building 
floor area by 50% over 10 lots to a) the developer, and b) the City ofRichmond. 

Finding: The developer's proposal is associated with modest benefit to the City limited to the 
value of the surplus AH (62,261 ft2 x $538/m2 [50/ft2]) and the discounted value of7600 
Alderbridge Way at the termination of the proposed 60 year lease. 

Value of Additional Density to the Developer 
An industry standard pro forma was drafted to quantify the market value to the developer of the 
proposed additional floor area (approximately 616,530 ft2

). Applying the following rates, the 
benefit to the developer of the additional floor area associated with the proposal to increase 
density is approximately $73.5 million*: 

• Market housing: $1,453/m2 ($135/:ft2
) (As of October 2017, market values were rising up 

to $150/ ft2
) 

• Market rental housing: $538/m2 ($50/:ft2); and 
• Congregate housing* (assumed to apply): $645/m2 ($60/ft2). 

*Subsequent to undertaking the evaluation, the applicant confirmed that congregate housing 
would not be secured by zoning and the developer required the option to construct market 
residential development. Therefore the valuation is amended to approximately $77.8 million. 

Pre-zoning 
As market rates increase over time, the price increases benefit the landowner. Pre-zoning creates 
an opportunity for the developer to refinance the properties at higher rates that reflect the 
increased permitted density. As a result, the developer may retain the existing on-site uses and 
opt to wait to redevelop the properties for a longer period of time than would otherwise be the 
case. In addition, as land values increase, the City may be in a position to require more 
amenities and/or contributions through the rezoning process. However, by pre-zoning, this 
oppmiunity is lost to the City while the developer reduces his exposure to future as yet 
undetermined amenities/ contributions. 

Affordable Housing (AH) Proposal 
The value to the City of the up front provision of AH cannot be expressed in terms of financial 
value for the City, rather the upfront provision of AH is a social good. 

Unencumbered properties 
The developer would benefit from the increased value of the unencumbered lots, which would 
subsequently have no ongoing AH requirement. Unencumbered propetiies would be worth at 
least 5% more overall than if they remained encumbered sites that are required to provide on-site 
AH units. This valuation is based on industry standards and the preference of buyers and 
developers for propetiies without encumbrances, for which they are willing to pay a premium. 
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Cost of construction 
Several major AH developers were consulted to confirm that the costs of constructing AH are the 
same as market housing and reflect the inclusion of durable materials and products in AH 
developments. The total hard and soft costs for a concrete building in Richmond, excluding land 
are approximately $400/ft2 or $4,300/m2

. 

Present Value of7600 Alderbridge to the City 
The present value to the City is negligible for the building and land at 7600 Alderbridge Way, 
which would be encumbered to provide AH and market rental housing for 60 years. A long term 
lease is comparable to a sale; therefore, the building and land value is provided up front to the 
leaseholder rather than to the land owner who is unable to use or otherwise benefit from the 
land/building. The present day total land value of 7 600 Alderbridge Way reflects the housing 
encumbrances that would be registered on the property (including Low End Market Rental, non
market, and market rental housing) and the lease. Note that this value is assigned to the 
leaseholder (S.U.C.C.E.S.S.) rather than to the City. 

The value to the City is realized only at the termination of the lease. The present day value to the 
City in this scenario where the City can use the land in 60 years is less than $2 million. This low 
value reflects a 2.5% annual decrease in value resulting from the City's inability to use the 
property for 60 years. The building has no notable associated value in 60 years and as the 
building ages, its maintenance becomes a liability that may or may not be addressed through the 
terms of the lease. 

T bl S a e: ummary o fD · r v 1 eprec1a 1ng a ue 

Form of tenure Value 

Market residential strata title value of 7600 $21 .2 million 
Alderbridge Way 

Use of 7600 Alderbridge Way is restricted to 63% less than a market residential strata title 
rental only property 

Rental only property with a 60 year lease Leaseholder (S.U.C.C.E.S.S.) receives economic 
benefit 

Value to property owner (i.e. value is realized 2.5% discount rate applied over 60 years to a 
after 60 years) property that is: 

-encumbered with legal agreements that restrict use 
to rental only; and 
-leased for 60 years 

574901 7 
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Attachment 12 
Devel9per's Proposed Lease Terms Constru~ted Using Storeys Lease Template 

Lease Key Points Storeys Development SUCCESS Comparison Developer Pro~ osed Terms for 

Basic Terms • 60 yet'lrs Lease Excerpts • 60 years Lot 3 

• Between the Cit>/ and Non- • Between the City and 
Profit C<:.nsortium {5 non-profit S.U.C.C.E.S.S. Affordable Housing 
organi'z.ations) Society 

• Nominal base rent (e.g. $1/year in • Nominal rose rent (e.g. $1/yeGr in 
rent) rent) 

Tenant's financiGI Obligmions • Property Taxes • Property Taxes 
• IJI:iliti-es • Utmties 
• Any other appliicable tGxesil'ees • Any other ap-plicable taxes/fees 

Repai,rs, Maintenan.ce and Alterations • Tenant is sof•ely resp:.nsible for: • Tenant is solely respons.ible for: 
conoditio::.n. operation, maintenance. condition. C•pemtion, mai:ntenance. 
repair and repliacement of tr.e repair and repf.a:ement of the 
project pro feet 

• Tenant S>::.lel~,. responsib•le for all • Tenant S•:Jiel'~' respc•ns.ib•le f·::.r all· 
repairs .. whether irnterior/e:derim. repairs, whether irc1eri<:m'e:o:.tenor. 
structuraF/non-struetJJral, ordi nm"','/ s.tructuraiV'rlon-stru<:turol, ol'dinarp' 
e:o:.traordinary· and foreseen/ e:o:.traol'dhnar; and f-oreseen/ 
un.fore.seen - ::~lso includes unforeseen- also lncliud-es 
renev•::~ls, a!termions. additions, renewals, alterations. addiltions, 
substituti>:•ns and impvovements substi:J:iJti·ons and lmpro•v•ements 

• Landh:J<rdl has rlglt,t to rep.alr if tenant • Landi•:J<rdl has right to repairr if tenant 
taiils teo perform ob!igati•on witr1i n1 14 fails t.:> pei!form obliigati•on w·ithin14 
daws' written notice at the e~.pense days' wrirter:, notice at the ex:pen.se 
of the tenant O·f the tenant 

• Major repcairs over $100.000 wfi!E be 
at the cc<St of the tenant an•:l s.ubject 
to landbord appro•ml 

End of LeaS>e • s.uil<:iingi'lmpr.ovements re·.•ert back • Builidi1ngillmprovements rev-ert b""'ck 
tc• t.re City upon end of lease tr:J< th-e C:it>JUp•:•n end of leaS>e 

Rep•:::.rtirJg Obtigatir.ms • Tenant will repc•rt to tr.e landlord • Tenant ·wm: repo-rt to th-e landl·on:l 
e••-erJ' 3 years with: every3 :;-ears with: 
- Tenant's financial statements - Tenant's. fir..anciat smt-ements 
- Current rents for each unit - C-urrent rents for each uniit 
- Hlousehol•:l in:>c•me of each - Househc•ld income of each 

occupant as <::.t the date they occupant as of the date they 
moved into the prc•je<:t mO'led into the project 

- Engineering report as to phys~cal - E ngilneeling report as to ph:,·si;:oal 
condition of pmject condition of p.rofect 

• Tenant ·wlll ann.ool~l repc·rt: • Tenant wm annually report:· 
- strata budg.e:t and financtal - Strata bud>;~Jet and financi.al 

s.tmements statements 
- All repairs. m.aintenance and • All repai1rs. maintenance an•d 

replacements made or pLanned. replacements made or pl:anned, 
tc.gether 'l,l,•ith costs and results t•:>-;,Jether with costs ar,d re~mlts 

Mortg::~gi:ng ar;d Rights of lender • Landlord! has approved the form of • Landlord will; ::~pprmre ti'le form of 
(Part 15} the interim c•onstruction m<:.t1>;~a.ge the interim cronstruction m<:.rtgage 

and assi·gnment of rents in favo•Jr of and assi>;~nment of rents in fa~\:.ur of 
ti'le Commission (e.g. BC Hc•using) til<:- C·ommissicrn (e.g. BC Hous>in>;J) 
provided tine mortga.Je doesn't • Tenant cannot mortgage, charge, 
e:tt·Ceed $.35.0r:J0,000 encumber or pledge its teaseholdl 

• Tenant cann·ot mortg::~ge, chat'>;J-e, inter-est witlnout lan•:llord consent 
encumber •:::.r pledge its leasehold • Every mort.ga•;Je under the lease is a 
interest with.out landlcordl cor,sent mc•rtgage of the !eas-ehtol>d i:nterest 

• E•.•ery- mortga>;~e under the lease is a of the tenant and not tr,e Landlordl's 
mortgage ot the leaser,old interest fee simpf:e inte~e.st 
of the tenant and nc't the Landlonj''s 
iee simple interest 
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Attachment 13 

Developer's Evaluation: Community Amenities and Contributions 

700- i 265 \;\fest Pen:jet s1.reet 
\/arrcouver 6C \/6E, 4Bi CanacJa 
t~~::l GO-i !3.133 8797 fa:< !30-i 683 0492 

