DEVELOPMENT and PLANNING SERVICES COMMITTEE
Monday, January 7, 2019
City of Salmon Arm
Council Chamber
City Hall, 500 - 2 Avenue NE

8:00 a.m.
Page # Item Description
#
1. CALL TO ORDER
2. REVIEW OF AGENDA
3. DECLARATION OF INTEREST
4. PRESENTATION
n/a
S. REPORTS
1-10 1. ZON-1137, Arsenault, A., 4080 — 20 Street NE; R-7 to R-8
11 -18 2. ZON-1135 / VP-492, Stacer, J., 661 — 21 Street NE; R-4 to R-8 /
Parcel Width Variance
19 - 24 3. VP-487, Cox, P. & V., #6, 481 Highway 97B NE; Parcel Coverage
Variance
6. FOR INFORMATION
25-30 1. Feasibility of installing green technology on a City owned facility
7. IN CAMERA
1.
8. LATE ITEM
n/a
9. ADJOURNMENT

Followed by a Special Council Meeting (Budget) at 9:00 a.m.

kkkk

http:/ /www.salmonarm.ca/agendacenter



http://www.salmonarm.ca/agendacenter
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Appendix 6:

Site Plans
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Development Services Department Memorandum ZON-1135 & VP-492 (Stacer) 20 December 2018

The adjacent land uses are described as follows:

North: Single Family Residential (R-1)

South: Medium Density Residential (R-4)

East: 21 Street NE / Medium Density Residential (R-4)
West: Medium Density Residential (R-4)

The subject property does have a Section 219 Land Title Act covenant (KP013969) registered on title
from February 2000 restricting any further construction or development until approved by the Ministry of

Transportation and Infrastructure. MOTI will have to approve the rezoning bylaw and has given
preliminary approval.

COMMENTS

Ministry of Transportation & Infrastructure

MOT]I has granted preliminary approval.
Fire Department
No concerns.

Building Department

No concerns with rezoning application.

Engineering Department

Comments pending.

Planning Department

The applicant is requesting to rezone the subject property in addition to requesting a variance to the
Zoning Bylaw.

Medium Density Residential (R-4) to Residential Suite (R-8)

The subject property is designated Medium Density Residential in the City’'s OCP and zoned R-4 in the
Zoning Bylaw. Both the R-4 and R-8 zones are supported within the Medium Density designation.
Therefore the current proposal is consistent with the OCP land use designation; however the reduction in
density does not reflect the highest and best use of the land from a long term planning perspective. With
the R-8 zoning and development, no off-site servicing is required by the City's Subdivision and
Development Servicing Bylaw; with the R-4 zoning and development, works and services are required
along 21 Street NE (sidewalk and boulevard). Similar to other recent down-zonings approved by Council,
staff understands that development costs and market demand are vital considerations to builders and no
minimum density policies exist in the City’'s OCP.

Based on the property’s size of 1,250 m?/ 0.125 ha the maximum density with the R-4 designation would
be five units. If the proposal moved forward, and was supported by Council, the property would net two
units each with attached suites (each lot would be too small for a detached suite). Given the size and
scale of the property the loss in density is considered minimal by staff.

Variance - Minimum Parcel Width

The applicant is requesting a variance to the minimum parcel width from 14.0 m to 13.7 m to
accommodate a two lot subdivision. Each lot would be 30 cm less than the minimum width prescribed for
a lot zoned R-8. No impacts are anticipated. Other zones including the R-4 (Medium Density Residential)

Page 2 0of 3
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The design and orientation of a building are important factors to consider when deciding
whether it is a good location for a solar project. Typically, retrofits are less effective than
installations on new buildings. The existing roofing material and structural integrity of
older buildings can pose a significant challenge when installing solar panels.

If Council wishes to pursue the feasibility of installing green technology / renewable
energy system on a City owned facility, including obtaining cost estimates (as well as site
audits, installation, grid connections and estimated annual maintenance of the
recommended panel sizing and configuration); estimates of energy generation and
payback length; and recommendations of how best to structure usage agreements, it is
recommended that the City engage a consultant, for a cost of approximately $10,000.00 (to
look at feasibility of retrofitting an existing City building). At present, the balance of the
Climate Action Reserve account is $2,500.00.

While some local and regional companies offer no-cost / no-obligation estimates, it would
be most productive to engage a consultant (as noted above) who could provide the

following:

e Cost / benefit analysis;

o Site assessment;

e System design

¢ Long term operations and maintenance requirements;
e Permits; and

e Installation.

A structural engineering assessment for additional loading from the solar panel
mounting structure onto the roof of an existing building will be necessary. Typically,
building roofs have an additional capacity to support extra loads such as dead, live or
environmental loads. However, a structural inspection or audit to determine the amount
of that additional capacity compared to all loads being applied with the installation of
panels is recommended. Ideally, the pilot project would be initiated on a new building
(i.e. new parkade or aquatic facility) as it could be addressed in the design phase, thereby
avoiding potential issues at the time of construction instead of having to work around
them in a retrofit.

The Shuswap Recreation Society has investigated the installation of solar panels at Shaw
Centre but it has proven difficult to ascertain what the benefit might be. PV systems are
only capable of reducing the use of fossil fuels but not eliminating them in their entirety,
making them ineffective to significantly reduce GHGs.

While the pursuit of green technology is important and shows leadership by Council, the
economic benefits are often speculative at best. Take, for example, the Geothermal system
at City Hall. While this is a sustainable and more environmentally friendly method than

29




Page 6

utilizing conventional heating sources, the operating and maintenance costs routinely
outweigh any energy savings.

Respectfully submitted,

LN%MWJE/

Carl Bannister, MCIP, RPP
Chief Administrative Officer
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