
City of Kelowna
Regular Council Meeting

AGENDA

Monday, August 26, 2013

1:30 pm

Council Chamber

City Hall, 1435 Water Street

Pages

1. Call to Order

This meeting is open to the public and all representations to Council form part of the
public record. A live audio feed is being broadcast and recorded by CastaNet and a
delayed broadcast is shown on Shaw Cable.

2. Confirmation of Minutes 4 - 9

Regular PM Meeting - August 12, 2013

3. Public in Attendance

3.1 Peter Robinson, Community Energy Association on behalf of FortisBC, re: 
Okanagan Energy Diet

10 - 22

To inform Council regarding FortisBC's Okanagan Energy Diet Program.

3.1.1 Okanagan Energy Diet 23 - 26

To inform Council of the upcoming Okanagan Energy Diet and request
authorization for the municipal financial commitment.

4. Development Application Reports & Related Bylaws

4.1 Agricultural Land Reserve Appeal Application No. A13-0009 - 984 & 1010
DeHart Road, Alexander Rezansoff & Sherwood Mission Developments Ltd.

27 - 54

Mayor to invite the Applicant, or Applicants' Representative, to come forward.
To consider a staff recommendation NOT to support an application to the
Agricultural Land Commission for an Agricultural Land Reserve land swap. The
applicant is proposing an ALR land swap (i.e. ALR exclusion in exchange for a
partial ALR inclusion) using adjacent parcels to help facilitate a proposed
residential development. Specifically, the applicant is requesting permission
from the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) to exclude all of the 2.19 ha
subject property at 1010 DeHart Road from the Agricultural Land Reserve
(ALR). In exchange for the proposed exclusion, the applicant is proposing the
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inclusion of a 2.19 ha portion of 984 DeHart Road into the ALR. The owner is
also proposing to consolidate the proposed inclusion parcel with an adjacent
parcel.

4.2 Rezoning Application No. Z13-0028 - 3935 Lakeshore Road & adjacent Bed of
Mission Creek, Braniff Real Estate Services & Ministry of Forests, Land &
Natural Resource Operations

55 - 72

To consider a proposal to rezone portions of subject properties from the C1 –
Local Commercial zone to the C3 – Community Commercial, from the RU5 –
Bareland Strata zone to the C3 – Community Commercial zone, and from the
C1 – Local Commercial zone to the RU5 – Bareland Strata zone to permit the
development of a 3 storey retail and office building.

4.2.1 Bylaw No. 10885 (Z13-0028) - 3935 Lakeshore Road & adjacent Bed of
Mission Creek, Braniff Real Estate Services & Ministry of Forests, Land
& Natural Resource Operations

73 - 74

To give Bylaw No. 10885 first reading.

4.3 Official Community Plan Bylaw Amendment Application No. OCP07-0022 and
Rezoning Application No. Z07-0073, Extension Request - 2728 Pandosy Street,
Al Stober Construction Ltd.

75 - 77

To extend the date for adoption of the Official Community Plan and Zone
Amending Bylaws (BL10265/BL10266) from December 15, 2012 to December
15, 2013 in order to facilitate the rezoning of the subject property from the
P2 – Education and Minor Institutional zone to the C4- Urban Centre
Commercial zone to construct a seven storey mixed use development.

4.4 Rezoning Application No. Z09-0035, Extension Request - 3130 Sexsmith Road,
Matthew James Ewonus

78 - 80

To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10436) from
May 16, 2013 to November 16, 2013 in order to rezone the subject property
from the A1 – Agriculture 1 zone to the new I6 – Low-Impact Transitional
Industrial zone. This zone is intended to perform a transition role allowing for
reasonable industrial land uses between the general industrial land use to the
south, and residential land use to the north.

4.5 Rezoning Application No. Z10-0092, Extension Request - 3150 Sexsmith Road,
Kimberly & John Berg

81 - 83

To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10443) from
May 16, 2013 to November 16, 2013 in order to rezone the subject property
from the A1 – Agriculture 1 to the I6 – Low Impact Transitional Industrial zone
to construct a multipurpose recreational building to contain four ice surfaces,
viewing gallery, pro shop, restaurant and operational offices.

4.6 Rezoning Application No. Z10-0093, Extension Request - 3170 Sexsmith Road,
Shanny & Marlin James Toews

84 - 86
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To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10445) from
May 16, 2013 to November 16, 2013 in order to rezone the subject property
from the A1 – Agriculture 1 to the I6 – Low Impact Transitional Industrial zone
to construct a multipurpose recreational building to contain four ice surfaces,
viewing gallery, pro shop, restaurant and operational offices.

4.7 Rezoning Application No. Z12-0036, Extension Request - 354 Christleton
Avenue, Dennis William Hector McGuire

87 - 89

To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10731) from
August 7, 2103 to August 7, 2014 in order to rezone the subject property from
the RU1 – Large Lot Housing zone to the RU1c – Large Lot Housing with
Carriage House zone to construct an accessory building with a secondary suite.

5. Non-Development Reports & Related Bylaws

5.1 Amendment to Airport Fees and Charges Bylaw No. 7982 90 - 92

To obtain Council’s approval to amend the Kelowna International Airport’s
fees and charges by amending bylaw No. 7982.

5.1.1 Bylaw No. 10884 - Amendment No. 27 to Airport Fees Bylaw No. 7982 93 - 95

To give Bylaw No. 10884 first, second and third readings.

5.2 Senior Societies Service Delivery Agreement 96 - 145

To seek Council’s endorsement for a new Service Delivery Agreement between
the City of Kelowna and the Rutland Senior Centre Society and the Okanagan
Mission Senior Centre Society.

5.3 Draft City Park Concept Plan 146 - 163

To provide Council with a summary of the feedback received in response to
the recent draft of the City Park Concept Plan and to receive direction from
Council regarding next steps.

5.4 Lease to Okanagan Symphony 164 - 198

To obtain Council endorsement of a five (5) year lease to Okanagan Symphony
Orchestra Society for the use of the Knowles House.

5.5 Kelowna Youth and Family Services 2013 Lease 199 - 205

That Council approves the Lease Modification Agreement with Terra
Landscaping and Bobcat Services Ltd. for the lease of Suite #301 at 260 Harvey
Avenue.

6. Mayor and Councillor Items

7. Termination
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Okanagan Energy Diet

Peter Robinson

Community Energy Association

A t 2013August  2013
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Okanagan Energy Diet

• Impact of Energy Dietsp gy

• Benefits 

• How your community 
can get involved

Princeton energy assessment participant

Proprietary and Confidential 2
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Home energy use in the Okanagangy g
Pools, hot 
tubs, 4%

Computers 
and TV, 3%

Space 
cooling, 7%

Lighting, 5%

Space 
heating, Water 
49%heating, 

15%

Appliances, 
18%

Sources: 2008 Fortis BC and 2009 Terasen Gas Residential Energy Use Surveys, 2008 BC Hydro 
Conservation Potential Review

Proprietary and Confidential 3
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It started in Rossland

• Rossland Pilot Project

• High average energy 
usage

• Overcome barriers

P li d• Personalized

• Partnerships

Proprietary and Confidential 4

Rossland Energy Diet participant
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Positive results

• 22% participation

• 80% made 
improvementsp

• $1,600,000 spent in 
local economylocal economy

Rossland customers register to participate
Proprietary and Confidential 5
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Recognition

• International/localInternational/local 
attention

• Award winning• Award winning

• Replicate to 
Kootenay-wide

Customer Blog

Proprietary and Confidential 6
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Okanagan Energy Diet

Proprietary and Confidential 7
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Participant benefits

• Reduced cost energy 
t ( l fassessments (value of 

$350+)

E ffi i d t• Energy efficiency products 
installed directly in the home

• Home energy efficiency• Home energy efficiency 
rating (Energuide)

• Livesmart BC/FortisBC• Livesmart BC/FortisBC 
rebates

• On-bill financing available• On-bill financing available 
through FortisBC

Proprietary and Confidential 8

Blower door test
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15 to 50+% energy savingsgy g

• Homeowners have 
saved  50% and more 
on their electricity and 

t l *natural gas use*

• Average savings of 
15 – 28%

• More savings if install g
insulation and/or 
improve heating 

Rossland participant – 60% savings
systems

Proprietary and Confidential 9

oss a d pa t c pa t 60% sa gs
Previously their electricity bills were 
greater than mortgage payment
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Program timeline
• Launches in September

• ‘Ener-ventions’ (info 
sessions) in every 
communitycommunity

• Complete upgrades and 
post-assessment  
March 31, 2014

Proprietary and Confidential 10
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Ener-vention schedule
Date Community Ener‐vention Time

September 9 Kelowna Mission Creek Park 4 – 7 p.m.p p
September 11 Princeton Community Skills Centre 6 – 8 p.m.

September 12 Penticton Lakeside Resort 6 – 8 p.m.

S t b 18 K Elk L d 5 30 7 30September 18 Keremeos Elks Lodge 5.30 – 7.30 p.m.

September 23 Summerland Senior Drop‐in Centre 5.30 – 7.30 p.m.

September 25 Oliver Elks Lodge 6 – 8 p.m.

September 30 Osoyoos Holiday Inn & Suites 6 – 8 p.m.

October 1 Hedley Heritage Museum 6 – 8 p.m.

October 2 Naramata The Centre at Naramata 6 – 8 p mOctober 2 Naramata The Centre at Naramata 6  8 p.m.

October 8 Okanagan Falls Royal Canadian Legion 5 – 7 p.m.

Proprietary and Confidential 11
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Show your support:

Participate in a

Show your support:

• Participate in a 
challenge with other 
local governmentslocal governments

• Spread the word

• Participate personally

Proprietary and Confidential 12
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Find FortisBC at:

Fortisbc.com

For further information,
please contact:

604‐676‐7000

Peter Robinson

probinson@communityenergy.bc.ca

778-755-1778
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Report to Council 
 

 

Date: 

 
August 6, 2013 
 

Rim No. 
 

1200-90 

To:  
 

City Manager 
 

From: 
 

Michelle Kam, Sustainability Coordinator 

Subject: 
 

Okanagan Energy Diet 

  

 

Recommendation: 
 
THAT Council receives, for information, the report from the Sustainability Coordinator, dated 
August 6, 2013, with respect to the Okanagan Energy Diet hosted by FortisBC. 
 
AND THAT Council support the City of Kelowna’s involvement in FortisBC’s Okanagan Energy 
Diet Program. 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the 2013 Financial Plan be amended to provide for the $25,000 City 
contribution from the Energy Management Reserve. 
 
Purpose:  
 
To inform Council of the upcoming Okanagan Energy Diet and request authorization for the 
municipal financial commitment. 
 
Background: 
 
In 2012, FortisBC hosted Rossland and Kootenay Energy Diet pilot projects with the aim of 
increasing household energy efficiency and conservation.  Due to the success of these pilots, 
FortisBC recently received approval to host an Okanagan Energy Diet, starting this September.  
This program will be offered to 1000 Kelowna households and 1000 Similkameen households 
(Summerland, Penticton, Naramata, Osoyoos, Oliver, Princeton, Hedley, Keremeos and 
Kaleden).   
 
The Okanagan Energy Diet includes the following steps for registered participants: 

 A home energy assessment is performed by a Natural Resources Canada Certified 
Energy Assessor and includes installation of energy efficiency products (outlet 
insulation, low flow shower heads, and kitchen tap aerators).  

 Each homeowner receives a LiveSmart BC Energy Efficiency Evaluation Report, an 
EnerGuide Home Energy Rating, recommendations for retrofits and behaviour changes 
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to achieve energy savings, as well as information about LiveSmart BC and FortisBC 
rebates and the low-interest, long-amortization on-bill financing option.   

 A local energy coach will follow up with homeowners to answer any of the 
homeowner’s questions, and to offer assistance and general encouragement. The 
homeowner will be encouraged to undertake energy retrofits within the next 3 month 
period. 

 Once the energy retrofits are completed, the homeowner schedules a post energy 
assessment. The certified energy assessor will verify that the retrofit measures were 
safely and correctly installed and will provide a new EnerGuide rating for the home, 
thus making the homeowner eligible for rebates. The assessor will also complete all 
paperwork required. 

 The homeowner will receive the rebates in the mail within 8 to 12 weeks. 

 The homeowner will benefit from reduced energy bills.  
 
Of the 1000 homes, it would be expected that approximately 750 would make improvements 
and conduct the final assessment to obtain the rebates and have their savings validated.  
Results of similar programs have demonstrated that those that make improvements can, on 
average, save 15% - 28% on energy bills. 

In addition, a significant co-benefit to the project will be the employment opportunities 
created with the household upgrades.   
 
This program offers Fortis and LiveSmart BC subsidies to homeowners.   To further reduce 
homeowner costs, FortisBC is requesting in-kind and financial contributions from the City of 
Kelowna and other participating Okanagan municipalities.  With Council’s approval, the City 
of Kelowna would contribute $25 per Kelowna participant (up to 1,000 participants) from the 
Energy Management Reserve to help reduce participant costs through contributing towards 
the pre-assessment fees.  The City would also help promote the program through social 
media.  In the successful Kootenay Energy Diet program each municipality that participated 
contributed $10 -$200 per participant.   
 