Memorandum 

To/Attention Wayne Craig 

From Andrew Browne 

Date 

Project 
No 

Subject Attachment C - Community Benefit 

Proportion of benefit 

Lift in land value 

Community benefit 

Value of community benefit as% of landowner benefit 

Value of additional density 

Total floor area after rezoning 

(less) Floor area permitted by current CCAP 

Additional floor area after rezoning 

(less) Site 3 additional floor area 

Additional floor area available to RCG 

Land value assumption psf buildable 

Value of additional density 

Rezoned floor area for Sites 1-2 and 4-10 

Affordable housing requirement 

AHVT rate 

= 

= 

X 

= 

X 

X 

November 24,2017 

30301 

$84,887,420 

$71,002,748 

84% 

1,846,184 

{1!229!652) 

616,532 

{62!854) 

553,678 

$135 

$74,746,530 

1,689,190 

0.05 

$278 
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Market value discount for AH-unencumbered site X 0.75 

Premium for AH-unencumbered sites = $17,609,806 

Gross value of additional density = $92,356,336 

(less) Cost of lane acquisition {3,368,916) 

(less) Cost of Minoru Blvd realignment {1,600,000) 

(less) Cost of SA #1 {215001000} 

Net value of additional density = $84,887,420 

Value of community benefits 

1. Site 3 - Land value for freehold transfer to City $21,194,190 

2. Site 3- Landowner equity required for debt 
retirement $32,500,000 

MR +additional AH floor area on Site 3 (sf) 62,261 

AHVT rate psf X $278 

3. Site 3- Value of additional AH/MR floor area $17,308,558 

Total value of community benefits = $71,002,748 

5749017 
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Attachment 14 
Developer's Proposed Community Amenities and Contributions Analysis 

Developer's community amenities Assessment of developer's community 
and contributions (as shown in amenity package by Richard Wozny, Site 
Attachment 13) Economics Ltd. 

Net value to the developer: Net value to the developer: Approximately 
$13.8 million $81.7 million 

Value of additional density to the Value of additional density to the developer: 
developer: (Residential floor area at $1 ,453/m2 ($135/ft2

) 

Lift in land value (Land Lift Value- + market rental at $538/m2 ($50/ft2) +(required 
Developer Identified AH - 'surplus') at $538/m2 ($50/ft2

) 

Summary Value to the Supplementary Amenities/Costs) : + premium for unencumbered lots 
Developer and to the $84.8 million -'cost to construct 'surplus' AH 
City -Value of community amenity - ~resent value to City of Lot 3 transfer 

~ackage: ~71 million Approximately $81.7 million 
$ 13.8 million 

City would recapture City would recapture less than $6.5 million of 
approximately 84% of the value of the value of the additional density to the 
the additional density to the developer 
developer 

Developer's assessment 
Assessment by Richard Wozny, Site 
Economics Ltd. 

Land Lift Value 

Additional floor area at $1 ,453/m2 Residential floor area at $1 ,453/m2 ($135/ft2) 

Value of proposed ($135/ft2
) + market rental at $538/m2 ($50/ft2

) 

additional floor area - proposed additional floor area on +reguired AH -'sur~lus' AH at ~538/m2 (~50/ft2) 
Lot 3 (62.854 fe) $77.8 million 
$7 4. 7 million 

Premium for $17.6 million (proposed value 5% premium: $11 million 
unencumbered sites transfer rate) 

Additional floor area at $1 ,453/m2 Residential floor area at $1 ,453/m2 ($135/fe) 
($135/ft2

) + market rental at $538/m2 ($50/ft2~ 
TOTAL value to - proposed additional floor area on +required AH - 'surplus' at $538/m ($50/ft2) 

developer Lot 3 (62,854 fe) + ~remium for unencumbered lots 
+ ~remium for unencumbered lots Approximately $88.8 million 
$ 92.3 million 

Applicant Identified Community Amenities 

$21.1 million Present value to the City: less than $2 million 
Value of Lot 3 is reduced by: . Housing Agreements = 63% less value 

Lot 3 transfer to City than a market residential property . 60 year lease . Value is realized after 60 years = 
application of a 2.5% discount rate to 
encumbered property 
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Developer's assessment Assessment by Richard Wozny, Site 
Economics Ltd. 

Unrecoverable costs $32.5 million AH Strategy requires developer to assume all 
associated with costs associated with the construction of AH . 
construction of AH 

Cost of providing $17 million 
'surplus' AH is recognized a benefit to the City: 
$4.6 million (cost to construct 'surplus' AH 

'surplus' AH and using $4,300/m2 [$4001ft2
]) 

market rental housing 
vs. applying a value 
transfer rate (i.e. cash 
contribution toward 
off-site provision of 
AH) 

TOTAL value of $71 million Less than $6.5 million 
community amenities 

Developer Identified Supplementary Amenities/Costs (subtracted from Value of Additional Density) 

Purchase of lane $3.3 million $0. Land purchased for development 

$1 .6 million $0. Off-site improvements are typically 
Upfront realignment of secured at rezoning adoption with the 
Minoru Boulevard developer assuming the full cost if there are no 

associated DCC cred its available. 

Costs associated with $2.5 million $0. Land preparation for the purpose of 
SA 16-739101 redevelopment. 

TOTAL value of $7.4 million $0 
supplementary 
amenities 

Previously Developer Identified Supplementary Amenities/Costs (omitted from current valuation 
[Attachment 13] 

Upfront introduction of No assigned value. $0. Off-site improvements are typically 
Lansdowne Linear secured at rezoning adoption with the 
Park along Lots 4, 5, & developer assuming the full cost if there are no 
9 associated DCC credits available. 

930m2 (10,000 fe) of $6,019,200 $0. Space does not meet the criteria of a 
indoor amenity to the desirable City asset 
City on Lot4 

5749017 
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City of 
. Richmond 

To: Mayor and Councillors 

From: Wayne Craig 
Director, Development 

Memorandum 
Planning and Development Division 

Date: June 8, 2018 

File: RZ 16-724589 

Re: Rezoning and Official Community Plan Amendment Application (RZ 16-724589) 
Applicant's Revised Financial Evaluation 

Subsequent to Planning Committee's consideration on Tuesday, June 5, 2018 ofiBI Group's 
proposal, on behalf of Goodwyn Enterprises, to rezone ten properties and to amend the Official 
Community Plan (OCP) to increase the maximum permitted residential density within the City 
Centre Area Plan (CCAP) by 50%, staff received a financial analysis, prepared by Corio lis 
Consulting Corp., on Wednesday, June 6, 2018 (Attachment 1). 

Staffs recommendation to deny the application is based on fundamental inconsistencies with City 
Bylaws, policies and objectives related to: 

• Maintaining the integrity of the CCAP; 
• Significant cumulative impacts associated with amending the CCAP; 
• The implications of pre-zoning properties; and 
• The inequality between the financial incentives for the applicant resulting from the 50% 

increase in density and the lack of amenities of an equivalent value to the City. 

The significant imbalance between the financial benefits to the developer and the lack of equivalent 
amenities to the City that would result if this application is supported is one of several concerns that 
are articulated in staffs June 1, 2018 report to Committee. 

The attached financial evaluation report establishes from the applicant's perspective: 
• The value of the additional density to the developer; and 
• The value of the proposed community amenities and contributions. 

Staff have reviewed the report and offer the following comments: 

Value of the Additional Density to the Developer 
The attached report estimates the value to the developer of the increase in land value resulting from 
the proposed additional residential floor area at approximately $87.2 million. Certain elements of 
the methodology used are inconsistent with advice provided by the City's third party consultant, 
Richard Wozny- Site Economics Ltd. 

1. Lane Acquisition for the Purpose of Redevelopment: Labeled a deductible cost ($3.3 million) in 
the report by Coriolis Consulting Corp. 

5867107 
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With respect to the value of the additional density to the developer, the report indicates that the 
cost of purchasing an existing City lane for the purpose of development is to be deducted from 
the value of the additional density to the developer. "The estimated lane acquisition cost of 
$3,365,550 is attributable to the proposed incremental floorspace, so we deduct this cost from 
our overall estimate of increased land value". 

The applicant's original evaluation of community amenities and contributions provided in 
Attachment 13 of the staff report identified the lane acquisition cost as a community benefit. 
The cost of acquiring the lane for the purpose of redevelopment is repositioned as a deductible 
cost in the Coriolis Consulting Corp. financial analysis. 

Notwithstanding whether acquisition of the lane is identified as a deductible cost or a 
community benefit, as stated in staff's June 1, 2018 report to Committee, the City has no history 
of recognizing the purchase of City land to facilitate development as a community amenity or a 
deductible cost. 

2. Additional density on Lot 4: Lot 4 is assumed to redevelop as seniors oriented congregate 
housing in the report by Coriolis Consulting Corp. 

The attached report assigns a reduced value ($601ft2
) to the additional building floor area 

associated with development at Lot 4, which the applicant has advised may possibly include 
seniors oriented congregate housing but has maintained an unwillingness to commit to zoning 
bylaw restrictions to secure development of seniors oriented congregate housing at Lot 4. 

As a result the seniors congregate care use would be unsecured and the owner would maintain 
the option to redevelop Lot 4 as a market residential development, which is associated with a 
higher land valuation of at least $135/ft2. 

