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ENDORSEMENT OF TICE STEELE:

[1] On February 10, 2026, the Applicant, LJM Developments (Hamilton) Inc., was granted protection under the
CCAA. On February 20, 2026, the Court granted the ARIO, which among other things, replaced Schwartz
Levistsky Feldman Inc. with KPMG as Monitor. At the February 20, 2026 appearance, the City of
Hamilton had requested an adjournment so that it could consider the requested DIP and cash flows. I
granted the requested ARIO subject to the interim limitation of advances under the DIP to $250,000, and the
extension of the stay to February 27, 2026 (instead of March 22, 2026), and adjourned these issues to today.

[2] The Applicants return today seeking, among other things, an extension of the stay of proceedings to April 3,
2026, and authorization to borrow up to $1,600,000 under the Second DIP Facility. The Court is also being
asked to approve the DIP Term Sheet (which provides for up to $2.5 million in DIP financing).

[3] Capitalized terms used in this endorsement that are not defined herein have the meaning set out in the
Applicant’s Aide Memoire.

[4] The Order sought by the Applicant is supported by the Monitor, the City of Hamilton, and the Surety.

[5] One of the lien claimants, C&A Tedesco Waterproofing, requested a minor change to the Order, which the
Court accepted. C&A’s counsel also indicated that because of the timing of service, he did not have much
time to review the material. He raised an initial concern regarding the quantum of the proposed DIP that
was expected to be used for professional fees in the cash flow forecast. Professional fees are subject to
court approval; that is, professionals must return to court to seek approval of their fees and disbursements
from time to time. Further, the Monitor explained that there are several reasons for the projected quantum
of the professional fees, including the change in Monitor and Monitor’s counsel (resulting in some
duplication), the broad mandate of the Monitor (including the investigation into the $19 million), and the
replacement of the DIP lender.

[6] T am satisfied that the DIP term sheet and authorization to borrow up to $1.6 million under the Second DIP
Facility should be approved. Under s. 11.2(4) of the CCAA the court is to consider, among other things:

(a) The period during which the company is expected to be subject to proceedings under this Act;

(b) How the company’s business and financial affairs are to be managed during the proceedings;
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(c) Whether the company’s management has the confidence of its major creditors;

(d) Whether the loan would enhance the prospects of a viable compromise or arrangement being made
in respect of the company;

(e) The nature and value of the company’s property;
(f) Whether any creditor would be materially prejudiced as a result of the security or charge; and
(g) The monitor’s report.

[7] The increase to the Applicant’s borrowing authorization is supported by the Monitor, KPMG. The Monitor
has reviewed the cash flows and confirmed that the amount being sought by the Applicant is appropriate.
As noted above, C&A raised the matter of professional fees, which must ultimately be approved by this
Court. In any event the relevant professionals need to be funded to provide services for the benefit of the
Applicant’s stakeholders: Canada v. Canada North Group Inc., 2021 SCC 30, at paras. 28-30. The
Applicant and the Monitor need to be able to focus their efforts on completing the remaining construction
tasks for the Project and realizing on the Unsold units. The Applicant, accordingly, needs sufficient
liquidity under the Second DIP Facility to fund its near-term cash flow needs.

[8] The extension to the Stay of Proceedings to April 3, 2026 is also approved. Under s. 11.02(2) of the CCAA,
the Court has broad jurisdiction to extend a stay of proceedings where the circumstances warrant and for
any period the Court considers necessary. The Court must be satisfied that: (a) circumstances exist that
make the order appropriate; and (b) the applicant has acted in good faith and with due diligence.

[9] The Stay extension is required to prevent enforcement action by contractual counterparties and to give the
Applicant the necessary breathing space. Since the ARIO, the Applicant has worked with the Surety and the
Monitor to develop a revised cash flow forecast and address information requests from the Monitor. I am
satisfied that the Applicant is working with the Monitor and stakeholders in good faith.

[10] Return scheduled for March 31, 2026, at noon (one hour).

[11]  Order to go as signed by me today. This order is effective from today’s date and is enforceable without
the need for entry and filing.

Date: Feb 27, 2026 Justice Jana Steele