The costs and funding for the program include the following:  

Program Cost Funding 

Pre-retrofit assessment and minor energy 
efficiency measures installed 

$400 $150 LiveSmart BC 

$190 FortisBC 

$25 City of Kelowna 

$35 Participant 

Energy efficiencies for home Varies Participant, minus rebates from 
FortisBC and LiveSmart BC 

Post-retrofit assessment $150 Participant  

 
The Okanagan Energy Diet will be implemented regardless of the amount of municipal 
contributions.  However, by contributing financially and in-kind, the City would demonstrate 
leadership and commitment towards meeting the Community Climate Action Plan’s energy 
goal to improve energy efficiency in existing buildings by reducing natural gas and electrical 
energy consumption in existing buildings by 3% below 2007 levels (a 6,635 tonne greenhouse 
gas reduction).   
 
Internal Circulation: 
Divisional Director, Community Planning and Real Estate  
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Director, Financial Services 
Manager, Capital Assets and Investment  
Senior Communications Specialist 
 
Existing Policy: 
Official Community Plan Policy 6.2.1 GHG Reduction Target and Actions:  
The City of Kelowna, will, in partnership with:  senior governments; local residents and 
businesses; NGOs; external agencies; and utility providers, work towards reducing community 
greenhouse gas emissions by 33% (from 2007 levels) by 2020. 
 
Financial/Budgetary Considerations: 
In September, 2007 the City of Kelowna signed the BC Climate Action Charter (CAC).  By doing 
so, the City committed to voluntarily undertake actions to reduce both community and 
corporate GHG emissions.  As an incentive to achieving the CAC goals, the province 
reimburses signatory city corporations 100% of the carbon taxes paid on energy each year 
under the Climate Action Revenue Incentive Program (CARIP).  The reimbursement is placed 
into the Energy Management Reserve and used towards energy efficiency projects. Funding 
has previously been used for corporate and community greenhouse gas reduction projects 
including Climate Smart Business Training, District Energy and Rutland Arena chiller 
replacements.   
 
The City’s $25,000 contribution would be funded through this Energy Management Reserve.   
 
Communications Comments: 
The City of Kelowna and FortisBC will send out a joint media release upon Council’s approval 
of the City’s involvement in the program.  Further, Kelowna’s logo will be included in 
localized advertising and/or on FortisBC’s website. FortisBC also encourages the City to 
provide a flyer to be included in participant’s packages.  Finally, FortisBC is requesting the 
Mayor speak at their September 9 kick-off event, an “Ener-vention” where residents can find 
out more about the Okanagan Energy Diet program. 
 
Considerations not applicable to this report: 
Legal/Statutory Authority: 
Legal/Statutory Procedural Requirements: 
Personnel Implications: 
External Agency/Public Comments: 
Alternate Recommendation: 
 
Submitted by:  
 
 
M. Kam, Sustainability Coordinator  
 
 
Approved for inclusion:                 Signe Bagh, Policy and Planning Director  
 
cc: 
Divisional Director, Community Planning and Real Estate  
Director, Financial Services 
Manager, Capital Assets and Investment  
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Senior Communications Specialist 
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REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 
 
 

Date: August 13, 2013 

RIM No. 1210-21 

To: City Manager 

From: Greg Sauer, Land Use Planner 

Application: A13-0009 Owner: 

Alexander Rezansoff 

Sherwood Mission Developments 
Ltd., Inc. No. BC0795928 

Address: 
984 DeHart Road 

1010 DeHart Road 
Applicant: Keith Funk, New Town Planning 

Subject: [Title] 

Existing OCP Designation: 

Resource Protection Area 

Single/Two Unit Residential 

Multiple Unit Residential, Low Density 

Existing Zone: A1 – Agriculture 1 

 

1.0 Recommendation 

THAT Agricultural Land Reserve appeal A13-0009 for an exclusion of land from the Agricultural 
Land Reserve for Lot 2, Section 31, Township 29, Osoyoos Division Yale District Plan KAP62654, 
located at 1010 DeHart Road pursuant to Section 30(1) of the Agricultural Land Commission Act; 
and for the inclusion into the Agricultural Land Reserve of part of Lot 1, Section 31, Township 29, 
Osoyoos Division Yale District Plan KAP62654, located at 984 DeHart Road, Kelowna, B.C., 
pursuant to Section 17(3) of the Agricultural Land Commission Act, NOT be supported by 
Municipal Council; 
 
AND THAT Municipal Council forward the subject application to the Agricultural Land 
Commission. 

2.0 Purpose  

The applicant is proposing an ALR land swap (i.e. ALR exclusion in exchange for a partial ALR 
inclusion) using adjacent parcels to help facilitate a proposed residential development.  
Specifically, the applicant is requesting permission from the Agricultural Land Commission (ALC) 
to exclude all of the 2.19 ha subject property at 1010 DeHart Road from the Agricultural Land 
Reserve (ALR).  In exchange for the proposed exclusion, the applicant is proposing the inclusion 
of a 2.19 ha portion of 984 DeHart Road into the ALR.  The owner is also proposing to consolidate 
the proposed inclusion parcel with an adjacent parcel. 
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Land Use Management 

An application to rezone the majority of 984 DeHart Road to the RU1 zone consistent with the 
City’s Future Land Use designation was submitted in April of this year.  Despite proposing 
development of 984 DeHart Road consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP) and Sector 
Plan, the development is somewhat challenging for a couple of reasons.   

First, while the land was excluded from the ALR in 1989 and designated residential in the City’s 
OCP, the land remains rural/undeveloped.  Although two roads end on the eastern edge of the 
neighbourhood, the adjacent community has enjoyed local traffic only (i.e. no thru traffic) 
conditions since it was developed.  The result is that residents have come to expect that current 
conditions would persist. 

Further, the subject property (i.e. 984 DeHart Road) is in a rural/urban interface area with 
extensive ALR exposure to the north and east.  Topography and geology, including a number of 
natural springs also factor into site development.     

City staff met with the applicant group in the spring of 2012 to provide preliminary feedback on a 
development proposal.  Among other suggestions, City staff asked the applicant group to 
investigate the merits of an ALR swap with an adjacent property in hopes of arriving at a win-win 
solution.  A win for the City in that the ALR exposure could be reduced significantly and that an 
access/egress point could be established at an existing problematic intersection (i.e. Swamp and 
DeHart Road) and that intersection upgraded as part of this development1.  In terms of possible 
benefits to the owner, it was expected that 1010 DeHart Road would provide for improved access 
to DeHart Road and the opportunity to provide view lots may be of greater economic value.   

The agricultural capability of the two properties was unknown at the time of this meeting, but it 
was assumed that the two properties would be of similar capability.  While staff recommended 
the applicant/owner investigate the swap, support was conditional on a proposal which 
demonstrated no net loss to agricultural capability and ideally a net benefit.    

A rezoning application was received for 984 DeHart Road earlier this year, but the land swap was 
not contemplated.  The proposed development was poorly received by the local community who 
primarily noted distaste for a proposed transportation scheme which proposed to route all of the 
traffic through the existing community with no access/egress proposed for DeHart Road.  The 
applicant’s Transportation Impact Assessment concluded that the DeHart Road intersection at 
Bartholomew Court required improvements, while the Turner Road option met their needs.   

The applicant team reconsidered transportation options following initial public consultation.  
Included was a reconsideration of the ALR swap suggested by staff in 2012.  Staff remained 
conditionally supportive of the ALR swap for the reasons noted earlier.   

Given that the proposed swap required ALC approval, staff provided professional advice based on 
experience dealing with the Commission and what would be necessary to satisfy City objectives.  
Staff identified that an Agricultural Capability Assessment was necessary to determine the 
agricultural value of both the proposed inclusion and exclusion parcels.  Staff also advised that 
parcel consolidation is among the most desirable forms of compensation.  During this meeting the 
owner and agent agreed to consolidating two of his lots and adding the proposed inclusion land 
(~2.19 ha) to these lots.  The result was a single ~31.7 hectare parcel.  A concurrent benefit was 
the creation of a much more normal shaped parcel compared with the oddly shaped parcels 
which exist today. 

                                                
1 Despite a difference in opinion with the owner, City staff have never committed to funding the infrastructure 
upgrades in exchange for land dedication. 
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An application for ALR Inclusion/Exclusion was received on June 21.  The application proposed a 
1:1 land swap and included the lot consolidation as discussed, but the Agricultural Capability 
Assessment was not yet complete.  Staff received the Assessment on July 8 which was not 
consistent with expectations (see Section 4.1 below and attached).  The Assessment concluded 
that the proposed exclusion parcel is high quality agricultural soil and highly suitable for 
agriculture, while the proposed inclusion parcel is substantially lower quality and requires 
significant management to support basic crops.         

The applicant submitted a revised application on July 10 prior to the July 11 AAC meeting.  The 
revised proposal included a consolidation of the proposed inclusion with just one parcel (i.e. 
10.19 + 2.19 = 12.38 ha) versus a consolidation of two parcels with the proposed inclusion (i.e. 
19.33 + 10.19 + 2.19 = 31.7 ha).    

AAC members considered the proposal on July 11 following a site visit on July 10.  The agrologist 
discussed the highly variable soil conditions, the impediments to improving the inclusion land 
(e.g. presence of salts and fluctuating water table) and the climate conditions (i.e. excellent air 
drainage vs. frost pocket).  The agrologist observed that soil and groundwater conditions make 
soil improvements on the proposed inclusion parcel challenging.   

The AAC struggled to identify how the revised proposal reflected “no net loss” to agricultural 
capability given the Assessment.  While the AAC recognized the benefit from an urban 
development perspective (e.g. improved transportation network), they were not convinced the 
agricultural impacts were neutral.  After considerable deliberation the AAC recommended that 
Council support the proposed swap, with the condition that they were supporting the initial 
proposal which included the three parcel consolidation (see Section 7 below) and not the two 
parcel configuration currently being proposed by the applicant. 

Staff have carefully assessed the merits of the proposal in coming to a position of non-support.  
The results of the Agricultural Assessment and the change to the consolidation from three to two 
lots are game changing.  While staff were hopeful that the swap could result in wins for the City, 
adjacent community and applicant, staff are no longer convinced that this objective can be 
achieved.  As proposed, a 2.19 hectare (~5.4 acre) “high quality2” agricultural parcel would be 
developed in exchange for a much less capable parcel of the same size.  While the parcel would 
be appended to an existing ~10.2 hectare parcel, the result would be a larger parcel, but one 
with limited agricultural capability in terms of soils, climate and ease of farming (i.e. the parcel 
configuration is/would be inefficient). 

As proposed, the primary benefit is the reduction in ALR interface which is expected to drop by 
~45% (from ~895 metres to ~500 metres).  Although this benefit is considerable, staff do not 
believe that the reduction in ALR interface sufficiently offsets the permanent loss of Prime 
agricultural land.  While less ideal, the ALR interface can be managed by way of a vegetated 
landscape buffer on the urban development lands.                 

In terms of the transportation network, the City hopes to make intersection improvements at 
DeHart & Swamp Road in the future.  Doing so was not, however, ranked as a high priority capital 
project for Transportation Planning staff.  The alternative to all vehicular traffic entering and 
exiting the proposed development via Turner Road would be the provision of access to DeHart 
Road from 984 DeHart Road as per the conceptual planning.  Doing so may require transportation 
improvements (e.g. intersection at Bartholomew Court) as a condition of rezoning and which 
would be funded by the developer. 

In sum, the consideration of the land swap was worthwhile and has merit from a community 
planning perspective.  Staff would be in a position to support this given an improved approach to 

                                                
2 James Calissi (2013).  Agricultural Soils Classification Assessment for 984 DeHart Road and Adjoining Property. 
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mitigation and compensation.  However, the owner advises that he will no longer agree to the 
original consolidation citing estate planning.   

3.0 Background 

The approximately 9.4 hectare property at 984 DeHart Road was formerly located within the 
Agricultural Land Reserve (ALR), but excluded from the Reserve in 1989 (see Map 1).  Following 
exclusion of the land, City policy documents3 were revised to reflect the non-ALR status, and 
designated the property for future urban development.  The current Official Community Plan 
(OCP) shows the subject property at 984 DeHart Road as having residential development 
potential with a mix of “Single/Two Unit Residential” and “Multiple Unit Residential, Low 
Density” (see Map 2).  

A rezoning application proposing to rezone the majority of the property to the RU1 zone 
consistent with the City’s Future Land Use designation was submitted for 984 DeHart Road in 
April.  The northern (~4.3 hectare) portion of the property which is designated for multi-family 
residential was not proposed for development at this time4.  Rather, it was proposed that this 
portion would remain zoned for agriculture.   

The applicant and owner met with the City’s Development Review Team on May 17, 2012 prior to 
submitting for rezoning.  Among other considerations, City staff suggested that the applicant 
team consider an opportunity to achieve concurrent benefits to the design of the community and 
the improvement of agriculture through an ALR land swap5. 

The rezoning application presented to the City in April 2013 did not reflect the potential land 
swap.  Largely as a result of early public engagement conducted as part of the 984 DeHart Road 
rezoning application, the applicant team reconsidered development options including the swap.  
The proposed rezoning met significant neighbourhood resistance as vehicular access was 
proposed through an existing, well established community to the west via Turner Road.  At a 
conceptual level, the North Mission/Crawford Sector Plan showed vehicular access to DeHart 
Road in addition to Turner and Torrs Roads (see attached). 

The rezoning application has been placed on hold subject to the ALC decision which is expected 
later this year. 

3.1 Site Context 

The subject properties are located in the North Mission-Crawford Sector on the north side of 
DeHart Road and east of Gordon Drive.  The western property is severed by an 18 metre FortisGas 
right-of-way running SW to NE (see Map 3).  The two adjacent properties have a total combined 
area of approximately 11.6 hectares with elevations in the range of 345 and 373 metres.  Slopes 
on the properties range between relatively flat and quite steep, but overall, 984 DeHart Road is 
much flatter than is 1010 DeHart Road.   