Community Amenities and Contributions 
The attached report estimates the value of the proposed community amenities and contributions 
between $58.9 million and $68.5 million based on three primary elements: 

1. Value of the Land Proposed to be Transferred to the City (Lot 3): Valued at $13.5 million to 
$21.2 million in the report by Coriolis Consulting Corp. 

The land value assigned to Lot 3 in the Coriolis Consulting Corp. report does not account for: 
• The legal encumbrances that would run with the land in perpetuity and restrict on-site uses 

to rental use only including: 
• 98 Low End Market Rental (LEMR) units with tenancy and rental rate restrictions; 
• 24 Non-market rental units with tenancy and rental rate restrictions; and 
• 88 Market rental units. 

• The City being unable to use the building/land for the duration of the lease (60 years). A 
long term lease of this nature is comparable to a sale and the value of the building and land 
is provided up front to the leaseholder (S.U.C.C.E.S.S.) rather than to a land owner (the 
City). 

5867107 
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Richard Wozny- Site Economics Ltd., determined that the present value of Lot 3 to the City is 
less than $2 million based on encumbrances on the property that apply in perpetuity and the 60 
year lease, which reflects the City's inability to use the land/building for 60 years. Both City 
staff and the applicant agree that the land has a value; however, there is significant discrepancy 
in the amount. 

2. Construction of Affordable Housing (AH): Valued at $40.4 million to $42.3 million in the 
report by Coriolis Consulting Corp. 

The applicant estimates that the cost to construct the building on Lot 3 is approximately $72.7 
million and that only a portion of that cost will be recovered by selling a lease hold interest to 
S.U.C.C.E.S.S. to occupy the land and building for 60 years. These unrecoverable costs are 
included in the applicant's assessment of provided amenities and contributions. 

The City's inclusionary Affordable Housing (AH) Strategy secures the provision of 5% of the 
overall residential floor area as LEMR units. The provision of the 5% of residential floor area 
as AH is thus a standard rezoning consideration associated with all high density residential 
developments. The construction cost of providing the 5% AH is therefore not an additional 
community benefit. 

The Coriolis Consulting Corp. report indicates that the unrecoverable costs after the sale of the 
lease hold interest to S.U.C.C.E.S.S. are a community benefit. As the provision of 5% of the 
overall residential density as AH is a standard rezoning consideration, the only community 
benefit is the surplus 1% AH. Richard Wozny identified the construction value associated with 
the 1% surplus to be approximately $4.6 million. 

3. Community Amenity Space: Valued at $5 million in the report by Corio lis Consulting Corp. 

The Coriolis Consulting Corp. report indicates that the applicant proposes to "construct 
10,032 ft2 of community amenity space at Site 4 and make this space available to non-profit 
users at a nominal cost" and considers the construction of this space as a community benefit. 

The City secures City owned amenity space through identified density bonusing provisions in 
areas of the CCAP that support the greatest building density, which do not apply to the subject 
properties. The applicant originally proposed to provide approximately 930m2 (10,000 ft2

) of 
amenity space to the City at Lot 4. Staff carefully evaluated this proposal and determined that 
acquisition of 930m2 (1 0,000 ft2) of City owned amenity space in this location does not meet 
criteria of a desirable City asset. 

A space that is privately owned and that would be leased to a private user is not considered a 
community amenity space from the City's perspective. Therefore, no value is assigned to the 
930 m2 (1 0,000 ft2

) as it is private space that the applicant would choose to lease to a private 
user. 

The updated financial analysis (Attachment 1) that was provided to staff on June 6, 2018 includes 
minor adjustments to the Developer's Evaluation: Community Amenities and Contributions that is 
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attached to staffs June 1, 2018 report to Committee. However, two major inconsistencies remain. 
These include: 

• Assigning a land value for Lot 3 that is between $10 and $20 million more than the advice 
provided by Richard Wozny- Site Economics Ltd.; and 

• Including unrecoverable costs associated with constructing AH at Lot 3 as a community 
benefit. 

Should Council support the staff recommendation to deny this OCP amendment and rezoning 
application it would not preclude the applicant from making a future rezoning application that is in 
keeping with the OCP and other established City policies. 

If you have any questions or would like to discuss the information in this memo, please contact the 
undersigned. 

Att.1: Financial Evaluation of Proposed Amenity Contribution for Rezoning Application by RCG 
Group, Richmond BC 
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Summary 
RCG Group has submitted a rezoning application for ten properties in Richmond's City Centre to allow the 

development of a mix of strata residential, market rental, low end of market rental (LEMR), subsidized 

housing, and senior's housing. RCG intends to develop the properties on a phased basis over the long term . 

The first phase would include all of the proposed market rental , LEMR and subsidized units . 

If approved, the rezoning will increase the value of the applicant's properties. 

For rezonings that are hot contemplated in the City Centre Area Plan (CCAP), it is the City's practice to 

negotiate a portion of the increased land value created by the rezoning as an amenity contribution. However, 

Richmond does not have a written policy that identifies the approach to a negotiated amenity contribution or 

the share of the increase in value that should be allocated toward an amenity contribution . 

Therefore, RCG Group commissioned Coriolis Consulting Corp . to· estimate the potential increase in property 

value associated with the proposed rezoning, compare this with the value of the public benefits package 

being proposed by RCG, and comment on whether the proposed contribution is reasonable in financial terms . 

Estimated Increase in Land Value Due to Proposed Rezoning 

RCG proposes to rezone ten properties, of which nine will be retained by RCG. On the tenth site (Site 3), 

RCG will build a new affordable housing project, turn it over to a non-profit operator, and transfer ownership 

of the land to the City at no cost to the City. 

The first step in our evaluation is to estimate the incremental land value created by the additional proposed 

floorspace (beyond the 2.0 FAR permitted under the CCAP) for the nine properties being retained by RCG . 

This includes: 

• An increase of 480,343 square feet of strata residential space. 

• An increase of 120,082 square feet of seniors' rental residential space. 

• A reduction of 56,775 square feet of required LEMR space on the nine sites. 

Our estimate of the overall increase in land value for the nine properties that will be retained by RCG due to 

the proposed rezoning is about $87.2 million. 
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Estimated Value of Proposed Public Benefits 

RCG proposes to construct a new 210 unit affordable housing project at Site 3 and turn the building over to 

a non-profit operator (S .U.C.C.E.S.S.) for 60 years at a nominal rent of $1 .00 per year. At completion of 

construction, the ownership of the site would be transferred to the City of Richmond at no cost to the City. 

RCG would be responsible for all costs associated with creating the new affordable housing project. Upon 

completion a mortgage would be obtained by the non-profit operator, the proceeds of which would be paid to 

RCG to purchase the building. RCG would be responsible for the additional costs not covered by the 

mortgage. 

In addition, RCG proposes to construct 10,032 square feet of amenity space at Site 4 which would be made 

available for use by non-profit groups at a nominal rent. 

The overall estimated value of the proposed public benefits package is between $58.9 million and $68.5 

million depending on the land value allocated to Site 3, the final cost of the affordable housing project and 

the mortgage terms available to the non-profit housing provider upon completion of the building . 

Conclusions 

The proposed public benefits contribution is equal to between 68% and 79% of the estimated increase in land 

value due to the rezoning, as shown in the following exhibit. 

c ompanson o f I . L d V I 'th p ncrease m an auew1 ropose d P bl' B ft V I u IC ene 1 s a ue 

Estimated Increase in Land Value due to RezoninQ (before amenity contribution) $87.2 million 
Total Value of Affordable Housing and Amenity Contribution $58.9 to $68.5 million 
Share of Increased Value Allocated to Public Benefits 68% to 79% 

Richmond has no written policy or practice about the share of increased value that should be considered for 

a negotiated amenity contribution. Therefore, RCG asked us to comment on whether the share of increased 

value being proposed by RCG for the overall amenity contribution is reasonable. We considered the following : 

1. Although Richmond does not have a written policy, Richmond staff indicate that the City has aimed for a 

high share of increased value in the few instances that amenity contributions have been negotiated. 

2. Other Metro Vancouver municipalities also aim for a high share of any increased land value to be 

allocated toward amenity contributions. The approaches used by each municipality vary, but 

municipalities that negotiate the value of contributions at rezoning typically seek between about 50% and 

75% of increased land value created by increased residential density. 

It is notable that municipalities typically seek significantly less than 100% of the increased value from a 

rezoning. Otherwise, there would be no financial reason for an applicant to proceed with rezoning. Applicants 

would be better off buying another property for full market value given the time, costs and risks associated 

with rezoning. 

The RCG proposal allocates about 68% to 79% of the estimated increase in land value to the public benefits 

package. This brackets the upper limit typically targeted by other major Metro Vancouver municipalities that 

negotiate the value of amenity contributions from residential rezonings (75%) , so we think that the value of 

the public benefits package proposed by RCG is reasonable. 
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It is worth noting that the proposed public benefits package provides some benefits to the City and allocates 

risks to RCG that are not captured by our financial evaluation and should be taken into account by the City 

as part of the determination of an appropriate overall amenity contribution . Each suggests a lower amenity 

contribution could be considered : 

1. RCG proposes to take on all of the risk associated with creating the affordable housing on Site 3, so the 

actual total cost to RCG may be higher than currently estimated as the total cost will be impacted by 

changes in construction costs and borrowing costs over the next two to three years. There is currently 

upward pressure on construction costs and borrowing rates. Therefore, it is possible that RCG may need 

to inject additional equity beyond the $40.4 to $42.3 million estimate. Relatively small changes in 

construction and borrowing costs could materially increase the overall cost of the public benefits package 

to RCG. 

