








Davies Complex. The university offered to cover the upgrade. Then, the second proposal was
made and came in at $13 to $16 million for a 1,800 seat stadium. Although this exceeded the $10
million budget approved by the students, it is our understanding that the University is willing to
provide financial support to the costs exceeding $10 million dollars. Furthermore, the University
offered to help finance the project to ensure that the SFSS would not have to worry about the
deadline for the bank loan. Finally, it is our understanding that the University remains interested
in continuing this dialogue to complete this significant project. However, SFSS rejected all the

efforts the university offered to help alleviate any difficulty regarding the stadium.

When we spoke with board members, they said that the Board is unwilling to downsize
the stadium in order to reduce cost. You want to provide the students with what you advertised, a
2,100 seat stadium with a full roof and three room press box and it would be unfair of them to
give students less than this. If you claim the Board “wanted to see it pass and be successfully
completed” why are you not willing to compromise and negotiate the stadium proposals?
The rationale that you want to offer the students what you promised seems highly hypocritical
seeing as how you are completely unwilling to fight for your students in order to give them what

they voted for, and what you promised them.

We have had contact with the University, and we have been told that they have offered to pay for
the costs that extend past the $10 million that students agreed to. They have informed us that you
turned down their offer. Why did you not accept the university's offer to fund the amount
over $10 million? Why do you refuse to give the membership what they voted? It appears to
us that rather than fighting to keep the project alive, you have simply thrown your hands in the
air, waved the white flag and gave up on the mandate provided to you by your membership. You
claim “the real responsible decision is just to cease the project and that’s what’s in the best
interest of student who are paying today and in the future”. The REAL responsible decision here
is to respect the vote of your membership and work with the university in order to fit the budget
and give the students what they voted for. The onus is on you, the SFSS, the board who represent
our student body to stay true to those who voted in good faith and to give the students what they

voted for. Stadium included.



As of now, the wording of the Levy By Law passed at the 2015 AGM prevents the SFSS
from reducing the Build SFU Levy in any way, shape or form. So despite 15% of the total
project cost being wiped off the board, the SFSS would not be able to reduce or refund the levy
until either the passage of an Amendment as part of the Spring 2017 SFSS Election, or the 2017
Fall AGM. What do you plan to do with the extra $10 million now that they aren’t using it

for the stadium?

I refuse to get into the rationale behind the merit of a stadium, we have been fighting for
this long enough - we all know the rationale. Or at least I hope. This no longer seems to be about
convincing anyone of the stadium - the membership already voted yes. This is about a board who
does not want to put in the effort to negotiate for their membership. This is about a board who
refuses to listen to their membership and instead lies in order to take the blame off of them. This
is about a board who lacks transparency and accountability. By canceling this project, you have
made it clear that you do not respect the will of the Students. Both the Sub and Stadium projects
are representative of your legacy here at SFU and contributes to our place in the community as
an engaged university. This will all be lost. You have made a statement that either through deceit
or incompetence, students cannot place faith in the people who are paid to represent them. The

people who they voted to fight for them and work for them.

If you are unable or unwilling to enact the will of the voters, why should you retain the

office they entrusted you with?

Sincerely,

L
Olivia Aguiar
President of SAAC