The subject properties are located within the planning area established by the North Mission & 
Crawford Sector Plan (1997).  The Sector Plan states “the natural environment defines the 
physical character of the North Mission & Crawford Sector, and shapes the community's sense of 
place. The elements which form that natural environment include environmentally sensitive 
areas, hazardous lands, watercourses, steep slopes, significant vegetation and other natural 

                                                
3 Examples include the North Mission & Crawford Sector Plan (1997) and the past couple of Official Community Plan’s 
(OCP) including the current OCP 2030. 
4 The multi-family residential use allows for up to three storeys of housing in an array of forms including row housing, 
townhouse or apartment. 
5 The opportunity exists as a result of the co-owner of the 984 DeHart Road property owning the adjacent 1010 DeHart 
Road parcel. 
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areas”.  The Sector Plan language is consistent with the subject parcels as the parcel does 
contain environmentally sensitive areas (pockets of ESA1 – High Value), hazardous lands, 
watercourses, hillside conditions and significant vegetation. 

984 DeHart Road is currently zoned A1 – Agriculture, is not in the ALR and represents an 
agricultural interface abutting an existing large lot residential development (RU1 zone) to the 
west and ALR exposure on a number of edges.  ALR edge/exposure is estimated at 890 metres.  
As per the Sector Plan, existing residential development appears to have anticipated future 
residential development at 984 DeHart with two road endings (Turner and Torrs Roads) 
terminating at the western property line.  To the south is a residential neighbourhood consisting 
of large lot housing separated from the subject properties by DeHart Road. 

1010 DeHart Road is also zoned A1, but is in the ALR.  1010 DeHart Road borders the proposed 
development property at 984 DeHart Road and accounts for approximately 266 metres of the ALR 
exposure along the western edge.  

An environmental assessment (EA) was prepared in support of the 984 DeHart Road rezoning6.  
The EA notes that the subject property is in a “drainage receiving position. As a result of this 
slope position six springs are known in the immediate area of 700 meters distance”.  Six known 
springs are in close proximity to the subject property including two springs of note, Ahern and 
Cowan, which are currently licensed by the Province with access across the subject property 
dating back to 19447.  Access to these springs by licensees has been impeded by the landowner as 
a result of ditching on the subject property.  The water licence owners (Thomson Farm) are 
expressing a desire to regain access and usage to the spring water. 

Natural vegetation is restricted to the subject properties edge along modified drainage channels - 
ditching8.  Most of the ditching was established between 1992 and 2000. Prior to this the subject 
property was partially vegetated naturally with the remaining agricultural (orchard).  The subject 
property appeared to be cleared of all vegetation and drainage channels established in 2000 and 
subsequently modified several times with earth movement/filling, drainage ditching and 
detainment.  Re-vegetation was toward cultivated field for grazing purposes (sheep) which has 
been the recent agricultural activity on this site.  The applicant states that both properties are 
currently being farmed for hay.   

Parcel Summary 

984 DeHart Road (Proposed Inclusion) 

Parcel Size: 9.37 Ha (23.1 ac) 
Elevation:  345 - 369 masl 

1010 DeHart Road (Proposed Exclusion) 

Parcel Size: 2.19 Ha (5.43 ac) 
Elevation:  351 - 373 masl 

Agricultural Capability 

The two subject properties are comprised of a number of soil capability units (see Land Inventory 
maps attached).  The majority of 1010 DeHart (proposed exclusion) was identified as 100% Class 4 
with soil moisture deficiency as a limiting factor improved to 60% Class 2 and 40% Class 1.  The 
remainder is thought to be improvable to Class 3 with soil moisture deficiency, stoniness and 
topography as limiting factors. 

                                                
6 Makonis Consulting Ltd. (2013).  DeHart Road Environmental Assessment. 
7 Ibid. 
8 Ibid. 
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The portion of 984 DeHart Road proposed for inclusion was mapped mostly as 80% Class 4 and 20% 
Class 5 with excess water improved to 80% Class 2 and 20% Class 3 with inundation and excess 
water as limiting factors.  The remainder was thought to be 70% Class 6 with excess water and 
soil salinity, 30% Class 4 with soil moisture deficiency improved to 70% Class 4 with excess water 
and 30% Class 1. 

An agricultural assessment was prepared by a qualified professional (i.e. Professional Agrologist) 
and submitted just prior to the AAC meeting in July.  A comparative analysis of the properties for 
inclusion and exclusion concluded that: 

 The two parcels are substantially different in soils and climate capability. 

 The proposed exclusion parcel is high quality agricultural soil, suitable for growing a range 
of crops. In previous times the land supported an orchard and is highly suitable for such 
agricultural activities, including vineyard. 

 The proposed inclusion parcel is substantially lower quality from an agricultural perspective 
and will require significant management to support basic crops such as oats. 

 Cattle-grazing on the proposed inclusion parcel is limited due to poor growth of grasses and 
equestrian activities may be limited due to the wet nature of the soil and the risk of injury 
to the animals. 

 The climate of the proposed inclusion parcel is a lower grade than the exclusion property 
due to its low lying nature and precludes the use of winter sensitive perennial crops, such 
as fruit crops and grapes.  

 In its unimproved state the proposed inclusion parcel has the potential to support high 
valued non-soil type agriculture such as greenhouses and ornamental container production. 

 The inclusion land has the potential for agricultural improvements to the soils, which would 
significantly increase its value from an agricultural perspective, however the calcareous-
nature of the soil will continue to present cropping challenges, even with improvements. 

Map 1 – ALR Map 

 

  

1010 DeHart Road 
(Exclusion) 

984 DeHart Road 
(Partial Inclusion) 
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Map 2 – Future Land Use Map – 984 & 1010 DeHart Road 

 

Zoning and land uses adjacent to the property are as follows: 

Direction Zoning ALR Land Use 

North A1 – Agriculture 1 Yes Rural/ agricultural 

East A1 – Agriculture 1 Yes Rural/ agricultural 

South RU1 – Large Lot Housing No Residential 

West RU1 – Large Lot Housing No Residential 

Map 3 - Subject Properties Map – 984 & 1010 DeHart Road 

 

Gas ROW 

1010 DeHart Road 
(Exclusion) 

984 DeHart Road 
(Partial Inclusion) 

Wetlands 

Channelized 
Stream 

Environmentally 
Sensitive Area 

Multiple Unit Residential 
(Low Density) 

Single/Two Unit Residential 

Resource 
Protection Area 

Registered Springs 
(Ahern & Cowan) 
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3.2 Proposal 

The purpose of this file is to consider a land swap.  Proposed is the exclusion of all of 1010 
DeHart Road (~2.19 ha) from the ALR.  In exchange, the applicants are proposing to include 2.19 
ha in the NE portion of 984 DeHart Road into the ALR.  That is the swap would be at a 1:1 ratio. 

In addition to the swap, the owner of 1010 and co-owner of 984 DeHart proposes to consolidate 
the 984 DeHart Road inclusion land with one adjacent parcel (4210 Swamp Road) to the north 
(see Map 5 below).  If consolidated, the new parcel would be a single ~12.4 hectare parcel. 

Map 5 – Proposed Consolidation 

 

The swap and consolidation are in support of a proposed residential development at 984 DeHart 
Road.  If permitted by the ALC, the rezoning proposal will be revised to include 1010 DeHart 
Road.  Figure 1 shows a conceptual land use plan including road network.  A traffic circle is being 
shown at Swamp and DeHart Roads with additional access via Turner and Torrs Roads. 

Figure 1 - Conceptual Land Use Plan 
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The concept plan includes multi-family (low density) on a portion, with the remainder lower 
density, single family housing.  The applicant has shown the multi-family site to include a 
“Nursing Home Site”, though the proposed land use does not require this.  

The proposal also shows a riparian area on the western portion of 984 Dehart Road and water 
from the above-noted springs will be conveyed through the proposed inclusion area.  An ALR 
buffer is shown along the ALR interface area, though the width and details have not been 
proposed at this time. 

4.0 Current Development Policies 

4.1 Kelowna Official Community Plan (OCP) 

Objective 5.33 Protect and enhance local agriculture9. 

Protect Agricultural Land. Retain the agricultural land base by supporting the ALR and by 
protecting agricultural lands from development, except as otherwise noted in the City of 
Kelowna Agricultural Plan. Ensure that the primary use of agricultural land is agriculture, 
regardless of parcel size. 

ALR Exclusions. The City of Kelowna will not forward ALR exclusion applications to the ALC 
except in extraordinary circumstances where such exclusion is otherwise consistent with the 
goals, objectives and other policies of this OCP. Soil capability alone should not be used as 
justification for exclusion. 

Farm Protection DP Guidelines10 

1.3 On agricultural and non-agricultural lands, establish and maintain a landscape buffer along 
the agricultural and/or property boundary, except where development is for a permitted farm 
use that will not encourage public attendance and does not concern additional residences 
(including secondary suites), in accordance with the following criteria: 

1.3.1 Consistent with guidelines provided by Ministry of Agriculture “Guide to Edge 
Planning” and the ALC report “Landscape Buffer Specifications” or its replacement; 

1.3.2 Incorporate landscaping that reinforces the character of agricultural lands. A majority 
of plant material selected should include low maintenance, indigenous vegetation; 

1.3.3 Preserve all healthy existing mature trees located within the buffer area; 

1.3.4 Integrate double rows of trees, including coniferous trees, and dense vegetation into 
the buffer; 

1.3.6 Utilize where appropriate, roads, topographic features, watercourses, ditching, no-
build areas, vegetated and fenced barriers as buffers to preserve larger farm units and areas 
from the gradual encroachment of non-agricultural uses. Where appropriate use statutory 
covenants to ensure that buffers are established and maintained. 

1.4 On non-agricultural lands, design developments to protect the required landscape buffer 
from potential negative impacts related to on-site activities (i.e. drainage, recreational 
pathways, driveways); 

1.5 Design any subdivision or urban development of land to reduce densities and the intensity of 
uses gradually towards the boundary of agricultural lands; 

1.6 Incorporate subdivision design that minimizes potential negative impacts that may occur 
between farm and non-farm users (i.e., avoid road endings or road frontage next to agricultural 
land); 

                                                
9 City of Kelowna 2030 Official Community Plan: Greening Our Future (2011), Development Process Chapter; p. 5.33.  
10 City of Kelowna 2030 Official Community Plan: Greening Our Future (2011), Farm Protection DP Chapter; p. 15.3 – 15.4. 
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1.7 Require statutory covenants on non-agricultural land at subdivision to notify landowners 
that “normal farm practices” occur in close proximity. 

4.2 City of Kelowna Agriculture Plan 

ALR Application Criteria11 

Exclusion, subdivision, or non-farm use of ALR lands will generally not be supported.  General 
non-support for ALR applications is in the interest of protecting farmland through retention of 
larger parcels, protection of the land base from impacts of urban encroachment, reducing land 
speculation and the cost of entering the farm business, and encouraging increased farm 
capitalization. 

Urban - Rural/Agricultural Boundary Policies12 

Urban Buffers. Require new development, adjacent to agricultural areas, to establish setbacks, 
fencing and landscape buffers on the urban side of the defined urban – rural/agricultural 
boundary. 

5.0 Technical Comments 

5.1 Subdivision Approvals 

No concerns with ALR application at this time.  If approved by the ALC then a Preliminary Layout 
Review application will be required to address the subdivision, servicing and zoning bylaw 
requirements. 

5.2 Development Engineering Department 

No comments. 

6.0 Application Chronology 

Date of Application Received: June 21, 2013  

Agricultural Advisory Committee July 11, 2013 

The above noted application was reviewed by the Agricultural Advisory Committee at the 
meeting on July 11, 2013 and the following recommendations were passed: 

THAT the Agricultural Advisory Committee recommends that Council support Agricultural 
Land Reserve appeal Application No. A13-0009 for 984 DeHart Road/1010 DeHart Road to 
obtain permission from the Agricultural Land Commission to exclude 2.19 ha at 1010 
DeHart Road from the Agricultural Land Reserve in exchange for including 2.19 ha at 984 
DeHart Road into the Agricultural Land Reserve. 

Anecdotal Comments: 

While the AAC supported the proposed swap, they wished to express that their decision to 
recommend that Council support this application was difficult.  In particular while it was easy to 
understand the benefit for the community in terms of transportation, it is much more difficult to 
quantify the benefit to agriculture as positive, especially given the superior agricultural 
capability of the proposed exclusion property relative to the portion to be included. 

The AAC felt it was important to note specifically that: 

 while giving support to the proposed land swap, the original proposal which resulted in a 
three lot consolidation versus the amended proposal which proposes a two lot consolidation 
was much preferred; 

                                                
11 City of Kelowna Agriculture Plan (1998); p. 130. 
12 City of Kelowna Agriculture Plan (1998); p. 131. 
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 City Council understand that there are drainage issues in the area bound by DeHart, Swamp 
and Gordon Roads which were not resolved through the development of the Mission 
Recreation Park as was anticipated.  The drainage issues continue to negatively affect the 
agricultural viability of agricultural land in this area; 

 a future lot line adjustment/lot consolidation should provide for more uniform parcel 
shapes that are more easily farmed compared with what currently exists to the north of the 
proposed development parcel (i.e. 4150 & 4210 Swamp Road); and, 

 a Right-of-Way should be registered on the lands to ensure that licensed water rights are 
provided to downstream water license holders (e.g. Thomson Farm) and that the land 
owner should retain  water rights from South-East Kelowna Irrigation District (SEKID) for the 
land proposed for inclusion into the ALR. 