2. RCG proposes to provide all of the affordable housing upfront (rather than phasing it over time) which is 

a benefit to the community. 

3. Building the affordable housing upfront creates the risk to RCG that recovery of the affordable housing 

costs from development of the nine retained sites will be delayed if the nine sites are not redeveloped in 

the short term . 

4. If land values decline over the next decade or so, the benefit to RCG of the additional development rights 

could be less than estimated in this analysis. 

5. If RCG's development program at the nine sites that it retains changes over time to include less strata 

residential floorspace (and more commercial or rental space), then RCG will have provided more LEMR 

space than currently required by City policy. 
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1.0 Introduction 

1.1 Background 

RCG Group has submitted a rezoning application for ten properties in Richmond 's City Centre to allow the 

development of a mix of strata residential, market rental , low end of market rental (LEMR), subsidized 

housing, and senior's housing. If approved, RCG intends to develop the properties on a phased basis over 

the long term. The first phase would include all of the proposed market rental , LEMR and subsidized units 

(on Site 3) . 

Exhibit 1: Location of Subject Properties 
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Each of the properties is currently designated in Richmond 's City Centre Area Plan (CCAP) for high density 

development to a maximum density of 2.0 FAR. To achieve the full2 .0 FAR, City policy currently requires 5% 

of the strata residential floorspace 1 at each site to be LEMR units. 

The current rezoning application would result in an overall density at the ten properties in excess of the 2.0 

FAR designation (the application is about 3.0 FAR). If additional density beyond 2.0 FAR is approved, this 

will increase the value of the applicant's properties . 

For rezonings that are not contemplated in the CCAP, it is the City's practice to negotiate a portion of the 

increased land value created by the rezoning as an amenity contribution . However, Richmond does not have 

1 The City recently increased the required share of LEMR floors pace increased from 5% to 10%. However, 
because the RCG application was submitted in 2016, our understanding is that the City and RCG have agreed 
that it is subject to the 5% requirement. 
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a written policy that identifies the approach to a negotiated amenity contribution or the share of the increase 

in value that should be allocated toward an amenity contribution. 

The City of Richmond and RCG have been in discussions about the scale of the voluntary contribution that 

is appropriate for the proposed rezoning given the additional property value that could be created. These 

discussions have been ongoing for several months. RCG has proposed a specific amenity and public benefits 

package, but the City and RCG have not agreed on whether it is reasonable in financial terms. 

Therefore, as input to this process, RCG Group commissioned Coriolis Consulting Corp . to estimate the 

potential increase in property value associated with the proposed rezoning , compare this with the value of 

the public benefits package being proposed by RCG, and comment on whether the proposed contribution is 

reasonable . Our understanding is that the City and RCG Group will use the findings as input to the 

negotiations about the appropriate public benefits package. 

This report provides a summary of our evaluation. 

1.2 Professional Disclaimer 

This document may contain estimates and forecasts of future growth and urban development prospects, 

estimates of the financial performance of possible future urban development projects, opinions regarding the 

likelihood of approval of development projects, and recommendations regarding development strategy or 

municipal policy. All such estimates, forecasts, opinions, and recommendations are based in part on forecasts 

and assumptions regarding population change, economic growth, policy, market conditions, development 

costs and other variables. The assumptions, estimates, forecasts, opinions, and recommendations are based 

on interpreting past trends, gauging current conditions , and making judgments about the future. As with all 

judgments concerning future trends and events, however, there is uncertainty and risk that conditions change 

or unanticipated circumstances occur such that actual events turn out differently than as anticipated in this 

document, which is intended to be used as a reasonable indicator of potential outcomes rather than as a 

precise prediction of future events. 

Nothing contained in this report, express or implied, shall confer rights or remedies upon, or create any 

contractual relationship with, or cause of action in favor of, any third party relying upon this document. 

In no event shall Coriolis Consulting Corp. be liable to RCG Group, 181 Group, or any third party for any 

indirect, incidental , special, or consequential damages whatsoever, including lost revenues or profits. 
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2.0 Rezoning Proposal 
The rezoning proposal covers ten properties in the Lansdowne Village area of Richmond's City Centre. If 

approved, the application would allow a mix of strata residential , market rental, LEMR , subsidized housing, 

and senior's housing at the ten sites. The total proposed floorspace is about 1.85 million square feet, which 

is equivalent to about 3.0 FAR across all ten properties , although the proposed density varies by property. 

The applicant proposes to transfer ownership of one of the sites (Site 3) to the City of Richmond (at no cost 

to the City) and contribute to the cost of creating a 156,994 square foot affordable housing building at the site 

that would include a combination of subsidized housing, LEMR and market rental units. In total, this building 

would include 210 units . RCG proposes to construct the affordable housing building and turn the building 

over to a non-profit operator (S .U.C.C.E.S.S.) for 60 years at a nominal rent of $1 .00 per year. At completion 

of construction, the ownership of the site would be transferred to the City of Richmond at no cost to the City. 

RCG would be responsible for all costs associated with creating the new affordable housing project. Upon 

completion a mortgage would be obtained by the non-profit operator, the proceeds of which would be paid to 

RCG to purchase the building . RCG would be responsible for the additional costs not covered by the 

mortgage. 

The remaining nine sites would be retained by the applicant for development of about 1.7 million square feet 

of floorspace. For these nine properties being retained by RCG , Exhibit 2 shows the amount of floorspace 

(by type) that is proposed, the amount that would be permitted under the existing CCAP designation (2.0 

FAR) , and the incremental additional floorspace (by type) that would be perm itted if the rezoning appl ication 

is approved. 

E h·b·t 2 I X I I t I Fl ncremen a b T oorspace JY ype on N. s ·t R t . d b RCG 1ne 1 es e a1ne lY 
Existing 

Achievable Under 
Proposed CCAP Incremental 
Rezoning 2.0 FAR Change 

Strata Residential 1,559 ,074 1,078,731 480,343 

Commercial 0 0 0 

Low End of Market Rental (LEMR) 0 56,775 -56,775 

Seniors' Rental 120,082 0 120,082 

Community Amenity Space 10,032 0 10,032 

Total- Nine Retained Sites 1 ,689,188 1 '135,506 553 ,682 

As shown in the exhibit, the proposed rezoning would allow development of an additional 553,682 square 

feet of floorspace at the nine sites that RCG proposes to retain 2 , including: 

• An increase of 480,343 square feet of strata residential space. 

• An increase of 120,082 square feet of seniors' rental residential space. 

• An increase of 10,032 square feet of space of community amenity space. This space would be 

constructed by RCG and made available to non-profit users at a nominal rent. 

2 The tenth site (Site 3) would accommodate the planned affordable housing project. After construction of 

the affordable housing project, ownership of the site would be transferred to the City at no cost to the City. 
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• A reduction of 56 ,775 square feet of required LEMR space on the nine sites (this LEMR space would all 

be constructed by RCG on Site 3) . 

Site 3 is proposed to include 156,994 square feet of subsidized , LEMR and market rental floorspace. Of this, 

61,482 square feet is LEMR space that would have been required under City policy at 2.0 FAR (56 ,775 square 

feet that would have been required at the nine sites being retained by RCG and 4,707 sf that would have 

been requ ired at Site 3) . The remainder is additional subsidized , affordable or market rental housing. 
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3.0 Approach to Analysis 
RCG is proposing to construct affordable housing at Site 3, turn the building over to S.U .C.C.E.S.S. and 

transfer ownership of the lot to the City at no cost to the City. In return , RCG is proposing an increase in the 

amount of strata and seniors' housing on the other nine sites and a reduction in the amount of LEMR space 

required at the other nine sites. Therefore, our approach to this evaluation is to estimate the additional land 

value that would be created by the increased permitted floorspace at the nine sites being retained by RCG 

(including the impact of the reduction in LEMR space at the nine sites being retained) and compare this to 

the cost of creating the affordable housing at Site 3 plus the cost of other contributions proposed by RCG. 

To complete this evaluation: 

1. We estimated the additional land value created by the incremental proposed strata and seniors' rental 

floorspace on the nine sites to be retained by RCG, less costs associated with obtaining approval for this 

incremental floorspace. 

2. We estimated the land value benefit to RCG due to the reduction in LEMR floorspace at the nine sites 

being retained by RCG . 

3. We estimated the cost of the amenities and public benefits proposed to be provided by RCG . This 

includes: 

• The estimated land value of Site 3. This needs to be included in the cost of the public benefits 

package because our estimates of the increased floorspace (and increased land value) in step 1 do 

not account for the strata floorspace currently permitted at Site 3 that will not be built. If the strata 

floorspace currently permitted at Site 3 was deducted from our estimate in step 1, the estimated 

increased land value associated with the proposed rezoning would be significantly lower (but the land 

value for Site 3 would be excluded from the public benefits package so the public benefits value 

would also be lower) 3 . 