7.0 Alternate Recommendation 

THAT Agricultural Land Reserve appeal A13-0009 for an exclusion of land from the Agricultural 
Land Reserve for Lot 2, Section 31, Township 29, Osoyoos Division Yale District Plan KAP62654, 
located at 1010 DeHart Road; and for the inclusion into the Agricultural Land Reserve of part of 
Lot 1, Section 31, Township 29, Osoyoos Division Yale District Plan KAP62654, located at 984 
DeHart Road, Kelowna, B.C., pursuant to Section 20(3) of the Agricultural Land Commission Act, 
be supported by Municipal Council; 

AND THAT Municipal Council recommend that the exclusion of 1010 DeHart Road from the ALR be 
conditional on the registration of a right-of-way to ensure that licensed water rights are provided 
to downstream water license holders;  

AND THAT Municipal Council recommend that the water rights from the proposed exclusion lands 
be transferred to the land proposed for inclusion; 

AND FURTHER THAT Municipal Council forward the subject application to the Agricultural Land 
Commission. 

Report prepared by: 

     
Greg Sauer, Land Use Planner  
 
 

Reviewed by:    Todd Cashin, Manager, Environment & Land Use 
 

Approved for Inclusion:  Shelley Gambacort, Director, Land Use Management 

 

Attachments: 

Site Photos 
Subject property/zoning & ALR map (2 pages) 
North Mission/Crawford Sector Plan Illustrative Concept (1 page) 
Canada Land Inventory – Land Capability and Soil Classification (2 pages) 
Letter of Rationale (4 pages) 
Agrology Report (6 pages) 
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Photo 1 - Canal-channel dug along eastern property boundary as water catchment for SEKID out flow, 

located near telephone pole in photo, and Ahern Spring. 
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Photo 2 - Looking south from the central portion of the subject property. The area has been used to 

graze sheep for several years. 
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REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 
 
 

Date: August 13, 2013 

RIM No. 1250-30 

To: City Manager 

From: Urban Planning, Community Planning & Real Estate (JM) 

Application: Z13-0028 Owner: 

Braniff Real Estate Services 
Inc. (Michael Hoffman) & 
Crown (Ministry of Forests, 
Land and Natural Resource 
Operations) 

Address: 
3935 Lakeshore Road & 
adjacent Bed of Mission Creek 

Applicant: Michael Hoffman 

Subject: [Title]   

Existing OCP Designation: 

 
COMM – Commercial 
PARK – Major Parks & Open Space 

Existing Zones: 
C1 – Local Commercial 
RU5 – Bareland Strata 

Proposed Zones: C3 – Community Commercial 
RU5 – Bareland Strata 

 

1.0 Recommendation 

THAT Rezoning Application No. Z13-0028 to amend the City of Kelowna Zoning Bylaw No. 8000 by 
changing the zoning classification of part of Lot A, Section 6, Township 26, ODYD, Plan 12477, 
Except Plan KAP92361, located on 3935 Lakeshore Road, Kelowna, BC, from the C1 – Local 
Commercial zone to the C3 – Community Commercial zone, and from the C1 – Local Commercial 
Zone to the RU5 – Bareland Strata zone and to amend the City of Kelowna Zoning Bylaw No. 8000 
by changing the zoning classification of part of All that unsurveyed Crown foreshore being part of 
the bed of Mission Creek adjacent to Lot A, Section 6, Township 26, ODYD, Plan 12477, Except 
Plan KAP92361, containing 56.5 square metres, more or less, from the RU5 – Bareland Strata zone 
to the C3 – Community Commercial zone as shown on Map “B” attached to the Report of the 
Urban Planning Department dated August 13, 2013, be considered by Council. 
 
AND THAT the Zone Amending Bylaw be forwarded to a Public Hearing for further consideration; 
 
AND THAT final adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw be considered in conjunction with 
Council’s consideration of a Development Permit and Development Variance Permit for the 
subject property; 
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AND THAT final adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw be considered subsequent to registration of 
the proposed lot line adjustment on the eastern property line of the subject property; 
 
AND THAT final adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw be considered subsequent to the 
requirements of the Development Engineering Branch being completed to their satisfaction; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT final adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw be considered subsequent to the 
registration on title of an access easement in favour of the Province and the City for the purposes 
of dike maintenance.  

2.0 Purpose   

To consider a proposal to rezone portions of subject properties from the C1 – Local Commercial 
zone to the C3 – Community Commercial, from the RU5 – Bareland Strata zone to the C3 – 
Community Commercial zone, and from the C1 – Local Commercial zone to the RU5 – Bareland 
Strata zone to permit the development of a 3 storey retail and office building. 

3.0 Urban Planning Department 

Urban Planning staff are supportive of the proposed land use change, as it complies generally 
with the objectives and policies of the Official Community Plan (OCP). The proposed land use 
represents the next step in the gradual intensification of commercial land use on the east side of 
Lakeshore Road, moving from piecemeal local commercial development to a small, but 
established node of community commercial development. The development of commercial 
projects in this node will create a concentration of commercial uses that is needed to support 
bona fide community commercial purposes.  

The siting and landscaping for the proposal are consistent with the development to the south; 
however, the three-storey massing of the proposed building is a departure from the two-storey 
commercial/residential building to the south and the single storey development to the north. 
Nevertheless, staff acknowledge the considerable effort that the applicant team has made in 
creating a respectful transition to neighbouring development. Staff further note that overall 
building massing for the area will likely continue to evolve and to intensify, as remaining 
underdeveloped sites are redeveloped over time. 

4.0 Proposal 

4.1 Background 

In 2012, the Province and the City cooperated to improve the dike of the south side of Mission 
Creek. Since that work was completed, the Province has taken access through the subject 
property for dike maintenance purposes, with the permission of the land owner.  

Since the applicant team has decided to move forward with the redevelopment of the site, they 
have been working with the staff from the City and the provincial government regarding a 
potential lot line adjustment for the eastern boundary of the subject property, which abuts the 
existing Mission Creek dike. This proposal would result in a more consistent setback from the 
dike. Provincial staff have confirmed that they support such a lot line adjustment on the 
condition that permanent maintenance access for the dike be granted through the site. However, 
the applicant team must make the necessary applications and receive formal provincial approval 
prior to final adoption of the zoning. 

In addition to access for the Province for dike maintenance, the City is seeking the same, and has 
also worked with the applicant to re-establish a riparian area west of the dike. The riparian 
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restoration will be addressed through a Natural Environment Development Permit, which will be 
executed at a staff level. 

The Official Community Plan (OCP) Future Land Use designation for the subject property is split 
between the COMM – Commercial designation and the PARK – Major Park & Open Space 
designation. There is a staff-initiated OCP amendment package being prepared for Council 
consideration, which includes a proposal to reduce the portion of the subject property identified 
for PARK such that it is consistent with the 15m riparian setback for this stretch of Mission Creek. 

In accordance with Council Policy No. 367, the applicant team has been proactive in engaging 
with surrounding land owners and residents within 50m of the subject property. Feedback 
received was generally very positive, and is summarized in Appendix ‘A’. 

4.2 Project Description 

The proponent is seeking to develop a three storey commercial building on the subject property, 
containing a mix of retail and office space. The retail space would be located on the ground 
floor, with offices occupying the second and third floors. The footprint of the building is 490m2 in 
area, and the Gross Floor Area of the three storeys together will be 1,336m2.  

The proposal features a covered sidewalk, or “arcade”, that is continued from the development 
to the south, allowing for seamless pedestrian movement between the two lots. The retail units 
will be accessed directly from this sidewalk, as will the lobby for the offices on the upper two 
storeys. There is a service access at the rear of the building for the retail units.  

Vehicle access for the development would be achieved through the use of a cross-access 
easement with the property to the south, using a common entry/exit onto Lakeshore Road across 
from Radant Road. Customer parking is located principally in the front of the parcel, between 
Lakeshore Road and the proposed building. Staff parking is proposed to be located at the rear of 
the property, accessed through a service lane at the north side of the building. Short-term 
bicycle parking will be located at the front entrance to the building, and long-term secure bike 
storage is proposed in a “bike box” at the rear of the building. The garbage and recycling 
enclosure is also located at the rear of the building, adjacent to the secure bike parking. 

As a condition of the zoning, the applicant will be required to urbanize the Lakeshore Road 
frontage, including sidewalk and landscaped boulevard. 

In terms of form and character, the building displays a distinctly modern, playful esthetic that is 
inspired by the tourist commercial areas around Cook Road and the South Pandosy Urban Centre. 
While this architecture is a significant departure from the character of the building to the south, 
it nevertheless presents very high quality design and finishing, and responds to more 
contemporary massing from the recent building at 3975-3979 Lakeshore Road, and the residential 
development to the south (“The Lexington”).  

Three variances are triggered by the proposed development: two variances to the minimum side 
yard setback and minimum landscape buffer abutting residential development, and one variance 
to the minimum parking setback in a side yard. Two of these variances are triggered purely as a 
result of the building face extending for approximately 2-3m into the portion of the property 
abutting residential development.  

Should Council give favourable consideration to this application, the Development Permit for 
form and character and the Development Variance Permit will be brought forward for 
consideration at a later meeting. A more detailed analysis of each request will be brought 
forward at that time.  
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4.3 Site Context 

The subject property is approximately 1,871m2 in area and is located on the east side of 
Lakeshore Road, south of the Mission Creek bridge. The lot is presently empty, but formerly 
contained a dentist’s office building. The lot is within the Permanent Growth Boundary, but is 
not within any Urban or Village Centres. 

The surrounding neighbourhood is characterized by a mix of commercial, service and residential 
uses. The lots fronting the east side of Lakeshore Road south of the Mission Creek bridge are 
gradually developing into a neighbourhood/community commercial centre, with a mix of retail 
and office development.  

Specifically, adjacent land uses are as follows: 

Orientation Zoning Land Use 

North 
C2RLS – Neighbourhood Commercial (Retail 
Liquor Sales) 

Creekside Pub 
Liquor Store  

East Mission Creek Mission Creek 

South 
C2 – Neighbourhood Commercial 
RU5 – Bareland Strata 

Mixed retail commercial/apartment 
housing 
The Lexington – bareland strata 

West C2 – Neighbourhood Commercial Petro Canada 

 
Subject Property Map: 3935 Lakeshore Road 

 

 

4.4 Zoning Analysis Table 
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Zoning Analysis Table 

CRITERIA C3 ZONE REQUIREMENTS PROPOSAL 

Existing Lot/Subdivision Regulations 
Lot Area 1,300 m2 1,871 m2 

Lot Width 30.0 m Approx. 25 m * 

Lot Depth 40.0 m exceeds 

Development Regulations 
Floor Area Ratio 1.0 0.71 

Site Coverage 50% 26% 

Height 15.0 m / 4 storeys 12.0 m / 3 storeys 

Front Yard 3.0 m m 

Side Yard (south) 
0.0 m (abutting commercial) 
2.0 m (abutting residential) 

0.0 m (abutting commercial) 

0.0 m (abutting residential) 

Side Yard (north) 0.0 m 6.0 m 

Rear Yard 0.0 m exceeds 

Other Regulations 

Minimum Parking Requirements 
Office @ 2.5/100m2 GFA + 

Retail @ 2.0/100m2 GFA = 26 
stalls 

28 stalls 

Parking Setbacks 1.5 m from residential 0.0 m from residential 

Bicycle Parking 
Class I = 3 
Class II = 7 

Class I = 3 
Class II = 7 

Loading Space  1 stall  1 stall 

Landscaping 
Front – Level 2 

Side – Level 3 (abutting res) 
Rear – Level 3  

Front – Level 2 

Side – Level 1 (abutting res) 
Rear – Level 3 

 *  the subject property does not need to meet minimum subdivision standards, as no subdivision is proposed. 

 Indicates a requested variance to the minimum side yard setback abutting a residential zone from 2.0m permitted to 0.0m  

    proposed. 

 Indicates a requested variance to the minimum setback for parking areas from 1.5m permitted to 0.0m proposed. 

 Indicates a requested variance to the minimum landscape buffer abutting a non-commercial zone from Level 3 permitted to 

    Level 1 proposed. 

5.0 Current Development Policies   

5.1 Kelowna Official Community Plan (OCP) 

Development Process 

Compact Urban Form.1 Develop a compact urban form that maximizes the use of existing 
infrastructure and contributes to energy efficient settlement patterns. This will be done by 
increasing densities (approximately 75 - 100 people and/or jobs located within a 400 metre 
walking distance of transit stops is required to support the level of transit service) through 
development, conversion, and re-development within Urban Centres (see Map 5.3) in particular 
and existing areas as per the provisions of the Generalized Future Land Use Map 4.1. 

Maximize Pedestrian / Cycling Connectivity.2 Require that pedestrian and cyclist movement and 
infrastructure be addressed in the review and approval of all City and private sector 
developments, including provision of sidewalks and trails and recognition of frequently used 
connections and informal pedestrian routes. With new developments, require dedication of on-

                                                      
1 City of Kelowna Official Community Plan, Policy 5.3.2 (Development Process Chapter). 
2 City of Kelowna Official Community Plan, Policy 5.10.1 (Development Process Chapter). 
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site walking and cycling paths where necessary to provide links to adjacent parks, schools, transit 
stops, recreation facilities, employment nodes, cul-de-sacs and large activity areas. 

Environmentally Sensitive Area Linkages.3 Ensure that development activity does not 
compromise the ecological function of environmentally sensitive areas and maintains the 
integrity of plant and wildlife corridors. 

Offices Near Transit.4 Direct new office development to areas served by public transit. 

6.0 Technical Comments   

6.1 Building & Permitting Department 

1) Development Cost Charges (DCC’s) are required to be paid prior to issuance of any 
Building Permit(s) for new construction 

2) A minimum Geodetic Elevation of 343.66 meters is required for all habitable spaces  

3) A Geotechnical report is required to address the sub soil conditions. 

4) Access to any mechanical rooms at roof level are required or access to the roofs are 
required 

5) Size and location of all signage to be clearly defined as part of the development 
permit.  

6) Full Plan check for Building Code related issues will be done at time of Building Permit 
applications 

6.2 Development Engineering Department 

See attached Memorandum, dated July 19, 2013. 

6.3 Fire Department 

Fire department access, fire flows, and hydrants as per the BC Building Code and City of Kelowna 
Subdivision Bylaw #7900. The Subdivision Bylaw #7900 requires a minimum of 150ltr/sec fire 
flows. Additional comments will be required at the building permit application. 

6.4 Telus 

TELUS will provide underground facilities to this development. Developer will be required to 
supply and install conduit as per TELUS policy. 

6.5 Infrastructure Planning (Parks & Public Places) 

1. Black Cottonwood is naturally occurring along Mission Creek, therefore substitute the 
proposed trembling aspens with Black Cottonwood.  

2. No conifers have been included in the riparian area. Western Red Cedar is naturally 
occurring along Mission Creek, therefore add this species to the riparian planting area.  

3. Planting bed along the Lakeshore frontage seems to be light on plant quantities, 
therefore suggest adding more plants. 

6.6 FortisBC Energy (gas) 

                                                      
3 City of Kelowna Official Community Plan, Policy 5.15.3 (Development Process Chapter). 
4 City of Kelowna Official Community Plan, Policy 5.27.2 (Development Process Chapter). 
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Please be advised FortisBC gas division has reviewed the above mentioned referral and has no 
objections or comments. 

6.7 FortisBC (electric) 

There are primary distribution facilities along Lakeshore Road.  The applicant is responsible for 
costs associated with any change to the subject property's existing service, if any, as well as the 
provision of appropriate land rights where required. 
 
Otherwise, FortisBC Inc. (Electric) has no concerns. 

7.0 Application Chronology   

Date of Application Received: July 5, 2013   
 

Report prepared by: 

     
James Moore, Urban Land Use Planner  
 
 

Reviewed by:    Danielle Noble, Manager, Urban Land Use 
 

Approved for Inclusion  D. Gilchrist, Divisional Director  
Community Planning & Real Estate 

 
  

Attachments:  

Subject Property Map (1 page) 
Map ‘B’ – Proposed Zoning 
Site Plan (1 page) 
Conceptual Elevations (1 paged) 
Applicant’s Record of Public Consultation (3 pages) 
Memorandum from the Development Engineering Branch, dated July 19, 2013 (5 pages) 



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75

REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 
 
 

Date: August 8, 2013 

RIM No. 1250-30 

To: City Manager 

From: Urban Planning, Community Planning and Real Estate (PM) 

Application: Z07-0073/OCP07-0022 Owner: Al Stober Construction Ltd 

Address: 

2728 Pandosy Street 

(Formerly 477 Osprey Avenue and 

2728 Pandosy Street) 

Applicant: Meiklejohn Architects Inc. 

Subject: Rezoning Application, Extension Request 

Existing Zone: P2 – Education and Minor Institutional 

Proposed Zone: C4 – Urban Centre Commercial 

 

1.0 Recommendation 

THAT in accordance with Development Application Procedures Bylaw No. 10540, the deadline for 
the adoption of Official Community Plan Amending Bylaw No. 10265 and Zone Amending Bylaw 
No. 10266, for Lot 1, D.L. 14, ODYD, Plan KAP91460 located on 2728 Pandosy St., Kelowna, BC, 
be extended from December 15, 2012 to December 15, 2013.  
 
AND THAT this is the final extension for this project. 

2.0 Purpose  

To extend the date for adoption of the Official Community Plan and Zone Amending Bylaws 
(BL10265/BL10266) from December 15, 2012 to December 15, 2013 in order to facilitate the 
rezoning of the subject property from the P2 – Education and Minor Institutional zone to the C4- 
Urban Centre Commercial zone to construct a seven storey mixed use development. 

3.0 Land Use Management  

Section 2.12.1 of Procedure Bylaw No. 10540 states that: 

In the event that an application made pursuant to this bylaw is one (1) year old or older and has 
been inactive for a period of six (6) months or greater: 
 

a) The application will be deemed to be abandoned and the applicant will be notified in writing 
that the file will be closed; 
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b) Any bylaw that has not received final adoption will be of no force and effect; 

c) In the case of an amendment application, the City Clerk will place on the agenda of a meeting 
of Council a motion to rescind all readings of the bylaw associated with that Amendment 
application. 
 
Section 2.12.2 of the Procedure Bylaw makes provision that upon written request by the 
applicant prior to the lapse of the application, Council may extend the deadline for a period of 
twelve (12) months by passing a resolution to that affect. 
  
By-Law No. 10266 and 10265 received second and third readings on December 15, 2009 after the 
Public Hearing held on the same date. The applicant wishes to have this application remain open 
for an additional twelve (12) months in order to consider all options for the project.  As there has 
been no file activity, and given the tenant improvements on the site for a restaurant use, it is 
logical that this be considered the final extension.  When the applicant team deems a 
similar/identical project to be feasible at some point in the future, Staff will endeavour to 
expedite the review process given the time and resources that have been allocated to this 
proposal.   

Report prepared by: 

     
Paul McVey, Land Use Planner  
/dc 
 
Reviewed by:    

     Danielle Noble, Manager, Urban Planning 
 

Approved for Inclusion  Doug Gilchrist, Divisional Director, Community Planning  
     and Real Estate 
 

Attachments:  

Subject Property Map 
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REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 

  
 

 
Date: 

 
August 8, 2013 

To:  
 

City Manager 
 

From: 
 

Land Use Management, Community Sustainability (PMcV) 
 

Application: 
 

Z09-0035  Owners: Matthew James  Ewonus 

Address: 3130 Sexsmith Road Applicant: Protech Consulting  

Subject: Extension Report 
 

Existing Zone: A1 – Agriculture 1 

Proposed Zone: I6 - Low-Impact Transitional Industrial 

   
1.0 Recommendation 

 
THAT in accordance with Development Application Procedures Bylaw No. 10540, the deadline for 
the adoption of Amending Bylaw No. 10436 (Z09-0035, for Lot 28 Section 3 Township 23 ODYD 
Plan 18861, located at 3130 Sexsmith Road, Kelowna, BC, be extended from May 16, 2013 to 
November 16, 2013. 
 
2.0  Purpose 

 
To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10436) from May 16, 2013 to 
November 16, 2013 in order to rezone the subject property from the A1 – Agriculture 1 zone to 
the new I6 – Low-Impact Transitional Industrial zone. This zone is intended to perform a 
transition role allowing for reasonable industrial land uses between the general industrial land 
use to the south, and residential land use to the north. 
 
3.0 Land Use Management 
 
The above noted development application was originally considered at a Public Hearing by 
Council on November 16, 2010. 
 
Section 2.12.1 of Procedure Bylaw No. 10540 states that: 
 

In the event that an application made pursuant to this bylaw is one (1) year old or 
older and has been inactive for a period of six (6) months or greater: 

a) The application will be deemed to be abandoned and the applicant will be notified in 
writing that the file will be closed; 

b) Any bylaw that has not received final adoption will be of no force and effect; 
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c) In the case of an amendment application, the City Clerk will place on the agenda of a 
meeting of Council a motion to rescind all readings of the bylaw associated with that 
Amendment application. 

 
Section 2.12.2 of the Procedure Bylaw makes provision for Council to consider an extension to an 
amending bylaw for up to 6 months beyond the 12 months deadline.   
 
By-Law No. 10436 (Z09-0035) received second and third readings on November 16, 2010 after the 
Public Hearing held on the same date. The applicant wishes to have this application remain open 
for an additional six months in order to submit a Development Permit for a concept proposal that 
would span this property and one adjacent parcel.  
 
When the last extension application was considered by Council, the following notification was 
formalized to inform the applicant with respect to future bylaw extensions: 
 

“Please be advised that Council had a general discussion with respect to extending 
applications at third reading and requested that you be advised that future extensions 
may not be granted without compelling rationale to do so.” 

 
Given that three years has lapsed with limited activity and in consideration of Council’s previous 
anecdotal forewarning at the last extension granted, Staff will be reluctant to support any future 
extensions.  The subject property requires a Development Permit to be submitted in order to 
review the scope of the proposal, which remains an outstanding item.   
 
 
Report prepared by: 
 
 
 
    
Paul McVey, Land Use Planner 
 
 

Reviewed by:    Danielle Noble, Manager, Urban Planning 
 

Approved for Inclusion:  Doug Gilchrist, Divisional Director, Community Planning &      
 
     Real Estate 
/dc 
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REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 
 
 

Date: August 8, 2013 

RIM No. 1250-30 

To: City Manager 

From: Urban Planning, Community Planning and Real Estate (PM) 

Application: Z10-0092 Owner: Kimberly & John Berg 

Address: 3150 Sexsmith Rd Applicant: Protech Consulting 2012 

Subject: Rezoning Application, Extension Request 

Existing Zone: A1 – Agriculture 1 

Proposed Zone: I6 – Low Impact Transitional Industrial Zone 

 

1.0 Recommendation 

THAT in accordance with Development Application Procedures Bylaw No. 10540, the deadline for 
the adoption of Amending Bylaw No. 10443 (Z10-0092, for Lot 27, Section 3, Township 23, ODYD 
Plan 18861, located at 3150 Sexsmith Road, Kelowna, BC, be extended from May 16, 2013 to 
November 16, 2013. 
 

2.0 Purpose  

To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10443) from May 16, 2013 to 
November 16, 2013 in order to rezone the subject property from the A1 – Agriculture 1 to the I6 – 
Low Impact Transitional Industrial zone to construct a multipurpose recreational building to 
contain four ice surfaces, viewing gallery, pro shop, restaurant and operational offices. 

3.0 Land Use Management  

Section 2.12.1 of Procedure Bylaw No. 10540 states that: 

In the event that an application made pursuant to this bylaw is one (1) year old or older and has 
been inactive for a period of six (6) months or greater: 
 

a) The application will be deemed to be abandoned and the applicant will be notified in writing 
that the file will be closed; 

b) Any bylaw that has not received final adoption will be of no force and effect; 
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c) In the case of an amendment application, the City Clerk will place on the agenda of a meeting 
of Council a motion to rescind all readings of the bylaw associated with that Amendment 
application. 
 
Section 2.12.2 of the Procedure Bylaw makes provision that upon written request by the 
applicant prior to the lapse of the application, Council may extend the deadline for a period of 
twelve (12) months by passing a resolution to that affect. 
  
By-Law No. 10443 received second and third readings on November 16, 2010 after the Public 
Hearing held on the same date. The applicant wishes to have this application remain open for an 
additional six months in order to submit a Development Permit for a concept proposal that would 
span this property and one adjacent parcel.  
 
When the last extension application was considered by Council, the following notification was 
formalized to inform the applicant with respect to future bylaw extensions: 
 

“Please be advised that Council had a general discussion with respect to extending 
applications at third reading and requested that you be advised that future extensions 
may not be granted without compelling rationale to do so.” 

 
 
Given that three years has lapsed with limited activity and in consideration of Council’s previous 
anecdotal forewarning at the last extension granted, Staff will be reluctant to support any future 
extensions.  The subject property requires a Development Permit to be submitted in order to 
review the scope of the proposal, which remains an outstanding item.  The consultant has met 
with Staff to apprise them of a development concept which will form a pending Development 
Permit submission, but this has not been received as of the date of this report. 

Report prepared by: 

     
Paul McVey, Land Use Planner  
/dc 
 

Reviewed by:    Danielle Noble, Manager, Urban Planning 
 

Approved for Inclusion  Doug Gilchrist, Divisional Director, Community Planning  
     and Real Estate 
 

Attachments:  

Site Plan 
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REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 
 
 

Date: August 8, 2013 

RIM No. 1250-30 

To: City Manager 

From: Urban Planning, Community Planning and Real Estate (PM) 

Application: Z10-0093 Owner: 
Shanny & Marlin James 
Toews 

Address: 3170 Sexsmith Rd Applicant: Protech Consulting 2012 

Subject: Rezoning Application, Extension Request 

Existing Zone: A1 – Agriculture 1 

Proposed Zone: I6 – Low Impact Transitional Industrial Zone 

 

1.0 Recommendation 

THAT in accordance with Development Application Procedures Bylaw No. 10540, the deadline for 
the adoption of Amending Bylaw No. 10445 (Z10-0093, for Lot 26, Section 3, Township 23, ODYD 
Plan 18861, located at 3170 Sexsmith Road, Kelowna, BC, be extended from May 16, 2013 to 
November 16, 2013. 
 

2.0 Purpose  

To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10445) from May 16, 2013 to 
November 16, 2013 in order to rezone the subject property from the A1 – Agriculture 1 to the I6 – 
Low Impact Transitional Industrial zone to construct a multipurpose recreational building to 
contain four ice surfaces, viewing gallery, pro shop, restaurant and operational offices. 