• The costs to RCG associated with creating the affordable housing at Site 3. 

• The cost of any other contributions proposed by RCG as part of the rezoning . 

4. We compared the increased land value associated with the incremental strata and seniors' and the 

reduced LEMR on the nine sites being retained by RCG with the overall cost of the public benefits 

proposed by RCG . 

3 An alternate approach to this evaluation would be to estimate the additional land value created by the 
incremental proposed strata and seniors' rental floorspace at all ten sites (including Site 3) and compare this 
to the net cost of the public benefits package. This would result in a lower estimate of the increased land 
value, but also a lower cost to RCG for the proposed public benefits package because the public benefits 
package cost would exclude the land value associated with Site 3. In this alternate approach, the existing 
Site 3 development rights would reduce the overall incremental proposed strata floorspace, so the land value 
for Site 3 would be accounted for by the lower increase in land value associated with the proposed 
incremental floorspace. This approach would result in the same estimate of the net contribution (increased 
land value less estimated contributions) by RCG . 
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4.0 Estimated Increase in Value Due to Rezoning 

The first step in our evaluation is to estimate the incremental land value created by the additional proposed 

floorspace beyond the 2.0 FAR permitted under the CCAP, taking into account the amount of increased 

floorspace and the type of increased floorspace. This estimate only includes the additional space at the nine 

properties being retained by RCG as Site 3 will not create any value for RCG. Therefore , we estimated the 

market land value of the proposed incremental : 

• 480,343 square feet of strata residential floorspace. 

• 120,082 square feet of senior's rental floorspace. 

We also estimated the benefit to RCG from the 56,775 square foot reduction in the LEMR floorspace on the 

nine properties being retained by RCG . The value of the completed LEMR units is lower than the cost to 

create these units. Therefore , the requirement to include LEMR space has a negative impact on development 

site value. In other words, the 5% LEMR requirement at 2.0 FAR (the CCAP designation) reduces the value 

of these nine RCG properties so allocating this required LEMR space to Site 3 is a benefit to the nine 

properties being retained by RCG . There are different methods to account for this benefit to RCG . Our 

evaluation treats it as an increase in land value to RCG. An alternative approach would be to deduct this 

value from the estimated cost of the amenity package. However, each approach produces the same net 

increase in land value to RCG. 

As part of this step, we excluded the incremental1 0,032 square feet of community amenity space. This space 

will not generate revenue to RCG (it will be rented at a nominal rate to non-profit users) , so it does not create 

land value for RCG. We treat this space a part of the amenity package being proposed by RCG (outlined in 

Section 5.0). 

4.1 Key Assumptions 

4.1.1 Site 3 

The ownership of Site 3 is assumed to be transferred to the City of Richmond at no cost to the City, so there 

is no benefit to RCG from any incremental floorspace approved for Site 3. The estimated increase in value 

associated with the rezoning proposal only applies to the nine sites being retained by RCG. 

4.1.2 Incremental Floorspace 

The incremental permitted floorspace (beyond the 2.0 FAR permitted under the current designation) on the 

nine sites to be retained by RCG is assumed to match the figures outlined in Section 2.0. 

4.1.3 Development Timing 

Development of the 1.7 million square feet of floorspace at the nine properties being retained by RCG will 

likely span a decade or more. However, our estimate of the increased land value due to the proposed 

rezoning does not include holding costs that could be incurred by RCG and potential future changes in market 
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values, construction costs, government levies or property taxes that will occur over the time period that RCG 

develops the sites. 

These items are excluded because RCG could elect to sell the rezoned properties to other parties for market 

value in the short term . However, if RCG retains the properties and develops the sites over time, our 

evaluation may overstate the value of the incremental development rights if there are significant holding costs 

or if land values decrease over time . 

4.1.4 Strata Residential Land Value and Impact of LEMR Floorspace 

Based on discussions with RCG, the City of Richmond and RCG have already agreed that the value of 

additional market strata development rights is about $135 per square foot buildable. 

We researched development site values in the City Centre and completed a land residual analysis (based on 

Q1 2018 strata unit prices and construction costs in Richmond) to determine the market value for residential 

development sites in the City Centre. 

Our research indicates that the $135 per square foot buildable estimate being used by the City and RCG is 

reflective of current land value in the City Centre. However, for our evaluation , we needed to divide th is figure 

into two components: 

• The land value associated with the strata residential component of a project. 

• The reduction in land value due to the requirement to include 5% LEMR floorspace in new strata projects 

in the City Centre. 

We have attached three land residual proformas (based on our estimates of Q1 2018 market values and 

construction costs) in Section 7.0 that illustrate the land value supported by: 

• A hypothetical apartment project in the City Centre that is 95% strata residential and 5% LEMR. This 

shows a supportable land value of about $130 to $140 per square foot buildable. This is almost identical 

to the $135 per square foot figure agreed between the City and RCG. 

• The 5% of floors pace at the hypothetical project requ ired to be LEMR units. This shows that each square 

foot of LEMR space reduces supportable land value by about $200 per square foot. 

• The strata residential component of the hypothetical project. This shows that that strata residential portion 

supports a land value of about $150 per square foot buildable. 

Based on our market research and analysis, our evaluation assumes that: 

• Additional strata development rights increase land value by about $150 per square foot buildable. 

• LEMR units reduce supportable land value by about $200 per square foot of LEMR floorspace (gross 

floorspace) . The LEMR space reduces market land values because the cost of creating the LEMR space 

exceeds the value of the space upon completion. Therefore, a reduction in LEMR floorspace increases 

land value by about $200 per square foot buildable. 

• A combination of 95% strata and 5% LEMR supports a land value of about $135 per square foot buildable 

(as already agreed between the City RCG). 
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4.1.5 Senior's Rental Land Value 

Our understanding is that the City of Richmond and RCG have agreed that the value of additional seniors' 

rental housing development rights is about $60 per square foot buildable. We are not aware of any recent 

sales of development sites in Richmond that provide an indication of the market land value for seniors' 

housing. However, based on analysis we have completed for senior's housing projects in Metro Vancouver, 

senior's rental housing supports a significantly lower land value than strata residential development. 

Therefore, we think that the $60 per square foot buildable estimate is a reasonable figure to use for this 

evaluation4. 

4.1.6 Costs Associated with Rezoning Approval 

There will be a variety of costs associated with rezoning the property, including: 

1. Costs associated with design, planning, management and rezoning approvals. 

2. Costs to realign Minoru Boulevard at Alderbridge. This is estimated by RCG at $1 .6 million. 

3. Costs to reconstruct existing services that run under Sites and 1 and 2. This is estimated by RCG at $2.5 

million. 

4. Costs to create a portion of the Lansdowne Greenway park. 

5. Costs to acquire an existing lane from the City of Richmond that is adjacent Sites 3, 4, 5 and 6. According 

to RCG , the lane acquisition cost is estimated at $3,365,550 ($135 per square foot buildable at 3.0 FAR) . 

Our understanding is that all (or most) of the costs associate with items 1, 2, 3, and 4 would likely be incurred 

if the site was rezoned under the existing CCAP designation, so these costs are not associated with the 

incremental floorspace being proposed beyond 2.0 FAR and do not need to be included in our evaluation. 

However, our understanding is that the lane acquisition (item 5) would not be required if the property was 

redeveloped under the existing CCAP designation. In addition, the lane acquisition creates the opportunity 

for a portion of the incremental floorspace that is the focus of the estimated increase in land value. Therefore, 

the lane acquisition is an incremental cost associated with obtaining the increased floorspace beyond 2.0 

FAR. 

The estimated lane acquisition cost of $3,365,550 cost is attributable to the proposed incremental floorspace, 

so we deduct this cost from our overall estimate of increased land value. 

4 As a comparison , our research and analysis indicate that market rental apartment development in the City 
Centre supports a land value of about $50 per square foot buildable, which is similar to this senior's housing 
land value estimate. 
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4.2 Overall Estimated Increase in Land Value Before Amenity 
Contribution 

Exhibit 3 summarizes our estimate of the overall increase in land value for the nine properties that will be 

retained by RCG due to the proposed rezoning plus the benefit of the reduced LEMR space at these nine 

properties. As shown in the exhibit, the total benefit to RCG is estimated at about $87.2 million. 

Exhibit 3· Estimated Increase in Value to RCG 

Total Additional 
Incremental Estimated Land Land Value for 

Change Value PSFB RCG 

Strata Residential 480,343 $150 +$72,051 ,450 

Seniors' Rental 120,082 $60 +$7,204,920 

Reduced LEMR at Nine Sites -56,775 -$200 +$11 ,355,000 

Subtotal 543,650 n/a =$90,611 ,370 

Less Lane Acquisition n/a n/a -$3,365,550 

Total Increase in Land Value n/a n/a =$87,245,820 
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5.0 Estimated Value of Proposed Public Benefits 

Package 

This section summarizes the overall estimate of the value of the public benefits package being offered by 

RCG . Items that we have included in the estimate of the overall amenity contribution include: 

1. The cost of creating the affordable housing project on Site 3. 

2. The cost of the community amenity space RCG plans to build at Site 4. 

5.1 Affordable Housing at Site 3 

5.1.1 Land Value 

RCG is proposing to transfer the ownership of Site 3 to the City (at no cost to the City) and construct affordable 

housing at the site. There are two different scenarios that could be considered to establish the land value for 

Site 3: 

• A lower land value scenario that is based on the site 's land value under the current CCAP designation of 

2.0 FAR. Under this scenario, we estimate the land value at about $13.5 million (49,998 square foot 

existing site x 2.0 FAR x $135 per square foot buildable) . This is the site's current value to RCG prior to 

rezoning . 

• A higher land value scenario based on the cost that the City or a non-profit developer would incur to 

purchase a site zoned for a 156,994 square foot residential project (the proposed size of the affordable 

housing project at Site 3) . In this scenario, the land value for Site 3 would be about $21 .2 million (156 ,994 

buildable square feet x $135 per square foot buildable). This is the cost that the City or a non-profit would 

incur to purchase a suitable residential site. 

Therefore, the value of Site 3 is in the range of $13.5 million to $21.2 million. 

5.1.2 Equity Contribution 

RCG proposes to fund the full cost of creating the 156,994 square foot project at Site 3. Based on information 

provided by RCG and Ventana Construction , the estimated all-in cost of the project is $72.7 million5. 

Upon completion of the project, S.U.C.C.E.S.S will obtain the maximum mortgage that is supportable from 

the net operating income generated by the rental units at the site and use the proceeds to purchase the 

building from RCG. 

5 The estimated ail-in cost for the project from Ventana Construction and RCG Group as of early 2018 is 
$65.9 million. Ventana recommended including an inflation allowance between 2018 and the projected project 
start in 2020. We included a construction inflation allowance of 5% per year to 2020, bringing the total 
anticipated cost to $72.7 million. Given the current level of construction cost inflation in the Metro Vancouver 
market, it is possible that the inflation allowance that we included is conservative (low) 
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Based on the projected rents for the project, the net operating income will likely support a mortgage of about 

$32.3 million6 . This is about $40.4 million less than the estimated construction costs. Therefore, RCG 

anticipates that it will need to inject about $40.4 million of equity to create the project. 

The amount of equity required is sensitive to the cost of constructing the project and to the interest rate on 

the mortgage upon project completion . 

There is currently upward pressure on borrowing rates. Therefore, it is possible that RCG may need to inject 

additional equity beyond the $40.4 million estimate. For example, if interest rates are 0.5 percentage points 

higher than assumed, the required equity would increase to $42.3 million . Therefore, our analysis assumes 

that the required equity is in the range of $40.4 to $42.3 million . 

5.1.3 Total Affordable Housing Contribution 

The overall value of the proposed affordable housing contribution is about $53.9 million to $63.5 million 

depending on the land value allocated to Site 3, total construction costs, and the terms of the mortgage that 

is obtainable upon completion of the building (in about 2022), as shown in Exhibit 4. 

E h'b't 4 E f t d V I X I I s 1ma e a ue o fP repose d Aff d bl H or a e ousmg c t 'b f on n u 1on a t s·t 3 le 

Lower Value Higher Value 
Scenario Scenario 

Site 3 Land Value $13.5 $21 .2 
Equity Contribution Toward Construction $40.4 $42.3 
Total $53.9 $63.5 

5.2 Amenity Space 

As part of the rezoning , RCG proposed to construct 10,032 square feet of community amenity space at Site 

4 and make this space available to non-profit users at a nominal cost. Our understanding is that this space 

would be made available for rent or lease at a rate that covers operating costs but does not help RCG recover 

the cost of creating the space . Therefore, the overall cost to RCG for this amenity is the estimated construction 

co sf. 

The estimated ail-in cost of creating this space is $500 per square foot (not including any land cost) so the 

cost of this amenity space is estimated at about $5.0 million (1 0,032 square feet x $500 per square foot). 

6 Based on a 35-year amortization period, 5.0% interest rate and 1.1 Debt Coverage Ratio. 

7 If the rent is set at a rate that is higher than the costs associated with operating the space, then there would 
be net income generated by the space that could off-set part of the construction costs. If this is the case, the 
net cost to RCG would be lower than assumed. 
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5.3 Total Public Benefits 

The overall estimated va lue of the proposed public benefits package is about $58.9 million to $68.5 million 

depending on the land value allocated to Site 3, total construction costs for the affordable housing, and the 

terms of the mortgage that is obtainable upon completion of the building , as shown in Exhibit 5. 

E h'b't 5 E f t d V I X I I s 1ma e a ue o fP repose d P bl' B ft P k u IC ene 1 s ac a e 

Lower Value Higher Value 
Scenario Scenario 

Site 3 Land Value $13.5 $21 .2 
Equity Contribution Toward Construction $40.4 $42.3 
Community Amenity Space $5.0 $5 .0 
Total $58.9 $68 .5 

PAGE 15 coriolis 
CONFIDENTIAL CONSULTING CORP. 

CNCL - 703



FINANCIAL EVALUATION OF PROPOSED AMEN ITY CONTRIBUTION FOR REZONING APPLI CATION BY RCG GROUP 

6.0 Conclusions 
The estimated overall increase in land value for the nine properties that will be retained by RCG due to the 

proposed rezoning plus the benefit of the reduced LEM R space at these nine properties is about $87 .2 million . 

The overall estimated value of the proposed public benefits package is about $58 .9 million to $68.5 million 

depending on the land value allocated to Site 3, the total affordable housing construction costs, and the terms 

of the mortgage that is obtainable upon completion of the affordable housing project. Therefore, the proposed 

contribution is equal to between 68% and 79% of the estimated increase in land value due to the rezoning as 

shown in Exhibit 6. 

E h'b't 6 C X I I ompanson o fl . L dV I 'th p ncrease 1n an auew1 repose d P bl ' B ft V I u IC ene 1 s a ue 

Estimated Increase in Land Value due to RezoninQ (before amenity contribution) $87.2 million 
Total Value of Affordable Housing and Amenity Contribution $58 .9 to $68 .5 million 
Share of Increased Value Allocated to Public Benefits 68% to 79% 

The City of Richmond rarely negotiates the value of amenity contributions as it relies on specific formulaic 

contributions from rezonings involving increased density, so the City has no written policy or practice about 

the share of increased value that should be considered for a negotiated amenity contribution. Therefore, RCG 

asked us to comment on whether the share of increased value being proposed by RCG for the overall amenity 

contribution is reasonable. We considered the following : 

• Although Richmond does not have a written policy, Richmond staff indicate that the City has aimed for a 

high share of increased value in the few instances that amenity contributions have been negotiated. 

• Other Metro Vancouver municipalities also aim for a high share of any increased land value to be 

allocated toward amenity contributions. The approaches used by each municipality vary, but 

municipalities that negotiate the value of contributions at rezoning (such as Vancouver, Burnaby, 

Coquitlam , District of North Vancouver, District of West Vancouver) seek between about 50% and 75% 

of increased land value created by increased residential density. 

It is notable that municipalities typically seek significantly less than 100% of the increased value from a 

rezoning . Otherwise, there would be no financial reason for an applicant to proceed with rezoning . Applicants 

would be better off buying another property for full market value given the time, costs and risks associated 

with rezoning. 

The RCG proposal allocates about 68% to 79% of the estimated increase in land value to the public benefits 

package. This brackets the upper limit typically targeted by other major Metro Vancouver municipalities that 

negotiate the value of amenity contributions from residential rezonings (75%) , so we think that the value of 

the public benefits package proposed by RCG is reasonable. 
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It is worth noting that the proposed public benefits package provides some benefits to the City and allocates 

risks to RCG that are not captured by our financial evaluation and should be taken into account by the City 

as part of the determination of an appropriate overall amenity contribution . Each suggests a lower amenity 

contribution could be considered : 

1. RCG proposes to take on all of the risk associated with creating the affordable housing on Site 3, so the 

actual total cost to RCG may be higher than currently estimated as the total cost will be impacted by 

changes in construction costs and borrowing costs over the next two to three years . There is currently 

upward pressure on construction costs and borrowing rates . Therefore, it is possible that RCG may need 

to inject additional equity beyond the $40.4 to $42.3 million estimate. Relatively small changes in 

construction and borrowing costs could materially increase the overall cost of the public benefits package 

to RCG . 

2. RCG proposes to provide all of the affordable housing upfront (rather than phasing it over time) which is 

a benefit to the community. 

3. Building the affordable housing upfront creates the risk to RCG that recovery of the affordable housing 

costs from development of the nine retained sites will be delayed if the nine sites are not redeveloped in 

the short term. 

4. If land values decline over the next decade or so, the benefit to RCG of the additional development rights 

could be less than estimated in this analysis . 

5. If RCG's development program at the nine sites that it retains changes over time to include less strata 

residential floorspace (and more commercial or rental space) , then RCG will have provided more LEMR 

space than currently required by City policy. 
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7.0 Attachments 
The following attachments include three land residual proformas (based on our estimates of 01 2018 values 

and construction costs) that illustrate the land value supported by: 

1. A hypothetical apartment project in the City Centre that is 95% strata residential and 5% LEMR. This 

shows a supportable land value of about $130 to $140 per square foot buildable. 

2. The 5% offloorspace at the project required to be LEMR units. This shows that each square foot of LEMR 

space reduces supportable land value by about $200 per square foot. 