3.0 Land Use Management  

Section 2.12.1 of Procedure Bylaw No. 10540 states that: 

In the event that an application made pursuant to this bylaw is one (1) year old or older and has 
been inactive for a period of six (6) months or greater: 
 

a) The application will be deemed to be abandoned and the applicant will be notified in writing 
that the file will be closed; 

b) Any bylaw that has not received final adoption will be of no force and effect; 
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c) In the case of an amendment application, the City Clerk will place on the agenda of a meeting 
of Council a motion to rescind all readings of the bylaw associated with that Amendment 
application. 
 
Section 2.12.2 of the Procedure Bylaw makes provision that upon written request by the 
applicant prior to the lapse of the application, Council may extend the deadline for a period of 
twelve (12) months by passing a resolution to that affect. 
  
By-Law No. 10445 received second and third readings on November 16, 2010 after the Public 
Hearing held on the same date. The applicant wishes to have this application remain open for an 
additional six months in order to submit a Development Permit for a concept proposal that would 
span this property and one adjacent parcel.  
 
When the last extension application was considered by Council, the following notification was 
formalized to inform the applicant with respect to future bylaw extensions: 
 

“Please be advised that Council had a general discussion with respect to extending 
applications at third reading and requested that you be advised that future extensions 
may not be granted without compelling rationale to do so.” 

 
 
Given that three years has lapsed with limited activity and in consideration of Council’s previous 
anecdotal forewarning at the last extension granted, Staff will be reluctant to support any future 
extensions.  The subject property requires a Development Permit to be submitted in order to 
review the scope of the proposal, which remains an outstanding item.  The consultant has met 
with Staff to apprise them of a development concept which will form a pending Development 
Permit submission, but this has not been received as of the date of this report. 

Report prepared by: 

     
Paul McVey, Land Use Planner  
/dc 
 

Reviewed by:    Danielle Noble, Manager, Urban Planning 
 

Approved for Inclusion  Doug Gilchrist, Divisional Director, Community Planning  
     and Real Estate 
 

Attachments:  

Site Plan 
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REPORT TO COUNCIL 
 
 
 

Date: August 8, 2013 

RIM No. 1250-30 

To: City Manager 

From: Urban Planning, Community Planning and Real Estate (BD) 

Application: Z12-0036 Owner: 
Dennis William Hector 
McGuire 

Address: 354 Christleton Avenue Applicant: Peter J. Chataway 

Subject: Rezoning Application, Extension Request 

Existing Zone: RU1 – Large Lot Housing 

Proposed Zone: RU1c – Large Lot Housing with Carriage House 

 

1.0 Recommendation 

THAT in accordance with Development Application Procedures Bylaw No. 10540, the deadline for 
the adoption of Zone Amending Bylaw No. 10731, for Lot 8, D.L. 14, ODYD, Plan 3451 located on 
354 Christleton Avenue, Kelowna, BC, be extended from August 7, 2013  to August 7, 2014.  
 

2.0 Purpose  

To extend the date for adoption of the Zone Amending Bylaw (BL10731) from August 7, 2103 to 
August 7, 2014 in order to rezone the subject property from the RU1 – Large Lot Housing zone to 
the RU1c – Large Lot Housing with Carriage House zone to construct an accessory building with a 
secondary suite. 

3.0 Land Use Management  

Section 2.12.1 of Procedure Bylaw No. 10540 states that: 

In the event that an application made pursuant to this bylaw is one (1) year old or older and has 
been inactive for a period of six (6) months or greater: 
 

a) The application will be deemed to be abandoned and the applicant will be notified in writing 
that the file will be closed; 

b) Any bylaw that has not received final adoption will be of no force and effect; 
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c) In the case of an amendment application, the City Clerk will place on the agenda of a meeting 
of Council a motion to rescind all readings of the bylaw associated with that Amendment 
application. 
 
Section 2.12.2 of the Procedure Bylaw makes provision that upon written request by the 
applicant prior to the lapse of the application, Council may extend the deadline for a period of 
twelve (12) months by passing a resolution to that affect. 
  
By-Law No. 10731 received second and third readings on August 2, 2012 after the Public Hearing 
held on the same date. The applicant wishes to have this application remain open for an 
additional twelve (12) months in order to allow for more time to arrange financing.  This project 
remains unchanged and is the same in all respects as originally applied for. 
 
The Urban Planning Department recommends Council consider the request for an extension 
favourably. 

Report prepared by: 

     
Birte Decloux, Land Use Planner  
/dc 
 
Reviewed by:    

     Danielle Noble, Manager, Urban Planning 
 

Approved for Inclusion  Doug Gilchrist, Divisional Director, Community Planning  
     and Real Estate 
 

Attachments:  

Site Plan 
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Report to Council 
 

 

Date: 

 
August 7, 2013 
 

Rim No. 
 

0610-53 

To:  
 

City Manager 
 

From: 
 

Noreen Redman, Airport Finance & Administration Manager 

Subject: 
 

2013-07-16 Report to Council Amend Airport Fees and Charges Bylaw 7982 

 Report Prepared by:  Toni McQueenie, Legal & Administrative Coordinator 

 

Recommendation: 
 
THAT Council receives for information the report of the Airport Finance & Administration 
Manager dated August 7, 2013 outlining recommended changes to the fees in the Airport Fees 
Bylaw; 
 
AND THAT Bylaw No. 10884 being Amendment No. 27 to the City of Kelowna Airport Fees 
Bylaw 7982 be advanced for reading consideration.   
 
Purpose:  
 
To obtain Council’s approval to amend the Kelowna International Airport’s fees and charges 
by amending bylaw No. 7982.  
 
Background: 
 

In April, 2012, the City of Kelowna, through the City’s Request for Proposal process, selected 
a contractor as the City’s Marketing and Advertising Agency of Record.  The City’s Purchasing 
Department has approved an addendum to the Marketing and Advertising Agency of Record 
Agreement that permits the Contractor to act as the sales agency for the advertising displays 
at the Kelowna International Airport.  Seventy percent (70%) of the revenue from the sales of 
the advertising will be paid to the airport.     
 
The contractor and YLW will work together to improve and expand the advertising 
opportunities within the airport.  Some upcoming changes include updating some of the 
backlit signage with brighter LED backlit displays, adding a digital network and implementing 
the attractions kiosk.  As well, clients will have the ability to have exterior displays, interior 
product sampling, unique displays, and short-term decal options.    
 
Having a dedicated advertising sales provider will improve the level of service offered, while 
keeping in mind the needs of small business and local advertisers.  The airport anticipates an 
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increase of $25,000 in 2014, which will be included in the upcoming budget process and staff 
are working with the Agency of Record to determine sales targets for future years. 
 
As advertising rates will now be negotiated by the Contractor and may be reviewed for 
reasonableness by Airport staff, it is recommended that section 10 of Bylaw 7982 be removed 
in its entirety.       
  
Several other sections of Bylaw 7982 are out-of-date and the following changes are 
recommended:   
 

1. The title of Airport General Manager be changed to Airport Director.  
 

2. Section 5 - After Hours Firefighting and Maintenance Services Fees.  It is recommended 
that this section be deleted in its entirety as YLW expanded its hours of operation, and 
these charges are no longer applicable.  
 

3. Section 7.4 - Common Use Counter Charge.  This charge is based on a rate set out in 
the Airport Director’s Circulars.  It is recommended that the specific circular number 
and date be removed, so that Bylaw 7982 will not have to be updated when an 
amendment to the circular necessitates a change in the circular number.     
 

4. Section 11 - Pay Telephone Concession Fees.  It is recommended that this section be 
deleted in its entirety as the rates reflect the commission paid by Telus, and not a fee 
set by the City.   
 

5. Section 12 - Land Rental Rates.   An independent study conducted in December, 2011 
confirmed that the ground rent policy adopted by Kelowna City Council 10 years ago 
for airport leases, whereby the year 1 rent is indexed at an annual rate of 2% rather 
than conducting costly periodic rent reviews, is the best approach concerning the 
estimation and management of ground rents and rate increases at YLW.  In order to 
bring the bylaw up-to-date, it is recommended that section 12 be amended by 
removing it in its entirety and replacing it with the 2013 rental rates as recommended 
in the 2011 study.    
 

6. Section 13 - Airport Maintenance Charge.  The independent study set out in number 4 
above also confirmed that the rate charged in 2011 plus increases of 2% per annum will 
keep pace with rates charged at similar airport locations.  In order to bring the bylaw 
up-to-date, it is recommended that section 13 be amended by replacing the 2001 rate 
with the 2013 rate of $0.0280 per square foot per annum.   
 

7. Section 25 – Security Fees and Charges.  These charges do not include applicable 
taxes, and accordingly, the note stating that taxes are included should be removed.  
 
 

Internal Circulation: 
 
Financial/Budgetary Considerations:   
2013 advertising revenue budget is $180,000, and will increase to $205,000 in the upcoming 
2014 budget process. 
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Considerations not applicable to this report: 
 
Legal/Statutory Authority: N/A 
Legal/Statutory Procedural Requirements: N/A 
Existing Policy: N/A 
Personnel Implications: N/A 
External Agency/Public Comments: N/A 
Communications Comments: N/A 
Alternate Recommendation: N/A 
 
Submitted by:  

 
N. Redman, Airport Finance & Administration Manager 
 
 
Approved for inclusion:                        Dave Fuller, Acting Airport Director and    
      Paul Macklem, Deputy City Manager 
 
 
 
 
 
 
cc: Clerks Office, Purchasing Department 
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Report to Council 
 

 

Date: 

 
August 21, 21013 
 

Rim No. 
 

0505-80 

To:  
 

City Manager 
 

From: 
 

Community & Neighbourhood Programs Manager  

Subject: 
 

Senior Societies Service Delivery Agreements 

  

 

Recommendation: 
 
THAT Council receives, for information, the Report from the Community & Neighbourhood 
Programs Manager dated August 21, 2013, regarding the Senior Societies Service Delivery 
Agreements; 
 
AND THAT Council endorses the Service Delivery Agreements between the City of Kelowna and 
the Rutland Senior Centre Society and the Okanagan Mission Senior Centre Society as attached 
to the Report of the Community & Neighbourhood Programs Manager dated August 21, 2013; 
 
AND FURTHER THAT the Divisional Director of Active Living and Culture be authorized to 
execute the Service Delivery Agreements with the Rutland Senior Centre Society and the 
Okanagan Mission Senior Centre Society on behalf of the City of Kelowna. 
 
Purpose: 
 
To seek Council’s endorsement for a new Service Delivery Agreement between the City of 
Kelowna and the Rutland Senior Centre Society and the Okanagan Mission Senior Centre 
Society. 
 
Background: 
 
In 1998 the City was involved in establishing Senior Societies that would deliver services out 
of its facilities; Water Street Senior Centre, Rutland Senior Centre and the Okanagan Mission 
Activity Centre. As part of this process a Service Delivery Agreement was established between 
the Societies and the City. The original agreement outlined the roles and responsibilities in 
the management and operation of the facility. The City maintained the role in managing 
building operations while the Society was responsible for the delivery of a wide variety of 
recreational and educational programs for residents of Kelowna and district 50 years of age 
and older.  
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In 2009 the Service Delivery Agreements were altered to reflect the facilities change over to 
multi-age program centres. This direction was consistent with the recommendations from the 
Seniors Services Strategy (2005-2020) that future services for seniors be integrated into multi-
age recreation facilities.  
 
In 2012 the Agreement with the Water Street Senior Centre Society was updated as part of 
their move to the new Parkinson Activity Centre and approved by council. These new 
agreements follow the same format and content as the agreement with the Parkinson Senior 
Society. 
 
The updated agreements, while respecting senior program requirements, allowed Active 
Living & Culture staff to provide community programming out of these facilities at times not 
utilized by the senior societies. This allowed these facilities to become multi-age program 
centres and assist the division with its goal to expand neighbourhood based program delivery.   
 
Since January, 2013, department staff has been meeting with representatives from each of 
the two Senior Societies to review their current Service Delivery Agreements. The purpose of 
the review was to update any policies and/or procedures that had become outdated from the 
original agreement and to discuss new opportunities to improve overall services to reflect the 
current operation and the future direction and use of the facilities.  During these discussions 
the primary focus was around clarifying operational functions and communication protocols 
between the City and the Society as well as standardizing the structure and wording of the 
agreements between the various senior societies.  
 
Driving principles of these discussions included: 

 The space allocated to the Societies would take into consideration its current and 
future programming requirements. 

 The need to provide the Societies dedicated space for storage and specialized 
programming. 

 The importance of the Societies members feeling a sense of community and identity in 
the facilities. 

 The need for the City to provide multi-age programming out of the facilities to address 
community needs and increase capacity of services. 

 The importance of maximizing facility utilization. 

 The necessity of establishing a cohesive relationship between the Senior Societies and 
the City.  

 
Primary business terms included in the agreement include: 
 
Term – The agreement is for 1 year with an option to renew for 4 additions terms. 
 
Scheduling – A scheduling protocol was followed that is consistent with scheduling practices in 
our other multi-age activity facilities.  

1. The Society has first right of use in their allocated times in the facility shared spaces. 
2. The City has first rights of use in the remaining times in the facility shared spaces. 
3. Time in the facility shared spaces not used by the Society and/or the City for programs 

and services will be available to the community for rentals. 
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Other key points related to scheduling include: 

 Facility scheduling is reviewed on a quarterly basis, at which time the Society can 
request additional time outside of their allocation. The request will be granted if 
space is available.  