3. The strata residential component of the project. This shows that that strata residential portion supports a 

land value of about $150 per square foot buildable. 
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Attachment 1 -3.0 FAR with 5% LEMR and 95% Strata 
Assumptions 

fi_Aajor_Assumptio.ns. (shading. indicates figures that areJf_1f?Uts;_ unshaded cells are formulas) 

Revenue and Value 
Average Sates Price Per Sq. Fl 

Site and Building Size 
Site Size 

Base Density ~ 

Affordable Housing Bonus Density 
LEMR 
Total Assumed Density 

$940 per sq.fl of net saleable residential space 

43,560 sq . .rt ___ .. 
200 I feet depth . 

0.85 FAR (v.ith separate 0.15 FAR as LEM Rental- 5% of entire buikJing) 
0.15 FAR 
3.00iFAR 

130,680[sq.ft. 
·. 6,534 lsq.ft. or . 5.0% _of total residential spac_e . 

Gross Re.siden~.at.EJoorsP.ace .. 
Assur:ne_d_ Affo_!!'J~ble ~ental Ftoorspace 
_Gross Stra~ Residential Floorspace 
Net sit9abte · Stiata Residenu·at Ftooispace 
Average Gross Unit Size 

... ...... . ... . . _ . 124,146!sq.ft 
104,283isq.ft. 

Average Net Unit Size 
Number of Units 
RequiredPa!king_Stalls.(lncludes 0.2 per unit of guest parking) 
Residential Stalls 
CommerciaVAmenity Stalls 
Total Stalls 

Construction Costs 
AIIO'Nance for,_De~lition ot_Bdstil'_lQ Buildir:ags 

_Site Ser.1~irJQ __ ···---·--·--·-- __ _ 
Water, Storm, Sanitary Connections 
Piling, Preload or Site Preparation AIIO'Nance 
Hard Construction Costs 

Strata Residential Floorspace 
Cost Per Parking Stall 

. OveraiiCosts_f'er Square Foot(excl LEMR) .. 
Lands~aplng ··· ·--- __ 
Soft Costs, Professional Fees 
Development Management 
Contingency on Hard and Soft Costs 
Metro Vancouver DCC Charge 

.Metro '{<[lr:acou~r_Comm~rcial DCC _ ......... __ .... ___ _ 
School Site_.A,c_guisition_Charge_ (High Derysi_ty : 82+ units per acre) . 
Municipal_ DCCs ~ residential 
Municipal DCCs- corrvnercial 
Interim Financing on Construction Costs 
Share of Construction Costs Financed 
Financing Fees 

Financing on __ Land _ -·· 
Share of Land Finar:aced _ 

Other Costs and Allowances 
Sales Costs and Commissions 

coriolis 
CONSULTING CORP. 

1,035isq.ft. 
869 lsq.ft. 
120 units or 

1.20 perunit 
144 istalls 

0 stalls 
144lstalls 

$435,600 

84% of gross area 
120 units per acre 

$132,805 or about 
$50,000 per site · 

S2, 000 per lineal metre of frontage 

$20 per square foot of site area on 

$280.00 per gross sq.ft 
$40,000 per parking stall (above grade parking structure) 

$326 :per gr_oss sq.fl assuming _ parking _ ~tructure . 

100% coverage 

$20 per sq. ft. o~_site area on .. 50.0% of site (r:aot_covered by __ b_uilding) . 
9.0% of hard costs, servicing, landscaping 
4.0% of hard costs, servicing, landscaping, piling, demolition, soft costs 
5. 0% of hard and soft costs 

$673.00 per unit 
$0.505 per sq. ft. 

$463.00 per unit_ ... .. -.. - ..................... . 
$22.61 per sq.ft. of gross strata residential building area or $23,391 .per average Unit 
$14.52 per sq. ft. of conmercial area 

5.0% on 50% of hard and soft costs, assuming 2.5 year consb'uction period 
75% 

1.50% of consb'uction loan 
5.0% on land costs __ during approvals_aocf. cor:astr_uction 
75% 

15.0% of totalcosts _ .. 
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Attachment 1 continued- 3.0 FAR with 5% LEMR and 95% Strata 
Analysis 
Analysis 

Revenue 
Gross Strata Apartment Sales Revenue 
Capitalized Value of LEMR Space (see separate sheet) 
Less Marketing and Commissions 
Net Sales Revenue 

Construction Costs 
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings 
Site Servicing 
Piling, Preload or Site Preparation Allowance 
Water, Storm, Sanitary Connections 
Hard Construction Costs 
Landscaping 
Soft Costs, Professional Fees 
Development Management 
Contingency on Hard and Soft Costs 
Residential Marketing 
Metro Vancouver DCC Charge residential 
School Site Acquisition Charge 
Mu!Ji.cipal_ D_CCsJesidential 
Less Residential .f"roperty Tax 
Interim Financing 
Fi nancir~g .[ees/Costs 

Totai_Construction.Costs .. 

. ---~------~~~ - .. 

LEMf3Costs(see separate sheet) . 

Developer's ~rofit 

·-· --· ------------------
.Residual to Land _and Land Carry 
LessJr~terim ~in<J.ncing on Land..(appro_vals/presales/construction) _ 

Less _financi_r:Jgf ee .on land ....... 
LessP_r:opeJ:t'_~urchaseTax .. 
R.esidual Land .Yalue Strata ComP.onent __ 

:rotai.Residual Land IJalue 
Residual Value per Square Foot Buildable 

coriolis 
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$98,025,682 : 
$1,481,454 
$2,940,770 

$96,566,365 ; 

$435,600 
$132,805 
$871 ,200 
$50,000 . 

$40,520,880 
$435,600 

$3,702,536 
$1,845,945 
$2,399,728 
$2,940,770 

$80,760 
$55,560 

$2,806,941_ -
$280, 100 __ 

$2,651 ,176 

$666, 1_08 '-
$59,875,710 

$2,865,001 

. ,_$12,975,730 

... $20,849,924 . 
$2,111 ,0§5 

$210,_812 
$989,943 

................ $17,,538,114 , . 

$17,538,114 
$134 
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Attachment 2- LEMR Portion of Overall Project 
Assumptions 
~ssumptions 

Site and Building Size 

Site Size 

}\ssumed LEMR Density 
Total Gross LEMR Housing Floorspace 
Net Res.idential. Floorspace . 
Average Net Unit Size 
Number of Units 
Number of Parking Stalls (Includes 0.2 of guest parking) 

43,560 sq.ft. 

0.15 FAR 

6,534 [ ~q.ft. 
5,489 l.sq.ft. rentable 

674 sq .ft. 
8 units 

1.2 per muttifamily uni 

218 frontage feet x 200 

84% of grossarea . · 

10: 

... 10·intotal . 
Construction Costs 
Demolition Costs••• 

Site . Servicing.····-
On-Site Landscaping ••• _ 
Piling , Preload, Site Preparation ••• 
Building Construction Costs - Residential 
F'arking_C_oQstruction Costs 

·r----$0lassuming $0 .perJneal metre_of.frontage 
$0 per sq.ft. of site area on 50.0% of site 

Total Hard Construction Costs 
Soft Costs/Professional Fees 
Development Management 
ContingeQCY. on . Costs· 
Metro Vancouver DCC Charge 
Municipal DCCs 

SSAC_ ------·· 
Interim Financing on construction costs 
Share of Construction Costs Financed 
Share of Land Value Financed 

Financing. fees __ ... 

Other Creation Costs and Allowances 

Rezoning .......... -·-··. 
Initial Costs to Rent Units 
Fees, legal and survey for rental portion 
Assessed Value Year 1 
Taxes during_Year1 ... 
Assessed Value Year 2 
Property Tax Rate 
Taxes during Year 2 

Developef's_f>.r:.ofl tMargin.J\IIowance._ 
Commission on Sale Upon Completion 

Operatlng_R.evenue,Cost and yalue Assumptions_ . 
Market Rental Rates 

Residential Units (average) • 
Laundry Revenue 

.. Parking_13evenue. 
Residential Vacancy Allowance 
Property Tax Allowance 

.... ResidentiaL}I,ssessment (uponcompletion of new building) .... 
Residential Tax Rate 
Residential Property Taxes 

Residential Operating Costs - excluding taxes 
Net GST assuming se~ supply) 

coriolis 
CONSULTING CORP. 

$0 per square foot of site area on 100.0% coverage 
$260 per square foot (accounts for smaller unit sizes and less expensive finishings) 

$40,000 per stan :___ _ .. .. ··-·. _ .. _ 
$321 1 per gross sq. ft. assuming parking structure 

9% of hard costs, landscaping and servicing 
4% of hard costs, landscaping, soft costs, servicing , demoliton 
5% onhard costs, landscaping, soft costs, demolition, servicing , management . 

$673.00 per apartment unit 
$22.61 lper sq. ft. of building area 

$463.00 ~.er unit _ .... 
5.00% on 50% of construction costs for 2.5 years 
75.0% 
50.0% 
1.50% 

$0 
$500 per unit 

$0 assuming mixed use building requiring volumetric subdivision 
$0 assumed land value 
$0 

$740,727 [{roughiy 50% of compitedvalue) 
0.3008% 

$2,228 1 
15% ·of costs or 
0% of value (retained by developer) 

$1,121 per unit per month or 
$0.00 per unit per month (in-suite) 

$75 per stall per month .. 
2.0% 

$1,500,000 .(seecapitalizedvalue below) ..... · 
0.38820% 

$1 .66 lper sq. ft. per month 

$5,823 ior $715 :per unit per year 
$4,000 per unit per year or 28.0% !of effective gross revenue 

3.2% of capitalized value of rental units assumes partial rebate) 
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Attachment 2 continued- LEMR Portion of Overall Project 
Analysis 

Net Operating Income and Value 
Revenues 
Apar1me11t Gross Potential_ .Rent 
Parking Re~.enue 
Total Gross Potential Re~.enue 
~par!rne_n_t_'{acancy . 
Effective Gross Apartment Revenue 
Residential Property Taxes 
Residential Operating Expenses 
Net Q{Je(a]i(JglrJcome 
Capitalization Rate on Rental Apartment Space ** 
Capitalized Value of Rental Space 

Total Capitalized Value of Rental Units 
Less Sales Commissions 
Net Value 

Construction Costs 
Rezoning 
Fees, _legal_aQCI sur\o€yfor rental portion ... 
Demolition Costs*** 
Site Servicing *** 
Piling, preloading, site prep 
On~ Site Laf1dscaping. *** 
Hard Construction Costs 
Soft Costs/Professional Fees 
De~.elopment Management 
Contingency 
Initial Lease Up Costs 
Metro Vancou~.er DCC Charge 
M.ur~icipal DCCs ___ .... 
SSAC 
Property Taxes during approvals and construction 
Interim Financing 
Financing fees 
Net GST (assuming builder holds units) 
Total Costs 
Total Construction_ Costs per sq. ft_ 

Developer's Profit Margin Allowance 

Residual to Land, Land Carry, Taxes 
Less interim financing on land value 
Less financing fee on land 
L~s pr_operty_purchase_ tax __ . 
Residual Land Value 

Residual Value per sq.ft. buildable 

Notes 
* rents based on permitted LEMR rental rates and unit sizes 

$109,543 
$9,ooo: 

$118,543 ! 
$2,371 • 

$116,172 r 
$5,823 i 

$32,573 1 
$77,776 1 

5.25% 
$1,481 ,454 1 

·-·-··-! 
$1 ,481 ,454 ' 

$0 , 
$1,481 ,454 

$0 
$01 
$O i 

$0 ; 
$0! 
$0 1 

$2.ii98.84o! 
$188,896 1 

$91 ,5091 
$118,962 ; 

$4,072 1 

$5,480 1 

.... $147.?34!. 
$3,770 : 
$2,228 

$124,757 ! 
$31 ,345 1 
$47,407 1 

$2,865,001 : 
$438.48 i 

$193,182! 

-$1,576,728 ! 
-$112,342 : 
-$10,983 1 

. -$154,670 
-$1 ,298,733 

-$199 i 

** cap rate is higher than market rental cap rate to account for limited ability of owner to increase rents o~.er time (CPI not RTA) 
*** these costs are allocated to base strata residential density and are not incurred because of the LEMR units 

PAGE 22 co rio lis 
CONFIDENTIAL CONSULTING CORP. 

CNCL - 710



FINANCIAL EVALUATION OF PROPOSED AMEN ITY CONTRIBUTION FOR REZONING APPLICATION BY RCG GROUP 

Attachment 3 - Strata Apartment Portion of Overall Project 
Assumptions 
Major As_sumptl~ns_ (shading lf!d~ca.tesJigwes .that are Inputs; .unshaded cells are .forrrJulf!S) 

Revenue and Value 
Average Sales Price Per Sq. Fl 

Site and Building Size 
Site Si~e __ 

Base Density 
Affordable Housing Bonus Density 
Total Assumed Density 
Total Floorspace 
Assumed Affordable Rental Floorspace 
Gr_oss Strata f3esid~l}tia1 Floorspace __ _ __ _ 
Net Strata Residentiai._Fioorspace 
Average Gross Unit Size 
Average Net Unit Size 
Number of Units 
Required Parking Stalls (Includes 0.2 per unit or guest parking) 
Residential Stalls 
CommerciaVAmenity_ Stalls 
Total Stalls 

Construction Costs 
AIIO'o-Vance for Demolition of E>dsting Buildings 
On-Si te Servicing 
Water, Stocf!l,_ Sal}itary Connections __ 
Piling, Preload _or Sit~ Preparation AIIC~Nance 

Hard C0rls~uc~~I1 _ Go5ts · .. : ... :~~----. ·-
Strata Residential Floorspace 
Cost Per Parking Stall 
Overall Costs Per Square Foot 

Landscaping 
Soft Cpsts,_.E_rofessiot:lal F_ees 
Development_ Ma!lag~ment 
Contingency on Hard and sO·it COStS 
Metro Vancouver DCC Charge 
Metro Vancouver Commercial DCC 
School Site Acquisition Charge (High Density: 82+ units per acre) 
Municipal DCCs - residential 
Municipal DCCs - commercial 
I n~erim ~ij,cincin9_9~ . Ct;mstruCti_Oi90~ts=~
Share of Construction Costs Financed 
Financing Fees 
Financing on Land 
Share of Land Financed 

Otl:ter Costs_ and_ ~llowances __ 
Sales Costs_ a'!d .c9~!ssions 
Residential Marketing 
Developer's Profit 
Residential Property Taxes 
Assumed Current Assessment (Year 1 of analysis) 
Assumed Assessment After 1 ear of Construction 

coriolis 
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$940 per sq.ft of net saleable residential space 

1. 00 acres or 
2181 frontage feet x 

2.00TFAR 

43,560 sq. rt .. 
200 reel depth .. 

0.85 FAR ('hiih separate 0.15 FAR as LEM Rental- 5°/; or .enUre building) 
2.85!FAR ' 

124, 146jsq.ft. 
Q!sq.fl or 

124, 146•sq.ft. 

1o4,283i sqrt.~:.~.-·. 

0.0% of total residential space 

1,0351sq.ft. 
869 lsq.ft. 
120lunits or 

1.20 i per unit 
144istalls 

0 stalls 
__ 144istalls 

$435,600 
$132,805 or about 
$50,000 per s ite . 

$20 p_er squa~e foot of_ site a~ea on __ 

$280 per gross sq.rt. 
$40,000 per parking stall (above grade parking structure) 

$326lper gross sq.ft. assuming parking structure 

84% I of gross area 
1201units per acre 

$2,000 per lineal metre of frontage 

100%, coverage .. 

$20.00 per sq. ft. or site area on 50.0% or site (not covered by building) 
9. 0% lot har.d. costs, ser_vici1_1g, _landscaping _ 
4.0% of bar_d_ costs, servicing, _ la~~s~aping , _pili~g, _ de.~lition, _ soft~osts . 
5. 0% of hard and soft costs · 

$673.00 per unit 
$0.505 per sq. ft. 

$463.00 per unit 
$22.61 per sq'.fl of gross strata residential bui lding area ·or $23,391 per average unit 
$14.52 per sq.fl of convnercial area 

5.0% on 50% Of hard ·an~ ·~oft costS~a·S-suriiing ·· . 2.5 yea~ con~truction period .. 
75% .-. . .. - . 

1.50% of construction loan 
5.0°/o on land costs during approvals and construction 
75% 

15.0% ·of total costs 
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FINANCIAL EVALUATI ON OF PROPOSED AMEN ITY CONTRIBUTION FOR REZON ING APPLI CATI ON BY RCG GROUP 

Attachment 3 (continued)- Strata Apartment Portion of Overall Project 
Analysis 
Analysis 

Revenue 
Gross Strata Apartment Sales Revenue 
Less Marketing and Commissions 
Net Sales Revenue 

Construction Costs 
Allowance for Demolition of Existing Buildings 
Site Servicing (Upgrade of Adjacent Roads/Sidewalks/etc) 
Piling, Preload or Site Preparation Allowance 
Water, Storm, Sanitary Connections 
Hard Construction Costs 
Landscaping 
Soft Costs, Professional Fees 
Development Management 
Contingency on Hard and Soft Costs 
Residential Marketing 
Metro Vancouver DCC Charge residential 
School Site Acquisition Charge 
Municipal DCCs residential 
Less Residential Property Tax 
Interim Financing 
Financing Fees/Costs 
Total Construction Costs 

Developer's Profit 

Residual to Land and Land Carry 
Less Interim Financing on Land (approvals/presales/construction) 
Less financing fee on land 
Less Property Purchase Tax 
Residual Land Value Strata Component 

Total Residual Land Value 
Residual Value per sq. ft. of Site 
Residual Value per Square Foot Buildable 

coriolis 
CONSULTING CORP. 

$98,025,682 • 
$2,940,770 

$95,084,911 

$435,600 
$132,805 
$871 ,200 

$50,000 1 

$40,520,880 
$435,600 

$3,702,536 
$1 ,845,945 
$2,399,728 
$2,940,770 

$80,760 . 
$55,560 

$2,806,941 
$280,100 

$2,651,176 
$666,108 

$59,875,710 

$12,782,549 

$22,426,653 
$2,270,699 

$226,754 
$1 ,060,798 ' 

$18,868,402 

$18,868,402 . 
$433.16 

$152 i 

PAGE24 

CONFIDENTIAL CNCL - 712