 The City has the right to utilize time allocated to the Society if they do not require it.  
 
Equipment - The City will contribute annually up to $1,000 towards the basic facility 
equipment such as tables and chairs that is considered “shared use” by the City, the 
Societies, and rentals. Both the City and the Society will provide and be responsible for 
program equipment and supplies that are for their sole use.  
 
Security –The City and the Societies are both responsibility for securing the facility; including 
the locking and unlocking of the exterior building entrances, and setting up the security 
system when they are accessing the facility. As well the City and the Society will also both be 
responsible for securing their program and storage spaces.   
  
Communication and Reporting– A communication reporting structure was established. 

 Staff will meet with the Society on a bi-weekly basis to discuss operational issues and 
service delivery concerns. 

 Staff will attend the Society’s monthly board meeting and AGM 

 Staff will meet with the Society on a quarterly basis regarding space allocation. 

 The Society will provide the City with an annual financial statement.  
  
 
Internal Circulation: City Clerk; Manager, Building Services, Communications    
 
Financial/Budgetary Considerations:  
There are no budgetary implications in our finical commitment to the Society in this 
agreement. We will continue to provide up to $1,000 annual towards the cost of the facilities 
table and chair replacement.  
 
Personnel Implications: 
There are no changes in our staffing requirements to manage these service delivery 
agreements. The Active Living & Culture Division will continue to assign a Community 
Recreation Coordinators as a liaison between the City and the Society.    
 
External Agency/Public Comments: 
The Rutland Senior Centre Society and the Okanagan Mission Senior Centre Society endorsed 
the new Service Delivery Agreements at their June 2013 Board of Directors meetings.  
 
Considerations not applicable to this report: 
Legal/Statutory Authority: 
Legal/Statutory Procedural Requirements: 
Existing Policy: 
Communications Comments: 
Alternate Recommendation: 
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Submitted by:  
 
__________________________________________________________ 
L. Roberts-Taylor, Manager, Community & Neighbourhood Programs  
 
 
 
Approved for inclusion:                 (J. Gabriel, Division Director, Active Living & Culture) 
 
 
 
Attachments: 

Rutland Senior Centre Society Service Delivery Agreement  
Okanagan Mission Senior Centre Society Service Delivery Agreement  
 
cc: Division Director, Communications        
     City Clerk 
     Manager, Facility Services  
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Report to Council 
 

Date: 
 

August 26, 2013 
 

Rim No. 
 

1340-10 

To:  
 

City Manager 
 

From: 
 

Planner Specialist, Urban Design  

Subject: 
 

Draft City Park Concept Plan 

  
 

Recommendation: 
 
THAT Council receive for information, the report from the Planner Specialist, Urban Design 
regarding community response to a draft concept design for City Park; 
  
AND THAT Council direct staff to continue to work with Tourism Kelowna to address public 
concerns regarding the Pavilion as proposed in the attached Draft Concept Plan, by exploring 
ways to reduce the size of the building as well as its associated impacts; 
 
AND THAT staff report back to Council regarding the outcome of the above exercise and to 
receive further direction regarding next steps. 
 
Purpose:  
 
To provide Council with a summary of the feedback received in response to the recent draft 
of the City Park Concept Plan and to receive direction from Council regarding next steps.  
 
Background: 
 
In 2012, Council directed staff to prepare a concept plan for City Park (Attachment A - 
Subject Area). This project was initiated in response to the need to consider aging Park 
infrastructure so that provision of that infrastructure can be optimized to meet the long-term 
needs of a growing community. Council also directed staff to determine a preferred location 
for a building that would include community amenities as well as accommodate a Visitor 
Services Centre and administrative offices for Tourism Kelowna. 
 
Through the first half of 2013, staff worked with Perry + Associates, a landscape architecture 
firm with an extensive background in park design. The process included an issues and 
opportunities identification session with key Downtown stakeholders. It also included civic 
engagement via the City website. This pilot project allowed members of the community an 
opportunity for input early in the process.  
 
Staff carefully reviewed and considered the ideas and comments that were received online. 
The Plan that had been initially posted for online comment was revised in response to those 
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comments (Attachment B - Draft Concept Plan) and an Open House was held to receive 
community feedback. The updated Draft Concept Plan was also posted online for a second 
and final round of community engagement. The Open House was held on June 27, 2013 and 
the online forum ran from June 27, 2013 to July 15, 2013. 

In addition to the information received online and from the Open House, Mayor and Council as 
well as staff received correspondence after the online discussion closed. A summary of all 
comments received is included as Attachment D of this report. 

Draft Concept Plan 

The feedback received from the online civic engagement initiated in March, 2013 indicated 
that inappropriate social behavior within the Park is a deterrent to the public’s use of the 
Park. The feedback also indicated a strong preference for more opportunities for active, as 
opposed to passive use of the Park. 

Subsequent to the online engagement, the project consultant, in conjunction with staff made 
adjustments to the initial draft to broaden the scope of possible Park activities. A specific 
attempt was made to 1) allow for active uses that would draw people to the Park over more 
hours of the day and year, and 2) to provide a more even distribution of activities throughout 
the Park.  

This strategy is intended to eliminate existing areas of the Park that are considered to be 
isolated and lacking the public surveillance necessary to make them feel safe for extended 
periods of use. The changes were a direct response to the feedback received online, and 
consistent with what was perceived as the community’s desire for parks that promote 
healthy, active lifestyles. 

A key idea underlying the Park Plan is the creation of sub-areas or concentrations of similar or 
related activities which are then connected by a comprehensive circulation system 
(Attachment C – Circulation and Zoning). Currently, the principal circulation route is along the 
waterfront. There is little opportunity or incentive for Park visitors to move through the 
Park’s interior spaces. The proposed Plan would therefore not only provide an incentive to 
move away from the waterfront, but also a higher sense of personal safety in visiting all areas 
of the Park and the ability to do so via an extensive network of all-weather paths serving both 
pedestrians and bicyclists.  

The third component of an enhanced circulation system would be a vehicular route beginning 
at the Lawrence Avenue intersection and exiting at the Leon Avenue intersection. In addition 
to supplementing the pedestrian and bicyclist surveillance by allowing motorists to 
conveniently move through the Park, the vehicular path would allow visitors with restricted 
mobility to easily access the Park’s amenities. Because parking would be integrated into the 
vehicular route, the existing parking lot could be downsized or eliminated, thereby freeing 
prime space for active uses. 

Amenity Building 

A building referred to as the “Pavilion”, in reference to the structure in the Park that was 
destroyed by fire in 2011, would be provided as a public amenity. The building would house a 
flexible meeting room to be administered by the City’s Active Living and Culture staff for 
community use. The building would also include public washrooms and leasable commercial 
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space including a Visitor Services Centre and administrative offices for Tourism Kelowna as 
the building’s major, long-term tenant.  

Sufficient parking to serve the building’s anticipated occupant load would be provided 
adjacent to the building. This parking would be in addition to the number of parking stalls 
currently provided within the Park that has been preserved in the Concept Plan.  

Because the principal vehicle access to the Park could only be from the Lawrence Avenue 
intersection, Veendam Way and Gardens would need to be relocated. Staff are working with 
the Veendam Sister City Association on a plan to relocate Veendam Way and its associated 
vegetation to a new location that would continue to provide a direct connection between 
Abbott Street and the Cenotaph if the Draft Concept Plan were to be approved. 

Lawn Bowling Facility 

The lawn bowling facility is not shown on the Plan. However, the Plan is conceptual and the 
facility could be located within the area identified as the Central Active Zone, pending the 
outcome of further staff discussions with the Kelowna Lawn Bowling Club as the operator of 
the facility. 

The reasons the facility is not shown in the Draft Concept Plan are: 

 the facility is deemed to have low levels of use relative to other possible activities 
that would see the lawn bowling site used over more hours of the day and year and 
that would potentially achieve a greater public benefit; 

 other City-owned sites could be considered that would possibly better meet the long-
term needs of the facility to increase its membership. 

Next Steps 

Significant public feedback has been received regarding concerns with the proposed Visitor 
Services Centre and its associated vehicular impacts on the Park.  In order to address this 
public concern, staff would work with Tourism Kelowna to assess the feasibility of reducing 
the Visitor Centre’s size and the associated impacts on the Park.  This would likely lead to 
two possible outcomes: 

1) If a reduced building footprint proves to be technically and financially feasible, it would 
likely trigger refinements to the overall Concept Plan.  Pending the outcome of that 
exercise, staff would report back to Council and Council could then direct staff to revise 
the Draft City Park Concept Plan accordingly, including any further public consultation.  

2) If a reduction in the size of the Visitor Centre and associated vehicular impacts cannot be 
achieved, staff would report back to Council and Council could then direct staff to 
explore the feasibility of alternate locations for a Tourism Kelowna facility within 
Downtown. Staff anticipate this direction would also trigger refinements to the City Park 
Concept Plan, including further public consultation. 

Staff expect a feasibility exercise to take 3-4 weeks pending availability of Tourism Kelowna 
for discussions.  This schedule would also provide adequate time for continued discussions 
with Park stakeholders including the Lawn Bowling Club and Veendam Sister City Association.  
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Financial/Budgetary Considerations: 

There is currently no funding in the 2020 Capital Plan to implement the changes identified in 
the Draft City Park Concept Plan. It is anticipated that a combination of partnerships with 
other agencies, grants, and redirection of other capital funding would be required if any of 
the identified changes were to be undertaken. 

Internal Circulation: 
 
Civic Operations 
Communications 
Active Living & Culture  
 
Considerations not applicable to this report: 
 
Legal/Statutory Authority: 
Legal/Statutory Procedural Requirements: 
Existing Policy: 
Personnel Implications: 
External Agency/Public Comments: 
Communications Comments: 
Alternate Recommendation: 
 
Submitted by:  
 
P. McCormick, Planner Specialist, Urban Design 
 
 
Approved for inclusion:                     J. Vos, General Manager Community Sustainability 
 
 
Appendix A: Subject Area 
Appendix B: Draft Concept Plan 
Appendix C: Draft Concept Plan – Circulation and Zoning 
Appendix D: Summary of Public Engagement and Feedback 
 
 
cc:  

Active Living & Culture Divisional Director 
Civic Operations Divisional Director  
Communications & Information Services Divisional Director 
Community Planning & Real Estate Divisional Director 

General Manager Community Sustainability 
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APPENDIX A: Subject Area 
 
 

North 
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APPENDIX B: Draft Concept Plan
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APPENDIX C: Draft Concept Plan – Circulation and Zoning 
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APPENDIX D: Summary of Community Engagement and Feedback 
 

February 5, 2013 – Stakeholder Workshop 

 Identify/confirm issues and agree upon guiding principles 

March 14 – April 25, 2013 –My City Park Online Engagement 

 2700 visitors 

 180 Ideas posted 

 245 comments on the Ideas  

Top five Ideas supported by participants: 

 a safer park for individuals and families   

 additional picnic areas 

 more active uses 

 a farmers’ market 

 improved pedestrian/cyclist circulation 

June 27, 2013 – Open House Feedback 

 held at entrance to City Park adjacent to the Sails Plaza 

 125 - 150 attendees 

 19 exit surveys completed  

o 9 supported the plan in general 

o 7 were not supportive  

o 3 were unsure 

Highlights of the survey comments: the picnic area and a diving tower where particularly 

supported; opposition to a tourism facility, removal of the lawn bowling facility, and 

excessive paving/roads/parking were also noteworthy 

 Attendees’ general concerns (orally communicated to staff and the consultant) 

o Loss of lawn bowling facility 

o Tourism Centre/Park Pavilion (RV parking/traffic coming into the Park) 

o Scenic drive/access road through Park  

o Impact on Veendam Way  

o Removal of green space 

o The Fun Zone (diving board/boardwalk) was well-received, as well as the 

expanded picnic area 

o Questions on timing of implementation 
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June 27 to July 15, 2013 - Virtual Open House Feedback  
 

 1700 visitors  

 500 YouTube views  

 133 online surveys completed 
 
Online survey results:   
 

1. Was the information presented clearly to help you make an informed opinion? 

 108 agreed or strongly agreed (81%) 

 23 disagreed or strongly disagreed (17%) 

 2 didn’t know (1.5%) 
 

2. Quality of life in our parks means different things to different people. Generally, are 
you supportive of the Concept Plan? 

 Yes : 67 (50%) 

 No : 20 (15%) 

 Unsure : 16 (12%) 

 Skipped/no response: (23%) 
 

3. Tell us up to three highlights of the Plan you like the best. 

 Fun Zone (aquatic/diving area, children’s area, picnic area) 

 Bike path separated from pedestrian pathway  

 Separation of conflicting Park uses 

 Increased number of washroom facilities 

 Tourism Centre (8) 

 Scenic road (6) 

 Pavilion/ multi-use facility (5) 

 Market stalls (5) 

 

4. Tell us up to three highlights you like the least. 

 Tourism building (55) 

 Safety issues associated with access road and/or conflicting uses (56) 

 Loss of green space to accommodate building (25)  

 Loss of rose garden, impact on Cenotaph and relocation of Veendam Way 

(17)  

 Concerns re: vehicles turning into Park in a pedestrian-oriented area (15) 

 Should be on highway (13) 

 Lack of parking to accommodate Tourist Centre (5) 

 Parking/RVs (5) 

 Loss of lawn bowling facility (51)  

 Cost of implementation (6) 

 Vendors/commercial spaces (6) 

 Perceived exclusion of seniors (3) 
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July 15 to August 19, 2013 - Emails & Letters to the City 

 Against the plan or specifically targeting the Tourism facility (69); in favour (2; 

including a letter of support from the Downtown Kelowna Association) 

Other letters received:  Veendam Sister City Association suggesting an alteration to the plan 

to relocate Veendam Way and Gardens. 

July 15 to August 19, 2013 - Phone calls received (by the Project Manager & the Mayor’s 

Office) 

7 phone calls - 5 callers specifically voiced disapproval of a Visitor Services Centre in the 

Park; 4 of the callers were opposed to any redevelopment of City Park 

Advertising/Social Media 

Ad placement – Capital News – City in Action 

 October 1, 2012 (City Council Highlights) 

 March 25, 2013 

 April 5, 2013 

 June 21, 2013 
 
e-Bulletins 

 March 18, 2013 

 June 25, 2013 

 July 5, 2013 
 
Facebook & Twitter 

 3 Facebook posts that were viewed by 525 people 

 3 Tweets sent out via Twitter to 7,600 followers, which included 6 retweets 

Castanet Ad (Kelowna News 1, 2, and Weather Page) 

 July 8 – July 15: 630 click thru’s 
 
Other Media 

 Downtown Kelowna Association (Insider e-Bulletin) 

 Bernard Avenue Revitalization Update – profiled City Park Concept Plan 

 1150am x 3, CBC x 2 (Project Manager interviews) 
 

Mar 27, 2013 CBC radio 

west 

http://www.cbc.ca/pla

yer/Radio/Local+Shows

/British+Columbia/Radi

o+West/ID/2362259767/  

Positive – (interview with Project Manager) 

March 15, 

2013 

Daily Courier  Neutral - Input sought for city park 

http://www.cbc.ca/player/Radio/Local+Shows/British+Columbia/Radio+West/ID/2362259767/
http://www.cbc.ca/player/Radio/Local+Shows/British+Columbia/Radio+West/ID/2362259767/
http://www.cbc.ca/player/Radio/Local+Shows/British+Columbia/Radio+West/ID/2362259767/
http://www.cbc.ca/player/Radio/Local+Shows/British+Columbia/Radio+West/ID/2362259767/
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March 14, 

2013 

AM1150  Neutral – looking for input 

March 14, 

2013 

Castanet  Neutral – residents asked for ideas on city park 

April 11, 2013 Daily Courier  Neutral – online open house a success 

April 11, 2013 AM1150  Neutral – feedback on park positive 

April 12, 2013 Castanet  Neutral – engagement, City has lots to say on park 

plan 

May 17, 2013 Cap News http://www.kelownaca

pnews.com/news/20793

0191.html  

Positive – social media and engagement 

May 23, 2013 Cap news  Negative – Opinion – respect park as green space 

(Judie Steeves) 

June 14, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – let lawn bowlers stay (Jon Manchester) 

June 21, 2013 HQ Kelowna  Neutral – Open House details 

June 25, 2013 HQ Kelowna  Neutral – Open house details 

June 27, 2013 CBC radio 

west 

 Neutral – plan released, give feedback 

June 27, 2013 Global BC  Neutral – park places unveiled 

July 5, 2013 Daily Courier  Neutral – feedback on park plan invited 

July 5, 2013 Castanet http://www.castanet.n

et/news/Kelowna/9463

7/Plan-for-new-City-

Park-updated  

Neutral – Concept design 

July 5, 2013 AM1150  Neutral – Plan could see landmark relocated 

Jul y 10, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative - Letter to the Editor City park plan 

relegates seniors to second-class citizens 

Jul y 10, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor More building in city 

park will only make it worse 

July 13, 2013 Cap News  Negative – Opinion – air your concerns (Judie 

Steeves) 

July 16, 2013 Daily Courier http://www.kelownadai

lycourier.ca/opinions/d

ont-ruin-city-park-

Negative - Opinion – don’t ruin park (Jon 

Manchester) 

http://www.kelownacapnews.com/news/207930191.html
http://www.kelownacapnews.com/news/207930191.html
http://www.kelownacapnews.com/news/207930191.html
http://www.castanet.net/news/Kelowna/94637/Plan-for-new-City-Park-updated
http://www.castanet.net/news/Kelowna/94637/Plan-for-new-City-Park-updated
http://www.castanet.net/news/Kelowna/94637/Plan-for-new-City-Park-updated
http://www.castanet.net/news/Kelowna/94637/Plan-for-new-City-Park-updated
http://www.kelownadailycourier.ca/opinions/dont-ruin-city-park-71713.html
http://www.kelownadailycourier.ca/opinions/dont-ruin-city-park-71713.html
http://www.kelownadailycourier.ca/opinions/dont-ruin-city-park-71713.html
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71713.html  

July 16, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Sad to hear of lawn 

bowling’s possible fate 

July 18, 2013 Cap News/ 

Daily 

Courier/ 

Castanet 

http://www.kelownaca

pnews.com/opinion/lett

ers/215878501.html 

Negative - Opinion – No more pavement (Sharon 

Shepherd) 

July 19, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Keep hands off park 

July 21, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Opinion - Park poor place for office (Jon 

Manchester) 

July 22, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Keep hands off 

Kelowna City Park 

July 23, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor City Cruel to Seniors 

July 25, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Leave the park alone (Don Plant)  

July 25, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Centre shouldn't be 

in park  

 

July 25, 2013 Capital News  Negative – Letter to the Editor Don’t locate major 

tourist info centre in park 

July 26, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor No to office in park 

July 28, 2013 Daily Courier  Positive – Letter to the Editor Something needs to 

change to get transients out of park 

July 30, 2013 Capital News  Negative – Letter to the Editor Tourist buses not 

welcome in City Park 

July 30, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Green parks are best 

parks, yesterday and today 

July 31, 2013 AM 1150  Neutral – Office building in city park defended 

July 31, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor A park proposal for 

tourism centre 

August 1, 2013 CBC 

Daybreak 

http://www.cbc.ca/day

breaksouth/2013/08/01

/exploring-the-stately-

game-of-lawn-bowling/  

Negative – Exploring the Stately Game of Lawn 

Bowling 

http://www.kelownacapnews.com/opinion/letters/215878501.html
http://www.kelownacapnews.com/opinion/letters/215878501.html
http://www.kelownacapnews.com/opinion/letters/215878501.html
http://www.cbc.ca/daybreaksouth/2013/08/01/exploring-the-stately-game-of-lawn-bowling/
http://www.cbc.ca/daybreaksouth/2013/08/01/exploring-the-stately-game-of-lawn-bowling/
http://www.cbc.ca/daybreaksouth/2013/08/01/exploring-the-stately-game-of-lawn-bowling/
http://www.cbc.ca/daybreaksouth/2013/08/01/exploring-the-stately-game-of-lawn-bowling/
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August 1, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Public input needed 

on park plan 

August 4, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Writer wonders if 

it’s a done deal 

August 4, 2013 Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Parks for people, not 

tourist booths 

August 5, 2013 Infotel  Neutral – Finding the right spot for Kelowna’s 

tourism centre 

August 7, 2013 Castanet  Negative – Letter City park tourist centre  

August 12, 

2013 

Capital News  Negative – Opinion City Park historical photo sparks 

floral conversation 

August 12, 

2013 

Daily Courier  Negative – Letter to the Editor Outraged over plan 

for offices in City Park 

August 15, 

2013 

Castanet  Negative – Opinion Tourist centres becoming 

obsolete 

    

Negative Neutral Positive  

26 19 3 
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Report to Council 
 

Date: 

 
August 20, 2013 
 

Rim No. 
 

1140-50 

To:  
 

City Manager 
 

From: 
 

R. Forbes, Manager, Property Management 

Subject: 
 

Report to Council - Lease to Okanagan Symphony 

 Report Prepared by: T. Abrahamson, Property Officer 

 

Recommendation: 
 
THAT Council approves the City entering into a five (5) year Lease Agreement, with the 
Okanagan Symphony Orchestra Society, at the Knowles House at 865 Bernard Avenue for the 
purpose of office and storage space, with the option to renew for an additional five (5) year 
term at the City’s sole discretion, in the form attached to the Report of the Manager, 
Property Management, dated August 20, 2013, subject to the Okanagan Symphony Orchestra 
Society obtaining a building / home inspection with results that are satisfactory to them; 
 
AND THAT the Mayor and City Clerk be authorized to execute the Lease Agreement. 
 
Purpose:  
 
To obtain Council endorsement of a five (5) year lease to Okanagan Symphony Orchestra 
Society for the use of the Knowles House.  
 
Background: 
 
The Knowles House, located at 865 Bernard Avenue, was recently occupied by the Alzheimer 
Society and became vacant in December 2012.   The home was built in 1907.  There has been 
an addition to the house that is in poor condition and needs to be removed.  The house 
requires renovations to return the building to its original form and character.  Rental revenue 
has been placed in a reserve to fund the renovations to the 106 year-old building, and 
continued revenue contributions will ensure funding for the restoration.  
 
The Okanagan Symphony Orchestra (“OSO”) is currently renting second floor space on 
Springfield Road and seeking a larger space that would accommodate their office functions 
and storage space for the larger instruments.  The wheelchair ramp at Knowles House would 
assist patrons and volunteers with mobility issues to access the office with greater ease, and 
also allow movement of the larger instruments to and from storage.  The door to the building 
at the end of the wheelchair ramp will have to be changed to a larger door to accommodate 
the movement of the instruments.   The Urban Planning branch has identified that a Heritage 
Alteration Permit would not be required for this work.   
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As part of the due diligence on behalf of the OSO a home inspection will be performed.  The 
City acknowledges that it is the City’s responsibility to pay for remediation work identified in 
the home inspection.  The City and the OSO must mutually agree on the required 
remediation. 
  
The OSO has indicated that proximity to Knowles Park opens up programming opportunities 
for small concerts in the park. 
 
Financial/Budgetary Considerations  
 
The proposed rental rate is $10,680.00 per annum plus GST for the first year of the term, and 
$13,680.00 per annum for the remainder of the term.  The rent reduction in the first year 
recognizes the minor interior renovations required by the OSO and the need for continued 
outside storage space while the renovations are underway.  OSO will be responsible for all 
utilities and property taxes associated with the lease. 
 
An option to renew at the City’s sole discretion is offered for a further five (5) year term.  A 
rent review will be conducted at that time to ensure market rent is achieved. 
 
Internal Circulation: 
Director, Financial Services 
Planner, Policy & Planning 
Manager, Urban Planning  
 
Considerations not applicable to this report: 
Legal/Statutory Authority: 
Legal/Statutory Procedural Requirements: 
Existing Policy: 
Personnel Implications: 
External Agency/Public Comments: 
Communications Comments: 
Alternate Recommendation: 
 
In light of the above, the Real Estate department requests Council’s endorsement of this 
Lease. 
 
Submitted by: R. Forbes, Manager, Property Management 
 
Approved for inclusion:   D. Edstrom, Director, Real Estate 
 
Attachment: 

1. Lease 
2. Condition Subject 

 
cc:  K. Grayston, Director, Financial Services  
 L. Sanbrooks, Planner, Policy & Planning 
 D. Noble, Manager, Urban Planning 
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Report to Council 
 

Date: 
 

August 20, 2013 

Rim No. 
 

1140-50 

To:  
 

City Manager 
 

From: 
 

R. Forbes, Manager, Property Management 

Subject: 
 

Council Report Kelowna Youth and Family Services 2013 Lease 

 Report Prepared by: T. Abrahamson, Property Officer 

 

Recommendation: 
 
THAT Council approves the City entering into a five (5) year Lease Modification Agreement, 
with Terra Landscaping and Bobcat Services Ltd. with the option to renew for an additional 
five (5) year term, in the form attached to the Report of the Manager, Property Management, 
dated August 20, 2013; 
 
AND THAT the Mayor and City Clerk be authorized to execute the agreement. 
 
Purpose:  
 
That Council approves the Lease Modification Agreement with Terra Landscaping and Bobcat 
Services Ltd. for the lease of Suite #301 at 260 Harvey Avenue. 
 
 
Background: 
 
Kelowna Youth and Family Services (KYFS) is a program of the RCMP.  The agency provides 
preventative counseling service for parents, children and/or youth up to 17 years; assistance 
to parents experiencing difficulties with child behaviour in family, community or involvement 
with the law; improving relationships, communication and parenting skills. 

 
KYFS have been operating out of Suite #100 – 260 Harvey Avenue.  They have been seeking 
better accommodations for next year when their current lease expires.  Discussion with their 
existing landlord resulted with the possibility of moving from Suite #100 to Suite #301.  The 
landlord is offering the space at the same rental rate that has been charged for the past five 
(5) years, renovate the space to the tenants specifications and move the furniture when the 
renovations are completed.   
 
The rent rate being charged is comparable with other rental rates being charged downtown.   
 
The new space will meet the needs of KYFS for the next five (5) years. 
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Considerations not applicable to this report: 
Internal Circulation 
Legal/Statutory Authority: 
Existing Policy 
Financial/Budgetary Considerations 
Personnel Implications 
External Agency/Public Comments 
Communications Comments 
Alternate Recommendation 
Legal/Statutory Procedural Requirements: 
 
Submitted by: R. Forbes, Manager, Property Management 
 
Approved for inclusion: D. Edstrom, Director, Real Estate  
 
cc: S. Leatherdale, Director, Human Resources 
 K. Grayston, Director, Financial Services 
 
Attachment: 
1. Map 
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